

March 10, 2006

ngw            ENVIRONMENT            7:00 p.m.

     107                                                

ngw              ENVIRONMENT          March 10, 2006


PRESIDING CHAIRMEN:
Senator Finch


Representative Roy


COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT:
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REPRESENTATIVES:
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  --Environment Committee, public hearing, 7:00 p.m., Friday, March 10th, Sound School of New Haven.

REPRESENTATIVE ROY:  [inaudible - microphone not on] the closed meeting of the Environment to order.  We thank you all for coming out, the first up on our Connecticut road tour.  On Monday, we will be in Norwich.


On Wednesday, we will be in Bridgeport.  This is the first time we’ve attempted something like this.  We hope it will be successful in future session years, well, we have a session every year, but in future sessions, we’ll get started earlier.


And we hope to maybe get a couple more towns in, but also make it a little bit more reasonable on our own schedules because we were all in Hartford today for a meeting, and we’re here.


Monday, we’ll have a hearing all day in Hartford and go down to Norwich for another hearing.  And Wednesday, we’ll be in session up in Hartford and then go to Bridgeport for a hearing.


So I appreciate that you came out because we are probably not going to be married at the end of the week or the end of next week.  All right.  The rules are that you have three minutes to give testimony.


And then Members of the Committee may have some questions for you on various things.  When you do come up, come up to this table in front.  Please speak as close to the mike as you can.

The recording is not as sophisticated as we have in Hartford.  We don’t have the power.  We don’t have the facilities here.  Anything else I should say, Brendan?  Anything else we need to do?

BRENDAN:  No, Sir.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  I thank you.  And our first speaker of the evening is C.J. May.  Oh, I’m sorry.  We don’t have nameplates in front of us.  So starting to my right.

SEN. FINCH:  State Senator Bill Finch, Bridgeport, Trumble, and Monroe.

REP. ROY:  I am State Representative Roy from Milford.

REP. CHAPIN:  State Representative Clark Chapin from New Milford.

REP. MEGNA:  State Representative Bob Megna from the wonderful city of New Haven.

REP. ROY:  All right, Bob.  Okay.  C.J. May, Connecticut Recyclers Coalition.

C.J. MAY:  Good evening, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, and other Members of the Environment Committee.  Thank you very much for coming down to New Haven.


We appreciate the chance to see you guys here.  I’m offering testimony on Senate Bill 191, Senate Bill 191, and Senate Bill 196.  In short, the Connecticut Recyclers Coalition, a nonprofit organization of solid-waste managers, is in favor of all of those three bills.

The Senate Bill 191 is going to increase and require high-performance energy standards for buildings that are funded, at least in part, by state funds.

This is a great bill, and it’s going to reduce energy dependence.  It’s going to make sure the operating costs for these buildings are kept low.

And also, it’s going to ensure that recycled materials are being used and that the waste generated by those buildings are handled properly, thus reducing the burden on Connecticut’s citizens to handle those.

It’s a great bill, and we hope that you’ll consider passing it.  Senate Bill 192 is a bill that would advance the beverage-container redemption provisions by increasing the deposit from $.05 to $.10 and by adding plastic water bottles, which is this, which I found on the ground on the way here.

This would never be recycled or redeemed.  It would end up being a sewer problem that would have to be sucked out and cause drainage issues.

But if you pass that bill, you’re going to be making sure that this bottle comes back.  It gets redeemed.  This will be creating jobs, reducing pollution, and keeping materials such as this out of the trash, but funneling it back into American industries, which actually need this.

I’ve heard of carpet manufacturers that are actually going out of business because they don’t have enough plastic, such as this, to keep their doors open.  It’s a great bill, and we hope that you will pass that as well.

It will benefit the citizens of Connecticut economically as well as environmentally.  Lastly, Senate Bill 196 is AN ACT CONCERNING THE RECYCLING OF ELECTRONIC DEVICES.

This is sorely needed, and we hope that you will pass this as well.  It’s a first step.  However, it will make sure that cathedrae tube devices, television and computer monitors, are being recycled by ensuring that there are funds available to do so.  It’s an important first step.

And I think if you take this, this will help Connecticut progress along the path to making sure that all electronic devices are recycled and kept out of the environment.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Are there any questions from Members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much, C.J.  We have been joined by a fellow Legislator.  Introduce yourself, Sir.

REP. HENNESSY:  I’m Representative Jack Hennessy from the 127th District in Bridgeport.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

REP. HENNESSY:  Nice to see you all.

REP. ROY:  Our next speaker is Jay Ancheff from DJS Redemption Center.  Jay, if you could give us your full name.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  John Ancheff.  Senator Finch, Representative Roy, and other Committee Members, thank you for this opportunity to speak about Senate Bill 192.

My wife and I own and operate a redemption center in Waterbury, Connecticut.  While we have been in operation for over one year, we processed over eight million of redeemable items.

We operate a manual-sorting operation and are overwhelmingly received.  I’m here to offer my support to the revision of the current bottle bill.

We also circulated a petition requesting a change to the bottle bill and have obtained 292 signatures supporting a change.  Although, 95% of those surveyed do not want the increase to $.10.

Seeing that we are dealing with the current bottle law, we have firsthand knowledge of some of the problems with the current bottle bill.  When the bottle bill was introduced 25 years ago, the minimum wage was $3.10 an hour.

This has now increased to $7.40 an hour.  Utilities have tripled.  The bags that we use to package products for distributors are much more expensive than in 1980.

The bags now cost us $.17 per bag.  Over the past year, they’ve increased 40% because it’s a petroleum product.  Another issue is with beer boxes.

We service the distributors in the New Haven and Fairfield area, and they want their bottles placed into beer boxes, then placed on a scale, and wrapped into plastic for shipping.

They only provide the palette.  All other expenses are provided by us.  When we started our business, we purchased boxes for the beer distributors at $.06 per box.

They gave us a $.06 credit for each beer box that we returned to them.  They have since stopped paying the $.06 credit and are offering sale of the boxes at $.17 per box.

One distributor has agreed to sell them at $.12 per box, but they do not offer a credit for the box.  The irony is that the distributors in all surrounding counties continue to provide boxes at $.06 and offer a $.06 credit.

We ask for assistance with DEP and the State’s Attorney General’s Office, but they could do nothing unless the law is revised to give them more authority.

Currently, the distributors dictate procedures.  The surrounding states with bottle laws are receiving two and a half cents per unit as a handling fee.  If you are making a change to the bottle bill, please make it more economic for redemption centers to operate.

Last year, we processed over eight million units, and we have can drives, Boy Scouts, schools.  That’s it.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much, John.  Are there any questions from Members of the Committee?  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  John, how many redemption centers are there in the state that you’re aware of?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Maybe two dozen.

SEN. FINCH:  And how could we make it more economically beneficial for you?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  I contacted, I called around surrounding states with the beer issue for the boxes.  Massachusetts, for instance, their distributors, redemption centers have contracts with their distributors.


Some use boxes.  Some use gay lords, which is a 4-by-4 box.  They just fill the boxes with so many bottles, and they’re picked up that way.  They have other ways to redeem them, but they get credit for the boxes or the boxes are supplied to them from distributors.


Our distributors are opposed to the bottle law, and even we buy, we have to rent a U-Haul truck, go down to North Haven, and pick them up.  The cost is $250 for the truck, and then we have to buy the boxes, which generally around $400.


We do this twice a month.  And currently, we’re having an issue getting boxes.  They’re not supplying enough, so we can get them.  So they’re kind of making it more difficult for people to redeem.


If I can't have boxes to fill them with, you know, if I don't have boxes, I can't get the bottles from people.

SEN. FINCH:  Consumers bring the bottles to you.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Yes.

SEN. FINCH:  Do you redeem them by weight?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  No.  We count them.

SEN. FINCH:  If you could contact us more with the economics of your business, that would be helpful for me.  I don’t want to take everybody’s time up tonight, but we’re easy to reach.  I’d like to know more about, you know, how the economics works of your business.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

SEN. FINCH:  And then we might be able to make a revised bottle bill addressed to your industry needs.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Do you have any way of telling how, what percentage of the bottles you take in are bottles coming from the actual people who are bringing them to you versus those that are picking them up along the roadsides or doing bottle drives?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  I would say 80% are personal.

REP. CHAPIN:  From the consumer.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  From the consumers.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any others?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Chairman.  John, were you up at the Capitol to testify on this bill when we had a public hearing a few weeks ago?

JOHN ANCHEFF:  No.  My wife and I were ill that day, but we did fax a letter to the Committee.

REP. MEGNA:  It’s refreshing to see other people here on this bill.  I think one of the changes too over the many years is that now, we consume bottled water.


You saw that container that the other fellow brought up.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Yes.

REP. MEGNA:  And I think there are like maybe 230 million of them a year here in Connecticut.  And it’s clear that bottled [inaudible] needs to move forward and put a deposit on that bottle because it does kind of take the place of a soda container, which was the original intent of the bottle bill.


But, see, my point here is when we talk about this, I’m a big supporter of this, but up at the Capitol, I don’t know if we have any lobbyists that are going to come up here and testify against the bottle bill.


They are very tenacious and effective up at the Capitol.  And it’s really nice if more people would really come to the Capitol, and testify, and make it known to their Legislators to support this bill.  So thank you for coming in today.  And thank you for the time, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  You’re welcome.  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you, John.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I’m delighted to say that we’ve had to set up more chairs because people keep coming in.  And those who have arrived late, there are signup sheets, if you wish to speak up here at the table to my right, your left.  So please come on up and sign up, if you’re ready.  And the next speaker is Peg Hall.

PEG HALL:  Thank you for the opportunity to submit this testimony.  My name is Peg Hall.  I’m the solid-waste manager for the Town of Branford.  I’m testifying in favor of Raised Senate Bill 192 regarding the bottle bill.

This bill would increase recycling in the state without raising taxes at the state level, without raising taxes at the municipal level, and without raising the prices of the products in question for any consumer of them, provided they do recycle these containers.

Increased recycling has been repeatedly demonstrated to help the economic by creating jobs and adding value to the product at each stage of its life until a new product is created.

I came to Branford as the first recycling coordinator in 1988.  I became solid-waste manager in 1992 and currently administer all aspects of garbage and recycling for the Town of Branford.

I’m one of the founding members of the Connecticut Recycling Coalition.  I also was a volunteer for over 12 years with the Branford Litter Committee.

Recycling of plastics, a major material that would be affected by the expanded list of containers does not make environmental or economic sense in a curbside recycling program, except perhaps when markets are extremely near the collection routes.

Since collecting and transporting plastics is principally an exercise in collecting and transporting air, it does not make sense to burn five dinosaurs in the shape of gasoline to save four dinosaurs in the form of bottles.

Conversions are approximate.  Collecting plastic bottles through reverse vending machines mitigates this concern by having the first leg of transportation be by the consumer on a trip they were making anyway, namely, to the store, and then by shredding the plastic, an operation not possible with mixed bottle, can curbside collection.

I’m not going to repeat most of the standard arguments.  We’ve been doing this for a long time, but with the presumption that those opposed to the bottle bill will repeat many of their standards, I will repeat a portion of my testimony from two years ago when repeal of the bottle bill was threatened.

Namely, that you evaluate any information submitted to you purporting to be data with the following thoughts in mind.  Are they talking about volume, significant for plastics in a recycling program, about weight, like glass, or about number of items, such as cigarette butts versus tires in litter conversation?

If the arguments sound good for one material, like the value of aluminum, do they hold up for the other involved materials, like glass?  Do the arguments recognize that we landfill very little in this state, but rely heavily on waste energy and that gas and aluminum do not make good fuel?

Do they account for the fact that beverages for many single-serve beverage containers are consumed away from home and from a recycling box?

As the concept of producer responsibility sweeps the European Union and makes strong headway in the U.S., I applaud this effort to increase recycling without adding a burden to government or taxpayers.

And in my remaining time, I’ll briefly state that regarding Senate Bill 196, Branford has been doing electronics recycling since 1999, longer than anybody else in the state, and has recycled 75 tons just in the last 12 months.

Legislation is strongly needed, but Senate Bill 196 in its current form, the so-called California model and only applying to CRT’s, is not the right mechanism.

I’m hoping DEP is going to have something, and I’m working with the ten-state model legislation for NERC, hoping that will come up with some better answers.

On Senate Bill 191, regarding green buildings, if the data are accurate, that conformants to lead standards cost about an extra 1% upfront and then saves about 30% of the energy cost over the life of the building, then I believe the technical term is no‑brainer.  Pass it.  Thank you for the opportunity to address the Committee.  Please feel free to contact me for questions.

REP. ROY:  Questions from Members of the Committee?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  There are so many things that seem like a no-brainer.  It’s different.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  It has to be a no-brainer with 51% of the votes.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you, Peg.

PEG HALL:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Curt Johnson, followed by Charles Rothenberger.

CURT JOHNSON:  Good evening.

REP. ROY:  Good evening, Curt.

CURT JOHNSON:  My name is Curt Johnson.  I’m senior attorney with Connecticut Fund for the Environment.  You have some testimony from me, and the theme is, I think, the critical opportunity and importance for us to link environmental investments this year with economic and job growth in the state.

And there are a couple of themes, sub themes related to that.  And the first is clean water funding, which, as the graph shows that I included in my testimony, we have really pilfered the clean water fund over the last several years.

We were spending $50 million a year on average for about 15 to 20 years.  We made tremendous progress with that consistent funding.  New Haven Harbor now has about half the raw sewage running into it as it used to after a rain storm.

What that still means is that after a rain storm, we still have billions of gallons a year that run into New Haven Harbor that’s sewage filled, the same thing in Bridgeport Harbor, the same thing in Norwalk Harbor, the same thing on the Connecticut River.  We’re about a third of the way towards restoring the dead zone on the eastern side, western side of the Sound.  Excuse me.

But three years ago, the funding absolutely plummeted.  It fell off a cliff.  We went from $50 million, if you look at the investment over, on average, since 2003, we’ve actually been stealing money from that fund to the tune of about $8 million a year.

If we were to continue with the proposed funding this year, which is $17 million, it would take an additional quarter century beyond the EPA deadline to clean up the Sound.

In other words, instead of restoring the western Sound by 2014, it would take until 2037.  Instead of kids, my kids being able to enjoy a sewage-free Long Island Sound or Connecticut River, there will be five more generations of children that would have to suffer through that because it would take over a century to clean that up.

We absolutely have to reverse this.  This is also a huge economic opportunity.  You heard and will see next week testimony from a wide array of construction companies, unions, etc.

So that’s one piece.  Second piece, I’ll just mention to you is the issue of investing in diesel and land-use infrastructure in our transportation investments.

There is talk of investing up to $5 billion.  If we invested $.10 on $100 in cleaning up our air from diesel and proper land-use coordination, we would be able to take care of those issues and move forward the transportation issues.  And you’ll hear more about that later.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Curt.  Are there any questions from Members of the Committee?

SEN. FINCH:  I’ll give him a chance to make a publicity--

REP. ROY:  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Why don’t you tell us about the press conference at the Capitol on Tuesday?

CURT JOHNSON:  Yes.  Next Tuesday--

SEN. FINCH:  [inaudible] to help fight for clean water.

CURT JOHNSON:  --absolutely.  Everyone in the room and everyone in the state is invited to be there.  It is a launching of a Clean Water Investment Coalition, which will be including labor unions.


It will be including the construction industry.  It will be including environmentalists.  It will be including civil engineers, and it will be including towns throughout the state.


And I believe it’s going to be, it will be at 10:15 in the morning at, I believe it’s 1C in the Capitol.  And obviously, I know you all will be there.

So I very much appreciate the support, but I just ask you to make sure that those initiatives move forward and are actually funded this year.  We’ve done very poorly.

One last thing I will mention is I know there I talk, and I really hope it moves forward, of farming, excuse me open space farmland and brown field funding this year.  That’s a critical issue for economic development and protecting our farmlands.

One thing that is important for people from this side of the state is that hopefully that will pass, but we need to make sure that funding for farmland is available to small farms that still exist, scattered around this section of the state.

We have four of them among the land trust in Hamden.  There are farmers asking us to help them out, but they cannot apply for Ag funds because their farms are too small.

Our side of the state generally, except for your northwestern, has very small scattered farms, and we need to fund those as well.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  I’d just like to say for the audience that the bill asks for another $70 million of bonding for clean water projects.


It’s supported by leadership in both houses.  I think Raymond right down the street is very active in supporting that $70 million.  And obviously, the Committee is very aggressively pursuing that.


I’m sure it will be voted out rather strongly, I would assume, and we need the public to know about that to support that effort.

CURT JOHNSON:  Well, thank you very much for your leadership, and thank you all for coming to New Haven this evening.  Very much appreciate it.

SEN. FINCH:  My pleasure.

REP. ROY:  Charles Rothenberger, followed by Dan Donovan.

CHARLES ROTHENBERGER:  Good evening.  For the record, my name is Charles Rothenberger with Connecticut Fund for the Environment.  I’m here today to express my support for Senate Bill 191, an act reducing diesel emissions inside school buses.

Before I get to that, I’d just like to thank all the Members of the Committee who made it down here this evening.  I think this is a wonderful idea to host these Committee meetings in local communities.  So thank you very much.

Diesel particulate matter is one of the most serious health threats facing Connecticut’s school children today.  Diesel exhaust has been estimated to be the number one air toxic risk in emissions, which includes 40 hazardous air pollutants listed under the Clean Air Act.

The risks from diesel particulate matter are especially great for individuals who have repeated close contacts with diesel sources, and, of course, that includes school children.

Studies of occupational diesel exposures have found a 40% relative increase in lung cancer alone.  So it just magnifies the problem tremendously.

Diesel exhaust can trigger asthma attacks and cause respiratory and heart disease, particularly important for one of our most vulnerable populations, our school children.

In Connecticut, and it’s an astounding statistic, nearly one in ten children across the state suffers from asthma.  And particularly relevant as we talked about this legislation, studies have found, particularly a study done by Environment and Human Health, that the concentrations of small particulate matter inside school buses can be as much as 5 to 15 times higher than the background concentrations.

And even the EPA has called the reduction of particulate matter the single most important action we can take to make our air healthier.  And that includes both our outdoor and our indoor health.

DEP estimates that PM causes, among the general population, approximately 15,000 premature deaths, 95,000 instances of chronic or acute bronchitis, and thousands of hospital admissions resulting from respiratory or cardiovascular illness.

Apart from the human toll that that takes, there is obviously a serious economic toll, as we treat these hospital admissions.  So in conclusion, I commend the Committee for raising this legislation and urge its adoption.  I’m happy to answer any questions Committee Members might have.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?

CHARLES ROTHENBERGER:  Well, thank you for being here tonight.

REP. ROY:  Dan Donovan, followed by Madeline Weil.

DON DONOVAN:  Good evening.  My name is Dan Donovan.  I want to thank the Committee for this opportunity tonight.  I represent Plainfield Renewable Energy.

We’re a 30-megawatt biomass project, which is under development presently in Plainfield, Connecticut.  Our project is going to be a substantial benefit to Connecticut, creating jobs, increasing the tax base for the City of Plainfield, which is in the eastern portion of Connecticut, and supplying Connecticut with clean renewable energy.

Together with the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, we are committed to spending over $100 million on the project’s development, no small matter for a renewable project.

And we greatly support the Raised House Bill 5271 and the clarification it would provide for the regulation of wood fuel.  One of the components of our biomass project will be waste wood.

This is a vital resource that presently Connecticut residents must ship out to out‑of‑state landfills at a very high cost.  It’s a significant problem for the State of Connecticut.

Our project will utilize this fuel to produce electricity using technology the U.S. EPA has already shown produces as low or lower emissions than facilities using virgin-wood fuel.

The Department of Environmental Protection’s Commissioner for the State of Connecticut, Gina McCarthy, provided testimony on February 2nd to the Energy Committee in which she strongly supports the use of C&D as an important renewable fuel source.

The Commissioner emphasized that there is little difference in emissions from C&D biomass or wood chips, when appropriate air pollution equipment is used.

And we will be the most advanced project with air emissions and that technology.  Raised House Bill 5271 would provide the much-needed clarification.

Presently, there are some circuitous clauses in the regulations.  And we would like to clarify those, so that we can use C&D and this wood at our state-of-the-art generation gasification facility.

Current DEP regulations are inconsistent with respect to the ability of the projects such as ours to use this fuel, and it’s very important to provide regulatory clarity to the DPUC.

We recommend that support of House Bill 5271, and we commend the Committee for its work with citizens of Connecticut for this.

REP. ROY:  Dan, thank you.  Just one question.  What do you have to do with when this waste wood comes in?  It’s painted or has some other contaminants on it or called contaminants.

DAN DONOVAN:  Right.

REP. ROY:  How do you clean that or don’t you clean it?

DAN DONOVAN:  Oh, there’s a positive system, a positive pick system under the regulations presently that the DEP has.  Wood is sorted, and wood that would not be considered ingredients in that potential fuel source are separated manually, so that we get what we have required or need for our project.


We have very strict fuel standards for our project.  We need that for efficiency of the unit, and we expect that to be both enhanced by our review as well as the DEP’s regulations.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Chairman.  And the waste wood that you’ll use, where is that wood going to come from?  Is it going to come from out of state?

DAN DONOVAN:  Well, that’s a good question.  Presently, RWBEC has done, and you may be aware of this, a very inclusive study of the waste problem in Connecticut.


And one of the issues that they’ve identified is the bulky waste.  There is over a million tons of bulky waste in Connecticut, which we ship out of state.

It’s very expensive, especially now with rising fuel costs.  All of that is land filled in states like Ohio, Kentucky.  What we’re looking at now is probably I would say 28%, and that’s probably low, of that bulky waste wood we could use for our plant.

That would take that out of the waste stream, and we would be able to use that.

REP. MEGNA:  Twenty-eight percent of that.  So where is the other percentage coming from?

DON DONOVAN:  I’m sorry?

REP. MEGNA:  Twenty-eight percent will be in state.

DON DONOVAN:  No.  No.  No.  Of the million tons per year that the State of Connecticut presently has no place to put other than shipping it out of state, and it’s a tremendous expense, both for not only the residents, but for the municipalities.  They have to pay for this.

REP. MEGNA:  Right.  So the waste will be in state.

DON DONOVAN:  In state, yeah.

REP. MEGNA:  What’s the capacity of that?

DON DONOVAN:  It’s a 30-megawatt unit, and it will have about 800 tons per day, of which about 50% will be green.  And the other 50% will be C&D.  So over a period of time, and if you run the numbers, we’re using probably the amount of C&D in the State of Connecticut alone from that waste stream is twice what we need.

REP. MEGNA:  And to fund that project, you have money from the--

DON DONOVAN:  Connecticut Clean Energy Fund.  Yes.  We have, we’re part of their PDP program.  They provide $500,000 and a low-cost development loan, which we have to match.  As a matter of fact, we have to provide a certain percentage of that.


We’re not only providing that amount, but we’re providing an equal matching amount.  Plus, we have the resources to provide even more.  We believe that development of a project, and this is one of the biggest issues with any electrical project in the State of Connecticut, it’s very expensive to develop.


You spend a year in permits, and you spend time in doing all of the groundwork.  And then it comes to construction.  So we have allocated over $1 million for the development of this project.

REP. MEGNA:  Is there any requirement that the contract with the power that comes out of that plant, that it be dedicated to Connecticut or that particular cause?

DON DONOVAN:  Yes.

REP. MEGNA:  I know because we have an electricity crisis right now here in the state in terms of generation.  I don’t know if that will help.

DON DONOVAN:  Absolutely.  We have, right now, the Siting Council has issued their ten-year forecast.  In their ten-year forecast, they show what the need is for Connecticut.  And in 2006, this year, we are short 1,000 megawatts.


Our project will provide 30 megawatts, and as part of our funding from the Clean Energy Fund, that output will be part of the Connecticut system.


As a matter of fact, we have made it a specific point that we are connected to the grid that services Connecticut.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  How do the emissions on a per-megawatt basis compare with coal-fired plants, and oil-fired plants, and gas-fired plants?

DON DONOVAN:  That’s a very good question.  We have presented information previously, and we’d be happy to present it again.  We’ve hired experts in various areas and certainly in the air permitting side.


Our emissions are extremely low.  To qualify for Class I, we have to have a very low NOx emission, .075 pounds per million BTU’s.  When that was first proposed, no one thought that could happen.

Well, you know, when you provide the incentive, things to get started.  And we now have a tremendous amount of renewable projects that are in development or actually producing power that meet that requirement.

Our emissions are below many fossil fuel plants, especially coal, especially oil.  Natural gas has been chosen as the fuel of choice for all of Connecticut and for all of the Northeast, primarily because it provides low emissions.

We’re comparable to that, but I must say that one of our biggest problems in the State of Connecticut is that we’re a mono-fuel state.  We rely on natural gas.

And the ISO has even issued this winter, and thank God we had a very mild winter, that we would have brown outs.  And the reason for that is because natural gas would be rationed.

So it is very important, and I think everybody realizes that, that we have a diversity of fuel sources.  And this is one of the largest renewable sources that Connecticut will have.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Coming from a city where we’re paying almost $50 a ton to get rid of waste wood, I understand you’re going to actually pay to take the waste wood.

DON DONOVAN:  Yes.  We will.  In our economics, we have, the way we have set up our project is that we are not actually processing the wood.  We have organizations that are currently in place, and you’ll hear from some tonight, that are already accepting C&D, processing it, and having to ship it out of state, very expensive.


It’s not only expensive to the end, but to people in Connecticut, but it’s also expensive to the people that are supplying the service.  What we will be doing would be eliminating--

SEN. FINCH:  That’s construction and demolition.

DON DONOVAN:  --construction and demolition, right.  And it’s going to be separated for the DEP regulations.  We’re going to get a fine quality wood fuel, but primarily, this wood, this waste is being sent to Connecticut transfer stations, volume-reduction facilities.


And then it is shipped out to landfills all across in the general area of Connecticut.  Those landfills are extremely expensive to start out with, and then you have the higher price of gasoline and diesel.


So, you know, you’re talking about just leveraging the cost associated with that because of the transportation factor.

SEN. FINCH:  So what are you going to pay us?

DON DONOVAN:  Well, we have a range.  It’s something that would--

SEN. FINCH:  The high end?

DON DONOVAN:  --it will be dollars per ton, so that it would--

SEN. FINCH:  Positive, not negative.  I don’t have to pay.

DON DONOVAN:  --absolutely.

SEN. FINCH:  So like if I’m paying $50 a ton now, I can at least save that, maybe get a little gravy on top.

DON DONOVAN:  Absolutely.  Absolutely.

SEN. FINCH:  Now, just time is getting short here, and we have a lot of people wanting to talk, but could you just tell us, somebody came and told us it’s burning the wood.  You don’t burn the wood.  You gasify.  Just tell us what you do.

DON DONOVAN:  Yes.  It’s gasification.  The technology is technology that’s been used before.  It’s commercial.  And what gasification does, it actually provides lower temperatures, but it gasifies in what they call a bubbling bed or a fluidized bed technology.


And it turns the fuel into a gas.  The gas is then heated, and that, in turn, heats water that turns the water into steam.  Steam goes into the steam turbines.


Steam turbines produce the electricity.  So it’s a very simple process, but the emissions, because of the gasification, are extremely low.


And there are a number of these plants, several plants that are providing power already to Connecticut and meeting the requirements.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Representative Hennessy.

REP. HENNESSY:  Where does the green wood come from?

DON DONOVAN:  The green wood, it comes from a variety of sources, primarily line clearing, thinning.  It’s wood that would have gone into a landfill.


So, again, another, you know, double-edged win for Connecticut, double win because we take things that would have gone into a landfill, and we use it for producing power that we desperately need.

REP. HENNESSY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you, again.

DON DONOVAN:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Madeline Weil, followed by Tom Grimshaw.

MADELINE WEIL:  Hello.  Good evening, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, Chapin, Megna, and Hennessy.  I am here to support, yes.

REP. ROY:  I know you have a soft voice.

MADELINE WEIL:  Okay.  I’ll try to project backwards.

REP. ROY:  One thing I’m learning here is that we’re going to have to get good sound systems to go along on this.

MADELINE WEIL:  Okay.  I’ll see what I can do.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

MADELINE WEIL:  I’m here to support Senate Bill 291.  This is the crank case bill.  I also provided testimony in the hearing on February 27th, both written and oral, so I’m not going to repeat that.


I’m also not going to repeat what Charles has already told you tonight.  But what I did think would be useful is just to spend a minute or so going over, again, kind of what a crank case filter is, and what it does, and also what it doesn’t do.

So as it turns out, there are two emission sources from a diesel engine.  The obvious one is the tailpipe.  The less obvious one is the engine crank case.

And, sorry.  Good evening, Senator Meyer.  Emissions from the engine crank case are typically just vented right out the road draft right now and often sucked up inside the cabinet of the bus through the door and through the windows.

So what these crank case filters do is they reroute those engine emissions back through the engine and out through the tailpipe.  And the Clean Air Taskforce and scientists at Purdue University did a study in the last couple of years that demonstrated that this engine crank case source is actually a very large source of emissions that kids are exposed to inside of the bus.

I wanted to read a highlight of a summary of this study that I submitted in my previous written testimony.  It says, our findings replicated in multiple locations and buses demonstrate that the engine crank case is, in fact, the largest source of PM 2.5 mass affecting the interior cabin air quality of conventional school buses.

The strongest evidence of this is that for every bus tested that was retrofitted with the closed crank case filtration device, PM 2.5 inside the bus was minimized or eliminated.

In short, a closed crank case device is critical in all applications to reducing cabin PM 2.5.  And finally, the elimination of PM 2.5 self-pollution inside conventional school buses is only possible with a closed crank case filtration system.

So that’s what it does.  It eliminates the source of self-pollution from the crank case and inside the cabinet of the bus.  Now, what it doesn’t do is it doesn’t eliminate the ultra‑fine particles, the very tiniest particles that do come from the tailpipe.

And depending on which way the wind is blowing, if there is a school bus that is lined up in front of your kid’s school bus, those emissions from the tailpipe are still getting inside.

It also doesn’t eliminate black carbon, which is the part of particulate matter that contributes to global climate change.  And then finally, it does not eliminate the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, the PAH’s, that are cancer causing.

And so it does a lot.  There are some things it doesn’t do, and that’s why you need to go further than this and work on tailpipe retrofits as well.  And I’m looking forward to providing testimony on Senate Bill 642 next Friday, which does address how pipes retrofit as well.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Madeline.

MADELINE WEIL:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Are there any questions from the Committee?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Now, where are they being used now or how popular are they?

MADELINE WEIL:  They’re installed on all 181 full‑size buses in New Haven right now.  They’ve finished the installations.  They are working just fine.  There were a couple hiccups at the beginning of the installations a couple years ago, but things were straightened out.

They are also being required by New Jersey law to be on every single school bus in the State of New Jersey by 2008, I believe.  And over the course of the summer, they were installed, along with diesel oxidation catalysts, in about 1,500 school buses in New York City, many, many other places around the country.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Do you know who paid for the installation of the New Haven school buses?

MADELINE WEIL:  Yeah.  It was, there was a, what do you call it, the DEP assessed a penalty against Yale University Power Plant.  And so it was penalty funding that paid for it.

REP. CHAPIN:  So it was state, it was money that the state collected.

MADELINE WEIL:  Yeah.  Right, and then gave back to New Haven city.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you, Madeline.

MADELINE WEIL:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  We’ll take a quick break while we change tapes.  [Changing from Tape 1A to Tape 1B.]  Tom Grimshaw, followed by Sherrie Palmer.

TOM GRIMSHAW:  Good evening, and thank you for taking the time to come out and hear us.  I’m speaking regarding House Bill 5276 and comments on the use of pesticides in lawn care.

The care of lawns can be done without the use of pesticides, herbicides, and fungicides, which are harmful to the environment, and to human health, and especially in children.

Lawn-care companies will tell you that products have been tested by the federal government that are currently in use.  What they don’t tell you is that tests are done on rats, which are bred for genetic uniformity.

No long-term testing is done on nonagricultural pesticides, and those are the pesticides that are used on our lawns and our turf.  No testing is done on the combinations of pesticides.

No testing is done on the inert ingredients.  What warnings they do put on the labels are very tiny and very difficult to read.  Some companies are trying to get around this.

They put the word, organic, in their name or on their advertising.  I hired one of these companies to do my lawn.  And when I asked them to specifically tell me what they were putting down, they would not tell me.

Finally, the vice president arrived personally to answer my questions, and they were not forthcoming in telling me that they were using sewer sludge as the primary organic ingredient.

And they would not tell me the percentage of heavy metals in the product.  So I ceased using them.  There are only two products in the State of Connecticut where the local communities cannot regulate the product more than the state.

They’re tobacco and pesticides.  Interestingly, in Canada, 70 municipalities have banned the use of these materials on lawns.  Lawn-care companies will tell you that your lawn will significantly deteriorate if you use true organic care products.

This is absolutely not true, and we have the proof for you.  Cheshire is using these products one of the toughest tests that you could devise.

The high school football, lacrosse, and hockey field has been using organic care for less than one year.  Already, the results are very positive.

And we invite you to contact the town for information or make an appointment to see the fields yourself.  These are untouched photos, and this is before the organic care was placed down.

And this is after a whole year of hard use, over 50 events on this field.  And this is what the field looks like.

REP. ROY:  Could you try to wrap up please?

TOM GRIMSHAW:  I will.  Using pesticide products actually destroys the biodiversity of the soil and weakens the grass.  The grass then becomes dependent on the chemicals.  What you have is a rug on a drug.


I’ve converted my front lawn to organic care to see if it works, and it does.  We’re requesting that you pass the legislation to extend the protection already given to the elementary schools, to middle schools, and the senior schools.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much.  Are there any questions or comments?  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Tom, I live in Guilford.  Are you familiar with Guilford’s experience on its green with the use of organic materials?

TOM GRIMSHAW:  I’m not personally familiar, but Dr. Gerry Silver, I’m sure is.

SEN. MEYER:  And what is your information about the effect of the use of organic materials in the Guilford green?

TOM GRIMSHAW:  I do not personally have any on the Guilford green.  I have on the Cheshire fields, they’re using it on three fields, as we speak.  And it has to be done correctly.


If I would have come to you four years ago, I was very skeptical about all of this, first, to the dangers of these products, and number two, if organics would really work.

And last year, as I said, I really
converted totally to organic, and it was a very rough year with the heat and the humidity.  My neighbors, actually, with the chemical lawns burned out.  I did not.

SEN. MEYER:  And what information do you have about the toxic effects of pesticides?

TOM GRIMSHAW:  We will provide you, if you request, the data that we have.  And it is growing by leaps and bounds, especially now that they’re studying it on children.


So we can provide that to you.  It used to be anecdotal, four, five years ago.  It’s no longer anecdotal.

SEN. MEYER:  I would ask you to provide me with that.

TOM GRIMSHAW:  We will do so.  I’d be very happy to.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you very much, Sir.  Sherrie Palmer, followed by William C. Miller, Jr.

SHERRIE PALMER:  Good evening.  Thank you for your time.  I am here.  My name is Sherrie Palmer, and I am here to ask for your assistance in defeating the expansion of the bottle bill to include bottled water, Senate Bill 192.

I believe, instead, we should focus on two different areas, one being curbside recycling, and the second being litter.  Most people I know use curbside recycling.

I would much rather drop recyclable items in a bin to put by the curb on trash day than to have more items to return to the grocery store.  I think I am in the majority.

It is not worth the effort and hassle to return the bottles and cans for a nickel.  I would much rather not pay the nickel, and not have the hassle, and just put the bottle or can in my recycle bin.

I don’t think I am alone in this.  If you add bottled water to this mix, it will become a further nuisance.  The volume will increase.  Thus, the machines will fill up faster, require assistance more often, etc.

It is already not a good experience.  Imagine how much worse it will get.  I believe that the majority of our litter comes from papers, wrappers, cigarette butts, etc., not so much water bottles.

Solve the litter problem, and there will be no need to expand the bottle bill.  The focus should be on litter in general to help the environment.

Lastly, as someone who works in the retail business, adding water bottles would hurt the supermarket industry.  We would have to purchase extra machines to accommodate the volume.

More labor would be spent on servicing bottle machines instead of servicing our customers.  Increased volume would cost us extra money for maintenance, repairs, and supplies for the machine.

Retailers are experiencing the same rising costs, just like consumers.  And in the end, who will pay for these costs?  The consumer.  This does not even speak to the issue of the dirt, germs, bugs, etc. that are generated by these returns that are stored in back rooms near your food.

Bottle returns, in my opinion, do not even belong in a supermarket.  We certainly don’t need to add to an already unsanitary situation.  I encourage you to change your focus towards the prevention of littering and the encouragement of curbside recycling and defeat this bill.  Thank you for your time.

REP. ROY:  Are you sitting in for Sherrie?

SHERRIE PALMER:  Yes.

REP. ROY:  Okay.

SHERRIE PALMER:  No.  I am Sherrie.

REP. ROY:  You are Sherrie.

SHERRIE PALMER:  Yes.  I’m sorry.

REP. ROY:  This young lady here I thought was Sherrie.

SHERRIE PALMER:  No.  I’m Sherrie.  I’m sorry.  I don’t know who I am.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Chairman.  They’re just looking to add water bottles.  They’re not talking about dirt and things--

SHERRIE PALMER:  Bugs.

REP. MEGNA:  --yeah, bugs [inaudible - microphone not on].

SHERRIE PALMER:  You would be amazed at the products that come in with your recyclable cans.  Most of the items are picked up on the roadside, which is, I’m sure, what the goal is, is to reduce the litter.


They’ll come in with cigarette butts in them, chicken bones, anything imaginable.  They’ve had feces on them, urine on them.  It’s really kind of a disgusting project.


So I’ve been doing retail for over 20 years, and I’ve seen a lot.  So although it is just water, you’d be surprised because a lot of it is picked up by bottle people that go around and scrounge places.  Really, it doesn’t belong in a supermarket.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions from Members of the Committee?  Thank you, Sherrie.

SHERRIE PALMER:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  William Miller, followed by Fred Rein.  Please begin, Sir.

WILLIAM C. MILLER, JR.:  Good evening.  My name is Bill Miller.  I’m a professional engineer with 40 years of experience in solid-waste management.  That’s my expertise.

I’m joined here tonight by three other professionals, a scientist, a planner, and a gentleman who I think you’ll all recognize has given his entire career to the betterment of the environment and energy issues here in the State of Connecticut.

Each of us has prepared a very detailed testimony, which we’re going to leave with you to follow up with.  Each of us supports the use of clean wood fuels with regard to renewable energy, including green construction and demolition debris wood.

Each of us here is here to testify with regard to Raised House Bill 5271.  Given the brevity with regard to my presentation, I will get to the very heart of the issue.

You’ve heard previous testimony here this evening.  You heard previous testimony back on February 22nd.  That House Bill 5271 has to do with the use of clean C&D.  It does not.  The definitions included in House Bill 5271 would allow biomass facilities to burn a commodity known as treated wood, by definition, in the bill.

And treated wood, by definition, includes that wood, which contains adhesives, paints, stains, fire retardants, pesticides, and preservatives.  That is contaminated wood.  It’s adulterated wood.

It contains volatile organic compounds, and it contains heavy metals.  I’ve given you two, one of my associates has given you two figures.  If passed in its current form, and this is the one that kind of gives you my expertise with regard to how the garbage flows.

Right now, without any changes to House Bill 5271, you see all the flow hours with regard to solid waste.  Connecticut, right now, is a net‑exported state.

House Bill 5271, passed as is, would result in the figure on the right.  There would be a net importation of this C&D wood, including the wood that is currently defined in House Bill 5271 as treated wood.

Number two, you’ve also heard testimony with regard to gasifiers versus resource recovery plants.  I will tell you, as a combustion expert, you can even use your own experience with regard to a fireplace versus a wood stove, if you put that wood in a fireplace or you put it in a wood stove, wouldn’t you expect the material to come up the stack and be ash?

Put treated wood in the same environment, you’re going to get heavy metals and VOC’s up your stack or you’re going to get it in the ash.

And so we recommended a number of amendments for your consideration with regard to the public health, safety, and welfare of the state.  So we support the bill, with your considerations, respective considerations to make amendments to balance this bill with regard to the need for the state to move its C&D wood waste, but also to preserve the environment.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions for William?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  How do you feel about the DEP’s position?

WILLIAM C. MILLER, JR.:  Quite frankly, a bit surprised.  I realize that the DEP, in fact, would like to move the clean fraction of C&D wood waste.

I believe that the DEP’s testimony, believe that, in fact, we were talking about clean C&D.  I believe that everyone has missed the fact that there is the definition within House Bill 5271 that allows this contaminated wood.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Fred Rein, followed by Joel Rinebold.

FRED REIN:  Good evening, Representatives, and Members of the Committee.  I didn’t used to have to wear these glasses.

REP. ROY:  We’re all there at one time.

FRED REIN:  But be it as it may.  My name is Fred Rein.  I live in Mystic.  I have a master’s degree in urban studies from Southern Connecticut State University.

I can go on about the background, but you can read it.  It’s before you.  I’d like to skip right down to House Bill 5271.  That raised bill is proposing to amend Sections 22a, 208x, and 22a-209y of the Connecticut General Statues, which would allow processed, construction, and demolition wood to be burned in biomass gasification plants that qualify as a Class I renewable energy source.

I believe currently, there is relatively little out-of-state C&D wood flowing into Connecticut.  Mr. Miller just said, well, you just heard him testify that Connecticut is actually an exporter.

Given the acutely high costs of long-haul disposal to landfills in Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and West Virginia, some of New York City’s C&D waste is finding its way into southwest Connecticut.

However, if permitted, capacity in the form of biomass gasification plants were to be developed in Connecticut to accept C&D wood waste, and Raised House Bill 5271 were adopted as currently drafted, we should expect dramatic increases in C&D waste flow into Connecticut from the adjacent states of Massachusetts, New York, and Rhode Island.

The reason for this is it would be economically more attractive for haulers and transfer station operators within Rhode Island to dispose in Connecticut.

Obviously, the incentive is the economics.  Massachusetts has banned in-state land disposal of C&D, effective July 1st, 2006.  As that date, C&D generated in Massachusetts, which has significant C&D processing and transfer capacity, may be looking for out-of-state disposal options.

And number three, New York, particularly southeastern New York, including New York City, is a major C&D generator and exporter.  That should come as no surprise.

New York’s regulatory scheme requires C&D transfer and processing facilities to obtain permits, unless the wood fraction is not intermingled with other C&D waste.

If adopted as currently drafted, Raised House Bill 5271 would effectively throw open the doors of C&D wood fraction importation from these three states.

I’d like to follow up on, again, what Mr. Miller said.  In view of the above, we respectfully submit the following amendments to Raised House Bill 5271 for consideration by the Committee.

One, limit C&D waste and C&D wood to that generated within Connecticut.  Do you want to answer that?  Restrict construction and demolition waste and processed construction and demolition wood waste, or waste wood, I’m sorry, to being generated for disposal solely within the State of Connecticut.

Two, require C&D wood to be clean, uncontaminated, unadulterated, and non‑hazardous.  Under that, restrict processed construction and demolition wood waste, construction and demolition wood, I’m sorry, processed wood, and regulated wood fuel to be clean, uncontaminated, unadulterated and non‑hazardous.

REP. ROY:  Sir, can you wrap up?

FRED REIN:  Yes.  I can.  Would you like me to finish?  Okay.  Add the following terms, uncontaminated wood, meaning construction and demolition wood that is not mixed or commingled with other solid waste and is not contaminated with spills of petroleum products, hazardous wood, or industrial waste.


Sub two is unadulterated wood, meaning construction and demolition wood that is not painted or treated with chemicals such as glues, preservatives, adhesives, etc.  And restrict regulated fuel [inaudible] to be in the State of Connecticut and registered with the Department of Environmental Protection.


Two is storing, selling, and delivering, clean, uncontaminated, unadulterated, and non‑hazardous regulated wood.  And three is maintaining records of all wood sources made available to the Department of Environmental Protection.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions for Fred?  Seeing none, thank you very much.

FRED REIN:  Thank you, gentlemen.

REP. ROY:  Joel Rinebold, followed by Michael Anderson.

JOEL RINEBOLD:  Hi.  My name is Joel Rinebold.  It’s a pleasure to be here, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, other distinguished Members of the Committee.

I too have a concern with House Bill 5271.  This bill would allow potentially contaminated wood to go into the fuel stream for clean renewable Class I energy facilities.

This is funded by the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund.  You know, this money comes out of the rate phase.  The public doesn’t have a choice.  I don’t think they know, you know, where and how this fund gets used to the extent that if the contaminated wood gets into these facilities, I don’t think it’s going to be considered clean.

Yes.  We do have air pollution control equipment that’s very effective, but as Mr. Miller testified, contaminants have to go somewhere.

You know, they don’t disappear.  They’re either going to go into the air or they’re going to go into the ash.  In my testimony, I suggest that you keep the contaminated wood out of this waste stream in these clean renewable energy facilities and also provide provisions, so that the ash does not get reapplied either to the land, or roads, or agricultural applications.

You don’t want this ash going back into the environment.  Thanks.  Any questions?

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions for Joel?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Joel, should it be a Class II or a Class III maybe?


JOEL RINEBOLD:  I think it’s a Class II.  And, that is, Class II, right now, includes resource recovery facilities.  And nobody is arguing that MSW, municipal solid waste isn’t a problem.


It’s a problem.  We have to dispose it.  Incineration, resource-recovery waste energy is a valid way of getting rid of it, processing it.  But the ash from these facilities has to be land filled.


It has to be mixed, maybe get the fly ash from the air pollution control stream, from the bag house.  You’ve got the bottom ash from the grate.  You’re going to have the same problem here.


The ash from this is going to have to get land filled.

REP. MEGNA:  What about the DEP’s position?

JOEL RINEBOLD:  I think DEP’s position is correct to the extent that we have the air pollution control equipment to make the air safe within standards.


Here is my concern.  That is, should we be using public funds under the title of Clean Renewable Energy for this type of a plant that uses this type of wood?


You know, let the private sector do it.  Let them fall into the standards for that type of facility.  But should we be diverting our renewable energy money to projects where they’re not going to be able to dispose of, they’ll need to dispose of their ash in landfills rather than having an energy cycle with recycling the ash back into the environment?

REP. MEGNA:  That’s true, too.  But wouldn’t it also have an impact on price, since you’re putting a real diversified fuel source into the mix in terms of electricity?

JOEL RINEBOLD:  Would, I’m missing the--

REP. MEGNA:  Would you look at that benefit?

JOEL RINEBOLD:  --would there be a benefit to?

REP. MEGNA:  Because you’re adding generation that’s a really different fuel source, and maybe that will help bring down the cost of generation.

JOEL RINEBOLD:  I absolutely like the concept.  I do.  The question is, you know, what’s the funding source?  And does the public know, you know, where its funds come from?


Sure.  Connecticut is in a hole.  ISO has come out and said we need 530 megawatts of quick‑start generation.  That’s not a base-load facility.


That’s going to be natural gas fired quick‑start capability.  They further said that with today’s use at about 7,000 megawatts, yeah, I know we were up at 7,100 last year, it’s going to be up to about 8,200 by about 2014.


We’re going to be in a hole for over 1,000 megawatts in less than ten years.  The question is, is this going to solve the day, these projects?


They’ll help, but what you’re going to need is different types of facilities.  Will it drive down the price?  It will help, but it’s going to be a small part.


You know, we’re looking at 100 megawatts up against 1,200, 1,300 megawatts of demand, of additional demand.

REP. MEGNA:  Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Seeing none, thank you, Joel.

JOEL RINEBOLD:  You bet.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Michael Anderson, followed by Jason Rupaka.

MICHAEL ANDERSON:  Thank you, Co-Chairman Finch, and Roy, and the other Members of the Committee.  My name is Michael Anderson.  I am a Senior Principle Scientist at TRC Environmental Corporation in Windsor, Connecticut.

I have 32 years of work experience in the field of the environment, including 7 years with DEP and the last 25 years at TRC.  I have done environmental permitting for power plants and resource-recovery facilities and the combustion of hazardous waste under the boiler and industrial furnace regulations.

The concern here in particular with regard to House Bill 5271 is just exactly what is it that is going to be used as fuel?  The air pollutant emissions will depend upon the composition of the fuel that is being used.

The difficulty that I have with the regulation, as written, is that there is a lack of specificity as to what the contents of that fuel will be in the biomass gasification plants.

The lack of clarity is because there are at least five intertwined definitions within the regulation, regulated wood fuel, processed wood, treated wood, recycled wood, and processed construction and demolition wood.

The proposed bill does not seem to limit the waste to just those that are clean and unadulterated and uncontaminated.  And the regulations have clauses in them that are also a little bit unclear as to whether or not the clause is inclusive or exclusive with regard to the requirement to of the contaminants to be less than 1% and the issue about the .15% chlorine content.

The regulated wood fuel merchant is responsible to meet those definitions, and, yet, the definitions being unclear, it’s hard to tell how that would be done.

And there are no specified acceptable methods of analysis to do that, which I think the bill should have.  In previous testimony that you’ve had here before the Committee, it has been acknowledged that construction and demolition wood may contain higher levels of contaminants than virgin wood.

But there are little or no supporting analytical data to indicate that the C&D wood can be processed into a clean and uncontaminated unadulterated regulated wood fuel.

Now, there also have been statements made that there are comparisons made between facilities burning C&D waste streams with stringent air pollution control equipment and the like, and that they would produce lower air pollutant emissions in facilities that burn virgin wood.

But unless those facilities are identical, there is no basis for a legitimate comparison.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Michael.  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?

SEN. FINCH:  I just have one.  Why did you talk about burning virgin wood?

MICHAEL ANDERSON:  The gasification.

SEN. FINCH:  Oh.

REP. ROY:  Any others?  Thank you very much.  Jason Rupaka, followed by Richard Wills.

JASON RUPAKA:  Senator Finch, Representative Roy, Members of the Environment Committee, my name is Jason Rupaka.  I’m Chairman of Pesticide‑Free Subcommittee of the Plainville Conservation Commission.

I’m also on the board of directors for the Watershed Partnership.  I’m here to ask you to support the extension of the lawn pesticide ban to middle and high schools in Connecticut.

With that being said, I’m not here as a medical professional with scientific studies linking cancers and diseases with pesticide exposure, nor am I here to try to discredit the landscaping profession by proving the products they use and endorse increase health risks and environmental dangers with each pesticide application.

However, I am here, first, as a concerned parent, second, as a citizen of the Plainville community, and lastly, as a resident of the great State of Connecticut.

As a concerned parent, the very thought or notion that something could potentially spawn a risk to the safety or health of my daughter is enough for me to campaign for stricter laws and regulations to protect her.

Excuse me.  As a citizen of the Town of Plainville, I have come to believe it’s my moral responsibility that I make every effort to advocate and educate my community on the risks and dangers that have been associated with pesticide applications.

I also believe these grassroots efforts are making an impact in Plainville.  The Plainville Freedom Lawn Initiative was started in late 2004.  And to date, 46 homeowners in Plainville are pesticide free, totaling over 15 acres.

On July 18th of 2005, the Plainville Town Council adopted a resolution supporting a voluntary no-use pesticides and synthetic fertilizers on lawns and gardens by the citizens of Plainville.

As of the February 6th, 2006 Plainville Town Council meeting, a resolution was adopted declaring Paderewski Park pesticide and synthetic fertilizer free.

The Town of Plainville will also be utilizing an organic turf program for the sport fields at this 37-acre park.  Although these endeavors are reaping positive results, there is still work to be done to ensure that the health of our citizens is not compromised in the name of green lawn.

Lastly, as a resident of this great state, I would ask you to continue down the path of implementing pesticide reduction measures in Connecticut.

Legislation was passed last year promising a new direction for our state in protecting and preserving the health and well-being for our elementary school-age children.

I ask that you stay the course and advance this vision of hope to include the safety of all school-age children.  The citizens of this great state have elected you because we believe you are working for our best interests.

And I have faith that all of Connecticut’s school children will soon be safer and more secure because of your steadfast commitment to doing what is right while supporting advancing this very important bill.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Jason.

JASON RUPAKA:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Are there questions?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I guess what seems to be absent from your testimony is, have you been to the board of education in Plainville and lobbied?

JASON RUPAKA:  Yes.  I absolutely have.

REP. CHAPIN:  And would I be correct in assuming not successfully?

JASON RUPAKA:  No.  They’re looking for more information, and they’re looking to see how the elementary school grounds proceed this year.  They’re open-minded, but they still want to see how the town is going to handle implementing such a project on the elementary schools.

REP. CHAPIN:  And would you happen to know if they have implemented an IPN program?

JASON RUPAKA:  They already us IPN, and we have used IPN with the other schools.  As you know, with the elementary schools, now, we’re shifting towards organic.  So we’ll see how those results work.


And then from there, they’re receptive to doing that.  And also, the Town Council is receptive.  I think I mentioned the park that we’re using and the sports fields, depending, that’s a pilot program for our town.


And we’ll be looking to hopefully convert other properties based on the results of this.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Are there any questions or comments?  Representative, Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  I just want to welcome you to come visit Bridgeport where I don’t put anything on my lawn, and it gives me lots of free time because it doesn't grow very fast.


We haven't been able to afford to put fertilizer or pesticide on any of our fields for a long time.  So come.

JASON RUPAKA:  Excellent.  I’m glad to hear that, Sir.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you, Jason.

JASON RUPAKA:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Richard Wills, followed by Paul Brady.

RICHARD WILLS:  Good evening, gentlemen.  I do want to thank you for your time, and I do appreciate the fact that you’ve come out here for us because we can't always get to the Capitol.

My name is Richard Wills.  I’m the President of Waste Conversion Technologies.  And I’ve come to you today to speak about construction demolition debris materials.

My company is located in Milford, Connecticut, and we recycle more mixed C&D, construction demolition material, than anybody else in Connecticut.

We currently are permitted to receive 750 tons per day, and we could recycle up to 40% of that material, if there was a market available.  But because of lack of a local market for processed wood, we typically recycle about 15%.

And the numbers for that, just so you know, about 5% are woods.  Five percent is metal.  And 5% is clean fill, typically, what we can pull out.

Most of the existing wood markets in the Northeast are out of state, which forces us to truck whatever wood we do out of state.  It becomes a long trucking process and somewhat expensive.

Because of the precipitous increase in the cost of fuel over the last year, it’s becoming economically not a very viable thing to do.  So we’re processing less wood, simply because there are no reasonable-priced markets.

We all know that, pricing-wise, and we should talk about this.  Recycling makes sense in construction and demolition debris.  We are a low-price provider for disposal options in southwestern Connecticut.

And the reason for that is because we cull out products, and we actually make money of the products that we cull out.  Companies like my own with recycling are actually keeping down the cost of disposal.

And I strongly recommend and support this bill because it will aid in getting more recycled products into the marketplace.  We all know, you know, there are environmental, energy, transportation issues that have become increasingly primary concerns for all of us.

Electric-power shortfalls, fuel dependence on unreliable sources, roads clogged with traffic, and the increased cost of disposal all are reality, what we live with today.

We can change this.  You can change this by passing this bill and bringing more wood into this particular waste stream into production where we can actually make electricity.

You know, people, there are projects in Europe, demonstrated plants such as these are suitable for installation in areas that are immutable for heating and coaling.

And I strongly recommend that as you look forward in your process, in your planning, and you’re legislating, not regulating, that you look at the opportunities also for heating and cooling systems in conjunction with these power plants.

I’ll just say this quickly.  Gasification to process wood for power production will increase local supply electricity, will remove trucks from the highway.

It will reduce consumption of imported oil and reduce the cost of disposal for construction and demolition debris.  We need this, and we appreciate your help on this.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Richard, thank you.  And I certainly appreciate what you’ve done in Milford.  Ten years ago or so, we had a problem finding some markets for your materials, but we worked our way through that.  It was a tough period for you.

RICHARD WILLS:  With your help, Sir.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  You survived.  You not only survived, but you’re thriving.  Any questions or comments from other Members of the Committee?  Thank you very much, Sir.

RICHARD WILLS:  Thank you, Sir.

REP. ROY:  Paul Brady, followed by Christopher Phelps.

PAUL BRADY:  Good evening, Senator Finch, Representative Roy, Members of the Committee.  I’m Paul Brady.  I’m the Executive Director for the American Council of Engineering Companies of Connecticut.

I’m representing about 115 consulting engineering firms in the state.  I’m here today to support House Bill 5624, concerning the clean water funding.

And I know Curt Johnson was already up here, and discussed that, and talked about the financing.  And I won't duplicate that.  It’s also included in my testimony.

But I just wanted to emphasize that failing to address these clean water projects jeopardizes the health and safety of our citizens.  When we have major rain water events, raw sewage is dumped into our rivers and Long Island Sound.

Over-capacity waste-water treatment plants contribute to the decline of Long Island Sound and our aquaculture industries.  Like other important infrastructure needs, inadequate funding over any appreciable length of time will eventually result in higher costs for maintenance, operation, and replacement of worn‑out equipment in plants.

If antiquated waste-water treatment plants and facilities are at or near capacity, cities and towns may be forced to deny sewer connections, curtailing economic development and new housing.

And finally, these public works projects create construction jobs, income in corporate taxes for the state.  We’re also proud to be a member of Curt’s Clean Water Investment Coalition.

And we hope to see you all next Tuesday up at the State Capitol.  I’d be glad to answer any questions you might have.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Paul.  Are there any questions or comment from Members of the Committee?  That’s it, Paul.  Thank you.

PAUL BRADY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Chris Phelps, followed by Sandy Breslin.

SEN. FINCH:  While Chris is on his way up here, I want to just tell you that I’m going to take this chart that the engineers have that show you how much money we’re going to have to put in for the future.

I’ll give you my website later, if you want to find it, but I’m going to put this on there because it shows people in Connecticut how bad off we’re going to be, if we don’t increase our clean water funding pretty dramatically.

REP. ROY:  Chris, now that we’ve had our advertising break, go to it.

SEN. FINCH:  I didn’t even give my website.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  [inaudible - microphone not on] dotcom.

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS:  Thank you.  I’m Chris Phelps, advocate with ConnPIRG, a Connecticut Public Interest Research Group.

SEN. FINCH:  Is that dotcom?

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS:  Actually, it’s dot org, o-r-g, connpirg.org.  I have submitted written testimony on two of the bills on your agenda this evening.

And I’ll get to those in a moment.  There are actually a number of bills also on this agenda that we’ve either previously testified in support of or just would like to note our support for, including Senate Bill 191.

I know Roger Smith from Clean Water Action will have some more specific comments on that bill later, and we do echo those comments as well.  As well as Senate Bill 196, we support that concept.

Speaking not just as a ConnPIRG advocate, but as a member of my local school board in Portland, we also support Senate Bill 291, regarding the school bus diesel cleanup.

Although, I would note that final implementation of that really does require a funding resource as well that does not divert revenues that are desperately needed by local school districts at this time.

The same goes for our support for House Bill 5276 concerning pesticides at schools.  Our school board recently built a new high school with some very big, new, expensive fields.

And I do support this legislation on that matter.  And also, we’ve previously testified in support of the expanded bonding for clean water funding.

That is absolutely critically needed in this state.  The other two bills that I’ve submitted written comments on this evening, first, is House Bill 5271, regarding the biomass gasification.

I would echo some of the comments earlier that designation of that project as a Class I renewable resource is simply not in keeping with the intent and spirit of the renewable portfolio standard.

Certainly, that type of project has merit to be considered in the state, but designating that as a Class I resource is just the wrong direction in regard to renewable energy.

It’s possibly more appropriate as a Class II resource, frankly.  And the last issue is the expansion of the bottle bill.  I’ve been before this Committee every year that I’ve worked for ConnPIRG reporting on this issue.

Frankly, the bottle bill works, as you well‑know, from my testimony in the past at least.  Over 25 years, it has produced tremendous environmental benefits and recycling benefits for the State of Connecticut.

And I know I just ran out of time, but comments were made earlier that a better course of action would be to pursue curbside recycling versus the bottle bill.

In my written testimony, I do note that Connecticut DEP has indicated that, and this has been backed up by research in other states around the country, that states with bottle bills, such as Connecticut, produce approximately a 70% to 80% recycling rate for beverage containers.

States that rely exclusively on curbside recycling, at best, reach a 40% recycling rate.  The bottle bill in conjunction with our municipal and curbside programs is the best bang for our recycling and curbside reduction buck.

So that’s my quick and abbreviated testimony.  I’d be happy to answer any questions you have.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Chris.  Any questions or comments for Chris?  If not, thank you, Chris.

CHRISTOPHER PHELPS:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Sandy Breslin, followed by Kirby Deegan.  How are you doing?

SANDY BRESLIN:  Very well.  Thank you.  Chairman Roy, Chairman Finch, and Members of the Committee, thank you very much for the opportunity to address you tonight.

My name is Sandy Breslin.  I’m the Director of Governmental Affairs for Audubon Connecticut.  And you already know, but we’re a part of the National Audubon Society here with more than 10,000 members statewide.

And we work to protect birds, other wildlife, and their habitat using education, science, and conservation, and legislative advocacy.  And I also have to thank you because you’ve caused great interest among my friends and family.

They don’t believe me that I’m spending a Friday night with a group of Legislators in New Haven.  So I thank you very much for that.  You’ve added to my reputation, hopefully.

I’m going to just speak briefly in support of three bills that I have already testified in support of and will try and touch on some different topics than what I presented in my previous testimony.

The first is House Bill 5624, the Clean Water Fund bill.  Audubon is strongly in support of funding for the Clean Water Fund.  As you know, we are in a position now with the current level of funding where we are only able to support and go forward with one in five of the previously approved projects this year, and one in seven next year.

And as Curt so eloquently stated, we are really headed in quite the wrong direction.  I wanted to address a question that had been asked by me of a Member of the Committee who is not here tonight, who said that the understanding had been that when the moneys had been taken from the fund, it was with DEP’s agreement and permission.

So in case this issue does come up, I would like you to know what the status of the funding was.  The fund had accrued, over time, by 2004, about $60 million in overage surplus, small carryovers from each year.

So the agreement was that that $60 million surplus, which was in addition to the $50 million that had been authorized for the year, could be taken and put towards the budget deficit.

That agreement came in the context of a sort of understanding that we would continue with the $50 funding every year.  Instead, what happened was that $60 million was taken in 2004.  Nothing was authorized in general obligation bonds last year.

And then we now have this year $20 million and next year $20 million, which will come out to about $17 million or $18 million that will actually get released.

So we’re really in a hole.  The DEP has determined, wow, that they need about $93 million.  This $70 million would go along way toward that, but we also have to come back and restore the $50 million annual level of funding.

And expanding, I’ll just, if I have permission to just go on for a few seconds, Mr. Chairman, expanding the nitrogen credit exchange program, which is an innovative and very successful program, to the private sector, as is requested in House Bill 5570, is another way that we can kind of use incentives to improve water quality in the state.  And I’ll speak to you about pesticides, but we are in support of House Bill 5276.  I’ll speak to you about that later.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions of Sandy?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Just a comment.  I wanted to say, Sandy, if you added to your reputation, I hope it was in a positive way.

SANDY BRESLIN:  I realized when I said that, boy, I was in trouble.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  I just wanted you to know next Friday is St. Patrick’s Day, and we won't be here.  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you, Sandy.  Kirby Deegan, followed by Roger Smith.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  We need a quick tape break.

REP. ROY:  Another tape break.  Come on up, Kirby.  [Changing from Tape 1B to Tape 2A.]  You can go ahead, Kirby.

KIRBY DEEGAN:  Okay.  Good evening and thank you for taking the time to be here for us tonight.  My name is Kirby Deegan.  And I’m a member of the Plainville Town Council.

In February of this year, the Council adopted a resolution declaring Paderewski Park pesticide and synthetic fertilizer free.  We’ll be evaluating the impact that it has on this park and consider adding more town properties.

I’m asking that you support the extension of the lawn and pesticide ban to include middle schools and high schools.  It is our responsibility to our children to eliminate the use of chemicals in our parks and our schools.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions for Kirby?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  We know why you got elected.  You’re short and sweet.

KIRBY DEEGAN:  To the point.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much.

KIRBY DEEGAN:  I don’t like the buzzer to go off.

REP. ROY:  Roger Smith, followed by Andy Bauer.

ROGER SMITH:  I’ll try to be brief as well.  My name is Roger Smith, and I’m the Campaign Director for Clean Water Action, a nonprofit with 12,000 members throughout the state.

And we’ve already testified on the diesel bill, and I just wanted to say that we strongly support reducing pollution inside the school bus cabins, but we think that is part of a broader strategy, if we really want to protect our children’s health.

And we look forward to testifying on the bill next Friday.  I wanted to talk today about somebody 191, which is the green buildings bill, and something that I was able to testify on last year, but not this year.

And we strongly support the concept of green buildings.  I was one of the stakeholders in the Connecticut Green Buildings Council stakeholder process last spring to try to figure out how we can get past the barriers to the adoption of green buildings, which is, in large part, a lack of information about the real benefits of it, including energy efficiency and simply doing things smarter.

And we strongly supported the bill as it was drafted last year, but this year, we have a couple concerns.  One of them is about an escape clause that basically allows the Secretary of OPM to exempt a facility from complying with the green building standard, if they can, quote, unquote, find that the cost of such compliance significantly outweighs the benefits.

It’s not really clear what that means, other than we might be miring these projects in some sort of bureaucratic red tape.  We know that the benefits of green buildings are energy efficiency, using less water, and otherwise saving money.

Nobody is going to build a building to LEED Silver standards without having those things in it.  So by its nature, green buildings should be cost saving, so we really don't see what the barrier is.

The second point of concern is about the inclusion of the Green Globes, U.S.A. design standard as an equivalent to LEED.  LEED is a standard that was created by architects, builders, environmentalists, and other folks throughout the nation.

The Green Globe standard isn’t at all transparent.  It was created by, essentially, a handful of people from Canada and is strongly supported by the timber industry and their lobby.

And one of the differences of the standards is that they accept a certification standard, which LEED doesn’t accept.  And it’s something that, you know, none of the environmental groups support.

We don’t want to see clear-cut wood, old-growth wood or anything like that being considered acceptable in green building standards.  And I think that is a symptom of what’s wrong with Green Globes, that something like that is able to get into it.

So we encourage you to remove the reference to Green Globes and allow OPM to evaluate other alternatives, which may exist.  So thank you for your time.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Roger.  Any questions?  Okay.  Andy Bauer, followed by Barbara Zanowiak.

ANDY BAUER:  Good evening, Representative Roy, Senator Finch, Members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Andy Bauer.  I’m Chair of the Portland Clean Energy Taskforce.

And I’d like to offer my thoughts on Raised Senate Bill 291, diesel emissions for school buses.  I watch my daughter get on the school bus every day, and I hope she’s on a school bus that is not leaking diesel emissions into the cab.

I’m a teacher.  I watch kids line up for school buses every day.  And in the winter months, when I’m on bus duty, I’m hoping that the bus driver remembers the three-minute no idling rule.

But it’s a tradeoff between a warm bus and, you know, it’s a hard choice.  I understand that a few hundred dollars for a crank case piece of equipment could solve this problem.

I think that’s the easy part of this bill.  I think that’s an easy sell to your colleagues.  What I am concerned about, what is not in the bill, and having sat through numerous climate change action plan hearings and heard about the priority fleets that needed to be addressed, school buses are definitely one of them.

But there is also public transit, and there’s also state construction used on state equipment.  I would just ask you to either, as an amendment to this bill or with another bill, just apply this same logic that we’re applying to school buses and our kids, and I know kids grow up to become teenagers.

And sometimes when they get on maybe the public transit bus, the parents don’t have the same level of concern for them, but still, they’re people, and we need to take care of them.

So, again, applying the same health benefits from school buses to the other priority fleets, I think, is a no-brainer.  So I’ll stop right there.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much.

ANDY BAUER:  My pleasure.

REP. ROY:  Any questions of Andy?  Seeing none, thank you very much.

ANDY BAUER:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Barbara Zanowiak, followed by Tina Doyle.

BARBARA ZANOWIAK:  Good evening.  Thank you for bringing the hearing to the public.  The Sound School is a very appropriate place for me because I’m speaking about fish.  My name is Barbara Zanowiak.

I live in Seymour, Connecticut.  And I am here to testify in favor of House Bill 5445, AN ACT CONTAINING WARNINGS REGARDING MERCURY IN FISH.  I am the wife of Cyril Alapatt.  We worked together to find Oxford the Beautiful, which became Oxford Land Trust and also Save our Seymour, which, with the state, saved hundreds of watershed property.

These are the facts as I see them.  Eating fish is good for you.  Mercury is toxic.  Some species of fish are contaminated with mercury at concentrated levels.

Consuming fish contaminated with mercury is bad for you.  In an open society, one should have the right to know that the species of fish that one is about to purchase may harm her and that there are safer alternatives available.

House Bill 5445 does all of the above.  The advisory drafted by the Connecticut Department of Public Health sends the clear message that while fish is an excellent source of valuable nutrients, fish contaminated with mercury should be limited or completely avoided.

The bill, as written, is aimed at stores that employ ten or more people.  This makes sense since most of the fresh and frozen fish are sold in large store such as Stop-N-Shop and Whole Foods.

Today’s Connecticut Post had an editorial urging the Assembly to pass this bill.  I feel that it should be amended as follows.  The enforcement of the law should be in the jurisdiction of the Department of Public Health.

To conserve state resources, the program should be self-certifying, analogous to the IRS.  The Department of Public Health creates the forms, and it would be the onus or responsibility of the stores to post the signs.

This means the government will only have to deal with the parent corporation.  For example, there are 27 Big Y’s, but the state would only have to deal with corporate headquarters.

And the advisory should also be posted on or before October 1st at eyelevel within three feet of where fresh fish or shellfish are sold.  And I thank you for your attention.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Barbara.  Any questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Thanks for coming tonight.  I think this is a very important issue, and I support that, have been supporting it all along over the several years.


And it seems like such a commonsense [inaudible] EPA, the DEP, and the Department of Public Health already puts out those warnings, but they’re not in the place they need to be, at the fish store where people are buying fish.

BARBARA ZANOWIAK:  Yeah.  I don’t know if you’d like to see, it’s a draft of that.  You have copies.  Okay.  So, yes, and I agree.  It’s a very clear sign.  It’s a very helpful one.

REP. MEGNA:  Do you know, has this been done anywhere else?

BARBARA ZANOWIAK:  I think it’s been done in California and, yeah, I just think in California.

REP. MEGNA:  All right.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

BARBARA ZANOWIAK:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments from Members of this Committee?  Barbara, thank you very much.  Tina Doyle, followed by Robert Marra.  Good evening, Tina.

TINA DOYLE:  Good evening.  I’m here representing the League of Women Voters.  I’m the New Haven chapter, but the state league would like to submit testimony in support of Senate Bill 192, that is, concerning the bottle bill.

Actually, the League of Women Voters, a statewide organization with over 2,400 members would like to begin by applauding this Committee for expanding the public hearing process from Hartford to the hometowns.

We hope that other General Assembly Members will also follow your example.

REP. ROY:  They’ll probably hate us.

TINA DOYLE:  I know.  You’re setting a bad precedent.  The League of Women Voters supports policies to promote the reuse and recycling of solid waste.

Indeed, the League of Women Voters of Connecticut has been among the organizations that have worked in coalition to pass Connecticut’s existing bottle law and the mandatory recycling law.

We wholeheartedly support the expansion of the beverage container redemption to include non‑carbonated waters and nondairy.  The current beverage container redemption rates of approximately 65% to 70% demonstrate that Connecticut’s longstanding user-funded program is effective and equitable, i.e., only those who use the designated products are subject to the program.

In relation to the increase of the refund value, the League wonders if we should wait to increase the redemption value until we have experienced the return rates of an expanded universe of recycling, i.e., increase the recycling statewide.

If there were more items eligible for return, consumers might increase their returns without this added incentive.  We offer this thought for the Committee’s consideration.

In conclusion, the League believes that this proposal represents a worthy effort to broaden the recycling program in the state, and it’s something we’d like to see.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much.  Any questions or comments for Tina?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Chairman.  Thank you, Tina, for coming.  Tina is one of my constituents, I’m very proud to say.  I think it’s also important that the members of the League also reach out to their Legislators across the state.

TINA DOYLE:  We’re very good at that.

REP. MEGNA:  Yeah.  I know, but it’s very important on this issue because of the immense lobbying effort on the part of the industry to stop this bill from moving, reach out to the individual Legislators.

TINA DOYLE:  It would be nice if they put more effort into increasing the recycling in all the other towns in Connecticut.

REP. MEGNA:  Absolutely.

TINA DOYLE:  That would nice.  I also want to stand in support of the last item, the bill with the state bonds for the Morris Cove Creek.  As it is in my section of the city, and there has been a tremendous amount of flooding going on there, so we really would look forward to getting the increased bonding.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you very much, Tina.

TINA DOYLE:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Robert Marra, followed by Betsy Wright.

ROBERT MARRA:  Good evening, Members of the Committee.  I brought another prop with me here that I borrowed from the guy leaving.  So sorry if it’s funny, but it wouldn’t have been hard to find one of these.


First of all, I’ll introduce myself.  I’m Bob Marra.  I’m a scientist with the state.  I do forest research.  I live in West Haven right near the shore.

And this is a very familiar sight to me, far more than any recyclable, or, sorry, deposit beverage container.  I organize three beach cleanups a year in West Haven, one of them being with Save the Sound, which is an organization that participates in International Coastal Cleanup Day in October.

These are by far the greatest number of the kind of plastic bottle that we find, non‑deposit water bottles.  Now, plastic recycling, statewide, I think is at about 25%.

That means 75% of the water bottles that are purchased in Connecticut either go in the landfill where their fate, it takes over hundreds of years for these to break down.

And in the process of breaking down, the chemicals that go into their composition, phthalates, which are reproductive disruptors, is a really nasty soup.

And everyone who buys this bottled water should, just like anything else, you should take responsibility for that purchase, and I think part of that responsibility is borne by the deposit.

If that deposit serves to reduce the amount of water bottles that people buy, I think that alone would be good enough reason to introduce the deposit.

You know, as a society, we’ve spent billions of dollars to bring potable water to our taps.  And now, we have people buying this stuff.  Ten years ago, you didn’t even see it.

And when I do these beach cleanups, this all over the place, Poland Spring being the most ubiquitous.  When I walk the state forest, which I do a lot in my research, this is what I see more than anything else, this and cigarette butts.

I see this more than any other kind of containers.  It’s bottled water, and it’s a really sad thing when you think about what you’re buying, it’s water.

The energy that goes into putting this water in this bottle, you know, this is fossil fuels, the energy that goes into making the bottle, it’s made out of fossil fuels, and it takes fossil fuels to make.

The energy that goes into transporting that bottle of water to Sam’s Club or wherever else you buy it, to take it home, and then to leave it in the landscape to break down over the course of hundreds of years, we have to stop this.

And if a deposit is going to do that, we have to do that.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Robert.  Of course, a gallon of water costs more than a gallon of gasoline.

ROBERT MARRA:  That is true.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments from Members of the Committee?  Thank you.

ROBERT MARRA:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Betsy Wright, followed by Elizabeth Beiter.  I probably mangled that last one.

BETSY WRIGHT:  Hi.

REP. ROY:  This is the start of a Milford contingent of the Environmental Concern Coalition, and I’m very proud that you’re all here.

BETSY WRIGHT:  Thank you.  We’re happy to be here.  Good evening.  My name is Betsy Wright, and I just briefly want to tell you, support what this, the bill on banning pesticides at our schools.

I was a founding member of the Committee in Milford that started the first freedom lawn and initiative, I believe, in the State of Connecticut.

And that was almost ten years ago.  Now, our efforts at that time were very unique, and it was a very big media hit.  Everybody wanted to know about freedom lawns and why, you know, are you doing this.

You know, and we did a lot of educating.  Well, look how many years have gone by to be where we are now.  Ours was a bottom-level effort, you know, the grassroots effort.

And here I am talking to you now.  You’re the people at the top.  And I think we need to think more like Confucius and set the example at the top.

And the State of Connecticut needs to say and do by example.  As you know, I don’t have to tell you this, Connecticut is one big watershed, and all of everything that we apply on the ground ends up in our precious estuary Long Island Sound.

But in this case, our children get to roll around in it first.  And then it goes into Long Island Sound.  So I support this effort to finally do something.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Betsy.  Any questions or comments for Betsy?  Okay.  Thank you, Betsy.  Elizabeth, followed by Ann Berman.  Oh, Elizabeth is not here.

BARBARA MILTON:  I’m speaking on behalf of Elizabeth.

REP. ROY:  This is Barbara Milton.

BARBARA MILTON:  This is a statement of support for the Senate Bill 291 before the Environmental Committee, Cochairman Representative Richard Roy, and Senator Bill Finch.

And this is written by Elizabeth Beiter.  I am writing in support of the reduction of diesel fuel emissions in school buses to benefit the health of Connecticut children who ride the buses and also as part of an overall effort to reduce air pollution.

Research indicates that there is a very strong correlation between diesel fuel emissions and increased risk of chronic lung diseases, such as asthma, which affects children in particular.

My husband, and daughter, and I moved to Milford, Connecticut from Atlanta, Georgia in the latter part of 2005.  Atlanta’s air pollution problem has increased with its booming population, and, therefore, number of cars, and trucks, and school buses on the road, not to mention the fumes from the large number of construction equipment used to develop the land.

Like much of the world, Atlanta also has a growing number of children with asthma.  Some people might call this a coincidence, but much research indicates there is a strong correlation between high levels of air pollution and rates of asthma.

According to the Clean Air Taskforce’s diesel and soot health impact statistics, where we lived in Georgia ranks in the 98th percentile of unhealthiest counties in America.

Unfortunately, our relocation didn’t improve our air conditions much, since the area of Connecticut where we now live ranks in the 95th percentile of unhealthiest counties.

In my hometown of Buffalo, New York, the rate of asthma is very high near the Peace Bridge, where thousands of trucks idle as they wait clearance to cross the U.S. Canadian border.

This is not a coincidence, anymore than the areas in Connecticut with high levels of air pollution coincide with high traffic on I-95.  So in other words, even in my tiny slice‑of‑life experience in our country, it has come to my conclusion that air pollution is a looming problem.

And it seems very hard to get away from.  Personally, I agree with the research that shows air pollution is affecting our children’s health, and I believe it is imperative that we take steps as a community to try and stop the increase of air pollution, and as time goes by, to hopefully increase air quality.

Reducing the diesel fuel emissions in school buses equates to a step toward improving the air quality in our community.  I understand that the technology and labor involved in reducing diesel fumes costs a lot of money in the short term.  However, the cost needed to attend to the healthcare issues resulting from such diseases as asthma will far outweigh those costs in the long term.  Should I finish?

REP. ROY:  If you don’t have much left.

BARBARA MILTON:  Well, quickly, okay.  Besides, if we have a choice to allow a child to experience a healthy life rather than a life riddled with doctor appointments, medication, and lost days of school and other childhood activities, I believe we should seriously consider making that choice.


From an ethical or philosophical viewpoint, I believe that we do not inherit this land from our ancestors.  We borrow it from our children.  With that philosophy in mind, I feel compelled to voice my support for legislation that I believe will improve the quality of life and health for both current and future generations.  Thank you.  Elizabeth Beiter.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Barbara.  Are there any questions for Barbara?  Barbara was the first 

President of the ECC.  The previous speaker, Betsy, took over for her.  And now, we’ve got the current President of ECC, Ann Berman, followed by Joyce Acebo.

ANN BERMAN:  Thank you all for this opportunity.  And I, as Chair and representing the Environmental Concerns Coalition, want to support the Senate Bill 291.

But at this time, I wanted to say that it doesn’t go far enough to include publicly owned transit buses, which needs to be in this bill or to be included in Senate Bill 642.

The facts about diesel are beyond comprehension, meaning also that they have done little heretofore to correct emissions standards for diesel pollution.

However, the good news is that by 2007, the new diesel engines will be cleaner, thus reducing the pollutants by 90%.  The other however is that we are still faced with the diesel engines that last seemingly forever, at least for the next 20 years.

We can't wait that long.  They need to be cleaned up now.  Here are just a few facts about our pollution problem.  We live in the blackest corridor of diesel pollution, 95% in the country.

We live in the highest cancer corridor in the country.  The old school buses pump pollutants directly into the cab of the bus, and the tailpipe is spewing a high rate of particulates.

This particulate cuts short the lives of approximately 21,000 people per year, more premature deaths than caused by homicide, HIV, AIDS, or drunk driving.

It causes 4,000 asthma attacks a year in Connecticut and 6,000 respiratory symptoms in children.  In Milford, the percentage of children with asthma is in elementary, 6.8%, middle school, 11%, and high school, it’s 9.5%.

The facts for diesel pollution abound, and I won't go further, but the need for this bill to emphasize what must be done for the school buses, and to stress that the health need versus cost for retrofitting the buses is more than justified.

Discounting the moral aspect, it will cost less to correct the problem mechanically for the bus than what it costs to take one child with severe asthma attacks to the emergency room.

The ECC introduced a resolution to the Board of Aldermen.  On March the 6th of this year, Milford resolution in support of reducing diesel pollution was passed unanimously.

Not only that, it was to say that they didn’t want the resolution to sit on the shelves, but the word of their support should be echoed in the halls of the Capitol.

One of the aldermen wanted to know if he could stop the idling of diesel exhaust pollution, that run their engines all night.  Many spoke off the record of being affected by the diesel exhaust and agreed that pollution must be corrected, not only in the school buses, but also in the buses and the trucks.

REP. ROY:  Ann, could you please wrap up?

ANN BERMAN:  At the end of the board discussion, I was thanked for brining them the resolution and given a hand of applause.  So I’ll end there.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Ann.  Any questions?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Do you happen to know, and I wouldn’t expect you to, but maybe you do, how many publicly owned transit buses there are in the State of Connecticut?

ANN BERMAN:  No.  I don’t know really.  I’m sorry.

REP. CHAPIN:  That’s okay.  You might be pleased to know that an amendment to the bill is coming to the transit buses.

ANN BERMAN:  Oh, that’s wonderful.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments?  Joyce Acebo, followed by Alice Ellner.  Joyce, you have a quiet voice.  Please speak up.

JOYCE ACEBO:  Well, good evening.  Well, my personal testimony is in support of stopping the use of pesticides and chemicals.  That would e House Bill 5276, I believe.

As a member of the Environmental Concern Coalition, the ECC of Milford, which is a town that actually grows green grass organically on one of Connecticut’s largest greens.  So I invite you to come and enjoy.

I welcome you definitely to visit, and I can safely say that the ECC has supported the nonuse of pesticides and chemical fertilizers since 1996.

And I ask why, why would anyone want to contribute to childhood neurological disorders, learning disabilities, childhood leukemia, brain cancer, and soft tissue curcuma?

It’s still happening out there in our neighborhoods.  They are still growing for the green and not for the human being.  Is it because we don’t have enough evidence?

We do.  You know, just visit New Haven’s Hospital and see these children that have become diseased because of associated use with pesticides and chemical fertilizers.

All we have to do is stop, and to listen, and to look, and to change our behaviors.  My studies in the past were in behavioral sciences.

And I remember in my research about changing behaviors, that the human being has a natural resistance to change.  Even if the change might be a healthier outcome, they resist it.

We resist it.  I guess I’m part of the human race.  And it’s interesting.  In order for most people to even attempt to change their behavior, their habits, they most often have had to have had an experience that prompted that personal change.

In the choice of using pesticides and toxic chemicals, perhaps the negatives have not yet hit home.  Do our children have to come down with carcinoma?  I hope not.  I am a personal survivor of cancer.

And it’s not a welcoming thing.  We have evidence that it is our children playing on the perfect lawns, the fields, these kids are at risk.

Women with children, child in utero, pets sniffing the toxins, why would one want to wait any longer to have to experience these profound repercussions towards our families?

REP. ROY:  Can we stop there?

JOYCE ACEBO:  Okay.

REP. ROY:  Are there any questions of Joyce?  Thank you very much.  I also want to thank other members of the ECC who are here tonight who didn’t come forward and testify, but show your support for the other members and the cause that we all have been fighting for.  Thank you.  Alice Ellner, followed by Peter Ellner.  Good evening, Alice.

ALICE ELLNER:  Hi there.  My name is Alice Ellner, and I live in Oxford.  I’d like to comment on Raised Senate Bill 291, AN ACT REDUCING DIESEL EMISSIONS INSIDE SCHOOL BUSES.  I’m a retired school teacher, and I’m horrified to think that all these years, my students were riding in buses and breathing in the pollution.

I’m concerned about health hazard emissions from diesel engines and feel that this bill does not go far enough.  Other people have spoken very eloquently on this subject, so I won't take up the Committee’s time.

But I respectfully request this Committee to expand the scope of this bill to clean up the diesel emissions coming out of the tailpipes of school buses, as well as city transit buses, and heavy construction equipment.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much.  Any questions or comments for Alice?  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Yeah.  Hi, Mrs. Ellner.

ALICE ELLNER:  Hi.

REP. MEGNA:  You have a very good son there.  He was my first campaign manager.

ALICE ELLNER:  Thank you.

REP. MEGNA:  Nice to see you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, again.  Peter Ellner, followed by Paul Larribee.

PETER ELLNER:  My name is Peter Ellner.  I’m a resident of Oxford.  I wish to comment on Raised Senate Bill 291, AN ACT REDUCING DIESEL EMISSIONS FROM INSIDE SCHOOL BUSES.  I’d like to applaud the announcement that Representative Roy just made, that this bill will be amended to include city transit buses.

There are currently 500-plus Connecticut transit buses in the State of Connecticut, and it would be a great advantage to us to have those cleaned up.

In addition, I would like to see a cleanup of the diesel emissions coming from construction equipment used on state funded construction contracts.

Last year, Special Act 05-7 came into law directing the DEP to develop a diesel reduction plan to reduce diesel emissions by 75% by the year 2015.

I think a bill that comprises these three components will take us a long way.  I’m an accountant.  I work in Milford and Danbury, which are both wonderful towns.

And at lunchtime, I take a well-deserved, particularly this time of year, break.  And I take a walk on the roads.  And it’s such a shame to have to have vehicles pass my by that are emitting diesel fuel emissions and have to breathe when I’m trying to set an example in my offices to live healthy lives.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Peter.  Any questions for Peter?  Thank you very much.  Paul Larribee, followed by Lynne Bonnett.

PAUL LARRIBEE:  I’m going to try to make my comments brief, but my expertise, I’m Paul Larribee, is in maintenance of buildings, public buildings, as well as office buildings, and also around my house.

I don’t think this bottle bill goes far enough.  It should also include wine and whiskey bottles, milk or juice containers because anything that can be flattened, thrown out, smoked out of, or broken ends up in the street.

I clean it up.  Also, the lady was exactly right.  The biggest pollution problem is the wrappers that come with it, and I think there should be a different way of collecting money for these deposit containers.

It goes directly to the state because that money should be used for this rather than the state funding this stuff.  As far as diesel goes, Senate Bill 291, I live here in this area.

I’m the Ward Chairman or will be soon.  And one of the things I find most amazing is the stall traffic and the diesels that come from that, but one of the things that you don’t look at, you’re talking public transportation, we have the railroad yards right here.

They’re jockeying all the time, these passenger cars here.  Not only do you hear the noise pollution from all the highway traffic, but you also hear the noise pollution from the droning of these diesels.

That is the biggest pollution here.  This is the biggest problem in our area.  People in our area have asthma.  I have a little neighborhood group that gives out air conditioners to people and children that have asthma, used air conditions.

But you know what?  It helps them during the summer months when the prevailing winds take all this stuff over here.  As far as House Bill 5267, it’s good for that Morris Cove area, but where we need it, the remediation, is here on Water Street.

That floods even worse, and when that floods, all that stuff from the rail yards ends up in the Sound.  You’ll see the boons trying to catch the diesel fuel that comes off the top of the water.

The sewers cannot take that, that constant flooding.  And I think that we should look into educating people on how to discard of their trash, rather than just throw it out the door or the car, as one of my neighbors did the other day.

And that can end up right on the hood of his car again.  So I think there’s a lot to be said by all of this.  Some of this doesn’t go far enough, and we really have to look at what the state actually has here that they have to remediate.

There are other areas of problems with pollution in this area, and they’re building on area that has PCB’s on it.  And one day, they’re going to develop that area with the PCB’s, and you have to do something about those PCB’s because when they knocked this building down here, it was loaded with PCB’s.

And they took care to take it out by barge.  What are you going to do in the Sound over here, the harbor over here, and you have to dig up those old electrical transformers before they build these 32-story buildings and marinas?

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much.  Any questions?  Thank you very much, Sir.  Lynne Bonnett, followed by Robin Shafer.

LYNNE BONNETT:  Good evening.  My name is Lynne Bonnett.  I live in New Haven.  And thank you so much for coming down.  I can't tell you how many times I would love to go to Hartford, but I work.  And it’s nice of you to come down.

REP. ROY:  Sometimes we wish we didn’t have to go to Hartford.

LYNNE BONNETT:  I am Chairperson of the New Haven Environmental Justice Network in New Haven.  Robert Megna is my Representative.  I’m going to talk about four bills, as I have time.

And the first one that I’m concerned about is the diesel bill.  We know that the air pollution problems in New Haven are primarily from mobile sources, both road and non-road.

And our serious air quality problems are not going to be addressed by this bill that just controls diesel emissions inside the school bus.  We need something a little broader, something to address the majority or target the larger components of the mobile sources, which are the school bus, city bus, and non-road construction equipment.

We really need a concerted effort to clean up our air.  So if it means supporting the school bus, means we won't get these other things, I would have to say I want the other things, not the school bus.

The next bill that I wanted to talk about was the pesticide bill.  Once again, pesticides in schools affect children.  Primarily, they’re the targets because they breathe.  They’re closer to the ground.

They breathe more frequently than other adults.  They’re very susceptible to environmental toxins and the health effects of that.  So I very much support banning pesticides in all schools, if we could get it, but I believe this bill just addresses elementary schools.

The next bill is, I want to talk about the bottle bill from a different perspective of littering and more from a perspective of what happens to the bottle, if it’s not littered, if it goes in the trash.

Once it goes in the trash, it gets burned, in some towns.  And when it’s burned, it pollutes our air and causes us to have respiratory illness from burning the toxic substances, from burning these containers.

So I strongly support the bottle bill in the sense that it will reduce the amount of these kinds of bottles in our trash.  And also, it does provide work for people unemployed that go pick up the bottles and redeem them.

So that’s good.  And then the last thing I wanted to talk about was the warnings for mercury.  I think they are very important, and I would also hope that, at least in our town, a large segment of our population subsistence fishes in the mouth of the Quinnipiac River, which is very polluted, there are no signs there in English or Spanish telling people, don’t eat this fish.  It’s not good for you.

And every day when I drive home, people are fishing off of that site.  And, you know, I think it’s broader.  I mean, I’m glad it’s in the grocery store, but there is very little awareness in the public about the hazards of eating fish from our waters.  So thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

LYNNE BONNETT:  Yeah.  I beat the bell.

REP. ROY:  Lynne.

LYNNE BONNETT:  Oh, I’m sorry.  Yes.

REP. ROY:  There are some signs that have gone up on various coasts [inaudible] along the beaches to warn fishermen about the mercury in some of the larger fish that are out there.


We could do a better job with that, certainly.  But I don’t think people think about, you know, the [inaudible] of the Quinnipiac River.  You go along the beaches, and there are people fishing [inaudible].

LYNNE BONNETT:  Right.  Well, I think the residents of Fairhaven fish quite a bit, by vision anyway.  I can't give you any numbers.

REP. ROY:  I’m sure they are.  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Hi.  To talk about the fish bill just a little bit, the point that you’re getting at is [inaudible] when you go to buy a fishing license, I believe they give you packet that tells you what you can catch, and what you can't eat, what’s bad for you.


When you go to the supermarket, they don’t do that for you.  That’s what this bill is about.  If you went to the Fairhaven Clinic or maybe your doctor [inaudible] Public Health Department has said be careful if you’re a woman, or becoming pregnant, or small children.


But really, this just says, put it where it makes sense, at the fish market.

LYNNE BONNETT:  Right.  Yeah.

REP. MEGNA:  Just like you do for people with fishing licenses.

LYNNE BONNETT:  Yes.  I think that’s good.  I mean, I support that.  I’m just pointing out--

REP. MEGNA:  [inaudible]

LYNNE BONNETT:  --okay.  Great.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Robin, come forward.  Do we need a tape break?  You guys are talking too much.  [Changing from Tape 2A to Tape 2B.]  And you’re on.

ROBIN SHAFER:  Okay.  My name is Robin Shafer, and I’m a resident of New Haven, Connecticut.  I want to speak in support of three bills that have been mentioned here.

And I’ll try to be brief not repeat what other people have said.  I am very much in support of House Bill 5276, eliminating pesticide use on school grounds for all the reasons you’ve already heard.

I am very much in support of Senate Bill 192, expanding beverage container, both the number of beverage containers and the redemption value.  On this bill, I would like to say that even a higher refund would be great with me.

I really feel that, frankly, these beverage containers should not be sold.  No beverage should be sold in a container that’s one pint or smaller.

And any addition to the price that would reduce the sale and consequently the production of these beverage containers would be great with me.

And then finally, I want to support Senate Bill 291, the diesel bill.  I agree with what has been said before, that it is not enough just to reduce emissions inside the school buses, but we also need to be reducing tailpipe emissions, not only from school buses, but as you’ve already mentioned, the diesel-using fleets, such as city buses and heavy construction equipment.

I am a year-round commuter cyclist and pedestrian.  We taste it when we are caught behind a diesel vehicle.  Those of you who are in cars might not have that visceral experience, but you too are receiving the pollution.

And even if you turn your little air conditioner on to recycle, you are recycling the same NOx, SOx, and particulate matter that have been flowing into the air from these vehicles.  Thank you very much for your time and for coming here.  I really like that.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Robin.  You’ll be happy to know that all of the construction vehicles for the bridge will be [inaudible] diesel.

ROBIN SHAFFER:  Great.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  All set.  Stewart Hutchings.

STEWARD HUTCHINGS:  Good evening, gentlemen.  First, I’d like to tell you that I very much appreciate the efforts of this Committee, spending this sort of time.  It’s a great thing that you do.

My name is Steward Hutchings.  I live directly on the Quinnipiac River in New Haven and own and operate an oyster agricultural farm.  I’d like to comment briefly on two issues that directly affect my business and my family’s health.

The first one is Senate Bill 291, AN ACT REDUCING DIESEL EMISSIONS INSIDE SCHOOL BUSES, which as is, is incomplete.  This bill does not go far enough to achieve or support last year’s Connecticut-enacted Special Act 05-7 directing the Connecticut DEP to develop a diesel pollution reduction plan aimed at reducing diesel emissions by 75% by 2015.

Now is the time to start working on that.  Otherwise, time will overtake us.  And regarding diesel emissions, I want to specifically mention something that doesn’t come up very often.

But the emissions from diesel trains that are shunting around diesel yards, I am often on the river, and there are diesel trains that shunt across parts of the Quinnipiac.  And the pollution plume is so horrific.

A couple of times, I thought I was going to pass out.  You know, I was stuck there.  I had to drag up something from the river.  It comes across, and you see this big pollution plume, and you have to experience it.

And I’m quite willing to take any of you gentlemen, one at a time or together, to experience that.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  [inaudible]

STEWART HUTCHINGS:  Okay.

SEN. FINCH:  Before you kill us, we’ve got to vote.

STEWART HUTCHINGS:  Right.  The second issue is the fact that the funding is being cut off for improving and upgrading the sewer systems.  This is unbelievable.  This program, I believe it’s House Bill 5624, is a no-brainer.

It provides state jobs, and it updates an old system.  So I urge the Committee to somehow get the funding back into this project.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments for Stewart?  Thank you, Sir.

STEWART HUTCHINGS:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Stewart is the last person to have signed up to speak.  If there’s anyone here who would like to come forward and give us testimony on any of the bills on our agenda, come on up now.

MICHELLE HUANG:  [inaudible - microphone not on]

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Please give your name and then please spell it for the Clerk, so that it will be spelled correctly.

MICHELLE HUANG:  Thank you.  Hi.  My name is Michelle Huang, M-i-c-h-e-l-l-e, last name, H‑u-a-n-g.  Good evening.  I am a resident of New Haven, and I work at the New Haven Ecology Project at Common Ground High School.

We’re an environmental education center, Urban Organic Farm just over in [inaudible] neighborhood in New Haven.

REP. ROY:  I’ve been there.  It’s a good school.

MICHELLE HUANG:  Yeah.  Thank you.  And we run a public charter high school focused on the environment, Common Ground High School.  I hadn’t prepared any formal remarks on any particular bills, as I didn’t sign up previously.

But I wanted to thank you for coming down on a Friday night, and applaud your stamina, and lasting until, you know, 9:20 p.m.  And I wanted to say that I support many of the bills that have been raised, and to thank you for your efforts to safeguard our environment.

I’m particularly interested in the acts on safeguarding our air and our water.  At Common Ground this year, we did an EPA-funded environmental justice project where the students, our high school students, were studying air and water quality in New Haven and the West Rock, West River watershed, and then around New Haven, downtown, and at various sites.

And we are going to be, we hope to make that an annual monitoring project with our students.  In May, we’re going to be presenting, having some sort of event to present our results to community members and interested folks.

I want to be sure to invite you all to come down and hear our students in May.  So I hope to see you again and to be able to introduce you to my students, either in May, or at your next session in Hartford, or at your next Friday night party down in New Haven.  So that’s all I wanted to say.

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much, Michelle.  And thank you for getting people interested in the environment at an early age and teaching them something.  Senator Finch.

SEN. FINCH:  Michelle, I was just curious.  What kind of political activities do the students participate in?  Do they take part in any political activities?

MICHELLE HUANG:  We have taken groups of students up to Hartford to talk with Legislators about, well, particularly about charter school funding and supporting charter schools.


We have students, this year, in the Enivro-thon Club who I think are going to be getting involved in some letter-writing campaigns.  And we actually had some interested students write a letter to the editor for the New Haven Register regarding Rafael Hospital’s efforts to burn number six fuel oil for their boiler when we would like them to burn a cleaner fuel.


So letter writing, and talking to Legislators, which we want to do more of, so I’m so glad you guys are coming down to make it easier for us to bring students next time hopefully.

So, yeah, we’re hoping that with this environmental justice project, in particular, this year was sort of a start up, sort of a pilot, but I would love to see us, you know, making it a regular event that leads from the monitoring activities, where they’re doing it hands on, testing the water, and going around, and following buses, and testing the air quality from the tailpipe, seeing them go from the hands-on testing to data analysis and presentation, to talking with Senators, and Representatives, and community members.

So that’s sort of the goal of where we’re moving towards.

SEN. FINCH:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you.  Thank you, Chairman.  Thank you, Michelle, for coming to talk and working with the students like that.  And I think it’s really important that you spend time with the students up at the Capitol to watch this process happen up there, and follow up on it, and help on it because so many times, it seems like there aren't really many people up representing this side of the issue.


And often, it falls by the wayside sometimes [inaudible] important issues.  So the more involved you are up there, the better it is, so much better it is for the issue.  Thank you so much.

MICHELLE HUANG:  Great.  Thank you.  Thank you for the encouragement.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Seeing none, thank you, Michelle.  Anyone else wish to come forward at this time?  Well, I thank you all very, very much.  This is our first evening, as we said at the beginning, of a three-city stop.


And we were delighted with the turnout, delighted with the amount of testimony that we got, and delighted that we had decided to do this.  I don’t think that Representative Chapin is going to go to Norwich, since he lives on the other side of New York, no, next to New York City, but we will have other Representatives coming out with us to the different stops that we make along the way.


And we hope that maybe this could become a regular part of our work, going out and visiting different communities.  Certainly, we’ll have to go to different places each year, but wouldn’t it be nice to visit all the major cities once every five years or something?


And, again, thank you very much.  I declare this hearing closed.

SEN. FINCH:  Before you all go, how about a round of applause going for our staff, who gave up all their [inaudible] on a Friday night.

[Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned.]

