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SPEAKER JIM AMANN:  --with all the bad news we’re hearing around our nation of the economy, there are things we can do to try to strengthen the economy here in Connecticut.  

I know we’re doing better than some surrounding states.  There’s a lot of questions on the economy for Connecticut coming up in the next few months, but certainly we have an opportunity here to rebuild an industry.

I’m joined here today by Guilford Lobsterman, Bart Mansi, and the principal of the Ella T. Grasso Southeastern Technical High School in Groton, Ms. Kerry Bell.  

I will give a brief overview of the program and bill and then turn it over to Bart and Kerry for further comments.

In 2006, this legislature realized that we were losing a very valuable industry to the State of Connecticut, a very valuable resource also.  

Lobsters and commercial lobster industry have had long economically valuable history in our state.  

A recent lobsterman told me that the pilgrim, when the pilgrims landed, lobsters were the main source of food, and were also included in the first Thanksgiving, which I’m going to be bringing up at this year’s Thanksgiving since I love lobster and Turkey.  

That will be a nice combination.  So we should keep the tradition of what happened around the first Thanksgiving, and teach our children here in Connecticut how important the lobsters were to our history here in Connecticut.

Also to give some brief history, as recent as eight years ago, lobster landings were valued at approximately $40 million dollars, a $40 million dollar industry for the state. 

The industry provided numerous jobs to lobstermen and their crews, providing economic support to other sea-related industries in Connecticut such as bait shops, boat and equipment enterprises, marinas, and docks.

This economic support also provided tax revenue to our coastline towns.  In fact, Connecticut was third in lobster business, behind Maine and Massachusetts.  

Many of you know on this Committee, though, in the summer of 1999, the lobster population in Long Island sound suffered a massive die-off.

The effect has been devastating to the lobster industry, and that is why in 2006, thanks to many of the members in this room, we passed a bill to assist in reviving the industry when the lobsters stopped to sustain them into the future.

The bill created a lobster v‑notch program and allocated a million dollars to administrate.  This is a cooperative venture of the Connecticut lobstermen, three coastal Connecticut high schools, and the Department of Environmental Protection.

And has the approval by the Federal Government’s Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission who had jurisdiction on these matters.

The v-notch program allows lobstermen to remain on the water and to keep fishing, and when they catch a lobster that is under the legal size limit, the lobster is notched and thrown back into the water, and cannot be fished for about two years.

The lobstermen receive compensation at a fair market value for every lobster notched and thrown back.  The program not only allows lobstermen, their crews, and the industries they support to survive, it also allows them to partner in conservation.

Presently there are 12 lobstermen that have signed up to voluntarily participate in the program, but as the spring approaches, many more may participate.

To date, 16,000 lobsters have been notched, and about $80,000 has been paid to the lobstermen.  The goal is to notch at least 57,000 legal size lobsters each year, and perhaps as many as 75,000.  A great added benefit to this program is it has incorporated three of the state’s vocational schools that focus on aquaculture and maritime sciences.

They are the Bridgeport Regional Vocational Aquaculture School, the Sound School Regional Vocational Aquaculture Center in New Haven, and the Ella T. Grasso Southeastern Technical High School in Groton.

The students from these schools do everything from go out on the boats and notch the lobsters, to the administrative work back in the schools to run the program.

And while the students are on the boats, they also record other valuable information for the Department of Environmental Protection on the health of the lobster.

This year’s bill simply asks the General Assembly to extend this outstanding and successful program to June 30, 2009, at a cost of $1.1 million dollars.

We need to revive the industry.  As I stated, these particular programs are not only great for our Vo-Tech schools, great for the environment, great for conservation, but also helps to try to build that industry up, which is so important to the State of Connecticut.

There’s no reason by the help of this Committee and other legislatures in this building, that we can revive the industry, we can be a thriving industry here, and again with all the needs for jobs that are upcoming, and for future of people that are going to take care of our Long Island Sound, there’s no better program than has been administered through this particular committee and the help of the legislature.

This bill is about helping the hardworking lobstermen and their families, again saving a valuable resource from becoming extinct and providing a great educational experience to State’s aquaculture students.

It has been an outstanding success to date, and I strongly urge this Committee’s support of House Bill 5850, and I really thank you all for your consideration.

At this time, if it’s okay with the Chairs, I’ll start with Bart, and then we’ll go right over and have Kerry Bell say a few words.

BART MANSI:  Good morning, Mr. Roy, Mr. Meyer, and members of the Committee.  My name is Bart Mansi.  I’m a commercial lobsterman from Guilford Connecticut.  I’ve been lobstering since 1973.  I am here, not only to thank Mr. Amann for his support and for your support last year on this bill.  


I’m a member of the LRAC committee.  It’s a Lobster Restoration Advisory Committee, and we’ve been working for a year and a half on this program.


We ran into some issues with insurance and different issues, but we have everything well in hand, and we finally got the kids on the boat.  


The kids are real excited to be on the boat.  To date, we’ve notched just under 20,000 lobsters, and we did this at the worst time of the year, which was December, January, and February.


So we’re really excited about getting our goal met of 60,000 lobsters this spring, and into the early summers.  It’s a great program, not only for the schools, but for the survival of the lobster industry.


This is the first time in history where the schools and industry have partnered up and worked to bring back an industry.  Hopefully, we will get your support again this year.  It’s very important, not only for the industry, but for the education.  Thank you.

KERRY BELL:  Thank you, Mr. Speaker.  To Mr. Chairman and members of the Environmental Committee.  Can you imagine how rewarding it feels to have desire, knowledge, passion for the environment, and the opportunity to restore one of Connecticut’s natural resources?


That is the exact feeling of the bioenvironmental technology students of Grasso Southeastern Technical High School.  These students have experience in the Environmental field, and are participating in a project that has exceeded all expectations.


This opportunity would not have been possible without the funding provided by the legislators of the State of Connecticut.


With your continued support of House Bill 5850, this experience will be available to the future students who share the same passion.


As principal at Grasso, I have a responsibility to provide our students with experience that educate the whole child.  I can think of no better way for them to experience the joy of working in a field they love than by providing them with the opportunity to do what they know best, marine science, safety, and research.


Unfortunately, money is always critical to the success of our projects.  This bill has the possibility of keeping that door open for our students.  They will continue to make a difference for Long Island Sound and all of those who use and enjoy it.


You have my assurance our staff and students will continue to perform their duties at an exceptional level.  I understand the importance of the success of this program for our state.  We all want to make a positive impact.  

In addition, the lessons our students will receive through this project align perfectly with the goals and objectives of the bioenvironmental technology curriculum.  A perfect match.

I am pleased our instructors and the students of Grasso have participated in this commendable project linking education, industry, and the Department of Environmental Protection to restore the lobster population of the Long Island Sound.

House Bill 5850 will do much to educate our youth and to support the restoration efforts.  I sincerely hope that you continue this important funding.  Thank you.

REP ROY:  Thank you.  Is the Sound school also involved in this program?  New Haven?

KERRY BELL:  Yes.  Yes, they are.

REP. ROY:  Good.  Any questions?  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Mr. Speaker.  Congratulation to you on your leadership on this issue.  I got a call from my grandpa this morning about 7:15, and he was concerned about this bill, but he also wanted to make sure that our neighbors across the Sound are not putting anything in the water that will affect the lobsters in Long Island Sound.  

I don’t know if he’s going to call you, but at 7:15 he was on the phone with me, so.  And that’s Grandfather Gunther.  So again thank you for your leadership on this.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Representative Miller.  Are there any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Mr. Speaker.  Thank you very much for coming up and testifying.

RICHARD BLUMENTHAL:  Thank you to the Environmental Committee for all the great work you guys are doing, and I say guys because that’s all I see right now.  So thank you so much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you again.  Next group is coming up together, Mayor Jim Richitelli of Milford, First Selectman, Ray Baldwin of Trumbull, Mayor Bill Finch of Bridgeport, Mayor Mark Lauretti of Shelton, and Mayor William Dickinson of Wallingford.  Gentlemen?  Are they here?  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Two are here.

REP. ROY:  Okay Bill and Bill.  And Mark.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  If it’s okay, Attorney General Blumenthal [inaudible] we’re all on the same subject.

REP. ROY:  Fine.  The more the merrier.  The sooner we’ll get through.  I didn’t mention to the public for their benefit, that officials get the first hour, and then when we reach that hour, we open the public portion, and we will go back and forth between public and officials list after that.  

Hopefully, we have a long list, so I’m certain there will be officials when we get to that hour, which is a quarter of.  Gentlemen, proceed.

ATTY. GEN. BLUMENTHAL:  Thank you very much, Representative Roy, Co-chairman Meyer, Senator Meyer, and Members of the Committee.  I’m very proud to be here with some of the leading local chief executives in our state on behalf of a bill that I think is vital to all of our municipalities all around the state.  

The representation here is from the Fairfield County Southern Connecticut area, but as you know from the testimony that I’ve submitted, and this is my third occasion to testify on behalf of this bill, this issue affects the entire state.

The resource recovery plant in Bridgeport is only the first that will go into private hands where private companies will enjoy windfall profits from dollars that we as taxpayers have spent on these plans.

And it is only the first of a number of plants around the state that will have a monopolistic stranglehold on our municipalities and our consumers in trash disposal.

I’m not going to take a long time, because each of the chief local executives here, First Selectmen, and mayors, I think, can speak to this point more eloquently than I.

They are really on the firing line and in the trenches.  But the point here is that these plants were built with our dollars, taxpayer dollars.  Private corporations are going to take ownership of them beginning at the end of this year with the Bridgeport Resource Recovery Plan.  

Over the next decade the same will happen to three more plants, the Wallingford Resource Recovery Plant in 2010, the Bristol Resources Recovery Plant in 2015, the Preston Southeastern Connecticut Resources Recovery Plant in 2017.  

And we need to make sure that there is regulation, that there is scrutiny and oversight over the rates they charge, because otherwise, they will have our consumers at their mercy.

They will have monopolistic power, and can raise rates to whatever level they want to charge and reap those windfall profits.  Each of them can charge huge tipping fees collecting those windfall profits, and regulation here is the answer.

A DPUC mechanism for assuring, as we do with other utilities, that there is fairness.  I just want to finish by saying, you know that I’ve been a critic of the DPUC, but I think what we need to do is reform and improve the DPUC process rather than saying it won’t work here.

We need to have some consumer oriented, consumer protection regulation to protect consumers as we enter this new age.

And with that, I thank you again, and I will yield to my fellow public officials here.  Mayor Lauretti.

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Thank you and good morning Chairman Roy and Cochairman Meyers, members of the Committee.  I just wanted to underscore some of the points that were already made by--

REP. ROY:  Excuse me, Mark.  Introduce yourself also.

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Oh.  I’m Mark Lauretti, mayor of the City of Shelton.  I just wanted to underscore some of the points that have already been made.


We in Southwestern Connecticut have gone through quite a bit of pain and suffering over the last 19½ years, and I think it’s fair to say that the Bridgeport project which is the first with respect to trash-to-energy in the state and consequently everyone learned off the back of the Bridgeport project.

But not without a lot of pain and suffering, and what I mean by that when I say that is that from a financial standpoint, we have seen the highest tipping fees in the state consistently over the life of our project.

And I guess that’s one of the things that brings us here today, to talk about how we bridge that gap. 

There have been many comments made with respect to participation from the private arena with respect to the costs associated here, but I think if you look at every aspect of the trash energy facility in the Bridgeport project, it is public dollars that have borne the brunt of the expense in the costs associated with the operation and disposal of trash in our part of the state.

We are the first and consequently, we’re coming to the closure of our project.  There are other projects, with the exception of Midcon that will follow suit in the next seven to nine years that will put the majority of the state in the same situation in terms of tip fees and being able to have viable options with respect to the cost of the tip fee.

And it’s really about the lack of competition despite what you may have already heard.  When competition is limited to two providers in the state, I don’t see where that provides an open market for a real competitive, spirited challenge to keeping the costs stable for our taxpayers.

As I mentioned a moment ago, every aspect of our project was paid by the public, and you know, there ought to be some type of return on the investment that we have made as well with respect to this very important public service that, as you know, will continue on forever.

There will always be a need to dispose of our garbage in an effective and cost-efficient manner.  

At this point I’ll turn the microphone over to Mayor Finch of the City of Bridgeport.

MAYOR BILL FINCH:  Than you.  My name is Bill Finch, Mayor of the City of Bridgeport, and I thank Senator Meyer and my former Co-chair, Representative Roy, for your indulgence for the chief elected officials.


We really have our back against the wall when it comes to solid waste.  We’re facing tremendously rising costs, and we need your help to get a grip on that.  


The public deserves our help in keeping these costs within a fair return.  The debts coming off these plants as we move ahead, all the debt will come off all the plants.


And as the debt comes off, and their costs go down, and electric rates that they’re getting paid for electricity go up, why are we getting paid more?  We’re getting charged more.  The towns are getting charged more, because the state purposely went and created a monopoly.


We created a monopoly, because it’s the most sane way to handle this if the prices are regulated.  Now currently they’re regulated by public ownership and, by the way, public money built these plants.  That’s a very important point.


What we’re really asking for very simply put here is a very small change in the law that will help us to regulate these prices. 


We created a monopoly.  Now that the bonds are coming off and it’s sort of a cowboy mentality, look what we’ve got going on.  We’ve got Stamford shrink-wrapping their waste.  All of it.  Shipping it with dirty diesel trucks through Bridgeport on the highway up to New Town, putting it on rail, and shipping it out west.  To God only knows what happens.


We’ve all read about these lawsuits about landfills.  These landfills are ticking time bombs.  That’s why we made them illegal in Connecticut. 


That’s why we went to this clean form of disposing of our solid waste and creating an economic and environmental benefit.  So now we’ve got a system where, because we’re not doing anything, we’re not regulating this, we’ve created an insane system, a cowboy mentality where Norwalk is now shipping its traffic all the way through Bridgeport, all the way through your towns up to Lisbon.


This is crazy.  We’ve got to reinstate some form of sanity into this system.  And we really need your help to do this.  Without another level where the government, DPUC in this case, can help ratchet down these monopoly prices, they’ll be gouging us and making monopoly profits.  


We’ve heard, secondhand of course, because they won’t open their books, but we’ve heard that they’re making $30 million dollars a year off of this one plan.  And that’s taxpayer money.  And that’s not fair.  


And it’s, especially within the purview of this committee, not good for the environment.  We outlawed landfills, and now we’re helping to subsidize landfills that are just in another jurisdiction, and we’re creating all kinds of diesel pollution all throughout the state, because we’ve let sanity come out of the system.


We really need your strong support of this bill.  I didn’t even clear this with my fellow chief elected officials, so this has nothing to do with their testimony, but they’re not surprised to know that I would also urge you strenuously to get a bottle bill out of this committee.


No matter what we do without solid waste plants, no matter what we do with single stream, we will never get to the 70% recycling rate that we get with the bottle bill.  


It’ll never happen no matter what we do and no matter what our great efforts are in the local towns to promote recycling.  


I’ll just leave you this one image, and then I’ll be done.  I’ve read a lot since last year when our bottle bill, unfortunately, met its last minute demise, but the most amazing image that I’ve come up with that I’ve read about since then is, if you look at all the petroleum.  Now petroleum’s at a $105 a barrel and rising.  

If you look at all the petroleum that goes into making a bottle of water, you want to talk about reducing our carbon footprint, fill that water bottle you’re drinking up one quarter of the way with oil, because that’s the amount of petroleum energy that’s required to refine that plastic to make that plastic, to clean the water, to fill it up, to label it, to ship it, and then to recycle.  

A quarter of the way with oil.  That’s an image I think that mandates the passage of that bill as well.  Thank you.  I’m going to pass the microphone to First Selectman Baldwin.

RAY BALDWIN:  Good morning.  My name is Ray Baldwin.  I’m the First Selectman of the town of Trumbull, a relatively small town, Fairfield County, about 35,000 people.


I’m not going to restate what has already been stated by the mayors and the Attorney General.  They’ve done a good job of doing that.  What I will say is the financial impact of your decision and the decision to place authority for control and regulation of this industry in the DPUC is very important to us.  

We’re looking at a three-quarter of a million dollar increase in our costs for waste disposal in our small town.

I had a public hearing on our budget this last Saturday, and normally there’s barely 20 to 30 people that show up for that public hearing.  This time there was more than 600 and overflow capacity in one of our auditoriums in one of our middle schools.

Primarily the complaint, aside from taxes, was the fact that the cost of their gas, oil, electric, and healthcare has gone through the roof.

If I have to go back, and these mayors and First Selectmen have to go back and tell them that yet another bill, they got another that’s going to go up in cost, then many of us could be looking for jobs.

We haven’t done a good job of regulating this industry.  It was a bad contract that was entered into 20 years ago, but it’s correctable.  

It’s correctable with this legislation, it’s correctable with the control of this legislature, and I please with you, I ask you on behalf of all the mayors and First Selectmen, and all the people in the State of Connecticut that can be affected by this, that you do something to regulate this industry and do it quickly.  Thank you.

MAYOR RICHITELLI:  Good morning Representative Roy and Senator Meyer, members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Jim Richitelli.  I’m the mayor of the City of Milford, and I also, I apologize for my tardiness, and I join with my fellow mayors and First Selectmen in asking for your support for Raised Bill 5817, the regulation of an industry which, for a long time, has been a burden upon taxpayers of all of our towns.


We’re the first project, if you with, the push-pull project, the trash to energy project, whose contract is expiring.  


But this will affect the entire State of Connecticut at one point or another.  We’ve done what the State has asked us to do over those 20 years, and that is to close the landfills, to treat our trash in a way so that we can create energy, and now when a contract comes to an end, it’s time for us to come together and look for a way that benefits not only cities and towns, but most importantly the taxpayers of the State of Connecticut.  


This is vitally important to each and every one of us.  We ask for your strong support.  To not do so would not only be an environmental problem, it would leave each town on its own to fend for themselves as to where they were going to get rid of their garbage.


While at the same time, it would also put a tremendous economic burden upon the towns.  One which, I’m sure has already been stated, would be unconscionable to the citizens of the State of Connecticut.


So I wholeheartedly [inaudible] for support and we stand together to ask for your support for this bill.  Thank you very much.

WILLIAM DICKINSON:  Senator Meyer, Representative Roy.  My name is William Dickinson, mayor of the town of Wallingford.  Wallingford is the host town for a five-town project, and we also are concerned about what will be occurring.


We’re in the midst of negotiations.  Given that the towns under State law must provide for the disposal of solid waste, given that the State regulates now through licensing and permitting, one added feature certainly we support, which is review of the fees being charged.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, gentlemen.  I really appreciate that you’re coming together on this.  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you, Representative Roy.  Resource recovery is a relatively new issue to me, and I want to ask you is my understanding correct that this bill, Senate Bill 636 does not relate to CRRA.  That CRRA will not be included in the regulation?

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  I don’t think that it pertains to CRRA, because that’s already a publicly owned project, which is the Midcon Project that represents 70 Connecticut municipalities.

SEN. MEYER:  Okay, but you know I do hear from my towns on the shoreline, great concern about CRRA and that increases in fees by CRRA are not justified, various reasons have been given for those increase in fees, and I as one state legislator being asked by towns to have some regulation of CRRA as well.


And I just wonder what your own opinion would be that if we were to include CRRA in the formula set forth in this bill.

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Well, Senator Meyer, you might know that I sit on the board of directors for the CRRA, and am very familiar with the concerns that you’re sharing with us today, and I’m also very close to the operation of CRRA, but they are a nonprofit organization, and the represent the state in this matter, and a publicly-own facility, and the tipping fees represent the costs associated with the project.


So beyond that, I don’t really see the need for the legislation being extended to CRRA.  

SEN. MEYER:  Well, there’s an outcry now, because CRRA has actually, I think, announced that it will be moving from a fee of $60 a ton to a fee of $72 a ton, and many people don’t find any adequate justification for that kind of an increase.

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Well, let me just touch on that a little bit.  You know, there are many costs associated with the project, and I know that you’re aware that the Hartford Landfill is now coming to closure, and there are millions of dollars worth of expenses associated with the post closure of the Hartford Landfill that have to be paid by the project.


But even prior to that, the Midcon project along with, I think, Wallingford enjoyed some of the lowest tip fees in the State of Connecticut for a number of years.


But, you know, once those costs are absorbed, you should start to see a reduction.

SEN. MEYER:  Okay.  My last question relates to DPUC.  The Attorney General has been an articulate critic of DPUC, and you know, this bill turns over the tipping fee establishment to DPUC, and in light of some of the sad history we’ve had with this authority or this commission, how do we justify turning a fox into the henhouse maybe?

ATTY. GEN. BLUMENTHAL:  Well, I think that’s an excellent question, Senator Meyer, and obviously I’ve attempted to respond a little bit to it both here and in my testimony.  


You know, I think there is a need for regulation over utilities, whether it’s electricity or water or any of the areas where essentially services are delivered to consumers.  We’re not talking about luxuries, we’re talking about absolutely vital and critical means of living.


And, in my view, trash disposal, and particularly where our environment is at stake, trash to energy recycling are in that category of essentially services.  

So there needs to be some means.  Call it the DPUC.  Call it whatever you wish to do it effectively.  We shouldn’t disregard the need for DPUC just because our present DPUC is failing to function effectively.

We ought to reform it, not simply discard it, and the place for this kind of regulation, it is classic consumer protection regulation, is in the DPUC.

So there needs to be change and improvement and reform, maybe even an overhaul of the Department of Public Utility Control, and I’ve urged it concerning the CNG (Connecticut Natural Gas) metering and billing policies, the CLMP, meter problems, the rates that have skyrocketed astronomically without effective oversight.  A whole range of areas where I think that reform is necessary.

But we can do it before this function is assed to the regulatory functions that the DPUC currently has rather than, with all due respect to the DEP, for example giving it to the DEP to do.

The Department of Environmental Protection, while it might sort of intuitively be seen as a way to deal with this regulation, clearly has none of the rate making expertise and skills that the DPUC has.

So that’s kind of a long-winded way of answering what I think is a very important concern.  We need to address that concern, but rather than simply discarding or disregarding the DPUC or circumventing it, we need to face head-on, the need for improvement and reform.  

So far as CRRA, I might just add I have great respect for the work that Mayor Lauretti is doing as a member of the CRRA board as I do for the CRRA board itself.

The issues you’ve raised are significant and should be addressed, but this set of issues that we’re bringing to you today really are separate and distinct.  

You could deal with CRRA issues as part of this bill, or you could do it separately, but they really are distinct and separate issues.

And I just want to close by saying that I am very grateful for the leadership of these chief executives and others who couldn’t be here today.

Obviously, we’re a bipartisan group.  We see a problem that is there.  It’s there right now at the end of this year, and we need to begin working on it, and we have been meeting over the course of probably four to six months considering many of the issues you’ve raised, and a great many others in coming together on this proposal.

And I think it really merits approval for the sake of all of the ratepayers and taxpayers in our state.  Thank you.

MAYOR BILL FINCH:  Can I add something to that too, Senator?  While I share your view that it may be a little bit like letting a fox in the henhouse, you know, the fox may need rehab, but we’re going to end up letting the grisly bear on steroids in if we don’t put anything else in its place. 


So the choice may not be perfect, but it’s really important the legislature put something in there to dampen down prices and to protect the environment after these bonds are all paid off, and these guys go off into the private market.  


We’re going to see New York and New Jersey trash coming up 95 to a large extent.  Because the plant won’t have capacity, because we’ll all be shrink-wrapping our garbage and sending it to Ohio, and they’ll have to keep the plant burning with garbage from New Jersey.


That’s what I mean about insanity.

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Senator Meyer, I just would like to make one more point with respect to the CRRA.  I think that the Attorney General is quite right that they are separate and distinct issues, but to the legislature’s credit, back in 2002 and when the Enron collapse hit Connecticut to the tune of $220 million dollars, the state legislature reconstituted the make-up of the CRRA that, in effect put Mayors and First Selectmen on the board.  


And Mayors and First Selectmen who are the direct recipients of the decisions that they make with respect to the monetary cost and the overall operation of CRRA.  


So I think that, you know, while there has been criticism of CRRA in the past, if you look at the performance of the board over the last five years, you’ll see real results.


And some of the results come in the form of dealing with the Enron bankruptcy issue that was $220 million. 


To date, we’ve recovered $150 million dollars of that, of those costs.  You know, where do you see that in any bankruptcy issue?


And that money has gone back to benefit the project and the member municipalities.  So I just wanted to make that point.

SEN. MEYER:  Senator Meyer, just to your question regarding regulation of CRRA to the extent that that is necessary for a level playing field, speaking for Wallingford, certainly that would be, that could be included and we would have no objection to that.  


We do need a level playing field, private companies, public, all should be involved with this, but it needs to be a level playing field.

SEN. MEYER:  Okay, well, I just conclude by saying I think you’ve done a great job of articulating the problem that you’re facing.  I just don’t know that this bill is going to really solve it.  

By not including CRRA and by making the rate maker, DPUC, which is not a consumer oriented agency at all, I don’t know that we’ve found the solution yet.  It’s a work in progress.

MAYOR RICHITELLI:  If I could also, Senator Meyer and members of the Committee.  If the legislature, if this is not the correct way, or the way that the legislature wants to go, we need to work with you to come up with a way to do it.  


We’ve been, as the Attorney General said, for 46 months, actually some of the Mayors and first Selectmen have been working for over two years now knowing that this project was coming to an end.


It’s a matter of supply and demand.  If the operator at that plant were to take ownership of that plant at the end of the contract, does not get their garbage from our part of the state, they will get it from somewhere else, because they will be profitable.


And if they don’t, if left unchecked, they can charge whatever they want to us.  Well, we’re going to, as well the Mayor said, we’re going to be sending our garbage out to Ohio or Pennsylvania, which could be far more costly.


We need relief, and we’re willing work with the Attorney General as he has been from the beginning.  All the members of the legislature or the Governor’s office.  But the cities and towns need your help in getting this done, and whatever form that takes, if this is not exactly the way that needs to happen, let’s work together to get it done.  Thank you.

ATTY. GEN. BLUMENTHAL:  I just, if I may, just to say one final point in response to your comments, Senator Meyer.  We acknowledge we’re not proposing a panacea.  It’s not a perfect solution, and I think all of us, I don’t want to speak for anyone else, but I certainly would be more than willing to talk with you about better solutions to this problem.


But we have to deal with the problem.  There’s no option but to deal with the problem to protect consumers against the monopolistic stranglehold that they will encounter beginning the end of this year.


And, you know, CRRA, I’m very proud of the work that I have done with CRRA in recovering that $150 million dollars, and the reconstituted board has really been very responsible about that process, but those issues in a sense, are very separate and distinct, and we’ll work with you on those too, but except for Mayor Lauretti, none of us has any direct involvement with CRRA.


So we’re not here to speak for them, but I would just stress to you how critical it is that we address these issues.

REP. ROY:  Okay, Representative Miller.  

REP.  MILLER:  Thank you, Chairman.  Good morning gentlemen.  Mayor Lauretti, just to follow-up on what you said about competition and regulation.  Can you expound on that a little bit more, because I come from the free market area of business, and I just want to know what your thoughts are regarding the regulation of this industry.


MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Well, Representative Miller, as you know, for many years, I owned my own business, so I understand and appreciate the open market and competition.


But when you have a situation where you’re paying the freight, the full faith and credit of the project, and then the entity running the project has the ability to increase their profit above and beyond that, and yet you’re paying the highest rate that the state has to offer, it has got to cause some concern.


And really, where is the competition?  What are the options?  We have a project that falls into the hands of a private company after all the costs associated with the project have been borne by the taxpayer.


And what option do we have?  If you don’t opt up with the existing contractor, the options are very limited, and really unacceptable by the legislature’s standards and the solid waste management plan that was approved by the state. 


There are many things that really defy that.  Where does the garbage go?  The options are out of state.  Is that really an option?  To be at the whim of another state?  

As you might know, there’s also some considerations when you send garbage out of state that have an impact on you from a litigation standpoint, from the superfund litigation site.

In fact the Bridgeport Project is already noticed and on the hook for a superfund site in New Jersey that will go beyond the project’s termination date.

Because they took garbage from Connecticut and deposited it in a landfill in New Jersey.  So we face those kinds of challenges with the available options, if you want to call them options.


REP.  MILLER:  And if I can, Mr. Chairman, one more.


REP. ROY:  Certainly.

REP.  MILLER:  The industry has been in business about 20-something years.  I remember when it first started.  And why do we want to start regulating now? 

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  I think the answer to that is because during the course of the last 20 years, we did have a contract, we honored the contract.  There was oversight by the local municipalities that exist on the board, the local board, that oversaw the Bridgeport project.  And then through the CRRA board of directors as well.  

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  And it will be going into private hands on December 31, 2008.  The end of this year.  So the control by completely private entity is what provides a kind of watershed here.  And it’s the reason that we need action right away. 

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  And the Bridgeport Project, as I said was under contract, and we are committed to pay the costs associated with it.  So the oversight really came from local officials that were part of that process, part of the contract.  That all goes away on December 31 of this year.  So there is no check and balance after that.  Come January 1.

REP.  MILLER:  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Megna.

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Of the 169 towns, primarily it’s two facilities, I believe that this bill would impact.  And of the 169 towns, how many towns do not use these facilities?

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Actually it’s five different projects throughout the state.  And the only one that, well there’s two of them that are privately or publicly owned.  One is the Midcon Project which services the Hartford region.


That represents 70 municipalities around the state.  But you know, if you do the math, where there’s 169 less 70, those are the rest who are affected by this legislation.

REP. MEGNA:  So I’m sorry, of the 169 towns how many aren’t affected, or don’t use the facilities.

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Seventy aren’t affected.

REP. MEGNA:  Seventy don’t use the facilities?

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Right.  Because it’s publicly owned.

REP. MEGNA:  Right.  Is it possible that the 70 towns could be negatively impacted by regulating rates?

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  Well the 70 towns wouldn’t be impacted at all.  They are already, I think, enjoying the benefit of being in control and owning their project through the CRRA.  

Attorney General  If you want an analogy, Representative, since Mayor Dickinson is here, I want to this one particularly.  How many towns are affected by DPUC regulation?  Wallingford happens not to be one of them, and I might add, has lower rates than the other towns in the state.  

Most other towns in the State of Connecticut, which goes back to Senator Mayer’s point, because Wallingford owns its own facility, but the analogy is that these 70 towns involved in the Midcon plant own that facility.    

We’re talking about the rest of the towns that are affected by this legislation, and the remaining four or five plants.

REP. MEGNA:  Okay.  And I also want to remind you guys that if you’ve seen your electric bills lately, they’ve gone up over 100% under the regulatory process with the DPUC, so.  Thank you.

MAYOR BILL FINCH:  Well, if you combine that though with what your tipping fees are going to go up, because of monopoly profits, if you don’t do anything, you’ll have people more angry at us than they are already.

REP. MEGNA:  I know.  I understand.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

WILLIAM DICKINSON:  Can I add one comment to that?  You got into the electric.  You made that mistake.  I, for a speech, reviewed all of the  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 1A to Tape 1B.]

 
--the continental United States.                                                                                                                                                          

REP. MEGNA:  Oh, I totally agree.  And I think your authority is the greatest way to regulate electricity.  How you have it in the Town of Wallingford.  


And actually out of all those regulated states, Connecticut is the highest in the lower 48.

WILLIAM DICKINSON:  Actually Connecticut is deregulated.

REP. MEGNA:  Of the deregulated states it’s the highest in the lower 48.

ATTY. GEN. BLUMENTHAL:  It’s the highest in the Continental United States period.  Double the national average.

REP. ROY:  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning.  Of those 99 towns, I know at least 11 have a separate contract with Wheelabrator that I think doesn’t expire until 2019.  


If we were to allow DPUC to set rates, I’m assuming that contract stays in effect at the rate that’s outlined in the contract.  Is that correct?

MAYOR MARK LAURETTI:  I think I would agree with that, because the regulation would pertain to each individual project, because there are different costs associated with running each individual project.  So as these contracts expired, then they would all become in unison.


But there is a time frame of, I want to say nine years, if my memory serves me correct, from the point of when the Bridgeport Project, which is the first in the state to expire, and then the others follow.

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

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments of members of the Committee.  Seeing none.  Gentlemen, again thank you very much.


Our next group is First Selectman Hodge of New Fairfield, First Selectman Hayes of Sherman, and Larry Marsicano, Candlewood Lake Authority.

JOHN HODGE:  Good morning Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, Representative Chapin and members on the Environmental Committee.  My name is John Hodge, and I’m the First Selectman for the Town of New Fairfield, and I’m here today on behalf of the Town of New Fairfield in support of House Bill 5828, AN ACT CONCERNING CANDLEWOOD LAKE BOAT USE PERMITS.  


To my right I would like to introduce Selectman Ed Hayes from the Town of Sherman, and to my left, Larry Marsicano, Executive Directive of the Candlewood Lake Authority.


Although we’re here today talking about a boat sticker program for the first time, it seems as if a boat sticker program has been discussed for Candlewood Lake for some almost 50 years at this point.  Most recently coming into discussions in 2003, five years ago.


At that time, DEP recognized a boat sticker program as a mechanism for increasing law enforcement on Candlewood Lake.


This is not a criticism of DEP, but although DEP claims to have increased hours on the lake, they’re not available in sufficient numbers of hours for the weekends in particular, which of course, would be the peak time for Candlewood Lake, and therein, you know, in some ways lies the rub.  


Even if they wanted to, they just, quite frankly, it’s been my personal observation, do not have the resources available to them to man and staff that Lake with boat patrols in the way they should be staffed on weekends.


A boat sticker program, amongst other things for us, will allow for increased law enforcement through the Candlewood Lake Authority, and will also provide an accurate source for tracking the usage of Candlewood Lake, which currently we just do not have right now.


Many of the figures you’ll hear recited today are actually good guesstimates, but it’s very difficult to nail down exactly how many people are using it when.


I did want to point out that you have my written testimony already, so I wanted to deal with a couple of issues that came up as part of DEP’s proposed testimony for today.


They put in there, and we hear this over and over again since we’ve started discussions that the boat launches, the state boat launches only allow for 200 boats per day out of the total number of boats on Candlewood Lake.


Well if the loading capacity for Candlewood Lake is somewhere around 500 or probably even a little bit less, that really means that those 200 spots for the state launch are, in fact, providing for probably half the usage on a weekend.


We’re not against people coming in from out of state.  We love the fact that people come into our towns and or villages and use the lake and enjoy it, however, this boat sticker program is a way of balancing the scales in our mind.  Also in that I know most of the residents for the Town of New Fairfield are unanimous in that they don’t mind paying for a boat sticker program as a way of balancing the scales, and I say it because they would like to see all the users of the lake pay something toward the maintenance of the lake.  Particularly the law enforcement component.


I would urge you to move this bill out of the committee for further discussion.  We understand that the bill as drafted may not be perfect, we understand that there may be some issues with it.  

We ourselves have a couple of issues with it, but we’d like to see the discussion move forward as I started a few minutes ago by saying this discussion has been in the making for 50 years, and we would like to see it get a little bit further and see if we can’t actually put something through this year.  

Once again, I want to let you know there is a broad consensus of support.  The five towns that surround Candlewood Lake, all the chief elected officials, have gotten together.  

They have supported this boat sticking program, and I can speak certainly for the residents of my town that not only is there some support, and in my town it’s one of those towns where if you have five people in the room, you come out with six or seven opinions.  This is not one of those subjects this time.

This is one pretty much everyone’s unanimous on.  They would like to see a boat sticker program.  I want to thank you for the time.  At this point, I’m going to turn the microphone over to Selectman Ed Hayes from Sherman.

ED HAYES:  Good Morning, Senator and Representatives.  My name is Ed Hayes.  I’m the Selectman from the Town of Sherman.  Sherman is a small town located on the northern end of Candlewood Lake, and in the interest of time, I’m just going to make three points.  I could talk to you for an hour about this boat sticker program, but I’d like to make three points coming from three different directions.


First as the president of a homeowner’s association on the lake, I can tell you there’s full support from our association for this bill.


That’s kind of a unique support, because historically the shoreline homeowners on Candlewood Lake have felt that they pay more than the lion’s share financially for the support of the environmental and safety issues on the lake.  


So when they come forward immediately to support a bill, it’s got to have some teeth and some importance to them.


Secondly, for four years I was a marine patrol officer on Candlewood Lake, and only recently stepped down from that position, and I can tell you I know you’re going to be hearing a lot of statistics this morning that are going to talk about hours of operation and number of infractions, etc.  But rather, I would like to give you my brief perspective of marine patrol officers’ view when they’re on the lake.


And I can tell you that on the weekends and on holidays, Candlewood Lake is overloaded.  It’s not only overloaded in the number of vessels, but in recent years, the type of vessels that have been coming onto the lake are much larger, much faster, much bigger, and are definitely creating a whole new scene of concern for the marine patrol officers on the lake.


The marine patrol officers on Candlewood Lake are trained and certified by the Department of Environmental Protection, and ultimately commissioned by them.  They stand ready to increase their patrols.  They need your support to provide the finances in order for them to do that.


And then finally as a selectman from the town of Sherman, I can tell you also that the board of Selectmen and the residents of Sherman support this bill.


Sherman depends heavily on the Candlewood Lake Authority and the Candlewood Lake Authority Marine Patrol to protect their interests on the lake.  

And as a small town, we feel that we’re very honored to have the base of the Candlewood Lake Authority in our town.  They are readily available for educational purposes whether they be on environmental issues or safety issues at a moment’s notice, and we appreciate that very much.

And then finally, a First Selectman Hodge said, we recognize that this bill needs some more work to bring it final form, but we strongly recommend and appreciate your support in moving this bill to the next level so that ultimately by if not this year, the beginning of next year, we can have a working document.  Thank you.

JOHN HODGE:  Thank you.  At this time, I’d like to turn the microphone over to Larry Marsicano, Executive Director for the Candlewood Lake Authority.

LARRY MARSICANO:  Good morning.  Not much more to add to what they’ve said.  You have received a report from us, which much of our initiative came from.  We should have a draft copy of this.


Just to give you a brief overview, there is, some of that history that we’ve talked about, actually really going back 50 years.  There was a recent article in the local paper that talked about this 50 years ago.


Also provides some of the justification, and there are some statistics in here on terms of the usage numbers.  It has all kinds of uses.  It’s not one particular use.  It’s all kinds of uses.


There are some statistics in there as well regarding our own resident boat numbers.  Candlewood’s kind of the poster child for in-the-water recreational user conflict.  

If you’re familiar with the whole concept of user conflict, you have a limited size natural resource with different portions of the public that should be able to access it and use it, except there are so many of them that there becomes conflict.

And we have lots and lots of user conflict on Candlewood Lake because of our overcrowding issues.  There’s also some language in here that talks about how we kind of came up with some of the numbers which are, you know, for us not locked in stone.  

We certainly welcome more discussion on the different kinds of fee levels, and there are also some logistics on how the program would actually operate.

We did quite a bit of research on this.  The model program out there is Lake George, but there are many others that use this kind of mechanism to help fund portions of lake management in other parts of the country, so we use some of those models as to how this program would actually operate if we were to go forward down on Candlewood Lake as well.

So we do have that for you, and it does provide a lot of the background information on why we feel this is important to go forward, and how we would implement this program.

SEN. MEYER:  Okay.  Let me ask you this.  Do you have a view as to whether or not the money that the Authority will get from the permit will pay for sufficient officers from DEP?

LARRY MARSICANO:  No.  When we were discussing this, actually the revenues generated from the boat sticker program were to go to fund the Candlewood Lake Authority Marine Patrol.  It was not to fund a conservation officer.


We work with the conservation officers, and they train our men and they certify our guys to do the job at a much lower rate, so to speak.  They’re not full, they don’t have arrest powers, but they can enforce boating safety.


So they can do it more economically.  So that was the intent of, at least from our perspective, of what we want to do with the revenues.


And yes, the answer would be yes.  With the revenues that we’ve projected, we would be able to increase our on-the-water man-hours by 50%.  So we roughly put about 2,000 hours out there, man-hours.  Our guys.  That doesn’t include what the DEP might put out there, but we’d be able to increase that by another thousand hours, which we think would be sufficient to help really take the edge off of our overcrowding and user conflict.


There’s no way of stopping the access to the lake, so we’re kind of left with trying to provide more presence in terms of law enforcement out there to deal with it.

JOHN HODGE:  Senator Meyer, if I might also, quite frankly, if we were to increase hours for DEP and Con Officers, or conservation officers, that would be wonderful, but it has been our experience, certainly my experience with having, for instance, Squantz Pond, within the borders of New Fairfield, that if any emergency comes up whatsoever, if they’re out on the lake they’re going to be off the lake.


And the advantage we gain is not only financial or economic, but in addition to that if the Candlewood Lake Authority provides the increased patrols and law enforcement, then we’re guaranteed they’re going to be able to stay out on that lake, again, particularly on weekends when we’re reaching such large numbers.

SEN. MEYER:  Good.  This Committee, by the way, has asked for some additional conservation, Environmental Conservation officers to be put in the State budget this year which may help the lake.

LARRY MARSICANO:  Senator Roy, in past years the Lake Authority has come out and actually supported similar kinds of ethics.  I was reading the Connecticut Council’s report on the Environmental Quality Report, and the information in there was really not new to me being in the Environmental field for 20 years now, and we certainly appreciate what they do for the resources they had to do it with.  So we are supportive of those measures.

JOHN HODGE:  Again, having Squantz Pond in our town, quite frankly, DEP is severely undermanned and understaffed, and any assistance you could give in that area would certainly be appreciated, because I know having been in Squantz Pond on many of the weekends last summer, at times when they were patrolling Squantz in a way that they felt was necessary, there were many, many unprotected areas in the western region of Connecticut.

SEN. MEYER:  We hear you on that.  First Selectman Hodge, I might say that my daughter, Lisa Johnson and three of our grandchildren live in your town, enjoy it, live on the lake, and I’ll tell them you’re here today and I hope you get a chance to meet my daughter.

JOHN HODGE:  Wonder.  Thank you.  I’d love to.

SEN. MEYER:  Good.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I guess, Larry, I’ll direct these to you.  Just for the purposes of highlighting the, well what I would consider the drafting errors in the bill.  Just so everyone on this committee is clear.  The intent is for this money to, well maybe go to DEP into a boating fund, but then go back to the Lake Authority to cover the cost of Lake Authority employees, not DEP employees, and also specifically to be used, and only to be used for increases in public safety, not other things referenced in the bill such as education and invasive plants.  Is that correct?

LARRY MARSICANO:  Pretty much.  Yes.  We had no intention of addressing the invasive plant issue with this money.  There might be some educational pieces, for instance if you get your boat sticker, you may get education on invasive plants, that sort of thing.  They do that with the Lake George program.  


The revenues would be used to really help increase our lake patrol presence on the lake.  Correct.

REP. CHAPIN:  And it’s also my understanding that Candlewood Lake might be the third most used water body, third only to Long Island Sound and the Connecticut river.  Is that?

LARRY MARSICANO:  I would make that argument.  I don’t have the actual, I don’t even know if there is actual statistics on that sort of thing.  I can tell you what our own resident boat numbers are like, which are really high.  


We have roughly, imagine a lake with 60 miles of shoreline, about 5500 acres of surface water, and on that 60-something miles of shoreline, there are about 6,000 boats.  About three-quarters of them are registered boats, boats that have an engine, or sailboats 19 and a half feet or longer.  


Imagine two state launches where, I think the total capacity is about 200 parking spots.  Each town has a launch site.  There are, I think, eight marinas on the lake with launches.  Many of the private communities have launches, and many of the private homes have launches.


So there is so much access on that lake that it’s really hard to really know how many boats are out there.  


As a scientist, one of the things that really attracted me to this was the idea that we might be able to actually get real data on the level of use on Candlewood Lake.


We have our numbers, the DEP has numbers that, for instance, the fishing tournaments that come onto the lake.  We know how many of those are.  We know how many boats are in each tournament.  But there’s a lot of other boats that use the lake well, so we don’t know exactly how high the usage is.


We do know that aerial fly-over data and other kinds of data suggest that we reach that capacity mark.  And that’s not an exact science either, but we do reach that critical level during the summer, on the weekends, and on the holidays.  So it is a very busy place.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you gentlemen.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

ED HAYES:  Representative Chapin, can I just make one more comment going back to your question on education?  During my time as a patrol officer, I was also the public relations officer, and I would hope that, and I’ve been assured that, some of the revenues flow from this fee would go into education for the marine patrol and boating safety on the lake.

REP. CHAPIN:  Maybe I should have clarified.  I think we’re all in agreement that education for the public safety aspect is something that should be included.  Thank you.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you, Representative Chapin.  Are there any other Committee members who have any question or comment?  Yes.  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  As I just glanced through this information that you sent, and I thank you for that.  

I can’t help but notice that there are a number of other water bodies that appear to have, statistically anyway, property damage, fatalities, injuries, which are the kind of things that I suspect you folks are dealing with, and feel you could better deal with more money. 


Would I be wrong if I looked out into the future thinking that if this works for Candlewood, it might work for Bantam, and it might work for the Connecticut River, and by establishing this in a singular fashion for Candlewood Lake we’re setting ourselves up for a redo, because it just seems to me that if an individual wants to fish in Candlewood and wants to fish on Bantam and wants to fish on the Connecticut River and wants to fish on Long Island Sound, there’d be a lot of stickers on the boat.  


Would you have a problem with us looking at this as a statewide fix as opposed to a Candlewood fix?

JOHN HODGE:  One, I think Candlewood is unique for a number of reasons.  One, its size.  Two, its usage.  Three, its close proximity to New York and major urban area where people don’t have a lot of other lakes available to it.  I think it sets it apart, in my opinion and from some of the other lakes you were talking about.  

However, we have discussed this, and this is something else that potentially could work with the bill where you would have reciprocity between other lakes should you determine sometime in the future that other lakes might receive a boat sticking program in that if during the course of an inspection we find there’s a boat sticker from Bantam Lake, for instance.  Then, we will accept that or Candlewood Lake Authority would accept that in the same way they would accept a boat sticker from Candlewood Lake boat stickering program.

So that you could have fishermen using multiple lakes within the state of Connecticut, but choosing which lake they’re going to pay a sticker fee to, but put that on their boat, and then be able to use the others unimpeded.

REP. MINER:  And I used the example as fishermen, but you’d take the same position for a jet ski or a water skier or a sailboat, or it wouldn’t matter to you? 

JOHN HODGE:  I would take the same position for any motorized watercraft.  Yes, sir.  

REP. MINER:  And in terms of the Connecticut registration, if the boat is domiciled on Candlewood Lake on a piece of property owned by a non Connecticut resident or an out of state resident, sir?

JOHN HODGE:  Yes.  There’s a period of time, I think it’s either 60 days or six months.  They would then be considered a Connecticut resident.  

REP. MINER:  So in terms of folks in the State of Connecticut that may actually own a boat in the State of Connecticut, as long as it’s a Connecticut registration, even if they are a non Connecticut resident, this permitting program would treat them similarly whether they were on Candlewood Lake or on another body of water.

JOHN HODGE:  Yes.  In my mind, absolutely.  We have a tremendous number of private communities in New Fairfield and in the other towns surrounding the lake where, you know, they’re primarily weekenders.  Again, mostly from New York.  But under the circumstances you described, they would be considered Connecticut residents.  

And as long as the boat is registered in the State of Connecticut they would receive the same protection. 

REP. MINER:  Thank you, my last question.  Electric motors, where do they fall in this?

LARRY MARSICANO:  What we did was we tried to model after the registration for vessels in Connecticut, except we stopped at 10-horse or less.  That those kinds of things would not require a sticker.  


Those kinds of boats, little boats with little engines are such a small factor on Candlewood.  I was speaking to someone a couple days ago, and they mentioned that they’ve seen.  


Actually it’s one of the gentlemen that monitors one of the state ramps.  He’s seen 40-foot boats back into Candlewood Lake.  We don’t have, my standing joke is that if you had the means to back the Queen Mary into Candlewood, there is really nothing prohibiting you from doing that.


So small boats with small engines like that are such a small percentage of the uses out there that we felt they didn’t need to be part of such a program.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Representative Miller.

REP.  MILLER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  In your handout, page 17.  I just want to get an idea how many boats or vehicles are out there.  It looks like there’s about, just under 6,000.  Is that correct?  Am I reading that properly?

LARRY MARSICANO:  This page here?

REP.  MILLER:  17.  Page 17.  Of the handout.

LARRY MARSICANO:  The one area we can kind of count are our resident boats.  Those are the boats that are out there fore the entire season.  So this doesn’t include the boats that are using the ramps, and as I mentioned before, there is probably close to 25 to 30 different ramps onto Candlewood. 


But from our resident boat numbers, which means the boats that are moored at the marinas, at the private docks, at the community docks, any of the docks for the season, there are about 6,000.


And about three-quarters of them are registered boats with engines.

REP.  MILLER:  Do you limit the horsepower or the size of the boats?  And if not, why not, because you’ve had some problems out there.  Seems like it’s like I-95 out there.

LARRY MARSICANO:  That’s a good analogy.  No.  There currently is no size limits as far as we know.  We know that they’ve limited horsepower on certain lakes, but we’re not aware of the ability to limit the size of boats.


I know some of our legislators, Senator Cappiello, for instance, has in the past brought this up where he wanted to try to limit the size of the vessels on Candlewood Lake, which would be helpful as well.

REP.  MILLER:  Thank you Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, sir.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none.  Thank you all.  I appreciate you coming as a group.  We have gone past the first hour, so we now will open the public speaking portion.  From this point until we finish the official’s list, we will do it public-officials-public-officials.


I remind speakers that you have three minutes to testify, and then we open it up to questions.  So our first speaker from the public list is Shannon Rodgers, and he will be followed by State Representative Linda Schofield.

SHANNON RODGERS:  Good morning.  Chairman Roy, Chairman Meyer, distinguished members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Shannon Rodgers, and I am the territory sales manager for Jotul North America, the oldest wood stove manufacturer in the world.


I am a member of the Northeast Hearth Patio and Barbecue Association as well as the education chairman for the Mid Atlantic Hearth Patio and Barbecue Association.  As education chairman I facilitate National Fireplace Institute Certification Agency Training, which educates sales people and installers in the proper installation techniques and merits of the EPA certified wood stoves, pellet stoves, gas stoves, and fireplaces.


I am here today to support Senate Bill 637.  I am not only here to support this bill as a manufacturer, affiliate member of a local state trade organization, but also as a resident of the state.


I encourage the State of Connecticut to be a leader in woodstove changeouts.  Enacting a statewide program to change out uncertified wood stoves with the latest EPA certified wood stoves is an effective way to reduce air pollution, reduce fuel usage, and to provide consumers a tax credit to offset the cost of installation.


The most significant changeout program in the country is seen in Libby, Montana.  The Libby, Montana changeout program with a collaboration between EPA, Hearth, Patio and Barbecue Association and the local and state governments to replace 1,130 uncertified stoves with EPA certified stoves.


The report, Clearing the Smoke, which I’ll leave a copy with you, reveals many positive results from this undertaking.  While uncertified wood stoves generate upwards of 30 grams of smoke per hour in emissions out of the chimney, EPA certified wood stoves generate as little as 2 grams per hour, which is a 70% reduction in the emissions.


The result is cleaner air to breathe.  While uncertified wood stoves efficiencies are 40% to 60% efficient, EPA certified wood stoves have efficiencies of upwards of 80% because of the secondary combustion technology.


Secondary combustion is the burning of the smoke after the initial wood combustion.  This typically is done by bringing preheated fresh air into the box, mixing with the smoke, and allowing it to reburn.


The reduction of particulate emissions and the increased efficiency of the wood burning allows consumers to use one-third less wood while maintaining the same heat in their house.


For example, if a homeowner were to use three quarts of wood with an uncertified appliance, the homeowner would actually use only about two quarts of wood in effective savings of up to $220 a year.


Preliminary data from Clearing the Smoke, has indicated that the outdoor air quality has been reduced by 28% of particulate emissions, and even more surprising, a 72% reduction of indoor air quality.


This improved air quality translates into improved health and decreased medical expenses.  As a resident of Connecticut and a concerned citizen this is a smart bill for the environment, the economy, and the state.


Considering what is the cost of Connecticut residents to keep warm this winter, and the rising oil prices, it is clear that wood heat is not going away, and may actually increase in the near future.


We need to encourage the removal of uncertified wood stoves as soon as possible to promote clean burning with proper EPA certified stoves.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Is there any way of know how many wood stoves out there today are EPA certified in Connecticut versus those that are not.

SHANNON RODGERS:  Yes.  Mr. Beaver will be addressing that later on this morning.  He’s actually got the results.  Preliminary data states that only about 20% are EPA certified in the Connecticut state.

REP. CHAPIN:  And every one being sold today is EPA certified.

SHANNON RODGERS:  Right.  Since 1992.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Thank you very much, sir.  State Representative Linda Schofield followed by a team of Pam, whose last name I can’t make out, and Ben Casar.

STATE REP. SCHOFIELD:  Good morning.  Thank you for the opportunity to talk with you all about House Bill 5138.  And I want to thank especially Representatives Roy and Bye for their help in crafting this bill.  


Europeans recycle about 60% of their waste stream, and we only recycle 30% of ours.  What’s the difference?  I think a lot of it has to come down to infrastructure.  We don’t make it as easy to recycle as they do.  


Now when you walk down the street in Europe, you’ll find that there are not only trash bins, but there are recycle bins, so you can actually throw your stuff away in the proper place.  Hard pressed to find a similar situation here in the states.


Last summer I had the good luck of having a really bright young intern who spent her entire summer researching recycling programs in other states and other cities and other countries, and she shared a report with me at the end of her summer, and we talked at length about the fact that we need to mimic some of those programs and test those ideas out here in Connecticut.


Those ideas include things like, pay-as-you-throw, single stream, and recycle bank.  Just to give you a little thumbnail, Philadelphia has been using a recycle bank program that increased the city’s sustained recycling rate to 92%.  


In Seattle 40% of all municipal solid waste is recycled, because the city moved to a volume-based pricing approach for solid waste collection.  


In San Francisco, they switched to single stream, and the city’s recycling rate climbed to 69%.  And even here most recently, we’ve all read in the news about Bristol’s good success with their recycling program, which is a single stream recycling program.


Our current laws as you know, say that we do have to recycle, but in some towns, our residents have to pay more if they want to recycle at curbside, and in most public spaces, whether they be theaters or the LOB, as I said earlier, there are no barrels to dispose of recycling appropriately.  


We just have to do a better job, and I think that it’s not that complicated to enable people to do what they already know is the right thing.


We’ve got to educate people.  We’ve got to incentivize them, and we’ve got to give them the basic infrastructure to enable them to recycle.


The bill that I’ve worked on, House Bill 5138, with Representative Roy and Representative Bye proposes the following:  A public education program to combat not only the lack of recycling, but also the litter problem, grants to towns and to trash haulers to enable them to pilot better recycling systems such as those that I described with a rigorous evaluation component so that we can really look at what works, and in what kind of environment.  

What works well in an urban area may not work as well in a rural area or suburban area.


We need to test those ideas out and have a rigorous evaluation so everyone can really agree on what are the appropriate approaches for recycling, and in addition, we need to have recycle bins placed in public places.  

This is in the bill as well, and also state buildings and state public parks, I might add, really should be leaders in this field.


So we need to have sustainability plans put in place that are implemented and require us to do a better job of demonstrating how good recycling can work.


We’re a beautiful state.  We have a lot of lovely outdoor spaces.  I’m an avid outdoor person myself, and it’s just a tragedy to me to walk down the street and see litter on the side of the road, and it’s also a tragedy to know that we’re wasting energy as Senator Finch described, the energy used in creating unnecessary packaging and not recycling it at a time when our electricity costs, our petroleum prices, and deforestation even are just major global issues around the world.


So I hope you’ll give your favorable consideration to this bill, and I’m happy to work on it with you as we go forward.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Linda.  Any questions from any members of the Committee for Representative Schofield.  Representative Bye.

REP. BYE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Good morning, Linda.  I want to thank you first of all for working on this bill so hard and bringing together a coalition I think of both Environmentalists and business folks who also care a lot about the environment.


My question to you is about the expenses, you know, have we heard anything about a fiscal note with this bill?

STATE REP. SCHOFIELD:  No I haven’t, as you know we don’t get a fiscal note early on.  I did my own thumbnail sketch.  It quite frankly depends upon how extensively you want to fund these pilot programs, how much money you want to put into education, it’s extremely flexible.  My total guess is probably about $12 to $15 million dollars.

REP. BYE:  Okay, and if we weren’t able to perhaps get that many resources, do you think we could go forward with the bill as it is with fewer pilots, or--

STATE REP. SCHOFIELD:  Yes.  Absolutely.  I mean what the bill calls for now is six pilots of single stream approach and six pilots of an incentivized approach such as recycle bank or pay-as-you-throw.  That’s 12 pilots altogether.  You could cut them in half and you could have fewer.


I think the advantage is you want to have at least three pilots in each so that you have a rural, urban, and suburban venue to test out these ideas.

REP. BYE:  And there were some concerns from people in other types of towns that maybe we should look at the number of residents in the town versus, because some towns feel they’re not going to fall into any of those subsections, and I said we were open to looking at that to make sure.

STATE REP. SCHOFIELD:  Although I think just about every town would get classified in some fashion as rural, urban, or suburban, I’m not sure there’s a fourth classification out there, but we can create one.

REP. BYE:  We can address that.  I think the other thing that’s important in our meetings with folks to mention is that so much of this is covered in the Solid Waste Management Plan that the Department of Environmental Protection has in place.


And I think it’s important as a legislature that we go back to that plan and make sure that the parts that we’ve passed already are enforced as well.

STATE REP. SCHOFIELD:  Yes.  I think that’s an excellent point, and really what’s in this bill is not in contradiction to the DEP’s plan at all.  I think there’s a lot of commonality here, and clearly they need more resources in order to do what they already want to do and what’s in this bill as well.


I also just want to add that I did work extensively over the summer and fall with a number of different stakeholders, and I think you’ll hear from them, but there is a lot of unanimity and support both from the environmental community and the business community, and I think that will help going forward that we really have some low-hanging fruit here of basic infrastructure things to do that everyone can agree on, and I’d like to see us move forward on something to improve the recycling rate in the state.

REP. BYE:  All right, thank you.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments for members of the Committee?

STATE REP. SCHOFIELD:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Linda, thank you very much.  Pam and Ben followed by Commissioner Phillip Prelli of the Agriculture Department.  And when you finish, check with the clerk’s desk so they get the correct spelling of your last name.  Thank you.

PAM MEMMOTT:  Chairman Roy, members of the Environment Committee.  Good morning.  My name is Pamela Memmott Ennis and this is my colleague, Ben Casar.  

We are here today on behalf of Environmental Data Resources to testify in support of House Bill 5874, AN ACT CONCERNING ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS AND THE SALE OF PROPERTY.


You all have our testimony, so I’m just going to highlight a few of the key reasons why we support this bill.  The bottom line is that contamination affects residential properties and families all over the country, and certainly in Connecticut, one of our country’s initial industrial states.


Environmental information is important enough that the State of Connecticut and the Federal Government invests significantly to track and maintain databases of environmental information.


We provided some statistics during testimony on a similar bill last year, and I’d like to provide you with some updated figures for 2008.  

You should know that the numbers for most of these statistics have actually increased from last year.  Currently in the State of Connecticut there are 10,206 known leaking underground tanks, 5,585 locations of suspected toxic and hazardous waste disposal, 7298 sites with known discharges of hazardous substances, 672 state hazardous waste sites, 16 known superfund sites, and one proposed superfund site.  

It has been documented and reported that people are not aware of these issues.  We see articles daily across the country.  For example, there was actually an article in September of 2007 in the Stratford Star about the Raymark Superfund Site that clearly indicates that people are moving into neighborhoods that could and do have potential issues without any knowledge of them, and finding out after the fact.

It’s important to note though that it doesn’t necessarily mean that people would not move into these areas.  In the Raymark article, one gentleman is quoted as rejecting the advice of relatives to sell and move saying that “he and his wife chose to buy a house in Stratford, because they like the town, and the still do.”

However, people still need to know about these issues ahead of time so that steps can be taken to ensure the health of their family.  A disclosure law would help other Connecticut families avoid similar situations and could also save the state from expensive lawsuits and corrective actions.  

Disclosing any issues ahead of time protects the seller and the real estate agents from potential claims of liability for issues that come to light post closing.  

Many risks associated with environmental contamination can be solved relatively inexpensively, but they can’t be solved if people don’t know about them.  Information on these issues is publicly available. 

Unfortunately, few know about it or how to access it.  This was also supported by the Raymark article last fall where the mayor actually states that the problems in Stratford are no secret, and that a person wouldn’t have had to investigate much to find out about it.  

But the fact is people don’t know it’s there or how to get to it.  

In conclusion, we believe this information is necessary for a home buyer to make an informed decision about what is most likely the most significant investment they’ll make in their lifetimes, and to protect their family from health risks.  

EDR supports House Bill 5874 as it puts a mechanism into place to ensure home buyers receive this important information.  I respectfully urge the Committee to support this bill.  

It’s in the best interest of the residents of Connecticut and protects all parties in a residential real estate transaction.  We would be happy to answer any questions.  Thank you for your attention.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Pam.  Now what you’re proposing is not a mandatory thing.  It’s available to people if they want it.  Is that correct?

PAM MEMMOTT:  Currently the way the bill is written, it would mandate it.  But we’re certainly willing to support any other version of it as well, just to ensure that homebuyers get the information.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you.  Phillip Prelli, Commissioner, come on forward followed by Ed Bowman of Fairfield.

COMMISSIONER PRELLI:  Good morning, Chairman Roy and members of the Environment Committee.  For the record, my name is F. Phillip Prelli, and I am Commissioner of Agriculture.


We’re here to testify on our four department bills, and also I’m going to give oral testimony on the farm winery bill.  You’ve also received some written testimony on some other bills that we have an interest in.


The first bill I’d like to speak to you on is Senate Bill 616, AN ACT CONCERNING MINOR REVISIONS TO THE AGRICULTURAL STATUTES.  


Basically, this bill does five things, and they truly are minor changes, and pretty much what is happening in the department right now.


The first one is that we’d like to raise the amount that WIC coupons are from $2 to $3 per coupon.  That’s actually what has been going on for the last few years, and we usually give out three $5 coupons to each person, so we want to change the statues to align with that.  That aligns us with the federal program.


The second issue is that we’d like to modify the requirements for the position of State veterinarian by eliminating the requirement of seven years of experience in large animal practice.


We don’t do t his easily, but what we’d like to do in case we ever have to open up that pool again, we’d like to get a better pool of candidates to apply.


Will it always be part of our interview process and finding out what the person has as we look at them to get the best qualified candidates.  We would like to see large animal exposure.  It’s just that more and more in this area there’s not a lot of large animal exposure for veterinarians.


The bill also modifies the language for potential applicants for the Agriculture Viability Grants for municipalities.  It was the least in the discussion.  It was our thought that it would include grouping municipalities together so that if one of the regional organizations wanted to get together and work on land use, or even if somebody like CCM or Coss wanted to get together and work on land issues, they could apply.


The Attorney General’s interpretation was that was not true, so what they had to do was go through one town.  This just streamlines that language, but there is a little bit of a change to clarify what is actually Connecticut grown and locally grown to make sure it’s any product produced in Connecticut, agricultural product produced in Connecticut.  


And the last thing it does as sometimes happens, even though there are some excellent screeners in the legislature, we missed a couple of things. 


And one of the things we did was missed a section when we changed the law on the commercial and customer formula feeds to go to the Federal law.


We left a section in and there was some question whether we could legally enforce the Federal law, so this just cleans that up.  Again, very technical changes.


The second bill I’d like to talk to you on is House Bill 5827, AN ACT CONCERNING ANIMAL SHELTERS.  This is a bill that you saw last year, and we’re moving forward with it again, and I know there has been a lot of information you’ve received.


I think some of it erroneous, and I’d like to just bring up a couple things.  


It is important to note that the Department of Agriculture is charged with the responsibility of enforcing the provisions of cruelty to animals as well as animal kennels and pet shops. 


With that in mind, the intent of this bill is to allow the Department of Agriculture to ensure that the sanitation, health, general conditions under which animal shelters operate are in keeping with the fundamental intention of 53-247.  


It is often these very rescue protection groups and adoption shelters that are the subject of complaint from the animal buying-adopting public.


In fact, some of our more notorious animal seizures have involved purported animal shelters.


There is an increasing problem with the loss of oversight of the sale and adoption of animals, usually dogs, being brought in from out of state as well as unregistered rescue groups.


Whether it is the sale of animals in shopping centers, from the back of trucks, or imported into rescue centers, some oversight is needed.


Since becoming Commissioner in May 2005, I have overseen the disposition of a number of cases of animal [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 1B to 2A.]


--animals who for whatever reason, lose track of their self-imposed mission.  These folks sometimes will get in over their heads harboring too many animals, and the health and conditions under which these animals are kept deteriorates.


Currently an owner or keeper of a kennel that produces more than two litters of dogs annually must apply to a town for a kennel license.  The department has the authority to inspect these kennels.


This bill defines animal shelter in which a similar inspection authority to the Commissioner of Agriculture or any, and we emphasize this, State animal control officer to that shelter.


The bill also requires a keeper of such animal shelter to annually register with the town for $25.  One of the questions last year was where does this $25 go, and there is a change in this bill that half of it would go to the local municipal dog account, and half of it would go to the animal population control account.


The department does not have the resources or time to inspect all these kennels, and would act on a neglect case.  In 2007 alone, the agencies eight animal control officers conducted 129 dog pound inspections, 233 pet shops, 456 grooming facilities, 276 commercial kennels, and 90 training facilities.


In the category of investigation, the agency officers handled 2,433 complaint incidents.  The Animal Control Division is a very busy unit of the agency.


I would point out to you that attached to the testimony is some suggested changes.  We tried to work with the animal control groups out there and to make the bill a little more palatable, and we have some language changes in there that raise the number, and also hopefully work a little better with them.


The third department bill is House Bill 5830, AN ACT CONCERNING LIVESTOCK DEALERS.  The current law requires only persons engaged in the business of sale of cattle and swine to hold a license.


This bill extends the license requirement to include those who buy and sell any livestock, not just cattle and swine.  Again, I think it’s a little antiquated just looking at cattle and swine as we’ve seen the change in livestock sales in the State of Connecticut.


More specifically, it will enhance the department’s ability to comply with USDA requirements for the interstate movements of goats and sheep, for the control of scrapie disease.  


The department currently requires goats and sheep to have an official ID ear tag in order to monitor their movement and any changes in ownership.  The major change in this bill is the change in the definition so that a livestock is defined as hooved animals and camelids.  Camelids are alpacas and llamas, type of animals.  Again, a new growing trend in the state.


There are some exemptions, and I think it’s important to know what those exemptions are.  People would not have to have a livestock dealer’s license for any livestock producers who are permanently dispensing their livestock and going out of business, farm sale.


Sale of animals raised on and sold from the premise, the purchase of breeding stock for the improvement of a livestock producers own herd of flocks.


Any farmer who buys or receives livestock held for grazing or feeding or feeding operation it was called.  


Businesses, specifically the business of trucking animals.  We do have some dealers who will just pick up animals and take them out of state.  And then butchers and packers or processors.


Again, it allows for testing of infectious livestock disease to be conducted at no cost to the livestock dealers.  We don’t see this as a large cost, but it is there.


The fourth bill is AN ACT CONCERNING ROAMING LIVESTOCK AND PUBLIC SAFETY (House Bill 5829.)  Again a bill you saw pretty much last year, but we’d like to bring back this year.


Public Act 0092 repealed some antiquated provisions in our livestock, but it also really took away control from Animal control officers to have a clear way of handling the situation even when there was public safety involved.


This bill enables any animal control officer to impound livestock roaming on public property if that livestock is posing a threat to public safety or whose presence on property other than the property of its owner or keeper creates a threat to public safety or a threat to other animals or property.


The bill establishes notification processes.  Those animals are taken, either if the owner is known immediately to that person, or if not, in the local paper.


It also establishes a process that we will be able to issue fines for repeat offenders.  This is an important piece of this, because in the past, we’ve had some repeat offenders, and all we’ve been able to do is make them take their animals back on their property and not fix up their fences, and again continue that animal safety.


There are a few historic ones, and I’m not going to read them all to you, but I want to point out, just recently in the town of Bethany, a driver and a horse were both killed when that horse was out on the road, and we believe that if the Animal control officer was trying to control that rather than public safety, we might have been able to avoid that situation.


We’ve received many complaints from Amtrak police regarding cattle that are commonly on the Amtrak trains, and most of the Amtrak trains no longer have cow catchers, so that doesn’t work.


We had an emu escape in the town of Simsbury and a lot of fun trying to catch that animal, and this would help, and we’re also commonly seeing cattle and horses getting loose and being on state highways, including our interstate highways.  Not meant to be overly punitive, but to give us the authority to take those animals.


The last bill I want to testify on or give oral testimony in is on Senate Bill 627, AN ACT CONCERNING FARM WINERIES and its clarifying language on identifying Connecticut-grown wines.


To say it nicely, the current statute is ambiguous and difficult to enforce.  Nobody’s quite sure what some of those definitions mean, and we need to be a little clearer.  


The main purpose of the statute should be to promote our fine Connecticut wines and allow for their sales.


As long as the property is under the control of the permittee, its harvest should be included in its average crop.  With that out, I won’t go on with some of the other written testimony I have, but I will gladly answer any questions on any of these or any other bills, and thank you for the opportunity of testifying.

REP. ROY:  Representative Urban.

REP. URBAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Commissioner.  It’s nice to see you this morning.  I have been trying to go through this pile of testimony to actually find the testimony on the shelter bill, but I can only find a bit of it, so I’m going to have to ask you questions without having the addendum that you say that you have attached to it.


I am concerned about this bill.  I do understand the issue that you are trying to deal with, and I fully support the Department of Agriculture being able to go into places where there are an amazing number of animals, that people become collectors, and the situation in those homes is just terrible.


I am very concerned about the way this bill is written, and I’m hoping that whatever the language that you refer to is will take care of these issues that I have.


So let me just go ahead and ask you.  First of all, you said that it’s now not 10 animals.  What is the new number?  

COMMISSIONER PRELLI:  The change was to 15, I think it’s 15 cats over the age of six months and leaving it at 10 dogs over the age of six months.  

REP. URBAN:  And what if there are a menagerie of animals?  Do you have definitions for that?  For instance, at my home, I have horses, donkeys, dogs, cats, chickens, turkeys.

COMMISSIONER PRELLI:  Again, I’m looking at some language being inserted, so I’d have to re-read that whole bill, but I think again, it would be keyed off of the 10 animals of any one breed, and then 15, looking at that as a change.  

I’d have to re-read that, but we’re trying to increase the number, the biggest concern was the number of cats, because of the size of litters of cats, and also the age of less than six months in case there’s either puppies or kittens.

REP. URBAN:  Well, now I would submit to you that in a barn we have cats because they keep rats at bay so that there are not rats gnawing wires so you don’t have barn fires, and at any one time, I have many cats that I am willing to give out to adoption, and when I’m not giving them out to adoption they are, in fact, in my barn, and I spay-neuter the ones that I get in, but oftentimes there’s a litter before I have the chance to do that.


So from my perspective of this, this would allow for a warrantless search of my home at any time, and I have a real problem with that.

COMMISSIONER PRELLI:  And again, Representative, I would point out to you that that is already allowed if, there would be some thought if you were a breeder and you have more than two litters a year, it would be the exact same language that would be allowed in that search now.


Of that there have been less than 30 of them done in the 10 years that that law has been in place.  So it’s not openly used.  It’s just an example of an ability to react to a problem and look at it.  That’s why the concern, that’s why we keep it with the state Animal control officers, and not have to go to all the municipal animal control officers.  


So there is some control over that, and that law has not been abused in the past.  I would not think it would be abused in the future.  It’s our responsibility to make sure that there isn’t cruelty to animals.  And that’s what we’re looking at.

REP. URBAN:  And I thoroughly understand and support and appreciate that, but I am not a breeder, nor do I choose to be a breeder.  I am a private home, and the same conditions would apply to me.


If I was a breeder, then I would take into consideration that I was now opening myself to a warrantless search, but as a private citizen, I am very uncomfortable with that.


There are several other issues, but I will wait to see your testimony, but rest assured that I am very interested in seeing the language of this, because, and I want to make this extremely clear.  I am very supportive of taking care of cruelty to animals.  

If there’s one person in this legislature that has shown herself to be concerned about that, it is certainly me.  And I don’t want to see collectors and I don’t want to see horrible situations.  

But I also don’t want to see people’s civil liberties taken away in pursuit of where they go.  But we’re looking at linear reasoning here.  


Just one other question, I now have your indulgence, Mr. Chairman.  On the [inaudible] when you’re talking about them impounding animals, horses, etc., and you’re saying that they would be better able than a safety person. 

I am hoping that we can institute more training for our ACOs so that I would then feel confident that an ACO could, in fact, handle one of my warmbloods who happen to be running down Babcock Road.


So I just laid that out there, because I know we have a huge agenda.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Madam.  Any other questions from members of the Committee?  Representative Kalinowski.

REP. KALINOWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Commissioner regarding the shelter bill and something Representative Urban just touched on.  Could you tell us how state Animal control officers currently interface with local Animal control officers?


And the reason I ask that is because as her reference indicated, we did JF a bill on the public safety to provide local ACOs to be trained under police officer standards and training.


Now how would this work in real practical terms?

COMMISSIONER PRELLI:  Each one of our state Animal control officers has an area of the state.  And in that area of the state they work with the Municipal animal control officers.


Each First Selectman or chief of police, depending on their responsibility, and the town appoints municipal animal control officers, and we in effect, given them a card saying they are the Animal control officers.  


Mostly it’s a working relationship.  Usually our people are there to provide the expertise on things like search and seizures to help them with orders that might be either restraining orders or, you know, orders if we have to put an animal down to work with them.  But we also would be doing the inspections of all the local pounds.


There has been a number of bills in the past for continuing training of animal control officers.  It’s always the fiscal note, and considering the mandate on municipalities to do that for their training.


We’ve worked in the past.  We will continue to look at those and try to do it.  There’s an association of municipal animal control officers that does do annual training also.


But there is a need, but I’d also just like to put out that they, in effect, usually have a little more training with dealing with animals than police officers do.

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

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none.  Phil, thank you very much.

COMMISSIONER PRELLI:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Ed Bowman.  And he’ll be followed by Bonnie Burr.

ED BOWMAN:  Good morning, Chairman Roy and the balance of the Committee.  I’m here to testify in support of Senate Bill 636.


I’m also here, to tell you a little background, this is my 40th anniversary of working on the Bridgeport project.  This project began in the late 60s when I worked for the town of Fairfield then as a regional representative.


I then followed that with sitting on the board of directors at CRA as an alternate, and then followed that with being project manager for the development and the construction of the Bridgeport project.  Followed that with representing Bridgeport on this board, and then for the last 12 years representing Fairfield again.


So after 40 years of working on it, I think we’re all surprised that the project is over.  We assumed there was another 20 years in this project.  


Having said that, Connecticut created a system to handle the solid waste in the early 1970s that relies on recycling and waste energy disposal of all waste, 100% within the State of Connecticut.  


Landfills and [inaudible] reject it as environmentally and economically sound and as bad social policy.  And the 73 plan I quote concluded the waste energy facilities should be operated as a private utility.  Some of the northeast utilities and southern New England telephone company, end quote.


The only reason that utility motto was adopted in the 70s is that it was not the lowest cost of capital.  It would not compete with the taxes and bonds of CRA. 


That is no longer the case.  Certainly private bonds would be much more expensive than any utility bonds or any improvements.  The 1973 plan, the 1986 plan, and the 2006 plan confirm this whole system.  In effect, a state monopoly was created and financed by the State of Connecticut and the CRA on waste energy facilities.


2006 the plan recognized that the out of state landfill [inaudible] option, which did not exist until recently creates a lot of problems.  [inaudible] that the out of state disposal area again, I quote, raises issues regarding inconsistency with the statutory hierarchy and increased risk due to disposal cost fluctuations and availability, end quote, as well as new environmental risks.


It’s also hard to see this as the taking of private property.  There’s rather a public actions reserve contracted for public access to a public finance facility about to become privately owned.  


The risk for [inaudible] 40 years of service.  The municipalities of a contractual right to 40 years of service and [inaudible] not lesser ones.


Again, an estimated half a billion dollars in taxes and other benefits was provided to this project to keep these costs down.

REP. ROY:  Can we wrap it up there, Ed?

ED BOWMAN:  Yes, I will.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.

ED BOWMAN:  The proposal to regulate is merely a change in the law.  The towns looked at change of law risk for the first 20 years of the contract.  By taking [inaudible] private and not extending the existing contract will [inaudible] exposing itself to that change in law risk.


And the last statement I’ll just make is that in 20 years, the contractual price for this project increased by 50%.  The proposal we’re sitting here now in negotiations would increase that by 50% in the first year.  And that’s just unheard of in the amount of increase.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Ed.  Representative Kalinowski.  Excuse me, Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  This morning there was a number of chief elected officials here testifying about the same bill, and one of the questions that was going through my mind, I think you might be able to answer.


When this project was conceived, it seems that there was a financing scheme, a plan that was at that time, most beneficial for the member towns that were going to participate.  And if we look at a change in policy that would severely restrict the future costs, the future fees that this private contractor can change, have we taken the benefit, I guess on the front end of whatever tax incentives might have been in place, and now be wanting to take advantage of the back half, which might be the profit structure that the private contractor feels they might be entitled to.

ED BOWMAN:  Well, I think it’s just the opposite actually.  I think that giving them $600 million dollars in tax incentives in the beginning of this project was looked at from our point of view as a 40-year project.  That the benefit would give us a lower-than-market tip fee over the 40 years of the contract.


The only reason the 20 years were the initial term of the contract was that towns in Fairfield County were double A and triple A, did not want to extend the bonds beyond 20 years.  

They wanted that 20-year bond.  You know, you have four or five-year extensions, and a good-faith obligation to both sides to negotiate the extension of that contract, and that’s where it’s falling down.  


We’ve been to arbitration, and the negotiations are continuing.  But the net effect of that is we’re expected to spread those benefits over 40 years in a lower than market rate to the municipalities.


I think by taking it private at the end of this time, which we all knew would happen, we expected to have negotiated prior to that time, the extension of this contract, which would again give the towns the lower than contract rate and not make us subject to this enormous increase.

REP. MINER:  And I understand the thought process of the 40 years.  Why wasn’t there an arrangement reached in the beginning where the actual transfer of ownership occurred 40 years out even if the bonding didn’t occur that long?

ED BOWMAN:  I think that had to do with Federal tax law and ownership problems.  The contract documents were configured to allow whatever tax ownership under Federal law to attain huge tax benefits.  


However, in the state law, I will finish that, that required that at the end of the bonding the ownership had a transfer to private ownership or those tax credits would have deemed to have been bogus.


They also point out though under state law, CRA has owned the facility, but the financial lease [inaudible] successors and CRA [inaudible] ownership cost.  It was literally exempt from state sales tax and local property tax.  So for those that say it has been private all along under state law, it has not been.  


There has only been a pilot paid entire by the municipalities.  So the reason for the 20 years was for the tax benefits.  It was structured that way with Federal law.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments for Mr. Bowman?  Ed, thank you very much.  Bonnie Burr, State Director of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, followed by Rod Zander.

BONNIE BURR:  Senator Meyer, Representative Roy.  My name is Bonnie Burr, and I’m the State Executive Director of the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  


I’m here today to present some information to you regarding Senate Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMERS.


Representative Chapin asked me to come here today, because he had called regarding information on what exactly does that U.S. Department of Agriculture do to help in sustained production agriculture specifically for dairy producers.


One of the things that we do have available to beginning farmers are farm loans.  We do about $10 million dollars worth of loans.  Half of that is for operating loans to help bring these beginning farmers along.


The unfortunate part is most of our dairy producers in this state are, in fact, not beginning farmers.  In effect are multigenerational today.


So our beginning farmer operating loans are things that they’re not able to take advantage of.  One of the programs that they do participate in is our milk income loss program or MILC, m-i-l-c.  And this compensates producers when the baseline falls below $16.94 based on fluid mild prices in Boston.


One of the things that we do is we have kind of a, a rather in-depth formula that we put to that, and in fact, that makes payments out to farmers.  


In Fiscal Year ’07, our USDA made payments of about $433,000 to farmers in this state.  For the Calendar Year, the only Calendar Year months that we paid off of were, in fact, the beginning of the year as milk prices did, in fact, increase.


We only can make payments to a limit of 2.4 million pounds of milk per producer, and that’s about 120 cows.  The average farmer in Connecticut, in fact, only milks about 120 cows.  Obviously those above, and we have plenty that are below that.


And that amount of money would be equal across the line.  Just because you have more cows doesn’t mean that you get more money.  


One of things that we also provide when we do those payments is that farmers have to, in fact, adhere to conservation compliance requirements.


That means that we take a look at their highly erodible land, their wetlands, and, in fact, they have to install conservation practices on those properties before we will make a payment to them.


One of the other questions that Representative Chapin put to me was, what are the costs of production.  Do we have numbers, in fact, that will provide for cost of production.  

And in our Fiscal Year 2003 Appropriations Bill, Congress, in fact, did say to us that our economic research service would have to figure out what the costs of production were in various parts of the country.  Mainly in the larger dairy states.


In New England, the only dairy state that is large enough to fulfill the statistical requirements is, in fact, Vermont.  I have added that to the package of information that you have got.


You will find that we have 2006, 2007, and January of 2008.  Our February numbers are not complete yet.  We do account for some of the seasonality in the dairy industry, and you’ll see that in some of our numbers, but again, those are the costs of production that have been calculated, and if I can provide you with any additional information, I’d be happy to do so.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Bonnie.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, Bonnie.  It’s good to see you, and thank you for coming at my request.


Several years ago we had the Northeast Dairy Compact, which was, I guess my understanding is, kind of supplementing the Federal price support system for dairy farmers, and from everything I’ve heard at work, fairly well, and doing exactly what it was supposed to do, which I think, part of the intent was to offset the high cost of doing business in the Northeast.  


First, would you agree with that, and secondly is there anything on the horizon similar to that on the Federal level that might aid the dairy farmers here in Connecticut.

BONNIE BURR:  Certainly, Representative Chapin.  The compact did, in fact, address a lot of the regional issues that we have here in the Northeast.  It was very focused at New England, and again, increased and went out somewhat into the other Northeast states.


You mentioned the word dairy on Capitol Hill.  It’s probably one of the most contentious issues, just because of the regional approach, and that was one of the reasons why we were asked in 2003 to start providing regional information so that if particular parts of the country wanted to address it, you know, in state or in their local regions, that they could do so.


With regard to what’s going on, the farm bill is still under discussion.  We received an extension on our farm bill, per se, to March 15.  It’s highly unlikely we’re going to make that deadline.  

I understand conversations have been ongoing, especially over this weekend.  We’re hoping that there’s going to be about a month further in terms of trying to pull all of the farm bill pieces together.


We’re looking at having a very similar program to MILC.  There will not be a compact that will come back like we had it.  Again, really focused on MILC.  


Some of the other issues that are coming up this year, though, with regards would be that cap, the 2.4 million.  There’s also some adjusted gross income information with regard to the really large farmers and where some of the other off-farm incomes come from that may be addressed in the farm bill, but those are points that are still up for discussion.


But if we see something, it’s going to be on the MILC program, along those lines.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Bonnie, thank you very much.

BONNIE BURR:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Rod Zander.  And he will be followed by Ridgefield First Selectman, Rudy Marconi.

ROD ZANDER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman  My name is Rod Zander.  I’m here to speak regarding Senate Bill 637.  It’s an ACT CREATING A CREDIT AGAINST THE PERSONAL INCOME TAX FOR PURCHASE OF CERTAIN WOOD STOVES, and it’s in relationship to the wood stove changeout program.


I’m a small company that lives in Goshen, Connecticut.  We design and build masonry heaters.  They’re a wood-burning appliance that is also referred to as a tiled stove or a Kachelofen in Europe.


We’ve been doing this for over 2 years.  I’m also the Chair of a task group for ASTM International on Masonry Heaters, Co-chair of the Masonry Heater Caucus for HPBA, Chair of the technical Committee for the Masonry Heater Association.  


I urge you to support this bill, but I also recommend that the language be amended to add, in quote, or a masonry heater as defined in ASTM 1602.  


The reason I’m recommending this is that masonry heaters are exempt from being certified by EPA.  They did this back when they created the certification program, and they also recognized that masonry heaters are clean-burning, and that there is not a way to test them.


Since that time, there has been decades of testing that has been accomplished.  We have submitted to EPA a technical white paper this last month, which I have a copy for you if you’d like.


And it defines and delineates all of the testing.  Masonry heaters are as clean-burning or cleaner burning than certified wood stoves or pellet stoves.  They are serious heating appliances, not just broom heaters.


I have owners that are heating 3,000 square foot homes with electric heat or propane backup, and they’re heating these homes on three cords of wood a year in Northwestern Connecticut to the shore to Vermont and beyond.  


I personally heat my own home, which was built in the 1850s in Goshen on three to four cords of wood a year.  That translates to about $600 to $800 fuel cost.  


Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  That was a nice pause, sir.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee.  Well said, thank you.

ROD ZANDER:  Would you care to have the copy of the paper that was submitted to EPA.  

REP. ROY:  Yes, I think we need 50.  Marissa.  Fifty copies.  First Selectman, Rudy Marconi.  And he’ll be followed by Bob Wellington.

RUDY MARCONI:  Good morning.  I think it’s still morning.  Briefly.  Thank you for giving me this opportunity to speak to you today in support of House Bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE.


And as First Selectman of the Town of Ridgefield, I have seen firsthand the devastating effect Lyme disease is having on many of our families.


I’ve also witnessed the toll deer overpopulation is taking on our town, and by enacting Bill 5852, we will be joining the two state agencies that have the research and the resources to finally begin making an impact on these serious health and environmental issues.


Ridgefield has taken the important step in launching a campaign to reduce our deer population to, in part, reduce the unacceptable high levels of Lyme disease.


Even with our local initiative, we feel strongly that the lack of a clear and consistent message regarding the role of deer in the proliferation of Lyme disease from the state impedes our ability to succeed in battling this and other tick-borne diseases.


It is no coincidence that Ridgefield has led the state for many years in both deer overpopulation and Lyme disease statistics.  Our residents see the connection clearly, and community support for deer population reduction was overwhelmingly approved by a town vote of 531 to 194.


Of equally great concern is the number of times Ridgefield police respond to calls about deer-vehicle collisions, many of which involve personal trauma and physical injury.  One of our most recent incidents involved a deer smashing through the windshield of a vehicle, nearly missing the driver, and exiting through the back window.  Something that’s hard to believe, I bet.


The deer traveled over the seats where this woman’s children had been sitting just a few minutes before the incident.  Had they been still in the car, it is likely they would have been severely injured, if not killed.


And from January 1, 2000 to December 31, 2007, Ridgefield officers tagged 1,212 deer involved in vehicle incidents that either killed the deer or required the animal be destroyed onsite. 


Many times a driver is left shaken with a damaged car, while the animal limps away to die.  Neither situation should be considered acceptable.


Five years ago, in response to independent data that showed 36% of Ridgefield households have been impacted by Lyme disease, the town created the Ridgefield Lyme disease task force, and charged this organization with prevention and education of Lyme disease.


Since then, volunteers have served as an important resource for families, organizations, schools, and businesses in our community.  It is time now, though, for the state to provide guidance, support, and funding for these efforts as it does for so many other serious health issues.


I would like to see the state and its agencies responsible for public health, public safety, and the environment, present a unified comprehensive message regarding Lyme disease prevention that includes deer herd reduction.


Without this unity, our local public education efforts will always fall short of being effective.  Municipalities with high Lyme disease incidents are ready to work with the state in a unified effort to eradicate tick-borne diseases.


Thank you for your attention to this critical health, public safety, and environmental issue.  I would ask that you kindly give some consideration to the lady sitting to my right, Ms. Pat Sesto.  She is a member of the Ridgefield Conservation Commission, and our representative to the Fairfield County Alliance.

PAT SESCO:  Good morning.  Thank you.  

REP. ROY:  When you finish, make sure the clerk’s desk has the spelling of your name and all.  Thank you.

PAT SESTO.  Thank you.  I represent the Town of Ridgefield on the Fairfield County Municipal Deer Management Alliance, which is a 16-member board served by appointed members from each of those communities.  I presently Chair that group.


I also am the director of environmental affairs for the Town of Wilton, and a member of the Conservation Commission in Ridgefield.  So I have seen the issue relating to Lyme disease and deer overabundance numerous times over the past 10 years.


The initial motivation for the formation of the alliance was to provide more consistent information to our residents in order to allow each town to make its individual decisions regarding how they wish to handle the issues pertaining to Lyme disease and other issues associated with deer overabundance.


Despite these efforts, the public is still uncertain regarding exactly what the connection is to Lyme disease and deer overabundance.  They also don’t have a clear understanding of the damage to the forest ecology and the car accidents.  

I think by and large people understand the connection, more deer-more cars-more accidents.  But yet there’s still a fair amount of information that has not quite coalesced in their minds.

We feel that the trouble of the public being able to understand these issues largely is attributable to inconsistencies presented within the media.  

Week in and week out, our local papers have issues with regard to deer overabundance, letters to the editor with conflicting information, and people simply don’t have the time or knowledge to research on their own what the facts are and what their positions are.

So most people find themselves just with a lack of understanding of the issues, and therefore, stuck in inability to go forward to solve these problems.

As First Selectman Marconi indicated, we do need a clear, consistent, and unified message from the state regarding deer overabundance.  The public looks to the state and the valued resources appear to help sort through all that scientific information and come up with a unified message.

Presently, we don’t have that.  The DEP has a wonderful aggressive program to educate our residents.  They’ve put out brochures.  They have presentations that they’ve been very willing to parade around the state to help us understand.

But then we don’t get necessarily consistent messages from the other departments within the state.  The DEP draws on expertise from Dr. Kirby Stafford with the Connecticut Agricultural Experiments Station who you’ll hear from later today.  Yet again, the message is not getting through in a unified manner.

Agencies such as Department of Public Health, Transportation, Education, Social Services, and perhaps others, need to be part of the program to develop a statewide management plan for Lyme disease.

Within the towns of Wilton and Ridgefield, working with the public, trying to get these programs through, we’ve made terrific headway.

Both towns have controlled hunt programs.  There is tremendous support within our individual communities for managing deer in connection with managing Lyme disease.  But it’s not so throughout the communities that surround us.  But even within those towns, I still have people come up to me and say well, I just don’t get how deer are connected.

That inconsistency, and I’m sure you’ll even hear those inconsistencies today, is something the state needs to help us with.  And we need your help.  Thank you.

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

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Still good morning, good morning to both of you, and thank you for coming up and testifying on this today.


Have you seen any studies that show the direct correlation between the reduction in deer and Lyme disease?

PATRICIA SESTO:  Yes, there are numerous studies out there.  There is an example of Mohegan Island up in Maine.  There is Mumford Cove here in Connecticut.  Those are each referenced in the booklet that the DEP has put out, so yes, there are real-life studies.  


Some of the information that’s put out that says there is no correlation, the people who are evaluating the information tend to draw a conclusion too soon, before the tick life-cycle, which is a multi-year cycle, has worked its way through.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, and Rudy, thank you for coming up and verifying that story that I read.  I don’t always believe what I read in the newspaper, so it’s good to hear it from you.


And just to put an exclamation point on it, did you say that in one year in Ridgefield alone there were over 1200 motor vehicle and deer collisions.

RUDY MARCONI:  That was over a period from 2000 to 2007, where there were over 1200.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  As I read the bill, it would allow DEP and the Department of Public Health to work out a plan, a program, but I don’t think we’re going to provide them any flexibility beyond what our current statutes allow.  

So this is not going to be a 2008 fix, maybe not even a 2009 fix, because I don’t see any, maybe I’m missing something here, but I just don’t see that kind of flexibility in here where if the Commissioner of DEP in conjunction with the Commissioner of Public Health made a determination that in Ridgefield the population was so significant and the public health risk so acute that they wanted to recommend something beyond what our current statutes allow that they’d be able to do that.  Is that your understanding of the bill?

PATRICIA SESTO:  The importance of the bill is really to come together to draw on a state unified position.  By way of example, the DEP has the no child left inside program.  Terrific.  

DPH warns us, be careful of the woods.  We’re getting cross messages from our different agencies, so while this bill does not explicitly say, here are the changes that we’re looking for with regard to deer herd management, coming out with a unified message, and we’re confident that that message would yield deer overabundances related to an unacceptably high risk of Lyme disease, would then in turn be the springboard for additional work.


REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none.  T
hank you very much.  Appreciate it.  Remember to get your name over to the clerk.  I appreciate that.  Bob Wellington.  And he’ll be followed by State Representative, David McCluskey.

BOB WELLINGTON:  Good morning.  My name is Bob Wellington.  I’m the economist and dairy marketing specialist for Agri-Mart Dairy Co-op.  We’re a co-op of dairy farmers here in Connecticut and the rest of New England and parts of New York. 


We market their milk and also represent them on various state and federal issues.  Thank you for this opportunity to appear before you in support of Senate Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING  ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMERS.  

We think this is a very important bill.  We see the Connecticut dairy industry, particularly the dairy farming community still being a very viable, important part of Connecticut agriculture in the State of Connecticut.

Most people don’t realize that Connecticut dairy farmers produce about a million pints of milk a day.  That the value that they give in terms of the economic value exceeds about $300 million dollars a year to the communities in Connecticut and all the secondary benefits that they provide.

Dairy farmers are in a squeeze that they’ve been in for many years over the last two decades.  The squeeze is from both their farm income and their farm production costs.  On the farm income side, the price that Connecticut farmers receive has nothing to do with supply and demand for milk in Connecticut.

It’s set by USCA based on supply and demand nationally.  We have various times where milk has increased substantial amounts in the western parts of the U.S. such that in states like California or Idaho, they’ve increased milk production in a year far more than Connecticut produces in a year. 

So as far USC is concerned, milk production in the country could go up if every farmer in Connecticut went out of business.  So this has been a tremendous of stress on farmers, because prices have fallen due to this increased production, particularly in the western areas.

At the same time, in the last several years, we’ve seen dramatic increase in costs of milk production.  Particularly due to energy, and also particularly due to feed costs.  

On that cost side, farmers once again don’t have very much control over those levels of costs just like consumers don’t have that.  So now, Connecticut farmers don’t have control on their price side, on their cost side, and their net income falls dramatically.

In 2006, their net income reached such a low level that most dairy economists that I’m familiar with, and my own numbers included, shows that they actually had the lowest net farm income they’ve ever seen.  So this bill will help create that safety net for farmers, and keep all those benefits for the consumers here in Connecticut.

 
REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  You used the word “squeeze,” and this is not a new situation with dairy farming, and as I look at the indicators, all the pieces of the puzzle that create that squeeze, I don’t see it changing.  Do you?

BOB WELLINGTON:  I see it varying from year to year, but there will be a situation probably at least every second or third year that the squeeze will continue.  Yes.  

REP. MINER:  Does the variation, as you see it, significantly increase the profitability of farmers where they can pay back debt that they accrued in the prior years without an annual stipend from the State of Connecticut?

BOB WELLINGTON:  It depends on the dairy farm, but I would say based on what’s happened over the last two decades, no, that has not been the case.

REP. MINER:  And so, where I’m going with this is, is this going to be an annual request.  Do you see this being an annual request where the state annually puts money into a fund?  

And I’m not questioning the merits of doing it, I’m just saying.  I guess I’m concerned that we  haven’t been able to reach some agreement as to  how this can be a self-funding situation rather than an annual request for a contribution to an account out of which checks will be drawn.

BOB WELLINGTON:  It may require an annual amount of money put in.  I think the distribution to dairy farmers will probably not have to occur annually.  For example, there was a payment, based on what happened in 2006, but there wasn’t a payment in 2007, based on those costs for 2007, and 2008 will probably be just marginally even with dairy farmers.  But in 2006, as you know, the amount of money needed by dairy farmers exceeded over $6 million dollars that was paid out, in fact they probably needed twice that level.

REP. MINER:  And I think there are a whole bunch of reasons why keeping the dairy industry active in Connecticut makes a lot of sense.  So I’m not advocating an opposition to the funds.  I guess I’m, I’m trying in my own mind to figure out a way to reach a solution to what seems to me to be a continuing problem.


It’s not going to change.  The cost of corn is not going to go down, and the cost of energy is not going to go down.  And so with all those things that go into the cost of milk continuously going up, I can only imagine that at some point, the numbers get out of balance significantly again, and it’s negatively impacting people’s credit by no fault of their own.  I just think that we should be finding some long-term solution, which is not embodied in this bill, by the way, so we’re not making annual payments to a fund.  


It just becomes a self-funding sale of milk, sale of milk products, funding back into the farmers.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 2A to Tape 2B.]

BOB WELLINGTON:  --to keep farmers going, so they understand the same concerns, and are struggling with the same concerns you have mentioned.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.

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

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  At the beginning of your testimony, you said that Connecticut dairy farmers produce approximately one million pints of milk a day.  Correct?

BOB WELLINGTON:  Correct.

REP. JUTILA:  And how many dairy farms are there still functioning in Connecticut?

BOB WELLINGTON:  I think there’s roughly about 140 to 150.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay, and do you know how many we’ve lost in the past five or ten years whether to development or they continue be farms, but maybe they’re nonworking farms, or for any other reason.

BOB WELLINGTON:  I don’t know the number, but I would say it probably exceeds probably in the 50 to 100 dairy farmers have been lost.  Although the remaining farms, in order to cash flow, have often increased their mild production at the same time.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you for your testimony and for your answers.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Sir, you’re finished.

BOB WELLINGTON:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Representative David McCluskey, and he’ll be followed by Peter Orr.

REP. MCCLUSKEY:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, Senator McKinney, and the members of the Environment Committee.  My name is David McCluskey, State Representative for the 20th district in West Hartford.  


I want to comment very briefly in support of House Bill 5851, AN ACT CONCERNING A CONNECTICUT URBAN FORESTRY PROGRAM.  


Basically in a nutshell this is kind of a version of a bill I testified before this Committee last year that was only for the City of Hartford.  This bill would be expanded to Bridgeport and New Haven.


And I just wanted to say a few things.  This isn’t just exclusively about planting trees like New York or Chicago just to address global warming, although clearly it does do that.  


I believe this kind of investment if it’s targeted the right way, also achieves other important state objectives.  One is traffic calming.  There’s evidence that when you have tree-lined streets, people actually drive slower.  It also improves property values.


Everyone knows that landscaping does enhance neighborhoods.  Also in some areas, you can use trees as brown fields remediation.  


I don’t know if you’re aware of the some of the research that’s actually done in the State of Connecticut where you plant trees that can actually leech out certain harmful chemicals from the ground.


I would just make a suggestion on the bill that perhaps we should make it a matching program to get buy in by the towns, that perhaps there would be either a contribution by the municipality directly or private dollars or Federal dollars in kind or cash.


Because I have found that having that kind of cooperation and buy in by the town would make it more likely to be a successful program.  So I would urge the Committee to consider this bill, again not just for environmental issues, but for other important objectives of the State of Connecticut.


Probably going to have to start small, but also as people know, because of the state of most of our municipalities, urban forestry people, foresters in cities are often the first people that have been cut in budget bills.


And I think the City of Hartford, which used to have a pretty extensive crew, you know, with street trees, is down to only a handful of people.


I also think, you know, that there are community organizations that would partner with this program like the Knox Foundation in the City of Hartford where you’re not just throwing up a tree and just ignoring it.  


Actually you get buy-in by the community to take care of the tree over its lifetime.  Thank you.  I’d be happy to answer any questions you may have.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Representative McCluskey.  Any questions or comments from members of the committee?  Seeing none, thank you.

REP. MCCLUSKEY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Peter Orr, and he’ll be followed by Colleen Murphy.

PETER ORR:  Thank you, distinguished members of the Environment Committee.  I’m Peter Orr of Ford Hill Farms in Thompson, Connecticut.  I also am associated with the Farm Bureau Dairy Committee as well as some other farm groups within the state.


I wish to speak in support of Raised Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMS.  I urge the Connecticut General Assembly to consider the value and future position of the Connecticut Dairy Industry.  


Dairy farms in the State of Connecticut provide approximately one-half of the fluid mild consumed within the state.  About 20 years ago, Connecticut Dairy farms supplied almost 100% of the fluid milk needs.


Dairy is a primary manufacturer of food item within the state’s border.  Dairy takes many locally derived inputs, including land and produce of fresh perishable food product in Connecticut.


By some estimates, Connecticut’s dairy farms are responsible for greater than $300 mill dollars injected into the state’s economy.


In addition to supplying of fresh local food product, dairy farms contribute substantially the landscapes of scenic Connecticut.  Many of the picturesque hillsides and valley scenes at Connecticut vistas are provided by active dairy farms.  


It is estimated that over 100,000 acres of working land is associated with dairy in the State of Connecticut.  In addition to the land we grow our crops on, there are substantial forests and wetlands which provide scenic wildlife and recreational uses in Connecticut.


This agricultural landscape is maintained by having viable farm enterprises working the land at currently little or no cost to the Connecticut taxpayers.


In order to maintain viable dairy farms, we need to cover the cost of production in order to sustain our existence.  Dairy farm profitability leads to sustainability of these farms.


In summary, please support and pass Raised Bill 632 to provide a plan for Connecticut dairy farms to cover their minimum cost of mild production as well other studies and efforts to strengthen the Connecticut dairy industry.


Raised Bill 632 will give stability and sustainability to an industry which contributes to Connecticut.  Having an economically viable and a sustainable agriculture and dairy industry will pay tremendous dividends for our state in the long term in many different ways.  


Such an effort is an efficient way of maintaining substantial open space as well as assuring a local supply of fresh milk.  Let your dairy farms continue to be the stewards to Connecticut landscapes.  


Once the dairy farms are gone, the last crop grown on the land will be development.  Please support and pass Raised Bill 632.

REP. ROY:  Thank you Peter.  Any questions or comments for Peter?  Seeing none.  You’re all set sir.  Colleen Murphy, executive director of Freedom of Information Commission, followed by Gordon Gibson.  

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy and members of the Environment Committee.  I am Colleen Murphy.  I’m the executive director and general counsel of the Connecticut FOI Commission, and I’m here today to testify concerning Senate Bill 615, AN ACT CONCERNING ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION POLICE OFFICERS. 


I would say that essentially my testimony today in opposition to this bill is a matter of principal rather than substance.


The commission has traditionally spoken in opposition to piecemeal address exemptions to the FOI Act. 


Currently, in Section 1-217 of the law, there are numerous state employees whose addresses are exempted.  When this bill was first passed, or this law was first passed, the idea was to exempt certain at-risk employees, police officers and the like.


Since that time, there have been numerous other categories of employees who have been added to that list, and the commission’s concern at this point is that it’s a real piecemeal approach, and that it’s unfair at this point, and that we ought to stop this piecemeal approach.


Right now the commission has a bill that it has proposed, House Bill 5528, AN ACT CONCERNING THE FOI ACT, wherein the FOI Commission recommends eliminating this current provision in the FOI law and exempting all employee addresses.


And that way there would be an equitable approach to this problem.  So that is our opposition.  I do believe that the DEP bill, that they have made a good case with respect to the specific employees that they wish their addresses to be exempt, but as I said, we feel that this continued piecemeal approach is not the best approach, and we’d urge you to consider the other bill.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Law that would exempt all employees from having their addresses listed publicly?

COLLEEN MURPHY:  That’s correct.  

REP. ROY:  Would that include the elected officials?

COLLEEN MURPHY:  No.  Yours is fair game.

REP. ROY:  Well, we’re not at risk anyway.  I’m trying to find a reason, I mean we do it for people who are at-risk, and certainly conservation officers, and I brought this up one time when somebody said well, are they like state police.


And I said no, they’re not like state police.  State police will make a number of stops during the course of a day and 95% of the people they stop are not armed.


Conservation officers make far fewer stops, but 95% of the people they stop are already armed.  I think that puts them at more risk than a state police officer in many ways.  And I wonder why there was opposition to the conservation officers.

Over the years we’ve had this bill with us.  I think we’ll consider the bill where exempt everybody, not elected officials, because people have to reach us, because they have complaints about you and others, and not that I wonder why, I don’t know why they would have a complaint about you, Colleen, but it happens.  Well I appreciate the testimony and will consider both bills as we move along.  Any other?  Representative Miner.

REP. MINER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Could you share with me again the bill number that you’re asking us to support?

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Sure, House Bill 5528, AN ACT CONCERNING THE FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT.

REP. MINER:  And that would include all state employees?

COLLEEN MURPHY:  That is the construct of the bill, yes.  

REP. MINER:  And that bill is not before this committee, so I--

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Not at present, no. 

REP. MINER:  I suspect that that’s not a, is that an area for me to ask a question?

REP. ROY:  You certainly may.  She brought it up as part of testimony on the bill that we are considering.

REP. MINER:  If I might, what would the justification be for is it redacting, not making available to the public the address of someone that works for the Department of Public Works?

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Well, let me just say that that bill is really a policy judgment by the Freedom of Information Commission.  Over the past several years we, the staff of the commission, have been fighting these individual exemptions as they have come up, and at this point, as I think I testified to, we feel that it’s inequitable and possibly unconstitutional to differentiate between and among these different categories of employees. 


The commission simply felt that a better approach, a cleaner approach would be to stop this process that we’ve been undergoing for the past several years and take the addresses off the table.


It was not done lately, but as I said, I think a policy judgment was made to go in that direction.

REP. MINER:  Thank you for that explanation.  The policy judgment I think that has gone into making the list what it is today and the list that would include conservation officers is that thread of public safety.

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Correct.

REP. MINER:  I mean, and that’s the exemption as far as I’m concerned, is that whether it’s one time in the course of a day or 20 times in the course of a day, quite often these individuals are coming in contact with a criminal element that at times can be quite punitive. 


And the other employees, I think, that would be exempted in the blanket exemption, I can’t understand why we would want to exempt them. 


I mean at least I think there’s a thread that I can connect these individuals with that makes some, I’ll use the word sense.

COLLEEN MURPHY:  In this case I would agree with you.  As I indicated I think that they have made, the DEP has made a good case.  We’ve had a dialogue about this, and I think that this category is closer to the at-risk type of employees that we were originally aiming to protect.

REP. MINER:  So the opposition isn’t to the category, it’s to the policy.

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Principle, not substance.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments for Colleen?  Colleen thank you very much.

COLLEEN MURPHY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Our next speaker is Gordon Gibson, and he will be followed by First Selectwoman, Joyce Okonuk from Lebanon.

GORDON GIBSON:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, Senator McKinney, members of the Environment Committee.  


I am Gordon Gibson, legislative director for the Connecticut State Grange.  I’m speaking this afternoon on behalf of the 4,000 Grange members throughout Connecticut in support of Raised Bill 632 concerning assistance for dairy farmers and Raised Bill 5873, AN ACT CONCERNING THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT STEERING COMMITTEE AND THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLAND.


Many dairy farmers are selling their herds and going out of business, because it is costing them more to produce their milk than they are receiving for it.  


As more and more corn is going into ethanol, our dairy farms must pay increasingly higher prices for their grain.  Unless our dairy farmers receive enough for their milk to cover their cost of production and make a reasonable return on the labor and their investment in cattle, land, and equipment, they’re going to go out of the dairy business.


We need programs to make our dairy farms economically viable just as we undertake programs to make other industries economically viable. 


The problem is that each individual farmer produces such a small fraction of the total production that they cannot afford to undertake the research and marketing promotions that are necessary to make our Connecticut dairy industry viable.  


The grange supports Raised Bill 632 to implement the research and promotions that individual dairy farmers are unable to undertake on their own.  The state’s program to preserve farmland was created 30 years ago under the provision of Public Act 78232.  There have been many changes in Connecticut’s agriculture since then.


Today many smaller farmers are supplying a substantial portion of our fresh food distributed through our farmers’ markets.  Young adults who want to start farming, but are unable to compete with developers for the land they need to raise their crops.  


At the same time as older farmers retire, they  must obtain the best possible price for their land as that is where all their wealth is, and they must convert that wealth into assets that will provide for their later years.  They cannot afford to sell their land at prices younger farmers can afford to pay.


The state’s farmland preservation program concentrates on larger parcels, and will generally not consider any parcel with less than 30 acres of prime crop land.  


Most every farm has some land that is not prime crop land, so farms of 50 acres or less frequently fail to score high enough to be considered under the existing program.


The creation of a new program to preserve small farms with its own source of fundings as provided in Raised Bill 5873, will provide for the preservation of many of these smaller farms, and by separating the value of development rights from the value of the underlying land, will enable older farms to sell their land at a price younger farmers can afford to pay, thereby ensuring that this land will continue to be available to provide locally grown food for all the present and future generations of Connecticut residents.


The Grange therefore supports Raised Bill 5873 to help the state’s goal of preserving prime and important farm land.  Thank you for your consideration of my testimony.

REP. ROY:  Gordon, thank you.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you Gordon.

GORDON GIBSON:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  First Selectwoman Joyce Okonuk from Lebanon, and she’ll be followed by John Hollis.

JOYCE OKONUK:  Good morning.  Yes.  My name is Joyce Okonuk, and I’m the First Selectman from the town of Lebanon.  Good morning to all of you and thank you for allowing us here today.


I’m here to speak in support of House Senate Bill 632 which supports providing assistance to the dairy farmers in Connecticut.  


I have been the proud First Selectwoman of the beautiful town of Lebanon, Connecticut for 13 years, and it has been honor to represent one of the largest agricultural communities in the State of Connecticut.


The Town of Lebanon has over 10,000 acres of active farmland, probably more than any other community in the state.  Most of our farmland is tied directly to the dairy industry.


Lebanon’s largest dairy farm and the town of Franklin our bordering community, their largest dairy farm combined, milk over 1,000 head of dairy cows every day.  And imagine that three times a day.


We produce a lot of milk in our part of the state.  Did you know that it takes about two acres of farmland to feed and house a single cow.  It is estimated by the Working Lands Alliance and others that 50% to 70% of the active farmland remaining the State of Connecticut is managed by the dairy industry.


In Lebanon, that percentage is closer to 80%.  It is not unusual to see cows being walked down the mild long Lebanon green, which, by the way, is also actively hayed and farmed, used to support our local dairy producers.


Lebanon has also the greatest amount of permanently preserved and protected farmland in the state.  Over the years, this has represented a joint venture or investment between our state and local governments, our agricultural landowners and the dairy producers.  


There are many of us here in this room today that would like to see this investment continued.  The viability of the dairy industry is critical to keeping working farmland in our state.  Lebanon is proudly home to the farmer’s cow, a brand of Connecticut produced milk.  

The farmer’s cow is housed in Lebanon, but it represents six dairy farms, family farms, including those in Woodstock, Franklin, Thompson, Coventry, Hebron, and Lebanon.  

Not only do these dairy farm families provide our state with local fresh and nutritious products, they store thousands of acres that provide open vistas, wildlife habitat, and other environmental benefits and recreational opportunities for everyone in Connecticut to enjoy.

The widespread economic impact produced by the dairy industry is also evident when looking at the number of ancillary businesses that are dependent on Connecticut farms, including farming equipment, veterinary services, the buying and selling of hay and grain, as well as providing numerous employment opportunities not only on the farm, but by the use of other trades including constructing, plumbing, and metalworking.

The state has historically supported agriculture through its university system as well as the high school level regional vocational schools, one of which is located in Lebanon.

Lebanon is serious about farming.  The Town of Lebanon has set aside funds to purchase easements to protect prime and important farmland soils.  

The town has hired a planner with an extensive agricultural background, and we have received two Ag viability grants to help promote farming and agriculture in Lebanon.

We realize how important the dairy industry is to our community and to the state as a whole.  As we protect endangered animals from extinction,, so should we be protecting the dairy farmer.

Because, I will tell you, once these farms leave Connecticut, you will never see them again.  We know this, we read about it, but that’s not enough.  We need to do something now.

Connecticut has historically supported agriculture, and in the past few years, the state and its citizens have begun to realize how valuable the farming industry, specifically the dairy industry, is to Connecticut.  

Communities like Lebanon are doing all they can to preserve the dairy industry, but need help from the legislature.  Senate Bill 632 will provide the needed funding to offset skyrocketing fuel, feed, and housing costs, and help to promote and protect the dairy industry.  An industry work preserving in Connecticut.

The financial challenges facing this industry are urgent and demand serious bipartisan support and leadership before it’s too late.  We are crying out for your help, and I mean that to every one of the members of this Committee.  We need you.

Our cities and towns deserve nothing more.  I would also, while I’m here today, like to support and ask your support of House Bill 5873, AN ACT CONCERNING THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT STEERING COMMITTEE AND THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLAND.  

Support of the funding requested in that bill is vital to Connecticut farmland and open space protection and preservation, and we must continue the control of sprawl.

I thank you very much for your time and appreciate your interest in this matter.

REP. ROY:  Thank you Joyce.  Any questions or comments from members of the committee?  Senator Maynard?

SEN. MAYNARD:  Just a comment.  Briefly, I just wanted to say how appreciative we are of the efforts your town is making.  I had the pleasure of being in Lebanon for the Annual Farm Bureau Dinner earlier this year, and just a tremendous, tremendous, it’s a beautiful community, and one that obviously is doing its part to try to support our farmers, so thank you for being up here today.

JOYCE OKONUK:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Any other comments or questions from members of the committee?  Joyce you do have a beautiful town up there.  My wife and I have spent a couple of weekends in the past there, and we visit some of the shops in the neighborhood, and state parks and also, thank you for coming.

JOYCE OKONUK:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Next is John Hollis followed by First Selectman, Allan Walker.

JOHN HOLLIS:  Good afternoon.  I thought for a moment I was in front of the Veterans Committee, but I had to take a double look.  It’s nice to see you gentlemen.


I love this lottery.  I drew number 24.  Good afternoon, Representative Roy and members of the Environmental Committee.  My name is John Hollis.  I’m the Legislative Affairs representative for the Connecticut Teamsters with over 20,000 members.


We represent many members delivering beverage products, including Coke, Pepsi, Bud, Miller, Coors, and water just to name a few.  I also in my other life, drove a beer truck for over 30 years.  I’m also a former president of Teamster Local 1035 in South Windsor, Connecticut representing about a third of the beverage distribution in Connecticut. 


It might also be interesting to note I was part owner of a redemption center for a few years.  I think I know a thing or two about the bottle bill.


Although I never miss the opportunity to tell Mary Mushinsky?  You were right, I was wrong, because at the beginning, we Teamsters opposed the bottle bill, mostly because we weren’t sure what impact it would have on our drivers and helpers.


When it passed, we had to look at it different.  Later we found out it created more jobs for us and added extra dollars in our paychecks.  So I’m here today asking you to support Senate Bill 357, AN ACT CONCERNING THE EXPANSION OF THE BEVERAGE CONTAINER REDEMPTION PROVISIONS TO INCLUDE WATER BOTTLES.


I’m not an expert on the environment, but I’m an environmentalist.  I saw firsthand as a driver, the impact the bottle bill had on cleaning up our highways in our state.


I also today noticed that Raised Bill 5138, AN ACT CONCERNING PRIVATE MUNICIPAL AND STATE RECYCLING TO STUDY A PLAN FOR SINGLE STREAM RECYCLING PILOT PROGRAM, is proposed.  


I say go ahead with the study.  In the meantime, please pass Senate Bill 357, if I said it correctly, because it’s a proven that it works, and it can coexist with single stream recycling as it has with curbside recycling all these years.


As a matter of fact, we’ve had a study for 25 years in a bottle bill that works and is successful, and we hope to continue that success, and if we add water bottles as 25 years ago who would ever think that water bottles would be such a main part of the recycling.  


I go over to Rentschler and pay $3.50 for a bottle of water.  I just can’t believe it.  But it’s here, and it’s here to stay.  So I think it would just enhance the bill.  So again I thank you for the opportunity for testifying before you today.


The only question I have on the Raised Bill, I had written a note there on 5138, I notice on section 5(b) that the recommendations for the folks to study that, I commend them for the group that they’ve included.  


I would sort of like to believe that we Teamsters have a vested interest in any legislation regarding recycling whether it’s for our unionized haulers or driver or what have you. 


I’d like to see maybe an amendment to add somebody representing the Teamsters to be on that panel as well.  I can assure you that it would be very active, and it would be a very strong input on the recycling programs advancing into the next years ahead.


So again, I thank you for the opportunity.  If there’s any questions, I’ll be more than happy to answer those.

SENATOR MAYNARD:  Thank you, John.  Are there questions for Mr. Hollis from the Committee?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much for being in here.

JOHN HOLLIS:  Thank you, Senator.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Next we’ll hear from First Selectman, Allan Walker, and he will be followed by James Jacqnier.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Good afternoon.  My name is Allan Walker, I’m the First Selectman for the Town of Woodstock.  As the First Selectman of the Town of Woodstock, I’m here today in support of Senate Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMERS.


Connecticut dairy farmers face financial challenges that are immediate and need attention before it’s too late.  Due to the economics of the dairy industry, it is difficult for the farms in our state to compete with the larger farms operating in other regions of the country.


Many dairy farmers in the State of Connecticut are in danger of going out of business if the milk price per hundredweight they receive for milk produced is lower than the cost of production. 


The Town of Woodstock is a rural community dedicated to preserving our existing natural resources, farmland, forests, and open space. 


We have ten of the 158 working dairy farms currently operating in Connecticut.  The large amount of land that our dairy farm families hold provide environmental benefits, scenic views, wildlife habitats, and recreation opportunities that everyone enjoys.  


Keeping Woodstock’s dairy farms viable helps ensure these large landholdings will remain as open space, and will help maintain the rural character of the town.


In Woodstock, the active dairy farms represent a large percentage of all the active farm land remaining in town.  In fact throughout Connecticut the dairy industry manages as much as 70% of all active farm land in the state.


Keeping the dairy industry viable is essential to maintaining working farm land in our state.  It is time for us to give our dairy farms the financial support they deserve.


Without financial support, our state will be in danger of losing many more of our dairy farms.  Saving working dairy farms will help ensure the preservation of open space and farm land. 


I thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify today.  If you have any questions, I’d be happy to answer them.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, Mr. Walker.  Are there any questions for Mr. Walker?  Seeing none, thank you and another beautiful community that is preserving our rural heritage.  And thank you very much for being here.  Next we’ll hear from Mr. Jacqnier.  Is that, am I close?

JAMES JACQNIER:  You go it.  Thank you.

SEN. MAYNARD:  You’re welcome.

JAMES JACQNIER:  My name is James Jacqnier.  I represent Laurel brook Farm in East Canaan, Connecticut.  I’m looking for your support on Senate Bill 632.  


Laurel brook Farm is a dairy milking 900 cows, and I’m proud to be the recipient of the generational transfer and have ownership of the farm now with my brother and my dad.  It’s a five-way partnership.


We also crop over 2500 acres of land.  So on behalf of Laurel brook Farm, I’m here to encourage your support for Senate Bill 632, establishing a dairy farm protection account.  


This will help protect Connecticut dairy farms from the extreme downswings in our volatile milk prices.  Legislation like this will help give farmers confidence to remain progressive and financially able to hold up the critical mass of farms needed to support necessary business infrastructure required to keep farming viable in Connecticut.


Dairy farming is an excellent way of life.  The opportunity to work with animals, the ability to be at work in the beautiful landscapes of Connecticut as we grow our crops for livestock, and the satisfaction of a hard day’s work that produces high quality, fresh local dairy products that we all enjoy.


Having said that, we need to encourage young people in the business to continue in a progressive and competitive way that keeps Ag viable in the State of Connecticut.


This bill supports our vision.  Today’s farmer has become very efficient in what they do.  Production per cows have increased, yields per acres have continued to improve.


Farmers have also proved that working together utilizing each other’s strengths has been very beneficial to our business and community.  For example, a group of farms in our area have been working together not only to benefit our businesses, but our environment as well.


In 2009, this group has also proposed to invest time and money in a renewable energy project.  This effort has the potential to supply over 3,000 homes and businesses with renewable energy and produce a valuable end product for resale.


In order for this project to be successful, we need legislation like this to ensure the existence and financial stability of these dairies.  


The concerning aspect of the dairy industry today is the volatility in our core business.  The fluctuation in our milk price makes it difficult for long-term business planning.  We are here before you asking for your support in this program which would give us a floor in our milk price.


Legislation like this will help us move forward and build a stronger and more secure Ag community.  Thank you for your time.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, sir.  Are there questions from the Committee.  I had just one.  I’m impressed by the, you seem to be exhibiting staying on the cutting edge of new technologies and so forth, and it has been my experience that many of our dairy farmers are really becoming very innovative in that sort of cooperative spirit of trying to work together in these ways.


How many, are you the second generation in your family to do this, or how long has it been?

JAMES JACQNIER:  The third generation.  

SEN. MAYNARD:  You’re the third generation.

JAMES JACQNIER:  Fourth coming I hope.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Fantastic.  Thank you for staying with it, and we’ll see what we can do to be of help.

JAMES JACQNIER:  Thank you.  

SEN. MAYNARD:  Has Senator Prague arrived?  Seeing that she has not, we will go to Jean Desmat-Windham, First Selectman, Selectwoman.  I’m sorry.  I don’t have the town that you’re from.

JEAN DE SMET:  I’m from Windham.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Oh, from Windham.  Very good.  Welcome.

JEAN DE SMET:  Thank you.  Thanks everybody for coming.  I’ll be very brief.  Windham is an interesting town.  We are urban and rural both.  We have Willimantic as our city.  We are farmlands that need preservation, and we’ve just taken two of those farmlands and turned them into ball fields.


So I’m concerned that this not continue in that direction.  I think it’s very essential that in our community we preserve farm land and make it sustainable.  


I think that there’s changing demand in the food supply.  For example, people want free range eggs, and not factory farming.  We need to clean up the food supply, and supporting small farmers, not just farm land, but small farmers, is going to help make our whole community healthier.  


Open space is another one.  We are urban and rural.  We are trying to come up with our open space plan so that we can have a good plan of conservation, but we also are looking at saving, like for example, a 60 x 60 foot piece in the city that was a former house that burned down, and the people around there want a little park as well as some parking.  

But that’s urban open space as well as rural open space, and I think this bill will help us to do both of those.  The other part of this that gets less emphasized from the people on my end of this state is the historic part, and we have a lot of old buildings in our city that are sitting empty and need revitalization. 

And I hope to work with the Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation to turn those buildings into residences, but also into retail and jobs, which we also desperately need.

I’m very much in favor of turning the cities into places where people want to live, and that’s the other half of this bill that I think is equally important with the farm land. 

If we’re going to save the open space, we’re going to save the farm land, people need to go somewhere to live.  The cities is where we should live.  We should all want to live there, but we have to recreate a viable city.

I’m glad to see that the culture and tourism will be on the Steering Committee.  I think that’s a great plan and it will help us to keep promoting historic preservation of the cities.  Thank you very much.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, Jean.  Are there questions for the First Selectwoman.  If not, thank you very much.  Next we will hear from Melissa Spear from the Nature Conservancy, and she will be followed, hopefully, by Senator Prague.  Thank you.

MELISSA SPEAR:  Hi.  I’m Melissa Spear, actually from the Trust for Public Land, although we often do get confused.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Sorry.  We have you written down incorrectly.

MELISSA SPEAR:  It’s okay.  I’m the Connecticut State Director of the Trust for Public Land, and I’m here to testify on behalf of the Face of Connecticut coalition, which is a group of about 50 organization of diverse interests which have come together to propose the Face of Connecticut initiative.


We posit that in order to maintain the character of Connecticut, the state must resolve to make a bold and strategic investment in preserving high priority natural and agricultural landscapes, historic buildings, landmarks, and treasured places.


House Bill 5873 is intended to move us rapidly toward this vision through the establishment of a $100 million dollar bond authorization each year for the next 10 years.


That will be expended through both new and existing programs to protect the most critical natural agricultural and historic resources remaining in the state.


The bold investment envisioned by House Bill 5873 will ensure Connecticut remains a desirable place to live, work, and do business.  The bill would establish a Face of Connecticut account to be used to invest in preservation of our key natural and agricultural lands and to preserve and enhance critical historic resources so that they would continue to contribute to the economic vitality of our urban and village centers.


A Face of Connecticut Steering Committee would provide oversight to the new account.  The Steering Committee would be composed of agency heads impacted by this legislation as well as we propose additional members drawn from the community of experts in open space farmland preservation and historic preservation.


The bill also calls for new regulations for the state’s farmland preservation program, which would help to ensure that our small farms and locally significant farms are, the protection of these farms is funded.


The $100 million dollar bond authorization for Face of Connecticut represents an approximately $45 million dollar increase over authorizations included in the current bond package for programs and projects that would be funded in the future by the Face of Connecticut account if created.


And I have attached a summary of the Fiscal analysis to my testimony that you can look at, at your leisure.


The FOC coalition in reading the bill has identified a number of issues that we would like to see addressed before this bill proceeds.  


First, it should be made clear that the Face of Connecticut is intended to create $100 million dollar bond authorization each year for the next 10 years.  In addition, the bill needs to specify in more detail, how the 65% of this funding would be distributed among existing programs, and in my testimony, we have proposed two options for your consideration, and we recommend that one of these two options be adopted as part of this bill.


Finally, with regard to section two of the bill, we recommend that the Steering Committee be expanded to include a member of OPM, to include a representative of the Office of Policy and management, and that it also be expanded to include members, as I stated, stakeholders from the community of open space, agriculture and historic preservation, and we’ve provided a detailed list of recommendations for those positions.


We also recommended the chairmanship of the Steering Committee rotate between agency heads every two years.  


And finally we recommended additional detail be written into the bill to specify how the proposed new programs and grants will be established, and who will administer them.


And what role the Face of Connecticut Steering Committee will play in administering these grants.  But we do say that a list of potential grant purposes should include creation of greenways, creation and enhancement of urban parks, municipal projects that provide multiple benefits to the community by including some combination of historic preservation, affordable housing, and/or land conservation as well as preservation of small farms and locally important farms.


And finally, we defer to the testimony of the Working Lands Alliance with regard to Sections 5, 6, and 7 of this bill, which involves the creation of a small farms program.  So thank you very much for bringing this bill forward, and we commend you for raising the bill, and strongly urge you to support this as we move forward.  Thank you.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, Melissa.  Are there questions for Melissa?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much.  Next we’ll have Gerry Zordan followed by Jim Miron pending Senator Prague’s arrival.  Gerry, welcome.

GERRY ZORDAN:  Thank you.  Good afternoon.  I’m Gerry Zordan from Torrington.  I’m on the board of directors at Heritage Land Trust where we oversee over 600 acres of forest land.  I personally own 270 acres of forest land, which I maintain.


And I have sat on the Citizens Conservation Advisory Committee to the DEP Bureau of Natural Resources.


I’m here to speak in favor of House Bill 5853, and there are three items I wish to bring forward.  Number one being the third party certification.  I think that that is a very important thing that needs to be done only from a public relations perspective.


That people who are, and I’ll call them armchair environmentalists for lack of a better term.  People that are green who really don’t want to see trees cut, need to have a good reason why the trees need to be cut.


Which brings me to item number two, which is the management plan.  I think that with the combination of the management plan being put together by the Ag station, UConn and Yale is going to bring a world class, if you will, management plan to the State of Connecticut.  


One that will probably be emulated by other states down the road.  And we need this, because our forests are in dire need of work right now.  We have a policy of fire suppression in this state and in the United States in general, which means that the forests are not allowed to be cleared naturally by fire as they would be.


And because of that, we have an obligation to go in there and manage these forests.  There’s a lot of different ways that you can do it, but the way it’s being done now is simply not acceptable.  


The Forestry Division just does not have the manpower or the money necessary to be able to do this, which brings me to the third part, which is the Fiscal change, and having the first $875,000 worth of forestry products would, taken away from the DEP, away from the Division of Forestry, is not working well, because the Forestry Division has not been able to generate that much income in a long time.  


The last five years I understand it, it’s only averaging a little over $200,000 a year, so to change it to having the first million or $850,000 reverting back to forestry so that you can maintain the roads and other things that are necessary, including the management plans, is a very good thing, and that’s it for me.  Thank you.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, Gerry.  Could you just repeat your last point there about where that money would be redirected, from where?

GERRY ZORDAN:  Right now the first $875,000 of money that is generated by timber sales is currently going into the general fund, and then anything over that is going back to the Division of Forestry.


Unfortunately, Forestry has not been able to generate more than an average of a couple hundred thousand dollars a year for the past few years.


So therefore, effectively, no money is going back to the Forestry Division.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 2B to Tape 3A.]


--this bill wants to have the first million dollars of money from timber sales reverting back to the Forestry Division so that it can, indeed, maintain the roads, and have the forests properly managed.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you very much.  That’s helpful to hear.  Are there other questions for, yes, Representative Wilber.

REP. WILBER:  Yes, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  Do you know offhand of when was the last time that we’ve ever had any type of forest management plan put together for State of Connecticut?  Or if there ever has been.

GERRY ZORDAN:  I am really not aware of any forest management plan for the entire State of Connecticut.

REP WILBER:  The thing that, you know, we’re dealing with, auto fuels and different aspects that could be available, and I would think that it would be advantageous, I think the last time that we had any type of a bio mass study done for the State of Connecticut was back in 2004.  


We got over 60% of the state that is forested now.  I think we need to really look at the opportunities that are there, and what type of a program that could be put together to benefit the State of Connecticut and make sure that our forestry are good sustainable forests, and that’s the important thing that I think needs to be looked at.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Are there other questions.  Seeing none.  Thank you very much, Gerry, for coming up.

GERRY ZORDAN:  Thank you.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Appreciate it.  No Senator Prague, so let’s see.  Jim Miron.  Is Jim Miron here?  Thank you sir.  Excuse me, I’m sorry, I was distracted.  This is Jim Miron, the mayor of Stratford.  Thank you and welcome, sir.  

JIM MIRON:  Thank you, Representative Davis.  Good afternoon, members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Jim Miron.  I’m mayor of the Town of Stratford.  I’m also a member of the board of directors for the Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority, although I appear here today only in my capacity as mayor of the Town of Stratford.  


Originally, I intended to be here this morning to join the Attorney General, Mayor Finch, Mayor Lauretti, Mayor Richitelli, and Mayor Dickinson, as well as First Selectman Baldwin in their support of Senate Bill 636.


Unfortunately, they got started a little before I was here.  But I had an opportunity to view their testimony, which I join, and also add some additional comments to support not only their testimony, but my written testimony, which has been submitted to you.


Connecticut already has codified a policy of not using landfills for waste or for ash disposal.  That was done in the 1970s.  To move our waste out of state to landfills, which is one of the things that could happen if we don’t take some steps outlined in Senate Bill 636, would in essence be contrary to our own law on public policy.  


It would increase traffic on our already strained highways, particularly 95, and our other transportation infrastructure, and it would subject the state to the legislative will of other states as they look to regulate in Ohio and Pennsylvania, the solid waste disposal and whether landfills should be a policy they follow in those states.


From a fiscal impact, and I know a lot of environmental changes are always made if the economics make sense.  The cost based approach to regulating municipal solid waste or trash makes the most sense.  It’s the most protective of the consumer, the taxpayer, or constituents.


To give you an example, the Bridgeport project, the Wheelabrator project has built in already to its tip fees that my community pays as well as 18 other communities in Fairfield County, $24 million dollars toward debt service.  That service, a $24 million dollars debt service will be paid off this December.

But tipping fees don’t reflect that $24 million defeasance.  On top of the $30 million dollars in profit that Wheelabrator already makes, we’re in essence having a corporation serve 18‑19 communities in Fairfield County with just an unreasonable price gouging of the taxpayers.

We know that we can regulate the garbage industry, the trash industry at a $50 per ton range versus the $81 it’s currently at, which would be $20 to $30 per ton less than what the market currently is.  

This is a direct taxpayer savings to virtually every municipality in this state, obviously.  Using Stratford for an example, would save us this year alone, a half a million dollars.  I’m upstairs today testifying before the Education Committee regarding UCS, and you know, it matters.  You know a half a million dollars in our $180 million dollar budget is a big deal.

In the end, doing nothing, if this committee were to maintain the status quo, that would be a dangerous thing.  In the end, doing nothing would, in fact, de facto deregulate the industry that is presently being regulated. 

Not just with the 20-year agreement that comes up this December, but the overall next 20 years, which was contemplated 20 years ago.  If that makes any sense.

So I’ll be glad to, I know time is short, and I’d be glad to answer some specific questions, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you, Mayor Miron.  Are there questions for the mayor?  Seeing none, I thank you very much for taking the time.  Next we will hear from Kathy Frederick followed by John Ancheff.

KATHY FREDERICK:  Good afternoon.  I’m honored to be here to speak as a concerned citizen in support of House Bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE.  I’m the appointed representative from Woodstock, Connecticut to the Connecticut Coalition to Eradicate Lyme Disease. 


I want to express my concern not only for the people of my town, but the northeast corner quiet region and the entire state as well.  


Unfortunately for us all, Lyme disease has become almost an accepted health issue for Connecticut residents and visitors.  The lucky ones discover they have it from a rash, treat it with antibiotics, and hope it goes away.


Many people don’t even know that have contracted it until the disease progresses and they have symptoms, which even then they might think they have a bad case of the flu and not get necessary antibiotics, thus allowing the disease to cause further illness, which can become permanent.


The growing abundance of deer has provided easy access for the ticks that carry Lyme disease to reproduce with gusto.  My husband and I were on Beaver Pines Campground, one of more than 50 privately owned campgrounds in Connecticut.


Combined with state campgrounds, we represent more than 9,000 campsites scattered throughout the state.  Camping is one of the greatest outdoor recreation activities, and part of that includes campers enjoying walks in the woods or children playing in fields or parks. 


Assuming an average family of four camping, that’s more than 36,000 people risking exposure each day just by trying to enjoy nature.  


It is not uncommon for campers to remove several ticks from their clothing and/or pets each day, always risking missing that one that bites before it is noticed.


Both my husband and I have had Lyme disease as well as our dogs.  We were among the lucky ones as I mentioned earlier, and were promptly treated.


Today you will hear testimony from expert witnesses about the breeding cycle for ticks and that if deer population was managed at appropriate levels, the ticks population would be reduced, and would effectively eliminate this epidemic of Lyme disease.


As a citizen, I believe I am more informed than many about ticks and Lyme disease through my involvement with the Coalition.  But I also look to the State of Connecticut to educate citizens.


Information from the DEP and Public Health Departments should complement rather than conflict with each other.  We can and must take action now to make our outdoors safe for young and old alike.


I urge you to support Measure 5852.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments from members of the committee?  As someone who has camped across the country, I appreciate your concern, and your comments will be taken into consideration.  Thank you.  Our next speaker is John Ancheff.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy and other members of the Environmental Committee.  My name is John Ancheff.  My wife and I currently own DJ’s Redemption Center in Waterbury, Connecticut.  


I would like to speak to you about Senate Bill 357.  We are strongly in favor of the expansion of the bottle bill.  It’s a proven recycle thing that works along with curbside recycling.  


I heard a lot of testimony today about other programs.  They are all costing Connecticut taxpayers money, which we can’t afford right now.


The redemption program is, if you use it, you pay for it, and you can get your money back.  So it’s just up to you if you want to use it.  So it works well with the curbside program.  

The problem is that we need to address our 30‑year-old bottle bill and fix the handling fee, and include non-carbonated beverages.  By moving into a one-stream system, a lot of senior citizens and lower income families go out and supplement their incomes by collecting bottles and cans.

Youth organizations fund projects and school activities through can drives, etc.  Without these programs, you’re looking toward the parents and your tax dollars to fund this issue.  

A bake sale isn’t going to make $2,000.  So it helps the children and low income families if the wealthy don’t want to return their bottles, somebody will when they hit the garbage stream for that money.

I think that the handling fee should be raised to 3.5 cents with an amendment to say every few years that we get an increase.  To set one set fee for now for, say the next 20 years, is unfair.  

With everything skyrocketing as far as petroleum and utilities and labor costs, it’s unfair to put a monetary number on it that will survive 20 years to make it affordable.  

If you want to increase your recycle rate by adding non-carbonated beverages making it more profitable to own a redemption center, you’ll increase the rate.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, John.  Any questions or comments from members of the committee?  Seeing none.  Thank you, John.

JOHN ANCHEFF:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Okay, we still have three officials signed up, but none are present yet, so we’ll just continue with the public portion.  Michael Grimshaw who will be followed by Francis Bartolomeo.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman and other Committee members.  I’m Michael Grimshaw.  I’m vice president of the Southern New England Fishermen and Lobster Association in Stonington.  Also a lot of commercial lobstermen.  


I’m here to speak in favor of House Bill 5850.  Over two years ago, local representatives introduced legislation to fund a v-notch program.  


This v-notch program was instituted in hopes to reduce fishing mortality and increase egg production while still making it financially possible for lobstermen to stay in business.


Thus far, the program ha lived up to its expectations.  The southern wing of Fishermen and Lobster Association with 75 members plus through active participation of the lobstermen who are a vital part of our fleet have worked diligently implementing the v-notch program.


The students of the three schools that presently play a part in this program have received educational benefits thus far, plus what they can’t learn in the classroom in this setting.


You have seen the results of our opinion have not changed.  We continue to believe that the v-notch program is a sound, viable solution to ensure the lobster resource. 


We ask for your consideration furthering the success of the v-notch program by receiving the balance of our initial funding and improving additional funding for the future for this project for the resolution of lobsters.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Michael.  Any questions or comments.  Senator Maynard.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Mike, thanks for coming up.  I appreciate it.  I didn’t recognize you there for a second in the shadows.  On the v-notch now, how long has it been?  Are we still in our first calendar year on it?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Actually we lapped over into the second.  I believe the first year we didn’t get too much on hand on the boats, so we’re kind of overlapping from the first year.

SEN. MAYNARD:  And I was speaking to John Whitaker out at Noank recently, who I know that he had some of the students on his boat.  He said they’re great.  They’re enthusiastic and so forth.  Do you happen to have in front of you any information about which, it’s in three sections through the Sound?  And we’re in the eastern portion, obviously?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Yes.  We’re the eastern portion, but Ella Grasso does our end, and I think it’s like about the Connecticut River where the Sound school does from there to somewhere down by Bridgeport where Bridgeport School System takes over.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Okay.  And we’re each charged with a certain percentage, except that--

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  We were trying to do, split it up equally, but right now the eastern end is kind of carrying the load, because we have more fishermen fishing at this time.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Okay.  Well, I know it has been a huge success getting off the ground, and I know this year we’ve had a lot of enthusiasm around it, and certainly was a long time coming, so we’ll do our best to keep the funding coming and get the word around.  Thanks for taking the time.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Thank you.  Appreciate it.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Hennessy.

REP. HENNESSY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Can you tell me how the population of lobster is doing?  Is it coming back?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Yes.  It is.  I think it’s pretty viable on the east end of the Sound.  I can’t speak for the western end where I don’t fish.  I mean, I only fish from about New London River east and off of Block Island.  

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

REP. ROY:  Michael, the western end they, except a little bit of a problem, but I think we’re going to be okay.  Representative Miller.

REP.  MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  The kind of money we’re spending for this notch program, we’re talking a lot of money, right?  Eleven million dollars.  What happens when Long Island is using pesticides that get into the Sound and kill our lobsters.  Where does that $11 million dollars go now?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  What did you say, $11 million?

REP. MILLER:  I think he said it’s $11 million dollars--

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  No.  It’s only $1.1.

REP. MILLER:  $1.1, is that what it is?  Okay.  But we lose that money.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Well, everybody loses.  We currently oppose that.  As you know, there was a lawsuit a couple years back suing the pesticides people to stop the use of it.

REP. MILLER:  Okay, and how did we make out on that?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Well, they of course, claimed no knowledge, and no guilt, but some of the towns aren’t using it any more.

REP. MILLER:  When you say some of the towns, are there still some areas of Long Island that are using it?  

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Yes.

REP. MILLER:  Is Connecticut using the stuff?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  As far as I know, they’re not.  

REP. MILLER:  They’re not.  We’re not, but they are.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Yes.

REP. MILLER:  So we’re going to spend a million dollars, and we’re going to be subject to the whims of Long Island if they decide to use pesticides along the coast there.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Well, we talked to their association of Long Island, Lobstermen’s Association and asked them to get to their people to not support the use of that in their waters.

REP. MILLER:  And were they cooperative, or?

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Well, yes they were, but it doesn’t mean they’re going to stop it.

REP. MILLER:  I know some of those poor people over there with them $25 million dollar estates, they want green grass.  Okay.  Thanks very much.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  You’re welcome.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Michael, thank you.

MICHAEL GRIMSHAW:  Thank you very much for the time.

REP. ROY:  Frances Bartolomeo followed by Leah Schwarz.

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy and Environmental Committee.  My name is Frances Bartolomeo, and I’m the owner of a redemption center in Watertown, Connecticut.


I’m here today to lobby for Senate Bill 357 and try to have you understand some of our problems.  


We, the recyclers for the State of Connecticut, are having to try to operate a business working under 1978 standards.  Meaning, we are being paid the same fee for 30 years.


The first thing that needs to change with the bottle bill is the handling fee.  The number one problem is the handling fee.  I’m not here to tell you about numbers about product and landfill or CO2 in the air.  

I’m just here to tell you that this bill works, the bottle bill works, and if the State would just step up and do their part, it would work immensely.


You don’t need to be a rocket scientist to figure out some of the things in this state.  We have, maybe, 14 redemption centers in the state that has 169 towns.  


If running a redemption center were more profitable, then there would be more opening, and you would have less being thrown away, and you’d have more redemption centers opening, and the State would employ more people.


You would create more jobs, and you’ve have less unclaimed, and more money would go back to the consumers where it’s supposed to go.  Not to distributors.  You talk about oil.  We waste so much oil, because we just keep reproducing aluminum and plastic.


As far as water bottles go, water bottles are no different than soda bottles.  This program started 30 years ago.  I sat here last year.  Probably half of the same people were here, and you guys all said to me, well we’ll look at it. 


Well, we’ve been looking, and nothing’s gotten done.  We have distributors that strong-arm us, and it’s unacceptable.  You people need to do something.  That’s the bottom line.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Frances, thank you.  Any questions for Frances from members of the committee?  Senator Maynard followed by Representative Mushinsky.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Sir, just a clarification.  You run one of the 14 redemption centers?

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  Yes.  I do.

SEN. MAYNARD:  And your primary charge to us is to raise the, the handling fees?

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  Absolutely.

SEN. MAYNARD:  What is it at now?

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  It’s at a penny and a half to two cents.  The same thing it started 30 years ago.  It hasn’t changed.  The only thing that’s changed is the manufacturers make millions of dollars selling the product, now they’re making million dollars getting unclaimed money.  And it all belongs to the consumers, and you people are the only ones that can stop it.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I’m very sympathetic to your argument.  I’ve been trying to get you a increase in the handling fee.

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  Thank you.  You were last year as well.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  We have all kinds of groups that take containers to your stores, and we have Scouts, we have cume?  All these folks that collect the bottles and cash them in.  So we love you guys.

Do you agree with that 3.5 cents that it should be?  Or what number do you think it should be?

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  I was thinking more three, but I think, Mr. Ancheff is looking into the future.  If it took us 30 years to get nowhere, that other half cent probably it’ll take us another 40 years to get there.  


It’s just ridiculous.  It really is.  I sat here last year, and I remember her saying, we’ll look at it, we’ll look at it, and I’m sure you people do.  But I don’t know where it goes from there, because I’ve talked to all of the legislature people, we’ve gone to see the governor.  I’ve sent the governor over 100 emails.  I sent Senator Amann five or six emails in regard to visits to meetings to find out what the problem is.  

We saw Representative Roy and Senator Meyers three weeks ago.  And they came right out and told us, there’s roadblocks.  Well, you know what.  That’s ridiculous.  It really is, and it’s got to stop.  Either that or you’re going to have no redemption center.  

You’re going to be back in 1978 in another couple of years.  People just, there’s a guy over here.  His name is Fred Meyers out of Stratford.  He’s been running this since 1981.  That gentleman deserves a Purple Heart.  

It’s ridiculous.  You gentlemen laugh.  You know what?  I’m going to have no problem packing my stuff us, collecting my money, and saying you know what, the State did nothing to help us.  

And you know what.  It’s going to be an honest answer when I say that.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Mr. Chairman.  I just wanted to respond to let you know this committee did send out their inquiries and where it’s stopping is on the floor.  

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  As Representative Roy said, there’s roadblocks.  We know where the roadblocks are.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  The Speaker, yes, contact the Speaker’s office and also the Senate president.  Make sure they got the bill.

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  Speaker who?  Amann?  I already have.  He won’t return my emails.  What do I do next.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Speaker Amann and the Senate president, Don Williams.  Stop and see his office on the fourth floor while you’re here in the building today.  If you want, I’ll take you up there.

FRANCES BARTOLOMEO:  No.  No thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Frances.  Leah Schmaltz followed by State Senator, Edith Prague.

LEAH SCHMALTZ:  Good afternoon.  My name is Leah Schmaltz, and I’m the director of the Legislative and Legal Affairs for Save the Sound, which is a program of Connecticut funded for the environment.  


And today, I’m here testifying in support of Raised Bill 638 which would extend financing for sewer separation, Raised Bill 5850 which would help the lobster industry, partial support of Raised Bill 5831, which would require a marine fishing license, and in opposition to Sections one and two of Raised Bill 5865 which actually could weaken the protection of intermittent streams.


With Raised Bill 638, you’re making clear your intent to fight for cleaner water and a healthier environment for the citizens of Connecticut.


By extending the repayment term for sewer separation to 30 years, 638 will help ease the burden of financially strapped municipalities without delaying the construction timeline for sewer separation projects.


Additionally, by appropriating $100 million to the Clean Water Fund as provided for in Section 5, the work on additional CSO projects that is sorely needed could be completed.


With regard to the lobster program, as everyone is aware, Long Island Sound once boasted the third largest lobster industry with over 1300 lobstermen.


Then in 1998, the reports of dying lobsters in Long Island Sound began to surface.  The following year, our industry was decimated.  What followed has been a decade long investigation into the causes of the lobster die-off, and potential solutions for the fisheries’ recovery. 


While the question of why is critical in the long-term.  The effort to save as many as possible so that there is something left to bring back is crucial.


By providing $1,100,000 toward the restoration of the lobster stock, Connecticut would be leveraging the v-notch program work of the Sound school, the Bridgeport Aquaculture school, the DEP, and the Division of Aquaculture with past and future research by University scientists.


House Bill 5850 would provide a small amount of money to the only program in the region aimed at preserving and increasing what lobster stock we have left.


With regard to House Bill 5831, we are supporting sections 2, which is the Marine District Fishing License requirement, Section 4(b) which is the fishing reciprocity, and section 7 that no diversion of those funds be moved outside of the DEP, and we have no position on the remainder of that bill.


The requirements that licenses be acquired for marine fishing provides two benefits.  First, it would supply fundamental data to the DEP as it develops future management plans for Long Island Sound’s Fisheries, and second it gives money received for such licenses to the Connecticut DEP for its state-related programs at a time when new Federal requirements could soon divert those funds to the Federal government. 


More than half of the coastal states have established marine licensing systems, including Maryland, which requires a license to fish in Chesapeake Bay.


Connecticut should join this growing list, not just an aid in effort to attain a health fishery, but because if Anglos are going to spend money on a license to fish Long Island Sound, the revenue derived from that activity should not be shipped down to Washington.  It should stay here in the State of Connecticut.


These three bills will help ensure a healthy Long Island Sound legacy.


And lastly, I’d just like to point you to additional written testimony that CFE provided on that 5865 bill.  And really section one is unnecessary, because exemptions already exist in current law, and section two could actually, the changes to the definition of water crisis could harm intermittent streams.  Thank you very much for considering our comments.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Leah.  Any questions from members of the committee for Leah?  Seeing none.  Thank you.  

LEAH SCHMALTZ:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  State Senator, Edith Prague followed by Chris Phelps.

SEN. PRAGUE:  Representative Roy and distinguished members of the Environment Committee.  Thank you very much for letting me testify and accommodating my nutty schedule today. 


For the record, I’m Senator Edith Prague of the 19th District, and I’m here to support, strongly support three bills.


AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMERS, that’s Senate Bill 632.  AN ACT CONCERNING THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT STEERING COMMITTEE AND THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLAND, that’s Raised Bill 5873.


And the issue affecting a big section in Norwich, Raised Bill, Senate Bill 628, and to explain and respect your time, but to explain the Arkum Recreational Field in Norwich.  Mr. McKeon is going to explain that to you, and we’ll stay within my three minutes.  State your name for the record.

ROBERT MCKEON:  Good afternoon.  My name is Robert McKeon, and I live in [inaudible].  Primarily, the young adults, and we’ve lost a lot of families, but now they’re coming back as there is no place in Norwich to build.  

So they’re building, and the young adults have no place to play, and all I’m asking is your support for [inaudible] on bonding which will help to get this thing off the ground.


And again, I want to thank you for what you’ve been doing, and God bless you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you sir and Edith.  Are the any questions from members of the committee?  If not.  Thank you.  Mr. McKeon would you please make sure you get your name spelled with clerk.  Edith do you want to say something else.

SEN. PRAGUE:  No, that’s okay.  I just want to thank you.  These bills are very important, and I’m particularly pleased with the work that this committee does.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Edith.  Sean Duffy followed by Rob Smith.  Sean Duffy?  Rob Smith?  Rob will be followed by Craig Stearns.

ROB SMITH:  Good morning Representative Roy and members of the Environment Committee.  My testimony today will be in support of Bill 630.


Six months ago, I retired as the assistant director of the Connecticut State Parks System.  This retirement was the result of the debilitating frustration from trying to run a state park system that I loved and spent over 33 years working in.


Trying to run the system without adequate staff, equipment, or operating budget.  I will not spend reiterating the facts presented in the [inaudible] Harbor Report or the issues and recommendations of the latest CEQ report.  


With one exception I must note that the CEQ report has a very important comment in it.  For budgetary purposes, detach the operations of state parks from other DEP functions.  

If this is not done, any efforts made to improve the state park system through this legislation will be watered down or otherwise adulterated as was the 2010 plan.  

Your state parks have been maintained for years now through the sheer will of some very dedicated park maintainers and park supervisors.

They are renowned for keeping the parks open and equipment operating with the proverbial chewing gum and bailing twine.

Employee personal funds have even been spent on everything from paint and equipment to cleaning supplies in order to keep your parks open.  

I will illustrate some of these issues with the following examples.  One of the most egregious is Fort Trumbull.  

In the year 2000, Fort Trumbull State Park opened and achieved full operation approximately a year later.  $25 million dollars was spent on developing this facility into a showplace of a state park.  It rivals anything the National Parks Service has.

A total of 11 positions were requested just to run this individual park.  Currently, the supervisor and two permanent maintainers run it.  

This is the same level of staffing that existed at Fort Griswold State Park before it was joined to Fort Trumbull, or in other words, there is no additional staffing to run a $25 million facility.

Of note is that the discretionary or so-called other expense budget to maintain this $25 million dollar park and all the other lands associated with this unit has dropped from $18,000 in the year 2000 to approximately $8,000 today.

Just the necessity of replacing burned-out light bulbs at Fort Trumbull eats up half the discretionary budget.  

This example of the lack of operating money, which is used for everything from paint and toilet paper to paying for equipment repairs, has resulted in the gradual deterioration of not just this park, which is only eight years old, but also the entire Park System infrastructure.

Because of the far-flung areas that the DEP maintains, equipment and especially trucks are paramount to the effective maintenance of these facilities.

For this biannual budget, I requested $1.6 million the first year, and $1.7 the second year.  The average over the past 10 years, including this year has been only a quarter of a million.

Other examples of staffing issues include the following in the 1970s when I started as seasonal employee.  There were seven maintainers at Gillette’s Castle.  At Devil’s Hopyard there was a supervisor and two maintainers.  

These are jointly run now with just three maintainers.  I could go on with numerous examples, but I would just like to say that through the efforts to improve the current situation, this committee has been very helpful, but the State has not done its fiduciary responsibility to adequately support these treasured lands and properties, and these parks that belong to all the citizens of the State of Connecticut.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Rob, thank you.  Any questions or comments?  Senator Maynard.

SEN. MAYNARD:  I very much appreciate your being here.  As you may be aware, I had to expend a rather sizable bond request this year for the monument at Fort Griswold Battlefield State Park, the monument to the 88 massacred patriots who helped defend New London and Groton back during the Revolution.


It’s the only revolutionary well battled monument of battlefield, well I guess Ridgefield might dispute that.  But it is, in fact, one of the great historic sites, and just across the river from Fort Trumbull.


We shouldn’t have to be bonding money to do standard maintenance on our State Park system.  We shouldn’t have to resort to bond requests that are, in effect, begging to have it put as a priority item on a calendar.


And I very much appreciate your being here and testifying to that effect.  It wasn’t until I had to go through that very process that I realized how far we’re letting things slip.  


And these are items that have been on the DEP’s to-do list for quite sometime, but don’t get funded.  So I appreciate your--

ROB SMITH:  In some cases.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Yes, indeed.  So thank you very much for coming up.  I appreciate it.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much.

ROB SMITH:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Craig Stearns followed by Sean Duffy

CRAIG STEARNS:  Good afternoon members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Craig Stearns of Columbia, Connecticut, and I’m a dairy consultant for Cargill Animal Nutrition.  I’m here today in support of Senate Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMERS.


Cargill owns and operates a feed mill located in Franklin, Connecticut.  We supply grain products to a large of the dairy farms in the state.  


Dairy farms make up approximately 60% of our business in Franklin, and we employ 30 people.  I’ve come today to talk about my perception on the economic situation facing the dairy farmers in the State of Connecticut.


I currently work with approximately 35-40 Connecticut dairy farms.  I’ve balance feed programs for the best possible impact affecting their milk production, herd health, and economics.


Everyone here realizes the energy crunch that our country is under.  With that energy crunch as well as the weaker U.S. dollar, grain products have shot through the roof. 


May corn is now trading over $5.50 per bushel.  In September of 2007, this past September, corn was trading around $3 per bushel, and the year before that in September of 2006, corn was trading in the low $2 range.  All other grain products have kept pace with corn as well.  


The effect these increases have had on the dairy industry have been huge.  Grain is dairy farms largest expense.  

A year ago grain would cost a dairy farm approximately $4 for every hundredweight they produced.  With these increases, now it’s costing over $6 for every hundredweight they produce.


That is $2 for every hundredweight right off the bottom line.  This does not even include the additional fuel and fertilizer costs that have increased at the same type of rate.


Dairy farms in other parts of the country where land is open for miles and urban sprawl hasn’t caught up with them deal with these increases by adding more cows.  Many farms out west are milking thousands of cows.  This is not an option in Connecticut or the northeast for that matter.


We will never be able to keep pace with the number of cows they can continue to grow.  This is a very crucial time for the dairy industry in Connecticut.  


If the price farmers are paid for their milk drops off much with the current cost structure, I believe that there will be a mass exit of dairy farmers in our state.


That is why I believe it is up to the state to protect our dairy industry and pass this bill to provide a floor price on milk to ensure that farms can at least cover their production costs.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon, Craig.  Thanks for coming today.  You may have said this, and I may have missed it.  Isn’t the grain bill probably the largest bill for every dairy farmer there is.

CRAIG STEARNS:  Yes.  Correct it is.  A good benchmark is about 30% of the milk check goes to the grain expenses, and that doesn’t include the crops that they grow, so the standard milking cow ration is about 50%-55% forage, which they grow on their own farm, and then 45%-50% concentrates which they buy from companies like Cargill who I work for.


And then that 45% of their ration is about a third of their expenses.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions from members of the committee?  Thank you very much.

CRAIG STEARNS:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Sean Duffy followed by Alex Guzarek.

SEAN DUFFY:  Thank you, Chairman Roy, Chairman Meyer, and the rest of the members of the Committee.  Sean Duffy.  I’m president of FCR Recycling.  We operate two facilities in the State of Connecticut serving 88 municipalities, processing over 130,000 tons per year with curbside recycling, and provide tax bases for the facilities that we operate in.


One of the things I wanted to talk about today is in support of 5138.  The pilot programs for single stream collection, and oppose Senate Bill 357, the bottle bill expansion for water bottles.


What I’d like to do is make sure that people understand the unintentional consequences that this expansion would worsen the state’s recycling efforts.


Currently we have invested over $6 million dollars in the operations, and through that we’ve recycled the water bottles currently in the program.  

If we go back to the genesis of the bottle bill that was started before curbside programs existed, we now have curbside program and bottle bills in existence, and by expanding to the water bottles we will be taking them out of the curbside program that subsidize those programs currently.

Between our two operations in the State of Connecticut, they generate in excess of $900,000 a year, wide rebates, refunds revenue shares back to municipalities of over $300,000 a year, and that would be lost with this program.

We estimate in our facilities now that of the PET bottles, soda bottles and water bottles, water bottles make up over 70% of the plastic bottles being recycled through our curbside program right now.

So it would have a very large impact to us.  The House Bill 5138 talks about the expansion for single stream, and the collection there.  Through these programs, it’s one of the only ways that the state can meet its mandated goals of 58% recycling.

When we look at the overall bottle bill programs, they target 3% of the waste even if its successful at 70%.  You’re targeting 2.1%.

Under the curbside programs you have the ability to exceed 40% recycling, but if we now take a stance now to pull out these highly valuable materials from the curb, we would then lose that value to subsidize the recycling program.

In Hartford, Connecticut, we recycled over 70,000 tons last year with a rebate of over $10 a ton that is going back to the municipalities that generates over $700,000 a year for the promotion of recycling and curbside.  

So we have a program now that is working, that is viable, that will help us meet the state’s mandates.  To take a step to pull highly valuable materials out, we will lose that opportunity.

Again, every ton that’s recycled to the curbside, if there’s a $10 rebate on that, you avoid the $70 a ton disposal fee.  There’s an $80 per ton cost avoidance, so again effort should be used to promote and pursue every curbside program available.

REP. ROY:  Sean, thank you.  Any questions or comments from members of the committee?  Representative Bye.

REP. BYE:  Thank you Mr. Chair.  So what you’re saying is that if there’s a bottle bill and the recycling bill, the bottle bill hurts the recycling bill?

SEAN DUFFY:  The current bottle bill has been in place so infrastructures have been set with the programs that have been in place now.  By expanding the bottle bill, you’re now taking products that are existing in the curbside program and pulling them out to have an economic hardship for those programs.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  So, but if folks used fewer water bottles, for example, that would also hurt your recycling efforts as well, because however it is you have fewer water bottles it hurts this recoverable item that’s valuable to you.

SEAN DUFFY:  If they use less, they use less, there’s less there that they’re disposing of, so it would have a positive impact on the disposal, and it would be less volume for the recycling, but those numbers are changing.  To change that composition would be very small.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  Thanks.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other comments or questions?  Sean, thank you very much.  Alex Guzarek followed by Carlene Kulish.  Alex.  Alex.  Carlene.  Followed by Richard Handfield.

CARLENE KULISH:  Good afternoon, Chairman Roy, Chairman Meyer, and the other members of the Environment Committee.  I’m Carlene Kulish with Kulish Consulting.  I’m here today representing one of my clients, the South Central Connecticut Regional Water Authority.


The Water Authority is a nonprofit political subdivision and public corporation of the state, and is the second largest water utility in the State.  


You have the authority’s written testimony, so I’ll just summarize.  The Regional Water Authority supports Raised Bill 5873, AN ACT CONCERNING THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT STEERING COMMITTEE AND THE PRESERVATION OF FARMLAND, with the changes being recommended by the Face of Connecticut Coalition members.


The Authority is proud to have been a part of the coalition that worked together for two years to develop the proposal introduced as Raised Bill 5873.  


The Authority takes its stewardship of land very seriously.  What happens on land in terms of development can affect the quality of water supplies.


Since 1980, the Regional Water Authority has invested $17 million dollars and partnered with the State of Connecticut, municipalities, and various environmental organizations to protect nearly five thousand acres of public water supply watershed and aquifer land.


This is the part of the new land in addition to its existing 27,000 acres of watershed land that is protected as open space.  Over the next 10 years, the Regional Water Authority is committed to protect an additional estimated 3,000 acres of privately owned watershed land in our region.  

Acquiring this land requires careful planning as well as adequate funding as can be seen in the Regional Water Authority’s annual budget where several million dollars is appropriated each year for the Regional Water Authority to spend on land acquisition.

Passage of Raised Bill 5873 with the recommended changes plus the appropriate bonding and appropriations funding will help the Regional Water Authority and its partners to continue its program of multi-barrier protection of our region’s public water supply.  Thank you for the opportunity to testify, and I’ll entertain any questions you might have.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Carlene.  Any questions or comments from members of the committee?  Seeing none, thank you.  Richard Handfield, and if Alex Guzarek has returned, he will follow him.  Otherwise, it will be Joe Roberto.

RICHARD HANDFIELD:  Good afternoon.  My name is Richard Handfield, and I’m the owner of Handfield Dairy Equipment located in Franklin, Connecticut, and I’m here to speak in support of House Bill 632.


To give some background information on my business, we are a family owned business that was established in 1970 by my father.  We sell, service, and install only dairy equipment to dairy farmers.


We sell no processing or packaging equipment, just milk harvesting equipment.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 3A to 3B.]  

--his territory was basically New London County.  He had two trucks on the road and three employees.  

I don’t have the exact figures on the number of dairy farms at that time, but I’m guessing it was between 1600 and 2,000 dairy farms in the state.

Today my territory is the whole State of Connecticut, the whole State of Rhode Island, and the area in Massachusetts that encompasses Route 91 North to the Mass Pike, out to the Cape.

Today there are approximately 150 dairy farms in Connecticut and 14 in Rhode Island.  Today I have two trucks on the road and one employee and myself.

In 1999, Handfield Dairy Equipment had 267 customers.  Today we have about 160.  In 1999, Handfield Dairy Equipment grossed about $1.4 million dollars.  In 2006, we grossed $735,000.  In 2006, we lost approximately 18 customers due to the record low milk prices and the high cost of doing business.

These customers went out of business.  They were not lost to the competition.  The figures for 2007 look to be around $800,000 in gross sales.

On December 31 of 2007, I laid off my full-time office manager.  Today there are five dealers, dealer [inaudible] equipment dealers left in New England.  

In 1999 Handfield Dairy Equipment had four employees.  My business was big enough to support four families.  We had four trucks on the road.  

Today, as you know, dairymen have been receiving record prices for milk.  No one seems to be talking about the record prices that they’re paying for fuel, electricity, corn, grain, soybeans, fertilizer, amongst other items.

The way I look at it, it’s very simple.  The people of Connecticut and their representatives have to decide if we want dairy farms in this state.  For the long-term benefits, economic benefits.

As you can see from the figures I have provided to you, Handfield Dairy Equipment and other small businesses that rely on the dairy farms cannot continue to keep losing our customer base and continue to provide the service to the dairy farms of the state.  We are on-call 24 hours a day, seven days a week to repair the equipment that we sell.  

Without some sort of floor pricing for milk to the dairy farmer, I fear that we will undergo a huge loss of dairy farms.  The price is already sliding down to them as we speak.

And looking at my customer base, more than half of the dairymen I do business with are over 55 years of age, and if they can’t make money, how or why would we expect their children to take over the farm, work 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and always wonder about what they were going to be paid?  

Not one of us in this room would go to work for anyone not knowing what our income was going to be.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  We’re going to stop there.  Are there any questions for Richard, members of the committee?  If not, have you got written testimony turned in?

RICHARD HANDFIELD:  Yes.

REP. ROY:  Good.  Thank you.  And I appreciate your coming today.  Alex Guzarek.  Has he come back?  Apparently not.  Joe Roberto followed by Paul Schiller.

JOE ROBERTO:  Good afternoon, Senator Meyer and Representative Roy and the members of the Environmental Committee.  My name is Joe Roberto.  I’m the president of the Connecticut Redemption Centers Association.


I’m here to address you today on Raised Bill 357.  I’d like to say that for more than 25 years the bottle bill has worked in Connecticut.  Across the state, redemption centers, grocery stores, convenience stores, and package stores have made it work.  


Five cent deposit at the point of purchase has been the motivation for the general public’s participation.  A cottage industry took shape, and redemption centers sprang up across the state.


Our incentive to operate these centers was the handling fee being paid to retailers that would be collecting the empty containers for the distributors.  In the past 25 years, there has been no change in the handling fees.  There’s 2 cents for soft drink products and 1.5 cent for beer products.


Imagine 1.5 cents for beer and 2 cents for soft drinks.  And that has not changed in 25 years.  The cost of living has gone up and up, and the profit of beer and soft drinks are fantastic, but we have been nailed down to the same compensation for more than 25 years.


We think it only fair that the handling fee be increased to 3 cents across the board.  It costs the same to handle a beer can as it does a soft drink can.  Three cents is not too much to ask for, and it is within your power to make this happen.


With the expansion of the bottle bill we do support the expansion of the current bottle bill to include the single-serve water bottles.  The pollution caused by discarded empty water bottles has reached epidemic proportions throughout the world, let alone our state.


Our landfills are overflowing, consumed by beverage containers.  Everywhere you look, your view is spoiled by the clutter of unsightly beverage containers.  


Are there beer and soft drink containers still to be found?  Sure.  But they are outnumbered by single-serve water bottles by more than 10 to 1.  We have become a throw-away society, and have brought about this epidemic ourselves.


Recycling has given birth to a mentality that has shown us a plausible solution.  Hence, the bottle bill.  The regulations that came without awakening have always been viewed as alabasters by business.  Obstacles preventing companies from achieving their central role of maximizing profits.  


Distributors of drinking water will show you that there are 100 reasons it’s not feasible.  [inaudible] the recycling works, the bottle bill works, and--

REP. ROY:  Joe.  We’re going to stop there.  Any questions or comments for Joe Roberto?  Joe thank you very much.  Every year you feel that passion and I appreciate it.  Thanks for coming again.

JOE ROBERTO:  Thank you for the time.

REP. ROY:  Paula Schiller followed by Debora Bresch.

PAULA SCHILLER:  Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, and members of the Environment Committee.  I’m Paul Schiller, vice president of the Forensic Connecticut State Parks which is a statewide all-volunteer organization with over 6,000 members in statewide and local park groups.


I speak in support of Senate Bill 630 and Senate Bill 631, which propose additional funds be appropriated per the recommendations of the 2003 Club Harbor Report to increase staff and operating budgets in the State Parks Division. 


I’d like to point out that we are currently 48th in the nation in terms of percent of budget spent supporting parks.  I wonder if there is another quality of life issue where we’d be willing to be that low.


As you know, the Council on Environmental Quality just completed a report that concluded serious under funding in the DEP department, and the conclusion that they made in terms of parks was the following:


The greatest documented operating deficiency within the DEP is in the budget for state parks management.  The most critical problem for the State Parks Division is its minimal number of full-time field employees.


In 35 years, the division’s management area has expanded 87% from 134,000 acres to 251,000 acres.  During that same period, staffing levels have fallen from 185 full-time workers and 800 seasonal workers to 93 full-time and 500 seasonal employees, an overall decrease of 40%.


More buildings and greater acreage are being maintained by fewer people over a larger geographic area.  In addition, an increase in park visitation has escalated the pressure on the much-diminished workforce.


Park attendance has risen from 6 million people in 1971 to a current average of 7.5 million visitors per year.  The ration of full-time worker to patron in 1971 was one staff member for every 32,000 visitors.  Today that ratio is up to 81,000.  

Demand for park usage in Connecticut is on the rise, which is a wonderful testament to the interests of the folks in the state and also to the job being done within our state parks by a very small group of people.

The present state park budget allows the agency to actively manage and staff only 38 of the 140 statewide state park and forest recreation areas.

Presently it does not have the manpower needed to properly manage even the 38 that are open for the year.  So you can see where a little bit of money could go a long way on something that--

REP. ROY:  Thank you very much for your testimony.  Any questions or comments?  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Hi, Paula.  Thank you for your advocacy.  Senator McKinney and I were just gossiping.  You’re not going to get in trouble.  We were thinking about the budget problems in Connecticut, and that we would love to be driving more funds for our state parks.


And we were chatting about something that stadiums, sports stadiums and arenas do in this country, and that is major companies, Fortune 500 companies put their name on the arena or stadium for which the arena or stadium gets a great contribution.


Supposing we went to Coca-Cola, and we said we’re going to rename Hammonasset State Park as Coca-Cola Hammonasset State Park, and they gave a million dollars to just that park alone.  How would you feel about that?

PAULA SCHILLER:  Well, my first reaction is not very enthusiastic for it.  I think it’s something that we’ve been not interested in doing.  We would like to figure out some ways where Coca-Cola would find it of interest to support parks, and I know one of the things that some other states, the one that particularly comes to mind is California, has had success in doing, is that when you do particular programs, you could identify the name of a company, particularly with that program, but not on the park itself.


I know what you’re talking about.  I see it more in museums and in lots of other places, and I’d like to think about it some more.  But my first reaction would not be that positive.  But if we can get more companies to be involved in supporting it, I think it would be terrific.

REP. ROY:  How would you like Pepsi-Cola Chatfield Hollow?  The senator and I are going to have to discuss this a little more.  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you very much.  Debora Bresch  I don’t see her.  She go back to New York?  Tom and Tim Devivo.  Back to Willimantic.  Walter Veselka.  And he’ll be followed by Bill .  Proceed.  

WALTER VESELKA:  Good afternoon Senator Miner, Representative Ryo, and members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Walter Veselka.  I’m the director of Public Works for the City of Bristol.  Previously I also served as Public Works Director for the Town of Coventry.


The City of Bristol is currently conducting a limited single stream recycling trial program.  The Town of Coventry has a residential solid waste pay-as-you-throw program in place, which has operated for 15 years.


Today, I’m presenting written and oral testimony on Raised Bill 5138, AN ACT CONCERNING PRIVATE, MUNICIPAL AND STATE RECYCLING.  Both pay-as-you-throw and single stream recycling are tools that support solid waste management principles of re-use, reduce, and recycle.


Although I can speak to the many positives regarding Coventry’s pay-as-you-throw program after managing it for the town for eight and a half years, today I will focus my comments on Bristol’s experience with single stream recycling.


The City of Bristol strongly supports the proposal to establish a single stream recycling pilot program.  We believe the City is well-positioned to apply as one of the municipalities to work with DEP to gather the requisite information.


I believe Bristol has more experience in this field than any other community in the state.  The trial program established between the city Tunxis Recycling Operating Committee (TROC) and Murphy Road Recycling, LLC, is scheduled to end close to the October 15 date targeted for submission of applications.


Based on our results from three months of single stream collection, we hope to continue the program, and eagerly look forward to participating in a pilot that will allow us to expand the program within the community.


The City of Bristol collects both solid waste and recycling materials using city staff and equipment.  The city collects solid waste on a weekly basis, and recycling materials on a biweekly basis.


In a survey conducted through TROC, the residents of Bristol indicated a need for more recycling opportunity as their primary barrier to increasing their recycling participation.  


The city evaluated several alternatives to provide more recycling opportunity to the residents.  Simply going to weekly collection would require doubling our collection fleet and staff dedicated to recycling.


We determined that that would require an unrealistic diversion of our solid waste stream into recycling in order to make this a viable economic alternative.


In order to get an idea of how single stream might be accepted by the residents and the gains we might see, the city began a trial program last May where 699 households were provided 68 gallon containers, and were told to put all their paper and cardboard recycling materials into the container and use their pails and bins for their bottles and cans.


The positive results of this trial enticed us to approach city leaders to conduct a second trial collecting all recycling materials as a single stream.  With their endorsement, we were able to work at an agreement for this trial with Tunxis Recycling and Murphy Road.  

The trial is conducted in an area containing 896 homes.  The city conducted our first collection of single stream recycling on December 11.  The first collection showed outstanding tonnage results.  Over three months, our collection of our recycling tonnage is averaging 87% over the two-year average for the homes in this trial area.

Although it’s not scientific, TROC staffed a booth at the Bristol Home Show in February.  The recurring question asked of those staffing the booth by the residents of Bristol was, when am I going to get my blue or recycling barrel?

The majority of residents see this as a positive program.  One common point of confusion is that single stream recycling is almost always directly associated with semi-automated collection.

These are two separate matters that only become tied when you seek to gain efficiency in your collection methods.  Although Bristol hopes to take advantage of this opportunity to change both our collection method, a conversion to semi-automated collection, and implement single-stream recycling, it is not necessary for other communities to follow this same model.

REP. ROY:  Sir, we’re going to have to wrap-up there.  You’re about a minute past your time.  I didn’t hear the clock this time, the alarm.  Representative Bye.

REP. BYE:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Good morning, or good afternoon.  Sorry.  Losing track here.  So you said you didn’t come to talk to us about Coventry which has a pay-as-you-throw, but if I ask you a question about Coventry, can you answer that?

WALTER VESELKA:  I believe there is someone from Coventry that was going to attend, but I can answer just based on my experience.

REP. BYE:  Sure.  So I’m trying to get at how much was recycling increased, and solid waste decreased when they moved to a pay-as-you-throw model in Coventry.

WALTER VESELKA:  That, unfortunately, I cannot answer, because Coventry made the change actually as they closed their landfill and went to a municipal collection.  So they actually took that opportunity to do that change, so I don’t know that there’s any type of historic data that would give us a comparison of the recycling before and after.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  Now what about for Coventry period?  Is Coventry showing higher recycling rates than other towns?

WALTER VESELKA:  Coventry, when I worked for the community, yes was showing much higher recycling rates than other Connecticut communities.  They were one of the leaders in the state.

REP. BYE:  Okay, great.  Now do you know when Bristol did their single stream what the start-up costs were for that pilot?  It sounds like it’s just a part of town.

WALTER VESELKA:  Yes.  Our start-up costs were actually only the purchase of the 900 barrels that we distributed to the residents, because I do my own collection, and we had gone to an automated or semi-automated collection of solid waste.  I actually have a spare vehicle that I can dedicate to that.  So I was able to use my spare vehicle, so my only cost was actually to purchase the 900 barrels.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Walter, thank you.

WALTER VESELKA:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Bill [inaudible] followed by Matt Staebnur.  Bill [inaudible]?  Matt Staebnur.  

MATT STAEBNUR:  Thank you Representative Roy, members of the Committee.  My name is Matt Staebnur.  I’ve brought with me one of my clients, Art Spielman.  


I come to represent you.  My family milks 120 cows in Franklin, and we also run an agricultural trucking company which hauls milk for the farmer’s cow and for Agri Mart as well as sawdust for many farmers in the area.  


You’ve already received my written testimony, so I won’t reiterate it, but I’d just like you to know that our current costs of productions are roughly right around $16 a hundredweight.  


You’ve already heard Craig Stearns talk about how the dramatic effects of the lowering cost of milk will affect us.  Our milk price has already dropped by $2 a hundredweight on our farm along from one month to the other.


And if it keeps going, we are looking at other alternatives as are many other farmers, but the cost of production is increasing, and there is no end in sight, and we just ask that, I myself ask that you guys please consider a long-term alternative to help us stay in business.  I will entertain any questions.

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

REP. BACKER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Hi.  How are you?

MATT STAEBNUR:  Good.  How are you?

REP. BACKER:  I was curious, how is the rising cost of fuel impacting your business now?

MATT STAEBNUR:  How is it?

REP. BACKER:  Yeah, tell us.

MATT STAEBNUR:  We truck products in and out, and we move, are running four tanker loads of milk, we run two to three box trailers full of sawdust and hay back and forth every day, and we’re shipping seven bulk trailers and eight bag trailers right now five days a week, all around the farms, and we’re going all the way out to New York City and back with grain.  We’re going up to Maine and back with our bulk grain.  Our sawdust goes from whatever mill we’re moving it to out to anywhere between here and Syracuse and back, and our hay is coming back with us from Syracuse.  

And the milk we run around the local area.  We’re doing 35 farms right now on our milk run, and it’s a considerable amount of our business is due to the rising price of fuel.

REP. BACKER:  Okay.  Do you have, do you yourself or some of the guys that work with you have any significant fertilizer inputs that are rising due to the cost of fuel to petroleum.  It’s really natural gas, I guess.

MATT STAEBNUR:  Of course, you have nitrogen.  Nitrogen’s up to $700 a ton right now, and that’s just a byproduct of the fuel.  That’s not even, you know, the fuel itself.  So there is an increase in the fuel, it will adversely affect any fertilizer cost as well.

REP. BACKER:  So it seems to me that as milk prices drop and the prices for fuel and other commodities to Connecticut farmers increases, you guys are going to really be caught in the squeeze it seems like.

MATT STAEBNUR:  Oh, yes.

REP. BACKER:  And do you think that the squeeze that we’re seeing now at $105 a barrel, and the price of that fuel hasn’t hit yet.  At $105 a barrel you won’t see that for another month or two before that future comes into being effect.  


So do you think that various, this could tip the balance for some farmers, and see them have to go out of business.

MATT STAEBNUR:  Well, especially since within the next month we’re all going to start planting corn and cutting hay, and that’s going to really adversely affect all of us, because that price of fuel, we’re going to be using more fuel than what we are right now, and that’s just going to really adversely affect us.

REP. BACKER:  Okay.  The reason I asked him the questions, and I just want to make the Environment Committee aware that we’re not going to see a retreat in the price of petroleum products.  You know, it might drop back a little bit, but overall, it’s going to keep going up.


And you know, we all for a number of years, have tried to come up with mechanisms to preserve farmlands by development rights and things of that nature, and I would say that if my projections are right and petroleum continues to go where I think it’s going to go, we’re not going to be able to do very much.  

We’re not going to be able to go back every year and come up with another way to find another $4 million or $6 million or $10 million dollars, so I do think we need to find a mechanism long-term to help dairy farmers, because I believe it’s critically important that we maintain farmland here, because local food is going to be important if oil is $150 a barrel.

When you’re trucking milk from Wisconsin or northern New York or someplace, you’re going to be spending just about as much, so I don’t know how we do it, and I don’t know whether we do it.  We tax gasoline, I don’t know if we can put some kind of surcharge on there, because in the end, that surcharge, our milk may even still be cheaper than milk from someplace else as fuel prices rise.

And I want us to think real long and hard on it.  Business as usual isn’t happening any more.  And I appreciate the opportunity, Mr. Chairman.  Thank you.  Thanks for your answers.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Seeing none.  Thank you, sir.

MATT STAEBNUR:  I’d just like to thank you gentleman for the $6 million dollars that you did send to us last year, because that did help our farms out.

REP. ROY:  Cheryl Reedy followed by Carol Savery-Frederick.  Cheryl Reedy.  Carol Savery-Frederick?  She’ll be followed by Bob Crook.

CAROL SAVERY-FREDERICK:  Good afternoon, Senator Meyer and Representative Roy.  I am here representing myself, and I guess Mother Nature.  I would like to share with you some of the reasons why I’m asking you to support Senate Bill 357 on recycling bottled water containers.


We are rapidly becoming a nation of water drinkers as we become more health conscious.  This is supported by the number of water bottles sold in the U.S. which has skyrocketed from around three billion in 1997 to almost 30 billion in 2005.  


In Connecticut alone, we used 426 million water bottles in 2005.  Growing usage is also evident by the number of empty water bottles found discarded on the side of the road, which I see every morning.  I’m walking early around Windsor Locks.  I see very few cans.  I see many water bottles.  In trash cans, and of course, in our landfills.


Statistics have shown that 65%-70% of the containers included in the beverage container redemption program are successfully recycled because of the five cent deposit incentive.


By comparison, curbside recycling, which is not available throughout Connecticut has only achieved a success rate of about 30% mandating curbside pickup or instituting collection systems that require special trucks and receptacles would impose significant additional costs on towns and taxpayers.


There are other ecological and profitable reasons to encourage greater recycling.  By supporting this bill, we will be supporting the growing industry, much of it already in place, that recycles plastic bottles into new containers, fibers and fleece, carpet, and other products.


One of my favorite pieces of clothing happens to be this fleece vest that I’m wearing which is made from plastic bottles, and I love it to death, and wish that I could fine more, but it’s not readily available at this time.


Supporting this bill and making it become law will make products like these more readily available for everyone, and will greatly diminish the need for space in landfills.


As stewards of this earth, it is up to you and me to take action now by doing all we can to preserve what we have left for us and future generations while we still can.


We, the voters, have chosen you to represent us.  Hear us now, and do what is right and good for us and for the earth.  We will adjust to the change just as we did when the same issue arose regarding soda bottles, and will all be better for it.  


I ask you to support this particular bill, Recycling of bottled water containers.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments?  Senator McKinney.

Senator McKinney:  Thank you and thank you for your testimony.  There are a lot of people scheduled to testify, so I want to be brief.  I figure I’m just going to pick one person to ask the questions of.  Lucky you.  

As someone who had voted for expansion of the bottle bill last year, I guess I have a hard time explaining why we would expand it to water bottles and not expand it to all bottles, sodas, juices, teas, and the like.  

The argument, I guess, is that when the bottle bill was first established, nobody was paying $2 to drink water out of a bottle.  They were getting it out of the tap.  And now, you know, we are in, you know, millions of us everyday.

It seems to me that the argument many people are making to distinguish between water and other beverages is one of a market share.  Well water is so overwhelming, we should put it on water.  

Well that argument seems to lead to, well if there’s a soda that’s not very popular and nobody’s buying it, why should it have a deposit in it.  So I guess I’m just curious as to how would you effectively answer the question, why are you doing it for water bottles and not juices and teas?

CAROL SAVERY-FREDERICK:  Because that’s what is in front of us at the moment.  I am for recycling and reusing and reworking whatever we can, because we do have to be very conscious of how we use up our resources, and what we are throwing away, and the only way we can do that is by making some hard choices and doing things that seem to be difficult in our easy lifestyle.


We’re so used to using and throwing away.  Well, there’s better ways to do that.  It may be inconvenient, but go ahead.  I certainly support recycling anything that we can, which would include eventually juices.  


But it seems that we work in stages.  Whether it’s politics or whatever, I’m not sure.  We had soda bottles.  Why didn’t we include all bottles when we were doing things earlier?  I don’t know.  It just seems to be the way things are working, but I would certainly encourage anything if I could.

Senator McKinney:  I appreciate the answer, and I hope you and others who are yet to testify would encourage us if you’re in support of expansion to expand it to all drinks, because I think you’re right.  We do do things incrementally and in stages in government, and it can be frustrating.


I also think we need to learn from our past mistakes.  And many have gotten up and said, you know, we made a mistake when we first did the bottle bill.  We should have included everything, but it seems like we’re about to make that same mistake again.


I just wanted, you gave me a very good answer, and I appreciate it.  Thanks.

CAROL SAVERY-FREDERICK:  I certainly support that and you can put me on record for supporting that one, and if necessary, I’ll come back and speak again.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Seeing none.  Thank you.  Bob Crook  Followed by Patricia Sesto.

BOB CROOK:  Mr. Chairman, members of the committee.  My name is Bob Crook.  I’m testifying on behalf of the Coalition of Connecticut Sportsmen.  I’ve got five bills here.  I’m going to go through them rather quickly.


First is we’re supporting AN ACT CONCERNING CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE.  (House Bill 5852.)  We believe although this bill is primarily a public health issue, the solution is environmental.  


There can be no dispute that the incidence of Lyme disease is tied to high levels of populations of deer.  Even Connecticut Agricultural Experiments agents says this.  Problem is in their numbers.  There only need to be fewer of them. 


As long as deer remain abundant and this tick continues to spread, the incidence of disease will increase, and additional tick-borne diseases may emerge.


To date, the only deer population reduction has ended a Lyme disease epidemic.  Connecticut legislators had input into one example of this effort in Bluff Point and Mumford Cove.  There are a lot of other examples.  

Pesticides, four posters.  A lot of these things have been studied, but nothing works except reducing the deer herd.  We think this kind of legislation is an idea whose time has come, and we believe the solution of the problem is that to provide hunters more opportunity to harvest deer in those areas where population levels are excessive.  

This is not going to cost anything extra.  We’re already paying for that effort.

The second bill is Candlewood Lake.  We are absolutely appalled by this bill.  There are two boat launch ramps on Candlewood Lake that belong to the state, and yet Candlewood Lake thinks that they can charge our people who have paid for these boat launch ramps through user fees $50 to launch for the year.

We have no objection to Candlewood Lake charging the 5500 boats moored or docked on Candlewood Lake that belong to them and establishing their own fund to support local enforcement.

The third bill is natural resource programs of the Department of Environmental Protection.  This is the all water/salt water fishing license.  We support that fully.  

We don’t like new licenses.  I think that’s evident from my previous testimony; however, to develop a database and improve fishing, we think this is absolutely necessary.

We’re in opposition to AN ACT CONCERNING DONATION OF DEER MEAT TO NONPROFIT ENTITIES.  My organization was one of the primary sponsors of The Hunters for the Hungry.  However, this bill really impacts upon DEP deer conservation management, and a better program is one proposed last year.  

Why not appropriate a small amount to provide funding to process deer meat for nonprofit entities?  If you could get $25,000, that would process between 350 to 500 deer with a resultant meat donation of 17,500 to 25,000 pounds of meat going to soup kitchens.  Now there’s a worthwhile investment.  

The last bill I’m testifying neutral, and this is AN ACT CONCERNING HUNTING OF MOOSE AND BEAR, and our primary position is any action at this time may be premature to start hunting bears or moose.  In effect, regulations have to be processed through the Regulations and Review Committee, and we don’t think DEP has their data altogether.  That concludes my testimony.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Mr. Crook.  You’re very articulate.


BOB CROOK:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Are there any questions?  Yes.  Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Bob, how are you?  Going back to your first, the first bill you testified on, the Lyme disease.  Many people have said that, well if we reduce the deer population, the ticks are just going to breed on other animals, rats or rodents or whatever else is out there.  How do you explain that, Bob?

BOB CROOK:  Well the Connecticut Agriculture Station says that the deer is the primary host for deer ticks.  I mean, they call them deer ticks.  So I think the answer is right there.  It’s common sense.  I have no scientific background in this, by the way.

REP. GREENE:  Okay.  All right.  Do you have any statics on traffic accidents or anything like that?  I know that that’s always a big problem, especially down in Fairfield County area.  

BOB CROOK:  Well, I don’t have it, in my testimony I have how many cases were reported to Department of Public Health.  There were 1548 in 1995, this is Lyme disease, 3,104 in 1996, 2297 in 1997, and their studies suggested that only 16% of the diagnosed cases in this state are actually reported.


In other words, and this is from Connecticut Ag station, in other words, there may have been over 14,000 diagnosed cased in 1997 alone.  When you compare this to the bird flu, West Nile disease, I mean, you know we have six or eight or a dozen cases of that per year.


The reason that disease gets the attention is because people die.  People also die from Lyme disease.  It just isn’t as noticeable.  They die from long-term effects.  So there are other speakers coming who will provide you with the scientific stuff.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you, Bob.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

SEN. MEYER:  Are there any other questions or comments by the Committee?  Thank you, Mr. Crook.

BOB CROOK:  Thank you, sir.

SEN. MEYER:  Our next witness is Patricia Sesto followed by Tom Hurbinson.  You’re what?  Okay you did.  I’m sorry.  Thank you for volunteering that.  Tom Hurbinson?  Is he here?  Peter Knight.

PETER KNIGHT:  Good afternoon.  My name is Peter Knight.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony in support of bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE.  I have come, not as an expert on lyme, but as a concerned citizen, although I have recently started to educate myself by forming close contact with the leaders of the Fairfield County Municipal Deer Management Alliance from whom you heard earlier.


After 29 years working as a bank executive, I recently retired in the town of Westport where I have maintained a home since 1975.  Our quality of life over the years and increasingly today, has been impacted by the excess deer population that affects us in three principle areas.


One, Lyme disease.  My two children spent their early childhood in Westport when Lyme disease was hardly known, nor indeed were deer.  I now have two small grandchildren, and I’m concerned for their safety when they come to visit my wife and me and to play in our yard.


We have outdoor pets that are frequently infested with ticks in the summer.  Ticks pass through our yard in increasingly large numbers every day.  We know the deer ticks are the prime cause of the spread of Lyme disease, and we are seriously concerned that both we and more importantly, our grandchildren, may contract the disease through tick bites.


I personally contracted Lyme disease some years ago, and although I was successfully treated.  The arthritis that I now suffer from, may have been attributed to it.  More grievous are the cases of those who are not diagnosed sufficiently early.


I think we all know instances of such cases and how young lives have been dramatically and sadly changed, if not ruined as a consequence of being affected by the disease.


If such a tragedy can be avoided, or at least significantly reduced, it is morally incumbent upon us to take the necessary steps to do so.  That is the principle reason that I support Bill 5852.


Number two, vehicle accidents.  I have twice hit deer on the roads of Westport.  The damage to my car was considerable, but nothing when compared with those who hit deer while driving at speed on our highways.  Such accidents can and have cost lives.


I personally no longer ride a motorcycle for recreation.  A collision with a deer could be fatal.  Bill 5852 can help avoid such life-threatening accidents, and can also reduce the cost to the insurance industry of paying for vehicles damaged by deer collisions.


My third point is the impact that the deer have on our quality of life, the over grazing, and the damage they do to our suburban gardens.  I will end there, but thank you very much for the opportunity to speak to you.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you very much, Mr. Knight.  Are there any questions of Mr. Knight?  Appreciate it.  

PETER KNIGHT.  Thank you.

SEN. MEYER:  Our next witness is Dave Sutherland followed by Dan Brown and then Susan Menster.  

DAVID SUTHERLAND:  Good afternoon.  My name is David Sutherland.  I’m here today representing the nature conservancy, and we have submitted testimony on three bills.  First of all, Bill 5852, THE ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE, and our director of Landscape Programs, Steve Patton will be testifying in a little while on that legislation that we strongly support.


And I’d also like to express our very strong support for Bill 5853 concerning the allocation of state forest timber sales, and express our appreciation to Representative Wilber for the excellent work that he has been doing on this issue.


He has assembled a really great team of experts to look into this, and they’ve come up with a very good proposal.  We have submitted some suggested changes to the language of 5853 that was with our testimony, and I’d like to lastly thank this committee so much for having Bill 5873 concerning the Face of Connecticut Steering Committee be the very first bill that you raised this year.  


And I want to thank you all for your support on this.  As you’ve heard previously, this bill would increase our investments in protecting historic properties, open spaces, farmland, and in fostering better community redevelopment.


This bill would also better integrate our investments in these resources.  We are simply losing time.  The state has got some very good programs in place, but they’re not keeping pace with the loss of these resources.  We know we can’t protect everything, and we shouldn’t.  Not every farm or forest or historic building is of statewide or even regional importance.


But this funding, this increase in funding would give our communities and the state the tools to go after the most select properties.  So thank you very much for your support.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you, Dave.  Let me follow up on just one of the bills that you testified about, and that is the deer control bill, or the Lyme disease control bill.


Implicit in that very short bill, short language, is a major killing of deer in order to reduce the population.  Does the Nature Conservancy support that kind of a deer reduction policy?  

DAVID SUTHERLAND:  We do, actually.  Yes, and it certainly wasn’t a decision we came to quickly.  We studied it for a number of years, and our scientists kept coming back to us saying, we are losing so much of our native, not only of our native vegetation, but it’s starting to have an impact on other species.  


For example, certain songbirds that nest on the ground, they’re starting to lose their habitat in certain areas, because of the impact that deer are having on that habitat.  So yes, we do support killing deer in a responsible, controlled manner, and the most efficient manner possible.


Because they are having a devastating impact, and we just don’t have the predators for them that we used to have.

SEN. MEYER:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  It’s a difficult one.  We’re getting environmental advocates coming down different ways on this one.  This bill came to me through a physician, actually, in Connecticut who has encountered so much Lyme disease that she felt we need this kind of approach.

DAVID SUTHERLAND:  Right, and I’ve had Lyme disease.  I’ve also had ehrlichiosis which is now called something else, but two tick-borne diseases, and I certainly wouldn’t minimize the seriousness of those diseases.  My temperature was 105.  But as an organization, our primary interest is in the impacts that we’re concerning that deer are having on our natural habitats.


So that’s our major thrust, and appreciate that some of the work that the Coalition on Lyme disease has been doing in terms of the ecological impacts as well.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you, David.  Any other questions by the Committee?  Thanks so much.

DAVID SUTHERLAND:  Thank you.

SEN. MEYER:  Our next witness is from the public officials list, who just arrived, is Dr. Chad Oliver.  Dr. Oliver are you here?  Good afternoon.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Good afternoon.  I apologize.  I just arrived here, and I’m not familiar with the procedures of the Connecticut state committees.  Should I, am I supposed to give a statement to begin with?

SEN. MEYER:  You’re supposed to recite the [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 3B to Tape 4A.]

--or any other comments you want to make.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Okay.  

SEN. MEYER: Why don’t you skip the Gettysburg Address, and just tell us what’s on your mind.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Okay for about three minutes, is that--

SEN. MEYER:  Yes.  Yes, three minutes.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  All right.  I apologize for that.  Okay.  I’m going to comment on House Bill 5853.  I also have a written statement relative to it.  The bill covers several subjects.  I’ll touch briefly on two of them, and I’ll be glad to answer any questions on other parts.


In terms of allowing certification of the state forests, certification is generally helpful both in having an external review of your management, and in showing to the public that your management is sound by a third party reviewer.


As a caveat, though, I would suggest that at sometime during the review that you have some of the scientific entities in the state review the criteria of the certifiers, and I say that in response to something else I’m going to say, because the science, the ecological and forestry sciences surrounding forests is changing so rapidly we want to be sure that they’re up to date on the latest.


The second thing I want to talk about is a management plan for the state.  The first thing is, and this gets to that scientific change, changing our scientific paradigm.  The State of Connecticut forests are extremely crowded with trees.  For decades they’ve been growing very much more than they’ve been harvested.


Now we used to think that was good for all species.  Now we realize that some species live in these crowded forests, so we want to keep some area crowded, but that shuts out species that need other areas such as openings, sometimes called glades without tree cover, or others that we call Savannah with partial tree cover.  


So the biodiversity of Connecticut isn’t that well provided for.  Now as a whole we’re growing, the State of Connecticut, about ten times as much wood as is being harvested according to the government inventory data.


Now what happens is we have some fairly old forests, quite a bit of them in the state-owned, state and private lands that are very “ripe” for harvesting.  And if done wrong, what you could end up with is industry moving in here very rapidly from many places cutting very much of the land, and cutting in a way that doesn’t provide future high quality.


And also would not be sustainable.  It could all be done at once.  However, if they were managed sustainably, managed with the right plan, both state and private lands, you could provide a continuous source of habitat quality wood employment on a very continuous basis and such added features as carbon sequestration and a place for a very viable and promising industry.


Now this is an opportunity because you have this excess forest right now, that you could use the state forest lands to incentivize the private forest lands and come up with providing to the benefit of the private landowner, and to the state as a whole, timber, employment, high quality sustainable industries, biodiversity, and carbon throughout your lands.


In summary, I encourage the development of a forest management plan with appropriate input from the public and various stakeholders, and there is a process by which that can be done, and I would suggest that what happened is that they develop options within two alternatives.


One alternative being managing just the state forest lands sustainably, and the second one is to manage the state forest lands in conjunction with the private forest lands in such a way as to incentivize the private landowners to the benefit of everyone as a whole.


What I would suggest is that this management plan be developed using what’s called a rational iterative process where alternatives are developed and can then be presented back to the State of Connecticut, the representatives here.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Are there any questions from members of the committee?  Representative Backer.

REP. BACKER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  I have a sense that managing a state forest is different than managing timberland.  Dead tree on the floor of the forest isn’t necessarily a bad thing.  Can you give me a little idea of the difference between, let’s say, Georgia Pacific or Weyerhaeuser or managing a tract of land versus managing a state forest.  Can you give me a little narrative on that so I can understand it a little better.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Okay.  First of all, I want to be sure that the state lands here are not managed in a trustee basis are they.  I’m sorry I was at Yale for my graduate work, but then I was at Washington for a long time where their lands were a trusteeship in Washington for maximum profit.  That’s not the case here is it?  That the state lands can be managed for whatever purpose the legislature so desires?

REP. BACKER:  Um-hmm.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Okay.  In which case, I would suggest you probably want to manage for many benefits being such things as biodiversity aesthetics, recreation, and presumably employment and timber harvest.  


In which case, you would use the timber harvest as a way of removing trees basically to provide the other values.  Because some species don’t live in the closed forest, so you would remove some trees to create open forests in some areas for those.  


Some species live in glades or opening, and you would harvest an area to provide habitat for them.  


Now a certain proportion of these you would probably want to leave on the ground for what we call coarse woody debris, but you would still have an excess, which could then be removed and used for such things as either milling, or for some type of energy production.  


It wouldn’t be the same as trying to maximize the timber production as you had suggested industry lands may be.

REP. BACKER:  I appreciate that, because I want to be certain that we understand that in a former life I worked for GP and managing growth or maximum production of timber is a very different thing here, and I think we’re probably talking about some selective thinning here or there.


And I’ve heard some of my fellow representatives talking about how much money they think they can get out of here.  If you’re managing a forest, the money might end up being a kind of an added plus.


I don’t think you’re going to be able to, from my own experience, I don’t think it would be very wise to approach them as a cash cow for the state.  


I think they would have a tendency to get over harvested then.  And for anyone who gets a chance, I was on the Polish Byelorussia border in the last primeval forest in Europe.  


And forests manage themselves pretty well if there’s not a lot of human interaction.  

[inaudible] is just, you know, it’s the last old grown forest in Europe, and it has managed itself pretty well for a couple thousand years.

Do you believe we have some places that we should just leave alone and let them manage themselves and grow in and reestablish that old canopy, or what’s your feelings on that?

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Oh, yes.  What we now understand is that the disturbances were natural, but there were places where disturbances were very infrequent. 


So when, quote, natural forests had a mixture of openings, very old forests, dense forests, open Savannah forests, all of these, so if we’re going to manage to maintain the habitats for all the species, there should be some of these areas, as you said, that are just left very old, very crowded.


So there should be some areas like that.  That would be very appropriate to manage for [inaudible] .

REP. BACKER:  I appreciate your answers.  Thank you very much.  I have a sense that in time they wouldn’t be so crowded, but as humans, we don’t have the time that takes.  So thanks a lot for your answers.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  I’d like to say just one thing, in the organization like Weyerhaeuser and Georgia Pacific not only is looking at maximum volume, but is also looking at return on investment, which means that they cannot go to the long rotations to produce the really high quality wood.


The states, especially a state like Connecticut, can manage to a longer rotation that would produce higher quality wood.  So you may actually get more value in terms of the flow of money as a benefit of this even if you’re not harvesting as much timber.

REP. BACKER:  Thank you.  Thanks again.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Representative Greene.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Thank you and welcome.  A quick question for you.  I just was curious, I mean, I know you testified.  You said that our forests are ripe and they’re thick.  

What do you attribute that thickness to.  Is it, I mean normally, I guess naturally they would take care of themselves, but I guess it’s manmade, or what is causing this.  I mean obviously we haven’t had a major hurricane since, I guess, Gloria.  

But something like that would naturally take care of that.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Up until, for about 10,000  years ago, from what we understand now, up until oh, probably early in the last century or a little bit before that, fires were very common in the forest, and we’re not talking about major conflagrations, we’re talking ones that crept through the forest, and would flare up here and there so that you had some areas, quite a few of them, that were quite open, almost park-like.

Interestingly enough that fire prevention has been stopped in very much of the world so that I’ve seen this type of Savannah in a few places.  Although it used to be extremely common, in fact some of the old records indicate that Connecticut was quite open, that you could drive a carriage through the forest.


So part of it is the lack of fire.  The other thing is, we came up with very heavy harvesting from about 1910 to 1930 in Connecticut.


And the forests that we have now are ones that have grown back since then, and these forests have grown back, and for a long time, the trees were not large enough to have much of an industry in here, so people weren’t cutting them.  


Now people are not, don’t have very much use for firewood, at least up until recently, so they’re not being cut.  So that the extent of unusually crowded forests is great, because of the lack of fire, and because the forest is that age.

REP. GREENE:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Wilber.

REP. WILBER:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  Dr. Oliver, aren’t you doing some studies for the Department of Environmental Protection in regard to their sustainable cut?  Could you respond to that?

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Well, Yes I am.  I’ve been asked by them to do a study of what’s the allowable cut on the state forests, and we are now just collecting the data.  So anything we said on that would be very preliminary.

REP. WILBER:  Do you have some preliminary things that you could set out there, or no?

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  I hope you’ll keep the caveat that it’s extremely preliminary.  Let me see.  Very preliminary, and what we have to do is collect the data, project it forward, and when we look at the growth, we also have to look, a surprisingly large amount of it is, may be cold and rotten and not all that viable.


Also depends on how you mean sustainable yield, but we have about 108,000 acres of commercially accessible timberland in the state, and it looks like on a sustained yield we could harvest over 15 million board feet a year.


You could harvest more, but it would be a quick draw-down, which wouldn’t be sustainable in the long run.  As opposed to Connecticut as a whole, you could probably harvest close to 300 million board feet a year if you could rope everybody into the plan.


I hope that--

REP. WILBER:  Then we’re talking about some increase in generating some type of industries that we’ve got to, because one of the things, we’re looking at this study, and that helps us in regard to our environmental aspects to what our timber sales are, and the possibility of timber sales.  


At the same point in time, it doesn’t do the landowner any good if he has a whole bunch of logs sitting on the landing that needs to be picked up.  We have to create some businesses to go along with this.  Am I--

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Yeah, from what I understand, many of the logs are shipped out of the state to be milled elsewhere.  If you had a larger supply, especially of the higher quality, you could encourage a permanent industry in this state.


Now pretty much throughout the developing world, the big concern is the decline of the rural infrastructure, because of a lack of jobs, etc.  


So if you had a high quality industry there, you could help promote the rural infrastructure, the rural wages.  You would also need to have with that some way of using the lower quality wood for perhaps energy as well.


So, yes, it would be a very feasible way, especially if you got the whole state involved, of developing much more of a rural infrastructure, more jobs, but an important component would be attracting industry here.

REP. WILBER:  And the thing that we’re looking at while we’re doing this is probably the State of Connecticut by itself wouldn’t be able to develop some things in regard to carbon credits, but by working with larger landowners, water companies, and these types of individuals that have got large things, we ought to be able to develop some type of a program for carbon credits.  Am I correct?

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  I think the way we’re starting to look at forests now, we now, people used to think that timber was worth so much that that would pay for the owning and managing of land, and the landowner for, quote, the privilege of cutting the timber, would provide the biodiversity, carbon sequestration, hydrologic properties, etc.


We now realize that there’s so much wood in the world, and there’s so, that the value of the timber is low enough that in order for any landowner, public or profit, to do well, they have to manage the forest as a multi-product asset.  Managing for timber, wildlife, carbon credits, recreation, a portfolio.  


And that gets to the point that you then don’t want to maximize timber, you want to put it as part of a suite of things that you manage from the forest.

REP. WILBER:  Thank you very much, and I hope this does move forward.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Representative Backer.

REP. BACKER:  I just have one quick follow-up, I was curious, and I know it’s a preliminary number, and 15 million board feet is, you know, may give or take a couple million feet.  Do you have a sense of what the breakout looks in terms of species and maturity and what we’re looking at, and you know, some calculation DBH or some calculation beyond, so I can get an idea of the maturity of the trees and the species?

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  That’s a good question.  I put together a graph once looking at the age class distribution, and I’m sorry I don’t have it.  What I found is that we have quite a few stands that go, quite a bit of the acreage from about 60 all the way up to 140 years.


Now a lot of those are high quality oak forests that came from on the clearcutting of the 1900s.  I know there’s a good proportion of those that have been high-graded.  That is the big good trees picked out, and they wouldn’t be good quality.


So I can’t tell you how much would be of this high quality oak, and how much of it would be lower quality at this point.  I would think from what I have seen that there’s still a significant proportion of that high quality oak.

REP. BACKER:  Yes, it doesn’t need to be specific.  I’m sure as a plan forms up and there’s some certification you all will get a better idea of what it looks like.  I was just curious.  I walked a lot of miles of forest.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  Yes.  As we are doing our calculations for the state, we’ll be trying to sort those numbers out more.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Seeing none.  Thank you very much, sir.

DR. CHAD OLIVER:  You’re welcome.

REP. ROY:  Tom Devivo followed by Debora Bresch.

TOM DEVIVO:  Thank you for your patience.  I’m representing a trash hauling and recycling firm, and this is the first time I sat here to speak in favor of a bill.  


Willimantic Waste--

REP. ROY:  Things will happen if you wait long enough.

TOM DEVIVO:  Thank you very much, Representative.  Willimantic Waste would like to express our support for House Bill 5138, it’s AN ACT CONCERNING PRIVATE, MUNICIPAL, AND STATE RECYCLING.  

Passage of this bill to establish grants for a pilot program for recycling stream recycling in six municipalities will definitely encourage recycling.

Our firm has been recycling in the State of Connecticut for over 60 years.  We’re located in Willimantic, and we service over 45 communities throughout Connecticut.

Our company has been researching single stream recycling for over five years, and we are confident that single stream recycling will increase recycling rates.

As you know, single stream recycling allows the towns people to dispose of their recyclables without separating them.  

Technology and processing single stream has advanced to a point where we feel comfortable in making this significant investment in our infrastructure to help us handle this commodity much more effectively.

This type of investment will be significant in regard to over $4 million dollars.  We support any attempt from the state to further encourage recycling throughout the state, and we believe this bill would do just that.

House Bill 5138 will also require municipalities to provide recycling receptacles in all public locations where trash receptacles are provided.

Again, this action will also make recycling easier for members of the public, and we believe this action will also help increase the level of recycling in the state.

We would remind the Committee that this program could be a significant source of new jobs in this state.  Single stream recycling requires skilled workers to collect these materials, operate the equipment, install and maintain the necessary infrastructure.

Single stream equipment includes sophisticated electronic optical sorting mechanisms.  The bill requires that the Commissioner provide grants to six municipalities divided equally among rural, urban, and suburban.  

I am actually requesting that your Committee redefine the grant criteria by utilizing a population based definition rather than the rural suburban urban.

I was unable to really determine what types of communities would be eligible for the grant.


REP. ROY:  Okay.  Can we hold it there, sir. 


TOM DEVIVO:  I’m just done.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  I don’t want to say you’re done.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  That last issue you raised came up earlier this morning, and I would agree with you that generally that’s how we would define it by three different categories of population.  So if this bill moves forward, that’s definitely something I’d support.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?

TOM DEVIVO:  Thank you for your time.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Debora Bresch followed by Daniel Brown.

DEBORA BRESCH:  Good afternoon.  Thanks so much for fitting me in.  I was in another hearing.  I apologize for missing my spot before.  I’m Debora Bresch.  We represent the ASPCA, and I’m here to testify on House Bill 5827 which is the Rescue/Shelter Regulation Bill.


We are opposed to this bill, and would urge you to oppose this bill.  First, I think it’s most important to note that the bill is, in fact, unconstitutional.  

My reading of the case law is that there is no, although the Department of Agriculture believes that licensure scheme would actually confer constitutionality on searches of these private homes, in fact the case law seems to indicate that these licensing schemes generally really can only pertain to businesses.


The cases generally involve daycare businesses, law licenses, doctor’s licenses.  We’re talking about private homes.  We’re not even talking about the, about 501c(3) as although I think that too would be problematic.


We’re talking about private homes where people rescue animals and/or adopt animals out.  And in fact, actually that brings up another point.  I just had a long discussion with Commissioner Prelli, and I didn’t notice this before, but there is some, I have a concern now about the wording, the definition of a rescue.


The department appears to believe that a rescue would be any home that takes in, that rescues animals.  So, you know, I have two rescued dogs.  I would be a rescue just as much as any home that takes in animals to adopt out.


I think that’s problematic wording independent of our, I mean we do just wholly oppose this bill, but that’s problematic wording.


In addition to it being unconstitutional, to the degree that courts have justified licensure schemes, they generally discuss the public welfare.  That that is the reason that agencies should be allowed into homes in order to serve the public welfare.


Well, we would argue, the ASPCA, and the Animal Welfare Federation of Connecticut, which is a statewide partnership of animal organizations, that in fact, this bill runs counter to the public good.  That it would deter individuals who derive no financial remuneration from their efforts from rescuing animals.


And the substantial nature of the deterrent to be posed by the proposed licensing scheme would be compounded by the failure to limit the species being rescued, although I understand that there may be some adjustment on that, the absence of the animal care standards, although I did notice that there may be, again, some adjustment on that.


And then also the significant fines and prison time to which alleged violators would be subject.  This is not a civil violation.  This would actually trigger a criminal proceeding.


Specifically under House Bill 5827, rescuers’ licenses would be suspended or revoked if in the judgment of the Commissioner shelter rescue was not being maintained in good repair.


I mean there just seems to be too much unilateral ability on the Commissioner’s part to decide whether a home is doing what it’s supposed to be doing for its animals, particularly when, and we find this particularly problematic, when in general it’s only private homes that are taking care of cats, which appear to be the Commissioner’s main concern.


There is no infrastructure for cats in Connecticut.  It is private homes that are taking care of this problem.  


Ultimately, we feel that this bill reflects the failure to acknowledge the important service the rescuers are doing for Connecticut, and we would appreciate, I actually proposed language.  I provided it to legislators on the Committee that would involve a peer review system.  


The rescuers really would welcome the opportunity to come to the table with the Commissioner.  I still feel like it seems like we’re very far apart in that he doesn’t really like the idea of peer review.  But it seems like a good way to--

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Debora.  Any questions?  Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  With regard to a peer review system, you’re advocating that folks of like mind should be allowed to enter and review an individual’s, I’ll call it business practice, even though it’s in a private home, but an agency that we assign this normal oversight to would not have that same right?

DEBORA BRESCH:  Well, it’s all a question of how one drafts this.  No.  I mean I would argue that a licensure scheme is problematic in general with respect to private homes engaging in rescue.  

However, in drafting that compromised bill, we were looking for some middle ground that would acknowledge the fact that, you know, the state has an interest in addressing cruelty.


And we have an interest in addressing cruelty.  I mean what’s good for the goose is good for the gander.  We don’t want to see folks engaging in cruelty.  But certainly this scheme is unconstitutional.


We were looking for a middle ground whereby we could work with the Department of Agriculture on the problem of cruelty in private homes.

REP. MINER:  But my question is with regard to peer review, who raises the flag?

DEBORA BRESCH:  It would be the peers.  When you mentioned of like mind, do you mean like mind in the sense of caring about animals, or--

REP. MINER:  Absolutely.

DEBORA BRESCH:  Right.  Like mind in that sense, but certainly not like mind in wanting to foster cruelty.  So if they happened upon a--

REP. MINER:  Absolutely.  I’m not suggesting that you have a like mind in the negative treatment to animals, but that your goal, your mission in trying to save animals, place them in homes, care for them, is similar.  


What’s the mechanism by which the peer review kicks in?  Somebody heard at the coffee shop that somebody wasn’t taking care of the cats?

DEBORA BRESCH:  No.  It would be complaint driven the same way that the Commissioner’s scheme would be.  So the complaint would come in the Department of Agriculture, and then the Dept of Agriculture would call up, there would be a list of rescues that they could call upon to examine what is occurring in this home.


And the stab that we took at it would be that you would have two rescues that could go in.  If they could not agree, then a third rescue could be called upon to break that tie.  And if the animals were in imminent danger, they could immediately, I mean that would be the equivalent of exigent circumstances.  

They could immediately relay that information to the Commissioner who could then go into the home.  But if these were, if the rescues perceived the problem as being one of education, and the problems something that could be ameliorated, then they could give the folks a plan of action.

I mean there’s no one who’s more expert, particularly in the care of cats than these cat rescuers in Connecticut.  Again, Department of Agriculture doesn’t really deal with cats to that great a degree.

REP. MINER:  And so would you agree that there needs to be some database of these locations that would be handled through licensure of some, even if there wasn’t going to be an automatic assumption of inspection, or permission of inspection, do you have issue with a licensure that provides the State of Connecticut with some database of how many of these exist?

DEBORA BRESCH:  No.  That would be part of the plan.

REP. MINER:  So you agree with that part.

DEBORA BRESCH:  We would allow, I mean that’s really the only, you know, way that this could be done.

REP. MINER:  But I mean this isn’t really about allowing.  This is whether or not you agree with it.

DEBORA BRESCH:  No, I mean allow in the sense of allow conceptually.  Yes.  We would accept that piece, the registration of rescues.

REP. MINER:  So the difficulty comes with who actually gets to do the inspection and how it occurs?  When I say difficulty, that’s the difference here.

DEBORA BRESCH:  That is the difference.  Yes.

REP. MINER:  Because I do believe that of all the times that you and I have spoken that we’re all after the same thing.  We want humane or even better than humane treatment of animals rather than allowing things to go into disrepair, and when I heard the Commissioner speak this morning, I think he spoke quite eloquently about what sometimes occurs.


It’s that people that actually have these animals don’t recognize that they’ve gotten themselves into the situation of not recognizing where they are.

DEBORA BRESCH:  I think that’s true.  I think one has to recognize though, and this is where I am concerned about the fuzzy language in terms of the definition of a rescue.  I think it has to be made clear that one who takes in animals is not necessarily a rescue.  They may be pets.


Let’s say if one inherits animals from one’s mother or something.  It’s one who adopts out animals, and that would be a limitation on this bill, because if one doesn’t get licensed, then one doesn’t come under the purview of this bill.

REP. MINER:  Thank you.  Thank you Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments for Debora?  Debora, thank you very much.

DEBORA BRESCH:  Thanks very much.

REP. ROY:  Daniel Brown followed by Kirby Stafford.  Daniel Brown?  Kirby Stafford followed by Susan Menster.  Kirby Stafford.

KIRBY STAFFORD:  Good morning, Representative Roy and other members of the Environmental Committee.  My name is Kirby Stafford.  I’m vice director of the Connecticut Ecological Experiment Station and the state entomologist.  


I’m here to provide supporting testimony for Raised Bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE, and the main reason I’m here is my own research for the past 20 years as many of you are probably aware, is focused on the control of the blacklegged tick which is commonly known as the deer tick that’s responsible for the transmission of the pathogens that cause Lyme disease, granulocytic anaplasmosis, and human babesiosis here in Connecticut and elsewhere.


As you all know, Connecticut continues to have among the highest attack rates of Lyme disease in the country.  Ticks are prevalent.  

This past summer, we identified 954 nymphal blacklegged ticks for health departments, and tested 640 of them, of which 36.8% were positive just to give you a base on what the infection rate is.


Many of the aspects on the cause and prevention of Lyme disease are covered in my tick management handbook here, so I’m not going to go into all those in a lot of detail, but it has been revised and reprinted, and partly due to support with the General Assembly.  And for that I thank you.


It’s available for public distribution, and it’s also available on the experiment station’s website.


In addition to research, I’ve worked closely with the Department of Public Health, local health departments in several municipalities on educational outreach-related Lyme disease.  


However, tick associated diseases continues to be a health problem.  More could be done.  What I want to state here clearly is that the emergence of Lyme disease as a public health issue is largely related to landscape changes here in Connecticut, and an increase in the abundance of white-tailed deer.


Most female ticks feed on this animal, and deer are the key host for the tick reproductive success.  Other animals may support fewer adult ticks and have a relatively small role in tick reproduction.


Consequently, Lyme disease has been the primary impetus for calls to reduce the overabundance of white-tail deer in Connecticut, though these animals also have other environmental social impacts of which you’ve heard a few today.


Tick control through deer management directly influences tick reproduction.  I have studied the impact on tick abundance by deer fencing, deer reductions, and the application of a topical insecticide to deer to kill feeding ticks.  


All of these deer targeted approaches resulted in a notable or highly significant decrease in numbers of ticks.  In my study in the Bridgeport and Blood Point Coastal Preserve, deer were reduced from around 200 animals per square mile to 20 to 30 per square mile, and at that level, ticks are still relatively common, but their densities are about tenfold less than they were originally.


Other studies have found that areas without deer harbor very few ticks and little or no infection.


In composite then, as I sum up, these studies plus computer models suggest that a density below 10 or deer per square mile could decrease the tick population to a level that would reduce the burden of Lyme disease.


Deer population management is an important tool in any long-term strategy to reduce tick abundance and the human incidence of Lyme disease.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, sir.  Any questions or comments?  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  Did you say you submitted that as testimony, your booklet?  Or no. 

KIRBY STAFFORD:  I submitted my testimony.  I did bring a few copies of my handbook with me, but I didn’t bring a whole box.

REP. MILLER:  I’d like to get one.  

KIRBY STAFFORD.  I will certainly be glad to provide you with one.  Your support is what we used to print it.  We printed 7500 copies to make available to all citizens here in Connecticut.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator McKinney.  

Senator McKinney:  Thank you.  I just want to thank you for your testimony and Representative Miller I have a copy here with me today, so you can certainly take a look at it.

REP. ROY:  What a pal.  Any other comments or questions?  Thank you very much, Mr. Stafford.

KIRBY STAFFORD.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Susan Menster, followed by Tom Odell.

SUSAN MENSTER:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, members of the Committee.  My name is Susan Menster.  I’m co-president of Friends of Connecticut State Parks, a volunteer not-for-profit organization dedicated to preserving and protecting Connecticut state parks and forests.  


I’m here today to testify in support of Raised Bill 630 and Raised Bill 631 which provide operational funding to the DEP for state parks.


Raised Bill 630 and 631 can be viewed as companion pieces to Senate Bill 24.  This is the bill proposed by the governor that authorizes $15 million dollars in bonding this year to fix up park facilities and structures.  


DEP Commissioner, Gina McCarthy, has said that the funding would be used to improve safety conditions as well as to modernize facilities including bringing them up to date with current Americans With Disabilities requirements.


Friends of Connecticut State Parks believes that proper stewardship of parks and forests requires a balanced combination of operational and capital funding, so both of these bills, bills for capital funding and operational funding are very important.


The recommendations in the two new bills 630 and 631 are based on several objective independent studies that have been done in the last few years.  

The primary study is [inaudible] Harbor, a study done in 2003 that basically showed that the park operating budget was about half of what it really should be.

A budget of $27 million dollars is recommended.  By the same token, field staffing is about half of the recommended number.  I also would like to add that we are here in support of the marine fishing license bill.  It would provide more funding for the conservation fund.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Susan.  Any questions or comments for Susan?  All set.  Tom Odell followed by Mark Bobman.  How’re you doing, Tom?

TOM ODELL:  Good.  Good afternoon Representative Roy and members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Tom Odell, and I’m the executive director of the Connecticut Association of Conservation and in the Wetlands Commissions.  


We’re here to support and provide testimony which has been submitted to House Bill 5873, the Face of Connecticut bill, Senate Bill 357, the beverage recycling bill, and to oppose House Bill 5865, the ACT ALLOWING HISTORIC FARMS TO CONTINUE CERTAIN FARMING PRACTICES.  Testimony for those bills has been submitted.  I’m going to concentrate on 5873.


The association is a member of a growing number of organizations that strongly support this bill, and the creation of a Face of Connecticut account that will be used to fund new and existing land and historic preservation programs.


Under the guidance of the Face of Connecticut Steering Committee, a fully vested account will provide municipalities with a stable and predictable source of funding for conservation programs to protect and preserve critical natural resources, agriculture, and historic resources.


The $45 million proposed for critical additional funds is particularly important to support municipal programs.  In 2007, the Face of Connecticut legislation recognized the difficulty communities have in finding matching funds to preserve land through the state’s open space grant program.


It increased the theft of state funding from 50%-65%.  The passage of this bill in 2008 will ensure that the availability of stable and predictable funds to meet community needs and expectations will be there.  


Right now we might be able to get 65% for open space funding, but the chances are with the present level of funding that would not be possible.


I think that within the new funds that are proposed of $45 million, that would address a number of so-called preserving community character funds that are most goals of communities in their plans of conservation and development.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, sir.  Any comments or questions from members of the Committee?  Thank you very much, sir.  

I’d like to announce to those of you who are members of the Appropriations Committee, the Committee has met.  The vote is being held open until 3:30, so those of you who wish, get your votes in and when you come back, Clark, I’ll go.  So don’t tarry.  Next is Mark Bobman followed by Joe Biber.

MARK BOBMAN:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Mark Bobman.  I’m the assistant director of Tunxis Recycling Operating Committee and Bristol Resource Recovery Facility Operating Committee.  


These two organizations are made up of 16 towns and cities representing over 10% of the state’s population.  I’m here to testify with regard to Raised Bill 5138, AN ACT CONCERNING PRIVATE MUNICIPAL AND STATE RECYCLING.  

My colleague, Walt Veselka was here earlier this afternoon speaking on behalf of the City of Bristol and its pilot program for single stream recycling, and I’m here to say that TROC, the organization that I represent, strongly supports the proposal to establish the single stream pilot recycling program, and we believe the City of Bristol is well-positioned to apply as one of the municipalities to work with the DEP to gather the requisite information.


A few other comments.  The subject of permits for facilities which receive and process single stream materials is not addressed in the proposed legislation, and while we have no specific recommendation at this time regarding how to treat this topic via legislation, it is noted that the value of proposing to fund single stream pilot projects could be negated in the event that DEP fails to act in a timely manner to expedite review of any such permits.


Therefore, we believe that any necessary DEP permits for processing single stream recyclable solid waste should be expedited noting that for the near future, it is likely that Connecticut processors will handle the same materials as they do now.


Newspapers, cardboard, mixed paper, metal, glass, and plastic food and beverage containers, and also that single stream processing utilizes virtually the same techniques as to facilities which handle source separated material.  That is, conveyors, screens, heavy current separators, optical sorters, and bailers.


Thank you for considering our testimony, Tunxis Recycling in the City of Bristol, and please feel free to contact either or our organizations if you have any questions.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you, Mr. Bobman.  Are there questions from the committee members?  Seeing none.  Thank you.

MARK BOBMAN:  Thank you.

SEN. MEYER:  Next we’ll hear from Joe Biber followed by Kachina Walsh-Weaver.

JOE BIBER:  Good afternoon Senator Maynard, and distinguished members of the Environment Committee.  For the record, my name is Joe Biber, and I own and operate the Preston Trading Post in Preston, Connecticut, one of the nation’s leading hearth products retailers.  I’m a member of Northeast Hearth, Patio, and Barbecue Association an affiliate of the HPBA, the central organ of the hearth products industry.


We support responsible wood heating.  I’m here to commend your efforts in initiating an incentivized wood stove changeout program, and I fully support Senate Bill 637, AN ACT CREATING A CREDIT AGAINST THE PERSONAL INCOME TAX for the purchase of certain wood stoves.  


This program makes good sense.  Encouraging Connecticut’s users to update to best of breed, EPA-certified, and environmentally friendly technology offers significant direct benefits for the environment.


These appliances greatly reduce emissions improving outdoor air quality, and even create unexpected improvements in indoor air quality.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 4A to Tape 4B.]


--other parts of the globe are also beginning to recognize the importance of sensible wood heat, bio-mass alternative energy strategies, as part of their overall energy programs.


Norway, a whale exporting country, mandates that all new primary residences constructed beginning in 2009 must have a new wood-burning stove.


France, the second largest nuclear power producer in the world, offers tax credits of up to $15,000 for alternative energy installations, including new wood-burning stoves.


In addition to the benefits to air quality through reduced emissions, there are several other factors that increase this bill’s importance.  

New installations and reinstallations require code updates, venting improvements, usually complete re-lines of chimneys, or replacements, and inspections with correlating improvements to public safety for Connecticut citizens.


This can result in the average cost of $4,000 for an installation of a new wood stove.  The changeout incentive envisioned in this raised bill can help consumers adjust to the increased costs of these environmentally friendlier solutions.


Secondly, emissions reductions are accomplished through higher appliance efficiencies lowering wood fuel use by up to one-third.


Thirdly, in a time of record energy prices and a challenging economy, Connecticut consumers can and should have available to them sensible environmentally sound energy alternatives that do not rely on imported oil and use domestic renewable fuels instead.


Using these appliances can and do save Connecticut citizens substantial money.  This Raised Bill is a good step in the right direction.  Again, we support your efforts and hope we can look forward to working with your committee in any way we can.  Thank you.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Thank you very much, sir.  Are there any other questions or comments from the Committee?  Yes.  Representative Jutila.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Yes, a couple of questions.  You mentioned in your testimony that we would be the only state in the East to adopt this tax credit, and then you mentioned some things that have been done in foreign countries.  Do you know what other states have actually done something like this.  


I assume you mean that some states in the Midwest or the west or south, well probably not the south, but Midwest, or maybe the far Northwest have done something.  Do you know what they are? 

JOE BIBER:  Yes, there are about 24, there have been 24 changeouts in the country.  Many of them have been on a county level, but several states have done this, the state of Oregon on which this text has been essentially modeled.  

Oregon has been very ambitions in their environmental efforts to curtail wood smoke pollution, and Oregon has a program very, very similar to this.  Idaho has one.  

Michigan is working on one.  And there have been numerous others throughout the country.  But the east has been, I’m sorry, the east has not really seen this effort yet.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  That’s interesting.  You also talked about the improvements to the environmental quality.  You’re suggesting that the wood-burning stoves that we have now, which I assume are improvements on the ones maybe we had 25 or 30 years ago, are preferable in terms of protection of the environment, but what are you comparing them to?  

Are you comparing them just to older technology wood-burning stoves, or are you comparing them to other forms of energy like oil or gas for instance?

JOE BIBER:  I’ll to address that.  There seemed to be several questions in there.  First of all, the older noncompliant pre-EPA stoves were assumed to, or basically assessed to be somewhere in the 30 grams of smoke per hour range.  


Current EPA requirements allow for non-catalytic devices to be 7.5 grams of smoke per hour or less, and catalytic devices of 4.1 grams per hour or less.  This bill actually accelerates that forward and says that that is, well that’s a very good standard.


We’re actually trying to incentivize, Connecticut is trying to incentivize people to actually go for the best of that technology, which would be a limitation on the grams per hour of 4.5 grams per hour, whether it’s non-catalytic technology, and 4.1 would automatically be defaulted under the catalytic standard.

SEN. MAYNARD:  Okay.  That’s probably a little bit over my head in terms of the numbers and the technical part of it, but I think what I get out of it is that, you know, these are going to be putting less pollutants into the air than they have in the past.


But you mentioned that I had several questions embedded in that kind of long question, and one of them was how the wood-burning stoves stack up against other forms of energy, oil, gas?

JOE BIBER:  It’s a great question.  There have been studies done by Omni Environmental Labs that have looked at the entire trajectory of various heating fuels that we have, oil, gas, etc.  And if you look at the entire trajectory, wood actually comes out pretty high on the list.  


You have wood and gas being two of the most environmentally friendly fuels.  When you take into account origin, transmission, mining, etc., that gets involved in the transportation effects and their impacts on the environment.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you very much.

JOE BIBER:  You’re very welcome.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  What’s the life of a wood stove?

JOE BIBER:  A little longer than we probably all would like.  Stoves built in the 70s, many of the stoves that we’re talking about here were built probably in the 70s, some probably predate the 70s.  But I’m talking about the noncompliant products that we’re looking to retire and decommission, and basically recycle.  


Those older stoves can go 30 or 40 years or so.  So there are probably in the vicinity of about, you know, the best estimates right now in Connecticut, about 70,000 noncompliant stoves out of a population of about 210,000 residential wood combustion units.  About half of those are fireplaces.  

REP. MILLER:  Do we consider a fireplace insert as a stove, or is that, how do you classify those things?

JOE BIBER:  For our purposes, we would want to be sure that those would be included as a stove.  Fireplace inserts are also tested to EPA standards, and there are fireplaces that, of course, are used for heating purposes that don’t have the advantage or the efficiency advantages that would take place if they were retrofitted with a fireplace insert.


A fireplace insert that is certified to EPA standards, and under this bill, actually the cleanest of those models would be able to enjoy a tax credit, and there’s a nice incentive here for people to try to do the right thing.

REP. MILLER:  And lastly, the stoves that are out there, that might be 30, 40, 50 years old, because of the excessive cost of gas and oil, people are picking up the bargain news or whatever that paper is, and they’re buying these used stoves, and they’re using them, because they just can’t afford to pay for the oil and the gas.  How do we control those people?  There’s no way we’re going to be able to police those operations.

JOE BIBER:  I’m sorry.  I didn’t catch the last part of the question.

REP. MILLER:  How do we monitor those things?  How do we police those.  Those things are probably very polluting, and we have no way of controlling those.

JOE BIBER:  The only control that I know of at this point is basic building code.  When those units are installed, they’re supposed to be installed according, you know, proper building permits, etc., are taken.  

Of course, if people are accessing these through the internet or yard sale, they’re continuing to sort of fly on the edge of safety and we would prefer for them to be encouraged to do a proper installation, get the proper installation of a new clean-burning appliance and the best way to do that, I believe, is to create incentives to encourage them to do so.


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

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you, Mr. Biber.

JOE BIBER:  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Kachina Walsh-Weaver followed by John Brudz.

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER:  Very well, and yourself?  For the record, my name is Kachina Walsh-Weaver.  I’m with the Connecticut Conference of Municipalities, and I’m going to just speak briefly to Senate Bill 638, which is a part of CCMs 2008 state legislative agenda, which would essentially allow the Department of Environmental Protection to extend terms for repayment of loans for sewer separation projects.


In doing so, this would help to reduce the payments for these projects, making them more affordable for the towns, making towns able to move forward with these much more quickly than they have been doing in the past.  


The current estimated need for completing all of the combined sewer separation projects in the state is somewhere between $1 and $2 billion, and a couple of years ago, the DEP convened a Clean Water Fund Advisory Group to look at various different ways of addressing the clean water needs in Connecticut.


And one of the tasks that this group took on was to look at creative ways to address clean water other than just asking for more state bond dollars, and this would be one of those ways, and we certainly urge the Committee to support the bill.


I will also just quickly say that we are also in support of Senate Bill 357, which is the expansion of the bottle bill, House Bill 5873, the Face of Connecticut.  


We are in opposition to section 7 of House Bill 5138, which would require municipalities and solid waste haulers to offer curbside recycling if they offer curbside solid waste pick-up.  


And then, of course, we have a lot of concerns over what is going to happen with the solid waste tip fees as the Resource Recovery Projects potentially go to private ownership, and we encourage you to carefully look at those issues as you move forward.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Jutila.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you.  I just want to clarify.  I wasn’t quite clear on the position on the recycling and the bottle bill.  Is your position in favor of both the bottle bill and the recycling bill, or one or the other?

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER:  Oh, sorry.  We support Senate Bill 357, which is the expansion of the bottle bill to include water bottles.  The recycling bill, House Bill 5138, we are opposed to section 7 of the bill, which would require any municipality or solid waste hauler that already offers curbside solid waste pick-up that they would also be required to offer curbside recycling.


And our concern with that lies in that we don’t know how this exactly is going to affect municipalities and solid waste haulers and those tip fees, and we’ve asked in our testimony that was submitted that the committee take a look at and conduct a complete analysis to find out exactly how this will impact across the state.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  But you’re in support of everything else that’s in the recycling bill, just Section 7 you’re not?

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER:  Honestly, I’d have to take a look at it again, quickly.  I know section 7 was the only thing that we really had any concern with.

REP. JUTILA:  Okay.  Fair enough.  Thanks.

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER:  Sure.  

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

KACHINA WALSH-WEAVER:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  John J. Brudz followed by Kevin Dietly.  

JOHN BRUDZ:  Good afternoon, Representative Roy, members of the Committee.  First I’d like to compliment you on your wonderful pronunciation of the name.  It doesn’t happen often.  My name is John J. Brudz.  I live in Walton, Connecticut.  I am a recreational salt water fisherman to be contrasted with catcherman.  So we do a lot of family fishing where we don’t catch a lot of stuff, and I am here to speak against House Bill 5831, the salt water licensing bill.


I’ve got two major issues with the bill.  The first one, and I’d like to say, you know, I understand the need to gather fishery data.  I think that’s an essentially need, and we all understand that need, and I think I also understand the need to fund the DEP.  


I don’t think the two of those necessarily need to be linked together in this bill.  But I’ve got two major issues with the bill.  

One is philosophical, which is salt water fishing has always been unlicensed in Connecticut historically, and it just kind of hurts to have it go into the category of things once more where, you know, and I don’t want to go too far here, but where you have to ask the government’s permission before you do it.


I mean it’s, you know, you’d like to say, can there be some things that you still don’t need a license for?  So that’s sort of the emotional appeal, but I realize that’s not always a winner.


The other appeal that I have is practical.  If you look at the way we go fishing, I fish out of Mystic, Connecticut.  We go out with my family on the boat.  We’ll take another family on the boat, and we’ll go to Sandy Point for the day.  


Sandy Point’s a little island right inside by Watch Hill.  While we’re going there, we’ll pass through two other states waters.  We’ll pass through New York waters, and we’ll pass through Rhode Island waters, and if we happen to see some blue fish breaking somewhere, we’d like to cast a line to them and fish for them.  That’s a lot of fun.


The people I’ve brought on the boat with me aren’t necessarily going to be licensed fisher people.  They’re going to be there one day.  So that’s a big issue for me.  So one of the things I, and I realize Noah has some issues with boat licensing type of things.  

I think we can look at that more closely to come up with some sort of boat licensing provision whereby you could endorse my license as a boat captain, and others would be able to register for Noah purposes, because Noah needs to have the details of your fishermen.


They could register for that, and you know, the DEP could get their money out of me.  So that’s probably the biggest issue.  That and, I don’t know if we’ve fully looked at all the details surrounding what we would need to do to comply with Magnuson Stevens alternate to a fishing license, meaning a registry, participation in a regional registry.


I think those are questions we really need to look at.  I’ll leave you with this.  Last year I did a, and in my written testimony has much more coherence to it.  But I will leave you with this.  

I did an online petition last year where I opened it up to last year’s bill, but I didn’t testify last year.  And that’s all in the written testimony.  The good part about that is you can see in the comments that were open to that, how people feel. 


There’s a lot of people who feel along this line, and I don’t think I’ve seen that point of view articulated.  I’d like to take any questions you have.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  I lived along the shoreline all my life also, which is, I’m going to guess, longer than you have.  I too have fished for free all my life, and I can now too, because all I have to do is register.  I’m old enough to be free.


Are you aware there are now limits on certain saltwater fish?

JOHN BRUDZ:  Oh, absolutely.  I don’t think you would not need to regulate.  I think that’s clear.

REP. ROY:  Okay, but are you aware too that the fresh water fishing licenses have gone to help both marine and fresh water fishermen?

JOHN BRUDZ:  I don’t know if I completely buy that argument, because if you look at the way the funds, the revenue from the fishery that the state gets, I agree enforcement, DEP funding, all those things, but there’s a certain amount of general fund revenue that happens just from the economic activity that, I mean, salt water fishing is, you know, I know, because my price for fish is like about $200 a pound at this point if you count my investment in it.


So I think the economic activity that’s created from salt water fishing is of a different order.  There’s also no hatcheries.  There’s not a lot of that type of thing.  So I think you can draw an analytical line between the salt water and the fresh water fishery.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other questions from members of the Committee?  Representative Jutila.

REP. JUTILA:  Thank you.  And thank you for your testimony.  Up until your coming here, I thought that myself and a few of my constituents were the only ones that had some concerns with this salt water license, so you’re making me not feel so alone any more.  Thank you.

JOHN BRUDZ:  Well, thank you.  And, I’ve talked to a lot of people.  A lot of people do have difficulty making it down for this.  So, it did cost me a day’s work, but I don’t really add that much value.

REP. ROY:  If you’re feeling too much alone, Ed, you can always move a little closer.  Any other questions?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  If it came down to the Federal Government deciding for the registry, they were going to charge for that, would you prefer to see that money go to the Department of the Interior or to DEP.

JOHN BRUDZ:  That’s a difficult question, I mean, because I registered for the tuna permit, so we already have that type of thing going on for the highly migratory species.  


The question there is would that guarantee me reciprocity, so would that cover me for Rhode Island and New York, because we are definitely the junior partner in the fisheries.


I mean, people don’t come from Rhode Island to fish in New York, especially at the eastern end of the Sound.  Western end of the Sound, you get the New York boats that come in, but those are charter boats, and those wouldn’t be covered as much.


So if the Federal, if I could register federally, and it would cover me in our area, I would prefer that.  Although I would prefer to keep the money, you know, all things being equal, the money in Connecticut would be better.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments.  Thank you very much.  Kevin Dietly followed by Mike Paine.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Good afternoon, Chairman Roy, members of the Committee.  My name is Kevin Dietly.  I’m an economist with Northbridge Environmental Consultants in Western Massachusetts.  I’m here at the request of the Connecticut Food Association to speak in opposition to Senate Raised Bill 357.


I would like to summarize my testimony and make three basic comments about the legislation.  We’ve talked before.  I’ve talked before this Committee previously about the expanded bottle bill, and let me talk first about some of the litter implications associated with bottled water containers and this bill.


I know a lot of folks use litter as a rationale for why Connecticut’s bottle bill should be expanded to include water, and I’ve included some research in my testimony, which I hope you find useful.


If you look at studies that have been done around the country over the last 15 years, there have been no litter studies done in Connecticut.  

But litter studies done in other states indicate that non-carbonated beverage containers of all types, water, juice, tea, sports drinks, wine, and liquor represent an average of about 1.3% of all the litter that’s out there on our roads and beaches and parks.


If Connecticut is interested in making progress on the litter front, targeting bottled water, which represents probably less than 1% of all the litter is not a very good place to start.


There is a lot of other litter that’s out there that needs to be addressed, and can be prevented through more comprehensive means of little control.  Deposits are not the best way to do that.  


In my testimony, I’ve shown a chart that illustrates how well deposit states have done versus other states who have invested in more complete litter control efforts.


That is education efforts to discourage people from littering, and coordinated comprehensive clean-up programs.


On average for states that have comprehensive clean-up programs, they after five years, are 40% cleaner than the average for deposit states. 


Not surprisingly, if you focus on the whole problem instead of just 1% of it, or just 2% of it, you get a better result in the end, and not surprisingly, litter control is a lot more cost effective when you focus on all the litter and not just bottled water containers.


Second point I want to make about the legislation relates to recycling, and it’s a very similar point.  By focusing on such a small percentage of the waste stream, the resources that have to be devoted to an expanded, bigger, more expensive bottle bill are not cost effective for the state for its consumers or for its taxpayers.  


Given all the hype about the bottled water industry and everything else, you could certainly be forgiven if you thought that we were all being drowned and buried in bottled water containers.


If you look at the total number of containers, however, that are being sold in Connecticut or nationally, and you compare it to the total amount of the waste stream, about 22/1000ths of the waste stream is bottled water containers.  

We would have to spend about $30 million dollars a year in Connecticut in extra operating expenses at the store level, at the beverage distributor and manufacturer level in order to recycle a small extra amount of material.


That is not a good use, again, of resources.  It’s not a good way to recycle.  It costs many more times per ton to recycle through a system like that than it would through curbside.


If the objectives of the bill are to improve recycling and to enhance litter control in the landscapes in the state, there are former cost-effective ways to use the resources that we have, or to devote new resources to solve a bigger part of the problem and not a very small part of the problem.  Thanks very much.

REP. ROY:  How many single-serve plastic bottles would I need to make up a ton?

KEVIN DIETLY:  About probably 20 or so of them to a pound.

REP. ROY:  Twenty plastic bottles equals a pound?

KEVIN DIETLY:  Something like that.

REP. ROY:  So we’re talking about--

KEVIN DIETLY:  Forty-thousand.

REP. ROY:  Forty-thousand.  That’s, probably kind of fill this whole circle, wouldn’t it?  To the ceiling and back?

KEVIN DIETLY:  That’s a good question.

REP. ROY:  So if we go by weight, your point is well taken.  But if we go by volume, a ton of bottles is much more than a ton of newspaper or, you know, in volume.

KEVIN DIETLY:  That would about double, between two and a two and a half times the percentage, so instead of talking about 2/100ths of a percent of the waste stream, you’d probably be talking about 4 or 5/100ths percent of the volume of basically what goes into a disposal, what would be landfill. 

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments from members?  Representative O'Rourke.

REP. O'ROURKE:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Sir, you’re hired by Connecticut Food Association to study these issues and testify here?

KEVIN DIETLY:  That’s correct.  We do research and then present the results of the research, so we’ve compiled the data on what the Connecticut bottled water market looks like, and also on what the economics of running the system in Connecticut would be, but the litter research and the waste stream research is not done by me.  


The reference for that is published in my, is footnoted, rather, in my testimony.

REP. O'ROURKE:  That’s what I wanted to ask.  Some of these studies.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Yes.  I’m pretty familiar with them if you have specific questions about them.

REP. O'ROURKE:  Okay, yeah, just one that states that have extensive education and clean-up campaigns or programs, you said were 40% cleaner than deposit states.  What’s the reference on this?  Who conducted that study, and--

KEVIN DIETLY:  That’s a longtime series of studies that goes back probably 35 years to almost the inception of deposit laws in the U.S. and North America.  

What they’ve done in that case, this organization is called the Institute for Applied Research, no longer in business.  It was the efforts really one academic researcher who sort of pioneered and developed techniques for litter control, and litter research that have been replicated all over the country.


His methodology basically became the standard for how folks have done litter studies around the country and different state, transportation agencies, and such have adopted it.


But what he did was took the results of all those different studies that he’d done and categorized them.  So he put all the deposit states together.  

He put together all the states in his database that had had long-term control programs, and then he put together all the ones that had had shorter term control programs.


And what he found, basically was that the amount of littered items that were out there, again using a consistent methodology across states, so it could be compared, because that’s the problem with a lot of the research that’s been done.

REP. O'ROURKE:  It’s this gentleman’s, it’s his study that you’re quoting here in your testimony.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Well, yes, it’s a combination of about 50 studies that he had done for state governments around the country over the years.

REP. O'ROURKE:  And you said he’s out of business.  How long has he been out of business.

KEVIN DIETLY:  He’s about 80 years old.  

REP. O'ROURKE:  What I’m asking is how old are the studies that you’re counting on for the testimony?

KEVIN DIETLY:  The research that’s included in these goes up through the year about 2004.  The studies have gone on, and his methodology survives, basically.  That’s still the methodology that folks are using.

REP. O'ROURKE:  And how, what is his methodology.  It seemed to me to be pretty hard to quantify that one state was cleaner than another.  Did he go out and count individual pieces of litter or chewing gum wrapper versus a bottle?

KEVIN DIETLY:  That is what you do, actually, Representative.  However, in contrast to a lot of other studies that have been done or that get referenced, you go out and you draw stratified samples from different categories of locations around the state.  


So let’s say you would use a highly densely settled urban neighborhood, and then you would use suburban neighborhoods.  You would use Federal highways.  You would use state highways.  You would use rural highways.  

You’d use beaches.  You’d use parks.  And you draw samples of visible litter that you collect and count and sort from all those different things, and then you aggregate them together statewide.

REP. O'ROURKE:  [inaudible] Mr. Chairman.  You find 1,000 cigarette butts and five plastic bottles, that’s 1,000 to five.  Is that--

KEVIN DIETLY:  You actually don’t count cigarette butts in this methodology.  You don’t count anything that’s under, I think five square cm just to avoid the problem of stuff that’s too small to see.  


So if you had cigarette butts in your sample, like you suggest, you would skew the sample ridiculously.  So you would count anything that’s above that size.

REP. O'ROURKE:  Okay.  And Connecticut wasn’t a part of these studies.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Connecticut hasn’t done any statewide litter research to my knowledge.

REP. O'ROURKE:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, sir.  Any other questions or comments from members of the committee?  Thank you very much, Kevin.

KEVIN DIETLY:  Thanks.

REP. ROY:  Mike Paine followed by Cheryl Reedy.  

MIKE PAINE:  Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and other members of the Environment Committee.  I’m here I my capacity as the Connecticut chapter chairman of National Solid Waste Management Association to speak to you on Raised Bill 5138.

You may remember that I was in here about a week and a half ago and we talked about a bill regarding licensing.  I’m here actually to speak to you in favor of something, which is that bill that I just mentioned.

The reason that we are in support of this is that this single stream recycling has the potential to significantly impact everyone in the state to allow easier recycling of the materials.

This will require our membership to change the way we collect and also the way the material is processed.  The membership is willing to undertake these additional costs, in our case, all the new vehicles that we bought to service a number of our towns we’re going to have to modify them, or in some cases, significantly modify them.  

Each of those recycle trucks cost anywhere from $130,000 on up, and in some cases, we’ll probably spend $30,000, $40,000, $50,000 to modify them.

We’re willing to undertake this cost, because of the benefit to the citizens in the town and ultimately our customers.  Part of the reason that the modifications will need to be done is for the facilities that need to have this study done so that they know what the impact will be, and what the material coming in will be, and will actually give us, for one of the first times, some significant data of how much material we can pull out of the waste stream.

One of the other things that I noticed in this bill, actually two things that I noticed.  One is we mentioned pay-as-you-throw, and that is actually volume-based fees, and we should use both of those terms when we talk about that.  

Typically pay-as-you-throw is a bag-based system where the citizen pays for a plastic bag, and then only that bag is allowed to be used to throw away trash.

Volume-based fees is actually what all the commercial businesses do where you get various sized dumpsters depending on what you generate, be it trash or recycling.

The volume-based fees also was working in many of the residential homes now with various sized barrels which can be used depending on how much waste people throw away.

The last point, if I can finish, Mr. Chairman, is I would caution you about mandating that every municipality where there is trash collection also offers recycle collection, primarily because in some towns, it is more practical to have a drop-off of recycling versus curbside pick-up of recycling.

And I’d be happy to take any questions you have, sir.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions from members of the Committee?  Seeing none.  Thank you.

MIKE PAINE:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Cheryl Reedy, followed by Jeff Carolus.

CHERYL REEDY:  Thank you, Chairman Roy, and good afternoon.  Hello Ranking Member Chapin.  Glad to be here.  And members of the Committee.  I’m Cheryl Reedy, executive director of the Housatonic Resources Recovery Authority.  

We represent 11 municipalities in Western Connecticut.  Bethel, Bridgewater, Brookfield, Danbury, Canton, New Fairfield, New Milford, New Town, Redding, Ridgefield, and Sherman.

We want to testify today on three bills.  The first is Raised Bill 357, the expanded bottle bill.  We oppose the expansion of this, because we currently collect plastics in our curbside recycling program.  

We have for about 10 years, and we take the revenue that we’ve received from that and reinvest it in recycling education programs.  

We have a particular plastic bottle recycling program that we’ve just recently won a national award for.  It’s called Check for the Neck.  We get about $416,000 a year from all of our plastics.  About 16% of our revenue comes from PETE, which is primarily the water bottle plastic.

So we would oppose this simply because it will take money, in our case, out of our public recycling education, because the plastics right now are so valuable.

We understand and support the goal of recycling every plastic water bottle in the State of Connecticut.  If we could find a way to do this without disrupting our ability to do public education or impact that it would be wonderful.

We also oppose Senate Bill 636, AN ACT CONCERNING RESOURCES RECOVERY, FACILITY CONTRACTS.  I think inadvertently HRRA is treated in that bill different from all the other Resource Recovery Authorities in the state.

There are two separate exemptions in the bill.  Neither one of them apply to us.  We have an existing contract that’s run for 16 years.  It goes till 2019.  

In my testimony, I present language that could be added to the bill that would provide the same exemption for HRRA as, for example, Bristol or other Resource Recovery Authorities that would choose not to be covered by this, because their existing solid waste system is working well.

And finally, we strongly support Raised House Bill 5138, and like the prior speaker, Mike Paine, I am so happy to be here in support of something.

We love this bill.  We couldn’t love it anymore if we had written ourselves.  We like the pilot programs.  We think that this will answer a lot of questions that we’ve spent the last couple of years discussing monthly at DEP.

And just one final point that I will close on is that we especially support the pilot programs, the section that requires the State of Connecticut to set the example for recycling and all their facilities, and the section which requires the development of a statewide public recycling education program.  So thank you for bringing this bill forward.

REP. ROY:  You’re quite welcome, Cheryl, and if you want to claim credit, you go right ahead, and I won’t upset the applecart.  It’s nice to have something out there that somebody likes that much.  


I don’t think with your current contract that you have anything to worry about for ten years from the bill where we’re trying to get at the programs out there.


We’re not going to suspend any contracts that are in place and that are working.  So, I think you’re safe there.

CHERYL REEDY:  Thank you.  I appreciate that reassurance.  I testified on a similar bill at the Energy Committee about 10 o'clock last Friday night, and they are considering the language.


Our HRRA attorney and the attorney for Wheelabrator, which is the company that we have a contract with, both feel that with the existing wording, that our contract would be impaired, so that’s why I hope you’ll at least consider, it’s just two or three sentences that would do the same thing for HRRA as for the other Resource Recovery Authorities.


Just because we’re created in a different part of the statute, then we’re a Regional Resources Recovery Authority under 103(b).

REP. ROY:  Okay.  And the money you collect, which you began with you testimony, is that from the sale of the product, or is that deposit bottles that you’re cashing in, or both?

CHERYL REEDY:  It’s both.  It’s the sale of the product.  Obviously, we get a lot more from any deposit bottles, because a lot of people in our region do forego the nickel and put their deposit bottles in their curbside recycling, but we have a contract with our intermediate processing center where we, depending on the tonnage we bring in the revenue they receive, we share in the revenue.  

So because of the value of plastics right now, it turns out to be a fairly decent chunk of the revenue that is coming into the facility.

REP. ROY:  So if the deposit was on the water bottle, would you then perhaps get even more money?

CHERYL REEDY:  Depends on how many people would leave the water bottle for us, and how many would, you know, what the incentive is for the individual to keep it, store it, and take it back to the grocery store.  I just don’t know.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Bye.

REP. BYE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Hi.  

CHERYL REEDY:  Hi. 

REP. BYE:  I’m glad you’re here supporting the recycling bill.

CHERYL REEDY:  Ooh, I love it.

REP. BYE:  I’m just sort of baffled, because you’re the second person now, I haven’t been here the whole time, but who said you’d prefer the plastic water bottles to be in the stream.  So that’s accurate that that’s your testimony.  Because of their value.

CHERYL REEDY:  Correct.  Right now because of their value.  Our contract with our intermediate processing center is going to expire in 2011, and as we talk to vendors who may eventually bid on that, it’s very important to those vendors for a new IPC, whether or not the plastics are going to be in our recycling stream or not.  


Because of the value of the plastics, and because it brings more value to our contract, they can afford to invest more in the infrastructure to create, for example, perhaps a single stream recycling plant for us over in the western part of the state.


So, you know, there’s an immediate impact, and then there could be a longer term impact as well.

REP. BYE:  So you’re making the case that having the plastics in the stream will make it easier for you to, in the end, maybe be a part of a single stream sort of, not production, reduction site, or whatever you want to call it.

CHERYL REEDY:  Right.  Exactly.

REP. BYE:  And who, do you know who, what companies are starting up these single stream technologies?

CHERYL REEDY:  The companies that we have talked to that, we’ve talked to companies who are currently operating in our area or could reasonably operate in our area, because they’re close by, and we’re right on the New York State border.  So we’ve talked with Hudson Baylor and with FCR.


Hudson Baylor has, they do a lot of single stream recycling in the southwestern United States.  They run the Phoenix Program, and so forth, and again, the mix between how much they would invest in an infrastructure and how much they would expect us to invest in the infrastructure of a new plant turns on how much plastic is going to be in that stream, because of its value.


I think right now for PETE we’re getting about $320 a ton, and for HDPE, we’re getting something like $600-and-some dollars a ton.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  I just did a lot of research about water bottles this year, this fall, in fact.  And I was really surprised to learn that the bottling companies, Coke and Pepsi, are big investors in the single stream recycling business.  Is that your perception?

CHERYL REEDY:  Yes.  It is.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  So they have an interest in having bottles in the stream, because they make their money selling bottles as well, and I’m not saying, those aren’t your motives.  

In your testimony today, you’re talking about a market that exists in how you, as a resource and recovery agency can use that to the best of your advantage to function.  And I understand that.  

CHERYL REEDY:  Exactly.

REP. BYE:  I just think it’s important to make that point.  And then to Representative Roy’s question, when you get the cans, when you have cans in the curbside recycling, you get the nickel somehow?

CHERYL REEDY:  I don’t know if it’s a nickel or not.  When the IPC sells them, they sell for $1,000 a ton.  So they’re aluminum which is, you get a good price for.  But then they must do something to get that nickel back, because the $1,000 a ton is more than just the regular aluminum is selling for.

REP. BYE:  So right now you have plastic bottles coming from soda in your stream.

CHERYL REEDY:  Some soda, we get a lot of water bottles.  Just an estimate, but I a rough calculation based on, you know, I weighed one of my water bottles at home.  

We would get right now about 27.3 million water bottles or plastic PETE bottles a year.  And that’s for a population of about 250,000 people.  So that’s about 109 bottles per capita.  


I think the per capita across the country is up in the 150-170 something like that.  So we’re not capturing all of them, but really going after them with our Check for the Neck campaign.

REP. BYE:  But is it accurate to suggest that if there was a bottle bill, and those bottles were in the curbside recycling like some of the cans are, you would still get some value for it.  You’re just not clear exactly what that value would be.

CHERYL REEDY:  Yes, we would.  The delta that we don’t know is if there’s a nickel deposit, how many people will take them back, and how many people will continue to put them in their curbside recycling.  Just don’t know.

REP. BYE:  Okay.  Thank you.  And just for the record, my goal with, I think the bottle bill has its pros and cons, but my goal is to reduce the purchase of them, and thus reduce the amount of plastics in there period.

CHERYL REEDY:  Way to go.  Absolutely.  

REP. BYE:  So thank you very much for your answers.  That helped me.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I actually think you can thank Representative Bye for being at least one of the co-authors of the bill that you’re here to testify in support of so.  I believe in giving credit where credit is due.  So thank you for coming up, and once again this year, and expressing your thoughts.  

CHERYL REEDY:  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  See, and I told you you could take the credit, and now he’s given it to somebody else.  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.  I just wanted to ask on your return rate for the plastic bottles in the bins that you collect as recyclables versus the bottle bill return rate, do you have those stats?

CHERYL REEDY:  No, I don’t.  I don’t know how many bottles would, I don’t know how many cans would be in one ton of cans that we would be able to sell, that is unclaimed bottle deposits.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I know from your point of view, you’re trying to get the stuff in your bins, because it’s product for you.  You can make money on it.  

But from the town’s point of view, the higher the recycling rate, the happier we are.  You know it’s something we don’t have to worry about.  It’s a high reuse of the material, and don’t have to make more out of the petroleum.  

You don’t have to pick it up as litter.  So if we can get a 78%-80% return rate on another system, in my mind, that’s the best.  You know, go for the highest return.  If the highest return is from the bottle bill for that stream, that’s what I would use, and I don’t know what your return is.  

I know from your point of view you want to get the product, but from the municipal point of view, the other side of this argument is you go where the best return rate is if you can get that highest return from the existing bottle bill, then that’s what we should do.

CHERYL REEDY:  Well our, in listing the names of the towns, and maybe I should have said this directly, but I’m here at the unanimous requests of these towns.


Unlike in some parts of the state, the municipalities that are in HRRA don’t, there’s nothing that comes out of their municipal budgets for solid waste, and so we do all of the recycling education in the region.  Municipalities don’t do it.


If we didn’t have the money to do it, then the municipalities would have to fund us.  So if there’s another funding mechanism that works, our concern is that we basically subsidize recycling education and advertising and programs in the school for our whole range of recyclables.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 4B to Tape 5A.]

--going to affect the entire curbside program.  

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I’ve heard the presentation.  You talk to the little kids.  You say what we should all strive for is the highest recycle rate.  


That is what the speech is that you are paying for.  The speech is let’s see if we can get this rate way up there, because that is the best.  

CHERYL REEDY:  Well, what I tell kids when I talk to schools is, don’t. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Don’t even buy it in the first place.  Of course we do first, recycle second. 


But when you recycle, it is better to get 80% recycling than 40% recycling.  So if you want--  

CHERYL REEDY:  I understand what you are saying. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  --if you want to take a lower recycle rate, just so you can go out and make the speeches, that does not make sense to me.  I think it is better at the higher rate. 

CHERYL REEDY:  Think of it this way.  If we get 70-80% of the plastic water bottles, but the recycling rate for the entire region on fiber and everything else goes down, are we ahead or not?  We do not know that.  


Our main concern is trying to have a way to get that message out.  And as we have the funding to do that, if the price of plastic has risen.  


With a one year advertising campaign, we have increased recyclables across the board by 7%.  Including plastic bottles.  So, we can see that we are getting a return on that investment.  And we think if we had more money to invest, we could get an even better return. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions from members of the Committee?  Thank you very much, Cheryl.  Appreciate your being here today.  


Jeff Carolus, followed by John Johnson.

JEFFREY CAROLUS:  Good afternoon and thank you.  My name is Jeffrey Carolus.  I am here to testify in support of Senate Bill 632, THAT WOULD PROVIDE ASSISTANCE TO THE FEW DIARY FARMS STILL TRYING TO MAINTAIN VIABILITY IN THE STATE OF CONNECTICUT.


I came to Connecticut in January of 1986 representing a company that provides nutritional services and products along with management support, and mainly in the dairy business. 


I have seen the erosion of all agriculture across the state in the last two decades.  But dairy farming has been one of the hardest hit.


I would just like to, it is not in my written testimony.  But Ellington, that valley that goes from Manchester up to the Massachusetts border, used to be called the Million Cow Mile.  Not because it had a million cows, but it had the highest density of dairy cows in all of North America. 


And now, I think there are four dairy farms left there.  What that has done is, all that land that is extremely fertile is now houses.  


Once the dairy farmers stopped producing crops to feed those dairy cows, that’s it.  It has gone into housing. 


So when I began my career in 1986 there were approximately 42,000 cows on over 300 farms.  That’s from the 1987 Census of Agriculture.  


The 2006 show that there are only 20,000 on 163 farms.  And that has even eroded since then.  So I think it is down to around 150 farms now.  


In 1986 I made a very comfortable living.  Probably 90% of my income was coming in from just Connecticut.  Now I have to drive all the way to the Hudson River, and up to Albany, New York, up to southern Maine, southern Vermont.  


Just to maintain a percentage of the business that I had then.  And that is just because the dairy farmers have lost. 


Now, that does not mean anything to you.  I know you are not here to provide me a living.  However, if I leave, I am one of the last suppliers that have my type of products that actually is in Connecticut.  


If I leave, then that cost of what I provide them, goes up.  So their cost of production goes up.  


And not only does it go up, if dairy farmers leave, 100 cow dairy utilizes about 40 ton of grain.  If they are not able to buy grain competitively.  

If they leave and then grain doesn’t come into the state competitively, then all the horses, all the beef people, all the hog production that is in this state. 

Even what is left of the poultry business.  Their grain prices are going to skyrocket. 

So we’re going to lose our open land.  We’re going to lose the tax benefits of having the farms there. 

My last point is, as far as having a local fresh supply of milk, is just the quality of life that so many people enjoy with open land.  And thank you, very much. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Sir.  Any questions from any members of the Committee?  You’re all set, thank you. 


John Johnson followed by Laura, it’s either Simpser or Samos.  I can’t quite get it.  Simon.  Okay.  John Johnson.  Laura.  

LAURA SIMON:  My name is Laura Simon.  I am the field director for the Urban Wildlife Program for the Humane Society of the United States. 


I want to submit testimony today on raised House Bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING LYME DISEASE and to state our organizations strong opposition to this bill.  


Like everyone else, we would desperately like to see some cures for Lyme disease for people who are suffering from it.  

However, we are opposing this bill for its wrongful assumption that the way to control this disease is through increased deer hunting.  

And what I hope to show you through my testimony that I have submitted is that this claim that you can control the disease through deer hunting has no scientific validity.  

The first problem is that this is a multi-host disease.  Although the tics seem to prefer a progressively larger host, and deer are a preferred host for adult tics, the sub-adults are carried by a multitude of different species.

They are carried by many of our popular songbirds as well as mid sized hosts and small rodents.  Particularly the white-footed mouse, is the primary host for immature tics.  

So if the state is going to attempt to control Lyme disease by removing hosts, the list of species to be reduced to manageable levels would need to include white-footed mice, small rodents, other small rodents, most mammals.  In addition to dozens of songbirds. 

And I think this illustrates just how impossible and how ludicrous this type of strategy would be. 

The main reason hunting does not control Lyme disease is because it does not reduce the tic population enough.  

There is a study in Great Island, where after removing 70% of the deer herd they noted no marked reduction in the tics.  And even after eliminating the deer herd on this island they found that the adult tic population still increased.  

The same went for a study done at Crain’s Beach in Ipswich, Massachusetts.  Where they removed over 83% of the deer herd and they found that still the sub-adult tics did decline but slowly.  But the adult tic population increased.

And I think these studies underscore that even when you hammer a deer herd really hard, and that is difficult to do, you still find that the tic population does not respond the way you want it to because there are multiple hosts.  

And if we think about it, the places that have the worst Lyme disease problems are suburban areas.  And it is believed that most people contact the disease around their home.  This is not where hunters want to hunt.  

They do not want to be hunting from tree stands.  Down in between houses with people screaming at them.  

There are some very good techniques for controlling Lyme disease.  The four poster is something I encourage you to look at and consider.  

It is a unique device that attracts deer to a site where they are baited with corn and a ticacide is applied to their shoulders.  And within two years you can find you can knock back the adult tic population 100%.  

And by the third year, all stages of the tic population are controlled.  

I think the Committee’s time is better spent looking at techniques like this.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Laura.  And just for the record, you cannot hunt very close to houses.  I think it’s 500 feet from a house to use a gun.  

LAURA SIMON:  But even bow hunters do not want to be hunting between suburban houses.  They want to be in the woods.  

REP. ROY:  And we don’t want them hunting there either.  Any other questions for Laura?  Representative Megna. 

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Before we were talking about hunting in suburban areas.  I think currently towns do have power to reduce deer populations.  Even in the absence of this bill. 


We’re talking about, I think it was Greenwich?  And Greenwich had hired a sharp shooter to reduce the population. 

LAURA SIMON:  Yes.  Greenwich had hired a sharp shooter.  I believe the cost was $250,000.  And they did knock back the deer herd and found that it rebounded so fast their money was not well spent and they chose to not go that route again, just because it was so expensive and not effective.  

REP. MEGNA:  I don’t think there is anything in statute about using a bow and arrow in terms of the distance from a house.  I think the 500 feet applies to a gun. 


But it is interesting when we’re talking.  The biggest issue of so-called overpopulation is down in the Fairfield County area.  And you made some interesting points about even if you were to get more flexibility with hunting it is still an issue. 


Because it is not really the preferred place for hunters to hunt, in peoples’ backyards.  You want to talk a little bit about that?

LAURA SIMON:  Where you see the worst Lyme disease problems are the areas where you are not likely to have hunters because hunters do not want to hunt in those kinds of developed environments. 


And hunting has not proven to be effective in those kinds of communities in terms of disease control.  So where the hunters want to be and where the lyme tics are tend to be two separate places. 

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

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments?  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  I wish you were right in your conclusion.  But your conclusion that Lyme disease and deer population are interrelated, they are not interrelated, is very controversial.  


You probably looked at the study done by the Department of Environmental Protection.  


In a pertinent part it goes back to a deer population control program in Mumford Cove and says the deer population was reduced from about 77 deer per square mile to about 10 deer per square mile after two years of controlled hunting.  


And it goes on and said that the incidences of Lyme disease among residents thereby decreased 83% and have remained at low levels.  

It goes on to conclude deer population management must serve as the main tool in any long term strategy to reduce human instances of Lyme disease. 

I am not a hunter.  I do not like the idea of shooting deer and so forth.  

But your conclusion that there is no relationship between Lyme disease and deer I just think is either erroneous or is so controversial that we have to look at both sides.  I just wanted to share that with you. 

LAURA SIMON:  No I didn’t say that there is no relationship.  What I said was that you cannot control human disease by hunting deer, one host. 


And Mumford Cove, what you are referring to, that conclusion about the human disease cases dropping was not based on any official health reports or health department statistics. 


It was based on a survey where people were asked to recall if they or any member of their family contracted Lyme disease, and if so, when.  


It was largely reliant on peoples’ memories.  Not actual case reports, confirmed cases and medical records or health reports.  So I would say that is a bit of soft data.  We do not find that those statistics are reliable.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.  You may or may not have seen this study.  But there is a piece of evidence here from testimony from a researcher at Tufts University, Sam Telford, III.  And he is co-author of this Great Island Study.  He did it as a doctoral student at Harvard. 


Deer were reduced from 30 to 50 per square mile to fewer than six per square mile with resulting order of magnitude reduction and tic densities.  And reduction of incidents of Lyme disease and [inaudible].  And this is a 1993 study.  


Are you familiar with this study and do you have any comments on it?

LAURA SIMON: I am familiar with his work.  Again, I am familiar with his statements to that effect.  But again, I go back to what data?  What disease data is he relying on?  


As far as I can tell, no data have been produced to support the statement that when deer were knocked back to that low a level that human cases of Lyme disease declined.  


I know that is his opinion, but I have not seen any data that supports that opinion.  If there are health department statistics, they have not been published to date.  


I think the big issue here is when deer on islands, and very small contained environments like Mumford Cove, Mohegan Island or Great Island are very small islands.  Where you can actually knock back the deer herd 92%.  


Or even eliminate them.  You cannot do that in  a state like Connecticut, which is densely populated.  Where already the DEP has its hands full trying to increase bag limits to have more deer taken at a statewide level.  


You cannot extrapolate from these small contained hunts and apply those same kinds of techniques across a state that has as much suburban development as ours does.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Laura.  Any other questions?  I see none.  Thank you very much. 


Keith Bishop followed by Amy Stegall. 

KEITH BISHOP:  I have submitted testimony to you and I just gave Senator and Representative Roy a copy of this.  I have a couple of map sketches as a part of my presentation that I want to refer to. 


I know that it may not have been passed around to everybody else yet.  I just handed it over to the aides.  


Officially, good afternoon and thank you very much for having me before you this afternoon.  I appreciate the opportunity despite the tough schedule of your day as well as those that have to fit in their words of contemplation for you. 


I’m here to support a number of different bills.  Senate Bill 627, IN SUPPORT OF THE FARM WINERY LEGISLATION.  

We need a word change.  I have addressed that directly in my testimony.  But this relates back to an adjacent sea-land issue.  One of my maps in the larger packet demonstrates the distance at which we have our property in Gilford and which the land says adjacent.

When you are three miles apart, if you were to get technical that is too far apart for the word adjacent.  

I also ask that you seriously consider another amendment to support the wine industry.  To allow us to go to sell to certified farmers markets.  

And certified is very, very critical.  That that be a Department of Agriculture certification under the WIC program.  There is such a certification process there now that may need to be honed down. 

But I do have suggested language for that in my testimony as well. 

I also ask for your support for the dairy legislation which other dairy farmers are more adept at it than me.  

It is really tragic that the amount of land that is in dairy and the stress that that industry is under, that they do need support. 

That land is critical to continue to be used for growing crops here in Connecticut whether it is dairy or alternative crops.  And there are a lot of families that are on the brink in that particular industry. 

I am shaken up by the Tractor Washing Bill, 5872.  I wonder where that came out of.  Yes, sir.  

SEN. MEYER:  It came out of Waterbury.  There is a gentleman who repairs tractors and he needs a special permit.  While down the street there are three car dealerships that wash cars when they make repairs and stuff.  And they do not have to do that.  


So he wants to be treated the same. 

KEITH BISHOP:  Well thanks for your insights.  I guess I look at it from the standpoint of being a farmer.  

And if I was then required to get a permit to go wash my tractor which is what it sounds like, then that is a burden upon the farmers that I say you’re trying to drive us out of the state rather than being helpful to other legislative things.  


Okay.  Well, we like clean tractors.  Although going out in the mud, especially after rain like this past weekend, they turn dirty quick.  Even though you don’t like to rut up your fields and so forth with mud. 


So anyway, I’m not in favor of that as I read that currently.  I think it is more important to educate and inform and hopefully find another solution than the particular town one. 


Finally, in the packet here, if I could.  On the smaller packet.  I have highlighted areas around so the wet ones on our farms and the 100 foot setback that is referred to in some of the other legislation before you.

And a concern about the amount of acreage that that takes out of our property.  And I know that it has been addressed as far as intermittent wording to have farm operations be exempt from some of the provisions of the Riverfront Bill. 

However, when you look at our maps here and the one section of the field that is approximately 30 acres in, eight acres of that is encompassed by that 100 foot setback.  Another where we have about 75 acres.  Then we lose 11 acres to that 100 foot. 

And intermittent in my definition includes the road culverts that run down the side of our town roads and that is an issue that they are not intermittent.  The definition of intermittent then includes way too much to then adversely affect our culture. 

We need water for our crops but we cannot control where water comes and goes and we do not have anywhere else to go other than move out of state to the Midwest or New York if we ant to get away from this type of a problem.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Keith.  Any questions?  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Keith, thank you and your family for so many generations of wonderful business and great public service.  I just want to ask you a little bit more about the Riverfront protection. 


This is a bill that obviously has interested this Committee.  Are there ways that we can restrict the scope of the 100 foot buffer that you think would be more reasonable then the breadth of the current draft?

KEITH BISHOP:  Actually the difficult part is then what is intermittent and how far you go for what that is for having a solid legal definition of it.  


And I do not have a good solid one there other than some of the diagrams I have here involve town drainage ditches that run in open culverts down the side of the road which constantly carry stuff off.  

In my view they are more than almost intermittent at various times.  I’m glad the exemption for our culture is there.  But I also see it as just one more foot in the door to say that our culture is not credible.  

They are not going to take care and do a good job to steward the soil and the land.  And we would not be here with some agricultural land still left if it was not for those people who are still here.  

They are the ones who have the most to lose.  Who have not sold out yet.  You need to take and make sure that you give credit where credit is due.  To the people that are still here that are not ones that are intentionally thinking of doing anything wrong.  

And when you open to anybody to be able to take a walk up the river and protect them for recreational use, but you turn around and don’t allow that for agriculture, that is what troubles me.  

SEN. MEYER:  My quick reaction from reading the bill was that if we deleted the reference to intermittent waterways we would make the bill more realistic.  Do you have any opinion on that?

KEITH BISHOP:  That is one very good way, Sir.  Yes, Sir.  Again, to define intermittent is very troubling to me.  

So getting rid of the word intermittent and just focusing on the things that truly are larger water bodies would be a definite way to help out both agriculture and understanding and making sure we know that it actually talks about.  

SEN. MEYER:  Good.  Thank you.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Keith.  Any other questions from members of the Committee.  I see none.  Keith, thank you very much.  


Amy Stegall followed by Peter Burden.  

AMY STEGALL:  Representative Roy and Senator Meyers, members of the Committee.  My name is Amy Stegall and I am president of the Connecticut Horse Council.  I have submitted my testimony to you so I will just make some general summations. 


First being, that we support Bill 5827, AN ACT CONCERNING ANIMAL SHELTERS.  And you may wonder why that is.  


Because in the definition, under animal, it includes horses by the way it is written.  And we have received calls over the years about “rescues” that are really actually hoarders or people selling animals and declaring themselves rescues and making money on it. 


So there is definitely need for oversight.  Because currently anyone could hang out a shingle and just declare themselves a rescue.  


And I have to disagree with Deborah Bresh in saying that this is not a public health issue.  Because certainly animal disease, particular rabies, when you’re moving animals from one area of the state to another or from out of state, is definitely a public health threat.


And with people who are being unscrupulous, you have a greater risk of exposing the public to disease.  


We oppose Bill 5829, AN ACT CONCERNING EMPOWERMENT OF ROAMING ANIMALS.  For several reasons.  


The animal control officers currently have no training whatsoever on handling large animals.  And this has become a big issue for us this council. 


To the point we are actually doing the training for animal control officers this Friday up at the university.  Because we’re trying to step up and fill a need.  


We get calls from AACO’s all the time with questions and asking for help.  And we feel this does a disservice to them. 


So to ask them to take on additional duties by capturing roaming animals and then allowing them to take those animals back to the local dog pound, we do not feel that it is an appropriate place to keep large animals.  


So the safety of the animal was called into question as well as the safety of the animal control officer.  


Commissioner Prelli noted that in Bethany recently a horse and a driver were killed.  And he said that he thought that it would have been better had the ACL been handling that.  


Bethany, in particular, is an issue because a few years ago we had an ACO there that was uneducated with large animals and was harassing a horse owner down there.  

The owner was being over-zealous and ultimately was fired, it is my understanding, because of what happened down there.  

I do not know who the current ACO is.  But I do have concerns about that.  So I do have to respectfully disagree with Commissioner Prelli.  

Again, training is an issue.  If there was training we would be less opposed to this bill.  

It also gives a seven day period in which to notify the owner.  I know someone that had their cows get out while they were on vacation.  And the person taking care of them did not know right away.  

So the owner would not have been notified in that seven day period.  And it also requires them to notice in the local paper where the animal was found. 

And I can tell you from experience, large animals can go quite far.  I had three horses show up at my property one time from 25 miles away.  

So I think the notice should be expanded as well. 

We oppose the livestock dealers licensing, 5830.  Particularly since it would encompass 4H and small horse owners.  There is no limit to that.  

If you buy, sell, move or otherwise transport a horse, it would cause them to be required to license.  

And also I am not sure that the licensing is not accessible by FOI.  Which means that extremist groups could potentially get a hold of that information.  

And in closing up, 5874, we have no position on.  But just as a suggestion, with all the comments that are here today about farming and how it is under stress. 

I am sure you are all very aware of the pressure that farms face from neighbors moving in next to farms.  And then complaining about them.  

So I would like to offer than an additional disclosure be made that in towns with less than 75,000 people, that a notice of the right to farm law is included when anyone is purchasing property.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Amy.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon, Amy.  I had the same concern about transportation of 4H projects.  And I noticed in the bill itself it says for a fee. 


And I was wondering, are you aware that people are being charged for those youth project transports?

AMY STEGALL:  Well I would say that it is not unusual that if you get a trainer who is taking a couple of kids, the kids might pay the trainer.  Or you may have someone reimbursing a friend because they share a trailer ride. 


Certainly it is not unusual.  And those people might not necessarily be livestock dealers or big businesses.  It might be just once or twice a year money changing hands.  Or just when they’re going to shows.  


So I am not sure how that would equate them with a livestock dealer. 

REP. CHAPIN:  Okay.  I think you raised a good point.  And I think the intent was to make sure that we were not doing harm to that particular group.  So we will take another look at it.  Thank you. 

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


Peter Burden.  Followed by Gary Crump.  

GARY CRUMP:  Good afternoon, Senator Meyers, Representative Roy.  Peter Burden left, so I’m Gary Crump.  


Hopefully I don’t take my three minutes and we can move forward.  It has been a long day. 


I am here to discuss raised Bill 627, IN REFERENCE TO THE FARM WINERY BILL.  


In section five it says the farm wine [inaudible] shall produce.  In my opinion, the word produce should be substituted and changed for the word grow.  So that actually people have to grow grapes on their own property.  


Other than that, I have no problems with the language.  On the other hand, the current language, which is adjacent and contiguous is very restraining and difficult to abide by. 


I bought 12 acres last year next door to me.  And I had to go file a whole ton of paperwork to make sure that actually those 12 acres of grapes that I’m going to plant next door to me actually count as Connecticut grown fruit. 


And if you’re in the situation, as Keith Bishop who testified prior to me.  Or Jamie Jones or some of the other farmers in the state.

Farmers that have four or five different pieces of property, with the same owner, the same family, under the same control, it’s very difficult for me to understand why those grapes don’t count as grapes grown in the state of Connecticut. 

So I’m here to support Bill 627.  Thank you for your time.

REP. ROY:  Gary, thank you.  Any questions from members of the Committee?  I guess not.  


Jessie Stratton followed by Kim O’Rourke.  

JESSIE STRATTON:  Representative Roy, Senator Meyer and Representative Chapin and other members of the Committee.  This feels like déjà vu all over again. 


I do find myself sort of amused that at one point we’re being told that bottled water containers are a fraction of the solid waste stream in the United States. 


At another time we’re being told that they would only add one-tenth to the volume of deposit containers already.  

And then we’re told that if we take them out of the waste stream, we’re robbing recyclers of a valuable commodity that is really going to impact their bottom line.  Or that it is so many containers that those who redeem them cannot deal with it. 

I do not know how you want to deal with those different perspectives.  But I do know that the impact environmentally of bottled water is not staggering. 

Someone said earlier that every container of bottled water takes one quarter of that container’s volume of oil to produce.  You just think about that.

There were 31.2 billion containers of bottled water produced and sold in the United States in 2006.  And 426 million in the State of Connecticut.  Those are pretty staggering. 

In addition, it took 17 million gallons of oil.  That 17 million gallons of oil does not include the fuel used for transporting that water around this country and sometimes from foreign countries into this country.  

But the environmental impacts for negative do not stop there.  It also takes three liters of water to fill every one of these.  Two to produce the bottle and one to fill the bottle with water.  

And in a country and increasing a world, where water resources are jealously guarded, that too has staggering impacts.  

And in addition, the process of producing a bottle of those 31.2 billion bottles, produces 2.5 million tons of CO2.  And in states like Connecticut where we don’t landfill trash, we incinerate it.  We add to that global warming pollution.

To say nothing of the fact that then if they are burned, we start from scratch with the oil and CO2 pollution to produce replacement containers. 

I have attached my testimony.  A report by the U.S. Conference this January that says nationwide, only 12% of bottled water containers are actually recyclable.  I think we do better than that in Connecticut.

But I know that we do not come close to the 70% of deposit containers that are redeemed.  

Other years the Sierra Club and other on this Committee have approved far more far reaching deposit container laws that apply to a broader range.  

We are ready to support this compromise measure that addresses only water since it is the largest area of new containers. 

I would like to just very briefly say I think that bill 5138 is also very worthy.  This is not a Bottle Bill or does it enhance recycling.  If we are going to reach our 58% goal in the state, we have to do both. 

I think we need to add dual stream to that and do some other things to enhance it.  But it is not an either/or.  These two complement each other.  

If we can ever get to the point where we come close to a 70% recycling rate and have curbside around the State of Connecticut, we can revisit it.  Thank you. 

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


Kim O’Rourke followed by Robin Kane. 

KIM O’ROURKE:  Good afternoon.  My name is Kim O’Rourke and I am the chairman of the Government Affairs Committee of the Connecticut Recyclers Coalition and the recycling coordinator for the City of Middletown.  


I’m here today to support both recycling bills on the agenda, Senate Bill 357 and raised Bill 5138.  


I am surprised by the way some folks are framing this debate.  It is not about one Bill over the other.  Why not both?  


Recycling has been stagnant in our state for so long that unfortunately we have a lot of work to do.  


The Connecticut Recyclers Coalition is strongly in favor of expanding the bottle deposit law to water bottles.  We took a survey at our last annual meeting in November. 


An overwhelming majority supported expansion proposals.  We are also supporting 5138, which includes many different programs to jumpstart recycling. 


But none of them match the results we would get from expanding the bottle deposit law.  The deposit law is proven and feasible.  


I understand that there is a burden associated with it.  But we are at the point where sacrifices have to be made by everyone.  We are getting close to a global environmental catastrophe.  

Dire consequences could happen in our life or definitely in our kids’ lifetimes if we don’t make changes.  Fifty, 40, 20 years from now, if things don’t change, we’ll look back and think all we had to do were a few small things.

Like it or not, the deposit legislation gets people to recycle more.  It delivers a high quality material to manufacturers and it does make a difference.  It works. 

It captures up to 70% of the material and we are talking plastic which equals oil.  A key resource we are running out of quickly 

Nothing in raised Bill 5138 as written will match that.  All the programs are fine.  And many have potential.  But nothing in it will capture as much material now. 

According to studies recorded in a Conference of Mayors report on bottled water and municipal waste streams, an estimated 88% of plastic water bottles end up as garbage or litter. 

Even though Middletown offers curbside collection for water bottles, I can attest that a large number of them do end up in the garbage. 

I have detailed comments on raised Bill 5138, but I do specifically want to address the issue of single stream. 

More research is needed on this which is why we support the idea of pilots.  However, it is vitally important for the pilots to address certain issues.  Recycling is a collaborative process.  

Just because it gets collected from your curb does not mean it gets recycled.  The material should be tracked through the processing centers and the manufacturing processes. 

Studies I have read and speakers I have heard have said that materials from single stream collections are not always as clean as dual streams.  

And they can either leave them with material they cannot use and ultimately have to get trashed, or increase their costs to use the material.

Pilots should also be done for dual stream at the same time so we can analyze and compare the two. 

I have a lot more comments in my written testimony.  So I would appreciate it if you could look that over.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Kim.  Any questions from members?  Representative Bye.

REP. BYE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Not so much a question as a comment.  I just want to thank you and Jessie Stratton for making it clear that these two do not sort of fight each other.  They are two different attempts to reduce, reuse and recycle working together. 


So I just want to thank you for making that point really clear.  Thanks. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Representative Willis. 

REP. WILLIS:  Yes.  Thank you.  And I’m sorry I didn’t get to ask Jessie Stratton this, but I’ll ask you, Kim.


I’m trying to get a handle on the single stream.  And how do you see this working in Connecticut in terms of a pilot?

KIM O’ROURKE:  I don’t know.  Which is think is one of the issues that we have.  I guess it depends on what funding is made available.  The way the bill is written it looks like it would be held in your small towns, your suburbs and your cities.  


So they would run different programs.  I do not know how large they would be.  I don’t know.  


But if whatever is put together, it is very important that, and I have in my testimony detailed explanation of what we need to look at.  What research we want to get from the pilots.  I think that is the key. 


They have to be large enough so that you can get some good figures out of them.  But again, and I remember this morning that someone testified and said it depends on how much money is available to make them run. 


But I would also recommend that we just don’t look at single streams.  There is so much more out there and there is pay as you throw in the bill which is great.  And Recycle Bank which I think is great to look at. 


But I think we should also look at automated dual stream and be able to compare the two to see.  So it is complicated.  But I think there would be a way to look at it. 


And if you have experts on that committee, recycling folks and trash haulers and end markets of somebody who is missing, they can help prepare that and look at the information that we need to get for it.  To see how it would work. 

REP. BYE:  If I may follow-up, Mr. Chairman with one question.  


How would it work, or would it work differently for towns that have transfer stations as opposed to curbside?  Would it?

KIM O’ROURKE:  If a town just has a drop off versus curbside.  Well if they just have a drop off, unless it is mandated, they probably would not do an automated single stream curbside collection.  Unless they chose to go that route.


If they don’t pick it up curbside now, then.

REP. BYE:  It’s not going to work. 

KIM O’ROURKE:  I’m not saying it’s not going to work.  If this bill went through and it has a part in it about mandated curbside recycling, I wouldn’t say that it wouldn’t work.  I guess it could be difficult in some areas of the state.  

REP. BYE:  I’m concerned.  My towns have transfer stations.  They do not have curbside recycling.  And so I hear a lot of these proposals and I just feel like that I’m very confused about how this is going to work in some of the small towns. 


Because a lot of what I hear of this is people coming forward and talking about curbside and not all of our towns have curbside recycling now. 


And there is a lot more out there than I think people apparently are aware of.  It sounds like we’re all on this curbside recycling page and that is not the world in which I live in. 

KIM O’ROURKE:  And I have to say I was surprised from the recycling coalition perspective.  


I did not get any comments from our members on that.  And I think as the recycling coalition, we encourage anything that will help improve recycling.  


So we’re not opposed to that section.  I think if I was a municipality that did not currently have curbside and the program was working in our town, then it could be a concern. 


But I’m from the City of Middletown.  We have curbside.  It is not an issue for us.  

REP. BYE:  Thank you. 

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


Robin Kane followed by Terry Jones and Jiff Martin. 

ROBIN KANE:  Hello.  Good afternoon.  My name is Robin Kane.  I am representing Protectors of Animals.  We are in our 33rd year of operation.  We are a no kill animal rescue organization located in Hartford County.  


Our organization is also a member of the Animal Welfare Federation of Connecticut.  


At Protectors of Animals I oversee a significant portion of our foster care network as well as feline intake and placement.  So I am going to speak from that perspective.  This is a separate issue.  


I’m testifying against House Bill 5827, AN ACT CONCERNING ANIMAL SHELTERS. 


And it seems like the felines are almost a separate section of this bill.  There is the feline issue and then there are the other animals.  So I am going to speak to the feline aspect of things. 


I do want to commend the Department of Agriculture and this Committee for attempting to address animal hoarding and cruelty. 


These are two issues that the Animal Welfare and Rescue Committee feel should be legislatively addressed.  These are important issues. 


However this bill simply does not target the perpetrators of animal cruelty and hoarding.  What this bill would do is allow for warrantless inspections of private homes.  


The idea of which will certainly deter new or one time foster homes, helping establish rescue organizations to take the animals off the streets. 


It will also reduce existing foster care providers from their service.  And that is a necessary part of animal control.  Nobody really wants the Department of Agriculture knocking on their door at 10:00 at night.  It is just not okay.  


The fees that are imposed on someone for not licensing themselves as an animal shelter are excessive and unnecessary.  


And in the case of hoarding, we know that no animal hoarder is going to voluntarily register themselves as an animal shelter and allow for inspections.  This bill misses the target there. 


Nor would anyone who has 50 animals in unfit conditions or someone who is perpetrating acts against animals in a cruel nature.  It does not hit the target. 


But I do think that these are issues that need to be legislatively addressed.  I think that is important to know. 


Often it is the animal rescue organizations that are called into these hoarding situations to do these mass spay/neuter projects.  And to remove the placeable animals out of the home and find them homes with better conditions.  


And we subsidize those spay/neuter programs as well for the most part.  We are fortunate that Connecticut has a strong organized animal welfare community doing quality rescue work on our own time and with our own money. 


Given that only a handful of municipalities have animal control departments that address any feline issue, it is us, the animal welfare and rescue community, that is the state’s comprehensive feline animal control. 


Even the organizations like ours, Proctors of Animals, is fortunate enough to have a brick and mortar adoption facility that utilizes foster care.  For kittens and especially our special needs animals.  

We train our foster care providers and take responsibility for the care of every animal in those foster homes.  It is a voluntary service these foster homes provide the animals and by extension, the State of Connecticut.  

Were it not for the work of the rescue organizations, and their foster networks, the burden to deal compassionately and effectively with animals, especially felines, would fall directly on the shoulders of the state and each municipality. 

And that is a cost to the taxpayers that would be extraordinary.  We simply do not have the infrastructure set up to take in the number of animals that would need to be taken if there were no foster or even a reduced number of foster homes. 

And I’ll finish up really quickly.  My organization alone last year placed over 550 cats.  Three-quarters of those were kittens and all were in foster homes.  

Those animals were taken directly off the streets.  And we spay and neutered and fully vaccinated all those animals at our cost. 

So to reduce our ability by reducing the number of homes that we have to take in those animals off the street.  They would remain out there, they would breed and the cost to taxpayers would be enormous.  

So I sincerely hope that this Committee and the Department of Agriculture continue to address animal cruelty and hoarding but I strongly urge you not to pass this bill as written.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Urban.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 5A to Tape 5B.]

--legislatively.  And I agree with you.  And I am hoping that the main community would be willing to work with us to put together something that would not have the unintended consequences of this particular Bill.

Would that be correct?

ROBIN KANE:  I think that is absolutely correct.  And all we really want is a legitimate voice at the table.  Because again, it is important to note.  We really are the ones doing the feline work. 


We really are.  And we deserve a right to speak to what happens in the situations.  We do not want hoarders.  We want to be able to go in and stop the hoarding before it begins.  Or remove the animals if that is the situation.  


And I honestly think that the people in these situations, the well intended ones, where I forgot someone who said they get out of control very fast.  

I think those particular well intentioned hoarders, and they are still hoarders, would be far more receptive to someone from the animal welfare community going into their home and saying this is what you need to do, we’re going to help you do this.  

As opposed to someone from the Department of Agriculture coming in and saying we’re going to seize your animals.  

We have a better shot of that then unfortunately the Department of Agriculture does. 

REP. WILLIS:  No and I agree with you.  You guys are the ones that are on the front lines.  

KIM O’ROURKE:  Thank you.  And just briefly.  The point about foster care really hits home.  So I think you, Mr. Chairman.  

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

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I wanted to ask you.  If the Department deputized you in a sense to go in and be their agent, can you do that?

ROBIN KANE:  Bring it on.  Absolutely.  And I think it is also important for me to say that I would be the first one to report somebody for animal cruelty or hoarding.  


Because I am the one that goes into these situations, I cannot tell you how it gives me nightmares.  I do not want to see that happen.  I want to get I there.  I would love for somebody to get in there before the problem gets out of control, of course.  


But I absolutely think that it is someone from the rescue community or a panel of people from the rescue community that have a better shot of addressing these people and their situations. 


Hoarding is a sickness.  I would say animal cruelty is a sickness as well.  But we have got to be able to get in there and save the animals.  That is what we all want. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Robin.  I have an animal rehabber living next door to me.  So it is kind of neat watching what is out in our backyards on a daily basis.  Any other questions or comments?  


Terry Jones and Jiff Martin followed by Bill Sime. 

TERRY JONES:  Thank you, Representative Roy and Senator Meyer and other members of the Committee.  

I’m here as Chairman of the Working Lands Alliance and Jiff is here at technical support.  Because we are testifying in support of Face of Connecticut, 5873 and also the Senate Bill 632, THE DAIRY FARMERS.  


There are many great things about the Face of Connecticut.  You will see in our submitted testimony.  We have a number of technical suggestions to make it a lot better which Jiff could speak to. 


I am a farmer.  Our family has farmed 150 years.  I sat last night with my little grandson in my arms underneath the porch.  His great, great, great grandfather had been farming on the same land.  


It makes me think that really what this Face of Connecticut is all about is that we don’t inherit our beautiful state, we borrow it from our children.  


And that is what we’re here for, to leave our children a better place, not a worse place.  


That really has to be our credo as we move forward.  I just have some thoughts.  My thoughts of the 1930’s.  These are tough times. 


In the 1930’s, the times were tougher.  

In the State of Connecticut, this General Assembly took action and preserved Rocky Net State Park in the bulk of Sherwood Island State Park.  They created a system of CCC’s that was so good that Franklin Roosevelt modeled the national after it.  

So we have a venerable track record in this General Assembly.  Of taking action to improve our environment when times are tough. 

And 30 years ago, we started farmland preservation with a goal or 130,000 acres and today we are at just over 32,000 acres.  There has been some great progress but a far, far greater way to go.

And in this Face of Connecticut is an aspect that takes a look in all the communities of working with smaller farms.  Which are very important and they have often slipped beneath the radar screen. 

So there is a great deal of work left to be done.  I would close by saying that in over 30 years of working on conservation in the state, I have never heard of a town or an entity that regretted saving a piece of property for the future. 

And yet, I hear all the time, just the wringing of hands on why didn’t we save it?  

By the way, all these lands have to do with food, energy, healthy living and economic development and tourism. 

These are all buzz words and important to us.  So I urge your support. 

REP. ROY:  Jiff.  Do you want to add anything to Jerry’s testimony?

JIFF MARTIN:  I only wanted to reiterate that our testimony had a number of specific changes for the small farms program and the locally important farm program that was drafted. 


There were a couple of very important drafting errors we offered changes on.  And on the Face of Connecticut account and steering committee, the bill is drafted that DEP is sort of in charge of that. 


We had some recommendations about sharing that responsibility.  But that is all in the testimony.  Thank you.  

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Any questions?  Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just wanted to than Farmer Jones for his strong leadership and advocacy in this matter and the time you take to come up here and testify and support your industry.  So I thank you for that.  

REP. ROY:  Representative Urban.

REP. URBAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And this is basically a comment to you too.  

I have looked at the farming industry in Connecticut.  And we now know that food travels an average of 1500 to 3000 miles from farm to plate.  And we are losing 9000 acres of prime farmland every year in this state.  

We also know that we are looking at peak oil.  Everybody knows that oil is now over $100 a barrel and that we are now showing up at food prices that are going up.  

And we have to be, from my perspective, even more bold than what you guys have suggested.  And I want you to know that I am here to do anything that I can.  Because we need to look at food security.  

We need to look at food safety.  We need to look to our home here in Connecticut and promote our small family farms and our dairy farms.  

And I would dare suggest that if we can give tax expenditures to major corporations, we should be doing tax expenditures for our small businesses and our small farmers and our local farms.  

So this is just in the nature of a comment.  Anything that I can do to help you along this way, I think it is vital to the future of this state.  So thank you so much for your advocacy.  And thank you, Mr. Chairman, for letting me make that comment.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any more questions or comments?  I’ve got a comment, Terry.  I just had a picture blown up.  My two year old granddaughter picked her first pumpkin out at your farm this past fall.  


She is sitting on the pumpkin.  I really think my daughter was more concerned about her daughter than your pumpkin, but both are prominent.  Thank you.  

TERRY JONES:  I appreciate that.  You know, as a citizen, it is always great to have our concerns listened to.  


We’re talking here about our daily bread.  And the question is you know, is the land that feeds us expendable?  And I think that is a question that is at the basis.  

REP. ROY:  We appreciate all that you do, believe me.  And you Jiff, also.  Thank you.   


Bill Sime.  Mr. or Ms. Flynn.  We cannot decipher the first name.  So if Flynn is here, you are next. 

BILL SIME:  Thank you, Chairman Meyer and Chairman Roy and members of the Environment Committee.  


My name is Bill Sime and I would like to speak to you in support of Senate Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING SYSTEMS FOR DAIRY FARMERS. 


Many people have spoken on this piece of legislation today.  And I would just like to add my support.


You have all heard the importance of dairy farms in Connecticut.  And I am sure this Committee is well aware of them.  Fresh milk, open space and environmental reasons, aesthetic reasons for the open space, they go with it. 


I am the manager of crop production services in Broad Brook, Connecticut.  We supply agronomic products and services to the farmers across the state.  


Dairy plays a huge role in my business.  I have 16 employees on my payroll.  Last year 38% of my revenues came from the dairy industry.  And 70% of my application acres were on acres for dairy farmers. 


Farmers have seen a huge increase in fertilizer costs.  Since January, 2000, fertilizer costs have gone up 130%.  Since January, 2007, they have gone up 32%.  


There are many reasons behind this.  We all know ethanol.  It is consuming huge amounts of grain.  To produce the extra grain, more and more acres of farmland are being used in the Midwest and across the country.  


They are increasing the usage of crop input.  So the demand has played a huge role in the increase of fertilizer inputs on these farms. 


Also, developing countries, China, India, South America and Africa.  Governments are making pledges to feed their populations.  This is putting huge demands on grain and in crop inputs to produce these crops to feed the world population.  


These costs all trickle down to the local Connecticut dairy farmer.  


The forecast for this large fertilizer pricing and seed pricing staying where they are well into the year 2011.  


Meanwhile the Connecticut dairy farmers have very little control over the price they receive for their product.  And at times struggle to survive.  


I appreciate you hearing the testimony on this bill.  And Senate Bill 632 is there to create a safety net for these farmers so that they can insure the future of Connecticut dairymen.  So I appreciate your time and I will entertain any questions.

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Sir.  Any questions for Mr. Sime?  Representative Urban. 

REP. URBAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Just a brief comment on what you pointed out. 


First of all, thank you so much for being here.  


The production of ethanol is actually a net energy loss.  And we have to start to face that it is a net energy loss and it is driving up the price of grain for you.  It is driving up the price of tortillas, etc. for other people.  It is something that we have got to realize. 


That it is not this quick fix.  We thought ethanol was going to be the miracle energy source.  It is quite the opposite.  So thank you for testimony.  And the more that we can do to help you, the dairy farmers, the better.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much, Sir.  


Mr. or Ms. Flynn?  Not here.  Then Kerry Bartoletti.  Following Kerry will be Cheryl Dunston.  

KERRY BARTOLETTI:  Good afternoon.  My name is Kerry Bartoletti and I am the co-founder of Friends of Feral Cheshire Cats.  We are a trap neuter return program in Cheshire, Connecticut. 


And we are also a member of the Animal Welfare Federation.  And I would like to thank you for the opportunity today to voice my opposition to House Bill 5827 as written. 


I want to stress, as an animal rescuer, I believe that there should be legislation against animal hoarding.  And I think Robin Kane from Protectors of Animals, spoke very eloquently on that subject. 


What concerns me most is the definition of an animal shelter.  As Friends of Feral Cheshire Cats is a trap neuter return program, we do not operate a physical shelter.  


We rely on private foster homes to socialize young kittens in order to be placed for adoption.  And because miniscule animal control does not provide shelter for stray or friendly cats, we also try to place these animals found on the streets into private foster homes.  


Our foster homes are selected after an interview process and a home inspection.  We have a foster home contract that lists the responsibilities and care requirements as well as what would constitute a termination as a foster home. 


We maintain constant contact with our foster home participants to insure that our rescue cats receive all the care they need.  Our foster homes include retired individuals, families with young children and professionals. 


It is not a practice that is unique to our organization.  Many rescue groups follow the same process and have similar standards.  And I have included a copy of our foster agreement in my written testimony.  


The reason that I find the language of the bill troubling is the definition of an animal shelter.  Because our foster homes could fall under that definition.  

And it is conceivable that during kitten season, someone that is caring for two mom cats with two litters of kittens and their own animals, would open themselves up for inspection.  

And the bill does not provide hours for inspection.  And our foster homes who are already going above and beyond as a rescue resource, would have to apply for a license and incur a fee.

And because of the vagueness and lack of definition of what is a violation and what I would consider to be intimidating penalties for somebody that is acting as a resource.

As a private foster home, I think we would run a huge risk of losing these people that provide a huge resource for the homeless cats.  

But somebody that is truly an animal hoarder is not going to be registering or applying for a license.  They are not even going to get on the radar for a home inspection.  

So I strongly urge you not to vote for this bill and to protect the rights of citizens and allow us to continue to do what we need to do.  Thank you. 

SEN. MEYER:  Ms. Bartoletti, I am looking right at the definition of animal shelter on line six and seven.  It says “Animal shelter means a facility used to house ten or more animals over six months of age for the purpose of the rescue or adoption.”


Do you have an alternative definition that you think would be more effective?

KERRY BARTOLETTI:  Well, I would think it would have to be someone who is registered, perhaps as a 501(C3) that is operating a physical facility for the purpose of rescuing. 

SEN. MEYER:  Okay.  Because one of the things we are trying to get to, and I think you and Ms. Kane both are understanding of it.  We’re trying to get to hoarders as we understand that means. 


And if you would instead define the animal shelter as having to be a 501(C3) you’re not getting to hoarders. 

KERRY BARTOLETTI:  And my concern also though is you are not getting to hoarders anyway with this wording.  Because it appears to me that the way you’re trying to get to them is to have them apply for a license. 


And someone that is an animal hoarder is not going to put themselves out there like that.  Open themselves up for an inspection to have somebody come in.  So I think some work needs to be done. 


Maybe as Robin stated, working together because we might be the first people that find out about a hoarder.  Generally a family member or a neighbor is going to know something is wrong.  And they are going to call an animal rescue group to try to get help. 


So I think some work needs to be done on the definitions of what constitutes a facility. 

SEN. MEYER:  Okay.  I think that you and Ms. Kane could probably help us.  Think about this in two time frames.  One is the current session which gets over the first week in May.  

And then if we don’t take this bill up this session, think about it for the rest of the year, something that we could do in 2008.  

KERRY BARTOLETTI:  Absolutely.  We have the same goal, to prevent animal hoarding.  To prevent animal cruelty.  

SEN. MEYER:  But basically legislators are in part wordsmiths.  And you could help us.  

KERRY BARTOLETTI:  We could provide the expertise. 

SEN. MEYER:  Good.  Any questions?  Yes.  Representative Miller. 

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  We had an incident not too far from my district in the town of Easton.  I’m sure you’re well aware of it.  It was in the paper a number of times.  And certainly did not help you cause out.  


I guess they finally corrected it one way or another.  Again, it did not help the people who were legitimately operating rescue shelters for these animals.  I’m sure you know who it is. 

KERRY BARTOLETTI:  That is why we feel that we should be working together.  Because there are so many legitimate rescue operations out there that can provide a lot of information and resources and expertise and that is really what we are looking for.  Thank you. 

SEN. MEYER:  Our next witness is Cheryl Dunson.  She’s gone home.  Okay.  Helen Higgins.  Ms. Higgins here?  Theresa Gallagher?  Martin Mador of the Sierra Club.  Good afternoon, Marty.

MARTIN MADOR:  It’s nice to be back with the Committee again.  Although I guess this is the last time for this session.  A little bit of sadness.  I am the legislative political chair for Connecticut Sierra. 


So I am here representing my 10,000 members.  I’m going to talk about three bills very quickly and then move to the core of what I would like to say to you.  


House Bill 5873, ESTABLISHES THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT ACCOUNT TO PROVIDE FOR PRESERVATION OF AGRICULTURAL AND OPEN SPACE ACQUISITIONS AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION. 


This is an extremely high priority for Sierra.  I am not going to say much about the bill.  I’m sure you have heard about the specifics from other speakers. 


But I do want to say that Sierra endorses this bill and hopes you pass it. 


Senate Bill 632 CREATES A DIARY FARM PROTECTION ACCOUNT TO PROVIDE GRANTS TO DAIRY FARMERS.


Preservation of farmland and farming activity in Connecticut is also a very high priority for the Sierra Club.  So we are pleased to see you raise this bill and we strongly endorse this bill as well.  This is a real priority for us.  


Finally, House Bill 5865, has to do with CATTLE GRAZING IN WETLAND AREAS.  We understand from the proponent that this bill was introduced because of concerns one of his constituents has.


We have satisfied him that the farmer actually is already protected by existing law and this bill is unnecessary.  

There is language in this bill which is think unintentionally would be extraordinarily destructive to the definition of rivers, wetlands.  So we strongly oppose this bill but we understand the it was asked that it not go forward.

So we would just as soon not even see it scheduled for a vote in Committee.  But should it come up for a vote, we very strongly oppose 5865.  But we believe the problem has been resolved and it is not an issue.  

Now before I go forward, I would like to point out that you have a fairly slim volume in you packet.  It is actually much more than you might think.

This is the testimony of 147 people who have submitted testimony through the Sierra Club to you on the Bottle Bill.  I have condensed it to try to be able to provide it to you in a minimal number of pages in order to save paper.

It is only about 50 pages long but it contains the complete unedited, unrevised testimony of 147 Connecticut residents on behalf of the Bottle Bill.  I hope you will take a look at that.  

I’m here is support of both the Bottle Bill, 357 and the recycling bill, 5138.  

The important message I need to say to you is these Bills are not the same.  They address the same problem but from a very different point of view and they address two very different waste streams. 

The bottles that would be collected by enhancing the Bottle Bill are not the same things that the recycling bill addresses.  Because for the most part, these bottles do not come from residential recycling.  

So they are not captured by the residential recycling stream, whether it is single stream or anything else.  

Passing the recycling bill does not obviate the need for the Bottle Bill.  They are two separate things addressing separate issues.  It is extremely important that the Bottle Bill be passed on its own merits.  It is not obviated by passage of the recycling bill. 

We do support the recycling bill.  We feel that the composition of the Commission in section five is weighted a little bit too much toward the industry.  

We would like to get a little bit more non-industry participation in that Committee.  I think the credibility of this Committee is going to be compromised if it is actually according to what is in the bill.  So we would like you to take a look at section five. 

I think I’ll stop there.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Martin.  Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER:  With respect to the Bottle Bill, Marty.  Within the General Assembly, do you see any particular place of opposition to the passage of the bill this year?

MARTIN MADOR:  Well I do know that last year we had a little bit of problem with the general law committee.  

SEN. MEYER:  Right.  And have you met with members of that Committee and the leadership of that Committee?  

MARTIN MADOR:  Not specifically on this yet.  It is, I have to say, a somewhat problematic committee.  It is a place where very few environmental bills actually go.  So this is not a place where we really spend any time.  

SEN. MEYER:  Well, maybe you and I could maybe strategize about this.  But we spent a lot of time in this building over the Bottle Bill over the last three years. 


And the problem is in one particular Committee, it is worthwhile spending some time with that Committee.  

MARTIN MADOR:  We will follow up on that.  I think you for the suggestion. 

SEN. MEYER:  There are many people rooting for the passage of that bill.  Who believe it will cleanse our landscapes at least in part.  

MARTIN MADOR:  We believe that if it had actually come from a load on the floor of the House, it would have passed.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Kalinowski.

REP. KALINOWSKI:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Martin, good evening.  Thank you for expressing your reservations about 5865.  


We did reconcile the issues involved in this concept.  So thank you for bringing it to the Committee’s attention. 

MARTIN MADOR:  Good.  And we were very pleased to be able to work together with you to come to a resolution.  I understand you are satisfied and your constituent farmers are satisfied.  

So I think it has come to a very satisfactory conclusion.  Thank you for working together with us.  

REP. KALINOWSKI:  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Representative Willis.

REP. WILLIS:  Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.  Hi Marty, how are you?  I have a question on your concerns about 5138.  


I share those concerns with you about the composition of the board.  And I wondered if you or any one of the other folks that are advocates could make some suggestions on improving that membership of the board. 

Because I agree with you.  I think it is a little bit too weighted toward industry.  So I would hope that we could fix that before it goes out of the Committee.  

MARTIN MADOR:  I do not have suggestions right now.  But I will talk to my colleagues and get those to you forthwith. 

REP. WILLIS:  Okay.  Thank you very much. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments for Marty?  I guess not.


I just sort of hope that you who are susceptible to sunburn, which is more prevalent in daylight savings time, appreciate the fact that we are keeping you indoors and out of harms way. 


Fred Myers, followed by Christine Stetson.  Fred Myers.  Christine Stetson will be next.  

FRED MYERS:  Senator Meyers, Representative Roy and the Environmental Committee, thank you for having me here. 


My name is Fred Myers.  I own Myers, Limited, Inc., doing business as MLI Redemption Services.  A deposit bottle and can redemption center.  Located in Stratford.  


I am here to testify on Bill 357.  I am in support of an amendment to the current Bottle Bill that will include water and other non-carbonated beverage containers and also include an increase in the handling fee.  


The original law was designed around the beverage distribution market of the late 1970’s which required distributors to be responsible for the recovery of carbonated soda and malt beverage containers.  


A loophole in the Bottle Bill allowed these distributors to market these non-carbonated beverages without the responsibility of recovering those containers.  


This has decreased soda sales over time.  Which, coupled with non-carbonated beverage containers being diverted to the curbside program or littering our environment, negatively impacts the success of the Bottle Bill.  


Adding non-carbonated beverage containers to the current Bottle Bill will put these containers back where they were originally intended to be.  


Redemption center play an important role in supporting the Bottle Bill by providing the public a convenient location for all of their various deposit containers with no limits.  


Redemption centers are beneficial to numerous fundraisers who have no other source of returning large quantities of containers.  


But redemption centers in Connecticut are dying.  They no longer can turn a profit.  The current handling fee barely covers the cost of operations.  


I don’t know of the drafting of the bill, Senate Bill 357 was a drafting error, but it reduces the handling fee for soda and eliminates the handling fee altogether for products.  


The raised Bill, as it stands today, will put redemption centers in Connecticut out of business.  


The handling fee is the sole income for redemption centers and is controlled by this law.  Redemption centers are forced to endure severe inflation increases and cannot raise our prices like other industries.  


We have no increase in compensation for 23 years.  Have any of you waited 23 years for a wage increase?


An increase in handling fee would raise the compensation for both dealers and redemption centers.  It would provide financial incentives for the creation of more redemption centers which would ease the burden on retailers.   

REP. ROY:  I would like to hold it there and ask if there are any questions or comments from members of the Committee.  Representative Chapin.

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I am not quite sure how we eliminated the handling fee in there either.  


What would you think would be proper handling fees on both alcoholic beverages as well as soda and water?  


In past conversations with the Environmental Committee, I was told that the Committee really does not want to revisit this issue every three to five years. 


That they are looking at down the road 15-20 years.  Now if you are looking at passing a bill that is going to pass 15-20 years down the road, I’m looking for a higher handling fee to cover those costs 15-20 years down the road.  


I’m going to as high as $0.4 of a handling fee at that point. 


What is realistic for today’s market?  $0.3 across the board.  For all containers.  But you would have to have something put in place that would be able to as all the costs rise throughout Connecticut, there has to be something that fluctuates with that rise as well.  


That you don’t revisit this issue 20 years down the road and have to be in the same situation saying now what do we do?  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Miller.

REP. MILLER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good afternoon.  Whereabouts are you located on West Broad Street?

FRED MYERS:  1255 W. Broad Street.  I have a 30,000 square foot facility that is lease.  

REP. MILLER:  How many employees do you have?

FRED MYERS:  Currently I have seven.  

REP. MILLER:  Thank you for waiting around to testify. 

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

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just wanted to follow up.  One of your colleagues was up here earlier today and we were talking about lobbying the leadership to make sure the bill runs in both chambers.  


And I did go upstairs with some of your colleagues and introduce them around.  But I had two questions. 


First of all, when I suggested that, that doesn’t mean I know what their position is.  It just means that as advice to you.  Because this Committee generally supports the higher handling fee.  


But it is after it gets out of here where you run into trouble.  So I was just given that as general advice.  That you know, you go to the top of the leadership in each chamber to make sure they all understand your situation. 


I think the votes were not as strong in the House.  And that is why the bill did not run in the House.  So you would have to make your message known to the House members.  


The Senate kind of gets it.  But the House members are not all there.  Lobbying the House is important.  


But I wanted to ask you a question.  Which is what if we did a handling free increase just for the redemption centers and not across the board.  


So in other words, what if we did a $0.3 or $0.4 for you guys but the other places people take back the bottles would still be the old handling fee?  


What that would direct, it would probably redirect some of the stream to your store that used to go to Stop N’ Shop or Shopright.  So could you handle that if we did a differential fee?

FRED MYERS:  Redemption centers want this material to be brought to them.  Places like Stop N’ Shop as a dealer as you would call it.  They personally do not want to have the material brought to their location.  That they are looking at any way possible to divert this material to another location.  


Unfortunately, that is the source of returning bottles and cans when people go to the grocery store to purchase their groceries.  While on my way there I might as well bring my bottles and cans and return them.  


Unfortunately, trying to go to these grocery stores and say why don’t you use a redemption center down the street and to sell them, take your material to a location like myself, which I would love to have done.  


You have to be able to post signs in their locations saying that this is an alternative solution to bring it to the grocery store. 


REP. MUSHINSKY:  Maybe what we could do is give you guys an increase in the bottles that go your way. 

FRED MYERS:  Who is looking for the increase is dealers and redemption centers across the board.  There are rising costs of employment that people have to cover and the handling fee itself covers that cost.  


People who have to cover that handling fee are the distributors.  Now the distributors are reaping a large benefit from unclaimed nickels and the recovery of the commodity on each product.  


They’re making a lot of money.  Who is making money in this industry?  It is the distributors.  It is not people like myself or the dealers.  But they are the ones that say we don’t want this any longer.  

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

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments?  Thank you sir.  Representative Mushinsky, I think on behalf of your eight House colleagues present, we get it.  


Christine Stetson followed by Annie Chittenden.  Christine?  Annie Chittenden?  Maggie Shaw?  Followed by Mike Bzdyra.

MAGGIE SHAW:  Good evening, Committee members.  I am here to testify in support of Bill 5852.  

As a registered nurse and advocate, but most importantly the mother of three children with chronic Lyme disease and my entire family, including myself infected with tic-borne diseases.  


We were left undiagnosed and untreated for too many years due to lack of knowledge among physicians in Connecticut on late stage manifestations of Lyme disease and the unreliability of testing.  


We now face some more difficult treatment due to delay in this diagnosis.  Please consider the very frightening fact that lyme is a spirochete very closely related to syphilis and the affects that syphilis has on the body and brain.  


This is a very serious disease that we are talking about.  I am presently chair of the Newtown Lyme Disease Taskforce that was initiated in the year 1999 out of growing concern for the increasing incidents of tic-borne diseases in Newtown.  


Our mission, and we have been instrumental in providing education and awareness to the residents of our town and surrounding communities.  


One of our first initiatives was to create an informal survey.  We collected close to 400 signatures and this revealed the concern in number of residents infected.  


Two-thirds of individuals reported having personally having had lyme or having someone in their family who had been or were infected.  And then, in 1999, Danbury Hospital had a survey.  

And area residents ranked Lyme disease, this was in 1999, number one among callers for five consecutive years.  We are going back many years on this.  

In 2001 Wilton also did a survey, 38% of households had Lyme disease in Wilton, Ridgefield and Newtown.  

Fast forward to Newtown, 2007.  Eighty percent of households responded said at least one member suffered a tic bite and 48% said someone in their household was currently or had been treated for Lyme disease.  

What I would like to address is that these surveys and statistics express the warranted concerns of those infected by tic-borne diseases.  Most importantly, what I want to emphasize, is the number of children on individual education plans.  

Very costly to our schools and 504’s due to physical or cognitive impairment related to Lyme disease is increasing dramatically.  Children are missing days, weeks, months, sometimes even years of school.

Too many are walking the halls with IV’s or PICC lines for long term antibiotic treatment.  

How can we allow this to continue?  And I just want to make note that I personally now know five people on IV treatment for Lyme disease.  Four of them are children. 

The cost to our society is huge.  Millions of dollars in federal grant money has been provided to our state with no statewide plan of action to reduce the incidents of lyme and tic-borne diseases.  

Tic infection rates and deer population rates are escalating with no end in sight.  I just ask for your leadership please in supporting and passing this bill for the sake of the families of Connecticut.  

REP. ROY:  Okay, any questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Representative Urban.

REP. URBAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  And thank you so much for your testimony.  And I certainly sympathize with what you and your family have been through.  

But we want to be sure that when we go down the path of trying to ameliorate some of the instances of Lyme disease in Connecticut that we go down the path that is going to get us there the fastest.  

And I happen to come from southeastern Connecticut.  And we have a program on Mason’s Island which is instrumental in getting Mason’s Island to be able to continue.  

It was a federal program where they have the little boxes that the little white mice run through and get the insecticide on them.  

And we actually had to change the law so that Mason’s Island could continue to do that program because it was so successful in impacting the incidents of Lyme disease on Mason’s Island.  

So I am very positive about continuing that.  

And also, there are ways of having feeding stations where the deer are so that they stick their necks through and prometherine comes on them which will kill the adult tics on them. 

So I guess my comment is simply that I do not want this to be in linear reasoning.  Where it’s just this line, kill deer.  This will make sure that Lyme disease does not proliferate.  When indeed killing deer is only going to increase the deer population. 

Because that is how they respond to being called like that. 

So I would like to be sure that we do indeed help you children and help you as we go down this path.  

MAGGIE SHAW:  As far as the deer feeders go.  It just would make logical sense that unless we reduce the deer population that instead of feeding I don’t know how many deer there are now in Connecticut.  


But if we don’t do something to reduce the deer population, we are not going to be able to fund those deer feeders down the road when we have triple or quadruple the population of the deer.  


And the science is there that shows that if you reduce the deer numbers you reduce the tics.  And that is the scientific evidence that works. 


And I do use the bait boxes around my yard.  And I do spray and I do have deer fencing.  And I take all proper measures. 


But from my research that I have done, the only effective means, we cannot let the deer continue to escalate.  It is one step in the process and education is also key and critical. 


But a lot of those things that you are talking about are very, very expensive.  And that is another reason that, it’s hard enough to get money for Lyme disease education let alone to fund feeding hundreds and thousands of deer.  

REP. URBAN:  And I understand where you’re coming from.  But I would suggest that you do look at the data about deer and deer populations.  And when you try to eradicate a population, it simply makes the population bloom. 


So I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your indulgence.  And thank you so much for your testimony. 

REP. ROY:  Representative Megna.  

REP. MEGNA:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Maggie, what town did you say you are from?

MAGGIE SHAW:  I’m from Newtown.  

REP. MEGNA:  Doesn’t Newtown already have the ability to reduce deer populations?  And have you worked with your town?

MAGGIE SHAW:  We are working with our town right now.  I believe they will be joining the other groups with the deer alliance and the Coalition to Eradicate Lyme Disease.  


There is hunting, I think, on private property.  But a lot of these towns such as Ridgefield, and I could be wrong on this.  There is probably someone that can correct me on this.  But I think they are doing more than just encouraging private property owners to have bow hunters.  

REP. MEGNA:  They have the ability to do controlled hunts and sharpshooters.  

MAGGIE SHAW:  Sharpshooters I do not think are allowed.  I think there are bow hunters, muzzle hunters.  I think you have to have a certain amount of property for each one of those types of whatever.  


I am for the reduction of deer as part of the process to reduce tic-borne diseases.  

REP. MEGNA:  But what more could be done to reduce deer population then?  

MAGGIE SHAW:  Well there are more people here to talk about that aspect.  I am namely an advocate.  We do education.  But I have done the research looking at the number of deer and to allow them to continue.  


They come in, they bring the tics out of the woods into the yard.  They drop off one tic which lays 2000 to 3000 eggs in peoples’ yards.  My best friend pulled 100 tics off of herself, her husband and her kids. 

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

MAGGIE SHAW:  Someone else will be able to provide that scientific information.  Thank you very much.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments for Maggie?  Seeing none, Maggie, thank you very much.  And good luck with the kids.  


Mike Bzdrya followed by Stan Sorkin.  

MIKE BZDRYA: Good evening, Representative Roy, Senator Meyer, Representative Chapin, other members of the Committee. 


My name is Mike Bzdyra.  I’m the government relations liaison for the CRRA.  And we are here to support the concepts of single stream recycling as proposed in House Bill 5138.  

And we would also like to say thank you to Representative Bye, Representative Scofield, Representative Roy and others who are putting this bill out there.  

We are currently in the process of helping to bring curbside recycling into the 21st Century through [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 5B to Tape 6A.]

--some as we speak right now.  And based upon the evidence of the successes, in towns like Bristol and other states. 

We believe that this new curbside recycling method and the processing method thereby at the regional recycling center will dramatically increase recycling in towns and throughout the state. 

And may very well be the largest factor in increasing participation and recycling rates to help Connecticut get much closer to DEP’s new solid waste goal of 58% by 2024.  

We’re currently working with the City of Hartford and the National Recycling Coalition on a pilot program for single stream collection in the City of Hartford.  And we are hopeful that this can help jumpstart the recycling rates for this city. 

And if past success in other towns is any indication, residents in the city should see a dramatic improvement in its recycling. 

I won’t go into the benefits of single stream.  Those have been talked about before.  

With regard to section five of the bill, that would establish a Commission to study single stream recycling and pay as you throw programs, we certainly appreciate, the authority appreciates being named as one of the members of the Commission.  

And we look forward to providing our expertise.  

Regarding Senate Bill 357, expanding the redemption of nickel deposits to water bottles.  We do not support the expansion as such.  As this bill proposes to do. 

Really there are too many reasons.  One is, as has been stated previously, not only by us but by other speakers.  

That at the end of the day this will remove valuable recycling commodities like the plastics out of our stream and thereby reduce our revenue at our two regional recycling facilities costing the authority those dollars as well as we put those to use for educating about recycling, etc.  

The other main reason is, our board of directors last year adopted a new policy.  A new recycling policy of giving back to every town at the end of this fiscal year $10 for every ton of recyclables that come across our scales at the scale here in Hartford at the recycling Center.  

The goal is to incentivize the towns to recycle more, reduce trash disposal rates and hopefully resulting in a win-win for the environment as well as financially for the towns that choose to do so.  With that I’ll wrap up and try to answer any questions.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you Mike.  Has CRRA ever considered opening up redemption centers to capture more product?  Which would get you more money. 

MIKE BZDYRA:  We have.  Without getting into any specific, our management as tossed around that idea.  But at the end of the day.  

In terms of the economies of scale and the way these regional recycling centers are set up, the intent is to aggregate this material.  

Separate it out by product.  Bale it and ship it off to market.  And through those efficiencies if you will, versus trying to get the nickel deposit, not only financially but just in terms of labor, etc., it is just a much more efficient way to go, the way we’re currently doing it now.  

REP. ROY:  I was thinking that you would pay the nickel deposit so at the redemption center you would pay a nickel deposit.  Then you would have more material to bring back to your facility.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  Meaning we would seek out the nickel deposit from the state? 

REP. ROY:  You open up a redemption center.  The state gives you the nickel deposits to give to people when they redeem the bottles and containers.  Then you would collect more material and keeping it out of the waste stream.


Then you could bring it to your facility.  It increases the amount of material you have.  And that is where you make your money.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  The short answer is I don’t know if we would actually get more material.  But we are certainly willing to entertain those kinds of ideas and thoughts that if at the end of the day it’s going to increase recycling, we’ll certainly look at that.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Mike, did I hear you correctly say that Connecticut Resource Recovery Authority (CRRA) is opposed to the Bottle Bill because you will lose money?  Is that what you said? 

MIKE BZDYRA:  That is one of the main reasons. 

SEN. MEYER:  I find that incredible.  Such a mix up of priorities.  I cannot believe you said that.  I thought I heard you say that. 

MIKE BZDYRA:  I did.  

SEN. MEYER:  Because that really is a confusion of priorities for our state.  You’re a public or a quasi-public authority.  You should be working for the best interest of the people of Connecticut.  


Environment is our quality of life.  And because you would not be making as much money if we had a Bottle Bill, you oppose it?  Please go back and reconsider that. 

MIKE BZDYRA:  We will. 

SEN. MEYER:  I hope. 

MIKE BZDYRA:  And if I could, just briefly.  We are also concerned about the environment.  We are the state’s largest recycler for that matter.  


We’re not looking at it just from a financial perspective.  But at the end of the day we’re trying to, in light of the new DEP plan that came out about a year go, we’re trying to jumpstart recycling in this state.  


The Board took this aggressive laudable goal, our board, of trying to give money back to the towns.  For every ton of recyclables that comes across our scale.  


When I say we lose money, the material that would be taken out of the waste stream.  We’re not looking at it just from a financial perspective.  We’re trying to incentivize the towns to bring in more recyclables to try to meet that statewide goal.  


I don’t know if that helps to clarify it a little bit.  You know, Killingworth, which is a town in my district wanted to allocate its bottles.  The recycling of its bottles to its boy scout drive. 


And your company, CRRA came in and said you’re not going to get any rebate if you do that.  You have got to give every one of those bottles to CRRA.  


I think CRRA needs a new look, a new perspective at what it is doing.  I thought that was a remarkable situation.  And it is sort of, you repeated by your own priority that this is all a money game.  


I’m very disappointed to hear that. 

MIKE BZDYRA.  I will certainly convey that back to our management.  And I guess for more brevity sake.  We tended to focus on some of the financial components.  


But please be assured that our number one goal is to not just manage these facilities in an economical way, but also we are the state’s largest recycler.  


We take that role seriously.  And we want to encourage more recycling.  But I will certainly convey your thoughts back to the board management.  

REP. ROY:  Representative Miner. 

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Good evening.  You and I had a conversation last year about this matter.  

And I recall during that conversation we had a discussion about a contract CRA had entered into with private firms that handled recyclables that are the topic of this legislation.  

So it is my understanding that CRA does recycle the items embodied in some new nickel deposit on water bottles currently.  You currently have a recycling program for those bottles, is that correct?

MIKE BZDYRA:  If you mean, in terms of what comes in from residents in the curbside bins to our regional processing center, yes.  That is correct. 

REP. MINER:  And as a part of that process, it’s a shame everybody is not listening.  The tip fee at the municipal level is established based on a number of things.  One of which is the revenue CRA receives from the sale of those products.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  Exactly.  Correct. 

REP. MINER:  Have you looked at whether or not the one nickel deposit over the value of that bottle would impact positively or negatively the budget?  

MIKE BZDYRA:  I can get back to you on that.  I think in general terms we have.  

But as far as a specific financial comparison between trying to get that nickel versus bailing the material on a tonnage basis and shipping it out to market and which methodology makes the most efficiency sense, I don’t have a specific answer for that.  

REP. MINER:  And the contractual arrangements you have with the operators that currently are part of this program where they actually function as the recycler I think in your facilities right? 

MIKE BZDYRA:  Correct.

REP. MINER:  How long do those contracts go out?  And would they be affected by a change in state policy?  

MIKE BZDYRA:  I suspect the answer is yes.  They would be affected by a change in state policy.  And that contract, we went out to competitively bid that in 2005 I believe.  And that contract runs through approximately 2015.  So it is a bout a ten year contract. 

REP. MINER:  And so in terms of CRA’s ability to live up to that contract, if there was a change in how we handle certain plastics, has there been any contemplation as to how that would work.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  I would leave that to the lawyers that are authority to comment on that.  But yes.  There is a concern that through a change of law, so to speak, that an existing contract might be negatively impacted.  

REP. MINER:  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Mushinsky. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  We both live in Wallingford.  And do you know why the Wallingford recycling coordinator is in favor of expanding the Bottle Bill rather than your approach?  

MIKE BZDYRA:  I do not know.  I would defer it to them and the town to answer that.  

The one thing I do know that is different compared to say the Mid Connecticut Project that has a regional recycling center and the Bridgeport Project, which has a regional recycling center, the five Wallingford project towns don’t aggregate their recyclables.  

Each town does their own thing.  So that might be part of the reason.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Well, if the Bottle Bill is collecting 70-80% of the product and the curbside is collecting a lesser amount, as good recyclers, shouldn’t we be trying to get the highest number?  

MIKE BZDYRA:  There are many different ways to look at it.  You know, the percentage of collection.  Some have suggested that curbside collects less than 30%.  Some have said it collects less than 50%.  

The bottle redemption states, some studies have shown a 70-80% collection rate as you have indicated.  Some have shown only 50%.  So in terms of data, you would have to take a closer look at that I would think.  

But in terms of trying to aim for the highest recycling rate, I think there isn’t one.  

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay, I want you to keep that in mind.  That you know, we should be sincere here about what we are trying to do.  


We go out and we say that we want people to reduce first.  And then recycle to the highest level.  And then what we can’t recycle then we can move on from there.  


If we’re getting a really high return with the Bottle Bill, then that stream, we probably should leave it where it is.  Because it’s already at a very high rate.  


The other thing that I want CRA to understand is that there is an expense to the towns in litter pickup if we move from Bottle Bill to just curbside.  


We now do not have a litter control mechanism that we did have and which works very well for the municipalities.  


It is a self policing system and people will go out and collect them for us and we don’t even have to do anything.  Whether they be boy scouts or whoever they are.  They go out and do it for us.  


So when you go back to CRA, and Senator Meyer has advised you and I’m going to add my request here too.  Remind them that there is this other expense that is out there that is helpful to the municipalities.  


When the Bottle Bill is picking up stuff for people at no cost, that is a helpful thing to the municipalities.  And just please mention that to when you talk to your board.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  Will do.  To your earlier comment, Representative Mushinsky.  And I don’t know if you were implying this.  But yes, we would no be advocating getting rid of the existing Bottle Bill.  


I think we are here just talking about being opposed to the expansion for many of the facts that we talked about earlier.  So yes.  We’re not advocating that the whole system go curbside.  


Whether it is dual stream or single stream.  And just get rid of the current Bottle Bill.  We’re not opposing that.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Bye. 

REP. BYE:  Thank you, Mr. Chair.  Good evening, Mike.  Thanks so much for coming.  And also thanks.  You have helped us a lot, showing us the plant and how things work.  As we were working on our Bill.  That was really helpful.

MIKE BZDYRA:  Your welcome. 

REP. BYE:  What do you think about an enhanced dual stream in terms of if we don’t have that in the bill, the recycling bill, but it was suggested that rather than just look at single stream, we should also look at efforts toward an enhanced dual stream. 

MIKE BZDYRA:  I think that would make sense.  In fact I think it was Representative Willis who earlier asked the question that there are still a lot of towns that do not have a curbside system. 


They just have a transfer station where residents can come and drop off material.


My understanding is with a single stream system in terms of the processing centers, including if we move toward that at the Hartford facility for instance, that that processing equipment would be able to serve dual stream collection as well as single stream.  


So that those towns that chose, or they’re haulers for whatever reason, to continue with a dual stream system, they should still be able to be served by a regional recycling center. 


So I don’t think we would be looking.  Someone said earlier, this is going to have to be a collaborative effort.  And it is.  We are not looking to force the towns to do some kind of recycling system that they choose not do to.


We want to be able to have it so that the processing equipment at the end of the day, hopefully, my understanding is, can do both. 

REP. BYE:  The second question is, I’m going to ask you for some information.  I think Representative Miner sort of asked you this question as well.  


Which is, it would be good for us, because what I am hearing is there is some financial incentive to keep the water bottles in the stream.  

And then Representative Roy suggested well you could get the nickels if there was a nickel on them.  And there would be some money recovered there.  

I would really appreciate it if you could try to do an analysis.  Even if you look at soda bottles.  I don’t know how you could do it.  I’ll leave that up to you. 

But we keep hearing this.  And Senator Meyer’s comments.  It just seems soft of funny that you and the other person representing another RRA are here saying we don’t want the Bottle Bill.  I’m trying to put it together. 

And I think if we understand the economics of it better, it would be maybe easier for us to understand.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  Sure. 

REP. BYE:  My last question is I know I’ve heard that you are considering setting up the Hartford Station for single stream.  A single stream recycling.  Is that accurate?

MIKE BZDYRA:  Correct.  We’re looking to possibly do that.  

REP. BYE:  How would that work?  Would there be a company that would do it for you?  How does that work in the recycling and trash recovery world?  When a single stream plant comes in?

MIKE BZDYRA:  Well I think what we would do, the board would have to look at that issue.

And management would bring to them whatever that proposal, whatever they think is the most advantageous both from a recycling point of view and an economical point of view for the towns who represent. 


So that, whether the equipment is paid for as it is now currently by our vendor under a terrific contract that we went out to bid for.  


Or whether it’s a more direct investment by the towns in the authority.  You know those details would have to be worked out.  I don’t know if that answers your question.  

REP. BYE:  Well, have any companies approached you about potentially being a vendor who would pay and put in the machinery for you?

MIKE BZDYRA:  Not specifically.  Our current vendor, you know we’ve had those discussions only because right now we are in the process of working with the City of Hartford to be able to take their material once they get their pilot program up and running. 


It won’t be processed to our facility here.  But as a result, this has created sort of further discussion if you will on the whole single stream issue.  

REP. BYE:  And is it your understanding, as I asked the woman before you from another RRA, I just cannot remember which one.  That the single stream technology and single stream plants are pretty heavily invested in by Coke and Pepsi and companies like that?

MIKE BZDYRA:  That I am not aware of.  It very well could be. 

REP. BYE:  That is just something I discovered in my research this summer.  When I was doing research about water bottles.  It was not related to the Bottle Bill or this.  But with our use of water bottles in this building.  


So I just think it is something for us to keep in mind that you know, that there are all sorts of interests in this legislation in this area.  So thank you, Representative Roy. 

REP. ROY:  Your welcome.  Any other questions for Mike?  Comments.  Michael, thank you very much.  

MIKE BZDYRA:  Thank you.  The only thing I would add to Representative Bye’s comment is our interest really is to increase recycling.  I mean the more recycling that we can bring into our facilities, is going to be less trash disposed of at our trash energy facilities. 


And that is part of what we’re trying to do.  And that is what the state BEP plan is.  And we’re hopeful to help take this one more step to get to that level.  

REP. ROY:  That’s why I suggested the redemption centers.  It will help you. 

MIKE BZDYRA:  I will go back, Representative Roy, and certainly mention that and we will let our management decide.  You know talk to them and see if they want to pursue it.  And I suspect they very well will at least analyze it further.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Stan Sorkin followed by Sid Holbrook. 

STAN SORKIN:  Good afternoon, Chairman Roy and members of the Environmental Committee.  


I am Stan Sorkin, executive director of the Connecticut Food Association. 


I’m here this evening to testify in opposition of RB 357, and very much in favor of RB 5138.  


We understand the leadership role we must play in creating public awareness and adapting programs that can generate environmental benefits as well as control operational costs.


We should be directing our efforts towards 21st century solutions to the environmental issue.  Not a 1970 solution to a litter problem.  The recycling revolution is here. 


You’ve heard testimony about the benefits of single stream recycling.  We, through our 21st century recycling website, in store announcements and advertising, have been trying to educate the public on the benefits of single stream recycling.  


Based upon the dramatic increases in recycling rates achieved in such cities as Bristol, Connecticut, Philadelphia and Wilmington, Delaware, we believe that single stream recycling, which is clean, convenient and economical is the solution.


And should be the focus of Connecticut’s environmental policy.  


The economic models documenting financial return from municipalities and processors and the convenience factors for households create a win-win-win situation that make single stream processing the best means that the state can reach its goals of 58% recycling rate.  And thus, we strongly support 5138.  


A total solution process now more than ever negates the need to expand the bottle law to include water.  


The projected economic cost is so shady with an expanded bottle that had been well documented today.  And pulling water bottles out of a curbside collection program would pull revenue generating recyclables from the single stream process.  


We have lived with the terms and current bottle law for many years and have not lobbied for changed to it.  Food stores do not want to be garbage collectors.  

Bill 357 is bad legislation.  It requires grocers to handle increased volume returnable bottles and penalizes them by eliminating the unbeer and reducing the handling fee on soda. 

A supermarket would now lose between three and a half and $0.6 for every container handled.  

As the economy enters a recession, we should be talking about economic incentives to grow businesses.  Not increasing the cost of doing business.  

Also, Connecticut consumers paying more for food on a product that is currently being recycled makes no sense.  Economically or environmentally.  We should be promoting a 21st century recycling solution. 

Single stream recycling that truly addresses the environment and does not unduly burden retailers and consumers.   

Looking at the big picture, we urge you to prioritize 5138 and reject 357.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thanks, Stan.  Perhaps you can help me convince Mike that CRRA opening up some redemption centers would be good.  For you and for me.  And maybe we can keep it going.  


The bottle redemption right now.  If we go to the single stream which I support certainly.  We’ve got a few pilot programs going on.  But the rest of the state doesn’t have that. 


So I think we need to keep the redemption program going for at least a little while into the future. 


Certainly if the single stream is the panacea that everybody wants me to believe.  And I’m a little bit cynical.  You know, great.  And then our state will be as clean as some of the others that are out there. 


I think that’s all I’ve got to say.  Stan, I appreciate your coming here.  Anyone else have questions or comments for Stan?  See none. 


Sid Holbrook followed by Nathan Cushman. 

SID HOLBROOK:  Representative Roy and remaining members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Sid Holbrook. 


I’m the government relations consultant with Central Boiler, Inc., of Greenbush, Minnesota.  The company manufactures outdoor wood furnaces for use in Connecticut and many other states.  


I’m offering comments regarding Senate Bill 637, AN ACT CREATING A CREDIT AGAINST PERSONAL INCOME TAX FOR THE PURCHASE OF CERTAIN WOOD STOVES. 


I am here asking that you amend this bill to permit the same tax credit for individuals who purchase outdoor wood furnaces to heat their homes.  


The purpose of indoor stoves and outdoor wood furnaces are the same.  They permit owners to heat their homes using a renewable resource with no net carbon emissions. 


A possible way to do this would be to allow for qualifying outdoor wood furnaces.  Models that meet the new 0.32 pounds/per million BTUs of heat output ratings that is being proposed by the U.S. EPA as a phase 2 limit.  


This is also the same emission that is being offered and proposed by Nescom.  I want to thank you for permitting me to testify and I look forward to passage of the bill with an amendment.

REP. ROY:  Sid, thank you.  Any questions or comments for Sid?  Thank you very much, Sid.  


Nathan Cushman?  Gone.  Jody Macrina.  Followed by Bill Lafield.  

JODY MACRINA:  I’m Jody Macrina.  I’m president of Protectors of Animals and a member of the Animal Welfare Federation of Connecticut.  

I’d like to thank the Environment Committee for this opportunity to express my concerns regarding House Bill 5827, AN ACT CONCERNING ANIMAL SHELTERS.  Which I oppose.  

Although I’m in favor of legislation that would prevent cruelty that animal hoarders inflict on our companion animals, I’m aware that this legislation will not address the situation effectively. 

It is vague with no clear definition of what constitutes a violation.  It does not define the time animals spend in foster homes before licensure.  The penalties are excessive and it allows for warrantless search of private homes.  

I have 26 years of animal rescue experience.  And I am confident a true animal hoarder will not register or comply with this legislation.  

Representative Miller mentioned recent newspaper articles that we all find very discouraging and damaging to the legitimate rescues that hold to high standards of animal care and welfare.

I would encourage the Department of Agriculture to work with representatives of the animal welfare community to draft a more reasonable Bill that will fairly address these concerns.  

I would be quick to report animal cruelty to the Department of Agriculture.  And I would make every attempt to make a safe outcome for the people and the animals involved in these situations.  

I ask you to vote no for this legislation.  It does violate my constitutional rights.  It treats animal welfare professionals like criminals.  And it does not legitimately address the intended concerns of the bill.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER:  We’ve got a number of people who have been concerned about this bill.  And I said to the others, and you may have heard, that it would be so helpful if you would take a crack at giving us a bill that you do think would work.


Because I know most of you are in support of our effort to deal with a hoarding situation.  But just knocking the bill down doesn’t really get us there.  In terms of what we’re all trying to do together. 

JODY MACRINA:  No.  And I truly believe that there needs to be a higher standard for the rescue group so that we can legitimately help in correcting the situation.  

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


I have asked Robin to leave a business card with the clerks.  

JODY MACRINA:  I believe that she did.  

REP. ROY:  Could you do that also?

JODY MACRINA:  Absolutely.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Bill Lafield.  And he will be followed by Terrence Savery.

BILL LAFIELD:  Good evening, Chairman Meyer and Chairman Roy. 


My name is Bill Lafield.  And I am representing the consumer specialty products association.  I’m here to testify today in support of amending House Bill 5872.  


Because there was not a specific bill raised by your Committee to address a very serious problem that our members have encountered. 


A copy of our suggested amendatory language is attached to my written testimony that has been turned in. 


While this amendment has very little to do with tractor washing, it does address a separate and germane issue.  

It would address the implementation problems under the current statute, Public Act 07-100 that requires the use of environmentally preferable cleaning products in state owned buildings.  


Your Committee passed that legislation the last year.  CSPA is a national trade association that represents more than 260 companies that formulate, manufacture, distribute and sell a broad range of consumer products.  


Our members that manufacture cleaning products have been directly impacted by the implementation of Public Act 07-100.  


Since this statute has taken effect, concerns have been raised about the way this law has been implemented.  


Current implementation guidance from the Department of Administrative Services and the Department of Environmental Protection has caused confusion for product manufacturers and many of their customers.  


Current guidance requires all cleaning products used in state owned buildings to be certified by non-government environmental organization Green Seal with no exceptions.  


CSPA believes that the sole source product certification criteria is inequitable and in appropriate since there is no one scientifically sound method for determining that a product is environmentally preferable or green overall.  


CSPA believes that procurement decisions concerning environmental preferability should not be determined by any single third party non-government organization.  


Relying on a single third party certification organization for environmentally preferable procurements, decisions, essentially outsources the critical role of state oversight.  


The proposed amendment being offered would provide more than one accreditation option for cleaning products and it is similar to some that have been adopted in other states.  


CSPA is also very concerned about the impact that the implementation of Public Act 07-100 would have on food establishments operating in state owned buildings. 


These establishments require vastly different cleaning standards as a result of local public health codes. 


During recent revisions to its standard, Green Seal indicated in writing that food preparation operations in medical facilities should specifically be excluded by their standard.  

Because these products are used in specialty cleaning areas where legal requires govern their use.  


Therefore CSPA believes that it is necessary that the Public Act be amended to specifically exempt products which are used for cleaning and food service establishments. 


DAS and DEP guidance under the statute requires all cleaning products used in state owned buildings to meet Green Seals GS37 standard for general purpose bathroom, glass and carpet cleaners used for industrial and institutional purposes. 


However, there are multiple classes of products that are not covered by the GS standard.  Or are specifically exempted from that standard.  

REP. ROY:  We’re going to have to hold there.  You submitted the testimony, did you not?  

BILL LAFIELD:  Yes.  And it has the amendatory language attached to it. 

REP. ROY:  Okay great.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much, Sir.  


Terrence Savery followed by Steven Ravitsky.  

TERRENCE SAVERY:  Good evening.  I’m Terry Savery.  I’m the chair of this Connecticut Coalition to Eradicate Lyme Disease.  


And the Coalition brings good news.  We can eradicate Lyme disease in the State of Connecticut.  We know this can be done.  It’s not a theory.  It’s a fact that it’s been done in at least three towns in three different New England states.  


And one thing that troubles me is I have never met a single person outside medical circles in the last year who I talked to who had the slightest clue that one could eradicate Lyme disease. 


People do not know it.  I went to a town meeting in Woodstock.  I must have talked to a couple hundred people before and during the meeting.  No one had ever heard boo.  Not one word about this.  


Now I’ve heard a lot this afternoon about why people don’t allow the hunters on the land.  Why isn’t this getting done?  Why is it so difficult?  Would it be difficult?


Well of course it will be difficult.  Until people become aware.  Because you can eradicate Lyme disease this way.  


I am a vegetarian.  I am not a hunter.  I’ve got nothing to do with the meat that’s involved.  I want it to be safe for children and grandchildren to play in their yards. 


Eighty percent of this disease is contracted in your own yard.  It’s like the scene in Godfather when they come to try to assassinate him at Lake Tahoe.  He says in my home?  How dare you? 


Well these deer tics are in your home.  It’s not safe to garden in your yard.  Something new and different needs to be done.  And all that we’re asking is that you start with information.  


We want you to make information available and get the DPH and the DEP to coordinate their activities and let people be aware that hunters can serve to liberate the State of Connecticut from Lyme disease.  


It is not a theory, it is a fact.  Let’s talk about the three towns. 


One of the towns is called Great Island.  Well you heard earlier that it is an island.  It is not an island.  It’s part of Cape Cod.  You can drive your care there.  And it is not difficult.  They do not find it difficult to control their deer overpopulation problem. 


It has been done very quickly in a day or two.  And once a year, you heard earlier today that it is difficult or it might be difficult to maintain lower populations of deer.  Think about it for a minute.  

Does that make sense?  If you had 100 deer and you only have 10 deer now?  Is it going to be harder to maintain the 10 than it would have been to try to maintain the population of 100?

Obviously if you have smaller numbers it’s like getting your lawn all tidied up.  It’s easy to keep that way once you get it under control.

And so once a year one bowman visits that town and has for 25 years.  And unlike the rest of Massachusetts, which like Connecticut, is an epidemic zone of Lyme disease.  

That town is Lyme disease free.  Now why should there be such resistance to this information.  This is wonderful good news that people need to know.  We live in a democratic self-governing society.  The people cannot function and self govern if they don’t have information.  

And this information has not been widely distributed.  And so the purpose of our coalition is primarily to get that information.  Part of the proposed Bill is about information.  That’s what we want.  We want people to be aware of these options.  

People can decide for themselves whether they want to get Lyme disease out of their town or not.  But they cannot make that sort of decision if they just think hunting is about what ever they currently think it is about. 

A lot of people don’t want hunters near them.  They think it is very dangerous.  Maybe they’re not aware that two or three people are killed by deer flying through the windshield in the state. 

There have only been one or two non-hunters killed in the whole history of this state by licensed hunters.  There would be more licensed hunters if they were seen for what they could be, as heroes. 

Public health heroes that end the Lyme disease epidemic that nothing has been done about.  It has gone on and on decade after decade.  We’re told to tuck our pants into our socks.  

The simple fact is, nothing has ever ended a Lyme disease epidemic anywhere except deer control, deer management.  That has always worked.  It has never failed.  Any community that gets down to 10 or about 10, has always ended their Lyme disease epidemic.  

This is very good news.  It should not be resisted.  The real cause of this unnecessary epidemic, I call it the unnecessary epidemic, because it is unnecessary.  We can end it. 

The root cause is an unnatural overpopulation of deer.  Because the wolves and the natural predators are not there, a very large population has exploded.  And they bring many problems.  

This huge population is devastating many aspects of our environment.  That’s the songbirds, the blue bunting disappears if we have more than 10 deer per square mile.  

Ten is pretty close to whatever the natural number would be by estimate.  If we had the natural predators.  

We’re not doing anything unnatural.  We’re restoring the natural balance.  Now I’d just like to mention that the Audubon Society is a member of our coalition.  We only started the coalition about seven months ago.  

Seven regional planning organizations representing more than 70 towns have already joined the coalition.  Nature Conservancy is a supporter.  

American Park Conservancy and a number of medical associations.  The Emergency Medical Physicians of the state who have to deal with the toll that comes from all these deer on our highways.  

So we’re very rapidly growing.  And the reason we’re rapidly growing is that ending the epidemic is an idea whose time has come in Connecticut.  And our own Mumford Cove is even better than you’ve heard today. 

Because it’s actually a 94% reduction.  You have to wait 10 years after you get down to 10 deer per square mile.  Because you have a large existing population of deer tics.  They have a two year life span.  

If you wait for those to die out. 

REP. ROY:  Terry I’m going to stop you there.  

TERRENCE SAVERY:  I’d be happy to answer any questions you might have. 

REP. ROY:  Well I’ve got one.  Coming here is helpful.  Except that you got on too late so most of the media have gone home.  


What have you done in approaching newspapers, television, radio, the mass media?  

TERRENCE SAVERY:  I finally got my op ed in one newspaper after it sending it out probably three dozen times.  That’s in the Connecticut Post I think on second or third of the month.  Which I recommend to one and all. 


You know there are only two people who formed the coalition.  We have a very large membership.  We have no staff.  And we don’t have a media person.  But I would love to do some more of the media.  

And I thank you for the question.  Because I would like to do a great deal more.  Because it clearly is a public relations issue.  But I’m here today not to speak to the media.  I came to speak to this Committee.

Because this Committee has the power to vote affirmatively on this bill before you.  And part of that bill is to make information available.  

So I’m here now asking you.  You have the power, as members of this Committee to launch the beginning of the end of the epidemic in the State of Connecticut.  

REP. ROY:  I would suggest that when you come here tomorrow or Wednesday or whenever you decide to come back, there are plenty of media around.  And we’d love to have other people talking.  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  One of the unfortunate traits of we politicians is that we try to make everybody happy.  And in this situation it is a real problem.  


Because there have been people here today who have said that the more we decrease the deer population by killing deer, the more we’ll actually increase it and we’ll have no effect on Lyme disease. 


And then there is your testimony which is the opposite.  And we politicians, we would like to make both sides happy.  We love animals, of course, but we also don’t like Lyme disease.  And so one of the battles.

And I think my good co-chair is saying this in a way to the media is one of the ways to win this battle is to make clear and convincing evidence that reducing the deer population will indeed have a dramatic effect on reducing Lyme disease in Connecticut.  

There still are two very respectable sides of that argument.  We would like to see one be conclusive. 

TERRENCE SAVERY:  Thank you.  May I comment briefly in response?  

SEN. MEYER:  Sure. 

TERRENCE SAVERY:  I think the evidence is clear and convincing.  We have a quarter of a century of no Lyme disease in Great Island.  We have the other two places that got the numbers down.  It has never failed to work.  


I don’t know what could be more clear or more convincing than that.  These are facts.  You’re supposed to discard theories when the facts contradict the theory throw the theory out and go with the facts.  


The facts are that deer do not rebound in gigantic numbers.  You don’t have to get rid of songbirds as someone earlier mentioned.  Or mice or squirrels.  All they ever did any of these places is reduce deer.  


It has nothing to do with these other animals.  One of the main problems that keeps it dangerous for children to go in their yards in this state is confusion from misinformation.  You have heard a lot of misinformation today.  


You know those things are true.  I mean those are simply facts that are well documented.  They’re well written up.  And you know that that is the result.  When you control the deer, Lyme disease ends.  That is the truth. 

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

REP. MINER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I don’t know how long you have actually been involved in trying to put this coalition together in Connecticut.  

TERRENCE SAVERY:  About seven months. 

REP. MINER:  I’ve been shocked by the number of different organizations that have come together to try and get a handle on this problem.  Whether it’s the Audubon Society because songbirds are being displaced. 


Whether it’s folks that recognize that people are having an unbelievable number of automobile deer hits.  It’s just amazing to me that people have all come to the same conclusion.  Which is, there is some natural number where a lot of these issues get better.  

TERRENCE SAVERY:  Ten.  The blue bunting beings to disappear above 10.  So we want to save the beautiful blue bunting of Connecticut.  With that very same number that will make it safe for your children to go in their yard again. 


You know this is a generational thing to me.  We grew up in a generation in a time when you could go outside barefoot and play in the woods, roll in the grass.  There was not a concern.  There was no Lyme disease and there were no deer tics.  


I never heard of a tic.  My wife never saw any tics as a child.  It’s an unknown thing.  You’re supposed to leave the world at least as good as you found it.  Our generation ought to deal with this.  


And we shouldn’t leave this behind us.  Right now the state has turned into an epidemic zone where people are reluctant often to go down nature trails.  Go camping.  And do these things.  


So that is my concern.  Is that we have a duty to be good stewards of the environment that we are handed and not leave it this way.  

REP. MINER:  I understand.  So it is 10 per square mile?  

TERRY SAVERY:  Ten or fewer.  That’s the number that has worked repeatedly without fail.  As I understand it.  I know of now evidence to the contrary.  

REP. MINER:  Thank you. 

TERRENCE SAVERY:  Thank you very much for your question.  Does anyone have any further questions?

REP. ROY: No.  We’re all set.  Thank you.  


Steve Ravitsky followed by Edward Lyons.  

BRUCE GRESCZYK, JR.:  Excuse me.  I’m not Steve Ravitsky just in case you were confused.  Unfortunately Steve came down with the flu and he had to leave.  It’s better for all of us that he’s not here.  


My name is Bruce Gresczyk, Jr.  I’m currently an intern at the Connecticut Farm Bureau and I’m also a vegetable farmer.  

REP. ROY:  Edward Lyons is not here?  Okay.  And you’re testifying in place of Steven?

BRUCE GRESCZYK, JR.:  In place of Steven.  Correct.  

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Thank you. 

BRUCE GRESCZYK:  Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and remaining Committee members.  Good evening.  


Steve Ravitsky, as I mentioned before, is sick with the flu.  So I’ll do my best to convey the Connecticut Farm Bureau’s opinion on some of the bills on today’s agenda.  


The Connecticut Farm Bureau strongly supports Senate Bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE TO CONNECTICUT DAIRY FARMS.  And have submitted technical changes in the form of substitute language.  


This substitute language addresses the mechanism under which payments the dairy farmers would be calculated.

And modifies the language of the milk promotion board to reflect the fact that revenue for these promotion efforts comes directly from Connecticut dairy farmers.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 6A to Tape 6B.]

--certain farming practices.  We feel that this bill is an attempt to answer questions and to fulfill a problem a certain individual had.  But we feel the current regulations already address this matter.  

In regard to House Bill 5873, AN ACT CONCERNING THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT STEERING COMMITTEE.

I would like to ask you to refer to the written testimony provided by Steven Ravitsky for the Farm Bureau’s position on this matter.  

In regard to Senate Bill 627, the Connecticut Farm Bureau strongly supports 627, AN ACT CONCERNING FARM WINERIES.  

We feel that by making this change it will really enable wineries in the state the expand and grow to meet their full potential.  

And in regards to Bill 5872, the Farm Bureau would like to express its concern about this bill which is the tractor washing Bill.  

Its current language seems to imply that even someone like me who is a farmer, if I’m washing my tractor.  I understand that is not what the bill was intended to do.  But according to how we read it, that’s what we feel.  Thank you very much. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments by

members of the Committee?  Mr. Lyons, you’re next.  Followed by Lincoln Chesmer.

EDWARD LYONS:  Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and 

members of the Environmental Committee.  My name is Edward Lyons.  I am president of the Windham County Kennel Club.  I am treasurer of the Connecticut Dog Federation. 

I am here in support of the House Bill on ANIMAL SHELTERS, 5827.  This may come as a surprise to you. 

We, approximately 10 years ago, were involved with a legislator where the bill on the breeder with two litters, we helped write that bill. 

I became covered under that bill which I helped write.  Never once has the State of Connecticut sent a dog officer to my house in the middle of night or under bad conditions to examine my place. 

Times have changed since then.  The State of Connecticut has run out of dogs.  They are currently importing 2000 to 3000 dogs a year to place.  And the problem with this comes along the risk of diseases.  

In the last three years we have four documented cases of dog rabies coming into the country.  From foreign countries like Taiwan, China or even from Puerto Rico. 

One of the cases in Massachusetts which is a state contiguous to ours, was a new disease of distemper which is not known in the United States. 

Also we had another rescue dog come in from Puerto Rico that was infectious with a tic-borne disease that is not indigenous to the United States.  

Times have changed in the last 10 years.  And I think we all should get together and sit down and rewrite this particular part of the bill.  

And shelters should come under legislation that would require them to be licensed and inspected.  

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you for that testimony.  

Any questions or comments by the Committee?

EDWARD LYONS:  Before I leave I would like to say 

that we as canine owners are also supportive of the lyme bill.  Because this is a disease that is very effective on dogs and it is debilitating.  And you do have a taskforce coming up on animal cruelty and I have offered to serve on that.  

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin.  I 
think you have a comment

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I just wanted to thank you for coming here and possibly allaying some of the fears that other people have expressed earlier in the day. 


That you were in a similar situation 10 years ago.  But probably those same fears that you had back then never came to fruition. 

EDWARD LYONS:  They never came to fruition.  Everybody was afraid that we were going to be like the Gestapo coming in and so forth.  It was not.


And in fact, I have to tell you that the dog officers that I’ve been associated with have been very nice.  They’re a credit to the state. 

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you very much.  

SEN. MEYER:  The next witness is Lincoln Chesmer.  Mr. Chesmer is not here.  Jim Smith.  Dr. Vincent, I can’t read your last name.  Dr. Vincent?  Kim McClain.  Matt Pettham.  Robin Chesmer.  Russell Cornelius.

RUSSELL CORNELIUS:  I’m here in full support of the Connecticut State Lyme Disease Bill, 5852.  


I’m a Rotarian.  I have been a Rotarian for about 12 years.  And Rotary has been active in creating public awareness about lyme and other tic-borne diseases since the year 2000.  


Our Rotary district is made up of five area towns.  And we sponsor a Lyme disease seminar once a year.  Where we hand out literature.  We have just the best speakers that we can get that are willing to speak at no charge.  


And we have about 300 people that attend this.  People from all walks of life and people that have a great interest in learning about Lyme disease.  That’s what we do.  We provide information.  

We obtain massive amounts of pamphlets and literature and things to hand out from the Lyme Disease Association.  

None of the literature that we hand out is provided by the State of Connecticut.  Absolutely none.  This is an excellent handbook.  Kirby Stafford did a superb job in the preparation of this handbook.  

And the Managing Urban Deer in Connecticut book too really is a wonderful publication.  I have read it.  I understand it.  I don’t see where the confusion is with respect to reducing the number of deer down to 10.  

And as a result of the efforts that I have been making as a Rotarian, our selectmen in our town, Brookfield, Connecticut, asked whether or not I would help them do the right things with respect to managing our town’s Lyme disease problem. 

People are coming to our first selectmen with problems and concerns.  What do they do?  Who do they see?  How do they get help?  How should they treat their properties?  

We don’t really have any literature to be handed out.  That’s produced by the State of Connecticut that we can get in quantity.  We did get 200 copies of that managing urban deer in Connecticut which are all gone.  

There seems to be something missing here.  Why is it that we cannot do more?  I think there seems to be a major lack here.  We need information.  There are educational programs that should go into our schools.  

These are available for $60 from Time for Lyme.  No endorsements.  It’s a wonderful thing.  I’m buying it personally to donate to our superintendent of schools for our town.  It’s a wonderful program.  

It teaches the kids.  This is a tic, this is how you deal with a tic.  You don’t remove it yourself.  You go to the nurse and the nurse then informs the parent.  

If a child presents with a Lyme disease indication, perhaps a rash, a tic itself or symptoms that would be characteristic of lyme, he’s referred to the nurse. 

The nurse then manages this procedure in a methodical sensible way.  This is what is really missing.  This lyme bill is really important for that. 

SEN. MEYER:  Okay, Mr. Cornelius.  I’ve got to cut you off.  But I’m going to answer your question.  We do have a controversy in Connecticut here.  You’ve heard me say before and you may have heard some of the witnesses today.  


And there are also people who have written us letters.  Come and visited us in our offices.  And they take a position.  First of all they take a position that deer is not the major host of the tic.  That mice are.  


Secondly, they take a position that studies show that if we kill the deer population it actually has the effect of increasing the number of tics.  


And so there is a battle here and it will help us if that battle is won and you are able to prove that by reducing the deer population that we can definitely reduce Lyme disease.  I think that is the answer to your question of why we haven’t moved forward. 


Because there have been two different sides here.  Which we have been reluctant to alienate either side.  

RUSSELL CORNELIUS:  Well if you respect Kirby Stafford’s research and the research done by the DEP that is printed in that book, they state it rather plainly.  Ten deer. 

SEN. MEYER:  Are there any other questions?  Our next witness is Tony Neidenbock.  Followed by Glen Gruden and Ralph Lamsell.

TONY NEIDENBOCK:  I support Bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE.  


I am an Eastern Connecticut resident and I have served as eastern representative to the Fairfield County Municipal Deer Management Alliance for several years.  


The mission of the Alliance is as follows.  The Alliance is a consortium of municipalities in Fairfield County whose purpose is to foster a collaborative approach to managing the region’s abundant deer population and its impact on ecological integrity, public safety and health.


Since 2004 the Alliance has comprehensively researched and studied the effects of the overpopulation of deer in Fairfield County in the State of Connecticut.  


It is a well documented fact that there is a direct correlation between the grossly high number of deer and the alarmingly high incidents of Lyme disease in our state. 


The Department of Public Health educates the public that Connecticut has the nation’s highest incidents of Lyme disease and bites from infected deer tics or the cause of Lyme disease.  


And they provide some preventive measures.  They do not educate the public that the reason Connecticut has this high incidence of Lyme disease is because Connecticut has an ongoing deer population explosion which has caused a massive explosion of tics. 


And that a maintained reduction of deer at a 10 per square mile will result in a reduction of Lyme disease cases.  


Reduction of deer to sustainable numbers is a preventive measure for Lyme disease.  


Just as the DPH, DEP and other state agencies have collaborated and manifested a Connecticut Mosquito Management Plan to monitor populations for the prevalence of infectious agents that can cause West Nile Disease in humans.

And determine measures to abate any threat based on an integrated pest management approach which includes a combination of surveillance education, source reduction, species control and personal protection measures.

This same methodology should be used for reducing Lyme disease in Connecticut.  With an integrated approach that includes surveillance through mandatory reporting of Lyme disease, comprehensive public education, source reduction.  

Also deer and tic species control and personal preventive measures that include localized reduction of deer.

The Connecticut Deer Management Plan and Public Health Plan jointly coordinate with the DPH, DEP and other state agencies to reduce the number of Lyme disease cases in Connecticut. 

Must include reducing and maintaining deer populations at the prescribed manageable levels of 10 deer per square mile. 

Increasing public awareness of the causes including the correlation of deer over population resulting in tic infestation and state assistance to municipalities in high Lyme disease incident areas.  Like Easton and Fairfield county. 

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you for that statement.  Any questions?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.  If you want to get to 10 deer per square mile, why can’t your town do that now?  

TONY NEIDENBOCK:  There are several reasons.  One we need to the public opinion to agree with that.  And that comes through education.  


Most of the public do not realize the correlation between overpopulation of deer and Lyme disease.  

Once they understand that, just the questioning I’ve done around my neighborhood in town, most people are okay with reducing the deer to that number.  That’s a 1975-1977 number of deer we had.  Since then the deer population has exploded.  And it doubles every two to three years. 

We’ve go 74,000 in Connecticut now.  We had 12 at the turn of the century and it needs to be managed.  It is not being managed.  

And there needs to be a lot of different options.  Not just hunting.  Maybe state supplied sharpshooters on an annual basis.  There can be a lot of answers.  

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay manpower and education as to why you need to reduce the herd size is your two big problems?  

TONY NEIDENBOCK:  I think first you have to take your baby steps.  And the first step is to get the DPH, the DEP and the other agencies in the state to come out with a joint message to the public that explains why there is so much Lyme disease in Connecticut.  


They’re not doing that right now.  If you go on the DPH website, they don’t address that.  But they do with mosquitoes and others.  

SEN. MEYER:  I think I heard a different question being asked by Representative Mushinsky.  And that is one that would interest the Committee.


Do the towns in Connecticut have the legal right to reduce the deer population without any change in our state law?


Does your town have the legal right to bring in through animal control officers or through sharpshooters or whatever, the right to reduce the deer population?  Do you know the answer to that?

TONY NEIDENBOCK:  They probably do.  

SEN. MEYER:  I think it is discouraging for us to hear that particularly when you feel as strongly as you do and the case has been made out here today before this Committee that the towns are not doing that. 


The most seriously affected towns are not taking any action on their own initiative if they have the power to do it. 

TONY NEIDENBOCK:  I think if you read the Act, the way it has been worded.  That it is asking the DEP in consultation the Commissioner of Public Health to develop a comprehensive program just like the mosquito program to reduce the incidents of Lyme disease in the state.  


Yes.  My town also has the same legal rights to do whatever they want to with mosquitoes.  So why does it take the DPH and DEP and other agencies working together to put together a Connecticut Mosquito Plan?


There are reasons for it.  The reasons are that this is the responsibility of the DPH.  It’s the responsibility of the DPH to alert the public that there is a problem.  That there is a problem called Lyme disease.


And one of the problems that are the causes of Lyme disease is the overpopulation of deer.

SEN. MEYER:  Representative Chapin. 

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  In response to actually your question about whether the towns have the authority.  I don’t believe they do and I base that conclusion on the bill several years ago I believe before you were in the General Assembly.


Where we had to give DEP special permission in various parts of the state.  So I would be very surprised if the towns had that latitude.  Thank you. 

SEN. MEYER:  Are there any other questions?  Thank you, Tony.  Appreciate it.  


It’s either Glen or Ann Gruden.  Ralph Ramcell.  Steven Patten. 

STEPHEN PATTON:  On behalf of the Nature Conservancy in Connecticut I’m here to urge your favorable consideration of Bill 5852, THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE.


While the Nature Conservancy’s mission is to preserve the plants, animals and natural communities that represent the diversity of life by protecting the lands and waters they need to survive.


This particular legislation is an example where ecological objectives coincide with public health objectives.  


But I would like to direct my remarks to the effects that deer are having on the ecology of Connecticut’s forest and offer some suggestions on how to reduce these threats.  


The overabundance of deer in Connecticut poses a significant threat to the health and vitality of Connecticut’s forest. 

Although deer were nearly extricated in Connecticut 100 years ago, sound management practices adopted by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection helped restore deer populations in this state.  

The success of these practices, however, and other important factors, have resulted in a deer population that is now in many places two to six times larger than what our forests can sustain over the long term.  

The Nature Conservancy is acutely aware of the fact that deer overabundance has already had significant deleterious effects on some of the forest site where we work, including forests within the Saugatuck and Eight Mile River Watersheds.  

It is likely that deer overabundance is having a similar effect elsewhere in other landscapes of Connecticut.  

Numerous studies conducted throughout the northeast, including at the Conservancies Burnham and Brook Preserve by the late Dr. Richard Goodwin of Connecticut College.  

I’ve demonstrated the serious effects of deer overabundance on the forests and landscapes.  Wild flowers and other plants have been nearly eliminated from the forest floor.  

Forest shrubs and trees and unable to grow and spread because they are unable to survive the effects of severe grazing by deer or are stunted and unable to grow to normal size beyond the reach of deer. 

And deer overabundance simplifies the ecology of our forests by eliminating many of the plants that cannot tolerate repeated grazing.  

The loss of these forest plans eliminates food and nesting places for many other forest dwelling animals including small birds and mammals.  

We recommend that the DEP conduct a thorough reevaluation of Connecticut’s Deer Management Program. 

And its objectives incorporating the most current scientific thinking about the ecological relationships of deer with their natural habitats as well as the relationship between deer and Lyme disease.  

Second, we recommend that DEP establish goals for forest health and with the Department of Public Health set goals for reducing the occurrence of Lyme disease in Connecticut.  

And third, we recommend that the DEP consider a range of new incentives to increase the annual harvest of deer in Connecticut and reduce the deer population to a level that is consistent with the goals established for forest health and Lyme disease. 

SEN. MEYER:  Mr. Patton I’m going to have to cut you off there.  I appreciate it.  And you’ve got a very clear message.  Are there any questions or comments by the Committee.  Yes, Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Has your organization ever hired sharpshooters to reduce the deer population?

STEPHEN PATTON:  We have not hired sharpshooters.  We have conducted managed hunts on may of our properties.  We cooperate with the towns of Redding to harvest deer on properties that we own in Redding.  


And we’ve also worked with the DEP and the Aquarian Water Company of Connecticut to increase the number of permits that are offered on centennial watershed state forests which occurs currently on 6500 acres of centennial watershed state forest.


We’re planning on trying to increase that as well. 

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you, Sir.  Our next witness is Tom Swan.  

TOM SWAN:  Good evening, Mr. Chairman, members of the Environment Committee.  My name is Tom Swan.  I own and operate Black Swan Fireside, a hard store in Newtown, Connecticut for 30 years.  


My operation currently employs 14 people.  I’m a member of the HPBA, the NEHPBA and I am a liaison between the HPBA and the EPA.  


I’m here today to support Bill Senate Bill 637, THE BILL TO ESTABLISH A TAX CREDIT FOR REPLACING OLDER WOOD STOVES.  


I think the legislators are having the vision to place Connecticut at the forefront of helping residents achieve affordable safer ways to heat their homes while providing cleaner air for all the states residents.  


A $500 tax credit represents enough money to allow a resident of a 1200 to 1500 square foot home to heat that home at 68-70 degrees for almost two months.  And just one example.  


A customer of mine heated her home with a pellet stove for three months for $500 while only purchasing 60 gallons of fuel oil.  


Credits such as those proposed in Senate Bill 637 have worked in many other areas of the United States.  Wood stove change outs have been successful in areas such as Libby, Montana, the Great Lakes region, Dayton, Ohio and southwest Pennsylvania.  


EPA studies in these areas have shown successful reduction of wood stove emissions.  Overall air quality standards have dramatically improved both inside and outside residential dwellings.  


Independent testing labs have shown that an EPA approved stove is over 70% cleaner at the top of the chimney than an older non-certified stove. 


I would also encourage the addition of outdoor wood fired heaters.  Also know as outdoor boilers to this bill.  There are no EPA approved outdoor heaters that are producing less than 3.5 grams of emissions per hour.


This bill allows responsible affordable and safer heating for Connecticut residents while helping to reduce the consumption of fossil fuels.  


In closing, I believe the passing of Senate Bill 637 would place Connecticut in the visionary position of setting an example.  Not only for other states, but also the federal government to use as a standard.  


I thank you for your time.  If there are any questions I’d be happy to answer them. 

SEN. MEYER:  Are there any questions?  Yes.  Representative Chapin. 

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  As a dealer would you be willing to certify, if this bill were to pass that you were actually removing a non-certified stove rather than somebody having one in the garage that maybe they just haven’t used?  I think the intent of this is to lessen the amount of woodsmoke.  

And if there are people out there today that may not be burning but because of this and because of the high price of oil, go into your store and buy one of your stores.  


I’m trying to figure out a way that we could kind of weed out those who may not actually be doing a legitimate placement.  

TOM SWAN:  I understand.  It’s kind of a double-edged sword there.  Because if they don’t do the change out, are they going to reconnect that older non-EPA certified stove?  


I don’t think it would be an issue that anybody would oppose, certifying the removal of a stove or disabling of a stove.  At my shop, what we currently do now, is we encourage people to do trade-ins.  We’ll take them back.  


It’s a service we used to charge for when we sold the stove.  We now take them back and we disable them.  We remove the doors.  I have a dumpster that’s just for metal. 


We recycle the stoves.  The 20 yard dumpster, when it’s full, it gets taken away.  We set aside all the doors so they can’t be found and reconnected.  


The next trip all the doors from the last trip go into this dumpster. 

REP. CHAPIN:  Thank you.  

SEN. MEYER:  Representative Roy. 

REP. ROY:  Hi, Mr. Swan.  When you install new stoves, what do you tell people about the healthful and safe operation of that stove?  


We have a variety of laws on setbacks and stack height and stuff like that.

TOM SWAN:  The setbacks and stack heights you’re referring to are the outdoor wood boilers.  Those are the outdoor heaters, the outdoor wood boilers the gentleman spoke earlier about.  That’s the stack heights and setbacks.  


The education with my consumers begins at my shop.  All my installers are NFI certified.  All my salespeople at my shop are factory trained.  


And it begins there that we get into the health aspects and we’re very big. 


The stove, I don’t want to use the term sell themselves.  But as soon as you start pointing out there’s a very big green awareness right now.  As testimony today, even drives further home. 


But as soon as you start pointing out the emission standards and what the EPA standards are, what the stoves are and producing.  I have stoves in my shop today that are producing less smoke per hour than two cigarettes.  


At the top of the chimney.

SEN. MEYER:  Thank you very much for your testimony.  


Our next witness is Tim Welch.  Mr. Welch is not here.  Followed by Chris Goodrich.  Followed by Dr. Marc Friedman.  Good evening, Dr. Friedman.

DR. MARK FRIEDMAN:  Good evening.  I want to thank you and the other members of the Committee that have sat through all this testimony and are still sitting.


I’m an emergency physician at St. Vincent’s Hospital in Bridgeport.  I’m assistant clinical professor or trauma and emergency medicine at the University of Connecticut.  And I serve on the board of directors of the Connecticut College of Emergency Physicians.  


I’ve been a student of Lyme disease for more than 30 years.  I’m here to support Bill 5852, AN ACT CONCERNING THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE. 


I’ve personally watched this disease grow from a scientific curiosity known only in an isolated corner of our state to a regional and now national epidemic impacting tens of thousands and perhaps hundreds of thousands of people annually.  


Lyme disease cases have been reported in every state with the exception of Alaska and Hawaii.  And Connecticut has the dubious distinction of being one of ten states that accounts for 95% of reported cases.  It leads the nation in incidents of this disease.  


After 30 years Lyme disease and its implications are still seriously misunderstood by the general public and even by many physicians and public health authorities.  


Both the bacterium responsible and the late manifestations of the disease bear an uncanny resemblance to syphilis. 


While often curable in its early stages, with a single course of antibiotics, failure to recognize and treat this disease can result in mysterious and debilitating late consequences.  

Such as muscle wasting, meningitis and other serious diseases of the heart and central nervous system. 

If syphilis is the model for Lyme disease, then physicians and patients will be dealing the consequences of this epidemic for decades after the last case is contracted.

The common denominator in the spread of this terrible epidemic has been the overpopulation of white-tailed deer. 

While deer are the carriers of the real culprit, the black legged or deer tic, they are a necessary host for the successful propagation of the tic species at a level that maintains the transmission of Lyme disease.  

This has been proved repeatedly in studies.  On Mohegan Island in Maine, right here in Connecticut, at Mumford Cove.

The science is clear.  The earth is not flat.  Cigarettes cause cancer.  Seatbelts save lives.  Deer are necessary to support the tics that transmit Lyme disease.  

The Connecticut College of Emergency Physicians recently sent a letter to Governor Rell supporting this initiative. 

We stand at a crossroads.  Connecticut has the opportunity to be remembered as the place where Lyme disease was ended as well as where it began.  

We can end this disease and go down in history along with the conquerors of small pox, polio, yellow fever and other contagious diseases.  Or we can continue to allow our citizens to endure needless suffering. 

Spend millions of dollars and be afraid to step into the woodlands and fields of our beautiful State of Connecticut.  The legislature must send a clear message.  

By supporting this bill and by amending it to state that the deer population be reduced and maintained at a level that significantly reduces the incidence of Lyme disease, deer vehicle accidents and restores the woodlands to health.

SEN. MEYER:  Dr. Friedman, I’m going to have to cut you off.  I apologize.  The Co-Chair, Representative Roy and I were chatting.  And remarking how strong the testimony has been with respect to this kind of a population control program. 


I think it surprised to see the consistency in both the quality and quantity of the testimony we’ve been hearing today on this.  

I happen to have had Lyme disease twice.  Suffered some ill effects.  I feel more hopeful now at some kind of a remedy as a result of the consistent and clear testimony we have received today.  So thank you for that.  

Are there any other members of the Committee who have any questions?  Thank you, Dr. Friedman. 

Our next witness is Milan Bull. 

MILAN BULL:  Thank you, Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, members of the Environment Committee.  


Although I’m here to testify in favor of 5852, THE CONTROL OF LYME DISEASE, I’d also like to speak in favor of two other Bills.  


One is 357, THE BOTTLE BILL, and the other one is 5873, THE FACE OF CONNECTICUT. 


Those of you who have walked the shores, wetland and coast as much as I have, have been very happy with the fact that our bottles and cans are now gone from the environment.  But they have been replaced unfortunately by a sea.  A literal sea of water bottles.  


So we urge you to consider this one seriously.  


And one of the more important Bills facing this state right now is the Face of Connecticut, which is very important and we offer our full support for that.  

SEN. MEYER:  Let me just interrupt you quickly on the Bottle Bill.  You are not concerned about the testimony from CRRA?  That it might cost them a buck if we passed the Bottle Bill?  

MILAN BULL:  Not at all.  Does that surprise you?  Thank you.


The overpopulation of the highly adaptable white tailed deer in certain areas of this state have not only dramatically changed the structure of our forest vegetation communities, but they have had a negative effect on the wildlife populations as well. 


Particularly ground nesting birds and those dependent on shrub scrub habitats.  


If I didn’t mention, I’m representing the Connecticut Audubon Society.  Selective browsing has reduced or eliminated the common woodland shrubs such as maple leaf, fibernum, beaked hazel and many of our other common woodland plants.


In many areas little or no vegetation exists below a six foot browse line.  With the understory stripped, shrubland birds are unable to find suitable nesting habitat and are being severely impacted. 


Bird species such as golden winged warbler, brown thrasher and yellow breasted chat currently listed by Connecticut as threatened and endangered species are just a few of our songbirds that are impacted by deer overbrowsing. 


Overbrowsed forests have also reduced populations of wood thrush, hooded warbler, eastern wood peewee and eastern towey and many other species.  


Deer reduction and vegetation change go hand and hand.  And deer reduction is regarded as the most effective management technique in habitat restoration.  


DEP currently provides an aggressive proactive deer management program across the state.  But the effectiveness of hunting is limited by a combination of social and political factors.  Land use patterns and safety issues preclude firearm hunting in many parts of Connecticut.


And it is these areas where overpopulations of deer are having the most dramatic effect on our songbirds.  


Public education, the expansion of bow hunting seasons and funding venison processing costs so hunters can afford to donate surplus deer meat to charitable organizations are options that should be considered.  


We urge the Committee to consider House Bill 5873, as an important first step in restoring our wildlife communities.  

Unless there is a significant reduction in those areas identified by DEP biologists as overpopulated, deer will continue to restructure forest communities and there will be a continual decline in the diversity of birds and other wildlife in our state.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments?  

MILAN BULL:  May I make just one quick additional comment?  My undergraduate degree is in wildlife biology.  I’ve never heard the idea that shooting deer equals more deer.  Sustained management works.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Georgina Scholl followed by Betty McLaughlin. 

GEORGINA SCHOLL:  Mr. Chairman, Committee members.  I’m Georgina Scholl.  I’m a physician.  I live in Redding, Connecticut.  


I’m here in support of Bill 5852 and I’m representing the town of Redding on the Fairfield County Municipal Deer Management Alliance.  Which is a 16 town organization.  I serve as the vice chair.  


I’m also the vice chair of the statewide Coalition to Eradicate Lyme Disease. 


For the past four years I have been actively involved in efforts of these organizations to curb the epidemic of Lyme disease in our state.  And to try and help the public understand the need for deer population control.  


I’ve tried to make myself familiar with all the aspects of the deer issues and with the studies.  


I am here today representing the coalition members.  This coalition has grown very rapidly in just seven months.  And it seems that there is a need and a definite interest in bringing together different groups for this one cause.  


We do need a solution urgently to this problem.  


There are seven regional counsels of government which together represent over 70 towns.  And 27 extra towns across the state.  Plus these medical groups and environmental groups.  And even some transport groups.  


We are asking for state leadership in creating a coordinated and comprehensive plan involving all the relevant agencies.  

But especially the Department of Public Health and the Department of Environmental Protection to bring the deer population back down to sustainable balance levels.  

I want to emphasize that the high deer population is the underlying cause of three main problems.  It is not just the 29,000 cases a year of Lyme disease in Connecticut.  

But the woodland forest destruction and the 18,000 vehicle accidents a year. 

And I think if we continue to avoid the fact that deer are the underlying cause of these issues and try to solve them, for example trying to solve the lyme epidemic in any other way than dealing with the root cause. 

It’s like having a flood in your house and just mopping up the floor without turning off the faucets.  

We have made some proposed changes to the language of the bill to reflect that those other problems from deer should be reflected as goals and measures and end points to try and achieve with the reduced deer densities.  

I wanted just to point out that these good studies that Dr. Stafford pointed out.  The scientific evidence is definitely there.  It is published.  It is just not available in a form that the general public can have access to.  

And I feel that is the role of the Department of Public Health.  The public will expect this kind of information to come from the public health agency.  

They don’t expect to find that information in an urban deer management booklet which is the only place it is currently available.  

And I believe education and awareness of the public will remove any controversy that this issue is currently causing.  It is lack of understanding, lack of access to these facts.  And this bill will address that problem.  Thank you very much.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any comments or questions?  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Dr. Scholl I just wanted to thank you for the time you spend in my office and taking me through this problem and for the study and the time you have spent on it and the conviction and mission you are on. 

GEORGINA SCHOLL:  Well thank you for recognizing that.  It is nice that you have taken this on.  

REP. ROY:  Any other comments or questions?  All set.  Thank you very much. 


Betty McLaughlin followed by Neil Hornish.  

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, Representative Chapin, Representative Mushinsky. 


My name is Betty McLaughlin.  And I am the executive director of the Container Recycling Institute which is a national non-profit research and public education organization.  


It was founded in Washington, D.C. in 1991 and we’re now located in Glastonbury, Connecticut which is because I am located in Glastonbury, Connecticut. 


I have testified in favor of the Bottle Bill or container deposit legislation before this Committee for many years.  And I have articulated in my written testimony the reasons why.  


Essentially there are three main reasons why we favor container deposit legislation as a form of recycling. 


For beverage containers, it gets a tremendously high return rate.  Higher than we see with any other form of recycling.  We have no taxpayer funding that is associated with this.  This is a privately funded system.  Paid for through the beverage industry.  


Therefore they are consumers but not the general taxpayer.  If you are not a consumer of this product you are not paying for it with taxes unlike a curbside recycling program.  


And the third reason that we like it is that it gets an extremely high quality.  It is not coming with other recyclables.  So you end up with a higher quality product that end users actually want to purchase and make new products from. 


Which is the whole point of recycling in the first place. 


So I won’t go into any more detail because I probably used half of my minutes already.  But I do want to point out that you will also be looking at written testimony from the Nestle Corporation. 


They suggest that the Container Recycling Institute might be here today to testify in favor of House Bill 5138.


While we have looked at that bill and there are elements of that bill that we do like, I want to just make certain that people understand that that is not actually part of our written testimony.  


But I also want to point out that part of the reason that that is probably in their testimony is because we have been working with Nestle Corporation, talking to them about bottle bills.  About container deposit legislation. 


About ways to address some of the concerns that the beverage industry, at least their portion of the beverage industry has.  With this kind of legislation we’re looking at other models.  


The State of California in particular handles their collection system slightly differently.  And it does address some of the concerns that some of the haulers have.  Because the haulers can participate in some of the redemption program in California. 


It uses redemption centers that are outside of retailers.  So the retailers are completely removed from the mix.  It uses unclaimed deposits to fund the program so it is completely funded, again, without taxpayer dollars.  

So it does have some really interesting elements to it.  That address some of the concerns that the retailers and the haulers have.  

And so I would encourage you to take a look at that as well.  And I was also going to say that this makeup of this Commission is obviously very one-sided.  Loaded with people who are anti-bottle bill.  

I think it is important that people understand that increasing recycling is a great idea.  But the Bottle Bill is a system that works as well. 

Just finally.  It was interesting to note as I sat her all afternoon, that all of the environmental advocates who came to testify in favor of the Bottle Bill also were in favor of this increased recycling Bill.  

All of the opponents to the Bottle Bill favor this one and oppose the Bottle Bill.

So it is just interesting to note that those of us who are environmental people all like both.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Chapin. 

REP. CHAPIN:  I just wanted to ask where your props were this year?

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  You know, someone else asked me that too.  I had the trucks last year.  I had a Pepsi bottle.  Well you know, it gets old. 

REP. CHAPIN:  Maybe next time. 

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Well maybe there will never be a next time.  Maybe we’ll finally pass it this year and it will be because I didn’t bring my props.  Who knows?  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.  Betty I’m glad that you didn’t have to move out of Glastonbury.  I’m glad you’re still here.  They came to you.  That’s even better.

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  It was great.  It reduced my carbon footprint.  

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Exactly.  I wanted to ask you about the percent recovery rate.  Somebody out in the hall was claiming that the Bottle Bill does not collect 70-80% of the containers.  It is actually 50% when you look at just plastics. 

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Did you get the name?

REP. MUSHINSKY:  This was a news reporter who got it from somebody else.  So I wanted to ask you about that.  because all the numbers I’ve seen from DEP and from the people that make the fleece.  They’re from North Carolina.  

But they have all told me that the rate is up near 70-80%.  So I wanted you to talk about the rates.  

BETTY MCLAUGHLIN:  Definitely higher in most of the states across the country the deposit if $0.5 and the rates vary between 65-75%.  In fact, Vermont reports 85% return rate.  Michigan has a $.10 deposit.  They get a 95% return rate.  


And I actually, I don’t know if this is fair, but I talked to Patrick Sullivan after we met with the Speaker of the House earlier this year.  He told me and Jessie Stratton after that meeting that they are getting 78%.  The beer guys are getting 78% return. 


So it is definitely working.  And those are really the numbers that you have to look at.  Because that is the success rate that you can achieve with this kind of a system.  That has got to be the gold standard.


So you look at 78% return rate.  No tax dollars to do it and a higher quality [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 6B to Tape 7A.]

--doesn’t have the contamination issues.  Then I think take a look at any kind of program that might be going and match that.  Because that’s what we already know that we can do with the program that we have in place.  Thanks.  

REP. ROY:  Any other questions or comments for Betty?  Seeing none.  Betty thank you very much.

Neil Hornish.  You’ll be followed by Susan Linker.  

NEIL HORNISH:  Good evening.  I’ll try to keep this brief and avoid things you’ve already heard before.  


My name is Neil Hornish with Compassionate Living Project.  And I am here to express my opposition to all three hunting bills that are before this Committee.  House Bill 5852, 5854 and 5855.  


It is my belief that these Bills will in actuality do nothing more than provide hunters more animals to kill.  


With respect to the Lyme disease.  The director of the Connecticut Agricultural Experiment Station has stated that in practice increasing the hunting season that is killing more deer would not effect lower Lyme disease rates. 


And also Kirby Stafford who testified before this Committee earlier today in favor of killing more deer, in the same article said using pesticides on deer to kill off the tics is the most logical and effective means of targeting the disease. 


That is the complete context of his statement.  So there seems to be some ambiguity in the experimental station. 


Also the Carey Institute of Ecosystem Studies performed a 16 year study and did not find a relationship between deer levels and tic levels.  

And it also the institute’s belief that studies that do show such relationship are invariably conducted on land that is isolated one way or the other.  Either on islands or peninsulas and may have less animal diversity.  

So there are other methods that have been discussed today about controlling the tic population that I will not repeat here. 

Considering that there are other options and considering that places that are being discussed have high human density populations, so therefore the most probable method of hunting would bow hunting.  Which can have a wound rate of over 50%.  

It seems to jump to the conclusion that we simply have to kill more deer is faulty and inhumane. 

Now the DEP has had a deer management program for over 30 years.  The same amount of time that Lyme disease has been in Connecticut.  

And I think three decades is ample time to review the effectiveness of that program.  

And considering that the deer population over that time has increased ten-fold, I come to the conclusion that the program as a method of controlling the deer population is a failure.  

Not to mention cruel and inhumane.  

So again, I would just like to say that I think these bills would do more just to provide more animals to kill for the hunters than actually addressing the problem of Lyme disease.  Thank you.

REP. ROY:  You made a statement that there is no relation with the deer population and the population of the tics.  Did you say that?

NEIL HORNISH: I did.  That was a study by the Carey Institute for Ecosystem Studies.  

REP. ROY:  So if we get more deer the tics leave some and go to others so that they don’t increase exponentially or what?  

NEIL HORNISH:  I’m not familiar with the entire report.  But it was a 16 year study over a 2000 acre preserve.  And they said in some years you may see a decline of 50% in the tics from one year to the other. 


But over the whole time frame, they could not find a pattern between the deer population and the tic population.  And I did reference that in my testimony.  There is a reference where you can find that study.

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from other members of the Committee?  Seeing none, thank you very much.  


Susan Linker followed by David Boomer. 

SUSAN LINKER:  Good evening, Senator Meyer, Representative Roy and the Environment Committee.  Thank you for giving me this opportunity to testify.


We’re testifying on behalf of Light Organization, Our Companions Domestic Animal Sanctuary.  I am also a member of the Animal Welfare Federation of Connecticut.  


As you know from testimony today and from lots of written testimony, the animal welfare community at large is in opposition to House Bill 5827, in its current form. 


And you have heard a lot of testimony about this bill.  And I think that you understand the importance of foster homes for the rescue community and how this bill is directed to foster homes and how it certainly will have a negative impact.  


I think you have also heard that we’re animal rescuers.  We care deeply about the welfare of the animals and have serious concerns about animal hoarders.  


So I want to make a few points that I think need to be made.  


The first is that the Animal Welfare Federation of Connecticut does not oppose the concept of registering and licensing animal shelters.  In fact, we are for it.  


But this bill certainly infringes so much on constitutional protections of individuals.  Particularly citizens who are providing a voluntary foster service for the rescue community that it really does not hit the nail.  


So we’re hoping to negotiate on a lot of elements of this. 


The other issue is that this bill really does not address animal hoarders.  And you may be led to believe that us rescue people suddenly turn in to animal hoarders.  

But I can tell you that there are hundreds of legitimate rescue organization across the state doing good work.  

Now you hear once in a while of some bad seeds.  And they are in every field.  Medical doctors, lawyers.  You’re not going to find that everyone is on the up and up.  

And to have a few people who become animal hoarders or pretend to be rescuers does not suggest that.  

Hoarders by definition are reclusive people who will not voluntarily license.  Therefore have nothing to do with this legislation.  It does not hit the determined target. 

The other thing I would like to mention is that while this is based on licensing for breeders and kennels, this bill you’re applying it to, individuals private homes.  Voluntary foster parents.  

There is a big difference between people who are breeding and selling animals for profit or commercial kennels versus people who are doing an important public service. 

And finally I just wanted to mention that we do have alternative language.  In essence, we know that this bill is not going to address hoarders.  But if we are forced to negotiate on this we’re happy to.  And we have already submitted alternative language that I look forward to trying to negotiate. 

It does increase the number of animals in a home and it does include instead of the government coming into your home for these warrantless inspection, to have a peer review.  A non-government body of animal welfare professionals who do that initial inspection.

So thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Susan.  Any questions or comments for Susan?  Well said.  You did a great job.  


David Boomer.  Greg Zorin.  William Hosley.  Paul Miller.  

PAUL MILLER:  Good evening, Chairman Roy, Chairman Meyer, members of the Environment Committee.  


My name is Paul Miller.  I am testifying in favor of Senate Bill 632.  I am a dairy farmer from Woodstock, having been in the business for 43 years.  


Our children and grandchildren would like to continue in the years ahead.  We need to encourage them to do so.  I’ve seen poor years and good years in my years in dairy farming.  


And 2006 was by far the worst year I’ve seen.  And I’d like to thank you people as legislators for the dairy reinforcement grant you provided us and other dairy farmers in the state. 


The money was put into the economy rather quickly.  


The reason for Senate Bill 632 is simply to provide the minimum cost of production when the federally set price does not meet our costs in Connecticut. 


I think that we will need to be assured that as dairy farmers we will be able to survive a crisis in the dairy industry.  And we in turn will supply a safe, local, fresh supply of milk to consumers in the state. 


We feel that we are the caretakers of Connecticut’s open space, helping to provide green areas.  We are doing our part in preventing greenhouse gases.  


There are 2000 dairy farms in California.  Which have a total of 2 million dairy cows.  About a 100 times the number of cows in Connecticut.  


There are 158 dairies in Connecticut with approximately 20,000 cows.  The average sized dairy in our state is 125 cows.  We think our cows are happier here in Connecticut.  So let’s keep them here. 


You are welcome to come visit our farm at any time.  And see your food being produced without driving a great distance.  Feel free to contact us any time with questions about this bill.


I would also like to speak on House Bill 5872, ON TRUCK WASHING. 


I have kind of mixed feelings with this.  I’m a little opposed because I’m very concerned that every farmer that fixes or washes his equipment is going to have to comply.  


Any questions that you might have regarding anything?

REP. ROY:  Senator Meyer.

SEN. MEYER:  Why are the number of dairy farms going down in Connecticut?  

PAUL MILLER:  It is simply more profitable to farm elsewhere in the country is the biggest reason I think that we’re leaving the area. 


But when you can take a farm of 5000 head and move them to New Mexico or Idaho or one of those states and be able to get the same price for milk as you do in Connecticut, our costs here are much greater. 


It is true.  Many of the things that the legislature have done over the years through farmland preservation, through the 490 Bill that land must be taxed as used.  Those things all help. 


But it comes down to the bottom line of what we get for our product.  And the differences between what we get on the wholesale level and what you pay in the store is where the difference is.  


And milk can be shipped even with the price of fuel, at greater distances. 


All you have to do is go on to the Mass Turnpike and drive west.  And you see these trailer truck loads of milk coming into New England.  I do not think this is good for the food security of Connecticut in the future. 

SEN. MEYER:  And the components of the greater costs in Connecticut would be cost of transportation you’re saying.  I suppose property taxes would be another. 


What are the big costs that are greater in this state than in other states?

PAUL MILLER:  Well, grain costs are probably the number one because of the transportation to get there and the feasibility of growing grain here is much more difficult because we don’t have the available acres to do that. 


I think the element of size is one of the key things that does not allow us to beat the dairies in western states.  The diaries in western states are able to buy railcars full of product and we have to buy it by the truckload here.  


But I think other costs that are more expensive are electricity costs.  All energy costs seem to be greater here in Connecticut.  


We used 35,000 gallons of diesel fuel on our farm last year.  It’s going to be close to $4.00 a gallon this year.  That is going to be a higher input cost for us. 


Just the cost of labor in Connecticut is greater. 


The transportation that we have to do.  We rent land from 40 different landlords at our farm.  And we have to transport our manure to 40 different locations.


If the fields were right behind the barn it would be much more economical.  Thank you.  Any time you have any questions, please feel free to contact us. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions or comments.  See none.  Thank you very much, Sir. 


Kevin Woolam, to be followed by Diana McMasters.  

KEVIN WOOLAM:  Good evening, Chairman Meyer, Representative Roy.  


Kevin Woolam.  I represent Central Connecticut Cooperative Farmers Association.  We’re the second largest feed mill in the state and the only one in the state that is owned by our members and our cooperators. 


At this time you have heard most everything from all the other farms that have already spoken.  And those representing the other ag industries in the state that also do have a very big stake in this. 


As a cooperative we do employ 37 employees at the mill right now.  Of which, half are union employees.  We will approximately a ton of feed a week.  And of that, probably roughly half of it goes to the dairy industry right now.  


Just to reiterate what some have said as far as feed costs.  Which we can help you with for facts the most.  


Soybean oil meal, last September was $235 a ton.  Right now it’s pushing $400.  These are the type of real numbers that they are fighting with.  Corn was $115.  It is at $200.  Wheat mids went from $90 to $190.  


We’re talking about 60-100% increases in the price of raw ingredients to go into these feedstuffs right now because of the way things are nationally and internationally in this market.  


At this time, if anybody has got any questions towards that, I can help you with. 

If not, I appreciate your time and hopefully if this can progress out of the Committee this year, that it will not be allowed to just die on the floor and actually will come to a vote somehow.  Thank you.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any questions or comments from members of the Committee.  See none.  Kevin, thank you very much. 

KEVIN WOOLAM:  The only other information I got with 11 minutes left, the women are 56 to 33.  

REP. ROY:  Diana McMasters.  Steven Downs.  Grant Westerman.  Patrick Cummings.  Jim Marovitz.  Vanessa Grudin.

VANESSA GRUDIN:  Members of the Environment Committee, good evening.  Nice to see you working hard. 


My name is Vanessa Gruden.  I’m a homeowner in the City of Hartford for the last 28 years.  I have owned Domestic Pet Ferrets for about 25 years now. 


I was trained as a national judge for breed shows.  I regularly write for national publications concerning domestic ferrets.  And since 1991 I’ve been shelter director for the Ferret Association of Connecticut.  


Ferret Association is a 501(c3) non-profit organization with in the last 18 year has accepted and placed nearly 1200 domestic ferrets.


There is no other dedicated facility for pet ferrets in this state.  And practically no other animal shelter that will care for them for more than a day or so.  


The shelter resides, as many other small species specific shelters do, in my home.  I have a two family home.  I donate half of it to house the shelter and office. 


I am here to speak against House Bill 5827.  This bill purports to protect the health and welfare of animals housed in private shelters.  However, nowhere is there stated how the rules for appropriate care are to be determined.  


Other than at the discretion of the Commissioner of Agriculture or the chief ACO or any state animal control officer.


This bill further states not only is my shelter required to obtain an annual license.  But under the terms of that license, I must allow any of those above people into my shelter, into my home at any time and without notice.  


Committee members, how can you support a bill that would effectively give these people this kind of access to a private dwelling?  Even the state police cannot enter my home without a warrant.  


I believe this bill violates federal constitutional rights.  


A gentleman earlier spoke about how they were afraid this might happen and he had never had this happen to him in 20 years.  


If I grant you the right to hit me over the head and you don’t do it, wonderful.  But what happens if you decide to?


I sincerely do not understand exactly what they are trying to accomplish here.  There are disturbed individuals who hoard animals.  I have worked with animals in this type of situation and no one would more welcome ways to stop it.  


There have been people who have spoken about hoarding here.  And the Department of Agriculture says there are people.  Other people say there are not.  Where is the data to support this? 


Secondly, if any individual, any organization is keeping animals in deplorable conditions, the state has already enacted animal statutes.  Invoke them.  Use them and prosecute these people. 


If the Department of Agriculture is so concerned about the conditions in the private shelters are, why were they never asked to visit mine?  I’ve been across town for nearly 20 years.  

I’m not adverse to licensing shelters of anything.  Establishing a licensing and inspection protocol in Connecticut can only increase the legitimacy of small private shelters that are already struggling to be taken seriously.  

But the regulations need to be decided upon by a diverse experienced committee of stakeholders.  

I don’t want to take up a whole lot of your time.  Two weeks ago I took in a ferret that had been found outside in Hamden.  The ACO had spent the day riding with a state animal control official who apparently was pretty taken with the little critter.

He told him it was a 10-12 week old baby.  It actually was a starved four year old adult.  So forgive me if I have a little reservation on the state animal control’s expertise in this particular area. 

I run a great shelter.  My shelter is clean.  It’s attractive.  The animals are healthy had happy.  I report to a board of directors and a donor base that requires I maintain it that way as well as my responsibility to these animals. 

I spent years of my life at considerable personal cost caring for these animals that no one else will shelter.  I’m no hero.  But please do not treat me like a criminal. 

Please don’t pass this seriously fraud Bill.  Spend the state’s time and money directly prosecuting people who abuse animals. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Vanessa.

VANESSA GRUDIN:  Thank you for your time and I appreciate it.  If any has any questions?

REP. ROY:  Any questions from members of the Committee?  Representative. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Please don’t take any of this stuff personally.  I spoke to the Commissioner outside.  


The Commissioner’s issue is that they did have a problem with one area.  And they could not get in there to protect the animals and save the animals. 


And so, because there was one bad apple, now this bill is here.  It does not mean you have a bad shelter.  It means that someone in the business did.  And the Commissioner gets complaints from the public about this animal abuse and they must respond.


So this bill may not be written correctly.  But they are looking for a way to respond to these issues.  And it is not anything directed at you in particular, but we have got to come up with some way to handle these public complaints.  

VANESSA GRUDIN:  My suggestion would be is that it be handled the same way any sort of criminal complaint is handled.  That the appropriate agency should gather evidence, take it to a judge and obtain a warrant if this is required.


Certainly this should be prosecuted.  This is an offense against the animals.  It is an offense against the state and against the public.  


But to grant these kind of overweaning powers just seems to me out of line.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Any other questions?  Vanessa, just as an aside.  The rules governing police entering your property outside or in, are far more stricter than that for civilian officials.  


Which is why the agricultural department can do more than your local police department in a case like this.  


And it is within the Constitution. 


The reason the police are restricted is because we do not want police just barging in on people.  They have all the rules of evidence and everything else that they have to deal with.  


That is why civilians can walk in.  The Public Health Department is the best for something like that.  Thank you again. 


Jason Gray.  Sandy Breslin.

SANDY BRESLIN:  Thank you very much, Representative Roy and Representative Chapin and Representative Mushinsky for your time tonight. 


There were a number of Bills on your agenda today that were of interest to Audubon Connecticut dealing with clean water, habitat and wildlife protection and also funding for DEP operation. 


I think given the lateness of the hour I’m going to quickly go down the list and summarize for you so that it will be in your record.


Audubon Connecticut strongly supports Senate Bill 638, AN ACT CONCERNING EXTENDED TERM FINANCING FOR SEWER SEPARATION PROJECTS. 


We cannot thank the Committee enough for your support.  Restoring funding for the Clean Water Fund and for our support for an additional $10 million in funding for that program this year.  


We also support extending the term of the loan to 30 years for those municipalities that have combined sewer overflow projects.  Which are the ones that need it and will have the difficulty repaying. 


We are a part of the Face of Connecticut Coalition.  And so we strongly support House Bill 5873.  We also would ask that you please consider the comments that were provided regarding revisions to the language that is currently in the bill. 


We also are supporting House Bill 5831, AN ACT CONCERNING NATURAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS OF THE DEP.  That is the marine or salt water fishing license.  


That license is a program that will generate funding for the Department of Environmental Protection, Environmental Conservation Program, a program that is pretty much out of money as we speak right now. 


And therefore will provide very much needed funding for wildlife management programs within the Department.  So we strongly support that.


That bill has responded to some of the concerns that were raised last year.  Particularly in regard to the over 65 fishermen who would now get the license without any cost.  


And there will be a federal registration program, if not a licensing program, coming online in 2011.  


So the question is really, do we want that to come from the federal government and those funds to go to the federal government.  Or can we capture that here in the state and use it for our environmental projects. 


And forestry bills and the state parks bills on the environmental police are all issues we’re very grateful for your considering funding for.  

REP. ROY:  Any questions or comments for Sandy?  Seeing none.  Thank you Sandy.  

SANDY BRESLIN:  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Brian Flaherty. 

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Good morning, Mr. Chairman.  Good evening, Senator Meyer, Representative Roy, Representative Chapin, Representative Mushinsky.  Ladies and gentlemen. 


My name is Brian Flaherty.  I am the director of public affairs at Nestle-Waters, North America.  And I am very happy to be here to testify on behalf of my company.  


Nestle-Waters, in addition, and I will not read you what is in the printed testimony.  But our company has done a great deal in lightening our environmental footprint.  


Bottled water right now, of all packaged beverages, uses the least amount of water and the least amount of plastic to produce. 


And we think that is a good thing and we’re going to continue to do that.  And we see our next step as being facilitators.  In trying to be primary facilitators to advanced recycling. 


It is what my CEO has taken on for himself to do and most graciously what my CEO had taken on and told me what I have to do.  


You’ve heard a great deal today.  We’re not going to disagree that recycling is the right thing to do.  

And that is why it is I think my third trip before this Committee since coming to work for this company, to be here to urge your support for House Bill 5138, TO MOVE RECYCLING ACROSS THE BOARD.

This is my 20th year in this building in one shape or another.  And I have seen what I believe is the unfortunate happenstance that the debate over bottle bills leaves very little room for compromise.  

This has stunted the growth and stunted the discussion around comprehensive recycling and what we can do statewide.  Not just to move my product, the water bottles which are a very small subset of all consumer packaging, but all the packing that comes into a household. 

Ninety-five percent of what is in your refrigerator and your cupboards today is recyclable and much of it in you refrigerator is made of the very same material as the bottles that I make. 

Nestle-Waters is not against bottles.  We have problems with them when they are narrowly focused.  And when you talk to the people who are looking at this across this country.  

And for the last five years I have had a chance to go coast to coast to talk about recycling.  You look at people who want to move beyond beer and soda bottle bills to get to either water or other beverages or other products. 

The beer and soda model breaks down.  And on the second page of my testimony, and I will look forward to an opportunity perhaps discuss with you all later on. 

Beer and soda get to market in a way through exclusive territories that makes it easy for those bottles to flow back.  

Bottled water does not.  And the difficulty we have is in properly assessing the deposit and initiating the deposit on water that gets to market through different channels.  I won’t bore you all with it tonight, but it is different. 

I remember Betty McLaughlin here last year.  You know, what is the difference between the soda bottle and a bottle of my product, bottled water?  It’s the same plastic and I would grant that. 

But I would also say that your jar of mayonnaise and many other bottles and products in your house right now that get to market like mine do need a different answer. 

A nickel or an incentive on a container does recycle it more.  I won’t dispute some of those figures.  I’ve seen 70% quite a bit.  I don’t argue that either.  But it is what happens next that makes it incredibly expensive for a company like mine. 

It makes it very restrictive by sending all of those containers back to the grocery store.  

And in some cases taking them on an extra trip to go on and do so.  

This summer, and I’ll wrap up with this, Mr. Chairman.  This summer my CEO was on a program at WNPR in Hartford.  On recycling.  It was an hour long program and Betty McLaughlin from the Container Recycling Institute came on and they spent most of the program on together. 

When they stopped talking about this idea versus that idea, this bill versus that bill and started talking about goals they agreed.  

High recycling rates, good quality material, a sustainable funding system and I would posit as it was said before, if you cannot sustain the funding system on the beer and soda bottling bill unless there are handling fees and a whole bunch of other fees thrown into the mix.

What we would also say is more flexibility.  Flexibility in finding a curbside friendly way to recycle that does not drive it all back to the grocery stores and make then become the primary agents of handling all the other products that we all want to recycle.  

Senator Meyer, I am very happy today no longer to be the spokesman for the CRRA.  And I will not pretend to answer for them.  But I do think the point of having two competing recycling systems is what we’re trying to talk about and what Ms. Deere was talking about.  

Let’s not just talk about expanding something that has been on the books for 26 years.  Let’s talk about evolving recycling.  There are some exciting things happening in other states. 

In California, as Betty said.  In Oregon, as we speak right now, they are struggling to figure out what to do and how to go forward into those other products.

We certainly think the House Bill is that rising tide that lifts all boats.  That is the bill that we think for all of those products.  Let’s start moving those recyclables into the stream.  

And if after that, we’ve given the towns a chance to do that, we think we still need to talk about some per container incentives on products like mine, well we can have that discussion.  And how it needs to be flexible and not straight jacket into just expanding an old litter control program. 

And the last thing I’ll say to three people watching CT-N at home good night kids, daddy loves you.  And I’ll be happy to answer any questions. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Senator Meyer. 

SEN. MEYER:  I’ve got trouble with your testimony, Mr. Flaherty.  Let me tell you what it is.  


In your testimony you say, and I’m quoting, recycling is the right thing to do.  And Connecticut needs a robust infrastructure and motivated citizens to make it work across the board.  


And then you go on and say in your testimony that the single stream recycling Bill is a tide that will lift all boats.  


The problem I have with that argument is that I do not see how that tide lifts the bottles that are on the streets and cities of our towns.  That are in the playgrounds, that are in the park, that are on the schoolgrounds.  And they are in the millions there.


I see it lift the bottle that is in the house because that will come through single stream recycling with a single bin. 


But the rest of those bottles, that really litter our countryside, I do not see how it lifts that part of the tide.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I understand that an I have heard that argument previously, Mr. Chairman.  And I would only say that the point of making recycling more available across the state.  


Of making it more convenient to recycle and putting it more places, and it ought to be in some public places.  My company is working to try and get it into some parks. 


There are other companies and I think the food association have worked in a couple of areas to get recycling into the right places.  Get the bins available.  They are not even in this building to the extent that they need to be.


So I believe if you make recycling more available and you put into it the type of education in Representative Scofield’s and House Bill 5138, you can do that.  


The problem I have is when you’re looking at saying we need to make those 70% recycling rates for bottled water containers, that may be fine.  


Last year we talked about all non-carbonated beverage containers.  This year we’re down to water bottles.  I think politically I can understand why. 

But environmentally to just focus on driving up those numbers, while at least up until this year, not really having anything before this Committee to answer even DEP’s call.  

SEN. MEYER:  You didn’t support the bill last year which was more comprehensive.  So I don’t think it’s fair of you to criticize the bill this year which is less comprehensive, if you were against the bill that was more comprehensive last year. 

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I think we have made and this Committee made particularly last year, just about every attempt I think it could to make a bill that could get more people, including my company, to try and support it. 


The greatest difficulty we have with this bill which is the very same as last year, is that it gets to the point of that nickel, let’s say bringing in one of my bottles into the recycling stream. 


But then expects that those bottles are going to be able to go through the same one that works for beer and soda.  And that is where it breaks down.  


That is where at least right now, Oregon, which expanded their Bill last year is taking at least until January 1 of next year to find out how to make it work.  

There is a difficulty.  And I would be very happy to spend a little more time to paint the picture for you, Mr. Chairman.  

The notion that you can properly assess the deposit and collect the deposit on containers that come through an open distribution in a beer and soda market breaks down. 

My company, Poland Spring, in Maine which is doing it right now, 112% redemption rate.  In 2006 we paid out $80 million more in nickels than we collected.  That shows there’s a problem I think on two ends, Mr. Chairman.

One, in properly initializing the deposit and the second part in collecting it and making sure that a bottle that is returned and for which my company as the initiator must pay that deposit out was actually sold and that deposit was properly collected.  

The idea is there are some more flexible options on that back end that have really never been the part of bills that I have seen at least in the last three years.  

It’s hard.  There are some built in constituencies on that.  And we also see a problem in the model.  And I think my friend John Hollis was here today saying the Teamsters really like an expansion of the Bottle Bill.

Because there is more jobs and there are more trucks running around.  And as I see it, there are some more flexible ways that are less costly and less restrictive on driving it all back to the stores that have not been discussed here.  Even in the DEP report.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Representative Mushinsky.

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Thank you.  I wanted to ask you three questions. 


First, maybe it didn’t have anything to do with 5138, but why didn’t the recyclers get put on this working group, this stakeholder group.  They are the people that are actually handling the recyclables.  

And they are missing from the bill.  Why did that happen?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I love the fact that you think I might have been able to write any part of the bill anymore.  I do not have the answer to that question. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  That’s okay.  I know who actually wrote this.  The second question is the secondary markets.  

When we used to separate the trash initially in the early days of legislation it was because the secondary market told us they wanted to keep it separate so it would be clean stream and they could have a better product value and it is more marketable for them. 

So they preferred the PET for example to be separated because they could make fleece out of it.  It had a high value. 

So this commingling, is that going to hurt our secondary marketing of these materials.  If you’re getting your cardboard wet with your food waste tin cans and so forth?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I have heard concerns of single stream by putting it all in together that it is a problem with glass folks or a problem with the paper folks.  


But I have also heard, and apparently this is happening a little bit more out on the west coast, that the technologies for single stream have been proved to the extent that they are getting better quality material. 


Now I am not an expert on it, I think there are some people that were probably here today that you might want to pose that question to as well, Representative because it is key to the whole thing.  


But what I believe the technology, I used to work at the CRA.  I remember it going to the Hartford Recycling Center and seeing a heck of a lot of deposit bearing bottles and cans on the tipping floor there that are going through that system. 


To the tune of $20 million a year, 400 million containers.  A lot of the infrastructure is aging.


And another message we hear coming out of this Committee is what is industry doing about it?  Why does this always have to coming back for the state to fund or for the Appropriations Committee or in the state budget.


I believe that technology and that industry is evolving.  And I think they found a way to produce something better. 


PET now as you know has a lot more value than it used to.  Aluminum still does as well. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  I’ll ask the techno folks if they are here when they come up.  


The last question is why can’t you barcode a container to ID what state the deposit is generated in?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  What it does is a couple of things.  One, it causes a great deal of disruption in our manufacturing.  We have high speed manufacturing lines right now that make it more efficient to run.


But imagine, we ship out of our factories to distribution centers.  Let’s say it’s Acme Stores.  

And if you had states doing state only barcodes, every type of product which is stored in those stores, which is an efficient system for groceries to get to market.  

And we’re stacked up there next to the cornflakes and everything else, they would have to get different pallets for the different states.  And many of these are on the state borders in New England and the northeast.

So we ship to Acme Stores Distribution Center.  They then decide based on what is selling and where they need to go, well we’re going to send these pallets to New York.  We’re going to send these pallets to Connecticut.  

It pauses from what I’m told.  I know production.  But also in terms of just managing the product.  

REP. MUSHINSKY:  Okay.  So the answer is that you could market bottles but it would muck up your distribution system. 

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Which is built on maximizing truckloads, reducing number of truck trips and getting things to the stores efficiently. 

REP. MUSHINSKY:  So you want to be able to change around where you’re sending.  Okay.  I got you.  Thank you. 

REP. ROY:  Brian, you heard me ask Mike, if the CRRA could do the redemption program.

And I’m thinking if we do the single stream program, the first two, three years I think we have pilot programs going in a half a dozen communities which means the rest of the state is what we’re doing now. 


I’m going after strictly water.  That has become the chief violator of our litter laws.  People take it to the parks.  People take it to the beach.  People take it when they go walking, jogging.  

Whatever, and there is no incentive for them to bring it back with them to home or wherever and it winds up in trash barrels and into the waste stream and I would like very much to capture that material.  

As much as Mike would like to capture that material for CRRA.  So do you think that could be a workable program?

But also secondly, in the cities.  And I’ve seen this in Europe.  Ten bins lined up.  Each one collecting a certain product.  

Do you think something like that would be more efficient than what we are doing now?  

BRIAN FLAHERTY: I certainly think, Mr. Chairman, there are more efficient ways than driving all the material back through the stores.


And I think the flexibility and the other options that are being either pioneered or there are new opportunities opening up out on the west coast into California.  


I don’t know the last time legislative research really took a good long look into how it operates.  I’ll tell you now, it’s a lot more complicated and expensive than it needs to be.  


Because even that law is 20 years old.  


But if you’ve got some flexible ways to get the materials back into the stream and more opportunity which again I’ll bring back at least from what I see in 5138, then these are the type of questions, these are the kind of ideas I think the state should be looking for.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  I’ve tried to get stores to put their redemption centers outside their building.  To take them out of the “garbage” business.  


I mean they don’t mind putting the product out there, they don’t want to bring it back.  But that met with resistance also.  They could probably take ten parking spaces and have a little brick building out there that would work. 


I just wonder, how do we get all this stuff?  I call it the ubiquitous water bottle now.  How do we get them back to the blue bins even where somebody else will pick them up if they are deposited. 


But just to get them back.  What do we do?

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  I think it is a little more complicated than a quick Senate Bill 257 answer.  I think, Representative, that you make the bins bigger.  You make my recycling bin the size today that my garbage bin is. 


There was testimony earlier today about pay as you throw.  And other types of incentives I think that are new ways to capture more recyclables, less garbage. 


Those are the type of things.  And I know that the food association, and on their own, many retailers that are my customers that have been going more and more inventive ways to try and bring all material back and make recycling work. 


Not just material by material by material.  And I think other grocery manufacturers would sign up to try and get their heads together when they are working that as well. 


It makes it tough when you’re under the deadlines that I know that you are and I appreciate that, in this session. 


But on a bill like this that just says we’re just going to make what we have now, what we have been doing for 26 years.  Pull in something that it just causes havoc on the whole beer and soda bottle bill system. 


Ask anybody who was in this room today.  I’m sure there is no shortage of good ideas.  Particularly coming from the retail sector.  And hopefully also coming from companies like mine. 

REP ROY:  Okay.  Just as another aside.  I got a bill in on plastic bags also.  Yesterday I marched in the New Haven St. Patrick’s Day Parade.  

And I parked my car down near the end of the parade and I walked the mile and a half up to the beginning.  After I had breakfast with some friends.  And walking up there, yesterday was kind of windy day, if you recall. 

I counted walking up to the starting point and then marching back to the ending point, 72 plastic bags that were airborne.  [Gap in testimony.  Changing from Tape 7A to Tape 7B.]

--the stores are doing a better job.  Certainly Rite-Aid has a program for recycling and reusing the bags.  I guess $0.2 off for each bag used.  Stop N’ Shop recycles them I know that.  

Most of the stores now have the cloth bags.  The trunk of my car has the green Stop N’ Shop bags.  I use them religiously.  

How do we get people to change those habits without banning them outright.  Because banning them outright is landing them in trees.

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  Well that’s a little bit beyond my scope, Mr. Chairman.  But last time I was in the store, I think some of those bags are now either made of entirely recyclable material or they are fully recyclable.  


I think many of the stores are taking them back.  I think public education is lacking.  DEP noted that in its report.  


CRA, when I was there, we tried like crazy to get more education out there to remind people that they can recycle so many more things now.  


And I think banning outright, again, my understanding is that some of those plastic bags have a better carbon footprint than paper bags do. 


We talked before.  I think it was Representative Urban, talked about oh, by the way, ethanol is causing huge problems nobody ever thought of. 


And by the way, from my company’s perspective, it uses way too much water.  So I guess what it is, is bringing the people together to say what are you doing about it?  


And my company as a bottler, is doing what we can from everything in how we make our product to how it gets to market and what it looks like. 


We’re working like crazy to get a non-plastic bottle.  And if they can find a polymer that will hold up under the conditions we need, I’m sure we’re not the only one trying like crazy to do it. 


Those are some of the things we’re able to do now that technology is getting a little bit better. 


And maybe this is one of those opportunities as I’m sure it was when that bill was heard, Mr. Chairman, to have this type of a discussion. 

REP. ROY:  Thank you and I’m sorry I kept you later than you wanted to be.  

BRIAN FLAHERTY:  It was an educational thing and I appreciate very much the comments and the questions and let’s follow it up.

REP. ROY:  Okay.  Dashing to the finish line. 


Ned Ellis.  Joe Nichols.  

NED ELLIS:  Chairmen Meyer and Roy and members of the Environment Committee. 


First of all on the gentleman that just spoke.  I want to answer a question.  People left out pride in our state and pride in what they do with what they handle. 


Until we do that, we’re going to have trash all over the place.  I just had to say that after listening to the comments.  


My name is Ned Ellis.  Our family has farmed in Hebron since the early 1700’s.  


At Maple Leaf Farm we milk 225 cows and have 200 head of young stock in our storage of over 250 acres of land.  


Keeping the dairy industry viable is crucial to maintaining the working farmland in the state.  Not only does farmland provide tourists and state residents with scenic views and vistas, recreation opportunities for hunters, bikers, joggers, painters and such. 


But it also provides for wildlife habitat as billies devour their space.  


Dairy farms provide children with education which cannot be duplicated in a classroom.  Each year hundreds of school kids and adults visit our farm and learn that milk comes not from a carton but from real cows.  


They can milk a cow, feed a calf, see the feed and equipment, experience a working farm. 


Keeping dairy is good for the infrastructure of all agriculture in Connecticut.  By giving needed economic support to businesses such as feed companies, equipment dealers, fertilizer suppliers and mechanics.  


When our farms are profitable, they infuse dollars into our economy.  Thousands of acres of growing crops transform carbon dioxide into fresh, clean air for us to breath.  


This same cropland absorbs and filters rain that falls and replenishes our vital [inaudible].  Can a dollar value be put on the importance of these things?


As feed prices escalate, and reliance on imported food increases, we become more aware of the importance of a local fresh food supply.  


By investing in our future you are investing in our economic potential.  We want to continue farming here.  We’ve been here for a long time.  We want our kids if they are coming along to farm here. 


Fortunately our milk price has risen in the past year.  For which we are thankful.  But much of that increase has been consumed by higher costs such as transportation, both truck and rail, fuel, electricity and feed.  As has been explained earlier.  


Connecticut farmers have not been able to impact the factors which cause the crisis in 2006.  And I want to thank you here for what you did to help relieve some of that.  It was a crisis and thank you very much. 


USDA sets our milk price and does not recognize conditions we face here in the northeast. 


Local farmers here in Connecticut are trying to devise a mechanism to deal with another disastrous collapse here.  It is important that we give bipartisan support to deal with the financial challenges facing the dairy industry before it is too late.  


Please invest in Connecticut’s future by supporting raised Bill 632.  Keeping dairy farms in Connecticut has many benefits to this state, many of which are hard to put a dollar value on.  


You can rebuild cities over and over.  But once a working farm is gone, that’s it.  God doesn’t make any more land, not that I know of.  Thank you for your time.  Any questions?

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Ned.  Any questions or comments?  We’re all set.  Thank you very much. 


Ben Freund.  Jane Lee or Janice Jones.  Anyone in here names Jones. 

BEN FREUND:  Chairmen Meyer and Roy and members of the Environment Committee.  I am testifying in favor of raised bill 632, AN ACT CONCERNING ASSISTANCE FOR DAIRY FARMERS. 


My brother Matthew and I own and operate a 270 cow dairy farm in East Canaan, Connecticut.  We own 400 acres and rent 400 additional acres.  I chair the Connecticut Farm Bureau Dairy Committee.  


We have worked diligently since 2006 to unify and search for ways to strengthen our dairy industry.  Our contribution to the State of Connecticut economy and security is addressed by proposed legislation. 


Innovation and dedication are the hallmarks of our dairy farmers.  An economic security net is crucial to sustain the critical numbers we need to be a viable industry.  


The state investment over time will yield long term local milk supplies delivered with a minimal carbon footprint, working landscapes in an industry that generates jobs and impressive economic activity at a very low cost to the towns.  


Darien is intense in the amount of inputs of services and raw products and in the outputs of milk, meat and manure.  Yet extensive in its acreage that dominates the open spaces of Connecticut. 


Connecticut producers have been nationally recognized for their creative spirit that we have parlayed into local milk branding, new manure products, carbon sequestration, green power generation and conservation work.  


This is translated into impressive economic multipliers as well as providing a unique real character. 


The economic activity surrounding each of the cows on our farm alone exceeded $4000 per cow in 2007.  The economic stimulus reaches far beyond us into suppler as well as manufacturer in retail sectors.


All of this activity has been estimated to reach $15,000 per cow and demands very little expensive local infrastructure relative to alternate land uses such as housing developments.  


We are proud stewards of the working landscapes that provide Connecticut consumers with wholesome fresh milk, critical open space and wildlife habitat areas that could all disappear in favor of seemingly higher value uses. 


Your favorable action on this bill would help reestablish our working farms as a viable option for these natural resources that characterize Connecticut.  Respectively submitted, Benjamin Freund.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you, Ben.  I was told that farmers were a stubborn lot.  I think you and Ned have shown us just how stubborn you can be and I’m delighted.  Thank you.  Any questions or comments? 

SEN. MEYER:  I think we’ve been here for about 11 hours.  And I don’t think we have heard any opposition to this bill at all.  And I am hopeful that a consensus will develop in the Committee and in the General Assembly that will give you this help.

BEN FREUND:  We appreciate that.  We think we offer Connecticut, as an industry, great things going forward and we are glad that this is recognized here today.  

REP. ROY:  Thank you.  Now I have to ask that question.  That is the last person.  There is only one person here who has not testified. 


If there is anybody here who wishes to testify who wishes to speak before the Committee now is the time to stand up.  Thank you all. 

[Whereupon, the hearing was adjourned.]

