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My name is Keith R. Ainsworth, Bsq. I am a resident of 31 Green Springs Drive, Madisor, Connecticut and am 2
practicing Connecticut environmental attorney. I have beern in private practice for 18 years and am & member of the
CTLA Fovironmental Legislative Committee (ELC) arid have been a member of the. Bxecutive Commitiles of the
Environmental Law section of the CT Bar AssGeiation since 1994, T also serve as co-chair of the New Haven County
Rar Association’s Environment and Land Use Committese. T represent a mixed clientele, but often represent
individuals and businesses and organizations asserting claims o protect and vonberve natural resources.

1 review legislation and support legislation that provides access to the courts and remedies Tor harms done or
which otherwise protects the public frust in the Connecticut’s natural resources,

~The CTLA ELC OPPQSES that portion of HB35589 (subsection g) which gives legal ﬁnmuﬁity entities
receiving Brownfields grazt monies, T oppose this bill o the point of wging it’s derial if the objectionable portions
are not excised. i
Tn support of this testimony, I offer the following:

1. Brownfields legislation is something Comnecticnt needs to help redizcs unnecessary sprawl development of
Greenfield sites and to become competitive with ofher similarly sitated staies. The vast majority of the propoged
laneuage in the bill constitute perfectly reasonable incentives to brawnfield redevelopment and should be adopted.

2 Subsection {g) stating “Recipients of grants awardsd pursuant to this section shall be inzmune from Hehility

to the extent provided in public act 06-184.” 18 OPPOSED. _

THIS SUBSECTION CREATES A LEGAL IMMUNITY WHERE NONE NOW EXISTS. This repiesents &
disturbing trend in new legisiation to resolve dificult problems by tsing an immunity provision fo shift the bordens of
environmental legacy from those persons responsible onfo the backs of traly innocent individual taxpayers and
property owners who may injured or harmed. :

3. The public act referenced provides the specific qualifications for the immunity and is gquoted below:

“as fong as the municipality or economic developiment agency [or recipient of grant funding] did not cause or
confribute 1o the discharge, spillage, nncontrolled loss, seepage or filtzation of such hazardous substance, material,
waste or pollution that is subject to remediation under this pilot program; does not exacerbate the conditions; and
complies with reporting of significant environmental hazard requirements in section 22a-6u of the general statutes”
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