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Farmington River Watershed Association, Inc.
749 Hopmeadow Street, Simsbury, CT 06070
(860) 658-4442 Fax (860) 651-7519 www.frwa.org

March 19, 2013
To: The Energy and TechnoloCommittee
From: Farmington River Watershed Associg

Testimony on S.B. 1138An Act Concerning Connecticut’s Clean Energy Goa&

Dear Chairman Duff, Chairman Reed, and MemberB@fXommittec

| am submitting this testimony on behalf of therRangton River Watershed Associatior
private nonprofit citizens group with a ¢-year history of advocating a healthy river. '
represent over 1,000 member households and haeeas@artner organizions in the
Farmington Valley, as well as good working relasbips with many Farmington Valley town
We are familiar with the effects of dams and hydincour own river and this energy bill rais
serious concerns.

Hydropower is widely considered be desirable because it is a source of tanor-emission
energy. While hydropower does not pollute in tbeventional sense, it destroys m:
functions of freelowing rivers. Rivers are highways which conveyrents and organisms 1
and downstreanmaintaining the river’s productivity and value asadural resource. The effe
of hydro development on the natural economy ofarris roughly equivalent to the effect
commerce if Interstate95 were interrupted with concrete walls. But tifects go further tha
interrupting the arrival of higlquality nutritious fish from the Atlantic Ocean.a®ming car
drop oxygen concentrations, raise water tempergtpremote methane emissions fr
sediment, and derange the seasonal flow variati@triver flora and fauna depend up

Presumably for these reaspfidass | renewable energy generation originakyrat include an'
hydropower.If hydropower is to be admitted as a Class | energgource, at the very least i
should be subject to the fobbwing limitations:

e Class | hydropower should be run of river, ratlamtallowed to impound water to mu
peak demand needs. We strongly encourage thetatiel alternate ways of dealit
with peak demands, starting with more strategiesdoceenergy use during predictak
peak periods.

e Class | hydropower should not include energy imgubftom HydroQuebec; this
simply promoting destruction of other rivers in @da. Also, resorting to this sout
guells the mucmeeded incentive to devellocal Class | energy sources from wind i
solar power. We encourage the state to place srmophasis on local innovations tl
provide alternative energy in ways that are notrdesve to rivers. That’s preferable
taking a shortut to meeting Cles | quotas that violates the whole reason foi
requirement.

In summary, we strongly encourage the state to kegpe requirement that Class |
hydropower be run-of-river only; refrain from giving power from HydroQue bec Class |



status; and focus on ways of meeting or reducing pk demand that do not require more
impoundment of rivers in CT.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Respectfully yours,

Eileen Fielding
Executive Director



