SIERRA
CLUB o

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL

To: Energy and Technology Committee, ETtestimony@cga.ct.gov

RE: - Testimony of the Sierra Club to the Connecticut Legislature’s Energy and
Technology Committee for Hearing on February 7t

Dear Members of the Energy and Technology Committee

On behalf of the Sierra Club and its more than 8,000 members in Connecticut, thank you
for the opportunity to provide written testimony regarding the bills under consideration by the
Committee on February 7™ 2017, We provide below specific comments on S.B. 106, S.B. 412,
S.B. 565, and S.B. 630. Our testimony is focused on each bill’s potential to help or hinder
achieving the state’s important goals of reducing carbon pollution, creating jobs, saving families
and businesses money, and spurring economic growth, particularly as enshrined in current
Connecticut laws and executive orders related to climate disruption,' However, since bill
language is not yet available, we will limit our testimony to what we understand to be the
purpose of each piece of legislation, including perspectives drawn from public reports about the
bill that may not be fully accurate.

1. Bill the Sierra Club Currently Supports
a. S.B. 630, An Act Concerning Clean and Renewable Encrgy Opportunities
and Use of Renewable Energy Sources

Connecticut’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) has been one of the most important
and successful policies to support clean energy, reduce carbon pollution, and create family-
supporting jobs in the state. As the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP)
reported, “The RPS is designed to achieve multiple objectives: (1) diversify the state’s encrgy
resource mix to promote reliability; (2) provide a hedge against volatile fossil fuel prices; (3)
improve environmental conditions by reducing GHG and air emissions; (4) create clean energy
jobs and economic development; (5) minimize the overall cost of renewable energy o
Connecticut’s electric ratepayers; and (6) enhance the quality of life in the state.”” This has been
particularly true since the Legislature wisely made important changes starting in 2013, allowing
DEEP to work with electric companies to solicit and ultimately purchase affordable clean energy
from a wide variety of renewable resources on long-term contracts.

' Connecticut Laws & Executive Orders on Climate, hitp//www.clLpovideep/ewp/view.aspla=44238£¢=330290
2 DEEP, 2014 Progress Report, htlp/Avww.ct.govideepdlib/deep/elimatechanpe/et_progress_report_2014.pdf,
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Two of those solicitations were completed in 2016, resulting in contracts with more than
270 MW of wind and solar power projects in Connecticut alone. Those projects will create jobs
and support local economies in and near Brooklyn, Canterbury, Colebrook, Enfield, Litchfield,
New Milford, North Haven, North Stonington, Plainfield, Pomfret, Preston, Simsbury, Somers,
Stonington, Wallingford, and Waterford. The results are already impt esswe the Solar
Foundation found that there were 1,951 solar jobs in Connecticut in 2015°, and a U.S,
Department of Energy reported released last month identified 36,875 energy efficiency and solar
jobs in the state.

While Connecticut’s RPS has reduced pollution and brought prosperity to communities
throughout New England, the state is at risk of falling behind our neighbors, threatening our
progress to meet our commitments to avoid the worst impacts of climate disruption as expressed
in the Global Warming Solutions Act. Connecticut’s RPS does not currently increase beyond
2020, whereas our peers in Maryland, Massachusetts, New York, Rhode Island, and Vermont,
have established significantly higher targets through 2030 and beyond. If we are to stay on track,
deliver more affordable clean energy for Connecticut families and businesses, and create even
more jobs, the Legislature must increase and extend the state’s renewable energy requirements.

The Sierra Club urges the Committee to support legislation, as we understand S.B. 630
contemplates, to set new targets for the state’s RPS of at least 35% Class I renewable energy
sources by 2025; at least 50% Class 1 Renewable Energy Sources by 2030; and at least 80%
from Class 1 Renewable Energy Sources by 2040. Such requirements would firmly establish
Connecticut as a leader in the clean energy economy.

2. Bills the Sierra Club Currently Opposes
a. S.B. 106 An Act Concerning Zero-Carbon Electric Generating Facilities
and Achieving Connecticut’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions Mandated Levels

While the language has not yet been published, the Sierra Chab understands the purpose
of S.B. 106 is to subsidize Dominion’s Millstone nuclear plant. While reducing carbon pollution
and providing clean energy is of paramount importance for the state, subsidizing an outdated and
costly nuclear plant is an anti-competitive, risky, and unaffordable option to meet those goals.

The carbon poliution reduction value of electric generating facilities is cur rently accounted for
through the popular and successful Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI).” The purported
goals of S.B. 106 could be better accomplished by ensuring Connecticut and partner states
strengthen carbon pollution limits under RGGI through the ongoing 2016 Program Rewew and
subsequent state adoption, as the Sietra Club and dozens of other groups have called for.% This
would have the effects of increasing the value of all zero~carbon electric generating facilities, not

? The Solar Foundation, 2015 National and State Solar Jobs Census, www.thesolarfoundation.org/solar-jobs-census/;
hup:/Awww. thesolarfoundation.orp/solar-jobs-census/solar-jobs-compendium-CT/.

*11.S. Department of Energy and BW Research Partnership, U.S. Energy and Employment Report,
hiips//www.energy.gov/sites/prod/tifes/2017/01/f34/201 7%20US%20 nergy % 20and%2 0.fobs%%20Repori_0.pdf.
> hitps://www.cleanenergycconomy.us/
¢ Stakeholder Comments on the 2016 Program Review of the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative,
httpe/wwwerggi.org/design/201 6-program-review/stakeholder-comments-2016
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just Millstone, bringing in much needed revenue for Connecticut, and doing so with minimal cost
to ratepayers.

b. S.B. 412 An Act Restricting the Use of Incentives for the Development of
Solar Arrays on Agricultural Land

As described above, achieving Connecticut’s commitments to reduce climate-disrupting
pollution, creating jobs, and delivering affordable clean energy for families and businesses
requires a significant increase in wind and solar electric generating facilities. Purchasing power
from such projects located in Connecticut and New England has tremendous economic
advantages for the regional economy, including more jobs, income for landowners, tax revenues
and local expenditure of energy doliars.” The Sierra Club recognizes that all power projects have
attendant environmental impacts, including related to appropriate land uses, and believes that any
negative impacts should be minimized. However the legislation contemplated here is
unnecessary at this time, as the avowed goals could be accomplished by DEEP taking action to
support tiered incentives for clean energy facilities based in part on minimizing environmental
impacts from differing land uses.

Siting clean energy facilities in locations such as rooftops and previously disturbed lands like
brownfields has essentially no adverse impact. However those preferred locations may entail
greater costs to project developers. Therefore DEEP should simply support policies to increase
incentives for such preferred locations, for instance even higher preference in decisions about
long-term contracts made pursuant to Requests for Proposals authorized by Public Acts 15-107
and 13-303. Connecticut would hardly be alone in applying such tiered incentives for clean
energy projects based on attendant negative environmental and social impacts. The
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources is in the process of finalizing an incentive
program to support at least 1600 MW of new solar projects in the state that has been proposed to
include disfferent tiers based in part on the likely environmental impacts of siting in different
locations. :

Given the tremendous environmental, economic, and public health benefits of wind and solar
projects for Connecticut, and the urgent need to develop such facilities, the Committee should
not support any proposals to implement bans, moratoria, or penalties based on expressed
concerns about land-use impacts. There are unquestionably certain locations, habitats, and
sensitive areas that are inappropriate for siting energy projects. While there is a legitimate
concern for loss of prime agricultural or forested land, there are no specific examples that have
been presented of wind and solar projects in Connecticut individually causing significant
negative environmenial damage. This demonstrates that Connecticut’s current siting policies for
individual facilities are working. The recommendation above to tier incentives for projects in
order to minimize any perceived negative impacts of clean energy facilities could be sufficient to
direct projects to the most beneficial locations.

7 hitp://content sierraclub.org/press-releases/2015/06/sierra-club-applauds-increased-renewable-energy-
commitment-new-england
® hitp:/fwwsw.mass.gov/eea/docs/doer/rps-aps/final -program-design-1-3 1-17.pdf
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¢. S.B. 565 An Act Concerning the Solicitation of Proposals from Class 1
Renewable Energy Facilities that Provide a Waste Stream Management
Benefit

While the Sierra Club supports long-term contracts for Class [ renewable energy
facilities, carving out a special solicitation solely for those that ostensibly provide a “waste
stream management benefit” is unnecessary. The Legislature should continue to support DEEP’s
long-term contracting authority for all Class | renewable resources.

Thank you for your consideration of this testimony.

Respectfully submitted,

Mark Kresowik

Eastern Region Deputy Director
Beyond Coal Campaign, Sierra Club

Martha Klein
Chair
Connecticut Chapter, Sierra Club

Roberta Paro .
Co-Chair, Legislative Committee
Connecticut Chapter, Sierra Club

Marty Mador
Co-Chair, Legislative Committee
Connecticut Chapter, Sierra Club




