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Dear Reader,

The Briefing Book was originally produced in 2004 as a useful guide for legislators who wished to know more 
about environmental issues they were being asked to address. We know that it has served that purpose, but the 
Briefing Book has proved to be a valuable and credible resource not only for public officials at all levels of govern-
ment but for environmental advocates, “stakeholders,” media and the general public. If you want to know more 
about an issue, the Briefing Book is a great place to start.

We are indebted to the many members of the environmental community who contributed either to the original briefs 
that have been updated in this book, and to those who specifically helped write this fourth edition. Without their 
expert contributions a book like this could not exist.

WE WOULD ESPECIALLY LIKE TO THANK:
Nancy Alderman, Environment and Human Health, Inc.
David Bingham, Connecticut League of Conservation Voters; Sierra Club, Connecticut Chapter 
Sandy Breslin, Audubon Connecticut Public Policy Office
Clean Water Action (CWA): Coalition for a Safe and Healthy Connecticut
Eric Hammerling, Connecticut Forest & Parks Association
Helen Higgins, Connecticut Trust for Historic Preservation
David Kooris, Regional Plan Association
Martin Mador, Yale School of Forestry and Environmental Studies
Jiff Martin, Working Lands Alliance
Sue Merrow, 1000 Friends of Connecticut
Margaret Miner, Rivers Alliance of Connecticut
Dr. Mark Mitchell, Connecticut Coalition for Environmental Justice
Christopher Phelps, Connecticut Public Interest Research Group; Environment Connecticut Program
Roger Reynolds, Charles Rothenberger, Karen Burnaska, Curt Johnson and Leah Schmalz, 
 Connecticut Fund for the Environment
Ryan Lynch, Tri-State Transportation Campaign
Alan Siniscalchi, Connecticut Association of Conservation and Inland Wetlands Commissions
Leo Smith, International Dark Sky Association, Connecticut Chapter
Roger Smith, Clean Water Action; Connecticut Climate Coalition
Jessie Stratton, Environment Northeast
David Sutherland, The Nature Conservancy, Connecticut Chapter
Tom Swarr, Sustainability by Design

Most of the issues covered in the Briefing Book are of great concern to many environmental advocacy groups, not 
just the contributors of the specific articles. We have attempted to identify a variety of groups working on similar 
issues at the end of each brief. While by no means exhaustive, the list is a good representation of the interest areas 
of many of Connecticut’s environmental advocacy groups. Please note that the views expressed on any particular 
issue are not necessarily the views of all contributing organizations.
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possible without the support of:

The Harris & Frances Block Foundation
Bydale Foundation
David Behnke & Paul Doherty
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 Foundation
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Climate Change & Energy

ENERGY

When the last edition of our briefing book was released in 2007, 
climate change was at the very forefront of public discussion. 
Al Gore’s “An Inconvenient Truth” was in the headlines. The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) was about to issue 
a major report on climate change. And the price for a gallon of gas 
hit $3.20, wiping out the 1981 record. Nothing focuses American 
minds on energy more than high gas prices.

At every level, the energy landscape —which intertwines climate change, energy security 
and energy independence—has evolved dramatically since 2007. A short overview of 
international and federal energy policy activity provides useful context for briefing readers 
on Connecticut’s initiatives on energy.

Recent International Activity on Climate Change & Energy
KYOTO	PROTOCOL	The Kyoto Protocol is a set of rules for the United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC), a treaty designed to fight global warming 
and stabilize greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere. Although the US left the 
protocol in 2001, as of November 2009, 187 states had signed and ratified the Kyoto 
Protocol. The Kyoto Protocol ends in 2012.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL	PANEL	ON	CLIMATE	CHANGE	The Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change was established in 1988 to report on topics relevant to 
implementing UNFCCC.

The IPCC has issued highly publicized reports on climate change since 1990. Its third 
assessment report, issued in 2001, confirmed that the earth had warmed significantly over 
the last 50 years and that human activities were the basis for much of the recent rise in 
temperatures. The IPCC issued its fourth assessment report in 2007. Over 800 contributors 

from around the world were selected in June 2010 to prepare the fifth assessment report of the IPCC. Dr. Rajendra 
Pachauri, Chairman of the IPCC, also leads Yale’s Climate and Energy Institute. 

2009	UNITED	NATIONS	CLIMATE	CHANGE	CONFERENCE	The United Nations Climate Change Conference (UNCCC) 
that took place in December 2009 in Copenhagen produced near universal disappointment among advocates for 
serious climate action. Rather than replace the Kyoto Protocol with a binding agreement, the conference produced the 
Copenhagen Accord, which UNCCC delegates agreed to “take note of.”  

The Accord is not legally binding and does not commit countries to agree to a binding successor to the Kyoto Protocol, 
which ends in 2012. According to the US Climate Action Network, 135 countries (representing 86.75% of global 
emissions), are likely to or have already engaged with the Accord, eight countries (representing 2.09% of global 
emissions) will not engage with the Accord, and 47 countries have yet to respond. 
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ENERGY

Climate Change & Energy continued

The scientific view that an increase in global temperatures should be kept below 2 degrees Celsius was reiterated at the 
2009 United Nations Climate Change Conference in Copenhagen. The 2-degree goal had previously been agreed to 
by G8 leaders in Italy in July 2009. At that time G8 leaders said to meet that goal they would cut their greenhouse gas 
emissions by 80 percent by 2050, though they left the baseline year vague: “1990 or more recent years.” 

Recent Federal Activity on Climate Change & Energy
MASSACHUSETTS	V.	ENVIRONMENTAL	PROTECTION	AGENCY	In a highly significant opinion in Massachusetts v. 
Environmental Protection Agency, 549 US 497 (2007), the US Supreme Court found that the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) has the authority, under the Clean Air Act, to regulate greenhouse gases in automobile emissions. The court 
ruled that the EPA could not refuse to regulate the greenhouse gases that contribute to global climate change without any 
scientific basis to back its refusal.

Twelve states, including Connecticut, brought the suit against the EPA to force it to regulate carbon dioxide and other 
greenhouse gases as pollutants.

Because of this decision, the choice for regulating greenhouse gases is effectively no longer between legislation and no 
legislation, but between legislation and regulation.

EPA	ENDANGERMENT	FINDING	ON	GREENHOUSE	GASES	As a consequence of the scientific review ordered 
in 2007 by the US Supreme Court in Massachusetts v. EPA, in 2009 the EPA issued an “endangerment finding” that 
greenhouse gases contribute to air pollution that may endanger public health. The EPA found that greenhouse gas 
emissions from vehicles contribute to that threat. 

EPA’s endangerment finding covers six key greenhouse gases—carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluoro-
carbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride—that have been the subject of scrutiny and intense analysis for 
decades by scientists in the United States and around the world.  

Against a backdrop of the American Clean Energy and Security Act and the American Power Act (below), and British 
Petroleum’s unsolved catastrophic oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico, June 2010 brought a Congressional effort to gut EPA’s 
authority to regulate greenhouse gases under the Clean Air Act. That effort failed. 

AMERICAN	CLEAN	ENERGY	AND	SECURITY	ACT	In June 2009, the American Clean Energy and Security Act, 
also known as the Waxman-Markey bill, passed in the US House of Representatives. The bill aims to promote energy 
independence, clean energy jobs and a clean energy economy, while reducing global warming pollution.

AMERICAN	POWER	ACT In May 2010, Senators John Kerry and Joseph Lieberman released a discussion draft of 
the US Senate’s version of a climate bill, the American Power Act (APA). This bill seeks to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions through a nationwide cap and trade program, reducing emissions by 20% by 2020 and 83% by 2050. 
The EPA’s required analysis of the APA concluded that the Act’s impact on US consumers will be modest. From  
2010-2050, households would pay an extra $79 to $146 a year on average. However, EPA’s analysis only  
measures costs of implementing the Act; it does not evaluate the costs of doing nothing or the cost savings in mitigating 
climate change. 
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Climate Change & Energy continued

ENERGY

Recent Activity on Climate Change & Energy in Connecticut 
REGIONAL	GREENHOUSE	GAS	INITIATIVE	(RGGI)	In 2005, Connecticut joined the RGGI, the “first mandatory, 
market-based, CO2 emissions reduction program in the United States.” Since its launch, RGGI has raised over 
$582 million for the 10 member states through CO2 allowance auctions. $320 million of this amount has helped 
consumers reduce energy consumption and save money on their bills.      

CONNECTICUT	CLIMATE	CHANGE	ACTION	PLAN Also in 2005, the Governor’s Steering Committee on Climate 
Change released a comprehensive Connecticut Climate Change Action Plan with 55 policies for reducing climate 
pollution. Currently, those goals are to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 10% below 1990 levels by 2020 and  
80% below 2001 levels by 2050.

CEAB	INTEGRATED	RESOURCE	PLAN	Public Act 07-242 (below) requires electric distribution companies to submit 
a comprehensive resource plan to the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB). The 2010 Integrated Resource Plan 
contains seven primary findings. Topping the list is the conclusion that “assuming the New England states are successful 
in building enough new renewable generation and associated transmission to meet renewable portfolio standard (RPS) 
requirements, there should be no need for any additional [electricity] generating resources for resource adequacy 
purposes over the next ten years.” 

PUBLIC	ACT	07-242	Connecticut Public Act 07-242, An Act Concerning Electricity and Energy Efficiency, created 
initiatives intending to increase Connecticut’s energy-efficient technologies and practices by expanding financial incentives 
and increasing efficiency requirements for consumers and businesses. This law requires Connecticut Light and Power 
and United Illuminating, the two major utilities responsible for purchasing and distributing power to most of the state’s 
consumers, to invest in all cost-effective efficiency measures before purchasing additional generation. 

The bill also requires coordinated efforts between electricity and natural gas conservation, and created the nation’s first 
home heating oil efficiency program. The Act requires green building construction and energy practices to be used for any 
new schools and commercial buildings. Public Act 07-242 called for restoring funds to the Clean Energy Fund (CCEF) and 
established tax exemptions for renewable energy technologies.

2010	SENATE	BILL	493	Energy legislation fared better in 2010 than it did in the contentious and unproductive 
legislative session of 2009. Senate Bill 493, a comprehensive attempt to reform Connecticut’s energy policy, aimed to:

• Expand solar installations across the state
• Create programs to help residents and businesses install renewable energy without upfront costs 
• Improve energy policy coordination throughout the state
• Regulate competitive electricity suppliers
• Provide financial aid for energy efficiency and a discount electricity rate for limited income customers and 
• Create new energy saving appliance standards. 

Senate Bill 493 would have prohibited cuts to the state’s Class I Renewable Portfolio Standard, which requires  
20% renewable electricity by 2020.
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ENERGY

Climate Change & Energy continued

Nevertheless, Governor Rell vetoed Senate Bill 493 in May 2010, claiming that “it is simply not the right time to make an 
investment of this magnitude.” With that veto, Connecticut maintains its distinction as having the highest electricity rates in 
the continental US and perpetuates our dependence on increasingly scarce and environmentally damaging fossil fuels.

A Few Players in Connecticut’s Energy Landscape 
CONNECTICUT	ENERGY	ADVISORY	BOARD	(CEAB)	The purpose of the Connecticut Energy Advisory Board (CEAB) 
is to provide a blueprint for Connecticut’s state policy makers for the key long-term visionary goals and strategies that will 
help to create a successful state energy policy. 

Public Act 03-140 requires the CEAB to 
submit a comprehensive energy plan for 
each year to the joint standing committees of 
the Connecticut General Assembly having 
cognizance of matters relating to energy, 
environment and transportation.

CONNECTICUT	CLEAN	ENERGY	
FUND	(CCEF)	Created in 2000 by the 
Connecticut legislature, the Connecticut 
Clean Energy Fund promotes, develops, 
and invests in clean energy sources for the 
benefit of Connecticut ratepayers.  

CCEF’s programs are funded by a 
surcharge on residential and commercial 
electric bills. The fund is overseen by 
the 15-–member board, which approves 
CCEF’s overall Comprehensive Plan, 
policies, programs and funding. CCEF is 
administered by Connecticut Innovations.

CONNECTICUT	ENERGY	EFFICIENCY	
FUND	(CEEF)	The purpose of the 
Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund is to 
make it easy for residents and businesses 
use energy more efficiently—to save 
money, energy and the environment.

Created to address Connecticut’s rapidly growing energy needs and costs, the CEEF offers residents everything from 
incentives to replace energy-wasting appliances with newer, more efficient models, to rebates on energy-saving lighting 
products and air conditioners. 
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Climate Change & Energy continued

ENERGY

For businesses, there are even more innovative programs to maximize energy efficiency, lower operating costs and 
improve productivity, all to keep Connecticut employers competitive—and in Connecticut.

CONNECTICUT	DEPARTMENT	OF	PUBLIC	UTILITY	CONTROL	(DPUC)	The Department of Public Utility Control regulates 
the rates and services of Connecticut’s investor-owned, electricity, natural gas, water, and telecommunication companies. 
The DPUC balances the public’s right to safe, adequate and reliable utility service at reasonable rates with the provider’s 
right to a reasonable return on its investment. The DPUC also helps to ensure that customers reap benefits of competition 
and are protected from unfair business practices.

ENERGY	CONSERVATION	MANAGEMENT	BOARD	The Energy Conservation Management Board (ECMB) helps 
utility distribution companies develop and implement comprehensive, cost-effective plans for energy conservation and 
market transformation.

OPM	ENERGY	MANAGEMENT	UNIT	The Office of Policy and Management’s Policy Development and Planning Division 
includes an Energy Management Unit, which provides general oversight regarding energy use and management of 
energy costs in state facilities. Its staff provides analytical support on energy market activities and issues. 

The Energy Management Unit also oversees the implementation of federally–funded energy programs in Connecticut. 
In 2009, Connecticut received $9.5 million in federal funding through the Department of Energy’s Efficiency and 
Conservation Block Grant program. 

DEBATE	1:	TO	STREAMLINE	OR	NOT	TO	STREAMLINE	Navigating Connecticut’s bewildering array of entities, reports, 
recommendations, studies, and initiatives on energy is no easy task.

Connecticut’s energy initiatives are derived from a multiplicity of entities, an observation that leads quickly to the 
state of the debate on energy. In Connecticut, the authority and responsibility for energy planning, from rate-setting to 
conservation, to energy efficiency, to clean energy investing, is divided among dozens of organizations. 

With such a vastly decentralized approach to energy policy, opportunities abound for coordination and communication 
problems, inefficiency, duplication of effort, and discordant planning and implementation. This situation recently spawned 
at least three major reports recommending that Connecticut recast its energy bureaucracy.

CASE	REPORT:	PREPARING FOR CONNECTICUT’S ENERGY FUTURE This 2008 report from the Connecticut 
Academy of Science and Engineering (CASE) recommends that Connecticut revamp its energy leadership structure by 
reorganizing and combining existing entities, especially those that already involve many of the same key representatives. 
The recommendations include creating an independent Connecticut Energy Office to be headed by a Secretary of Energy; 
a Connecticut Energy Coordinating Council; and a Connecticut Energy Stakeholders Advisory Group. The proposed new 
energy leadership structure would address comprehensive policy and planning for all energy sectors (electricity, space 
heating and cooling, transportation) and environmental aspects of energy issues.

LEGISLATIVE	PROGRAM	REVIEW	&	INVESTIGATIONS	ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 
IN CONNECTICUT	REPORT	This 2008 study by the Legislative Program Review & Investigations Committee advises 
Connecticut to establish one entity with responsibility for efficiency and alternative energy program delivery, regardless 
of energy type or source of funding. This agency would not be responsible for developing broad energy policy but would 
instead design, create, and help finance cost-effective programs to carry out the policy.
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ENERGY

Climate Change & Energy continued

Notably, the report also concludes that “it is difficult to measure Connecticut’s progress in reducing energy consumption for  
a number of reasons. First, the state has no overarching goal to reduce overall energy use from any baseline measure.”

CEAB’S	VARIOUS ENERGY ISSUES PHASE II STUDY REPORT	From its 2009 report, the CEAB recommends that 
Connecticut undertake comprehensive energy planning that includes electricity and heating and transportation fuels. 
Because of its diverse cross-section of members, including state agencies and representatives of environmental, business, 
and low-income representatives, the CEAB determined that it is well-suited to undertake this effort and serve as a 
coordinating entity. 

As noted above, 2010 Senate Bill 493, which was passed by the legislature, would have begun to streamline our energy 
bureaucracy had Governor Rell not vetoed it. 

Opponents of streamlining Connecticut’s energy bureaucracy argue that it will be costly, or that the issue has not been 
adequately studied, or both. Proponents argue that our current decentralized bureaucracy is costly in terms of duplication 
of effort, uncoordination, and missed opportunities, and streamlining will save money and be more effective.

Proponents and opponents of streamlining our energy bureaucracy will have their day again next year, when this notion is 
certain to emerge again.

DEBATE	2:	TO	INVEST	FOR	THE	FUTURE,	OR	NOT	Since 2007, Connecticut has experienced budget deficits and a 
recession that has made progress on energy management and climate change difficult. Instead of enhancing investments 
in clean energy and energy efficiency through their respective state funds, Connecticut lawmakers have redirected such 
funding to the state’s general fund. 

Further, a budget compromise in 2010 cut 35% of the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund for 8 years.  While the 
compromise spares the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, slashing funding for efficiency programs will seriously damage 
the state’s burgeoning energy efficiency industry.

A major independent study found that the clean energy and energy efficiency funding supports 11,800 jobs, directly  
and indirectly.  Cuts to energy efficiency funding will force many of those businesses to close, move out of state, or lay  
off workers.

Early in the 2010 legislative session, Governor Rell also proposed “securitizing” the revenue stream of the Connecticut 
Clean Energy Fund for ten years. 

Ten years of revenue from the surcharge on residential and commercial electric bills meant to fund renewable energy 
projects would have been “sold” for less than its face value, with the proceeds going to the state’s general fund. Proposals 
to raid clean energy funding will have dire consequences for the environment, for clean energy businesses across the 
state, and for the residents who work for them.

Further, state-sponsored financial incentives to promote clean energy and energy efficiency, such as tax exemptions, tax 
credits, grants, loan programs, financing, rebates, and refunds either have been cut altogether, received less funding, 
or are not funded adequately to keep up with market demand.
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Climate Change & Energy continued

ENERGY
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Yet if society is ever going to make the shift away from petroleum to a clean energy economy, government’s role must be 
to facilitate that shift and level the playing field between the fledgling clean energy and energy efficiency industries on the 
one hand, and the petroleum industry on the other.

A Few Key Terms & Concepts
GREENHOUSE	GASES	(GHGS)	In the US, power plants and factories contribute to more than half of the energy-
related emissions, with electricity generation as the single largest source of emissions. One third of the greenhouse 
gas emissions in the US come from transportation. Other sources of emissions include industrial processes, agriculture, 
and waste management. 

In Connecticut, transportation is the largest source of carbon dioxide emissions. Electricity generation, heating and 
industrial activity account for much of the remainder. More than three-fourths of New England’s electricity comes from non-
renewable sources such as coal, natural gas, oil, and nuclear power. 

ENERGY	EFFICIENCY	AND	CONSERVATION	SAVES	MONEY,	REDUCES	GHGS,	AND	SUPPORTS	GREEN	JOBS	
Energy conservation is any action that uses less energy, such as walking instead of driving to a destination, like work, 
school, or the grocery store. Energy efficiency means using state-of-the-art technology to use less energy, such as using 
|LED or compact fluorescent light bulbs (CFLs) instead of incandescent bulbs.

Experts agree that for every $1 spent on efficiency, up to $4 is saved on energy costs. Further, every job that supplies 
energy efficient services supports five to six jobs elsewhere in the state’s economy because the saved money on energy is 
spent on other in-state goods and services rather than imported fossil fuels. 

Connecticut has been a national leader in promoting electric energy efficiency, primarily through programs established by 
the Connecticut Energy Efficiency Fund (CEEF). In 2008, the CEEF programs reduced 2.4 million tons of CO2 and saved 
$774 million over the lifetime of those projects.

Along with the Connecticut Clean Energy Fund, the CEEF supports 11,800 direct and indirect jobs in Connecticut.

Despite the deficiencies of our energy planning system, Connecticut has been ranked by the American Council for an 
Energy Efficient Economy (ACEEE) as one of the top three energy efficient states in the nation since 2000. For 2009, 
ACEEE rated Connecticut’s energy efficiency programs number 3 in the country.

RENEWABLE	PORTFOLIO	STANDARDS	(RPS)	Renewable portfolio standards require an electric power provider to 
generate or purchase a specified percentage of the power it supplies or sells from renewable energy resources, and 
thereby guarantee a market for electricity generated from renewable energy resources. 

Connecticut recognizes three classes of renewables.

Class 1 includes renewable energy from solar power, wind power, a fuel cell, methane gas from landfills, ocean 
thermal power, wave or tidal power, low emission advanced renewable energy conversion technologies, and from 
certain types of hydropower and biomass facilities.



ENERGY

Climate Change & Energy continued
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Class 2 includes energy from trash–to–energy facilities and from certain types of biomass and hydropower facilities.

Class 3 includes the electricity output from certain types of combined heat and power systems and waste heat 
recovery systems. Class 3 also includes the electricity savings created in Connecticut from conservation and load 
management programs begun in 2006 or later.

Connecticut’s RPS varies by year and type. For Class 1 renewables, the requirement increases annually from 1.5% in 
2005 to 20% by 2020. 

CONNECTICUT’S	ELECTRIC	RATES	Connecticut’s rate structure was set by the state’s deregulation legislation some years 
ago. This law created many of the structural changes that are contributing to the high electricity rates we are experiencing 
today. This is a clear example of how legislation passed in one year can have long-term consequences. Connecticut has 
the highest electricity rates in the lower 48 states, in part because of its reliance on natural gas as the fuel for generating 
electricity. Connecticut’s electricity prices have increased because peak demand for electricity has grown faster than total 
demand, meaning that the state has had to add more resources to provide for the increased demand on only a few days 
per year. 
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Light Pollution

ENERGY

Light pollution is defined as “any adverse effect of artificial light, 
including sky glow, glare, light trespass, light clutter, decreased 
visibility at night, and energy waste.” 

Light pollution has serious adverse consequences for wildlife, especially for the flight 
migratory patterns of birds. It also has serious human health consequences, with 
respect to serotonin levels that help prevent cancer. The effects of light pollution can be 
significantly reduced by shielding or redirection, so that direct light from outdoor fixtures 
is not visible from neighboring properties or from the sky. Energy consumption may also 
be reduced if outdoor lights are not directed into areas unintended for illumination. 
By directing the entire light downward and eliminating glare caused by light polluting 
fixtures, the wattage of a light source can often simultaneously be reduced while retaining 
high visibility. Experts suggest that limiting highway illumination can prevent night glare 
and decrease the number of car accidents.

Over the years, legislation preventing light pollution has progressed. Starting in 2001, 
all street lights were required to be “full cutoff,” meaning that they focus light downward 
and eliminate direct light above 90º horizontal. In 2004, the Office of the State Building 
Inspector started implementing a new regulation that requires commercial buildings to 
have full cutoff fixtures for all exterior lighting. In 2005, Connecticut began enforcing 
legislation that requires utility companies to shield all floodlights used to illuminate private 
property. As a result of these laws, state agencies and municipalities are more aware of 
light pollution, but more can be done to prevent it.

THE	DEBATE Proponents claim that both humans and wildlife would benefit from legislation 
that prevents light pollution. Public safety can be improved by better elucidating dark 
areas, through the use of technologies which prevent light pollution but are actually cheaper 
than traditional lighting fixtures. Opposition has primarily come from electrical lighting 
manufacturers with investments in certain types of products and fixtures. They are 
concerned that major changes in state policy and lighting requirements could impact  

their business. Educating public officials remains the top challenge. With energy costs on the rise, officials might be 
more receptive to removing or retrofitting streetlights if they are presented with data showing that other priorities, 
such as public safety, will not be affected. Private home owners too should be encouraged to light their properties 
responsibly, by creating incentives to use motion detectors for all their outdoor lighting.
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ENERGY

Green Buildings

Green Building standards address a broad range of environmental 
issues, ranging from site impacts and building materials to energy  
and water consumption. 

Building green responds to several environmental issues, such as stormwater manage-
ment, recycling, renewable power, transportation, day lighting, and the quality of 
the indoor environment. Effective green building strategies include lowering energy 
consumption with thermally-efficient building shells, energy modeling during design, 
siting buildings in high population density areas accessible to transit, reducing water 
consumption with low-use fixtures and appropriate site irrigation, and managing indoor 
air quality to reduce pollution from toxic materials. Green buildings can reduce the cost of 
electric power to their residents, decrease the demand on electrical generation facilities, 
and curb the emission of greenhouse gases which contribute to global warming. Buildings 
constructed within the past decade have incorporated some green elements, but there is 
much more to do.

An effective commitment to building green requires a focused program that encourages 
comprehensive planning and design, and incorporates third party certification. This 
usually means using the US Green Building Council’s Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) program. A project’s certification level depends on the points 
earned by implementing various green strategies. Connecticut legislation requiring green 
building standards for public projects passed in 2006, and in 2007 was extended to 
include certain public school construction projects (where through the ‘High Performance 
Schools Program,’ the Clean Energy Fund provides technical/financial assistance to the 
construction of particular green public schools). Many state governments do much more 
than require green building certification for publicly financed construction; they provide 
incentives for private construction. But, while many of Connecticut’s offices (e.g. the 
Department of Public Works, the Department of Environmental Protection, the Office of 
Policy and Management, etc.) have helped promote the private construction of green 
buildings, the state has yet to go far enough. Legislation to create a green buildings 
tax credit for private developers with projects meeting or exceeding LEED Gold standards did pass in 2009, but was 
vetoed by Governor Rell. 

THE	DEBATE	Groups advocating for energy savings and greenhouse gas reductions strongly support green buildings. 
Some trade associations, developers, architects, engineers, and contractors oppose or are skeptical of them, because 
they fear that their products or practices may not be green, and that the burden on time and the finances needed 
to learn the necessary technologies or methods might be too steep. Superintendents and boards of education are 
concerned with the small increased capital costs needed to follow green building standards, as well. However, while 
building green may require higher up front costs, the life–long financial savings can be significant, with payback 
typically beginning after five years. With these long-term savings also comes a reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, 
and positive effects upon occupant health, productivity and quality of life.
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Green Jobs

SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

Creating and sustaining good green jobs isn’t just good for 
Connecticut’s environment; creating and sustaining good green  
jobs is the path to Connecticut’s continued prosperity in a clean  
energy economy.

Connecticut, like the rest of the country, is faced with daunting financial uncertainties 
and challenges. The projected deficit going into 2010 is approximately $8.7 billion. 
Over 100,000 jobs have been lost in the recent recession, according to State Labor 
Department estimates. In response, there has been an upsurge in demand for state-
supported initiatives to create new jobs in green industries. Green jobs are roughly 
defined as ‘positions in a field whose purpose is to protect or improve environmental 
quality.’ An increased market for green jobs could not only help with the state’s 
unemployment issue, but also, by providing a more competitive and competently  
trained work force, help bolster Connecticut’s position as a leader in deploying energy 
efficiency and clean energy technologies, while improving air quality and cutting global  
warming pollution.

Current ‘green–collar’ workers are employed in a variety of industries throughout the 
state, such as architecture, construction, land development, water treatment, energy 
efficiency, renewable energy, and education, amongst others. While Connecticut has made 
some progress in green jobs, there still remain many crucial changes that need to occur. 
Proposals are underway to get the state government to invest in opportunities for green job 
development, by creating clean energy plants, improving mass–transit systems, upgrading 
the water treatment infrastructure, and supporting sustainable forestry and agriculture.

In order to train citizens for green jobs, and increase their environmental literacy in 
general, the state should also invest in environmental education for the long-term, and for 
vocational technology training and worker ‘retraining’ for the immediate future. Many 
community colleges have recently initiated programs for green jobs, but they need 
further funding to strengthen them. Through reforms in education, students/workers can 

not only gain the experience needed to perform green jobs, but also learn skills and information that will make a term 
like green jobs resonate as something more than a buzzword.

THE	DEBATE	The creation of green jobs in Connecticut may seem like an avenue where both economically and 
environmentally-minded people can find common ground. However, there is a lot of pressing debate over the viability 
and implementation of green jobs. Opponents are skeptical about investing large amounts of capital into wide-scale 
infrastructural changes. Those proposing state-sponsored green job initiatives use current and projected figures to make 
the economic viability of funding clear.

Many supporters of green jobs feel that the longer the state prolongs improvements in the green jobs market, the 
greater the chance of businesses either avoiding development in Connecticut, or leaving the state in pursuit of greater 
incentives and funding offered by more vanguard states.
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SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

Green Jobs continued

Deciding how and through whom green job related policies will be implemented and supervised is another area of 
contention. Many no cost changes should also be made. For instance, cooperation and communication amongst different 
organizations that affect green jobs, as a unified front, may help achieve more than a series of competing voices. 
Improving the green job market clearly relies on multi-tiered policy reform. 

Those in support of clean energy have the difficult task of shifting paradigms of thought and action in both citizens and 
state policy makers. It seems apparent that these changes are taking place, but persistence and innovation need to 
keep propelling green jobs forward. 
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Smart Growth

SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

Smart Growth means encouraging development in areas with 
existing roads, sewers and water systems while discouraging 
development in pristine areas, farmland and historic places. Smart 
growth policies revitalize brownfields and provide greater choice in 
transit, affordable housing, and jobs.

At the same time, these policies prevent sprawl’s consequences. Irresponsible growth 
results in higher energy consumption, increased traffic congestion, under utilization of 
existing infrastructure, the need to make large investments in new municipal services,  
and the unnecessary loss of valuable scenic, historic and environmentally important  
open spaces.

The state’s over-reliance on property taxes to support kindergarten through12th grade 
public education forces towns to compete for otherwise undesirable development in order 
to expand their tax bases. Local revenues from the towns pay for these education costs. 
Meanwhile, single-use zoning and large minimum lot sizes make it easier and cheaper 
for developers to build in untouched areas and limit private market redevelopment of 
older population centers. Less concentrated development means our communities are 
unwalkable. A long-standing bias for road and highway projects has caused us to 
neglect our transit, rails and ports, limiting affordable and convenient transit options. 
In 2009, the state made a huge step in the right direction by passing legislation, 
known as the Complete Streets Bill, which mandates that at least 1% of highway/street 
construction/rehabilitation funding go toward bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure. On the 
other hand, Connecticut used none of its $181,700,000 federal stimulus package for  
such infrastructure, that same year.

Connecticut’s smart growth movement is building momentum, and the state has made 
significant steps in recent years. In 2005, we adopted a Comprehensive Conservation 
and Development Policies Plan that identified priority growth areas. In 2007, the Office 
of Responsible Growth, also found within the Office of Policy and Management, was 

created by Executive Order to help coordinate and support Connecticut’s smart growth activities. And, in 2008, 
Governor Rell created the Office of Brownfield Remediation and Development (OBRD), in order to better manage state 
Brownfield programs. Unfortunately, all of these offices are understaffed, underfunded, and underutilized.

In 2009, several pieces of legislation dealt with smart growth. One bill modernized the state’s brownfield remediation 
framework; another created a land-value taxation pilot program designed to encourage redevelopment in distressed 
cities; a third bill updated the state’s smart growth definition and strengthened its role in the state planning process; a 
fourth bill encouraged regionalism, and a fifth bill helped preserve open space and farmland by supporting distressed 
dairy farmers and protecting funding for the Community Investment Account. Unfortunately, the brownfield bill included 
no new programs or funding sources, the regionalism bill did nothing to strengthen regional planning, and the smart 
growth bill forced state plans of conservation and development to conform consistent to all municipal ones—precluding 
state or regional authorities from intelligently guiding urban and suburban development.
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SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

Smart Growth continued

THE	DEBATE Proponents of smart growth policies advocate land conservation, transportation and environmental 
planning, infrastructure redevelopment, community investment and historic preservation. Using these, Connecticut 
can encourage a healthy economy without the need for large new suburban developments to generate property tax 
revenues. Opponents argue that these policies limit economic development and tax revenue. But, smart growth policies 
don’t limit growth; they simply make sure it occurs in the right places, so that cities become robust, communities remain 
livable, and enough open space stays preserved. 

To ensure that Connecticut does grow “smart,” the state should (1) establish a clearer vision and strategy; (2) encourage 
regional coordination and planning, especially by shifting education costs to the state; (3) increase the efficiency and 
coverage of public transportation operations under Transportation Strategy Board initiatives; (4) implement brownfield 
programs for redevelopment; (5) strengthen the Office for Responsible Growth and the Office of Brownfield 
Remediation and Redevelopment, and (6) apply its own smart growth principles to state spending across all  
state agencies. 
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Transportation

SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

Creation of a sustainable set of transportation and land–use reforms 
and investments is the key to our environmental and economic future.

Business leaders warn that increasingly congested roadways and freight corridors 
threaten to turn Connecticut into an economic cul-de-sac, cut off from a vibrant regional 
economy. A long history of annual increases in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) per person 
each year has led to massive public health and global warming problems. Connecticut’s 
VMT decreased by 2.7% between May 2007 and May 2008, but the rest of the country 
averaged a 3.9% decrease.

Over the last two years, the governor and legislative leaders have worked together 
to appropriate $3 billion to largely transit-oriented transportation projects, such as 
purchasing new commuter rail cars, building new rail maintenance yards, beginning 
commuter service from New Haven to Springfield, extensively expanding bus transportation 
programs, and implementing a rapid transit bus-way project in the New Britain area. The 
money also supports the Transportation Strategy Board, which has been placed within the 
Office of Policy and Management where it is responsible for the policies and planning of 
Connecticut’s transportation infrastructure. The Department of Transportation (DOT) also 
committed 100% of the surface transportation allocations from its 2009 federal stimulus 
package to repairing existing infrastructure, instead of towards creating environmentally 
deleterious new roads.

However, attention to pedestrians and cyclists has been mixed. On the one hand, 
legislation passed in 2009 mandates that 1% of all future highway/street construction/
rehabilitation funding goes toward pedestrian or cyclist transportation infrastructure 
and creates a Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation Board. On the other hand, only 
$12 million of DOT’s nearly $182 million federal stimulus package was used for non-
motorized transportation.

THE	DEBATE	The response of the Connecticut DOT to congestion, once to simply build 
more highways or enlarge existing ones, is changing. DOT’s Strategic Long–Range 

Transportation Plan 2009-2035 points out that we need to drastically change our transportation paradigm. Experience 
is showing that increasing highway capacity simply adds more urban sprawl to the Connecticut landscape and is an 
ineffective strategy to solve congestion. DOT’s recent focus on repairing existing roads rather than building new ones is 
a huge stride forward, but much more attention should be paid to pedestrians and cyclists if the state is to create a truly 
sustainable multi-modal transportation system. 
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SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

Brownfields

Brownfields are polluted and usually abandoned properties that 
present significant remediation and redevelopment challenges. 

Brownfields are everywhere where industry has existed in our state. Because of a 
complex legal and regulatory environment, restoring Connecticut’s brownfields has 
been a slow process. These sites require remediation prior to or in conjunction with 
their restoration, redevelopment and reuse. Meanwhile, development spreads onto ever 
diminishing green spaces.

The Connecticut Property Transfer Act, passed in 1985, established a challenging 
brownfield remediation framework. Owners faced strict liability even when they 
were not negligent or deliberate polluters. In the 1990s, the state established its first 
voluntary cleanup program, but it was ineffective. Instead of designing a comprehensive 
remediation program, Connecticut applied old programs with completely different 
purposes, to brownfields. Worse yet, these programs were handled by a disorganized 
cluster of governmental and quasi-governmental organizations, like the departments of 
Economic and Community Development, Environmental Protection, Public Health, and 
Transportation; and the Connecticut Development Authority.

In 2007, the Office of Brownfields Remediation and Development was created as a 
central office to help fix this problem, but the understaffed and underutilized office has 
simply added another acronym to Connecticut’s confusing mesh of programs. This office 
is one of several reforms coming out of recent legislation. Only a few of the task force’s 
more insignificant recommendations have become law. In 2006, legislation created a 
State Task force on Brownfields Strategies. It’s most important recommendation was to 
create a $75 million funding pool, with an additional $25 million for start-up costs. In 
2007, legislation appropriated $15 million to brownfields, but this figure was cut to an 
ineffectual $2.5 million during the bonding process.

In 2009, legislation was passed to modernize state brownfield policy. The framework 
improved remediation by: (1) reducing liabilities for innocent land owners and potential 
developers; (2) reducing redevelopment constraints for municipalities, nonprofits, and developers; (3) lifting restrictions 
to redevelop historic mills on flood plains; and (4) making it easier to go after actual polluters. However, no funding 
was included. This much needed update removed several obstacles, but if we want to decontaminate and reuse our 
brownfields, Connecticut should provide funding and development incentives.

THE	DEBATE	Brownfields are polluted and underutilized industrial properties, whose redevelopment are fundamental 
to good smart growth planning and development strategies. By reclaiming these sites, we can steer construction away 
from open space into urban areas, where infrastructure already exist and economic development is needed. 

The biggest challenge is the potentially huge cost and difficult regulatory process. Opponents to brownfield remediation 
and redevelopment programs argue that proposed expenditures are too high, and that greenfield sites, often in 
suburban and rural areas who are forced to compete for potential property tax revenue, should be developed. 
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Brownfields continued

SUSTAINABLE	DEVELOPMENT

However, investments in brownfield remediation consistently provide incentives for businesses to clean and redevelop 
contaminated lands in rural areas, towns, and cities instead of pushing development to greenfields. A more regional 
approach to development may help municipalities by reinvigorating cities and preserving open space, where expensive 
infrastructure would have to be built. 
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In 2005, The Community Investment Act was enacted to create new 
programs and funding sources designed to protect open space; 
preserve historic buildings; create affordable housing; implement 
municipal capital improvement projects; and preserve farmland.

In 2009, this landmark Community Investment Act was expanded significantly to include 
a safety net for Connecticut’s overwhelmed dairy industry. As revised, this legislation 
requires town and city clerks to collect a $40 fee on all documents filed on municipal 
land records. Municipalities keep $4 of each deed-recording fee and the remaining 
$36 is remitted to a dedicated fund that is divided equally among four state agencies: 
the Department of Environmental Protection, the Department of Agriculture, the Housing 
Finance Authority, and the Commission on Culture and Tourism. 

Current estimates suggest that the Community Investment Act will provide up to $5 million 
annually to each agency for each established program. Unlike bonding—the state’s 
traditional funding source for land protection—the Community Investment Act provides a 
stable cash reservoir for the Open Space and Watershed Land Acquisition Grant Program, 
the Connecticut Farmland Preservation Program, the Historic Restoration Fund Grants, and 
for loan and mortgage assistance programs to foster affordable housing. 

Other programs funded by the new legislation that can help maintain working landscapes 
are the Connecticut Grown Program, the Agriculture Viability Grants Program, the 
Connecticut Farm Link Program, the Endangered Properties Fund Grants program, grants 
for pre-development studies for historic preservation, and the Basic Operational Support 
Grants program for historic preservation. 

Despite this new funding stream for open space, farmland preservation, affordable 
housing, and historic preservation, funding is too low to meet demands for conservation 
and community building resources. Municipalities and land trusts that apply to the state 
for open space grants rarely receive their full requests for a 50% funding match, and 
farmers applying to the state Farmland Preservation program are left in line behind at 
least 30 other properties. Furthermore, the four state agencies benefiting from the Community Investment Act have no 
incentive to collaborate on projects that have multi-functional value (e.g. a parcel of unprotected farmland with a barn 
that has historical value). State agencies, municipalities, and community stakeholders must work together to educate 
and involve the public so that all programs can meet their potential. 

THE	DEBATE	This new stream of funding has been established for community investment programs and puts no 
additional pressure on municipal budgets. But, some opponents do not favor paying higher out-of-pocket charges 
with the $40 filing fee, especially when they see no immediate benefit. The law, however, is essential to preserving 
Connecticut’s working landscapes; residents will benefit in the long run when their communities are better able to  
invest in local projects that ensure stronger communities for the future. 

LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION
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Community Green Fund

LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

Property taxes and grants underwrite most municipal conservation 
expenditures. At a time when municipal budgets are being cut, 
conservation projects are often the first to go.

To maintain healthy, sustainable communities, the state must establish new revenue 
sources. Advocates propose legislation to enable municipalities the option of raising 
money, through a local conveyance fee on the purchase of real estate, for a local 
“Community Green Fund.” Such a fund would be dedicated to funding projects which 
provide some local or regional environmental benefit, such as open space and farmland 
preservation, cleaner air and water, energy conservation (e.g. green buildings and 
alternative transportation), invasive species management, and brownfield remediation. 
Authority for cities and towns to implement such a fund requires approval by the  
General Assembly.

In 2005, Connecticut passed the Community Investment Act (CIA), which levies a fee 
on land record filings and dedicates funding to initiatives for historic, open space, 
farmland preservation, and the creation of affordable housing. However, CIA funds are 
administered by the state through existing programs which often favor projects where 
local matching grants are available. Many communities fail to meet the local matching 
requirements, and in general the cost of needed projects far exceeds available funding. 
Property tax revenue provides limited opportunities for increased conservation funding. 
A Community Green Fund transfer fee of up to 1.5% would provide municipalities with 
the ability to raise funds in the range of $300 million per year statewide for conservation 
projects. Increased local funding could also establish the confidence necessary to leverage 
substantial revenue from private donations and state or federal grants.

THE	DEBATE	The proposed Community Green Fund fee is a fair revenue source for 
environmental projects because the monies come from people impacting their community’s 
environment and using their services. There is a concern that a land acquisition 
conveyance tax makes housing unaffordable for lower-income buyers. To limit the effect 
on the less affluent, it is proposed that the first $100,000 of value on a real estate 

conveyance be exempt from the fee. Some have proposed that municipalities be permitted to purchase real estate for 
affordable housing using Community Green Fund monies. Some opponents also claim that conveyance fees burden 
unfairly an already struggling real estate and home-builder industry. However, land values and housing demand tend to 
be higher in green communities. Nearby states which have approved similar green funds (e.g. New York, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island) find this approach popular to communities and the real-estate industry, because it tends to improve the 
environment and the integrity of investments.
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LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

Open Space

For many citizens in Connecticut, state parks and forests often provide 
the only opportunities to hike a trail, swim in a lake, or throw a fishing 
line in a stream. Over the past decade, the state has made progress 
preserving open space by providing funds to acquire, or assist in 
acquiring, tracts of land in over 130 towns. 

Despite the recent efforts made, Connecticut still ranks far behind our neighboring states 
in the amount of state-owned open space as a percent of the state’s total land area. The 
pace of land acquisition has slowed dramatically in the past three years, due to reduced 
state funding.

The state’s goal, set by statute in 1997, is to preserve 21% of Connecticut’s land as open 
space, with 10% owned by the state itself, and 11% owned by towns and land trusts. 
Since then, the state, towns, and trusts have acquired more than 57,000 acres—about 
1.8% of the state’s land—bringing total conservation ownership to about 328,000 acres, 
12% of the state’s land. If the 97,000 acres owned, but not permanently protected, 
by water companies is added, we have about 16%, three-quarters of the way toward 
the overall goal. This is achieved primarily through two state funds: the Recreation and 
Natural Heritage Trust Fund for the state to acquire land, and the Open Space Matching 
Grants Program to assist towns and land trusts to purchase land.

State-owned open space must also be maintained. While the state spends millions of 
dollars each year to purchase and preserve open space, it is also a seller of properties, 
often at well below market value. Pressures to sell and develop precious state lands will 
only increase over time. While the Department of Environmental Protection and other state 
agencies were initially reluctant to increase the level of review of state land transfers, by 
the end of the 2006 legislative session, they no longer objected to the proposed statutory 
review requirements. In the years following, the “Face of Connecticut” series of initiatives 
attempted to (among other things) provide a more stringent procedure for developing 
and selling state land. However, the program was rendered powerless after receiving far 
less funding than required. In addition to purchasing large blocks of prime open spaces, there has lately been concern 
that the state may be selling public lands with insufficient environmental review and no public discussion. Although 
the Connecticut Environmental Policy Act requires a public review of state actions that could significantly affect the 
environment, including acquisition and development of land, state agencies were not initially required to undertake 
such reviews for major open space sales. Recent legislation has attempted to remedy the limitations in the transfer of 
open space. An “Environmental Review of State Surplus Land” requires a forum for public notice and comment for the 
transfer of public land of ten acres or more.

THE	DEBATE	Advocates for creating and maintaining open space claim that its preservation can provide not only 
critical conservation and environmental benefits, but also financial savings. Further, we often lose sight of the fact that 
the recreational and aesthetic aspects of open space are enormously attractive to the 18-35 age group that Connecticut 
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Open Space continued

LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

can’t retain, and to the creative class and innovation workers that Connecticut wants to attract. Opponents have argued 
that the economic benefits of land development outweigh those of open space. While there may be other reasons to 
promote development, the costs to municipalities to provide services required by development projects are often much 
more of a financial burden than keeping the property as open space.

Others argue that we simply do not have the funds right now to increase the pace of acquisition. Proponents point 
out that the two most popular parks in Connecticut, Hammonassett and Rocky Neck were purchased during very 
a difficult financial period—the latter was acquired during the Great Depression. Unlike roads and other bonded 
projects which can be built later if funds are delayed, open space projects are often lost forever. 

Connecticut should maintain substantial, predictable, and diverse sources of funding to acquire carefully selected lands 
for state parks and forests and to assist communities in preserving key parcels. Substantial increases should be made in 
bonding and the use of surplus funds for DEP’s two open space programs. The Community Investment Act, which was 
passed in 2005 and will provide an estimated $5 million annually for the Open Space Matching Grants programs, is an 
important supplement to bond funds. It will not be adequate by itself, however, so other dedicated funding sources should 
be implemented. Furthermore, new laws are needed to require environmental review for certain state land transfers, to 
mandate public notice of all state land sales, and to provide meaningful opportunities for public input.
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LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

Farmland Preservation 

Connecticut is losing farmland at a faster rate than any state in 
the nation. Between 1997 and 2002 Connecticut lost 12% of its 
farmland to non-agricultural uses.

Connecticut’s 4,200 working farms are multifunctional: they protect watersheds and 
prevent flooding, offer a safe habitat for wildlife, create scenic vistas and open space, 
and contribute to the vibrant agricultural and tourism industries. Connecticut’s combination 
of prime soils and moderate New England climate helps make agriculture a $2.4 billion 
industry that provides over 50,000 jobs. Once nicknamed “The Provision State” because it 
supplied most of the food for the Continental Army during the Revolution, today the state is 
building a reputation for vineyards, cheese, orchards, and ornamental plants in addition to 
tobacco and milk. But this may change as its open spaces diminish drastically. The state’s 169 
municipalities are, due to their reliance on municipal property taxes, locked into competition 
for development projects, which are unwanted apart from their contributions to grand 
lists. These projects usually end up on farmland, because, it is the type of land on which 
development is easiest and least expensive. This is in part caused by the necessity for retiring 
farmers to sell their land at market value. Connecticut’s farmland crisis is further complicated 
by the diminished supply of farmland for lease, which makes the task of new and existing 
farmers finding land on which to work and support their families nearly impossible.

In 1978 the State of Connecticut established the Connecticut State Farmland Preservation 
Program in order to “preserve agricultural land for farming and food production purposes.” 
This purchase of development rights program has been the state’s primary means for 
protecting 31,025 acres of farmland on 222 farms. At this stage Connecticut has reached 
only 24% of its goal to protect 130,000 acres of its total agricultural land. Between 2000 
and 2005 the state spent less than $2 million for farmland preservation, annually. With 
the state’s passing of the Community Investment Act, this number has risen to $3.5 million, 
but even this does not begin to meet the actual demand. Furthermore, the structure of 
the Connecticut Farmland Preservation Program burdens the Bond Commission with the 
cumbersome task of reviewing individually every farm acquisition project and discourages 
the agriculture community from participating. The backlogged demand far exceeds even this improved number.

In 2009, two pieces of legislation were passed to help facilitate the preservation of Connecticut farmland. One 
requires the Farmland Preservation Advisory Board to evaluate the state’s permanent preservation methods and make 
recommendations to further its preservation goals. The other is a significant expansion of the Community Investment Act 
to include a safety net for the state’s overwhelmed dairy industry. But more proactive legislation proposals made recently 
have not succeeded. For instance, in 2008 a proposed bill would have required the Commissioner of Agriculture to 
find that projects would either (1) convert significant amounts of prime farmland to nonagricultural use, (2) promote or 
otherwise preserve agricultural land, or (3) lack reasonable site alternatives, before awarding them Small Town Economic 
Assistance grants.
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Farmland Preservation continued

LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

THE	DEBATE The Connecticut Farmland Preservation Program and other purchase of developmental rights programs 
have historically denied or granted low amounts of funding from the State’s Bond Commission. Even if funding 
is technically granted, it is often never released or allocated. The state has not made the investments in farmland 
protection necessary to protect our local food supplies or to keep up with other states. Consequently, Connecticut has  
lost an estimated 45,000 acres of farmland over the past five years. With a better bonding package the state can work  
to enact the measures necessary to preserve Connecticut’s agricultural landscapes. 
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LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

State Parks & State Forests

Connecticut has a magnificent system of state parks and state forests 
with a more than century-old history. Beginning with the Meshomasic 
State Forest in 1903, Connecticut has assembled some 34,000 acres 
of land in 105 state parks and some 150,000 acres in 30 state forests.

A number of Connecticut’s state parks and forests were purchased by the state and private 
land trusts (e.g. several recent purchases bonded through the Recreation and Natural 
Heritage Trust Program), while many others are outright charitable gifts (e.g. Castle State 
Park, Rocky Neck State Park, Peoples State Forest). As with all parks and forests, and 
especially with those donated by philanthropists, the State of Connecticut is obligated to 
exercise proper care and stewardship. However, Connecticut has increasingly struggled to 
do so, with the funding for operating budgets dwindling substantially over time.

Since 1989, Connecticut has responded to diminishing funds by considering various 
measures that would down-size its operations. Some examples include converting parks 
to other uses, cutting staff to turn some parks into ‘walk-in’ facilities, and even closing 
down many of them entirely. The state has raised admission, camping, and rental fees, 
and although some of these funds are retained within the Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) Conservation Fund, financial support for park stewardship has dropped 
far below the level necessary to meet public demand. In 2003, Connecticut abolished 
17 state park positions that have yet to reappear. The Division of Forestry similarly 
suffers from a staffing shortage, as do the divisions of Environmental Conservation Police 
Officers and the Field Support.

The State Parks’ budget of roughly $10 million has proven inadequate to maintain a system 
of 105 parks that are used by more than seven million people every year. To make matters 
worse, the 2010 plan for capital improvement to state parks has been delayed until 2020. 

THE	DEBATE For decades, advocates have sought out additional state park funding. 
In 2005, a collective effort failed to add an additional $1.9 Million to park funding. To 
support its general operating budget, the DEP was forced to rely even more heavily on unpredictable revenue sources 
like special fees (e.g. park admissions) which can vary substantially based on variables beyond the DEP’s control 
(e.g. weather, hunting and fishing license sales, fluctuating timber values, etc.) At the same time, the DEP and others 
have considered supplementing park funding through private donations. But, this method has many draw backs. 
Well–meaning donations often inadvertently cost the DEP money, usually because they limit the use of monetary gifts 
to particular projects without adequately providing for (often unrealized) costs. Similarly land gifts can produce 
maintenance costs which outweigh their public benefit. The DEP can also create a conflict of interest by accepting 
any donation from a regulated entity. Most importantly, Connecticut could further cut DEP funding if they see increased 
levels of this unpredictable funding source, and thus render private donations moot. Still, so long as these issues are 
addressed, in the face of substantially diminished funding, the DEP should try to harness private donations to enhance 
park management, rather than downsize its operations. 
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Habitat Conservation & Wildlife Diversity

LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

Connecticut is the fourth most densely populated state in the country, 
and its threat to wildlife habitat and diversity is thus extremely high. 
Yet despite the state’s particularly high threat to wildlife, and its status 
as the nation’s third wealthiest, Connecticut ranks 48th in per capita 
spending on wildlife.

More than 500 of the state’s plant and animal species are listed as endangered, 
threatened, or of special concern. The two greatest threats to wildlife in Connecticut  
are (1) habitat loss, degradation, or fragmentation (usually due to land development)  
and (2) invasive plant and animal species that crowd out the native ones. Forests face 
serious long-term consequences due to fragmentation, and estuarine, shrub-land, and 
grassland habitats are particularly at threat.

Conserving habitats and protecting wildlife diversity is often falsely seen as aesthetically- 
or morally–driven wasteful spending. But there are serious social and economic benefits 
to habitat conservation. For instance, due to the increasing popularity of ‘eco-tourism’, 
ensuring healthy populations of birds and other wildlife is a vital investment. A 2001 
study by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service found that an estimated 1.15 million 
Connecticut residents spend more than $500 million watching wildlife in some form—
accounting for almost 8,000 jobs. Many proposals for state investments in green jobs 
have recognized this potential value, by including provisions for creating employment in 
habitat conservation and wildlife diversity.

The state has made some positive strides in habitat conservation, but if it wants to truly 
make progress it will need to do more. For instance, the Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) conducted a State Wildlife Survey as a first step to develop a federally 
mandated state wildlife conservation plan. The DEP’s wildlife programs (e.g. enhanced 
protections for bald eagles) have also benefited from a new Wildlife Conservation 
License Plate Program. A mandated marine sport fishing bill also protects fish and wildlife 
by increasing fines on illegal removal of shellfish, while improving water quality. In 

addition, the General Assembly created the Connecticut Invasive Plants Council to formulate strategies to manage the 
cultivation or ban the sale of a number of invasive plants, and subsequently passed a bill banning the sale of 81 plants. 
However, many of Connecticut’s worst invasive species were not banned, and only a few modest measures have since 
been enacted to help prevent their spread.

THE	DEBATE Private land managers, such as land trusts, spend millions each year to eradicate invasive plants to 
protect their property. The nursery industry benefits from revenue derived from the sale of these ‘legal’ invaders and 
further efforts to ban these species have been stalled by concerns about potential economic impacts. Also at issue is 
the ability of municipalities to enact local bans on the sale or planting of invasive plants in the absence of a statewide 
approach to banning the most pernicious species. Many citizens believe that we need better funding and legislation 
to protect habitat and promote biodiversity, but some developers, realtors, and large corporations oppose them. One 
effective strategy to promote biodiversity involves managing invasive species (e.g. deer). While some animal rights 
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LAND	USE	&	CONSERVATION

Habitat Conservation & Wildlife Diversity continued

groups oppose such efforts, most others consider maintaining healthy wildlife populations a useful strategy. Many 
proponents suggest that the state should increase funding for land conservation, open-space acquisition, and wildlife 
management. There is also a need for increased financial and structural support of the Invasive Plants Council, whose 
goals are to identify and prioritize habitat areas, support scientific research to help determine the invasiveness of 
hitherto unbanned species or cultivators, eradicate some existing plant populations, provide rapid responses to prevent 
new outbreaks, educate growers and gardeners about invasive plants, and to develop strategies for assisting these 
municipal and private efforts. Others have suggested that the state create a Grasslands Council or other mechanism 
(possibly under the State Legislature’s Environment Committee) to study ways of protecting rapidly dwindling grassland 
and other habitats.
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Water Management
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Management, or stewardship, of water resources has two aspects: 
assuring ample quantities and adequate quality of water. The aim  
is top-quality drinking water and healthy rivers, lakes, aquifers  
and wetlands.

Our state is blessed with a high annual rainfall and has traditionally been a leader in 
protecting water resources. Now, as the value of water worldwide has risen sharply, we 
have become more sensitive to the need to take new protective measures. Even relatively 
water-rich Connecticut faces conflicts between fish and faucet, and between development 
and drinking-water aquifers.

THE	DEBATE Connecticut lacks a rational, comprehensive system for managing its 
extraordinarily valuable water resources. Research, planning, management, regulation 
and enforcement are fragmented horizontally among several state agencies (the 
Department of Environmental Protection, Department of Public Health, Office of Policy 
and Management, and Department of Public Utility Control). In addition, authority is 
fragmented vertically among local, regional and state officials.

In 2001, the Connecticut General Assembly created a Water Planning Council (WPC) 
consisting of the above agencies. The WPC thus far has achieved a few modest improve-
ments in water management, but non-agency stakeholders (environmental groups, water 
utilities, and others) still maintain that the management system is deeply flawed. For 
example, Connecticut has over 50 rivers impaired by diversions of water for private use. 
Instead of distributing water according to social and ecological considerations, rules for 
sharing water are typically first-come first-served. 

Nevertheless, policy measures considered essential to the improvement of water manage-
ment such as legislation that would (1) create river buffers, (2) make provisions to 
protect inland wetlands, and (3) strengthen the Water Planning Council, have failed. 
Similarly, much needed sewage treatment facility upgrades and river basin studies 

have consistently been denied funding in state bond packages. In the past several years, the one successful piece of 
legislation to promote water management was a budget–neutral ‘no-brainer,’ requiring the Commissioner of Public 
Health to immediately report findings of federal water quality violations to local officials. Otherwise, enforcement of 
water quality regulations, including protections for the lands around drinking water sources, appears to be weakening 
and more must be done protect this vital resource.
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Connecticut has approximately 4,000 public drinking water sources, 
managed by almost 3,000 public water systems that supply drinking 
water to 2.8 million people. The remainder of residents draw water 
from private wells. Most public water is from rivers impounded into 
reservoirs, although groundwater wells are also a significant source. 

The responsibility for protecting high-quality drinking water is divided among the 
Department of Public Health (DPH) under the Safe Drinking Water Act; the Department 
of Environmental Protection (DEP) under the Clean Water Act; and the Office of Policy and 
Management, whose state Plan of Conservation and Development aims to discourage 
development that could put water resources at risk. At the local level, sanitation depart-
ments and land-use commissions also play key roles in protecting water sources.

Utility companies own about 120,000 acres of land in Connecticut that are not subject to 
permanent conservation restrictions. Of this total, water companies own approximately 
110,000 acres, including some of the state’s most beautiful forest land. This land also 
protects much of our water supply. Electric utilities own the remaining 10,000 acres. 

In 1977, Connecticut became a national leader in protecting drinking water by passing a 
law that prohibits or limits development on watershed lands owned by water companies 
(called Class I and II lands). Legislation passed in 2000 places conservation easements 
on Class II water-company lands once they are sold. Similarly, legislation from 2004 
gives water companies incentives to sell their land for conservation purposes and 
empowers the Commissioner of Public Health to refuse reservoir abandonment when 
the agency determines that it might someday be needed to meet state water supply 
needs. These measures provide good but incomplete protection, since most land around 
drinking water sources is not owned by water companies. Still, Connecticut is one of 
two states that will not permit any water that has received a wastewater discharge 
to be a source for drinking water. Recently, the state has taken a number of other 
steps to protect drinking water, by: (1) banning the water contaminant MTBE from 
gasoline; (2) banning on-site sewage-treatment plants in source-water watersheds; (3) requiring applicants seeking 
to build in source-water watersheds to notify the water company and the DPH so that they can make appropriate 
recommendations; and (4) developing a model regional ‘drinking water quality management plan’ with the towns 
of Groton, Ledyard, Montville, Norwich, Waterford and Preston, and working with the DPH and Groton Utilities; 
(5) expediting water supply decontamination efforts by requiring the Commissioner of Public Health to immediately 
report water quality violations.

THE	DEBATE	Connecticut’s two major source-protection programs of the past few years were developed by the DEP 
and the DPH, respectively. The DEP developed aquifer protection regulations for public drinking water wells serving 
over 1,000 customers. These regulations, adopted after a 14-year struggle, provide important if modest protections for 
water supply wells. Unfortunately, the regulations do not make recommendations that apply to residential developments 
and have focused on reducing commercial or industrial impacts in aquifer protection areas. The Source Water 
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Assessment Program run by the DPH shows that approximately 80% of the state’s public drinking water sources have a 
low to moderate susceptibility to potential sources of contamination. 

Not surprisingly, the susceptibility appears to be directly related to land use: the density of potential contaminant sources, 
the intensity of land development and the absence of local source protection regulations. Also, approximately 10,000 
acres of electric-utility land and 250,000 acres of privately owned drinking-water watersheds are highly vulnerable to 
development. Many utility companies have been excellent stewards of these lands, but merger and acquisitions threaten 
this resource in the future.
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Non-point source pollution, also called stormwater runoff, is 
Connecticut’s most significant source of waterways and wetlands 
pollution. As rainwater and snowmelt travel across the landscape, 
they pick up sediments, fertilizers, sewage, bacteria, litter and toxic 
materials like heavy metals and pesticides.

In 1983, Connecticut charged the Department of Environmental Protection and the 
Council on Soil and Water Conservation, as well Soil and Water Conservation Districts 
and municipalities to establish and implement a statewide erosion and sediment (E&S) 
program. This program began to require that towns amend their planning and zoning 
regulations to include provisions for the control of soil erosion and sediment, and certify 
control plans in cases where development would disturb more than half an acre of land.

Federal regulations also require municipalities to implement E&S and stormwater manage-
ment plans to prevent non-point source pollution. Yet, while applications to develop on 
wetlands and other fragile lands continue to increase, municipal staff and volunteer 
commissioners usually lack the training necessary to make essential decisions on the 
various environmental and public health issues which arise.

THE	DEBATE	Well-funded developers who can hire experts to testify on the soundness 
of E&S and stormwater management plans often have an advantage in the decision 
and enforcement process. Towns often lack the technical, legal and financial means— 
or the will—to enforce a development permit’s “Conditions of Approval,” or to face 
those applicants who appeal in court. Commissioners and municipal staff need more 
training on how to (1) use Connecticut E&S Guidelines, (2) weigh expert testimony at 
public hearings; and (3) conduct on-site enforcement of “Conditions of Approval.” 
Conservation districts have the technical staff and experience to train and otherwise assist 
municipalities, but not the funding or certification authority to ensure that E&S and stormwater 
management plans follow guidelines and are properly carried out once development  
is initiated. 
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Connecticut’s Inland Wetlands and Watercourses Act charges the 
Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) with developing 
model regulations to protect inland wetlands and watercourses, 
and charges towns with the responsibility to adopt, implement,  
and enforce them.

This act requires the DEP to develop and implement a training program for wetlands 
commissioners. At least one member of a town wetlands commission or staff is required 
to annually complete the training program and present that information gained to their 
commission. However, failure to comply with training requirements does not invalidate 
a commission’s actions. The DEP conducts an annual comprehensive training program 
for the 2,000–plus local volunteers who serve on commissions, but only about 20% 
complete the training—and new people with no mandate to receive training are added 
to commissions every year.

The lack of commissioner education and training, the variability of volunteer com-
missioner experience, the inconsistency in updating local regulations as statutory 
amendments are passed, and low levels of municipal support for regulation enforcement 
have combined to create an inconsistent policy framework made up of several, often 
contradicting, town-to-town inland wetlands decisions. Legislators have attempted to 
strengthen inland wetlands policy by guaranteeing it the same level of attention accorded 
to coastal wetlands, but such measures have consistently failed. At the same time, the 
DEP lacks the funding and resources to provide the oversight and support that it once did.

THE	DEBATE	Towns, and inland wetlands commissions in particular, are hesitant to 
enforce regulations, because they fear that applicants will file lawsuits. Commissions are 
ill-equipped with resources and technical experience to stand up to developers. Some 
propose combining inland wetland commissions with planning and zoning commissions 
to streamline the permit process. This would not efficiently or effectively solve the problem. 
Instead, funding for the DEP and municipalities would help supply commissions with 
better resources to protect inland wetlands and watercourses at the local level. 
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River Buffers are conservation zones along main waterways which 
protect communities from floods, increase recreation opportunities, 
control erosion, protect wildlife habitats, and prevent water pollution 
and unaffordable cleanups.

Several bills have arisen in the past several years to create river buffers, but all have 
failed. One such defeated legislative proposal in 2009 would have protected and 
preserved any vegetation within 100 feet of a wetland or watercourse, but economic 
concerns translated into questionable compromises in bill language, an unusually divided 
Planning and Development Committee, and finally, the bill’s death on the House calendar 
without formal debate.

Recently, there has been a push for legislation to manage stream flow. Stream flow is 
one of the sources of runoff of water from land to larger water bodies. The speed of 
the flow is responsible for transport of nutrients, sediments and pollutions downstream. 
Proposed stream flow standards and regulations work to protect Connecticut’s stream and 
river systems. Regulation affects drinking, washing, irrigation, recreation, fire protection, 
manufacturing, fish, and other wildlife. 

THE	DEBATE Opponents of buffers legislation argue that such conservation zones 
preclude development and hurt the economy. Yet, proponents contend that they are  
(1) economically viable, because they only regulate development in very specific spots 
where human land use can cause pollution that costs taxpayers significantly in cleanup 
efforts; and (2) necessary, because they can be used to protect communities from flood 
damages, wildlife from eradication, all while supplying towns with open spaces which 
provide recreational opportunities and raise adjacent property values.
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One tenth of the US population lives within fifty miles of Long Island 
Sound, making it one of the most highly populated, intensively 
developed estuaries in the country. 

Long Island Sound is unique in that it has not one but two openings to the sea. Despite 
having degraded water quality and wildlife habitats, Long Island Sound remains home to a 
wide variety of species and contributes over $5 billion each year to the region’s economy.

The 1972 Clean Water Act raised awareness of pollution but did not go far enough 
to ensure that Long Island Sound and other impaired water bodies would become 
healthy again. Since then, numerous remedial efforts have been initiated to continue 
the restoration of the Sound. A 1980 amendment to the Marine Protection, Research 
and Sanctuaries Act made Long Island Sound the only estuary in the country subject to 
the Ocean Dumping Act. In 1985, the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
established the Long Island Sound Study, a bi-state research and planning initiative. 
Two years later, in 1987, Congress designated the Long Island Sound as an “Estuary 
of National Significance,” which led to the development of a variety of environmentally 
innovative programs.

One of the many difficulties Connecticut faces in managing the sound is its level of 
jurisdiction. A few years back, the proposed Broadwater Energy Project would have 
created a large liquefied natural gas storage and regasification complex in the middle 
of the Sound. While it would have been in New York waters, the potential effects 
on Connecticut residents would have been great. The Broadwater Project drew out 
arguments over considering sections of the sound as private resources, and was fueled  
by the ever present debate over energy concerns. The Project did not go through, but 
it was representative of the private sector’s encroachment on a public resource that 
expands across territorial lines. 

THE	DEBATE	An oyster crash (linked to shellfish disease), two separate lobster die-offs, 
and the continued persistence of hypoxic (low dissolved oxygen in the water) conditions 

signal the need for increased efforts to protect the Long Island Sound’s ecosystem. The introduction of invasive plants 
and animals, loss of native eel grass, and over-development of the shoreline threaten the biological integrity of the 
estuary. Usage issues, such as dredging, utility crossings, and recreational water rights, have raised the question of 
how to balance a myriad of competing interests. The Broadwater Project drew out arguments over considering sections 
of the sound as private resources, and was driven by the ever present debate over energy concerns. Point and non-
point source pollution contribute stormwater, heavy metals, nitrogen, phosphorus, pesticides and marine debris to the 
ecosystem which not only impact the wildlife, but also greatly limit the public’s ability to use shoreline resources. Finally, 
global warming and its effects on sea level changes will likely impact sensitive tidal marshes and may lead to the 
eventual loss of these critical wildlife habitats.
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In 2005, approximately 3.8 million tons of trash were collected in 
Connecticut. With that number expected to grow, more needs to be 
done to reduce our solid waste. 

The proposed amendments to the outdated State Solid Waste Management Plan (SWMP) 
were released in July 2006 by the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP), setting important standards for Connecticut’s solid waste management policy. By 
statute, the plan must manage the solid waste from electronic equipment waste, recycling 
(including toxic PET#1 and HDPE#2 plastics), composting of yard waste or vegetable 
matter, bulky waste recycling, resource recovery or waste-to-energy plants, incineration, 
landfilling and source reduction. Source reduction means not creating waste in the first 
place by changing production and purchasing decisions. The SWMP’s projections of the 
amount of waste expected to be generated in the state over the next 20 years guide the 
DEP decisions to permit expanded and new solid waste disposal facilities. By statute, the 
DEP cannot permit any additional waste–to–energy, mixed municipal solid waste (MSW) 
composting or ash or MSW landfill capacity unless it determines that the capacity is 
needed for Connecticut.

Although Connecticut was one of the first states to mandate recycling and has adopted 
extensive source reduction legislation, the 2005 source reduction and recycling rate was 
only 30%; this rate has not risen for several years and is well below that of other states. 
The new plan indicates that unless the source reduction and recycling rate rises to 49%, 
there will be insufficient disposal capacity in Connecticut for MSW and construction and 
demolition debris. The state will then have to ship its waste out of state or create new 
disposal capacity in state. New instate facilities will be difficult to site and will emit CO2, 
adding to global warming. A further complication is that as the contractual and bonding 
arrangements that created the existing waste-to-energy facilities expire, the state’s 
disposal facilities may pass completely into private hands. 

THE	DEBATE The state needs to commit the necessary staffing and funding to increase its 
source reduction and recycling rate to at least 49% so that additional disposal capacity 
is not needed. In recent years, there has been little enthusiasm for enforcement and even less for appropriate funding and 
staffing levels. Additional funding would allow enforcement of existing source reduction and recycling laws and extensive 
public education about the importance of creating less waste.

If the state does not reach the source reduction and recycling goal, then Connecticut will have to depend on out–of–
state disposal facilities for any waste that cannot be handled in state. The 1991 SWMP relied on in–state solid waste 
facilities. The new SWMP has the same goal, but acknowledges out-of-state disposal capacity that could be utilized for 
Connecticut waste. More than 80% of Connecticut’s construction and demolition debris and oversized MSW is already 
disposed out of state. If Connecticut decided to depend on out-of-state disposal capacity, there would be less incentive 
to increase the source reduction and recycling rate, and the state would relinquish considerable control over its long-
range solid waste management system and costs. 
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Even if there were sufficient instate disposal capacity, Connecticut would still have to decide whether or not it should 
depend on private entities for MSW disposal capacity or try to retain public control. Connecticut’s MSW disposal 
infrastructure was largely created by public entities and now most of the municipal landfills are closed. The bonds that 
funded the waste-to-energy facilities are almost paid off and the contracts between resource recovery facilities and 
municipalities will soon expire. 
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One of the top priorities of the Solid Waste Management Plan is to 
continually update Connecticut’s beverage container deposit law 
enacted in 1978. 

Originally envisioned as a litter control measure, the successes of the “bottle bill” 
have been far–reaching. Connecticut’s law helped create a flourishing aluminum and 
Polyethylene Terephthalate (PET) plastics after-markets nationwide. The deposit system 
ensures a steady stream of clean recycled material to end users. Because the deposit 
system is privately funded, recycling is not interrupted when government budgets are cut.

The beverage container deposit incentive system pays for itself. Over 1.5 billion bottles 
and cans of carbonated beverages are sold annually in Connecticut. Of these, nearly 
70% are returned. Without redemption recycling, municipalities and the state would have 
to fund widespread litter cleanup, disposal, and materials processing, including ever-
increasing waste transportation costs.

After years of debate, Connecticut’s recycling laws were finally updated in 2009, to 
include five-–cent deposits on water containers. However, many of the other beverage 
containers not marketed in 1978 are still excluded, such as sports drinks, iced teas, and 
juices. If these beverage container types are not included, more and more recyclable 
material will be tossed into the garbage and local municipalities will have to pay for the 
clean-up and disposal. Unclaimed deposits amount to about $25 million a year. In effect, 
these unclaimed deposits, which are kept by the beer and soda distributors, are a state-
initiated subsidy for these companies.

Effective solid waste management is in itself sound public policy, but the implications for 
climate change that are influenced by our solid waste choices make it that much more 
imperative. We must aggressively pursue options that maximize energy conservation and 
resource conservation and minimize the emissions of greenhouse gases.

THE	DEBATE Many support the expansion of the “bottle bill” and comment that including 
other non-carbonated beverages will increase recycling and relieve local communities from having to pay for the 
system through their property taxes. The National Soft Drink Association, grocery stores and the wine and alcoholic 
beverage industries have fought successfully against expanding the reach of Connecticut’s redemption recycling law. 
Instead of absorbing the costs of managing their container waste, they would prefer that taxpayers bear the burden via 
curbside recycling programs or with increased fees for waste removal. Grocers complain that they should not have to 
bear the burden and mess of redemption centers. The redemption recycling program can alleviate budget pressures for 
municipalities and towns and will help raise Connecticut’s source recycling rates.
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Electronics production is one of the fastest-growing manufacturing 
industries in the world. New electronics are purchased frequently 
because technology is constantly changing, creating a consumer 
desire to constantly upgrade. 

With the ease of purchasing power also comes a problematic creation of unwanted waste. 
Three billion consumer electronics products will be scrapped in the next 10 years including 
200 million televisions. Consumer electronics products, including televisions and computers, 
may contain harmful substances, such as mercury and lead, which may be released into  
the environment if they are dumped into landfills or burned. Yet less than 15% of electronic 
waste (e-waste) is reused or recycled, according to the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency.

The Northeast Recycling Council and the Council of State Governments/Eastern Regional 
Conference has developed model legislation that would require manufacturers to either pay 
a fee based on a percentage of their sales of computers and televisions, by weight, or set up 
their own take-back programs as part of a state-wide electronics end-of-life management 
system. Under the proposed legislation, states would have the option of assigning responsibility for 
program management (including the collection of manufacturer fees) to a state agency—such as 
the Department of Environmental Protection(DEP)—or to a regional, multi-state organization 
or compact.

A landmark electronic recycling program was put into effect in Connecticut with a 2007 
bill. While not all electronic devices are covered, the bill establishes a system that recycles 
computers and televisions, based on the previously mentioned legislative model. The 
program is free for consumers, instead promoting a “producer-financed, producer-run 
system.” The program requires cities and towns to organize proper means of collection. 
Manufacturers that produce the electronic devices covered in the bill are required to register 
with the DEP, and must pay an annual fee that will be used to support the collecting process.

THE	DEBATE	While the initial Electronic Recycling program was a vital first step, more sustainable and encompassing 
changes are still needed. There are still many electronic products that are not covered within the bill, most notably cell 
phones and household appliances. Also, with large equipment found in the industrial, commercial, and medical work 
place, there are many internal components that should be recycled, yet are not considered. Some manufacturers are 
hesitant about paying for and organizing recycling programs in collaboration with municipalities, and there is debate over 
who should be responsible for dealing with orphan waste produced by manufacturing companies that no longer exist. Even 
with electronic waste recycling programs enacted in municipalities across the state, there seems to be confusion among 
consumers in regards to where and how they can recycle their e-waste.
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HUMAN HEALTH & THE ENVIRONMENT

Vehicle Idling

Whenever an immobile car, SUV, bus, or truck runs for more than ten 
seconds without going anywhere, it wastes fossil fuels, pollutes the 
air, and costs drivers valuable ‘green.’

Connecticut’s response to vehicle idling has been mixed. The DEP adopted a regulation  
in 2004 which prohibits vehicles from idling for longer than three minutes (about  
18 times the point at which idling becomes less efficient than turning a vehicle off and 
on). However, it is only enforceable by DEP field staff, and is hence mostly symbolic. 
Over the past several years legislators have attempted to move the DEP idling regulations 
into Connecticut’s motor vehicle laws just as they did in 2002 for school bus idling. 
However, every effort to regulate the idling of cars, trucks and regular buses under the 
motor vehicle laws has failed.

THE DEBATE Opponents to idling legislation usually voice concerns about freedom from 
undue state intervention, both in a general sense, and a more specific sense that certain 
police officers will use new laws or regulations as an excuse to search vehicles. Yet, the 
state has a legitimate public purpose for regulating idling, as by doing so, offenders 
burden society with pollution and unnecessarily high gas prices. Furthermore, proposed 
legislation has explicitly written out the possibility of undue searches in idling incidents; 
the ticket is, quite appropriately, where police intervention must stop. The only other 
major concern raised has been economic; certain businesses and individuals sometimes 
need to idle their vehicles for legitimate reasons. However, proposed legislation has 
written in enforcement exceptions for the rare instances where idling is necessary. 

Some feel that Connecticut should adopt legislation which regulates unnecessary 
idling to help reduce unnecessary burdens on public health, the environment, and the 
economy. This legislation should follow the example of previous proposals by providing 
those stakeholders, who have legitimate concerns, with any necessary exceptions, and 
by explicitly prohibiting law enforcement from using idling violations as a basis for 
undue searches.
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Clean Water Action (CWA) 
Coalition for a Safe &  
Healthy Connecticut
(860) 232-6232

HUMAN HEALTH & THE ENVIRONMENT

Environmental Health

Modern synthetic chemicals have in general made our lives much 
better, while advances in modern medicine have increased 
significantly our life–span. But many chemicals are contributing  
to a rapid rise in chronic disease.

A growing number of scientific studies show that toxic substances are accumulating 
in all of us and are contributing to an epidemic of chronic diseases and disorders. 
Scientists link over 180 human illnesses to toxic chemicals, such as many forms of 
cancer, behavioral and learning disabilities in children, Parkinson’s disease, chemical 
sensitivities, endometriosis, autism, asthma, and many other illnesses. Furthermore, our 
bodies now contain hundreds of toxic chemicals that can interact with unique genetic 
predispositions, making damage extremely difficult to pinpoint and predict.

Consumers tend to assume that the products that they see on store shelves are safe. But, 
this is far from the case; even certain baby products, scientists find, can leach deleterious 
toxins. Even fetuses are, unbeknownst to their parents, exposed to hundreds of hazardous 
chemicals in utero. While a fetus develops, the tiniest dose of certain chemicals can disrupt 
the development of brain and hormone systems, and resulting mutations or diseases 
may not become fully evident until adulthood. And, further still, many of the toxic chemicals 
found in our bodies and everyday products are also found in the water and air, where 
they can widely impact humans and wildlife, such as by reducing fertility and increasing 
birth defect rates.

THE DEBATE Despite the strong evidence of harm on human health and the environment, there 
is no effective regulatory mechanism for the oversight of toxic chemicals in consumer products. 
The federal law on toxic chemicals, passed in 1976, has never been revised and is now seen 
as archaic and ineffective for modern times. The Toxic Substance Control Action grandfathered 
all chemicals used before its passing and has not given adequate authority to the Environmental 
Protection Agency to phase out well-known toxic substances such as asbestos. 

Connecticut has joined the nationwide movement to address this glaring problem. The passage of mercury restrictions in 
2002, organic lawn–care requirements for K-8 schools in 2007, modernized lead and asbestos standards for children’s 
products in 2008, and Bisphenol-A restrictions for food and beverage containers and green cleaning requirements for 
schools in 2009 have all served as models for other states and in some cases for Congress.

As the environmental health movement has gained momentum, its focus has shifted toward more comprehensive and 
health-protective solutions. Many legislators have recognized that with hundreds of highly concerning chemicals so 
readily available to consumers, Connecticut needs another tool beyond the one–chemical–at–a–time debates that have 
marked recent legislative sessions. Certain proposed legislation in 2010 for instance, would have enabled state agencies 
to take rapid action on the most dangerous substances in consumer products, but that legislation was not enacted. 
2010 legislation created a Chemical Innovations Institute at the University of Connecticut Health Center, to foster green 
job growth, promote safe workplaces, and reduce the use of toxic chemicals that are increasingly linked to the rising 
incidence of numerous chronic diseases.
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Pesticides

HUMAN HEALTH & THE ENVIRONMENT

Citizens in Connecticut are often exposed to pesticides in their homes, 
at their places of work, and even at school. These chemicals can cause 
significant health risks. 

Many pesticides are carcinogenic and others are neurotoxic. Young children and fetuses, 
in particular, are at risk because of their developing nervous systems and high metabolisms 
that absorb chemicals faster than adults. Connecticut citizens reportedly suffer from 
extremely high cancer rates compared to other states. Thus, Connecticut citizens must work 
to reduce as many toxic exposures as possible, including exposure to lawn care pesticides 
used almost entirely for cosmetic reasons. At the same time, it is important to distinguish 
between lawn-care pesticides and other pesticides used for non-ornamental purposes.

 In 2005, the General Assembly passed a groundbreaking law that prohibits the use of 
lawn-care pesticides on the grounds of elementary schools and children’s day-care centers. 
An expansion of this law occurred in 2007, to include playing fields, playgrounds, 
and school grounds through grade eight. The law allowed Integrated Pest Management 
methods (standards which foster a minimal application of pesticides) to be used on schools’  
athletic fields until July l, 2008, after which the fields went organic. Exceptions of pesticide 
use can be made for treating stinging insects or ticks, or other situations where public 
health or welfare is endangered. This present law does not apply to high schools and, 
therefore does not protect older students. After debate regarding the regulation of pesticide 
use, recent changes also further restrict when pesticides can be applied, and require that 
only a “certified pesticide applicator” may do so. 

THE DEBATE Advocates working to ban lawn-care pesticides, including healthcare 
professionals, concerned parents and organic farmers, claim that there are high risks to 
public health and wildlife diversity when these chemicals spread through the environment. 
The industry surrounding the production and use of lawn–care pesticides includes 
chemical companies, lawn care businesses and facility grounds crews. They argue that 
restricting the use of lawn-care pesticides would be a hardship, and promote Integrated   

 Pest Management methods.
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Environmental Justice

Environmental justice means that no group of people should bear 
a disproportionate share of negative environmental consequences 
resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations 
or the execution of governmental programs and policies.

The US Environmental Protection Agency defines Environmental Justice as “the fair 
treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national 
origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement, of 
environmental laws and policies.” 

As in many other states, facilities in Connecticut that pose environmental risks, such as 
power plants and landfills, are distributed unevenly to make some communities bear more 
risks than others. For example, an analysis by the Department of Environmental Protection 
(DEP) of the distribution of ten types of potential environmental hazards in the state concluded 
that “with one notable exception, Connecticut residents who are members of racial or 
ethnic minority groups and those living below the federal poverty line live in towns with 
anywhere from 15% to 20% more potential environmentally hazardous sources than 
whites or those living above the federal poverty level.” Communities overburdened with 
environmental hazards tend to have more environmental health problems.

The DEP established an environmental justice (equity) policy in 1993 that substantially improved 
permit notification and environmental enforcement in urban communities, but lacked the force of 
law. Connecticut’s first environmental justice law, passed in 2008: 

(1) recognized 34 low income neighborhoods and 25 ‘distressed’ municipalities as 
environmental justice communities 

(2) established that applicants seeking approval to locate or expand major polluting 
facilities in these communities must file, and have approved by the DEP and the 
Connecticut Siting Council, meaningful public participation plans which must 
include the holding of a public meeting 60 days before an agency decision

(3) required that applicants consult with relevant municipal officials to evaluate the 
need for and nature of a community environmental benefit agreement. 

This law is the first of its kind in the nation, but it is far from enough. For instance, state regulatory authorities generally do not 
require that other older, less efficient facilities be upgraded in order to lower pollution in over-burdened communities.

THE DEBATE Unfortunately a lack of public education has set environmental justice as a low priority. Some opponents 
of environmental justice legislation question whether environmental justice policies are anti-development and could deny 
a town a needed facility or if the policies are only geared toward low-income neighborhoods. However, environmental 
justice applies to any community regardless of socio-economic status. Legislation for environmental justice is designed 
to promote fairness and better solutions to reducing pollution within Connecticut’s communities. 
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The Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection  
(DEP) is responsible for implementing and enforcing a host  
of environmental issues. 

In January of 2006, the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection issued a 
report called the “Path of Least Resistance,” which pointed out the most crucial areas of 
improvement needed to strengthen the DEP’s influence. Those areas included stronger 
enforcement to enhance compliance with DEP regulations; improved efficiency of their 
programs; and more transparency of their regulations and guidelines, through community 
outreach programs including an accessible and informative website.

In 2009 DEP made public a simplified set of broad priorities: (1) Clean Air and Global 
Climate Change, (2) Clean and Safe Water, (3) Land Preservation and Restoration, 
(4) Healthy Communities and Ecosystems, and (5) Compliance and Environmental 
Stewardship. Under these categories are many of the specific issues that are discussed 
throughout the rest of this Briefing Book. In the past decade, DEP has achieved moderate 
progress in these areas. Yet more needs to be done to maintain its commitment to areas 
the agency has already intervened in, while at the same time DEP must turn its attention 
to the variety of other duties assigned to it.

In addition to enforcing environmental laws and making sure that there is compliance 
with regulations, the DEP also has broader recreation, conservation, and education 
responsibilities. Through the multiple programs initiated and run by the DEP, the agency 
attempts to create strong public awareness of environmentalism as both a way of under-
standing, and living in, the world. Former DEP Commissioner McCarthy initiated the “No 
Child Left Inside” program, meant to implement environmental education standards in public 
schools. While many of the concerns brought up in her 2006 report are being addressed, 
there are still glaring weaknesses in DEP’s ability to enforce environmental regulations.

THE	DEBATE	Great intentions, sound policy, and rigid standards only go so far if the 
proper funding for enforcement is lacking. The Governor’s office and the Legislature 
are responsible for allocating funding among the many competing state agencies. Repeated cuts in the DEP’s budget 
have limited its ability to enforce state environmental laws and regulations. The Department is challenged to expand 
the development and delivery of new programs, processes, services, and regulations with ever decreasing resources. 
Moreover, state enforcement programs are frequently tied to federal ones which have also been underfunded. With 
each passing year, the DEP loses more and more of its workforce. Under a Retirement Incentive Program, 55 DEP 
employees retired in 2009. To opponents, the DEP may not appear like an economically “prosperous” investment, 
but they would be neglecting the potential catastrophic affects to human health and the environment if the Department 
could not adequately prevent ecological destruction, or respond to any unfortunate disaster.
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CT Environmental Protection Act

The Connecticut Environmental Protection Act allows members 
of the public to intervene in administrative proceedings affecting 
the environment and to go directly to court to protect threatened 
natural resources. 

The Protection Act, related to, but not to be confused with the Connecticut Environmental 
Policy Act, functions as a safeguard to make sure that government agencies are carrying 
out the environmental responsibilities entrusted to them. Without such a law, citizens have 
little ability to meaningfully impact critical environmental decisions.

The Protection Act gives citizens direct access to court to protect the environment from 
“unreasonable” pollution or impairment. The Act also allows citizens the ability to prevent 
the destruction of historic buildings and landmarks through legal intervention. But, recent 
court decisions have limited their ability to legally implement their grievances.

Moreover, opponents of the act have periodically attempted to further weaken it through 
legislation. There have been efforts made in the past to restrict the ability of a citizen to 
intervene in deals made between two private sector organizations. For instance, a citizen 
would have more difficulty bringing to court a complaint against an environmentally 
unsound “back–room” deal made between a land use agency and a developer than they 
would against a more visible act preformed on state-owned land. 

THE	DEBATE	Proponents claim court access granted through the Protection Act is 
a necessary public oversight process for administrative proceedings affecting the 
environment. Opponents have argued that legal challenges under the Protection Act can 
lead to project delays, or scuttle settlements between land use agencies and developers. 
But this argument ignores the Protection Act’s critical role over the past 30 years in 
preserving some of Connecticut’s most precious environmental treasures. There is also 
potential confusion about when the Act can appropriately be utilized. The Act allows 
citizens to sue when developers “unreasonably” threaten natural resources and historic 
landmarks. Without tighter restrictions and less exceptions, many developers can rely on 
a very loose definition of what is “reasonable” in order to avoid having the Protection 
Act be applicable.
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CT Environmental Policy Act

The Connecticut Environmental Policy Act requires government 
officials to consider Connecticut’s air, water, open space, and 
related health concerns when planning and executing development 
and other projects. 

The Connecticut Environmental Policy Act, not to be confused with the Connecticut 
Environmental Protection Act, triggers an environmental review of state actions that  
could significantly affect the environment. The Policy Act is designed to ensure that 
available avenues for avoiding environmental damage are explored and that citizens 
participate early on and throughout the process. Each year, this minimizes state-funded 
impacts on land and water, and helps avoid costly lawsuits.

Land use decisions in Connecticut are generally made locally in its 169 individual towns. 
But, these towns typically lack both funds and jurisdiction to consider all of developments’ 
environmental consequences. Thus, the Policy Act constitutes one of the only ways to 
consider and plan for the regional and statewide impacts of public development projects 
before they move forward. Because the Policy Act only applies to state actions, privately 
funded developments receive no such overarching review. Moreover, while the Policy Act 
requires the state to identify ways to mitigate adverse environmental impacts, there is no 
existing process to determine whether such mitigation measures are successful or even 
implemented in the first place. 

THE	DEBATE	Across Connecticut, many state development projects are underway. Policy 
Act supporters claim that more needs to be done through the planning process to account 
for potential environmental impacts. Opponents believe the Policy Act can lead to project 
delays. But, the Policy Act is designed to identify possible controversies early in the 
process to help prevent them from arising, which would consume more time and money. 
Some feel that the Policy Act should apply to large private projects, as well. The Policy 
Act should continue to develop a process to track the number of projects with approved 
mitigation plans and follow up to ensure the plans have been implemented and are 
working. If Connecticut does not strengthen the Act through looking at state funded 
projects with a keener eye and addressing private projects, we may permanently lose  
our New England landscape by not carefully considering the consequences. 
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Council on Environmental Quality

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) is a panel of nine citizens 
appointed by the governor and legislative leaders who monitor 
Connecticut’s progress toward meeting the state’s environmental goals. 

CEQ’s comprehensive annual report, Environmental Quality in Connecticut, is considered 
the authoritative assessment of state environmental trends. CEQ’s research and reports 
have provided rigorous foundations for innumerable legislative initiatives, including major 
improvements to open space conservation, greenway development, the Connecticut 
Environmental Policy Act, restrictions on invasive species, reduction of toxic materials in 
the environment, and protection of preserved lands from illegal deforestation.

CEQ also publishes the Environmental Monitor on its website to notify the public about 
upcoming state development projects, and investigates citizen complaints. Complaints 
frequently involve other state agencies, and are often submitted by citizens with nowhere 
else to turn. The Council’s complaint investigations consistently lead to improvements 
in state policies and practices. Therefore, it operates as both an apolitical setting to 
consider policy issues and a vital watchdog role highlighting environmental successes 
and failures.

Since 1972, the Council has achieved its mission with nine uncompensated members, 
assisted by only a few staff members. The Council was almost eliminated during a 
bruising budget battle in 2003 and again in 2009, and was barely saved by ardent 
support from citizens and other environmental organizations. Its budget was severely 
cut, and it took several years before the state budget allocated ‘appropriate’ funds.  
As of 2010, the state budget projects that the Council will receive $180,000 in  
annual funding. 

THE	DEBATE The Council on Environmental Quality is one of the only direct avenues for 
citizens to submit environmental complaints that might otherwise go unnoticed. Opponents 
have tried to limit the Council’s budget by falsely claiming that its work overlaps with 
other state agencies. The Council continually requires full funding to support expert 
understanding and implementation of pressing issues in environmental policy. 
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What	is	the	Connecticut	State	Budget?
The Connecticut State Budget is a daunting document, 
more than 700 pages of charts, graphs, text, lots and lots 
of numbers, and some very small print. It is also, however, 
one of the state’s most fundamental policy documents 
for it defines what programs and services will receive 
financial support from the state, and describes how the 
responsibility of funding these programs and services 
is to be shared among Connecticut taxpayers. Under 
our state constitution, the members of the Connecticut 
General Assembly and the Governor have important 
responsibilities in this budget process, both in deciding 
how to raise revenue and where to spend it. Their 
decisions define the priorities of our state.

Why	should	we	care	about	the		
State	Budget?
As citizens and as taxpayers, we have a responsibility to 
make sure our leaders’ priorities reflect our values and 
that their budget decisions meet our needs. Very often, 
significant budget changes are made with little media 
attention or public input. By understanding and monitoring 
the budget process, and making our voices heard, we 
can hold our leaders accountable. We can insure that our 
state implements the programs we value and spreads the 
burden of financing them fairly.

What	is	the	Budget	Process?
Connecticut has a two-year budget. The budget is passed 
by the General Assembly and approved by the Governor 
in odd–numbered years and revised in even–numbered 
years. Because of the various stages of preparing the 
budget and because of frequent special sessions dealing 
with budget issues in deficit years, the budget process can 
go on year-round.

Preparing	the	Governor’s	Budget
In the summer and the fall, state agencies determine what 
they will need for the next fiscal year to carry out their 
duties. They send recommendations to the Governor’s 
budget office, the Office of Policy and Management (OPM), 

and in the late fall and early winter OPM estimates what 
revenues will be for the next year, modifies state agency 
requests, and sends a proposal to the Governor. Based on 
these recommendations, in February, the Governor submits 
his/her proposed budget to the state legislature. In even-
numbered years, the Governor submits budget revisions to 
the state legislature.

Legislative	Review	of	the		
Governor’s	Budget
Meanwhile, in the General Assembly, the Finance, 
Revenue and Bonding Committee considers those parts 
of the budget that pertain to collecting money (taxes, 
revenues), and borrowing money (bond requests). The 
Appropriations Committee considers proposals to spend 
money on the programs and services supported with 
state dollars, and virtually all other committees consider 
legislation that will affect state spending.

In February and March, the committees hold public hearings 
on the various aspects of the budget. Public hearings 
are open to the public, and anyone may come to testify. 
During hearings that often last for hours, committee 
members receive input from a number of people including 
agency officials, state contractors, advocates, taxpayers, 
consumers, parents, and workers.

The Appropriations Committee, and the Finance, Revenue 
and Bonding Committee prepare “spending” and 
“revenue” bills, respectively, that are voted on in 
committee in April or May. By state constitutional law, 
the state must balance its budget every year; therefore, 
projected expenditures (‘spending”) cannot exceed 
projected revenue estimates. Because government officials 
often have different opinions on how to best balance the 
budget, legislative leaders often hold meetings with the 
Governor to reach a compromise on the final content of 
the bills. Similarly, legislative leaders often hold caucus 
meetings to try to resolve budget disagreements among 
legislators before the budget goes to a vote.

When a bill has been finalized a fiscal note is included. 
Provided by the Office of Fiscal Analysis (OFA) within 
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Budget Basics continued

the General Assembly, fiscal notes accompany legislation 
and provide a brief statement of the fiscal impact 
legislation would have on state and local government. 
The OFA analyst with budgetary responsibility for the 
agency fiscally affected is responsible for preparing the 
note. Fiscal notes are prepared upon receiving a bill or 
amendment from the Legislative Commissioners Office 
(LCO) and do not need to be requested. It is purposefully 
very difficult for advocates to influence the process of 
developing a fiscal note as the note is intended to be 
objective. The OFA generally consults with the affected 
state agency, so insuring that the agency has the most 
accurate information not only about costs but about 
possible averted costs/savings can help. Bills that create 
a higher financial impact can be doomed by a fiscal not 
that states such.

In even-numbered years, the process for legislative approval 
is similar except the legislative session is shorter, so 
the process is condensed. (In even–numbered years the 
session begins in February and ends in May, whereas in 
odd–numbered years, the session begins in January and 
ends in June).

Details	of	the	State	Bonding	Process
As stated above, Connecticut borrows money as bond 
requests. These requests are for capital projects and the 
authorization for a project that may be bonded begins 
in the General Assembly’s Joint Standing Committee on 
Finance, Revenue and Bonding. Bonding legislation states 
the amount of funding to be authorized and the purposes 
for the funding. Legislation may authorize bonding for one 
broad purpose, such as open space preservation, or it 
may name a project specifically.

For a project to actually receive funding, however, it 
takes the action of the State Bond Commission. The Bond 
Commission is chaired by the Governor, and includes 
the Treasurer, Comptroller and Attorney General, the 
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Secretary of the Office of Policy and Management, the 
Commissioner of Public Works, and the Co-Chairs and 
Ranking Members of the Finance, Revenue and Bonding 
Committee. Because the Governor chairs the Bond 
Commission, he/she controls whether the Commission 
meets and what is on the Commission’s agenda. While 
the Bond Commission is supposed to meet monthly, it does 
not necessarily do so.

Even if legislation has been passed authorizing bonding for 
a particular project, the project will only be funded if the 
Bond Commission meets, the project is on the agenda, and 
the Commission votes to approve funding. By controlling 
the meeting and the agenda of the Bond Commission, the 
Governor may exert a great deal of control over which 
projects in the state receive bonding. To place a project on 
the agenda of the Bond Commission, each state agency must 
submit the project to the Office of Policy and Management in 
advance according to a schedule published at the beginning 
of the year, and each submission must be accompanied by 
the appropriate background information. For conservation or 
development projects, each of these must be reviewed with 
respect to the State Plan of Conservation and Development.

The total level of bonding for the entire state must also 
remain beneath a statutory cap.

Final	Steps
Usually near the end of the legislative session, the final 
budget bills are voted on by both houses of the General 
Assembly. If they are passed, they go to the Governor, 
who can then either veto or sign the budget. In some 
years, especially during tough financial times, there has 
not been enough time to negotiate and complete a budget 
before the session ends, and legislators must return in 
Special Session to pass the budget. Once a budget is 
passed and approved by the Governor, the Office of 
Fiscal Analysis published the Connecticut State Budget. It 
can be found online at http://www.cga.ct.gov/ofa .
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Environmental Advocacy Groups
1000	Friends	of	Connecticut	
P.O. Box 1988, Hartford CT 06144 (860) 523-0003 <www.1000friends-ct.org>

American	Farmland	Trust	
775 Bloomfield Avenue, Windsor CT 06095 (860) 683-4230 <www.farmland.org>

American	Lung	Assoc.	of	New	England	
460 Totten Pond Road, Suite 400 
Waltham MA 02451 (781) 890-4262 <www.lungusa.org>

Audubon	Connecticut	
613 Riversville Road, Greenwich CT 06831 (203) 869-5272 <ct.audubon.org>

Clean	Water	Action	
645 Farmington Avenue, Hartford CT 06105 (860) 232-6232 <www.cleanwateraction.org/ct>

Coalition	for	a	Safe	and	Healthy	Connecticut	
645 Farmington Avenue FL 3, Hartford CT 06105 (860) 232-6232  <www.safehealthyct.org>

Connecticut	Audubon	Society	
2325 Burr Street, Fairfield CT 06824 (203) 259-6305 Ext. 109 <www.ctaudubon.org>

Connecticut	Association	of	Conservation	&	
Inland	Wetlands	Commissions	
27 Washington Street, Middletown CT 06457 (860) 344-8321 <www.caciwc.org>

Connecticut	Clean	Energy	Fund	
200 Corporate Place FL 3, Rocky Hill CT 06067 (860) 563-0015 <www.ctcleanenergy.com>

Connecticut	Coalition	for	Environmental	Justice	
P.O Box 2022, Hartford CT 06145 (860) 548-1133 <www.environmental-justice.org>

Connecticut	Conference	of	Municipalities	
900 Chapel Street FL 9, New Haven CT 06510 (203) 498-3000 <www.ccm-ct.org>

Connecticut	Farm	Bureau	Association	
775 Bloomfield Avenue, Windsor CT 06095 (860) 768-1100 <www.cfba.org>

Connecticut	Farmland	Trust	
77 Buckingham Street, Hartford CT 06106 (860) 247-0202 <www.ctfarmland.org>

Connecticut	Federation	of	Lakes	
P.O. Box 216, Windsor CT 06095  <www.ctlakes.org>

Connecticut	Forest	&	Park	Association	
16 Meriden Road, Rockfall, CT 06481 (860) 346-2372 <www.ctwoodlands.org>
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CT Environmental Directory continued

Connecticut	Fund	for	the	Environment	
142 Temple Street FL 3, New Haven CT 06510 (203) 787-0646 <www.cfenv.org>

Connecticut	Green	Building	Council	
P.O. Box 152, Rocky Hill CT 06067  <www.ctgbc.org>

Connecticut	Invasive	Plant	Working	Group	
1390 Storrs Road, Unit 4163, Storrs CT 06269 (860) 486-6448 <www.hort.uconn.edu/cipwg>

Connecticut	League	of	Conservation	Voters	
553 Farmington Avenue, Hartford CT 06105 (860) 236-5442 <www.ctlcv.org>

Connecticut	League	of	Conservation	Voters		
Education	Fund	
553 Farmington Avenue, Hartford CT 06105 (860) 236-5442 <www.conservationeducation.org>

Connecticut	Public	Interest	Research	Group		
Environment	Connecticut	Program	 	
198 Park Road FL 2, West Hartford CT 06119 (860) 233-7554 <connpirg.org>

Connecticut	Recyclers	Coalition	 	
P.O. Box 340601, Hartford CT 06134 (860) 432-6852 <www.ctrecyclers.org>

Connecticut	River	Watershed	Council	 	
27 Washington Street, Middletown,CT 06457 (860) 704-0057 <www.ctriver.org>

Connecticut	Trust	for	Historic	Preservation	 	
940 Whitney Avenue, Hamden CT 06517 (203) 562-6312 <www.cttrust.org>

Connecticut	Voices	for	Children	 	
33 Whitney Avenue, New Haven CT 06510 (203) 498-4240 <www.ctkidslink.org>

Council	on	Soil	and	Water	Conservation	 	
24 Ingham Hill Road, Essex CT 06426 (860) 767-9594 <ct.cswc@att.net>

Ecological	Health	Organization,	Inc.	 	
P.O. Box 8232, Berlin CT 06037 (570) 472-0374 <echomcsct.homestead.com>

Environmental	&	Human	Health,	Inc.		 	
1191 Ridge Road, North Haven CT 06473 (203) 248-6582 <www.ehhi.org>

Environment	Northeast	 	
21 Oak Street, Hartford CT 06106 (860) 246-7121 <www.env-ne.org>

Farmington	River	Watershed	Association	 	
749 Hopmeadow Street, Simsbury CT 06070 (860) 658-4442 <www.frwa.org>
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Friends	of	CT	State	Parks	 	
16 Meriden Road, Rockfall, CT 06481 (860) 437-1576 <www.friendsctstateparks.org>

Housatonic	Valley	Association	 	
P.O. Box 28, 150 Kent Road  
Cornwall Bridge CT 06754 (860) 672-6678 <www.hvatoday.org>

Institute	for	Sustainable	Energy	 	
83 Windham Street, Willimantic CT 06226 (860) 465-0251 <www.easternct.edu/sustainenergy>

International	Dark	Sky	Association	–	CT	Chapter	 	
1060 Mapleton Avenue, Suffield CT 06078 (860) 668-4000 <www.darksky.org>

Interreligious	Eco-Justice	Network	 	
P.O. Box 270247, West Hartford CT 06127 (860) 231-8554 <www.irejn.org>

Land	Trust	Alliance	 	
P.O. Box 1797, Litchfield CT 06759 (860) 361-9310 <www.lta.org>

League	of	Women	Voters	of	CT	 	
1890 Dixwell Avenue, Suite 203, Hamden CT 06514 (203) 288-7996 <www.lwvct.org>

Northeast	Organic	Farming	Association	 	
P.O. Box 164, Stevenson CT 06491 (203) 888-5146 <www.ctnofa.org>

People’s	Action	for	Clean	Energy	 	
101 Lawton Road, Canton CT 06019 (860) 693-4813 <www.pace-cleanenergy.org>

Regional	Plan	Association	 	
2 Landmark Square, Suite 108, Stamford CT 06901 (203) 356-0390 <www.rpa.org>

Rivers	Alliance	of	Connecticut	 	
P.O. Box 1797, Litchfield CT 06759 (860) 361-9349 <www.riversalliance.org>

Save	the	Sound/CT	Fund	for	the	Environment	 	
142 Temple Street FL 3, New Haven CT 06510 (203) 787-0646 <www.cfenv.org>

Sierra	Club	–	CT	Chapter	 	
645 Farmington Avenue, Hartford CT 06105 (860) 236-4405 <www.connecticut.sierraclub.org>

Smart	Power	 	
100 Pearl Street FL 14, Hartford CT 06103 (860) 249-7040 <www.smartpower.org>

Sustainability	by	Design	 	 <www.sustainabilitybydesign.org>

The	Nature	Conservancy	 	
55 High Street, Middletown CT 06457 (860) 344-0716 <www.nature.org>
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Transit	for	Connecticut	Campaign	 	
205 Whitney Avenue, New Haven CT 06511 (203) 261-9243 <kburnsaka@cfenv.org>

Transportation	4	America	 	
1707 L Street NW Ste. 250, 
Washington, DC 20036 (212) 268-7474 <www.t4America.org>

Tri-State	Transportation	Coalition	 	
350 West 31st Street #802, New York NY 10001 (860) 796-6988 <www.tstc.org>

Trust	for	Public	Land	 	
101 Whitney Avenue FL 2, New Haven CT 06510 (203) 777-7367 <www.tpl.org>

Working	Lands	Alliance	 	
775 Bloomfield Avenue, Windsor CT 06095 (860) 683-4230 <www.workinglandsalliance.org>

STATE OFFICES	 	 	

CT	General	Assembly	 	 <www.cga.ct.gov>

CT	Health	Policy	Project	
Health	Advocacy	Tool	Box		 	
703 Whitney Avenue, New Haven CT 06511 (203) 562-1636  <www.cthealthpolicy.org>

CT	Office	of	Policy	and	Management	 	
450 Capitol Avenue, Hartford CT 06106 (860) 418-6200 <www.opm.state.ct.us>

Council	on	Environmental	Quality	 	
79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106 (860) 424-4000 <www.ct.gov/ceq>

Department	of	Agriculture	 	
165 Capitol Avenue, Hartford CT 06106 (860) 713-2500 <www.ct.gov/doag>

Department	of	Environmental	Protection	 	
79 Elm Street, Hartford CT 06106 (860) 424-3000 <www.dep.state.ct.us>

Department	of	Public	Health	 	
410 Capitol Avenue, P.O. Box 340308  
Hartford CT 06134 (860) 509-7177 <www.dph.state.ct.us>

Department	of	Public	Utility	Control	 	
Ten Franklin Square, New Britain CT 06051 (860) 827-1553 <www.state.ct.us/dpuc>

 
52

CT Environmental Directory continued

de
sig

ne
d 

by
 C

PR
de

sig
nc

o 
LL

C



de
sig

ne
d 

by
 C

PR
de

sig
nc

o 
LL

C
 a

t w
w

w
.c

pr
de

sig
nc

o.
co

m

The Connecticut League of  
Conservation Voters Education Fund… 
Connecticut’s nonpartisan voice for a clean, safe, healthy 
and sustainable environment 



Connecticut League of Conservation Voters Education Fund
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