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Department of Energy and Environmental Protection  
RE:  Draft Report on Connecticut’s Climate Progress – Public Comment 
January 27, 2026 
 

The purpose of my comments is to: 

1. encourage the Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) to more fully 
and honestly address the legislature’s request for information on “the status of GHG 
emission reduction efforts in other states …’; and  

2. encourage DEEP to address 1.5 million tons of greenhouse gas emissions from lawn care 
equipment (2025 – 2030) with ready-made solutions to reduce climate pollution and 
improve air quality  

 

1.  The Draft report fails to identify the States which are leading on Climate Change Progress and to 
specify why those Stares are being successful.   

The legislature requested DEEP to provide “(d)(3) the status of greenhouse gas emission 
reduction efforts in other states …   Arguably, the legislators are interested in this information to 
understand whether CT is leading or lagging in comparison to other States, and to identify 
actions that CT may wish to adopt to further its progress.   

There are numerous, readily available, and objective organizations which rank States by Climate 
Change Actions.  This draft DEEP report, however, fails to identify the States leading on these 
actions.  For example, the CT Inventory provides that transportation is the leading contributor to 
greenhouse gas emissions.  CT main strategy to address these emissions is to electrify the 
transportation sector.  The American Council for Energy Efficiency Economy  (ACEEE) prepared a 
2023 report ranking the States on the electrification of Transportation.1  Connecticut is ranked 
12th.  Neighboring States NY and Massachusetts are ranked 2nd and 4th.  This begs the question, 
“what is NY and Mass doing that CT should be doing to further reduce GHG emissions from 
transportation?  This report does not answer that question and therefore provides limited value 
to the public and its representatives.   

A partial imprint of the ACEEE report’s Appendix A – Full State Scores follows. 

 

 
1 https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/T2301.pdf 
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The DEEP Draft Report ignores the conclusion that Connecticut is a follower – NOT a leader on 
Climate Change.  Only when we are honest about our progress and are willing to adopt best practices 
from leading States, will we be able to jump off the “Business As Usual” trendline.   

Category CT Ranking 
Renewable Energy Usage2  40th 
Installed community solar capacity3  35th 
Clean Energy Jobs4  27th 
EV adoption per capita5  15th 
Electrification of Transportation6 12th 
Energy efficiency7 9th  & trending down 

 
2 US News & World Report (EIA data) https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/rankings/infrastructure/energy 
3 Sharing the Sun 2023 data 
4 https://www.renewableenergyworld.com/solar/u-s-states-ranked-by-clean-energy-jobs-in-2022/ 
5 https://oilprice.com/Energy/Energy-General/State-Rankings-Electric-Vehicles-per-Capita-in-the-United-
States.html 
6 ACEEE 2023 State Transportation Electrification Scorecard 
7 ACEEE State Energy Efficiency Scorecard:  chrome-
extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdfs/State_Scorecard/2
022/one-pagers/Connecticut.pdf 
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I encourage DEEP to address its statutory reporting obligations with the objective of providing the public 
and its representatives with actionable information.  Even if our current State ranking on GHG emission 
reductions is embarrassing.  Let’s face the truth and take appropriate action.  

 

2. The Draft report fails to identify 1.5 million tons of GHG emissions that can be readily 
addressed by existing technologies.  My proposed solution is implementation-ready, will 
provide immediate reductions in greenhouse gases, and will primarily benefit low-income 
disadvantaged communities.    

 
a) Greenhouse gas and toxic emissions from gas powered leaf blowers & 

other two-stroke lawn care equipment are significant 
 

US PIRG, and others, published a report titled “Lawn Care goes Electric” in October 2023.  Table 
A-1 depicts the tons of emissions from this equipment for the State of Connecticut.   These are 
annual emissions.  Using the DEEP draft report format of a 5-year period, the GHG emissions exceed 1.5 
million tons. 

 

 

NOx, CO2 and Methane are the top 3 greenhouse gases targeted under the Kyoto Protocol. 
Four of the listed compounds are carcinogens (PM2.5, 1,3-Butadiene, Benzene, 
Formaldehyde);  and NOx and VOCs combine to form ground level ozone (lung issues). 
 
According to the report authors, 85%  of the PM2.5 and 51% of the VOC emissions are 
attributable to 2-stroke engines (i.e.,gas-powered leaf blowers).   "Engine type – Across all types 
of equipment, two-stroke engines were responsible for 85% of all fine particulate emissions from 
gasoline-powered equipment in the lawn and garden sector in 2020, along with 51% of all VOC 
emissions." (see page 14).   

 
A US EPA Region 1 study measured the emissions for gasoline powered lawn and garden 
equipment (GLGE) including gas powered leaf blowers.  The study found that; “GLGE is an 
important source of toxic and carcinogenic exhaust and fine particulate matter. Improved 
reporting and monitoring of localized GLGE emissions should be implemented. Medical and 
scientific organizations should increase public awareness of GLGE and GLME and identify 
GLGE as an important local source of dangerous air pollutants.  Communities and 
environmental, public health, and other government agencies should create policies and 
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programs to protect the public from GLGE air pollutants and promote non-polluting 
alternatives.” 
 

b) Using a gas-powered leaf blower for 30 minutes is the pollution equivalent 
of driving a Ford Raptor 3,900 miles 

In 2011, Edmunds conducted an emission study and found that a typical two stroke leaf 
blower emits hundreds of times more hydrocarbons than the Ford A F-150 SVT Raptor 
Pickup truck that was used as a control. "The hydrocarbon emissions from a half-hour of 
yard work with the two-stroke leaf blower are about the same as a 3,900-mile drive from 
Texas to Alaska in a Raptor."  
 

 
 
 

c) The persons most exposed to the toxic emissions, noise, and vibrations 
are the low-income disadvantaged landscape employees 

 
It is becoming more widely recognized that the individuals most adversely affected by 
gas-powered leaf blowers are the landscape employees.  These employees are 
typically minimum wage employees, who will use gas powered leaf blowers and string 
trimmers throughout their workday.  
 
The people fighting to keep the status quo are not the ones most exposed to the 
hazards posed by these super polluting machines.  Let’s give the workers a better tool 
for the job. Landscapers that have made the switch to battery operated equipment have 
been surprised that their employees have reacted positively to the change.   
 
Class, Race and Leaf Blowers (Oct 2023) 
Landscaper Workers Health is At Risk in Montgomery County (April 2023) 
 
The State should consider doing the following: 

1. Leading by example and transition from fossil-fuel to battery operated equipment for 
smaller lawn care equipment8; and  

 
8  It was quite disappointing to read DEEP’s comments in opposition to HB 6263.  The bill would allow the State to 
use its existing equipment till end of useful life, permitted continued use of gas-powered equipment for a number 
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2. provide grants to CT cities and towns to conduct two-stroke lawn care equipment buy-
back or rebate programs (gas powered leaf blowers, string trimmers and hand-held 
mowers).   

a. The buy-back program can be limited to municipalities interested in leading by 
example, or  

b. the scope could be broadened to include residents and/or commercial operators 

 
 

d)  DEEP has experience conducting a successful buy-back program for lawn 
and garden equipment 

 
DEEP conducted a buyback of lawn and garden equipment in 2010 - 2012.  Keep in 
mind, that this program allowed for the purchase of new gas-powered equipment.  It 
was a change out of old for new -- but it still had measurable & positive environmental 
benefits.  Imagine the environmental benefits of a buy-back exchange of old gas 
powered equipment for battery operated equipment.  See Connecticut Lawn Equipment 
Exchange Fund (LEEF).   
 
In any event, the biggest bang for the buck was buying back old gas-powered leaf 
blower and string trimmers.   
 
"The cost-effectiveness of exchanges within specific equipment categories varied 
similarly to that across all categories. Broad trends, however, suggested that 
exchanges involving smaller pieces of equipment (e.g., leaf blowers and 
trimmers) outperformed larger machines (e.g., ride-on mowers) in terms of cost 
effectiveness, while exchanges involving larger machines contributed more in terms of 
the absolute amount of emissions reduced. " 
 
Attachment 9 shows that the top ten exchanges ranked by cost effectiveness per ton 
were primarily gas-powered leaf blowers and string trimmers. 
 

 
of exempted uses, and had a liberal transition date.  At a minimum GreenerGovCT should begin to transition from 
fossil fuel lawn care to battery operated lawn care equipment.   
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e) The Senior elected official of 8 CT towns have requested the re-activation 
of the LEEF program -- LEEF version 2.0 

 

The top elected officials from 8 Connecticut towns have recently written letters in 
support of a LEEF version 2.0 program.  
 
LEEF Version 2.0 would: 

• Be voluntary and limited to municipalities and school districts 
• Exchange older gas-powered equipment for battery-operated alternatives, not 

new gas models 
• Focus on the highest-impact items (e.g., leaf blowers, trimmers, push mowers, 

and charging stations) 
• Support worker health, reduce municipal liability, and improve long-term budget  

 
Below is a list of the towns and their Sustainable CT certification ranking.   
 
Branford (Bronze),  
Bridgeport (Silver), 
Greenwich (Silver),  
New Haven (Gold) 
Norwalk (Gold), 
New Haven (Gold) 
Norwalk (Gold), 
Stamford (Silver), and 
West Hartford (Gold) 
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Copies of the 8 letters have been forwarded to DEEP and are available upon request. 
 
 
Vincent Giordano, volunteer 
Sierra Club CT Chapter 
 















 

ANSONIA    •    BEACON FALLS    •    BETHLEHEM    •    BRISTOL    •    CHESHIRE    •    DERBY    •    MIDDLEBURY    •    NAUGATUCK    •    OXFORD    •    PLYMOUTH       
 

PROSPECT   •    SEYMOUR    •    SHELTON    •    SOUTHBURY   •   THOMASTON   •   WATERBURY   •   WATERTOWN   •   WOLCOTT   •   WOODBURY 

NVCOG Comments on CT DEEP’s “Connecticut’s Climate Progress Report” 

• P. 5: The “business as usual” projections should be contextualized with the statutory 
goals side-by-side. How far short are we falling if we only achieve 44% reduction by 
2050? 

• P. 7 – this section indicated CT natural disasters resulting from climate change, but 
does not put much emphasis on loss of human life and wildlife during these events. 

• P. 8 + Appendix A: Consider listing not only list the climate-friendly bills that passed, 
but the many bills that died on the floor, never made it out of committee, or were 
gutted before passage. For an accurate progress report, it’s important to look at our 
strides forward as well as our setbacks. 

• P. 14: “Emissions from the electric power sector are expected to significantly 
decrease in the near term as more clean energy is added in the state and the 
region.” Does this account for (1) the push for electrification (ie, electric heat in 
homes instead of oil), and (2) the spike in electricity usage associated with data 
centers?  

• P. 14, Paragraph 1: Only refers to clean technologies as a way to meet the GHG 
emissions. This is vague. Clarify to include other approaches that are also not being 
adopted fast enough such as consumption reduction and energy efficiency.  

• P. 22 – consider adding the termination of FEMA’s BRIC program which funded 
countless natural hazard mitigation projects. Many of which are produced by the 
effects of climate change. 

• P. 22-23: The summary of Federal changes/impacts is great and very useful for 
regional governments to refer to.  

• How do the “Continuing State and Federally Funded Programs” connect to the 
previous data about not reaching the climate change goals. What kind of 
investments/expediency would be required for these programs to catch up to meet 
the goals? Or are there program gaps that CT can work on implementing? 

• P. 28: Under Current and Future Clean Energy Plans, for Heat Pumps, there is no 
discussion of DEEP’s CPRG-funded Heat Pump Accelerator program. It is 
mentioned on P. 31, but no detail is provided. This huge multimillion dollar effort 
should be discussed in greater detail and quantified. 

• P. 31: Electric sector reductions seem really steep for demand-response. I looked at 
the methodology in the PCAP (P. 121-127) and the estimates demonstrate GHG 
Emissions Rate going from 132 lbs/MWh in 2025 to 2 lbs/MWh in 2039. I think we 
need to take another look at this. 

• P.  32 & 33: It would be helpful to define Natural and Working Lands and reference 
the appendix. A graphic showing the range of sequestration by land type that 



includes wetlands (likely what you’re referencing in paragraph 2 of “The Role of 
Sequestration section”) would be helpful.  

o It would be great to include the level of protections of the lands used to 
calculate this data, and connection to policy.  For example, the appendix 
mentions the State’s open space protection goals but it would be helpful to 
see how this connects to the sequestration needs by including how much 
estimated MMTCO2e this is, because it seems the 4.9 MMTCO2e metric 
used on P. 32 from the GHG inventory are including unprotected areas as 
well as protected so it is not  a reliable metric. Agree! 

• P. 36: First sentence glosses over the environmental risks and consequences of 
CDR. I recommend at least one sentence explaining summarizing these concerns. 
Rephrase “few environmental co-benefits"  Strongly agree. 

• P. 37: When is the CIRCA report on updated climate projections anticipated to be 
complete?  

• Add how the CT Insurance Department bought the FirstStreet tool for access to data 
about climate impacts on properties (Fall 2025) and link to the resource. Free 
Climate Risk Mapping Tool 

• P. 40 – replace “last week” with the actual date of memorandum signature. 
• P. 40 – 44: Add a section about Tribal Nation greenhouse gas emissions reduction 

initiatives. This can be informative for CT goals, as the tribes are sovereign nations 
but often navigating similar ecological locales as well as the same Federal Admin, 
though they have a different political relationship. This can focus on nearby tribes 
such as the Mashantucket Pequot Nation or Mohegan Nation OR a larger document 
Status of Tribes and Climate Change (STACC) Report | North Central Climate 
Adaptation Science Center 

• P. 44: Could you explain how the RGGI cap & trade program tracks emissions and 
emitters, and how it is enforced?  

• P. 52: Earlier (pg12), it was mentioned that Millstone’s operational downtime due to 
an outage caused a dip in carbon-free energy. As the plant continues to age, we will 
doubtless experience more offline time due to outages and maintenance under a 
BAU scenario. Although it’s not the same technology, we also saw this with the MIRA 
trash plant in Hartford, which blew one of its turbines trying to accommodate peak 
demand and led to huge garbage pileups while it was getting repaired. Has this 
downtime been accounted for in the Electric Power section? 

• P. 54: “The amount of waste combusted in 2023 was assumed to remain constant 
into the future based on the assumption that existing combustion facilities within 
the state are operating at capacity.” While in-state facilities are at capacity, both CT 



DEEP and many municipalities are looking to reduce the amount of waste (~40%) 
that we currently ship out of state. The most feasible way to accomplish that would 
be with a new waste-to-energy plant, which would shift emissions from Scope 3 to 
Scope 1.  

o That being said, I think it is great that we’re looking at emissions from out-of-
state waste, as these were excluded from state and regional PCAPs and 
CCAPs. 

• P. 58 – what is the metric for determining high, medium and low for the varying 
criteria? I would consider coastal and inland wetlands high for biodiversity as they 
are “critically important” 

o Include the metric or methodology used for each chart.  
o Reassess coastal & inland wetlands, reforestation, and urban forests for 

biodiversity.  
• P. 60 & 61 – Coastal and Inland Wetlands leans heavily on the benefits of Coastal 

wetlands, add more about inland wetlands.  
o This section does not discuss wetlands revitalization/restoration as a 

possible carbon sequestration strategy, even though you have a section 
about reforestation. Consider making that section “Reforestation and 
Restoration” and discuss the benefits/importance of wetlands restoration.  

• P. 58 – spell out LULUCF in the appendix  
• P. 62 – spell out BECCS acronym to introduce topic;  
• General comment: I would have liked to see more comparison to other states in 

terms of climate progress. 
• Overall, this is a very useful status report for continued accountability on climate 

change in the State.  
• Add a 2025 hosted events session with links to the recorded state-led events related 

to climate change.  

 

We appreciate CT DEEP’s efforts in putting together this report. If you have any questions or 
follow-ups related to these comments, please reach out at coneill@nvcogct.gov.  
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VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL 
 
February 6, 2026 
 
deep.climatechange@ct.gov 
 
Re: Connecticut Climate Progress Report Comments 
 
The Council on Environmental Quality (Council) has reviewed the draft report 
developed by the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 
(DEEP), in consultation with the Office of Policy and Management (OPM) and the 
Governor's Council on Climate Change (GC3) and offers the following comments. 
 
The Council supports the actions being undertaken by DEEP and others to reduce 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. As noted in the Council’s annual report, 
Environmental Quality in Connecticut1, Connecticut’s climate is getting warmer and 
wetter. And while the development of zero-carbon generation capacity, the use of 
energy storage and electric drive vehicles, and the preservation of land are increasing, 
Connecticut is not on track to meet its GHG emissions targets by 2030, 2040 and 2050. 
 
The Council encourages DEEP to expand and enhance its efforts to reduce GHG 
emissions and to address climate mitigation and adaptation. Without urgent action, the 
impacts of climate change, such as poor air quality, droughts and flooding, sea level 
rise, and habitat alteration will adversely impact the quality of life in Connecticut.  
 
Thank you for your consideration of the Council’s comments.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Paul Aresta 
Executive Director 

 

 
1 Connecticut Council on Environmental Quality, https://portal.ct.gov/ceq/publications/publications/annual-report-main 
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To: Department of Energy and Environmental Protection (DEEP) electronically submitted to 

deep.climatechange@ct.gov (CT Climate Progress Report Comments) 

From: Robert LaFrance, Director of Policy for CT, National Audubon Society, CT/NY Office 

Re: Comments on Connecticut’s Draft Climate Progress Report 

Date:  September 6, 2026 

Please find our comments on certain sections of the Connecticut’s Draft Climate Progress Report 

Draft Report Language (page 32): 

The Role of Sequestration in Reaching Net-Zero 

“Connecticut’s annual GHG inventory historically only included data on gross emissions, which means 

that only the sectors responsible for emitting GHGs were tracked. Following Executive Order 21-3 

implementing recommendations of the Governor’s Council on Climate Change, starting in 2022, DEEP 

began using the land use, land use change, and forestry (LULUCF) output of EPA’s State Inventory Tool 

to estimate the amount of carbon being sequestered in Connecticut’s natural and working lands as part 

of the GHG Inventory. With the establishment of a net-zero by 2050 target in Public Act 25-125, DEEP is 

now required by law to include carbon sequestration in the inventory.” 

Audubon CT’s Comment: 

There are many studies demonstrating that carbon sequestration and CARBON STORAGE can make a 

meaningful impact to helping achieve our greenhouse gas reduction targets.1 One study indicates that 

carbon sequestration/storage can provide up to one-third of the cost-effective measures necessary to 

achieve these targets.   

Once referred to as “negative emissions” active carbon sequestration removes greenhouse gases like 

carbon out of the atmosphere and stores that carbon in plants, soil, and other places that are NOT in our 

atmosphere.  Conversion of forests and wetlands into other land uses reduces both the total amount of 

carbon stored and the overall rate of sequestration of carbon out of the atmosphere. 

Our comment is that negative emissions should be accounted for in the emissions section of the report, 

not in the mitigation section.  Natural systems that store and sequester carbon should be the baseline 

above which other forms of greenhouse gas emissions are added.  By not including the value of natural 

systems in the baseline of DEEP’s greenhouse gas emissions, DEEP seems to be discounting the value 

provided by these natural ecosystem services.   

 

 
1 See: B, Griscom et al.  https://www.pnas.org/doi/10.1073/pnas.1710465114 and testimony on HB 5004 
https://cga.ct.gov/2025/envdata/TMY/2025HB-05004-R000303-Griscom,%20Bronson,%20Vice%20President-
Conservation%20International-Supports-TMY.PDF 
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Draft Report Language (Page 35): 

“Forest conservation and management, reforestation, and agricultural soil carbon offer relatively low-

cost, shovel-ready options that deliver significant benefits for biodiversity, climate resilience, public 

health, and rural economies. Forest pathways are particularly promising for their mitigation benefits. 

However, despite their cost-effectiveness, NWL pathways may not be scaled sufficiently to meet 

Connecticut’s full net-zero needs, particularly given land constraints and uncertainty about the overall 

trajectory of the NWL sink.” 

Audubon CT’s Comments: 

 

Although Nature-Based Solutions--or NWL Pathways as described in the draft report, “may not be scaled 

sufficiently to meet Connecticut’s full net-zero needs,” that should not be the end of this discussion in 

the final report.  We request that a sentence be added: 

“Yet, while Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) (which includes Natural Climate Solutions) may not be 

scaled sufficiently to meet Connecticut’s full net-zero needs they still offer cost-effective options 

that can provide up to one third of those net zero needs.  NBS also provides additional 

ecosystem services benefits, like maintaining biodiversity, and improving soil productivity. NBS 

can reduce climate risk, such as wetlands for flood attenuation and coastal resilience, 

forest cover for watershed resilience, and urban canopy for heat mitigation.” 

See: https://cga.ct.gov/2025/envdata/TMY/2025HB-05004-R000303-

LaFrance,%20Robert,%20Dirof%20Policy%20-CT--National%20Audubon%20Society-Supports-TMY.PDF 

            

Scienti c papers show that        
                                  
                                  
                               
                                    
         . Alongside aggressive
fossil fuel emissions reductions, NCS
o er a powerful set of options for
Connecticut to deliver on the Global
Warming Solutions Act while
                                    
                                  
             

See B. Griscom et al:
https://www.pnas.org/doi/10.1073/p
nas.1710465114

And,  . Fargione et al:
https://www.science.org/doi/10.1126
/sciadv.aat1 6 











  
 

Comments of Nathan Frohling, Director of External Affairs, The Nature Conservancy 

2026 Connecticut’s Climate Progress DRAFT Report Opportunity for Written Comment  

February 6, 2026 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Connecticut Climate Progress Report.  The Nature 

Conservancy (TNC) is an organization that is actively addressing global climate change through various 

initiatives aimed at reducing emissions and protecting natural habitats. We emphasize the urgency of 

climate action, and that every fraction of a degree matters in limiting warming and avoiding severe 

impacts. Our efforts aim to assist 100 million people at risk from climate-related emergencies by restoring 

ecosystems that mitigate the effects of climate change, such as storm surges and wildfires. We have also 

provided resources and facts about climate change to educate the public and encourage community 

discussions. Overall, TNC is committed to tackling the root causes of climate change and promoting 

sustainable solutions. 

In Connecticut, TNC is actively engaged in addressing climate change through various initiatives and 

advocacy efforts. We strongly supported climate legislation, such as HB5004, which strengthened the 

state's climate goals and promoted renewable energy. The Conservancy also collaborates with other 

organizations to implement nature-based solutions, which include practices like urban forestry, land 

conservation, and wetland restoration. These efforts not only combat climate change but also enhance 

water quality, prevent natural disasters, and protect wildlife habitats. TNC's commitment to nature 

conservation is integral to Connecticut's climate resilience and sustainability efforts.  Additionally, we 

promote the deployment of clean, renewable energy at the pace and scale required to minimize the cost of 

all energy resources to customers over time and maximize consumer benefits consistent with the state's 

environmental goals and standards, including, but not limited to, the state's greenhouse gas reduction 

goals established in section 22a-200a. 

Currently, Connecticut is not on track to meet its emission targets as was shown in the business as usual 

(BAU) projections.  To achieve long-term sector-wide emission reduction goals, it is imperative that 

emission reduction efforts identify cost-effective and equitable strategies involving a wide variety of 

stakeholders.  While several sector-specific plans to reduce emissions have been made in the last decade, 

an economy-wide, multiple sector decarbonization plan should be the basis for accountability in which 

progress could be measured and needed adjustments made through time. To that end, we applaud state 

efforts under the Climate Pollution Reduction Grant to address both short and long-term decarbonization 

planning.   

Our motivation at TNC is to look at what is necessary to overcome the odds and put in place what is 

needed to help ensure Connecticut reaches its statutory carbon-reduction commitments.  This is core to 

our collective and urgent commitment to the climate crisis. With this in mind, we would like to reiterate 

our comments and suggestions given at the Governors Council on Climate Change on January 13, 2026: 

Starting with rivers and coasts, we strongly encourage restoration of river connectivity and improving 

ecosystem health of inland and coastal wetlands to reduce flood risks for vulnerable communities, 

improve biodiversity, and increase carbon sequestration. We need to continue investing in collaborative 

projects like the restoration of the Bride Brook saltmarsh at Rocky Neck State Park to demonstrate the 

benefits of healthy wetland systems. 

The Nature Conservancy in Connecticut 

256 Church Street, 16th Floor 

New Haven, CT  06510-3029 

Tel: (203) 568-6270 

Fax (203) 568-6271 

nature.org/connecticut 



  
One of our forest management goals is to address the problem of inconsistent terminology about forest 

management goals and practices which create misunderstandings, lead to roadblocks, and hinder 

management action for resilient forests. One example and one opportunity that will meaningfully improve 

forest-related decision making and action is establishing a clear, shared vocabulary for managing forests 

for resilience.  

For climate adaptation and related topics we should: 1) continue to support and advance an urban forestry 

network for our cities, 2) support community-based climate mitigation and adaptation planning at the 

municipal and regional level with an emphasis on nature-based solutions, 3) extend and make more 

durable funding for key programs like DEEP’s Climate Resilience Fund, 4) adopt climate progressive 

forestry management practices on state forest lands that support species migration and forest ecosystem 

integrity in the face of climate change and 5), further support municipalities in advancing stormwater 

management authorities. 

And finally, for climate mitigation we have several priorities. First, increasing attention is needed on 

transmission. As energy demand grows, so does the need to modernize and make the grid’s infrastructure 

more efficient and cost effective. We’d like to extend legislative support for this by building on the 

relevant parts of Senate Bill 4. Secondly, we believe offshore wind needs greater recognition of its ability 

to meet both energy demand and climate goals affordably and at the pace and scale needed. The current 

pause in offshore wind offers us an opportunity to inform decision-makers and the public about the 

advantages of offshore wind so when the time comes the support is there to act. Energy efficiency is the 

cheapest form of energy as the energy you don’t use. We must prioritize energy efficiency programs as 

financially prudent ways to lower electric bills while also addressing energy demand and climate goals. 

We believe in reviving attention on renewable siting and finally note that solar energy is a resource we’d 

like to see increased support for, both behind the meter and grid-scale solar, both of which have an 

important role in reducing emissions while diversifying the energy mix needed to reliably and affordably 

meet growing energy demand. 

We believe that these actions around environmental conservation, climate adaptation and mitigation will 

help Connecticut achieve its statutory emission targets.  Thank you for the opportunity to submit our 

comments on Connecticut’s Climate Progress Draft Report.   



Connecticut Botanical Society
P.O Box 9004
New Haven, CT 06532-0004
connecticutbotanicalsociety@gmail.com

February 5,  2026

CBS Comments to CTDEEP on CT Climate Progress Report

January 2026 Draft
Thank you for the opportunity to review  this CT Climate progress report,  issued per the Global Warming
Solutions Act (GWSA, Public Act 24a-200a.  I also listened to the zoom recording of the public hearing
including the comments by the public on this report.

This  review, on behalf of CBS,   focuses on the need for more e�ective implementation of nature-based
solutions, whose bene�ts are  well-summarized in the Climate Progress Report. The report states  that CT
forests and urban trees (about 1.8 million acres) contributed  98% of the 4.9 million metric tons (MMT) of
natural carbon  assimilation, that took place in Connecticut in 2023. The  forested land also provides valuable
habitat for native plant communities.

A variety of  Grant Programs related to Nature-Based Solutions are summarized in Table 3. Encouragingly,  Mr.
Ryan’s stated, in his comments for the Nature Conservancy, that federal funding remains in place for
climate-progressive management on state forest lands.  Tree Planting is one of the speci�c Green House Gas
(GHG) Emissions reduction measures listed in Table 2.

However,  the Climate Progress Report cites little progress with regard to  the 71% of the state’s woodland that is
privately owned, including important botanical resources.

Comments by Cory Swift expressed concerns about excessive losses of CT agricultural land to large scale solar
array construction. Similarly, siting of solar arrays often results in excessive loss of forest cover, along with the
climate and societal bene�ts (health, environmental justice, and climate resilience) that forest provides. The CT
Botanical Society has opposed  several recent solar array applications in  Hamden,  Bethany, and Norfolk,
commenting  to the Connecticut Siting Council and to municipal Land Use Boards.

The Final GC3 Report of the Forest subgroup included multiple other suggestions for statewide
outreach/incentives by  CTDEEP  to achieve a  “No Net Loss of Forest” policy goal, that were not mentioned in
this progress report.   To reduce losses of privately owned forest,  municipal land use boards, the CT Siting
Council,  and Connecticut Engineering �rms need to better encourage  development site plans that minimize
forest losses, maximize replacement tree plantings, and discourage unsuitable siting choices. For such outreach to
have teeth,  Susan Chapin noted in her comments  that  state legislation is needed. Ideally  that would include
including the   “No Net Loss of Forest” policy goal.



To generate support, more emphasis is needed on the  link between GHG reduction  goals and the cooling
benefits of forests and urban trees (from shade and transpiration),  which  substantially  reduce energy usage for
air conditioning, and provide economic bene�ts to municipalities, including increased home values  and tax
revenues in well-treed neighborhoods.

The Climate Progress Report  could better explain the link between forest cover and Climate Resilience in
inland communities. Improved Climate Resilience  is one of the listed goals in the December  2021 GC3
Recommendations (Executive Order 21E).   The role of coastal wetlands in meeting this goal is thoroughly
tabulated in Table 3, but not the role of forest cover and healthy forest soils  in reducing �ooding damage from
the higher-intensity storms associated with climate change, especially on hillsides and in �oodplains.

Work on the role of soil conservation in addressing climate change was e�ectively presented by Lilian Raiz of the
CT Soil and Water Council.  Climate planning needs to stress  the connections between the trees and  soils of
forests, for e�ective long-term carbon sequestration, and the hydrologic moderation which fosters community
climate resilience and good water quality.

To help generate public  support for e�ective policies to reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions (GGE),  that include
No Net Forest Loss  -  in addition to the  suite of current strategies focused on  reduced combustion and energy
usage -   one can stress that both approaches provide major air quality and public health bene�ts, because forests
and urban trees provide  large-scale �ltration and dilution of �ne particulates  and other air pollutants.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sigrun N. Gadwa, MS
Plant  Ecologist, Soils Scientist, Botanist

Chair, Ecology & Conservation Committee, CT Botanical Society
Principal, Carya Ecological Services, LLC, 183 Guinevere Ridge, Cheshire, CT 06410
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February 6, 2026 
 
Climate Planning Team 
Connecticut Department of Energy & Environmental Protection 
79 Elm Street 
Hartford, CT 06106 
Via email: deep.climatechange@ct.gov 

Dear DEEP Climate Planning Team,  

On behalf of the Sierra Club and our more than 30,000 members and supporters in Connecticut, thank 
you for the opportunity to provide comments on DEEP’s draft CT Climate Progress Report.  
 
Across the globe and here in Connecticut, climate change is accelerating. It is the greatest threat ever 
to human kind. Globally, the last ten years have been the 10 hottest years on record, average sea level 
has risen 8–9 inches since 1880, wildfires are becoming more frequent and severe, and extreme 
weather events have intensified. As DEEP’s draft report outlines, Connecticut is experiencing 
accelerated coastal erosion, a warming of Long Island Sound, warmer hottest and coldest days of the 
year, increasing annual rainfall, decreasing annual snowfall, and more intense rainstorms.  
 
In 2025, there were 23 weather and climate disasters in the U.S. with at least $1 billion in damages. 
These 23 events caused an estimated 276 fatalities and cost a total of $115 billion in damages.  DEEP 1

outlined recent extreme events in Connecticut, as does another recent report from the Center for 
Climate Integrity.  For example, the August 2024 storm that tragically took the lives of two people and 2

dumped more than 14 inches of rain in Oxford, washing out roads, destroying dozens of homes and 
businesses, and causing an estimated $300 million in damages. Extreme rainfall has also devastated 
our $4 billion agricultural industry, with $21 million in farm losses in just two weeks in July 2023. Without 
action, the impacts of climate change will continue to accelerate and have more deadly consequences 
and serious costs. More human lives will be lost, human health will be negatively impacted, and people 
will suffer. The rising cost of climate impacts are a threat to individuals and communities and to our 
financial and economic systems.   3

 
Connecticut must meet the mandate of our state law, the Global Warming Solutions Act, and do our 
part to mitigate the systemic risks that are posed by climate change. The law requires greenhouse gas 
emissions be reduced by 45% below 2001 levels by 2030, 65% by 2040, 80% and net-zero by 2050. 
Our state law aligns with many other states and nations all following scientific understanding of the 
reductions needed to avoid the worst impacts of climate change. While the current federal 
Administration is ignoring science, denying the existence of climate change, and turning back critical 
efforts to address the existential threat of climate change, Connecticut must do better. We must meet 
our mandate. 
 

3 https://greenfuturessolutions.com/wp-content/uploads/2026/01/Recalibrating-Climate-Risk-Report-Final.pdf 
2 https://climateintegrity.org/uploads/media/CCI_Connecticut_Impacts_Costs_2026.pdf 
1 https://www.climatecentral.org/climate-matters/2025-in-review 
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Connecticut must also protect residents through adaptation and resiliency, as well as protect residents 
from costs where polluters are responsible.  
 
DEEP’s draft CT Climate Progress Report shows that Connecticut met the 2020 mandate of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions 20% below 1990 levels. But, as the report indicates, we are not on track to 
meet the 2030, 2040 or 2050 mandates.  
 
Sierra Club Connecticut urges DEEP, and all decision makers, to act with the urgency that climate 
change requires and get on track. There is no time to waste. We urge the following measures be part of 
DEEP’s recommended actions in order to mitigate and adapt to climate change: 
 

●​ Connecticut DEEP, and all other state agencies, must comply with the state’s climate and 
clean energy laws in permits, grants, contracts and agency decisions. DEEP itself should 
lead by example to meet the mandated targets of the Global Warming Solutions Act. 
Connecticut DEEP should no longer approve permits that will add more greenhouse gas 
emissions. Currently DEEP is considering a final decision on tentatively approved permits for 
the Iroquois Gas Company. These permits will add over 80,000 metric tons of CO2e emissions 
per year. These permits, and future permits for other facilities, must be rejected as they are 
incompatible with the mandate to lower greenhouse gas emissions. 

●​ Revise how DEEP’s inventories emissions. 1) DEEP’s Greenhouse Gas Inventory was 
changed to remove emissions from power plants that make electricity here and export it to other 
states. Connecticut must take responsibility for the pollution that is made here by calculating it 
and taking action to reduce it. Reducing these emissions is not only important for climate, it is 
critical for public health as the same power plants that produce climate-harming pollution are 
also producing health-harming pollution. 2) Methane gas leaks are grossly underreported. A 
Boston study shows that methane gas leaks were six times higher than previously estimated, 
and more than half of emissions may be leaks from so-called end uses, such as compression 
stations and meters, along with boilers, furnaces and other appliances, rather than from 
pipelines.  DEEP should investigate and implement data methods for methane leaks that 4

incorporate all of the leaks, not just those reported from lost gas in pipelines 
●​ DEEP must develop and release detailed plans to meet the mandates of the Global 

Warming Solutions Act. As we have noted in previous comments, three sectors - 
transportation, buildings, and electricity - are responsible for 83% of greenhouse gas emissions 
as reported by DEEP in its August 2025 Greenhouse Gas Inventory. As the biggest sources of 
emissions, these three sectors require significant and meaningful action steps to be identified 
and swiftly implemented. DEEP must develop plans for each of these sectors that include 
measurable goals, measurable emission reduction calculations, timelines, and transparent 
tracking of progress. Without goals, measurable emission reductions, tracking and reporting 
back these actions may have little to no impact on reducing emissions. 

●​ Reduce red tape and administrative burdens to facilitate and accelerate the growth of the 
renewable energy and competition of renewable energy projects in Connecticut. 

●​ Make polluters pay for their  share of climate damages. Fossil fuel companies knowingly 
fueled the climate crisis for decades, and Connecticut residents and communities are now 

4https://research.noaa.gov/urban-areas-across-the-us-are-undercounting-methane-emissions-a-new-study-shows/ 
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paying the costs out of pocket and through higher taxes, insurance premiums, utility bills, and 
disaster recovery expenses. 

DEEP must act now to meet the statutorily mandated emission reductions set out in the Global 
Warming Solutions Ave and protect Connecticut residents, businesses and communities from climate 
change by implementing the transformational changes needed to reduce greenhouse emissions and 
maintain a livable climate. 
 
Thank you for your attention to our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Samantha Dynowski, State Director 
Sierra Club Connecticut 
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If, however, this is intended to be a conclusory statement that NWL will not be sufficient to meet CT’s 
full net-zero needs, then the Report should identify decisive policy actions and investments to stabilize 
and enhance NWL for sequestration and storage, which would also align with PA 12-125.   
 
Integration of NWL into the overall mitigation narrative: Across much of the report, transportation 
and energy dominate discussions of strategy, while NWL appears primarily in the technical sections, 
despite acknowledgment of its importance as a carbon sink and sequestration pathway. Given PA 
25-125’s focus on cross-sector integration and Section 2’s call for integrated emission-reduction 
pathways, the current report structure may underrepresent NWL's strategic role. 
 
Likewise, the earlier report sections describing extreme weather impacts (flooding, storms, infrastructure 
vulnerabilities, etc.) do not consistently connect these impacts to nature-based resilience strategies. It 
would better support the objectives of PA 25-125, including cross-sector integration, by highlighting 
how NBS can reduce climate risk, such as wetlands for flood attenuation, forest cover for watershed 
resilience, and urban canopy for heat mitigation. 
 
Programs and Funding: Finally, while the report includes a table of existing grant programs that 
support action in the NWL sector (at least for forestry and conservation), these programs are not 
evaluated against climate targets. Such an assessment would help determine whether current investment 
levels are sufficient to achieve the required sequestration and storage outcomes and identify 
implementation gaps. 
 
Overall, the draft Climate Progress Report makes important progress in recognizing the value of NWL 
within Connecticut’s climate action strategy. Strengthening the framing and analysis of NWL expressly 
as nature-based solutions will improve alignment with PA 25-125 and help support clearer 
implementation pathways toward Connecticut’s statutory climate goals.   
 
We appreciate DEEP’s leadership and are committed to continued collaboration. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to present our comments. If you have any questions, please contact me 
anytime. 
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Comments of Save the Sound 
on the  

Draft Report on Connecticut’s Climate Progress 
 

February 6, 2026  
 
 

Save the Sound appreciates the opportunity to provide the following comments on the draft version of 

“Connecticut’s Climate Progress” report issued by DEEP on January 23, 2026. The mission of Save the Sound 

is to protect and improve the land, air, and water of Connecticut, New York, and Long Island Sound. We use 

legal and scientific expertise and bring people together to achieve results that benefit our environment for 

current and future generations. 

Public Act 25-125 requires, inter alia, the Connecticut Department of Energy and Environmental Protection 

(DEEP) to report periodically to the joint standing committees of the General Assembly having cognizance of 

matters relating to the environment, energy and technology, and transportation on: 

 An inventory of CT’s progress towards its statutory greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions levels1, including 
carbon sequestration; 

 A schedule of proposed regulations, policies, and strategies designed to achieve these GHG emissions 
levels; 

 An assessment of the latest scientific information and relevant data regarding global climate change; and 
 The status of GHG emission reduction efforts in other states and countries.  

Connecticut’s Latest Greenhouse Gas Inventory and Emissions Trends 

While we are pleased to note that 2022-2023 greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions declined in several key 

sectors, particularly transportation and buildings, it is important not to lose sight of the fact that overall 

emissions during this period increased 1.5%.2 The largest sector increase during this period was from the 

electricity sector (generally a strong performer when it comes to emissions reductions due to our participation in 

the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative and state clean energy mandates).3 DEEP attributes this rise to a 

 
1 Connecticut’s Global Warming Solutions Act is codified at Conn. Gen. Stat. § 22a-200a et seq. 
2 1990-2023 Connecticut Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory at 5 (August 2025), https://portal.ct.gov/-
/media/deep/climatechange/1990-2023-ghg-inventory/deep_ghg_report_1990-2023-
final.pdf?rev=c4562f29c0cd4dc4a43c7d67cfa83593&hash=B7E9F86289DCEFFCE0AAE1AA08637750  
3 Draft Report at 13, Table 1. 
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prolonged outage at the Millstone nuclear plant, resulting in lower-zero carbon energy production and a greater 

reliance on existing fossil-fuel resources.4 This underscores the need for Connecticut to pursue a robust 

portfolio of zero-carbon resources that includes solar and offshore wind if we are to meet our zero-carbon 

electricity by 2040 goal and broader economy-wide GHG reduction requirements. 

 Further, DEEP’s analysis demonstrates that Connecticut’s current policies are insufficient to meet our 

2030, 2040, and 2050 emissions reductions.5 This shortfall is predicted based on a “business-as-usual” , 

scenario that, considers “programs and policies that exist today” as well as announced cuts and rollbacks to 

federal programs and funding enacted by the Trump administration and Congress.6  

Future Opportunities Under Consideration 

To address this projected shortfall, the draft report highlights several “Current and Future Clean Energy 

Plans” that the state is working on. Among these are the “Integrated Resources Plan,” the “Hydrogen 

Roadmap,” a Geothermal and Air Source Heat Pump” plan, and ongoing efforts to explore the expanded use of 

nuclear power in Connecticut. While hydrogen could play a limited, though important role, in decarbonizing 

hard-to-electrify industrial processes, it is not an answer to reducing emissions in the remainder of our 

economy. 

Likewise, nuclear is unlikely to provide a cost-effective solution to meeting our GHG reduction 

requirements on the necessary timeline. While we have no objection to the state exploring this option, we 

caution that the technology is still far from widely deployed7 and the best estimates suggest that it may be 

several decades before SMRs become commercially viable on a wide scale, as developers continue to run into 

cost overruns, construction delays, and a pattern of project cancellations following significant investment. The 

experience of the three projects completed worldwide indicate a 12-13 year project schedule (rather than the 

developers’ 3-4 year estimates).8 

At the same time, we believe that advocates for this technology tend to underestimate the costs of 

building and deploying SMRs. Looking at the most recent nuclear construction experience in the United States, 

the construction of two new reactor sites at Georgia’s Vogtle plant was originally expected to cost $14 billion 

 
4 Draft Report at 12. 
5 See Draft Report at 14 and 15, Fig. 2. 
6 Draft Report at 13. 
7 Globally, there are currently only three SMRs in operation. Two are in Russia and the third is in China. Additionally, a fourth SMR 
is currently under construction in Argentina. Institute for Energy Economics and Financial Analysis, Small Modular Reactors: Still 
Too Expensive, Too Slow and Too Risky at 6 (May 2024), https://ieefa.org/resources/small-modular-reactors-still-too-expensive-too-
slow-and-too-risky. 
8 Id. at 12. 
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but the project ran into significant construction delays and cost overruns with current  cost estimate placing the 

projects at more than $30 billion.9 While that project was a large-scale reactor proposal (which we are no longer 

seeing much interest in here in the U.S.), it is illustrative as many observers note that SMRs are likely to be 

even more expensive on a per megawatt basis, as they don’t have the advantages of scale to spread out costs.10 

For example, Utah’s NuScale SMR project proposed in 2015 was given an initial cost estimate of $3 billion, 

which eventually ballooned to more than $9 billion before the project was cancelled.11 For comparison 

purposes, this is “around 250% more than the initial per megawatt cost for the Vogtle project.”12 

As we evaluate alternatives, we must ensure that we are accurately and realistically estimating the 

relative costs and benefits of such alternatives. The costs of new generation resources should be compared on a 

level playing field in order to determine the best opportunities for our energy investments. We must also 

consider the opportunity costs of our investment decisions should we make unwise decisions. 

 With respect to the IRP, the starting point for the discussion of planning for new generation resources 

should begin with and build upon the work already conducted pursuant to the 2020 IRP13 and the 2022 

Procurement Plan Update.14 In the last IRP, DEEP focused on a number of objectives and strategies, including: 

 Decarbonizing the electricity sector (reaching 100% zero-carbon electricity by 2040)15 
 Ensuring the equity and affordability of the state’s electricity system 
 Reforming the ISO-NE wholesale energy procurement process to ensure the recognition of state policy 

priorities  

These all remain critically important goals. We must also be cognizant of materially changed circumstances 

at the federal level that are already adversely impacting the development of new renewable energy resources. 

This makes efforts at the state and regional level all the more important. 

Reviewing the planning foundation that has been laid out in the most recent iteration of the IRP, we note 

that DEEP has recognized that the statutory enactment of the state’s 100% zero-carbon electricity goal “makes 

it essential for DEEP to write zero emission resources in its future procurement and other policy 

 
9 Associated Press, “Georgia nuclear plant again delayed at cost of $200M more” (Feb. 16. 2023), Georgia nuclear plant again delayed 
at cost of $200M more | AP News. 
10 Utility Dive, “The collapse of NuScale’s project should spell the end for small modular nuclear reactors” (Jan. 31. 2024), 
https://www.utilitydive.com/news/nuscale-uamps-project-small-modular-reactor-ramanasmr-/705717/. 
11 Id. 
12 Id. 
13 CT DEEP, 2020 Integrated Resources Plan (Oct. 2021), https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/energy/irp/2020-irp/2020-connecticut-
integrated-resources-plan-10-7-
2021.pdf?rev=732dd6192d1b489fad4170f417442521&hash=F1C287D7A5C42A3383AA07B52FF41729. 
14 CT DEEP, 2022 Procurement Plan Update (Aug. 31, 2022), https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/deep/energy/irp/2022-procurement-plan-
update.pdf?rev=b7724157aa9d43b69da3f4ef671c4683&hash=93AA37937BD776A66981EF0CF7CA1748. 
15 See Gov. Ned Lamont, Executive Order No. 3 (Sept. 3, 2019). Available at: https://portal.ct.gov/-/media/Office-of-the-
Governor/Executive-Orders/Lamont-Executive-Orders/Executive-Order-No-3.pdf%20rel=. 
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recommendations for the electric sector.”16  Achieving this goal explicitly requires lowering, not increasing, our 

reliance on fossil fuels, including natural gas. 

We highlight the missed opportunity in this regard in Connecticut’s failure to secure any additional offshore 

wind resources from the tri-sate solicitation in 2023/24. While we recognize that the state has issued multiple 

rounds of zero-carbon RFPS since that time, they have not included offshore wind resources which have the 

largest potential for generating significant amounts of reliable clean energy in the region. Unfortunately, the 

posture of the current federal administration makes securing any additional offshore wind resources unlikely in 

the near-term. 

The Priority Climate Action Plan 

The Priority Action Climate Plan, released in spring 2024, identifies “near-term, high priority 

implementable measures across five economic sectors to advance HG mitigation in the state.”17 It identifies 14 

specific policies which, taken together, are estimated to reduce 6,880,00 metric tons of CO2e by 2030 and 29, 

847,000 metric tons of CO2e by 2050.18 However, there is no discussion or analysis regarding how close these 

measures (if fully implemented) would get the state to meeting its climate reduction requirements. The report 

does indicate that 

Using the Business-As-Usual (BAU) scenario as the baseline for emissions, modeling will be 
conducted to determine how much GHG can be reduced year over year to meet the 2030, 2040, and 
2050 targets. Additional analyses will be conducted to determine overall benefits from implementing 
the recommended greenhouse gas reduction measures, resulting workforce needs, the authority 
needed to implement the measures, and results from public feedback. The final plan will be 
submitted to EPA by July 1, 2026. 

 While we recognize that some funding for discrete components of this plan has already been secured, we 

are concerned about the ability to implement the full suite of identified measures (which themselves would 

appear to fall short of what is needed to meet our goals) in the absence of continued support from the federal 

government. 

Conclusion 

The draft CT Climate Progress Report highlights the importance of our current climate mitigation 
efforts. It demonstrates that while we have made some progress, more must be done. We must continue to 
implement and advance our existing programs (no backsliding) while identifying the new opportunities and 
programs that will allow us to achieve our goals in 2030 and beyond. 

 
16 2022 Procurement Plan Update at 2. 
17 Draft Report at 29. 
18 Draft Report at 29-31, Table 2. 
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Save the Sound thanks DEEP for the opportunity to submit these comments, and we look forward to 
continued engagement with DEEP and other stakeholders in order to achieve the state’s clean energy and 
decarbonization goals. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Charles J. Rothenberger 
Director of Government Relations (CT) 
crothenberger@savethesound.org 



STATE OF CONNECTICUT 

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

 

CONNECTICUT CLIMATE PROGRESS 

DRAFT REPORT 

: 

: 

PUBLIC ACT 25-125 

FEBRUARY 6, 2026 

WRITTEN COMMENTS OF THE CONNECTICUT NATURAL GAS CORPORATION, 

THE SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT GAS COMPANY, AND  

THE UNITED ILLUMINATING COMPANY 

 

The Connecticut Natural Gas Corporation (“CNG”), The Southern Connecticut Gas 

Company (“SCG”), and The United Illuminating Company (“UI”, and collectively the 

“Companies”) provide the following Written Comments, in response to the Notice of Opportunity 

for Public Comment (the “Notice”), issued by the Connecticut Department of Energy and 

Environment Protection (“DEEP” or the “Department”) on January 23, 2026.  

The Companies appreciate the opportunity to provide public comments on the Draft 

Report. The Draft Report provides a comprehensive assessment of Connecticut’s progress toward 

statutory greenhouse gas (“GHG”) reduction targets, as well as the challenges posed by climate 

impacts and federal actions. DEEP’s accounting of progress shows that Connecticut met its 2020 

target (≥20% below 1990 levels), has kept total emissions below 2019 levels, and saw 2023 

declines in transportation and residential buildings. Under DEEP’s Business as Usual (“BAU”) 

case, Connecticut is not on track for its 2030, 2040, or 2050 targets (projected ~34% below 2001 

by 2030 and ~44% by 2050). Closing the gap requires, amongst other things, accelerated action in 

electrification of transportation and buildings, the two highest causes of GHG emissions.  

As an integrated electric and gas utility group, the Companies’ role spans both the electric 

and gas systems, with the obligation to operate safe, reliable networks while at the same time 

advancing cost-effective emissions reductions consistent with the State’s climate objectives. 



 Natural gas remains an integral part of Connecticut’s energy system during the transition. 

CNG and SCG are committed to advancing the State’s Comprehensive Climate Action Plan 

(“CCAP”) goals in a just and equitable manner, keeping customer safety and system reliability at 

the center of our plans. Avangrid’s corporate objectives are aligned with Connecticut’s emission 

goals; the Companies will continue to pursue measures and technologies that reduce methane and 

CO₂e while coordinating with electric‑sector investments so the transition is thoughtful, realistic, 

and balanced for customers and communities. 

UI has a critical role to play and is committed to advancing cost-effective emission 

reduction policies and programs balancing affordability, reliability and safety. Importantly, 

continuing to make progress towards the State’s climate goals requires a modernized grid that is 

reliable and resilient, which requires a combination of infrastructure investment and effective clean 

energy programs. Modernizing our grid can only be accomplished with a supportive regulatory 

environment that allows for timely recovery of the necessary capital investments. Importantly, 

advancing electrification efforts will also require an increase in electric supply to meet the 

increasing demands that are beyond the levels energy efficiency measures will be able to offset. 

The Companies support the State’s overall decarbonization goals and offer comments 

grounded in three core principles:  

• Affordability for all customers 

• Reliability and resilience of the electric system 

• Cost‑effective, equitable, and scalable clean energy programs  

In continuing to advance towards achieving the state’s GHG goals, emphasis should be placed on 

highest value reductions per ratepayer dollar, avoiding duplicative program structures, and 

maintaining transparent, stable modeling as the 2026 CCAP is developed.  



Consistent with the Draft Report’s Section 2 strategies, the Companies emphasize that 

utilities are well positioned to translate policy direction into on-the-ground implementation, 

integrating transportation electrification, weatherization and heat pumps, demand management, 

and clean energy supply with the grid so that emissions reductions are both measurable and cost-

effective. Through customer-facing programs and system planning, utilities provide the technical 

capabilities, infrastructure integration, and rigorous measurement and verification (“M&V”) 

needed to deliver results with a focus on affordability and reliability.  

 The Companies’ infrastructure is at the core of enabling building and transportation 

decarbonization, and the Companies fully support DEEP’s vision for accelerating electric vehicle 

charging infrastructure, expanding EnergizeCT energy efficiency offerings, scaling statewide heat 

pump adoption, and advancing energy storage initiatives — all of which DEEP identifies as 

essential to achieving Connecticut’s 2030, 2040, and 2050 decarbonization targets. The 

Companies recognize, however, that there is a significant need to make the necessary infrastructure 

grid investments to enable the level of transportation and building electrification required to 

achieve those decarbonization targets. Energy efficiency programs, demand response, non-wires 

solutions (“NWS”), and distributed energy resources (“DERs”), like energy storage, certainly have 

a role to play. However, they will not be able to fully offset the incremental demands on the electric 

grid driven by the levels of transportation and building electrification needed to lower the two 

highest causes of GHG emissions to achieve the State’s decarbonization goals and overall climate 

strategy. UI’s recent regulatory outcomes have created significant shortfalls in cost recovery that 

directly jeopardize UI’s ability to do this. UI has already been compelled to eliminate some planned 

system investments, including projects tied to clean‑energy enablement and grid modernization, 



in response to PURA’s substantial underfunding of UI’s rate request, including the lack of timely 

capital investment recovery.  

 Strategic Focus Areas 

UI has submitted written comments in several PURA dockets related to transportation 

electrification, building electrification, conservation and load management / energy efficiency, and 

the renewable energy tariff program successor program study. The Companies will not restate all 

those positions here but rather touch above the highlights and most salient points. 

1. Building Electrification.  

The Companies support a weatherization‑first, electrification‑ready approach that helps 

keep energy upgrades affordable by ensuring buildings have the proper building shell and 

necessary upgrades, before installing heat pumps. This approach is especially important for 

low‑income households and multifamily properties, where barrier remediation is essential to full 

program participation and ensures that clean‑energy benefits are delivered equitably and 

cost‑effectively. UI also leverages other state or federally funded programs when available to 

facilitate barrier remediation.  Prioritizing these buildings allows upgrades to be deployed at scale 

and supports meaningful emissions reductions without driving unnecessary costs for customers. 

To maintain reliability and resilience, electrification must be coordinated with grid 

readiness by encouraging off‑peak usage and directing deployment toward areas with available 

capacity identified through hosting‑capacity analyses, while expanding integrated planning and 

cost effective Non‑Wires Solutions. UI’s weatherization, energy‑efficiency, and heat‑pump 

programs, delivered through EnergizeCT, will continue to prepare homes and businesses for 

deeper decarbonization in a manner that protects affordability, supports system reliability, and 

advances clean‑energy programs that are equitable, scalable, and cost‑effective for all customers. 



1. Transportation Electrification.  

The Companies support the continuation of the Statewide Electric Vehicle (“EV”) 

Charging Program, which it has been administering since 2022. In its Annual Report filed on 

August 1, 2025 in Docket No. 25-08-06, UI reiterated that the Program is designed to “enable a 

self-sustaining Zero Emissions Vehicles (“ZEV”) market on the scale necessary to meet the State’s 

ZEV goals and greenhouse gas reduction targets, and achieve ratepayer, electric system, economic, 

health, and environmental benefits by equitably transitioning all communities across Connecticut 

to EVs.” This is achieved through customer-facing EV charging infrastructure incentives, with 

increased incentives for customers located in underserved communities, indicating a clear focus 

on affordability and access to the benefits of transportation electrification for all customers.  

To optimize the integration of EV load into the distribution system, managed charging 

should continue to be a foundational requirement for residential EV Charging Program 

participation, as it helps to minimize energy consumption during times of peak demand, thereby 

encouraging more efficient use of the electric grid. In its “Connecticut Electric Vehicle Charging 

Program Manual: 2025 Comprehensive Program Manual” filed with the Authority on March 1, 

2025 in Docket No.  24-08-06, UI reiterated this position, stating that “Managed Charging allows 

the utilities to adequately integrate the growing, new demand on their systems from EVs”. 

2. Energy Storage (Front‑of‑the‑Meter and Behind‑the‑Meter).  

As detailed in UI’s written comments submitted on February 4, 2026 in Docket No. 25-02-141, UI 

strongly supports extending the Energy Storage Solutions (“ESS”) Program through 2035. 

Consistent with those prior comments, UI recommends establishing clear annual MW/MWh 

targets, budget levels, and administrative funding aligned with the successor renewable tariff 
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framework to maintain market continuity, ensure telemetry compliance, and support dependable 

dispatch operations. 

These recommendations support DEEP’s portfolio objectives by ensuring storage provides 

measurable emissions, reliability, and affordability benefits as electrification grows. Consistent 

with Connecticut’s established regulatory precedent for utility-controlled assets, the Companies 

further note that rightsized, strategically sited storage—planned and operated under PURA 

oversight—offers a proven, cost-effective alternative to traditional infrastructure, strengthens 

feeder-level reliability, and safeguards Renewable Energy Credit (“REC”) integrity for co-located 

systems through auditable metering and dispatch. 

3. Successor Renewable Tariff Programs (RRES/NRES/SCEF).  

UI’s recent comments in Docket No. 25‑02‑14, referenced above in the Energy Storage 

section of this document, align closely with the Draft Report’s emphasis on affordability and 

customer protection, reaffirming that successor‑tariff decisions should prioritize affordability, 

reliability, and equitable, scalable clean‑energy programs.  UI noted that stable structures such as 

monthly netting have worked effectively for years and can transition smoothly into a successor 

tariff with only minor system updates, none of which are expected to result in significant cost 

impacts for customers at this time. 

Consistent with the Draft Report’s cost‑discipline focus, UI also reiterated support for 

competitive solicitations with maturity requirements to reduce speculative bidding and protect 

ratepayers.  UI further emphasized maintaining clear billing practices and keeping Public Benefits 

charges non‑bypassable to ensure equitable cost‑sharing.  Across all points, UI’s recommendations 

reinforce and support the Draft Report’s core priorities, which the Companies affirm. 

4. Electric Power Sector: Reliability, Renewable Energy, and Portfolio Balance. 



The Companies support DEEP’s expedited clean‑energy solicitations and additional 

storage procurement, paired with a supportive regulatory framework that provides timely cost 

recovery. As electrification accelerates, prudent contingency planning, including demand 

flexibility, additional storage capabilities, scheduling buffers, and appropriate contractual 

safeguards will help ensure the grid remains reliable and that customers are protected from 

schedule, performance, or delivery risks that may arise as large‑scale clean‑energy projects come 

online. Because Connecticut’s emissions accounting is consumption‑based, the CCAP should 

include import‑emissions contingencies measures, such as incremental storage and demand 

flexibility, to manage portfolio risk. 

CONCLUSION 

The Companies share DEEP’s urgency to accelerate decarbonization while protecting 

reliability, affordability, and upholding public safety. Sustained progress depends on reliable, 

resilient, modernized electric and gas systems supported by a regulatory framework that allows 

timely, predictable recovery of prudent investments, alongside cost-effective, scalable programs 

that minimize non-participant impacts.  The Companies looks forward to continued collaboration 

with DEEP, PURA, ISO‑NE, municipalities, and community partners as the CCAP proceeds. 

Respectfully submitted, 

CONNECTICUT NATURAL GAS CORPORATION, 

THE SOUTHERN CONNECTICUT GAS COMPANY, and 

THE UNITED ILLUMINATING COMPANY 
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