
 

 
 
 
 

 
Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee 

Meeting Notice 
 
 
 
The Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee will hold its next 
regular meeting on Wednesday, October 27, 2010, at 2 p.m. in the 
Board Room of the CRRA Trash Museum, 211 Murphy Road, 
Hartford. 

The Agenda is available on-line at http://www.crra.org/pages/mid-
conn_special_committee.htm . 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee 

Regular Meeting 
October 27, 2010, 2 p.m. 

CRRA Trash Museum, 211 Murphy Road, Hartford 
Agenda 

 
 
 
1.  Call to order 

2.  Adoption of draft report to CRRA Board of Directors as required by Sec. 
 22a-268f of the Connecticut General Statutes on “options for disposing of 
 solid waste from (Mid-Connecticut Project) municipalities after the expiration 
 of (the Mid-Connecticut Project) contract.” (Resolution attached) 

 
3. Approval of minutes of October 8, 2010, and September 22, 2010 
 
4. Discussion of future activities of the Special Committee and announcement of 
 next regular meeting date 
 
5. Other business 
 
6. Adjournment 
 
 
 
Next scheduled regular meeting: Wednesday, November 24, 2 p.m., CRRA Trash 
Museum, 211 Murphy Road, Hartford  



 

 
 
 
 

 
Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee 

September 22, 2010 
DRAFT Minutes 

 
1. Call to order 
 
A meeting of the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee was held September 22, 2010, at the 
CRRA Trash Museum, 211 Murphy Road, Hartford. The meeting was called to order at 2:10 p.m. In 
attendance: 
 
Committee members: Melody A. Currey 
   David B. Damer  
   Peter W. Egan 
   Thomas D. Kirk 
   Timothy C. Griswold 
   Donald S. Stein 
 
CRRA staff:  Marianne Carcio 
   Paul Nonnenmacher 
   Ronald Gingerich 
 
Public:   Jonathan Bilmes, Bristol Resource Recovery Facility Operating Committee 

John Pizzimenti, USA Hauling & Recycling 
   James Sandler, The Metropolitan District 
 
Absent were Committee members Steven N. Wawruck Jr., Michael A. Pace and Richard J. Barlow. 
 
2. Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Those in attendance recited the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
3. Minutes of June 23, 2010, meeting  

Minutes of the June 23, 2010, meeting were approved by consensus. 

4. Discussion of draft report to CRRA Board of Directors as required by Sec. 22a-268f of the 
Connecticut General Statutes on “options for disposing of solid waste from (Mid-
Connecticut Project) municipalities after the expiration of (the Mid-Connecticut Project) 
contract.” (see attached draft report) 

a. Possible adoption of report and submittal to the CRRA Board of Directors (see 
attached resolution) 



RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE REPORT OF THE MID-CONNECTICUT 
PROJECT SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO THE CONNECTICUT RESOURCES 

RECOVERY AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
 

WHEREAS, Section 22a-268f of the Connecticut General Statutes requires the 
Connecticut Resources Recovery Board of Directors to establish a special committee to 
study options for disposing of solid waste from Mid-Connecticut Project municipalities 
after the expiration of the Mid-Connecticut Project contracts and  
 
WHEREAS, the CRRA Board of Directors created this Special Committee by resolution 
on October 29, 2009, and  
 
WHEREAS, since the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee held its first meeting 
on December 10, 2009, it has studied future waste disposal options and  
 
WHEREAS, the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee has prepared a report on 
future waste disposal options, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee is required by statute to 
deliver its report to the CRRA Board by November 15, 2010, now 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee adopts the 
Report of the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee to the Connecticut Resources 
Recovery Authority Board of Directors and transmits said Report to the CRRA Board of 
Directors for its adoption. 
 
Mr. Kirk moved the resolution. Ms. Currey seconded the motion. 
 
Mr. Stein suggested updating references to “Tier 1” and “Tier 2” municipal service agreements (MSAs) 
found on Page 9 and elsewhere in the draft report. Mr. Kirk said that towns clearly have an interest in 
another option, whether it’s called “Tier 2” or something else, and as the report is being written the two 
types of MSAs are called “Tier 1” and “Tier 2.” He also noted that the target date for towns’ action on 
the Tier 1 MSA will be changed to July 1, 2011, provided the Mid-Connecticut Project Municipal 
Advisory Committee agrees. That action would require the updating of other language in the draft 
report. 
 
Mr. Damer wondered whether the Committee sufficiently considered the last sentence of Sec. 22a-268f 
and suggested the report include language specifically addressing the consideration of private-sector 
disposal options. Ms. Currey said she felt the Committee did consider those options in the context of 
the Legislative Program Review & Investigations Committee study, whose findings are incorporated 
into the Special Committee report. 
 
Ms. Currey suggested postponing a vote on the report until members of the Committee not in 
attendance can review it. The Committee agreed and scheduled a special telephonic meeting on October 
8, 2010, at 9 a.m. 



 
Mr. Stein suggested adding a paragraph about new technologies to the body of the report and suggested 
language similar to that found in the Executive Summary. 
 
The Committee agreed on the changes discussed and requested an updated draft of the report be 
circulated in advance of the special meeting. Mr. Nonnenmacher said he would circulate an updated 
draft by Sept. 24. 
 
5. Discussion of future activities of Special Committee and announcement of next meeting 

date 
 
Mr. Nonnenmacher reminded the Committee it has regular meetings scheduled on Wednesday, 
October 27, and Wednesday, November 24. 
 
6. Other business 
 
7. Adjournment 
 
There being no further business, the Committee agreed to adjourn at 2:41 p.m. 
 
  
       Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
       Paul Nonnenmacher 
       Director of Public Affairs 
 
 
 
 
 
Next scheduled meeting: Wednesday, October 27, 2 p.m., CRRA Trash Museum, 211 Murphy Road, 
Hartford 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee 

Special Telephonic Meeting 
October 8, 2010, 9 a.m. 

CRRA Headquarters, 100 Constitution Plaza, Hartford 
Agenda 

1.  Call to order 
 
A special telephonic meeting of the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee was held October 8, 2010, at 
CRRA headquarters, 100 Constitution Plaza, Hartford. The meeting was called to order at 9:08 a.m. In 
attendance: 
 
Committee members: Peter W. Egan 

Melody A. Currey (by telephone) 
   David B. Damer (by telephone, joining at 9:15 a.m.) 
   Thomas D. Kirk (by telephone) 
   Timothy C. Griswold (by telephone) 
   Donald S. Stein (by telephone) 
   Richard J. Barlow (by telephone) 
 
CRRA staff:  Paul Nonnenmacher 
    
Public:   John Pizzimenti, USA Hauling & Recycling 
    
Absent were Committee members Steven N. Wawruck Jr. and Michael A. Pace. 
 
2.  Adoption of draft report to CRRA Board of Directors as required by Sec. 22a-268f of the 
 Connecticut  General Statutes on “options for disposing of solid waste from (Mid-Connecticut 
 Project) municipalities after the expiration of (the Mid-Connecticut Project) contract.” 
 
Mr. Egan moved the following resolution: 
 

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE REPORT OF THE MID-CONNECTICUT PROJECT SPECIAL 
COMMITTEE TO THE CONNECTICUT RESOURCES RECOVERY AUTHORITY BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS 
 

WHEREAS, Section 22a-268f of the Connecticut General Statutes requires the Connecticut Resources 
Recovery Board of Directors to establish a special committee to study options for disposing of solid waste from 
Mid-Connecticut Project municipalities after the expiration of the Mid-Connecticut Project contracts and  
 



WHEREAS, the CRRA Board of Directors created this Special Committee by resolution on October 29, 2009, 
and  
 
WHEREAS, since the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee held its first meeting on December 10, 
2009, it has studied future waste disposal options and  
 
WHEREAS, the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee has prepared a report on future waste disposal 
options, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee is required by statute to deliver its report to the 
CRRA Board by November 15, 2010, now 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee adopts the Report of the Mid-
Connecticut Project Special Committee to the Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority Board of Directors as 
presented at is meeting of October 8, 2010, and transmits said Report to the CRRA Board of Directors for its 
adoption. 
 
Mr. Stein seconded. 
 
Mr. Stein pointed out that the latest draft of the report reflects changes discussed at the meeting of September 
24. 
 
The Committee agreed to a roll-call vote. Mr. Nonnenmacher called the roll. Voting yes to approve the 
resolution and adopt the report were Mr. Stein, Mr. Barlow, Mr. Griswold, Mr. Kirk, Ms. Currey, Mr. 
Damer and Mr. Egan. The motion carried 7-0.  
 
3.  Adjournment 
 
Mr. Barlow moved to adjourn with the provision that the Committee would accept “yes” or “no” votes from 
Mr. Wawruck and Mr. Pace. Mr. Kirk seconded the motion,and the meeting was adjourned at 9:21 a.m. 
 
       Respectfully submitted 
 
 
 
       Paul Nonnenmacher 
       Director of Public Affairs 



RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE REPORT OF THE MID-CONNECTICUT 
PROJECT SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO THE CONNECTICUT RESOURCES 

RECOVERY AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
 

WHEREAS, Section 22a-268f of the Connecticut General Statutes requires the 
Connecticut Resources Recovery Board of Directors to establish a special committee to 
study options for disposing of solid waste from Mid-Connecticut Project municipalities 
after the expiration of the Mid-Connecticut Project contracts and  
 
WHEREAS, the CRRA Board of Directors created this Special Committee by resolution 
on October 29, 2009, and  
 
WHEREAS, since the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee held its first meeting 
on December 10, 2009, it has studied future waste disposal options and  
 
WHEREAS, the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee has prepared a report on 
future waste disposal options, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee is required by statute to 
deliver its report to the CRRA Board by November 15, 2010, now 
 
BE IT RESOLVED that the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee adopts the 
Report of the Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee to the Connecticut Resources 
Recovery Authority Board of Directors as presented at is meeting of October 27, 2010, 
and transmits said Report to the CRRA Board of Directors for its adoption. 

pnonnenmacher
Text Box
For Item 2 on agenda of October 27, 2010
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1.  Introduction 
 
The Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority has Municipal Service Agreements (MSAs) with 70 

cities and towns to use CRRA’s Mid-Connecticut Project trash disposal system, which includes a trash-

to-energy plant in Hartford permitted to process up to 3,700 tons of municipal solid waste (MSW) per 

day and burn up to 2,028 tons of refuse-derived fuel (RDF) per day to generate electricity. With the RDF 

technology used by the Mid-Connecticut plant, trash is processed into RDF, and then blown into 

furnaces. The combustion produces steam which spins turbines to generate power. The system also 

includes regional transfer stations in Torrington, Watertown, Essex and Ellington. (A map depicting 

Mid-Connecticut Project cities and towns and the locations of Project facilities is attached.) Some of 

these MSAs date back to the mid-1980s; all except for one, that of Waterbury, will expire by November 

2012. 

 

The Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee was created by a resolution adopted by the CRRA 

Board of Directors on October 29, 2009. The Special Committee was created pursuant to Connecticut 

General Statutes Section 22a-268f, which reads: 

Special committees to study options for municipal solid waste disposal. Not later than 
three years before the last maturity date of any outstanding bond issuance for a waste 
management project, as defined in section 22a-260, administered by the Connecticut 
Resources Recovery Authority, the board of directors of the authority shall establish a 
special committee for such project consisting of five representatives of the authority and 
not more than five representatives jointly designated by the municipalities having a 
contract with the authority for such project. At least two years before such last maturity 
date, such special committee shall study and present to said board of directors options 
for disposing of solid waste from such municipalities after the expiration of such 
contract. Such options shall include, but shall not be limited to, private sector 
management of such solid waste disposal. 

 
By ballot in October 2009, the 70 Mid-Connecticut Project cities and towns elected as their 

representatives on the Special Committee the following chief executive officers (or their designees): 

Barkhamsted First Selectman Donald S. Stein, Canton First Selectman Richard J. Barlow, East Hartford 

Mayor Melody A. Currey, Hartford Mayor Eddie A. Perez (who designated Chief of Staff Susan M. 

McMullen as his proxy) and Windsor Locks First Selectman Steven N. Wawruck Jr. Mr. Perez resigned 

as mayor in June and Ms. McMullen resigned from the City of Hartford shortly thereafter and, at this 

writing, new Mayor Pedro E. Segarra has not indicated who will fill Hartford’s seat on the Special 

Committee. 
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CRRA Chairman Michael A. Pace appointed Director Alan J. Desmarais, Director David B. Damer, 

Director Timothy C. Griswold, President Thomas D. Kirk and Director of Environmental Affairs & 

Development Peter W. Egan to represent the Authority. When Mr. Desmarais resigned from the CRRA 

Board in May, Chairman Pace appointed himself to that seat. 

 
The Special Committee held its first meeting on December 10, 2009. All records of the Special 

Committee are available on CRRA’s website at http://www.crra.org/pages/mid-

conn_special_committee.htm.  

 

During the course of its work, the Special Committee examined  

• the condition of the Mid-Connecticut Project facilities, specifically its trash-to-energy plant; 

• new technologies for solid waste disposal that are being developed; and 

• the broader solid waste disposal situation and its implications for Mid-Connecticut Project cities and 

towns. 

 

The Mid-Connecticut system also includes a recycling processing center, located in Hartford, where 

recyclables from Project cities and towns are sorted and baled for shipping to manufacturers who turn 

these materials into new products. Because Sec. 22a-268f specifies “municipal solid waste” as the 

Special Committee’s focus, this report does not discuss options for recycling. 

 

The above-referenced statute requires the Special Committee to prepare a report discussing options that 

may be available to Mid-Connecticut Project cities and towns following the expiration of their municipal 

service agreements with CRRA in November 2012, and to submit said report to the CRRA Board of 

Directors two years before Mid-Connecticut Project bonds mature. Project bonds mature November 15, 

2012; therefore this report must be presented to the CRRA Board of Directors by November 15, 2010. 

 

The above-referenced statute is silent on the question of whether the Special Committee should 

recommend any particular option or options to the cities and towns. However, at its meeting of June 23, 

2010, the Committee’s consensus was that its report should only draw conclusions where the Committee 

had sufficient information to do so. It has long been the Authority’s position that cities and towns should 

investigate their options themselves to determine which best suits their needs.
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2. Executive Summary 
 
The CRRA Mid-Connecticut Project’s system of four regional transfer stations feeding its centrally-

located trash-to-energy plant is geographically well suited to serve the 70 Mid-Connecticut Project cities 

and towns. Engineering studies have concluded that if CRRA continues to maintain the trash-to-energy 

plant to industry standards, the plant should operate at high efficiency into the 2020s. CRRA expects its 

post-2012 disposal fees to be lower than at present based on expected cost reductions and increased 

power prices. 

 

Out-of-state options, including hauling by truck and rail to large regional landfills, are viable because 

Connecticut, due to political and regulatory obstacles, does not have enough in-state disposal capacity to 

manage its own waste. A study by the General Assembly’s Legislative Program Review & 

Investigations Committee indicated that costs for exporting trash could be substantially higher than the 

current Mid-Connecticut Project disposal fee, but without the type of solid information that a specific 

Request for Proposals would produce the Special Committee was unable to draw any conclusions. 

 

New technologies are being developed which could, someday, supplant the current trash-to-energy 

system as the most environmentally responsible and cost-effective disposal method. However, only a 

handful of those technologies will be commercially viable in the near future, and the Committee 

concluded that none of these technologies is ready to merit an investment at this time.



Special Committee Report 10-27-2010.doc 
- 6 - 

3. Future Disposal Options 
 
  A. Connecticut Resources Recovery Authority 

 

The Mid-Connecticut Project cities and towns have been using the CRRA Mid-Connecticut Project 

system since the 1980s. Because its facilities were located to minimize transportation costs for these 

communities – with four regional transfer stations feeding the centrally-located trash-to-energy plant – 

this system, logically, is the first option this report will address. Therefore, the first question that must be 

addressed is the expected life span of this system. 

 

When it began operating this system, CRRA maintained a regular capital expenditure program to keep 

these facilities operating at maximum efficiency. This program relied on annual contributions to a 

reserve account so that large repairs, refurbishments or improvements could be made without 

necessitating a spike in disposal fees.  

 

However, when Enron went bankrupt and stopped making its payments for electricity generated by the 

trash-to-energy plant the Project suddenly lost about one-third of its annual revenue. Rather than closing 

that gap with massive disposal fee increases, CRRA’s new board and management drained about $36 

million in reserves, including the capital-projects reserve, and deferred other major expenditures. Large 

maintenance projects, though necessary, were postponed. 

 

   i. Condition of Mid‐Connecticut Project Trash Disposal System 

 

The maintenance deferrals could only go on for a few years before the system suffered. Therefore, 

because of declining efficiency and safety concerns, along with inadequate maintenance by the 

contractor responsible for the WPF, resumption of these major projects was necessary.  

 

Since resuming the capital expenditure program, CRRA has undertaken many such projects. In January 

2010, CRRA Senior Engineer Rich Quelle outlined these projects to the Special Committee. Here is a 

summary of projects completed since 2006: 

• Replacement of systems in the trash-to-energy plant control rooms – $2.8 million 
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• Upgrading shredder motors and refurbishing shredder containment casings – $1.8 million 

• Replacement and upgrading of boiler tubes to increase availability – $1.2 million 

• Upgrades to fire-suppression system – $500,000 

• Expand ash load-out building and add a scale to accommodate long-haul trucks needed for ash 

disposal – $1.9 million 

• Add shredder to process bulky waste following closing of Hartford landfill – $750,000 

• Upgrades to belt conveyors and sealing systems to reduce housekeeping and maintenance – $2 

million 

• Refurbishing steel pan conveyors – $1.5 million 

• Replacement of turbine rotor diaphragms – $850,000 

• Replacement of 20-year-old waste processing facility compressors – $750,000 

• Purchase spare shredder motors to speed maintenance and increase availability – $600,000 

• New heavy equipment – $2 million 

• WPF processing floor repairs and resurfacing – $1.5 million 

A copy of the PowerPoint presentation he delivered, which illustrates many of the projects completed, is 

attached to this report. 

 

As a result of these and other, smaller projects, the plant’s efficiency is returning to peak levels, and two 

engineering studies have concluded that by maintaining the plant according to industry standards, the 

Mid-Connecticut trash-to-energy facility should operate at high efficiency well into the 2020s. 

 

CRRA is also spending to maintain the transfer stations. In fiscal year 2011, CRRA plans to spend more 

than $150,000 on building, road, roof and floor repairs at the four stations. 

 

   ii. Expectations for Post‐2012 Pricing 

 

With this reasonable assurance of the long-term availability of the Mid-Connecticut Project system, it is 

important to discuss what it might charge for disposal beyond 2012 and how that would compare with 

other alternatives. 
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For the last several years, Mid-Connecticut Project disposal fees have remained stable, even with the 

dramatic increases in spending on maintenance and capital projects. The chart entitled “Mid-Connecticut 

Tip Fee Since 2004 vs. CPI” shows that had the $70-per-ton disposal fee set in 2004 tracked growth in 

the U.S. Department of Labor consumer price index, the disposal fee would be more than $83 per ton. In 

reality, the FY 2011 disposal fee is $69 per ton. 

 

Barring any unforeseen 

circumstances, CRRA 

management expects the 

Mid-Connecticut Project 

disposal fee to be 

measurably less in FY 

2013 for three reasons: 

• Much of the Project’s 

power is still sold at 

prices set prior to 

electric utility 

restructuring in the late 1990s. Those contracts expire in 2012 and market trends indicate that the 

Project’s electricity will generate much more revenue under new contracts, which will reduce the 

amount of disposal-fee revenue the Project will require. Management expects electric revenues to 

increase because power prices track fuel prices, and the consensus among forecasts CRRA has 

examined is that fuel prices will rise, especially in New England, which is heavily dependent on 

natural gas for generating power. (See chart entitled “Simplified FY 2011 Mid-Connecticut Project 

Revenues” for more detail.)  

• Management has been working to reduce overhead, administrative costs and payroll and expects 

further savings will be realized in the next few years. CRRA FY 2011 general fund budget totals 

$5.7 million, a 13-percent decrease from the FY 2010 budget of $6.6 million and 28 percent below 

FY 2009’s actual expenditures of $7.9 million. 

• Management believes CRRA will realize significant savings through its competitive procurement for 

one or more contractors to operate the trash-to-energy plant. Two arbitration panels have confirmed 

that one of the current operators has overcharged CRRA for its services for years. 

Mid-Connecticut Tip Fee Since 2004 vs. CPI
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CRRA has crafted two 

types of draft renewal 

municipal service 

agreements – referred to 

as Tier 1 and Tier 2 

MSAs. The first draft of 

the Tier 1 MSA was 

circulated to cities and 

towns for their feedback, 

and CRRA considered 

their comments in 

preparing a second draft 

of the Tier 1 MSA which, 

along with a first draft of 

the Tier 2 MSA, were 

distributed in early July. At this writing, CRRA had completed a series of informational workshops to 

solicit additional feedback and answer questions about both MSAs.  

 

CRRA requested comments on the latest drafts of the Tier 1 and Tier 2 MSAs by September 15, 2010. 

CRRA is considering all the input it has collected in preparing subsequent drafts or final versions of the 

renewal MSAs. At this writing, CRRA anticipates distributing a final version of the Tier 1 MSA in late 

2010 and, pending the concurrence of the Mid-Connecticut Project Municipal Advisory Committee, will 

ask for towns wishing to do so to sign Tier 1 MSAs by July 1, 2011. Those dates, at this writing, are 

subject to change. 

 

 B. Discussion of Out-of-State Options 

 

As cities and towns look at their options for disposal after their Mid-Connecticut Project contracts 

expire, many of them have already been contacted by private-sector operators. However, a report from 

the General Assembly’s Legislative Program Review & Investigations (PRI) Committee (a copy of the 

PRI report is attached) determined that cities and towns seeking alternatives to the Mid-Connecticut 

Simplified FY 2011 Mid-Connecticut Project 
Revenues

Recycling sales 
$1,470,000 

(1.47%)

Solid waste 
disposal fees 
$54,576,000 

(54.54%)

Power sales 
$24,040,000 

(24.03%)

Use of reserves 
& prior-year 

surplus 
$11,101,000 

(11.09%)

Other revenues 
$8,873,000 

(8.87%)
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Project will likely be forced to ship their trash out of state. Connecticut has six trash-to-energy plants 

and only one small municipal solid waste landfill, and combined they do not provide enough disposal 

capacity to meet the state’s needs. In 2008, the latest year for which figures are available, the 

Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection reported 

(http://www.ct.gov/dep/lib/dep/reduce_reuse_recycle/data/average_state_msw_statistics_fy2008.pdf) 

that more than 260,000 tons of garbage – or almost 8 percent of all waste generated in the state – was 

disposed of outside Connecticut. 

 

The authors of the PRI report, legislative analysts Scott Simoneau and Eric Gray, discussed their 

findings in a presentation to the Special Committee in May 2010. As their report (pages 33-34) noted, 

entities interested in building new disposal capacity in Connecticut face significant barriers to entry:  

 
• Government regulation. A number of federal, state and local, environmental, 

zoning, and permit laws and regulations dictate critical aspects of storage, 
handling, processing, and disposal of MSW at RRFs (resource recovery facilities, 
or trash-to-energy plants) and landfills. Obtaining a permit to construct a new 
disposal facility or expand an existing one is a costly and time-consuming process 
that typically takes many years to conclude. The Lisbon plant, for example, was 
the last RRF to be permitted in Connecticut and that took nearly a decade to 
permit and construct. 

• Capital costs. The capital costs of building a large RRF plant have been 
estimated to be about $500 million. Further, it is also difficult and costly to satisfy 
and overcome environmental concerns and other government requirements. 

• Public opposition. Local public opposition often increases the time and 
uncertainty of successfully permitting a facility. CRRA's recent attempt to build an 
ash landfill in Franklin is a prime example of public and legislative opposition 
defeating a proposal to develop an ash residue disposal option. 

 
One government-imposed barrier particularly worth noting is the determination 
of need [DON] requirement in Connecticut that was established after five of the 
six RRF plants were in operation. Before a permit to build or expand an RRF, a 
mixed MSW landfill, or an ash landfill can be issued, DEP must find that a need 
exists for such a facility or expansion and such a facility or expansion will not 
result in "substantial" excess disposal capacity in Connecticut. This is contrary to 
the principles of supply and demand. Excess capacity tends to drive prices down. 

 
Essentially, the DON requirements make it impossible for a competitor to enter 
the market unless there is substantial excess MSW to be disposed. However, it is 
likely that existing companies will try to expand before a new competitor enters.  
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Thus, in-state disposal services clearly appear to have high barriers to entry that 
could raise concerns regarding what impact they have on fair and reasonable 
pricing for services from existing providers. 

 
CRRA management believes there may be additional capacity at Connecticut’s other five trash-to-

energy plants, since at one time or another all accept MSW at “fire-sale” prices when waste flows drop. 

Historically, there is less garbage in the winter, for example, so merchant-plant operators will cut their 

prices rather than allow capacity to go unused. This excess seasonal capacity is of limited value when 

considering long-term arrangements unless the facility operators are allowed to bale and store MSW for 

processing when deliveries drop off. Plant operators would obviously prefer to have longer-term 

contracts for MSW deliveries, which would fetch higher prices than the spot market or fire-sale prices, 

but it is impossible to obtain reliable data about how much spot-market MSW each of these plants 

accepts and thus management cannot definitively state how much capacity is in fact available. 

 

In calendar year 2009 the 70 Mid-Connecticut Project cities and towns delivered almost 800,000 tons of 

garbage. It should be noted that  

• 14 cities and towns’ long-term contracts with the Bristol facility expire in 2014;  

• A CRRA contract that enables 12 cities and towns to deliver trash to the Bridgeport facility expires 

in 2014; and  

• 12 cities and towns’ long-term contracts with the Preston facility expire in 2015. 

Expiration of these contracts could free up capacity to serve Mid-Connecticut Project communities if the 

operators of those facilities and the towns they currently serve cannot agree to new contracts or 

extensions of existing contracts. 

 

With the state’s deficiency of capacity, and these barriers to entry, some Mid-Connecticut communities 

are considering out-of-state options. Following are some of the findings from the PRI report (pages 42 

through 45) on out-of-state disposal. 

 
Out-of-state market cost estimates. Estimating the cost of out-of-state disposal 
of MSW involves three costs; the costs to construct and operate a truck-based or 
rail-based transfer station, the costs to transport the waste from the transfer 
station to the landfill, and the actual disposal or tip fee. There have been two 
fairly recent analyses performed on the cost to transport MSW from Connecticut 
to various landfills in the region. One was performed by a consultant for DEP 
and the other was performed by a different consultant on behalf of the South 
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Central Regional Council of Governments (SCRCOG). These are not actual 
quotes from trucking or rail haul companies but estimates developed by experts. 
 
Road haul. The table below shows the estimated costs found in the two reports to 
transfer and transport waste by truck to various out-of-state landfills from three 
different towns in Connecticut. The reports made a few different assumptions 
regarding transportation by truck that alter the outcomes. For example, DEP's 
estimated disposal tip fees tend to be higher; the SCRCOG report has assumed a 
better rate based on a longer-term contracts being signed by municipalities. Also, 
the assumed transportation cost per mile is different -- DEP's estimated about 14 
cents per mile, while the SCRCOG report assumes 23 cents per mile. Finally, 
DEP's estimate assumes the hauler will find something to bring back ("backhaul") 
after the load is deposited at the landfill to subsidize the cost. For comparison 
purposes, the one-way costs for one town and the round-trip costs for the same 
town based on DEP's estimate are provided. The analysis suggests that for 
certain municipalities who are paying in the $80 per ton or more range for 
disposal an out-of-state disposal option is viable under certain conditions. 
 
Estimated Costs to Transfer MSW to Out-of-State Landfills 

 
 
 

DEP estimate 
One way 

from Danbury 

DEP estimate 
One way  

from Putnam 

DEP estimate 
Round trip  

from Putnam 

SCRCOG estimate 
Round trip from 

North Haven 

Seneca 
Meadows (NY) $80 $82 $125 $180 

High Acres 
(NY) $82 $85 $131 $278 

American (OH) $102 $97 $190 $277 
Alliance (PA) $63 $80 $118 $117 
Conestoga (PA) $77 $85 $128 $136 
Middle 
Peninsula (VA) $86 $98 $164 $229 

All estimates are price per ton including transfer, hauling and disposal costs. 
Source: State of Connecticut DEP, State Solid Waste Management Plan, December 2006, and 
South Central Regional Council of Governments, Future of Regional Solid Waste Disposal, RS 
Lynch and Company, January 30, 2009. PRI calculation based on DEP data for the DEP round-
trip estimate. 
 
The competitiveness of out-of-state disposal options by long-haul trucking is 
not clear-cut based on the development and analysis of estimates by experts. 
Based on current in-state RRF disposal rates, both with and without estimated 
transfer station costs, running between $60 to about $85 per ton, the table shows 
that long-haul out-of-state disposal of waste could be competitive if municipalities 
only had to pay one-way costs. The most cost competitive disposal options are 
landfills in Pennsylvania with costs ranging from $63 to $80 depending on where 
the load originates. It should be noted that truck transportation is also very 
sensitive to volatility in fuel costs. 
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Rail haul. Another potential lower-cost option is to export MSW from 
Connecticut by rail to out-of-state landfills. Rail transport requires special 
loading and unloading facilities. Rail transport can be achieved through the use 
of intermodal containers, direct-loaded into bulk rail cars, or baled (i.e., MSW is 
wrapped into cubes). Rail car transport becomes more cost effective the greater 
the distance versus over-the-road trucking. There are several benefits cited in 
regard to rail transportation over trucking. These include: 
• reduction of traffic congestion by keeping trucks off the highways; 
• rail transportation produces almost five times less air pollution than 

transportation by trucking; 
• rail hauling is also safer, from an accident point of view, than truck hauling; 

and 
• a single rail car can carry up to 110-130 tons of waste while a single long-haul 

truck can only transport about 22 tons. 
 

In the State Solid Waste Management Plan, DEP, with the help of a consultant, 
developed an estimated range of costs to ship waste by rail from Connecticut to 
landfills in New York, Virginia, South Carolina, Ohio, and Western Pennsylvania.  
 
Estimated Cost Per Ton of Rail Haul to Out-Of-State Landfills from Connecticut, 
2006. 
Landfill Transfer Rail Haul Tip Fee Total 
Virginia $7 $48 $25 $80 
South Carolina $7 $57 $25 $89 
Ohio $7 $51 $30 $88 
Western Pennsylvania $7 $49 $30 $86 
Rochester, NY, area $7 $39 $30 $76 

Higher end costs were used for DEP estimates if a range was presented. 
Source: State of Connecticut DEP, State Solid Waste Management Plan, December 2006 
 
Again, if the current in-state RRF disposal rates, both with and without estimated 
transfer station costs, are between $60 to about $85 per ton, rail haul could be a 
competitive option (especially to western New York and Virginia) for some 
municipalities paying tip fees on the higher end of the current range.  
 
DEP notes that actual quotes from rail companies or shippers could be lower 
because of the large volumes of shipments that municipalities generate and 
therefore could be in a better bargaining position to negotiate better rates. They 
have estimated the rates could be 10 to 20 percent lower for large volumes of 
waste. 
 
Recent actual experience. There have been a couple of examples of actual haul-
by-rail quotes received by different municipalities in the state. In 2007, the city of 
Stamford issued a request for proposals for MSW management services. The city 
received proposals from five different vendors. The proposals included both in-
state and out-of-state disposal options that ranged from $69 per ton to $96 per 
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ton. The city selected Transload America to handle its MSW disposal needs. 
Transload is shredding, baling, and loading solid waste on a flat-bed carrier, and 
rail-hauling it to a landfill in Ohio. The cost for the three-year rail haul and 
disposal contract is $69.00 per ton in 2008, $76.00 per ton in 2009 and $79.80 in 
2010. The contract has two one-year options to renew. These costs do not include 
complete transfer station expenditures. In addition, the city operates a transfer 
station operation and charges $88.00 per ton for commercially generated 
municipal solid waste and bulky wastes. 

 
The SCRCOG report mentioned earlier contains references to two quotes 
received from Transload America. Transload recently submitted a proposal to the 
New Haven [Solid Waste and Recycling Authority] to operate its transfer station, 
bale the MSW, and transfer and transport the baled MSW to an out-of-state 
facility for about $82 per ton. In 2008, New Haven had been paying about $91 
per ton for hauling and disposal at the Lisbon RRF. Transload also estimated that 
it could provide another SCRCOG community with a transfer station with the 
same services as New Haven for about $92 per ton. 

 
It should be noted that services priced in the PRI report include nothing more than transportation from 

the locality to the final disposal site and disposal at that site. Other solid-waste services many towns use, 

including  

• operation and maintenance of regional transfer stations,  

• transportation from the regional transfer station to final disposal site,  

• acceptance of mandated recyclables, 

• bulky-waste disposal and  

• electronics recycling,  

could add considerable costs to those towns’ solid-waste budgets. 

 

And while the PRI report does include some data about possible pricing, the Committee believes that 

only a Request for Proposals will produce enough timely facts to enable it to make any 

recommendations in this report.



Special Committee Report 10-27-2010.doc 
- 15 - 

3. New and Emerging Technologies 

 
The future of trash disposal may involve technologies other than the conventional waste-to-energy 

system in use in Connecticut. Many new technologies are under development or already in use in limited 

scale in foreign countries. CRRA commissioned an evaluation of these new processes and summarized 

its findings for the Special Committee in March 2010. 

 

  A.  Technology Categories Evaluated 

 

CRRA looked at several alternative technologies, which can be grouped into the following 

classifications: 

• Thermal (Gasification or Advanced Combustion) 

o Use or produce heat to change the composition of MSW 

o Products include synthesis gas, vitrified ash or char 

o Includes Gasification, Pyrolysis, Plasma; Advanced Mass Burn 

• Digestion (Aerobic and Anaerobic) 

o Decomposes organic fraction of MSW using microbes 

o Anaerobic digestion produces biogas and compost 

o Aerobic produces compost only 

• Hydrolysis 

o Chemical reaction in which water (typically with an acid) reacts with another substance to form a 

new substance) (e.g.: extracts cellulose from MSW to form sugar; sugar in turn fermented to 

form ethanol) 

• Chemical Processing 

o Depolymerization – converts organic fraction into energy, such as oil 

• Mechanical Processing for Gasification, Combustion or Fiber Recovery 

o Recovers materials for gasification or combustion 

 

The evaluation then focused on those technologies considered to be commercially viable. CRRA 

considered a technology to be commercially viable if it 
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• is currently or may be in commercial use so as to be able to replace the existing Mid-Connecticut 

Project Facility in Hartford (commercial use is defined as currently in regular use to process MSW 

on a contract basis); 

• is capable, with no or reasonable scale-up, of processing 850,000 tons per year of mixed, unsorted 

MSW; 

• requires either no or minimal change to MSW collection practices currently in use in Connecticut; 

• provides for separation of materials for recycling and/or beneficial use of MSW; and  

• has a potential disposal fee for receipt and processing of waste of $80 per ton or less in 2012 

dollars, considering all development, financing, design, construction and operating costs, less 

revenues from sale of energy and products. 

 

  B. Categories Considered to have Commercial Viability 

 

Thermal Processing (gasification) is currently in commercial operation for MSW in countries such as 

Japan, Indonesia, Germany and Italy, but not in the United States. These technologies use or produce 

heat to change the composition of MSW, producing synthesis gas, vitrified ash or char. Several types of 

gasification technologies are in commercial operation, including fluid-bed gasification, high-temperature 

gasification, plasma gasification and pyrolysis. These gasification technologies have not been 

commercially applied within the United States. Technology transfer to the United States, and the Mid-

Connecticut Project in particular, would need to be addressed in considering commercial application for 

this project.   

 

Thermal Processing (advanced combustion) technologies are currently in commercial operation for 

mixed MSW in countries such as the Netherlands and Germany.  These technologies have not been 

commercially applied in the United States, but technology transfer to the United States should not be a 

significant issue since the technology is an advanced form of traditional waste-to-energy presently in 

extensive use in the United States. 

 

Advanced Mechanical Processing with Gasification or Combustion is in commercial operation in 

Germany, Italy and Belgium for MSW.  This process has not yet been commercially applied in the 

United States. Accordingly, technology transfer is possible, but it would need to be examined in context 
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of commercial operation potential at the Mid-Connecticut Project (e.g., potential differences in MSW 

composition, waste management practices, end-product markets and regulatory requirements).   

 

The Committee looked at one such process offered by a company called Summit BioFuels. While the 

technology is promising and could, at some point, offer cost savings over conventional trash-to-energy 

technology, CRRA management recommended and the Committee concurred that the potential savings 

are not enough to justify the risking of public funds on a process that, as yet, is unproven on the scale 

needed to be practical for Mid-Connecticut Project cities and towns. More information about this 

technology is available through a link on CRRA’s website at http://www.crra.org/pages/mid-

conn_special_committee.htm . 

 

   i. Estimated Disposal Fees  

 

The table below compares estimated disposal fees for several technology categories that have the 

potential of meeting commercial viability criteria (i.e., thermal processing, both gasification and 

advanced combustion, and mechanical processing with gasification or combustion). 

 

Estimated Disposal Fees for Alternative Technology Categories Considered Commercially Viable 

Estimated Disposal Fee 
Thermal 
Processing 
Gasification 

Thermal 
Processing 
Advanced 
Combustion 

Mechanical 
Processing with 
Gasification or 
Combustion 

Fee for 850,000 TPY facility in 2012 (1) (3) $82/ton $68-$88/ton $114/ton 

Fee for 850,000 TPY facility in 2012 (2) (3) $70/ton $59-$75/ton $101/ton 
Notes: 
 (1) With 20-year amortization 
(2) With 30-year amortization 
(3) Possibility of fee reduction if renewable energy credits or sale of carbon credits is available. 

 
(Comparison of other technology categories – hydrolysis, chemical and mechanical processing with 

fiber recovery – was not made since these technologies have not been demonstrated to process mixed 

MSW at a commercial stage and the information necessary to make an informative, reliable comparison 

is not available.  A comparison was not made for anaerobic digestion since the technology is not viable 

at the project size as required for the Mid-Connecticut Project).  
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After thoroughly considering the available information on these emerging technologies, it was apparent 

to the Committee that someday one or more of them might supplant the current trash-to-energy system 

as the most environmentally responsible and cost-effective disposal method. However, only a handful of 

those technologies will be commercially viable in the near future, and the Committee concluded that 

none of these technologies is ready to merit an investment at this time. 

 

  C. Other Technologies that May Impact Trash Disposal Costs 

 

The by-product of the trash-to-energy process is ash residue. Since the Hartford landfill reached its 

permitted capacity in 2008, the Mid-Connecticut Project has had to truck its ash from Hartford to a 

privately-owned ash landfill in Putnam, which is now the only permitted ash landfill in the state. As 

shown on the chart entitled “FY 2011 Mid-Connecticut Project Expenditures,” ash disposal consumes 

more than 10 percent of 

the Project’s annual 

budget. If less ash must 

go to a landfill, the cost 

of disposal would also 

go down. Therefore, 

beneficial re-use of 

combustor ash should be 

considered. 

 
This year, Governor Rell 

signed into law Public 

Act 10-87 which directs 

DEP and the 

Connecticut Academy of 

Science and Engineering (CASE) to study beneficial re-use of ash and report its findings to the 

Legislature’s Committee on the Environment by January 1, 2011. CRRA has been calling for beneficial 

re-use of ash for years because 

• It would avoid the cost of landfilling in a state where there is no competitive market; 

FY 2011 Mid-Connecticut Project Expenditures

Administrative 
expenses,  

$3,700,000, 4%

Operational 
expenses,  

$10,554,000, 11%

Taxes, municipal 
subsidies & 

PILOTs,  
$6,596,000, 7%

Debt service,  
$4,375,000, 4%

Waste transport & 
transfer stations,  
$16,543,000, 16%

Ash disposal, 
$10,313,000, 

10%

Landfills,  
$1,518,000, 2%

Power Block, 
Regional 

Recycling Facility, 
Waste Processing 

Facility,  
$36,896,000, 36%

Other 
expenditures,  

$9,565,000, 10%



Special Committee Report 10-27-2010.doc 
- 19 - 

• Ash can be used as an ingredient in asphalt or concrete, which can be made into shingles, paving 

blocks, or road sub-base; 

• PRI’s research indicated that several other states, including Florida, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, 

Maryland, New Hampshire, New York, Hawaii, and Missouri, allow beneficial re-use, either in 

asphalt, road base or daily landfill cover. 

 

The PRI report looked at beneficial re-use and its findings affirmed CRRA’s position. It did point out 

that because coal ash, whose properties (including heavy-metal content) are similar to that of combustor 

ash, is so prevalent there may not be a market for products containing combustor ash. 

 

The PRI report recommended specific points for the DEP/CASE study to address: 

• Which states allow beneficial re-use of ash residue and for what purposes;  

• The amount of ash actually re-used in those states and for what purposes; 

• The potential for ash re-use in Connecticut; 

• Barriers to re-use in Connecticut, including barriers to re-use of ash as a roadbed material or an 

ingredient in asphalt used in state construction projects; and 

• Cost-effective solutions for the re-use or disposal of ash. 

 

When considering this issue, DEP, CASE and the Legislature should recall that there was little market 

for recycled paper until Public Act 90-224 required publishers and printers to use newsprint containing a 

minimum amount of recycled fiber: 

Sec. 22a-256n. Publishers: Use of newsprint with recycled content. Schedule. On a 
state-wide basis, the percentage of recycled fiber contained in newsprint used by all 
publishers shall be in accordance with the following schedule: For the year ending 
December 31, 1992, eleven per cent or more; for the year ending December 31, 1993, 
sixteen per cent or more; for the year ending December 31, 1994, twenty per cent or 
more; for the two years ending December 31, 1996, twenty-three per cent or more; for the 
year ending December 31, 1997, thirty-one per cent or more; for the year ending 
December 31, 1998, forty per cent or more; for the year ending December 31, 1999, 
forty-five per cent or more; and for the year ending December 31, 2000, and thereafter, 
fifty per cent or more. 
 Sec. 22a-256p. Printers: Use of newsprint with recycled content. Schedule. On a 
state-wide basis, the percentage of recycled fiber contained in newsprint used by all 
printers shall be in accordance with the following schedule: For the year ending 
December 31, 1992, eleven per cent or more; for the year ending December 31, 1993, 
sixteen per cent or more; for the year ending December 31, 1994, twenty per cent or 
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more; for the two years ending December 31, 1996, twenty-three per cent or more; for the 
year ending December 31, 1997, thirty-one per cent or more; for the year ending 
December 31, 1998, forty per cent or more; for the year ending December 31, 1999, 
forty-five per cent or more; and for the year ending December 31, 2000, and thereafter, 
fifty per cent or more. 

 

Today, 10 years after the state required use of newsprint containing 50-percent recycled fiber, markets 

for recycled paper are robust. It is certainly conceivable that legislation could similarly create a market 

for combustor ash. 
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4. Conclusion 

 
As stated earlier, the Special Committee would only draw conclusions where the Committee had 

sufficient information to do so.  Because Sec. 22a-268f is silent on whether the Special Committee 

should recommend any particular option, this report makes no such recommendation. 

 

However, it has long been the Authority’s position that cities and towns should investigate their options 

themselves to determine which best suits their needs. This report provides details about what appears to 

be a limited number of options available today and a look at what may become technically or 

economically viable in the years to come. 

 

The Committee gave much consideration to the information developed by the PRI staff, including 

information on private-sector management of waste disposal. The Committee agrees that relying 

completely on the private sector for the vital service of waste disposal would not necessarily be in the 

best interests of the state or its cities and towns.  
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PBF Control Room

• CRRA spent more than $2 million replacing 
WPF controls with modern systems in 2009.
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Shredder Rotor Containment Casing

• In the last four years, CRRA has spent more 
than $1.8 million upgrading shredder rotors 
and refurbishing shredder containment 
casings.
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PBF Boiler Tubes

• CRRA is investing more than $1.2 million in 
boiler tubes this year to increase boiler 
availability.
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WPF Control Room

• Replacing WPF controls with modern systems 
in 2008 cost over $800,000.
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WPF Fire Suppression System

• In the last four years, CRRA has spent more 
than $500,000 to upgrade the fire suppression 
system.
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WPF Fire Suppression System
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PBF Ash Load-Out Building

• To accommodate larger truck trailers needed 
to transport ash long distances, in 2008 CRRA 
expanded the ash load-out building and added 
another scale at a cost of $1.9 million.
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PBF Ash Load-Out Building
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PBF Ash Load-Out Building
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MCAPS Free-Blow System

• The free-blow system was installed in 2005 at 
a cost of $750,000. It has reduced CRRA’s 
operating costs by as much as $600,000 per 
year.
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MCAPS Free-Blow System
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MCAPS Free-Blow System
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Mobile Bulky Waste Shredder

• CRRA purchased a $750,000 shredder to 
accept the bulky waste that had been placed in 
the Hartford landfill prior to its closing on 
December 31, 2008.
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Mobile Bulky Waste Shredder
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WPF Belt Conveyor

• In the last four years, CRRA has spent more 
than $2 million upgrading belt conveyors and 
sealing systems to reduce spillage. 
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WPF Belt Conveyor
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WPF Belt Conveyor
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WPF Belt Conveyor
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WPF Belt Conveyor
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor

• In the last four years, CRRA has spent more 
than $1.5 million refurbishing steel pan 
conveyors.
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor
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WPF Steel Pan Conveyor
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PBF Turbine Rotor

• Replacing turbine rotor diaphragms cost over 
$850,000 in 2008.
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PBF Turbine Rotor
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PBF Turbine Rotor
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PBF Turbine Rotor
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PBF Turbine Rotor
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PBF Turbine Rotor
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WPF Compressors

• In 2009, CRRA spent over $750,000 to 
replace 20-year-old compressors.
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WPF Compressors
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Spare WPF Shredder Motors

• In the last four years, CRRA has spent more 
than $600,000 to purchase spare shredder 
motors, speeding maintenance and increasing 
WPF availability.
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Spare WPF Shredder Motors
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Spare WPF Shredder Motors
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Spare WPF Shredder Motors
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WPF Mobile Equipment

• CRRA has spent more than $2 million on new 
heavy equipment in the last four years.
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WPF Mobile Equipment
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WPF Mobile Equipment
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WPF Processing Floor

• In the last four years, CRRA has spent more 
than $1.5 million on WPF processing floor 
repairs and resurfacing.



CRRA Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee
January 27, 2010

WPF Processing Floor



CRRA Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee
January 27, 2010

WPF Processing Floor



CRRA Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee
January 27, 2010

WPF Processing Floor



CRRA Mid-Connecticut Project Special Committee
January 27, 2010

Your Questions



M
ay

 1
3

N
ov 

12

D
ec

 1
2

Ja
n 1

3

Feb
 1

3

M
ar

 1
3

A
pr 

13

M
ay

 1
2

Ju
n 1

2

Ju
l 1

2

A
ug 1

2

S
ep

 1
2

O
ct

 1
2

N
ov 

11

D
ec

 1
1

Ja
n 1

2

Feb
 1

2

M
ar

 1
2

A
pr 

12

Ju
n 1

1

Ju
l 1

1

A
ug 1

1

S
ep

 1
1

O
ct

 1
1

O
ct

 1
1

SELECT MILESTONES ON THE PROJECTED MID-CONNECTICUT PROJECT TIMELINE

S
ep

 1
0

O
ct

 1
0

N
ov 

10

D
ec

 1
0

Ja
n 1

1

Feb
 1

1

M
ar

 1
1

A
pr 

11

M
ay

 1
1

M
ay

 1
3

N
ov 

12

D
ec

 1
2

Ja
n 1

3

Feb
 1

3

M
ar

 1
3

A
pr 

13

M
ay

 1
2

Ju
n 1

2

Ju
l 1

2

A
ug 1

2

S
ep

 1
2

O
ct

 1
2

N
ov 

11

D
ec

 1
1

Ja
n 1

2

Feb
 1

2

M
ar

 1
2

A
pr 

12

Ju
n 1

1

Ju
l 1

1

A
ug 1

1

S
ep

 1
1

O
ct

 1
1

O
ct

 1
1

S
ep

 1
0

O
ct

 1
0

N
ov 

10

D
ec

 1
0

Ja
n 1

1

Feb
 1

1

M
ar

 1
1

A
pr 

11

M
ay

 1
1
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or Authorized Tier 1 
MSA Renewals 

September 2010 
Deadline for 

Comments on Draft 
Tier 1 & 2 MSAs 

December 2010 
CRRA Provides Final 

Tier 1 MSA(s) to 
Municipalities 

February 2012 
Project Net Cost 

Tipping Fee for FY13 
Approved by CRRA 

Board 

November 2012 
Most Original MSAs 

Expire 
(a few are a few months earlier) 

May 2011 
CRRA Notice to Waste 

Management If Intend to 
Burn Process Residue 

June 2011 
Agreements for O&M of the 

Transfer Stations and 
Transportation Expire (subject 
to CRRA option to extend for 1 

or 2 years) 

December 2011 
Current Agreement 
for O&M of the WPF 

Expires 

May 2012 
CRRA May Begin Burning 
Process Residue (If Gave 
Notice in January 2011) 

May 2012 
Current Agreement for O&M 

of the PBF/EGF Expires 

June 2012 
Electric Power Purchase 

Agreements Expire (Inc.1-
Month Extension for 

CL&P/Select) 

November 2012 
Mid-CT Project Bonds 

Final Maturity Date 

February 2011 
Project Net Cost 

Tipping Fee for FY12 
Approved by CRRA 

Board 

July 2011 
Transition Services for 
O&M of the WPF Begin 

June 2012 
Municipal Budgets for 

FY 13 Finalized 

January 2012 
Electric Power Purchase 

Agreements RFQ 
Published  

September 2010 
Bids/Proposal Due for O&M 

of the Mid-Conn Facility 

January 2011 
CRRA Finalizes Contract for 

O&M of the 
Mid-Conn RRF 

10/08/2010






























































































































































































































