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1.
Welcome & 
Introductions

CCSMM Tri-Chairs
 Laura Francis, First Selectman, Town of Durham

 Matt Knickerbocker, First Selectman, Town of Bethel

 Katie Dykes, Commissioner, CT DEEP

 CCSMM Participants include 68 towns from all regions of the state

 Participants include small towns, medium-sized towns, and large 
cities

 Municipalities from all nine COGs represented

 Participants are members of various regional waste authorities, 
including HRRA, MIRA, SCRRRA
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Welcome & 
Introductions

1. Ansonia

2. Barkhamsted

3. Bethel

4. Bethlehem

5. Bloomfield

6. Branford

7. Bridgeport

8. Bristol

9. Brookfield

10. Canterbury

11. Canton

12. Coventry

13. Deep River

14. Durham

15. East Granby

16. East Hartford

17. Ellington

18. Essex

19. Farmington

20. Granby

21. Greenwich

22. Guilford

23. Haddam

24. Hartford

25. Harwinton

26. Kent

27. Killingly

28. Litchfield

29. Madison

30. Manchester

31. Mansfield

32. Middlefield

33. Middletown

34. Montville

35. New Britain

36. New Fairfield 

37. New Haven

38. New London

39. Newtown

40. North Haven

41. North Stonington

42. Old Lyme

43. Old Saybrook

44. Oxford

45. Pomfret

46. Portland

47. Ridgefield

48. Rocky Hill

49. Roxbury

50. Salem

51. Salisbury

52. Sharon

53. Southington

54. Stonington

55. Stratford

56. Suffield

57. Thomaston

58. Torrington

59. Vernon

60. Voluntown

61. Washington

62. Waterbury

63. West Hartford

64. Westbrook

65. Weston

66. Westport

67. Windham

68. Windsor Locks

69. Woodstock
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Welcome & 
Introductions
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Why Are We 
Here?

As a municipal leader, what’s the most pressing challenge or 
opportunity you’re focused on?

 “The exorbitant cost of single stream recycling”

 “I find organics to be a real challenge to remove from the waste 
stream”

 “Educate residents about the importance to reduce waste … 
encourage sustainable choices.”

 “Increasing the effectiveness of recycling (getting correct 
materials into the recycling stream”

 “Increasing costs and public awareness.”

 “Lower disposal costs”

 “Trucking trash out of state is not a good option”

 “The most pressing challenge for our City is to implement 
programs to reduce waste without additional costs.”
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
These are answers that some towns provided in response to the question, “from your perspective as a municipal leader thinking about the waste issues facing your town or city, what are the most pressing challenges or opportunities that you are focused on?”  Matt, Laura– this would be a great opportunity to speak to why you are involved with CCSMM



What Will We 
Achieve 
Together?

 Work together for a modern, cost-effective, and environmentally 
sustainable materials management system

 Share information and best practices through working groups

 Solicit ideas from developers, service providers, and community 
members about innovative waste management solutions

 Develop momentum for shared approaches / policies

 Align resources with shared goals
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What Will We 
Achieve 
Together?

 Work together for a modern, cost-effective, and environmentally 
sustainable materials management system

 Share information and best practices through working groups

 Solicit ideas from developers, service providers, and community 
members about innovative waste management solutions

 Develop momentum for shared approaches / policies

 Align resources with shared goals

 Develop a menu of viable opportunities for improving materials 
management, including reducing the amount of waste 
disposed

 Make a commitment to create a more cost-effective and 
environmentally sustainable system
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Challenges & 
Opportunities

 Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 
disposal heavily reliant on 
aging Waste to Energy (WTE) 
infrastructure

 Rising costs of disposal and
recycling

 Environmental and public 
health impacts

 "Land of steady habits"

 Historical commitment to 
recycling & reducing 
landfilling

 30% recycling rate, above 
national averages

 Low reliance on landfilling

 Local innovation

 Policies to promote new 
technologies 

 Robust private sector 
involvement in waste 
management and 
infrastructure development
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Connecticut’s 
Waste 
Infrastructure

 5 Waste to Energy facilities 

 1 Ash Landfill

 4 Food Scrap Anaerobic 
Digestion facilities permitted, 
one in operation  

 30 Volume Reduction 
facilities

 4 Intermediate Processing 
Centers for Single 
Stream/mixed recyclables

 Transfer Stations in almost all 
municipalities 

 1 Glass recycling end market 
& 1 Glass Processor

 15 Bottle Bill Redemption 
Centers

 Virtually no C&D disposal –
90% goes out of state 
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
PA 08-94 established the Environmental Justice Law (CGS Sec. 22a-20a) based on DEP’s Formal Policy and became effective on January 1, 2009Increased sensitivity to equity concerns and rightly so. We cannot continue to expect a majority of the burden to be borne by a minority of the population.



Connecticut’s 
Waste 
Infrastructure

 3 of the 5 Waste to Energy 
facilities 

 1 Ash Landfill

 4 Food Scrap Anaerobic 
Digestion facilities permitted, 
one in operation  

 10 of the 30 Volume 
Reduction facilities

 3 of the 4 Intermediate 
Processing Centers for Single 
Stream/mixed recyclables

 Transfer Stations in almost all 
municipalities 

 1 Glass recycling end market 
& 1 Glass Processor

 15 Bottle Bill Redemption 
Centers

 Virtually no C&D disposal –
90% goes out of state 
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Connecticut’s Waste Infrastructure is 
disproportionately located in Environmental Justice 
communities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
PA 08-94 established the Environmental Justice Law (CGS Sec. 22a-20a) based on DEP’s Formal Policy and became effective on January 1, 2009Increased sensitivity to equity concerns and rightly so. We cannot continue to expect a majority of the burden to be borne by a minority of the population.



Connecticut’s 
Waste 
Generation

 Approximately 3.5M TPY of MSW is generated in CT

 ~1.25 million is recycled or composted

 ~2.3 – 2.5 million TPY of MSW is disposed

 ~87% of CT disposed MSW goes to CT’s 5 waste-to-energy plants 
which generate electricity as a by-product. CT has the lowest rate 
of landfilling of any state

 In 2016, 100K tons of MSW went out of state for disposal; 
currently ~400K goes out of state for disposal
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Of the original 6 MSW RRFs only 5 are still in operation. Wallingford ceased operations in ~2015CT had a Tires to Energy facility that also shut down (in ~2012)4 AD facilities have been permitted and one has been constructed and is operating successfullyThe state has ~30 C&D VRPs most of which are authorized to receive and process SS recyclables4 IPCs for the processing of SS recyclables CT has one glass recycling businessVirtually no C&D disposal capacity and the C&D VRPs are not doing all they can to extract recyclable materials from that waste stream.



Waste to 
Energy 
Capacity 
(2019)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Total WTE capacity in the state is 2.3 million TPY (permitted), while actual tons combusted was 1.9 m TPY in 2019



Estimated annual 
pounds of MSW 
generated per capita 
(residential) = 740
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
About 45% of waste tonnage disposed is from residential (single family homes or small MFH).  55% is commercial.  



Recent Cost 
Trends

 General trend of increases in tip fees for municipalities

 MIRA’s 2018 tip fee was $68 per ton 

 MIRA MSA Tip Fee for MSW = $91-93/ton = ~35% increase

 HRRA MSW tip fee in 2019 = $88.21 & in 2020 = $95.31

 CT municipalities are paying on average $80 - 90 per ton for MSW 
and 

 $25-$87 per ton for recyclables, excluding transportation
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
What we have is a solid waste management structure that is not in balanceThis has resulted because of several factors – pinch in the recycling markets and loss of outlets; inadequate maintenance of WTE facilities over decades; and MSAs that do not reflect the current realityNot ton for ton in MSW vs RecyclablesThere are inequities in the landscape of SW management



A Fork in the 
Road?

 MSW generation is 2.3M TPY

 With the potential loss of MIRA WTE capacity – In-state disposal 
capacity falls to ~1,540,000 TPY

 The state will see a significant disposal capacity shortfall

 Increased tipping fees driven up by market demand and limited in-
state capacity

 Uncertainty regarding the reliability of our remaining capacity for 
MSW disposal
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
MIRA’s current MSW disposal operating capacity is 600K TPY but it is permitted at ~740K TPY As in-state disposal capacity diminishes, demand for the remaining RRF capacity will increase and you should expect an increase in the tipping fees as a result.As I previously mentioned, our RRF infrastructure is aging. The former Covanta Projects of Wallingford RRF was shut down as a business decision within the last 5 years and that may happen to any of the remaining privately-owned RRF at any time.If MIRA shuts down for any reason and ceases operations we will see some out of state landfill disposal of MSW by truck.  That will turn back the clock by decades for waste management in CT. In allowing that to happen, without vigorous efforts to minimize the waste generated in-state, is a failure in living up to our responsibilities in ensuring the public’s health, safety and welfare as well as protecting the environment.  



Waste 
Composition, 
2015

Residential MSW Composition, 2015
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
The Waste Characterization study was conducted Summer of 2015 and we expected that they would be conducted every 5 years.  Had a study been conducted this year we expect that the results would not have deviated significantly from these content %sThe four green wedges are all Mandatory Recyclables.  According to the Study over 40% of MSW content is mandated to be recycled. (all the green-shaded items)I’d like to draw your attention to yellow/orange wedge - note the % content of Food Waste in MSW = 22.3% - nearly another quarter of MSW content is food waste that can readily be composted, at home or commercially or sent to an AD facility.Through effective recycling and food waste diversion we all could reduce the MSW generation by approximately 60%



CCSMM Interest 
in Solutions
Responses to CCSMM Municipal 
Survey
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Establish food scrap collection & diversionEstablish new recycling/EPR programs for packaging and “problem” wastesImprove recyclables segregationEstablish or expand recycling businesses to drive market improvement and diversity (e.g. Anaerobic Digestion)Implement Unit based pricing for MSW disposal – for Residential and possibly Commercial sectorThese are consistent with the strategies DEEP identified in the Comprehensive Materials Management Strategy (2016)Food Scrap diversionIncreasing the residential recycling rateProduct stewardship – packaging and problem wastes, such as HHW, glass, plasticsReductions in generation of MSW through unit-based pricingAll these programs will result in lower waste management costs to towns



Food Scraps 
Snapshot
Responses to CCSMM Municipal 
Survey
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Food Scrap collection and Anaerobic Digestion can reduce GHGs



Extended 
Producer 
Responsibility
Responses to CCSMM Municipal 
Survey
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What additional materials should be added to an EPR program?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
EPR can increase materials diverted for recycling,  reduce GHG and preserve natural resources



Unit Based 
Pricing 
(SMART)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Implementation of a SMART program both reduces the amount of MSW generatedAND increase the recyclables diverted from disposal



SMART & Food 
Waste Diversion
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SMART & 
Complementary 
Measures
Courtesy Waste Zero, Inc.
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Annual MSW Tonnage Impact with the Base SMART Program Residential Only



Residential	

2018 Actual	WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only	WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART	Add Res. Food Waste Collection	Add Commercial Food Waste Collection	Add Res. Textile Collection	Add Res. Glass Collection	Add Commercial Glass Collection	Add Res. HTR Plastics Collection	1035000.0000000001	579600.00000000012	579600.00000000012	463680.00000000012	463680.00000000012	434468.16000000009	422303.0515200001	422303.0515200001	411745.47523200011	Commercial	

2018 Actual	WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only	WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART	Add Res. Food Waste Collection	Add Commercial Food Waste Collection	Add Res. Textile Collection	Add Res. Glass Collection	Add Commercial Glass Collection	Add Res. HTR Plastics Collection	1265000	1265000	885500	885500	659697.5	659697.5	659697.5	645843.85250000004	645843.85250000004	









Baseline Data & Assumptions

		This color denotes a variable in the model.



		Annual Trash Tonnage - Capacity & Actual:										Baseline Data - Before SMART:

		WTE Facility		Theoretical Max Tons per Year		2018 Actual Tons								Est. Served Pop.		Est. # Served HH		Est. Annual Trash Tonnage

																		Residential 		Commercial		Total

		Bridgeport		821,250		744,921						Bridgeport		905,985		385,526		335,214		409,707		744,921

		Bristol		237,250		198,512						Bristol		241,434		102,738		89,330		109,182		198,512

		Lisbon		182,500		183,798						Lisbon		223,538		95,123		82,709		101,089		183,798

		Preston		251,850		266,494						Preston		324,114		137,921		119,922		146,572		266,494

		Mid-CT (MIRA)		1,040,250		481,157						Mid-CT (MIRA)		585,191		249,017		216,521		264,636		481,157

		Shipped Out of State				425,118						Shipped Out of State		517,035		220,015		191,303		233,815		425,118

		Total		2,533,100		2,300,000						Total		2,797,297		1,190,339		1,035,000		1,265,000		2,300,000



		Assumptions:

		Trash

		Est. % Residential (SFH & Small MFH)		45%

		Est. % Commercial		55%

		Est. Annual Lbs. per Capita Residential		740



		Population

		Est. # People per HH (per Census, CT)		2.35



		Fees & Costs

		Trash Tip Fee / Ton		$100

		Co-Collection Processing Cost / Ton		$0



		SMART Impact				Trash Remaining

		Residential Reduction %		44%		56%

		Commercial Reduction %		30%		70%



		SMART Bag Inputs 

				Retail/Bag		Cost/Bag		Net to WTE/Bag		Avg. lbs./Bag		% of bags used

		Large (30 gal)		$1.25		$0.31		$0.94		21.25		60%

		Small (13-15 gal)		$0.75		$0.21		$0.54		12.95		40%

		Single (8-gal)		$0.00		$0.00		$0.00		0.00		0%

												100%

				Blended Avg. Lbs./Bag				17.93

				Blended Avg. Retail/Bag				$1.05

				Blended Avg. Cost/Bag				$0.27

				Blended Avg. Net to WTE/Bag				$0.78







Est. Financial Impact

		Estimated Annual Financial Impact by WTE Facility:



				Residendital SMART Only												Residential + Commercial SMART

				Bridgeport		Bristol		Lisbon		Preston		Mid-CT (MIRA)		Shipped Out of State		Bridgeport		Bristol		Lisbon		Preston		Mid-CT (MIRA)		Shipped Out of State

		# Bags Sold at Retail		20,939,218		5,580,036		5,166,436		7,490,964		13,524,993		11,949,775		52,929,691		14,105,091		13,059,601		18,935,491		34,188,177		30,206,377

		Net Bag Sales Revenue		$16,332,590		$4,352,428		$4,029,820		$5,842,952		$10,549,495		$9,320,825		$41,285,159		$11,001,971		$10,186,489		$14,769,683		$26,666,778		$23,560,974

		Reduction in Tip Fees Collected		$14,749,436		$3,930,538		$3,639,200		$5,276,581		$9,526,909		$8,417,336		$27,040,632		$7,205,986		$6,671,867		$9,673,732		$17,465,999		$15,431,783

		Co-Collection Processing Cost		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0		$0

		Net Positive Financial Impact		$1,583,154		$421,891		$390,619		$566,370		$1,022,586		$903,488		$14,244,526		$3,795,986		$3,514,622		$5,095,951		$9,200,779		$8,129,190





		Estimated Average Financial Impacts on Residential Households:



				Annual		Monthly

		Spend on SMART Bags		$57.03		$4.75

		Less the Savings on Regular Bags		-$27.00		-$2.25

		Net Spend		$30.03		$2.50

















Est. Trash Tonnage Impact



						Trash Tonnage - Annual

						Residential		Commercial		Total		Reduction from Baseline

		Bridgeport		2018 Actual		335,214		409,707		744,921		0

				Res. SMART Only		187,720		409,707		597,427		147,494

				Res.+Commercial SMART		187,720		286,795		474,515		270,406

		Bristol		2018 Actual		89,330		109,182		198,512		0

				Res. SMART Only		50,025		109,182		159,207		39,305

				Res.+Commercial SMART		50,025		76,427		126,452		72,060

		Lisbon		2018 Actual		82,709		101,089		183,798		0

				Res. SMART Only		46,317		101,089		147,406		36,392

				Res.+Commercial SMART		46,317		70,762		117,079		66,719

		Preston		2018 Actual		119,922		146,572		266,494		0

				Res. SMART Only		67,156		146,572		213,728		52,766

				Res.+Commercial SMART		67,156		102,600		169,757		96,737

		Mid-CT (MIRA)		2018 Actual		216,521		264,636		481,157		0

				Res. SMART Only		121,252		264,636		385,888		95,269

				Res.+Commercial SMART		121,252		185,245		306,497		174,660

		Shipped Out of State		2018 Actual		191,303		233,815		425,118		0

				Res. SMART Only		107,130		233,815		340,945		84,173

				Res.+Commercial SMART		107,130		163,670		270,800		154,318

						Residential		Commercial

		Overall		2018 Actual		1,035,000		1,265,000		2,300,000		0

				Res. SMART Only		579,600		1,265,000		1,844,600		455,400

				Res.+Commercial SMART		579,600		885,500		1,465,100		834,900











































































Bridgeport WTE Annual Tonnage



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	335214.45	187720.09200000003	187720.09200000003	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	409706.55000000005	409706.55000000005	286794.58500000002	







Bristol WTE Annual Tonnage



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	89330.400000000009	50025.024000000012	50025.024000000012	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	109181.6	109181.6	76427.12	







Lisbon WTE Annual Tonnage



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	82709.100000000006	46317.096000000005	46317.096000000005	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	101088.90000000001	101088.90000000001	70762.23	







Preston WTE Annual Tonnage



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	119922.3	67156.488000000012	67156.488000000012	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	146571.70000000001	146571.70000000001	102600.19	







Mid-CT (MIRA) WTE Annual Tonnage



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	216520.65	121251.56400000001	121251.56400000001	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	264636.35000000003	264636.35000000003	185245.44500000001	







Shipped Out of State Annual Tonnage



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	191303.1	1071	29.73600000002	107129.73600000002	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	233814.90000000002	233814.90000000002	163670.43	







Total Impact on Annual Trash Tonnage, all WTEs



Residential	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	1035000.0000000001	579600.00000000012	579600.00000000012	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Res. SMART Only	Res.+Commercial SMART	1265000	1265000	885500	









Full Comparison-Tonnage Impact



						Trash Tonnage - Annual

						Residential		Commercial		Total		Reduction from Baseline

		Bridgeport		2018 Actual		335,214		409,707		744,921		0

				Res. SMART Only		187,720		409,707		597,427		147,494

				Res.+Commercial SMART		187,720		286,795		474,515		270,406

		Bristol		2018 Actual		89,330		109,182		198,512		0

				Res. SMART Only		50,025		109,182		159,207		39,305

				Res.+Commercial SMART		50,025		76,427		126,452		72,060

		Lisbon		2018 Actual		82,709		101,089		183,798		0

				Res. SMART Only		46,317		101,089		147,406		36,392

				Res.+Commercial SMART		46,317		70,762		117,079		66,719

		Preston		2018 Actual		119,922		146,572		266,494		0

				Res. SMART Only		67,156		146,572		213,728		52,766

				Res.+Commercial SMART		67,156		102,600		169,757		96,737

		Mid-CT (MIRA)		2018 Actual		216,521		264,636		481,157		0

				Res. SMART Only		121,252		264,636		385,888		95,269

				Res.+Commercial SMART		121,252		185,245		306,497		174,660

		Shipped Out of State		2018 Actual		191,303		233,815		425,118		0

				Res. SMART Only		107,130		233,815		340,945		84,173

				Res.+Commercial SMART		107,130		163,670		270,800		154,318

						Residential		Commercial

		Overall		2018 Actual		1,035,000		1,265,000		2,300,000		0

				Regional SWPG-Led: Res. SMART		856,445		1,265,000		2,121,445		178,555

				Regional COG-Led: Res. SMART		622,250		1,265,000		1,887,250		412,750

				WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only		579,600		1,265,000		1,844,600		455,400

				WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART		579,600		885,500		1,465,100		834,900







































































Annual Trash Tonnage Impact of Various Key Pathways



Residential	

2018 Actual	Regional SWPG-Led: Res. SMART	Regional COG-Led: Res. SMART	WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only	WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART	1035000.0000000001	856445	622250	579600.00000000012	579600.00000000012	Commercial	

2018 Actual	Regional SWPG-Led: Res. SMART	Regional COG-Led: Res. SMART	WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only	WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART	1265000	1265000	1265000	1265000	885500	









Future Programs



						Trash Tonnage - Annual

						Residential		Commercial		Total		Reduction from Baseline

		Bridgeport		2018 Actual		335,214		409,707		744,921		0

				Res. SMART Only		187,720		409,707		597,427		147,494

				Res.+Commercial SMART		187,720		286,795		474,515		270,406

		Bristol		2018 Actual		89,330		109,182		198,512		0

				Res. SMART Only		50,025		109,182		159,207		39,305

				Res.+Commercial SMART		50,025		76,427		126,452		72,060

		Lisbon		2018 Actual		82,709		101,089		183,798		0

				Res. SMART Only		46,317		101,089		147,406		36,392

				Res.+Commercial SMART		46,317		70,762		117,079		66,719

		Preston		2018 Actual		119,922		146,572		266,494		0

				Res. SMART Only		67,156		146,572		213,728		52,766

				Res.+Commercial SMART		67,156		102,600		169,757		96,737

		Mid-CT (MIRA)		2018 Actual		216,521		264,636		481,157		0

				Res. SMART Only		121,252		264,636		385,888		95,269

				Res.+Commercial SMART		121,252		185,245		306,497		174,660

		Shipped Out of State		2018 Actual		191,303		233,815		425,118		0

				Res. SMART Only		107,130		233,815		340,945		84,173

				Res.+Commercial SMART		107,130		163,670		270,800		154,318

						Residential		Commercial

		Overall		2018 Actual		1,035,000		1,265,000		2,300,000		0

				WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only		579,600		1,265,000		1,844,600		455,400

				WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART		579,600		885,500		1,465,100		834,900

				Add Res. Food Waste Collection		463,680		885,500		1,349,180		950,820

				Add Commercial Food Waste Collection		463,680		659,698		1,123,378		1,176,623

				Add Res. Textile Collection		434,468		659,698		1,094,166		1,205,834

				Add Res. Glass Collection		422,303		659,698		1,082,001		1,217,999

				Add Commercial Glass Collection		422,303		645,844		1,068,147		1,231,853

				Add Res. HTR Plastics Collection		411,745		645,844		1,057,589		1,242,411







		Res. Food Waste %		20.0%

		Comm'l Food Waste %		25.5%

		Textiles %		6.3%

		Res. Glass %		2.8%

		Comm'l Glass %		2.1%

		HTR Plastics %		2.5%









































Annual Trash Tonnage Impact with the Base SMART Program as WTE-Led, Residential Only



Residential	

2018 Actual	WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only	WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART	Add Res. Food Waste Collection	Add Commercial Food Waste Collection	Add Res. T	extile Collection	Add Res. Glass Collection	Add Commercial Glass Collection	Add Res. HTR Plastics Collection	1035000.0000000001	579600.00000000012	579600.00000000012	463680.00000000012	463680.00000000012	434468.16000000009	422303.0515200001	422303.0515200001	411745.47523200011	Commercial	

2018 Actual	WTE-Led: Res. SMART Only	WTE-Led: Res.+Commercial SMART	Add Res. Food Waste Collection	Add Commercial Food Waste Collection	Add Res. Textile Collection	Add Res. Glass Collection	Add Commercial Glass Collection	Add Res. HTR Plastics Collection	1265000	1265000	885500	885500	659697.5	659697.5	659697.5	645843.85250000004	645843.85250000004	











Economic 
Development

 A U.S. recycling rate of 75% by 2030 would create 1.1 million new 
jobs.

 Recycling and reuse create at least 9 times more jobs than landfills 
and incinerators, and as many as 30 times more jobs

 86% of the total U.S. waste management jobs are in recycling, 
reuse and remanufacturing, even with a nation-wide 30% 
recycling rate (eco-cycle®)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Collecting, processing and preparing materials. Making new products from recycled materials (manufacturing). Reuse and remanufacturingWhich all tend to be local jobs that grow with market growth



What Do Your 
Constituents 
Care About?
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When considering new programs or services to reduce waste, 
what priorities are the most important to the citizens of your 

town?

Very Important Moderately Important Not Important N/A

Responses to CCSMM Municipal 
Survey
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1. Welcome & Introductions
2. Background on Waste Sector
3. CCSMM Initiative Overview

• Scope
• Working Groups
• Deliverables
• Timeframe

4. Municipal Experiences Panel
• Jennifer Heaton Jones, HRRA: Recycling
• Kim O’Rourke, Middletown: Textiles
• CJ May, Waterbury: Outreach & Education

5. Next Steps
6. Public Comments

Kickoff Meeting – September 8, 2020
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CCSMM 
Objectives

Initiative Scope

1. Share experiences and lessons learned from various efforts to 
adopt effective waste diversion strategies;

2. Engage market participants and local stakeholders to solicit 
input and proposed waste diversion solutions;

3. Seek creative means to fund solutions that further our 
collective goal;

4. Identify and evaluate a menu of options that municipalities 
and/or state can adopt to progress towards our goal;

5. By January 1, 2021, report on progress and announce 
commitments to action in furtherance of our waste diversion 
vision
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Coalition members commit to work together to achieve these 5 objectives



CCSMM 
Working 
Groups

1. Food Scraps/Organics Collection

2. Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)

3. Increase Recycling

4. Unit-Based Pricing
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Working Group 
Process

Share 
Experience

• Share municipal experiences
• Identify barriers

Public 
Engagement

• Equity & Environmental Justice
• Requests for Interest/Solutions issued to market participants
• Community & Stakeholder Input

Report Out

• Report to broader group in late November on menu of options
• Compare efficacy and impact (cost, sustainability, behavior 

change, etc.)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Working group meetings will be open to the public, held online, and will include opportunities for public engagement, RFIs/RFSs (like “Shark Tank”!) to hear from program and service providers about what’s possible



CCSMM 
Timeline

 September 8 – Kickoff meeting

 Working Groups begin meeting mid-September through 
November (roughly every 3 weeks)

 Mid-October – Full group meeting to hear mid-term report outs 
from Working Groups

 End of November – Working Groups finalize menu of options, 
recommended solutions

 December – Full group meeting to review results

 End of December – Each CCSMM participant identifies options you 
will commit to explore, advance, implement going forward…
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Municipal 
Experiences

Panelists

 Jennifer Heaton Jones, HRRA - Recycling

 Kim O’Rourke, Middletown - Textiles

 CJ May, Waterbury – Outreach & Education
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Next Steps

 Follow up email/survey to municipal executives to indicate your 
choice of working groups, and designate any working group 
representative

 Schedule of Working Group meetings

 Information related to this initiative will be posted on the DEEP 
website

 Additional municipalities are welcome to join at any time
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Public 
Comments

 Thank you for your input!

 Please use chat or the “raise hand” feature to indicate that you 
want to make a comment
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