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The Task force was originally formed to voice strong opposition of City to 
refurbishment of MIRA trash incinerator. With failure of the project, the focus has 
shifted to identifying practical alternative for Hartford.

City Council has passed a resolution to develop a zero- waste plan based on the 
Waste International Alliance’s definition of zero waste.

However, zero waste strategies will not eliminate the need to invest in the state’s 
waste management infrastructure. That is a challenge that must be addressed at 
state level – it is a problem bigger than City of Hartford or MIRA can manage on their 
own.
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The Task Force membership includes people with experience in public works, organic 
recycling, environmental justice, and economic development. We will be expanding 
membership to engage a broad range of stakeholders necessary for successful 
implementation of a zero- waste strategy.

We endorse the CCSMM process, although we are concerned that none of the work 
groups are specifically addressing the need for investment in waste management 
infrastructure beyond processing organics.

The Task Force engaged GBB to provide an overview of the current state of 
commercial technology that could be deployed in support of our vision of a more 
distributed network of smaller facilities.
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First a little about GBB:

We are a national consulting firm based in McLean; Virginia focused exclusively on 
serving clients in the solid waste industry. Most of our clients are local cities, 
counties, and authorities who we help plan, implement and operate solid waste 
policies, programs and infrastructure. Our scope of advisory services covers the entire 
spectrum of solid waste management activities including program management, 
waste and recycling collection, material processing, and lastly residue disposal.

GBB has founded over 40 years ago by Harvey Gershman, Bob Brickner and Tim 
Bratton. The founding owners have retired, and a second generation of leaders now 
run the  business included myself, Steve Simmons the President of GBB.

The is GBB’s Vision, we approach used discarded materials as a resource to be 
returned to productive used rather than wasted, buried into a landfill. We  
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Now, after almost four decades, GBB has worked in 48 states, 2 U.S. Territories, and 
the District of Columbia, for mainly public sector organizations and authorities and a 
small number of private clients where we had no conflicts.    

We have also worked for several island nations and international cities.   
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A little bit about myself. I have 40 years of experience in the energy and 
environmental services industry. I came to this industry through a company some in 
Connecticut may remember, the American Ref Fuel Company. We developed the 
waste-to-energy plant in Preston Connecticut which is now owned by Covanta.

I have a degree in Mechanical Engineering and Graduate Certificate in Energy and 
Sustainability. In addition to my corporate responsibilities as the President of GBB, I 
frequently lead assignments in waste conversation facility technology evaluation, 
feasibility  studies, operations and acquisition due diligence.
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With the looming closure of the MIRA Energy from Waste facility, communities in 
central Connecticut are facing a waste management crisis. Once the waste to energy 
facility closes, there will no longer be sufficient regional management capacity to 
serve the needs of the 51 communities currently served by MIRA. 

Siting and permitting new waste management capacity in Connecticut or anywhere in 
the northeast region, has proven to be very difficult. The entire New England region is 
facing a disposal crisis. It is worth noting that when the MIRA facility was shut down 
in Nov, 2018 – Jan, 2019, there was not enough truck capacity to ship all the waste to 
out- of- state landfills.

Over the past few years, the management of discarded materials has been greatly 
impacted by China’s decision to close its boarders to recyclables to the world. The 
prices paid for bales of recyclable material has plummeted. Quality is now 
paramount, and if the bale doesn’t meet strict standards there is no market. 
Combined with the collapse of wholesale electric rates, the full cost of waste disposal 
is becoming more obvious as MIRA tip fees escalate. MIRA has determined the trash 
incinerator will shut down by July 1, 2022 due to economics.
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For over 3 decades, the City of Hartford has been the host community for the 
regional MIRA facility.  Continuing to ship 1/3 of the state’s waste to Hartford for 
disposal is unacceptable. There is no appetite for investing in another trash 
incinerator. Shipping waste to out- of- state landfills may be necessary for some 
interim period, but it is clearly not a viable long- term strategy.

CT has been stuck at ~ 30-35% recycling rate since implementing single stream 
recycling. Contamination levels of ~15% limit the value of single stream recycling.

Progress will require innovation. Advances in separation technology offer a potential 
solution. But commodity prices do not justify investment in the technology, and with 
the current fiscal challenges caused by the pandemic, public investment is 
challenged.
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The City of Hartford is advocating for a regional management system based upon 
multiple distributed facilities to more fairly spread the burdens caused by waste 
management activities across the communities which use the system. 

These distributed facilities can recover traditional recyclables from the entire waste 
stream, separate organic waste for local processing and use, and prepare the balance 
of the material stream for reuse in non-traditional recycling applications.

Creating more homogenous streams of plastics, paper, glass, etc. opens up
opportunities for private investment to process the recovered materials into more 
valuable products. The challenge is to attract companies that can create and capture 
the value of the materials in CT.

The goal is to create a discarded materials management system that support a 
circular economy, imposes fewer negative impacts to communities, and creates local 
jobs.

9



To ensure a common understanding, let’s define the term “Waste Conversion 
Technology”  As commonly used, it means include processes and technologies which 
convert traditionally non-recyclable waste materials into energy (solid fuel, electricity, 
industrial thermal steam, biofuels, etc.) but it can also include technologies which 
convert materials (low grade paper, plastic film, multi-layer packaging, etc.) into 
useful products. There are some examples described later in the presentation..
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It may be helpful to thing of a waste conversion facility in two parts, a front end 
which receives mixed waste and separates it into discrete material streams. This 
front-end is frequently referred to as Mixed Waste Processing.

Typically, the mixed waste processing subjects the entire disposal stream to 
equipment to recover traditional single stream recyclables such as fiber and 
containers which were inadvertently put into the disposal stream. Next the system 
can segregate out organic waste for anaerobic digestion and / or composting.

The picture at the right is illustrative of a mixed waste processing system. If it looks 
like a MRF that is because it employs the same equipment. In fact, some 
communities take their curbside recycling collections to a mixed waste facility for 
processing. Other have chosen to implement mixed waste processing in lieu of the 
added truck routes and expenses that a curbside single stream program requires.

The balance of the mixed waste stream can either be sent to a landfill, or further 
processed for non-traditional applications.

Certain pieces of mixed waste processing equipment create a natural capacity 
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inflection point at around 200,000 tons per year. That is the largest processing line 
that is practically feasibility with current technology. If a community needed more 
than 200,000 tons per year of capacity, then it builds multiple processing lines. As we 
will discuss late, this has important implications for the system envisioned by 
Hartford.  
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This chart provides typical recovery rates of traditional recyclables in mixed waste 
processing systems. As you can see, a modern mixed waste processing plant is very 
effective at recovering targeted material.

An important point to consider is that with  mixed waste processing 100% of the 
potentially recyclable materials are subjected to recovery efforts. For comparison, 
GBB conducts waste and recycling waste characterization studies across the country 
and we frequently find that as much as 50% of the materials targeted for recovery in 
a single stream program, are misplaced into a disposal container instead of the 
recycling container. So, 100% of the misplaced recyclables are lost. Mixed waste 
processing can greatly increase the tons of material recovered for reuse from a 
specific wastes shed. There may, however, be a quality trade- off, especially with 
paper.

Mixed waste processing facilities are not a substitute for source separation, but a 
necessary complement. There are complex trade- offs between collection costs, 
material quality, and options for secondary processing into higher value products.
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An organics processing module can be integrated into the mixed waste processing 
front end. The system may use anaerobic digestion technology to create renewable 
energy. Aerobic composting will always be a part of an organic waste module.

The quality of the compost product and vary greatly depending upon the waste 
collection system and the technology used. Where there is source separation of 
organic waste a high-quality compost is produced. Organic feedstock recovered from 
mixed waste will be much lower quality and may have very limited markets. There is 
equipment from Europe which can clean mixed waste organic, but it is more 
expensive. 

CT does not permit land application of compost or compost- like material from 
organics recovered from mixed waste. There are alternative technologies to produce 
engineered fuels or liquid fuels that can be considered.

The organic module should be designed to fit the local situation. Local treatment 
reduces expensive truck transport (organics are 60-70% water) and associated 
emissions and can be adapted to the specific characteristics of the organic waste 
(urban, farm, etc.).
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Moving on to the overall system design, this graphic illustrates a centralized system, 
similar to the WTE system operated by MIRA. All 600,000 tons per year generated  in 
the region is truck to one centralized facility where it is processed. In a mixed waste 
processing system, three mixed waste processing lines would be installed side by 
side. The out put of the system could be used in a back-end system located on-site, or 
at some other location. This system model will enjoy the lowest capital and operating 
cost.
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This graphic  illustrates the system that Hartford desires, For this region there would 
be three distributed mixed waste plants each processing 200,000 tpy. Traditionally 
recycled materials and organic waste would be recovered locally. The three front-end 
facilities could feed one or more backend process located on the site of one of the 
front end factifies or at other regional sites.

This system configuration will require more capital investment and operating expense 
which we will examine next. But also yields savings in truck transport.
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This slides illustrates the relative economics of a centralized versus a distributed mixed waste 
processing system.

Now these are very rough, rule of thumb numbers. GBB has not had an opportunity to conduct any 
Hartford specific studies. They are consistent however with recent vendor business proposals we 
received for other clients considering mixed waste processing system.

What is illustrated here is that the total capital investment for a 600,000 ton per year distributed 
system is approximately $225 million versus approximately $150 million for a centralized system. This 
results in an extra capital charge of about $9 per ton when the debt used to finance the system is 
amortized over 20 years. Once the debt is repaid, this extra expense would go away.

The extra operating expense for the distributed system versus a centralized system is about $5 per 
ton. Combined the extra capital and operating expense for the distributed system is shown as $13.80 
per ton. Again, very preliminary work, so in your mind you should up to $15 per ton.

Please note, this analysis looks only at the facility capital and operating costs. There are other revenue 
and expense items which are not included, most notably the cost of disposing of  residuals. 

I want to emphasize this is not a predication of a system tipping fee.

Hartford considers this premium a reasonable cost to address EJ issues. It is roughly equivalent to the 
subsidy Hartford currently provides to towns delivering their waste to transfer stations due to the 
socialization of transport expenses by MIRA.

16



Now what to do with the 40-50% of the inbound waste stream which would still need to be managed. 
There are a combination of old proven technologies along with new exciting ones. The table shown 
provides a few alternatives.

The simplest is to produce an alternative solid fuel for use in industrial settings such as boilers and 
cement kilns. These facilities rely upon coal and natural gas to produce process steam and heat. In 
these applications' society can achieve a 1:1 displacement of anthropogenic fossil fuel carbon with a 
fuel that is about a 50/50 mix of anthropogenic and biogenic carbon. Under EPA approved carbon 
accounting methodology this could create a measurable green house gas reduction strategy for 
emission sources which have no viable zero carbon fuel options.

The Federal Renewable Fuel Standard potentially offers significant subsidies to produce renewable 
transportation fuel from waste derived biomass. However, these facility are complex, very capital 
intensive and have been slow to develop.

There is much interest and news regarding chemical recycling of plastics. There are multiple 
technologies entering in the commercial scale demonstration phase one of which I have visited. 
Hopefully soon there will be many.

Enterprising entrepreneurs are constantly developing new and exciting specialty technologies to 
convert low value materials into high value products. As a of GBB’s practice I try to keep up with them. 
Two worth mentioning are Continuus Materials and AreoAggregrates, both located in Philadelphia. 
Continuus makes a flat roof construction board from a combination of low- quality paper and plastic 
film,  AreoAgrregates makes an ultra lightweight aggregate from mixed glass.
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The fundamental shift is to reframe waste disposal as an economic development 
opportunity. Waste streams are not something to be dumped wherever the cost is 
lowest, but rather a stream of resources to be mined to create new, higher value 
products.

However, we do have to recognize market forces alone will not make this happen. 
There needs to be financial incentives that reward following the state’s waste 
hierarchy. Material recovery and reuse is preferred, but tends to be most expensive. 
Landfill is the method of last resort, but tends to be the cheapest option.

Attracting manufactures to process recovered materials is a necessary element of the 
vision for a more circular CT economy.
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A growing trend in the co-location of waste material recovery systems with secondary 
recovered material production / manufacturing systems in an industrial eco-park or 
resource recovery park to spark economic grow and create local jobs.

It is necessary for organics to be treated in close proximity to the separation facility 
due to the high costs of shipping water. There are advantages in co- locating the 
secondary manufacturers, but shipping recovered paper, plastic to alternate sites for 
economy of scale may make sense. The distributed network offers flexibility in siting 
choices. The smaller scale limits the localized health and environmental impacts of 
the mixed waste processing. Facilities to process the recovered materials look more 
like traditional manufacturing plants than waste disposal facilities and may be easier 
to site: certainly easier to site than another incinerator.
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At GBB, we like to use a planning and development approach called “Project Building 
Blocks”.  This slide presents many of the project building blocks that a project will 
require.  A specific plan is needed for each block, shared with team members, and 
assignments given.  When placed on point for making a project happen.

The technologies discussed cannot compete with cheap landfill disposal. There will need 
to be policy reform to create an environment that can attract the necessary investment. 
If CT wants a public option to contain the costs of disposal, there will need to be public 
investment (i.e. $) to make a public- private – partnership feasible. Without direct public 
investment, there will need to be a regulatory framework that makes it possible for 
private capital to earn sufficient returns. 

It is difficult to see a path forward to a more just and environmentally responsible waste 
management system that does not start with processing of the mixed waste to recover 
organics and potentially recyclable materials. A just and environmentally sustainable 
solution to waste management will require public policy reform. It makes little sense to 
build the separation facilities if there is not political will to implement the reforms 
necessary to make the financial numbers work for private investment. 



Put your cell phone in here….
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