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The preparation of this report was financed
by an urban planning grant from the Housing
and Home Finance Agency under the provisions
of section 701 of the Housing Act of 1954,

as amended; by a regional planning grant from
the Connecticut Development Commission; and
by contributions from member municipalities.
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The Study of Refuse Disposal for the Midstate
Planning Region was conducted under the super-
vision of Junius W. Stephenson, of the firm
of Havens and Emerson, Consulting Engineers.

The Midstate Regional Planning Agency expresses’
its sincere appreciation for the cooperation

of the numerous town and city officials

whose valuable assistance is reflected through-
out this report.
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The Midstate Regional Planning Agency is pleased to submit to
its member communities a report of the refuse disposal study
of the Midstate Planning Region.

This report, which is the first of a series of study reports
to be published by the Agency, is also the first overview of
the problem of refuse disposal in our communities.

This study, as well as those to follow, is designed to Fulfjll
several important planning functions. |In addition to serving
as a source of data for the comprehensive regional plan, it is
an integral factor in achieving the following objectives.

I« The study is intended as a guide to Midstate’s member
communities. In this report, current refuse disposal
practices are described, compared and analyzed, alternative
methods are explored and evaluated, and future needs are
estimated. From these, conclusions and general recommen-
dations are drawn. This is to provide member muncipalities
with the basic information necessary for sound decisions
concerning their future plans.

2. It is a fundamental belief of this Agency that the regional
perspective provides greater latitude in determining an
approach to the provision of community services. The
option of solving local problems through intertown cooperation
with neighbors having similar or complementary problems is
hot always evident in a strictly local approach. The
regional perspective simply increases the alternatives
available to a community in dealing with its problems.

3. An effective planning program which leads to realization
of community objectives is predicated upon the coordinated
provision of all necessary services and facilities, rather
than the success of isolated programs at the expense of others.
Toward this end, the Agency’s studies may serve to provide
an additional basis for a comparative evaluation of programs
for community improvements.

Effective utilization of these studies will hopefully provide
additional assistance in the decision making processes which
channel development and bring the region closer to the
realization of its goals.
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SURVEY AND ANALYSIS

Scope and Purpose of Study

The provision of means and facilities for satisfactory,
nﬁisance-FPee disposal of refuse, including garbage,
rubbish, and bulky materials, is a problem of increasing
seriousness to both urban and rural communities throughout
the nation today. The continued population growth, the
increasing per capita rate of refuse production, and the
decreasing availability of land for the purpose make it
imperative that every community, whether large or small,
highly developed or lightly populated, plan and provide
for future refuse disposal. A twenty-year futurity is
generally considered the minimum for which such plans and
provisions should be made. Further, the recognition of
refuse disposal as a public health consideration has
resulted in a wide public demand, increasingly backed by
legislation and provision for enforcement, that disposal
be nuisance-free, and that the smoke, odors, dirt and
dust, vermin, and insects heretofore associated with
refuse disposal be eliminated. |t is, therefore, the
purpose of our study and this report to determine and
summarize the refuse disposal practices of the seven
communities served by the Midstate Regional Planning

Agency, to recommend desirable immediate improvements in




those practices, and to set forth guidelines for refuse

disposal planning for the next twenty years.

Present Conditions

The area is presently served by seven municipally operated
dumps and an incinerator which is owned and operated by
the City of Middletown. Locations of these facilities are
shown on the accompanying map. Pertinent data on the
dumps is summarized in the following Table |. Information
on open burning and cover material is based on our
observations; all other data are as reported by city and

town officials.

Our inspection of the dumping sites showed all to be
better than open dumps, although none can be classed as
sanitary landfills. At all except the Middletown garbage
and trash dump, refuse is burned in the open prior to
being placed in final position, although only a limited
amount of carefully controlled burning is permitted at the
Middletown bulky refuse dump. Elsewhere the operations
result in odors and heavy smoke. All dumps are provided
with an earth cover, although the frequency of placing
this cover varies. |n no instance had an earth cover
been observed over either the active or inactive faces,
and at several sites there was evidence that both burned

and unburned material had lain for extended periods with-
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Table |
REFUSE DUMPS

Notice Cover
Owned or for Lease Future Open Material Extepr- Annual

Municipality Leased Cancellation Life-Years Burning on Site mination Cost
Cromwel | Leased Unknown 30(h) yes nearby yes(g) $ 4,300
Durham USES MIDDLEFIELD DUMP I, 100(b)
East Hampton Owned - 15-20 ves no(a) no 4,500(d)
Haddam Leased(c) - 2 ves no ves 725
Middlefield Leased 6 months yes no no 2,200(b)
Middletown

Garbage & Trash Leased 6 months 10-15(F) no no yes 50,000(e)
Bulky Refuse Qwned - 10-15(F) ves no ves 50,000(e)
Portland Leased instant 20-25 ves no no 4,200

3
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Purchased only when street sweepings, etc., not available.
Durham and Middlefield divide $2,200 total annual cost. Rental-
$1,000, spread and cover=$1,200.

No cost to the Town.

Annual Budget for sanitation.

Total refuse collection and disposal budget

including depreciation.
i0-15 years total life at both sites. Can shift full operation to
bulky refuse dump if necessary.
Once or twice a year. |neffective.
Estimated dump |ife of series of abandoned clay pits on leased site.

Subject to approval of State Health Department and Water Resources
Board. Town owned property with dump life estimated at 15-20 years.

Other
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Selected
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no
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