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IN THE HOUSE BY T IE C&RA COMZIITTEE

C3 FOR HOUSE 3ILL NO. 473 (C&RA)

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

SIXTEENTH LEGISLATURE - SECOND SESSION

A BILL

For an Ace entitled: "An Act relating to solid and hazardous wa3te manage­

ment."

BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section I. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS. The legislature finds that

(1) there is a growing concern nationally about the environment 

and the effects on human health from past solid waste management practices:

(2 ) there is a desire to prevent these effects from occurring in

the future as well as a growing interest in conserving and ensuring the

wise U3e or virgin materialsi

(3) present solid and hazardous waste management practices in 

many communities in the state do not protect human health or the environ­
ment)

(4) many communities in the state are necessarily concentrating 

their limited resources on more immediate environmental or human health

concerns such as ensuring a safe drinking water supply or the safe manage­

ment of sewagei

(5 ) communities in the state, though concerned over the problems 

associated with current solid and hazardous waste management practices do 

not have the technical or financial resources to plan for improved waste 

management or for enhanced recycling, treatment, or disposal facilities)

(6) there is a need for the state to provide financial and 

technical assistance to communities in tne state to Improve solid and 
hazardous waste management within the state)

•' (7) there is a need for state government Co provide leadership
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by working actively to improve waste reduction and recycling activities and 

to use its buying power to strengthen the markets for recycled goods.

,v Sec. 2. AS 46.06 is amendec ’ v adding new sections to read;

Sec. 46.06.021. SOLID AMD HAZARDOUS WASTE MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. 

In order to minimize present and future threats to human health and 

the environment in the state, the department shall promote the follow­

ing solid and hazardous waste management practices in the following 

order of priority:

( 1 )  w a 3 t e  s o u r c e  r e d u c t i o n ;

(2 ) recycling of waste;

( 3 )  w a 3 t e  t r e a t m e n t ;  a n d

(4) waste disposal.

Sec. 46.06.031. SOLID AND HAZARDOUS .WASTE REDUCTION AND RE­

CYCLING PROGRAM. (a) There i3 established within the department a 

solid and hazardous waste reduction and recycling program. Within the 

limit of funds available, the department shall

( 1 ) coordinate community and agency efforts to reduce the 

production of solid and hazardous waste, including air and water 
emissions;

(2 ) promote the practices and priorities established under 

AS 46.06.02t by promoting solid and hazardous waste reduction, on-site 

recovery of resources from hazardous waste sources, recovery of re­

sources from solid waste sources, repeated use of packaging *ad prod­

ucts, maceri.ils recycling, appropriate procreatraent, waste separation, 

or separate management for waste chat creates problems when disposed 

of within che community, transportation for solid waste that cannot bo 

disposed of within die community, .i.id environmentally sound disposal;
(3) provide technical assistance jnd consultation for 

source reduction and recycling \a necessary to assist with the
CSH3 473<C4RA) -2-



implementation of the practices and priorities established under 

AS 46.06.021 with communities and regional planning organizations and 

generators of solid and hazardous waste;

(4) sponsor or co-sponsor, with public or private organiza­

tions, technical workshops and seminars on implementation of the 

practices and priorities established under AS 46.06.021, including 

solid and hazardous waste reduction and recycling;

(5) develop a technical reference center and data base

relating to the implementation of practices and priorities established 

under AS 46.06.021 for solid and hazardous waste reduction and re­

cycling;

(6) establish and maintain .an information referral service 

on the implementation of the practices and priorities established 

under AS 46.06.021 for solid and hazardous waste reduction and re­
cycling;

(7) identify and evaluate research needs for 3tate busi­

nesses and industry, communities and regional planning organizations, 

and 3tate agencies a3 they relate to the implementation of the prac­

tices and priorities established under AS 46.06.021 for solid and 

hazardous waste reduction and recycling;

(3) develop, in consultation with institutions of higher

education in the state, courses and curricula reluted to the implemen­

tation of the practices and priorities established under AS 46.06.021

for solid and hazardous waste reduction ind recycling! and

(0) issue hazardous wa.ste reduction matching grants under 

AS 46.03.317 and community solid waste management planning grants 
under AS 46.06,04 I.

(b) In response to a request of a hazardous waste generator, a 
reoresentntive of che department .my visit ilia hazardous waste

-3- CS.'IB 478(CaRA)
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generator1 3 site for the purpose of observing a waste generating 

process, obtaining information relevant to wa3te reduction, rendering 

advice, and making recommendations. A visit under this subsection may 

not be regarded 3s an inspection or investigation. A representative 

of the department designated to render advisory or consultative ser­

vices may not have enforcement authority.

(c) This section does not diminish the responsibility of a

person to comply with chi3 chapter, AS 46.03, AS 46.04, or AS 46.09.

Sec. 46.06.041. COMMUNITY SOLID WASTE ilAHAGEHEHT PLANNING 

GRANTS. (a) A community solid waste management planning grant ac­

count is established in the general fund. It consists of appropria­

tions made to it.

(b) The department nay issue matching grants from money in the 

account to a municipality, to an unincorporated community, to an 

organization representing two or more municipalities or unincorporated 

communities within a region, to a nonprofit organisation, coastal re­

sources service area, or regional health corporation for the purpose 

of a community solid waste management plan.

(c) In its award of a grant under this section, the department 

shall consider the severity of environmental or public health concerns 

relating to a>:i3ting solid waste management practices. The department 

may consider the e::tent to wluch the propcaed planning ufforn will 

meet the needs of more than one community, the o:;ce;ic to which there 

is clear evidence of local support .or the pi-tuning effort, and che 

number of Individuals who will benefit from L.ie pi inning effort.

(d) The department shalL establish guidelines for the prepara­
tion of plans funded u »dur this section :.> acnics* the practices and 
priorities established under A*J 46.U6.02l.

(c) A grant u ider this section 
CSIID 4/JHCSRA) -4-



(1) must be matched an a dollar-for-dollar basis by the 

grantee in cash or Lai kindj

(2) may not exceed $50,000 for a single proposal or proj­

ect.

(£') The department may waive the natch required under (e) of 

this section on a shoving satisfactory to the cumniyuioner by the 

prospective applicant that matching funds are not available.

77 Sec. 3. AS 46.03.100 is amended by adding a new subsection to read:

(e) A person who applies for u solid waste permit under this 

section shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the commissioner thac 

the applicant has reasonably considered all solid waste management 

options and that the permit would be consistent with the practices and 

priorities established under AS 46.06.021.

* Sec. 4. AS 46.03.299(f) and 46.03.3)5 are repealed.

- j- S:i3 4/a(C4RA)



STATE OF ALASKA b i l l  v e r s i o n : H B 4 7 8

1990 LEGISLATIVE SESSION p u b lis h  d a t e  : 2/ 7/90
FISCAL NOTE

REQUEST:
Revision Date: Agency Affected: Environ. Conservation

Title: An Act relating to solid and  URU: Environmental Quality____________

hazardous waste management.

Sponsor: Rep. Ulmer  Components: Environmental Quality

Requestor: House Community &  Regional Affairs ____________ Projects_____________

EXPENDITURES/REVENUES: (Thousands of Dollars)

OPERATING FY 91 FY 92 FY 93 FY 94 FY 95 FY %
PERSONAL SERVICES 

TRAVEL 

CONTRACTUAL 

SUPPLIES 

EQUIPMENT 

L AND&STR UCTURES 

GRANTS,CLAIMS 

MISCELLANEOUS

391.2 391.2 391.2 391.2 391.2 391.2
32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0 32.0
72.0 72.0 72.0 72.0 72.0 72.0

9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0 9.0
45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0 500.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
TOTAL OPERATING 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2

CAPITAL i 0.0 0.0| 0.0 | 0 . 0 | 0.0 | 0.0

REVENUE 0.0 0.0 0.0| 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0

FUNDING: (Thousands of Dollars)

GENERAL FUND 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2

FEDERAL FUNDS 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
OTHER 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTAL 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2 1,049.2

POSITIONS:
FULL-TIME

PART-TIME

TEMPORARY

9.0 9.0 9.0 __ 9.0 9.0 9.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page if necessary)

SEE ATTACHED

Prepared by: Jeff Mach_______________________________________  Phone : 445-2671

Division: Environmental Quality  Date : 2 1  IS 1 90

Approved by Commissionen   Date:_^//p " ____________

Agency: Environmental Conservation

Distribution (by preparer) :
Legislative Finance 
Legislative Sponsor 
Requestor
Office of Management and Budget
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House Bill 478 
2/7/90 Version

Seotion 1
Section 1 will not require any additional resources for the 
Department of Environmental Conservation.

Sections 2-3
Section 2 repeals the Department's existing provisions regarding 
the management and reduction of hazardous wastes and re-enacts 
these provisions in expanded form to include both solid and 
hazardous waste management. The Department is directed to 
coordinate efforts to reduce the production of solid and 
hazardous wastes, promote waste source reduction, provide 
technical assistance to help establish reduction and recycling 
practices, develop a technical reference center and data base, 
establish an information referral service, and develop 
appropriate courses and curricula related to solid and hazardous 
waste reduction and recycling.
This section also establishes a matching grant program for 
community solid waste management planning which is reflected in 
the fiscal note. The $500.0 requested would allow the Department 
to issue approximately 10-15 grants.
Section 3 requires the Department to ensure that applicants for
solid waste disposal permits satisfactorily demonstrate that all 
waste management options were considered.
The following positions would be needed to auequately carry out
all of the provisions of this bill:
Position 100 200 300 400 500 Total
Ecologist III 58.4 5.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 $77.4
Ecologist II 51.5 5.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 70. 5
Project Coordinator 51.5 5.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 70.5
Env. Field Off. II 44.9 5.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 63.9
Env. Field Off. II 44.9 5.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 63.9
Env. Field Off. II 44.9 5.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 63.9
Admin. Assist. I 36.1 2.0 8.0 1.0 5.0 52.1
Clerk Typist III 29.5 0 8.0 1.0 5.0 43.5
Clerk Typist III 29.5 0 8.0 1.0 5.0 43.5
TOTALS 391.2 32. 0 72.0 ID • o 45.0 $549.2
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♦ •

Time Suiui Stiff Momhi

ppr 12 Juneuu

Election I)iHr'

Justification

Type of EspcnJiture

__________ j_______________

Siliry

Benefits

Premium Pay

Other_______________________

Tout Personal Services

Amount

See attached page

$4Z,8IM)

15,600

Travel

Contractual 8,000

Commodities 1,000

Equipment 5,000

Total Cost $77,400

i i i p g ;  A  <*-" ", ,' ■ - 4  ' '■ i  W &  '  ■'

Binding Source for Total Cost

Federal Receipts 1002

G. F. Match 1003

General Fund 1004 $77,400

GF Program Receipts 1005

Other

Position Title Kinge/Slep

20A

Harg. Unit

Request For

New Position

Agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

BRU ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY___________

Component ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROJECTS

Page 3 of 14 

Revised Date
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The incumbent will serve as the Department's Waste Minimization
Project Manager to coordinate and p?:oraote the Department's
efforts pursuant to HB 478, to reduce the production of solid and
hazardous wastes, including the following specific tasks:
• Supervise the Department's provision of waste management and 
reduction technical assistance and other services to 
communities, regional organizations, school districts, and 
waste generators?

• Supervise the Department's sponsorship or co-sponsorship and 
development of technical workshops or seminars on waste 
reduction;

• Supervise the evaluation, selection, and procurement of 
materials and equipment necessary to establish and maintain a 
solid and hazardous waste reduction technical reference center 
and data base;

• Supervise the establishment and maintenance of solid and 
hazardous waste reduction referral services;

• Supervise the identification and evaluation of solid and 
hazardous waste reduction research needs for government 
agencies and private businesses;

• Supervise the development of local courses and curricula for
solid and hazardous waste reduction;

• Supervise the development and operation of the Department's
hazardous waste reduction matching and community solid waste
management planning grant programs, including the development 
of guidelines, advertising for and evaluation of proposals, 
awards, monitoring, and closeout of grants;

• Serve as the Department's primary expert on waste reduction and 
recycling practices; and

• Serve as the Department's staff representative to the Pacific 
Northwest Waste Reduction Roundtable?

HB 478
JUSTIFICATION FOR ECOLOGIST III

Page 4 of 14



Funding Source fof Toul Cot I

Federal Receipt! 1002

G. F. Mudi 
General Fund $70,500

No.of PolllUml Ktngc/Strp ILrg. Unit

Ixxilion 'F ledion D u ln d

Juneuu

Justified ion

See n I lat hed page

Ilenefili

Premium P»y 

Other

T oul Penonil Service,

Travel

Amount

GF Program Receipt, 1005 

Other

Ecologist 11

Staff Monthi

of litpemlilurc

Request For

New Position

Agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

BRU ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY___________

Component ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROJECTS

Page 5 of 14 

Revised Date

FY 91



HB 478
JUSTIFICATION FOR ECOLOGIST II

The incumbent will work on a largely independent basis, under the 
supervision of the Solid Waste Management Project Manager, to 
develop the Department's Solid Waste Management Project, 
including the following specific tasks:
• Develop information necessary to apply for and receive EPA 
approval of the Department's solid waste permit program;

• Develop and advocate the Department's position on proposed 
federal solid waste and incinerator ash disposal legislation 
and regulations, so that final federal requirements take 
Alaska's unique conditions into account;

• Coordinate ‘he development of a statewide solid waste 
management p±an that incorporates the solid waste management 
plans resulting from community solid waste management planning 
grants, as well as the recommendations of the Governor's Waste 
Reduction and Recycling Task Force;

• Provide increased technical assistance to the Department's 
regional staff, communities, and regional organizations on new 
and proposed federal solid waste management requirements,
MARPOL requirements, long-range solid waste management 
planning, and solid waste management facility siting issues; 
and

• Develop State solid waste management policies and procedures to 
improve the quality and consistency of disposal permits issued 
by DEC and meet federal standards for state solid waste 
management programs

Page 6 of 14



Amount

$51,500

Comrnoditici

liquipmcnt

Other

INjiiiumi Title

Project Coordinator

tune S u iu i

________PFT
Staff Motdhi

Kinge/Slni

i:lct lion Oulnct

fiarg. UnitNo.of Putiiioni

1

Type ol I 'tp o u ln u rt 

I See attached page

Federal Receipt* 1002

G. F. Mitch 1003

General Fund 1004 $70,500

Idicition

______  Juneau

JuttifiiMion

llenrfili

Premium P»y

Other

Toul Penorul Service*

Travel

Contractu*)

Gl; Program Receipt* 1005 

Other

Request For

New Position

Agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

BRU ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY___________

Component ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROJECTS

Page 7 of 14 

Revised Date

FY 91



HB 478
JUSTIFICATION FOR PROJECT COORDINATOR

The incumbent will work on a largely independent basis, under the 
supervision of the Waste Minimization Project Manager, 
developing, coordinating, and promoting the Department's efforts 
pursuant to HB 478, to reduce the production of solid and 
hazardous wastes, including the following specific tasks:

• Prepare, evaluate, and select one or more contractors to 
provide technical assistance, or other services to state 
agencies, waste generators, and school districts;

• Develop and arrange for the Department's sponsorship or co­
sponsorship of technical workshops or seminars on waste 
reduction;

• Evaluate and select materials and equipment necessary to 
establish and maintain a solid and hazardous waste reduction 
technical reference center and data base;

• Establish and maintain solid and hazardous waste reduction 
referral services;

• Develop courses and curricula for solid and hazardous waste 
reduction.

• Identify and evaluate solid and hazardous waste reduction 
research needs for government agencies and private businesses; 
and

• Develop guidelines for the administration of, advertise the 
availability of, evaluate proposals for, award, monitor, and 
closeout hazardous waste reduction matching and community solid 
waste management planning grants.

Page 8 of 14



Petition Title No.of Posilioni Range/Step llarg. Unit

Environmental Field OITicer II 3 16A < j ( ; u

Time Status Staff Months Location Flection District

PFT 12 Juneau , Fairbanks , Anchorage 4 , 2 0 , 1 0

> Justification

Type of Eapendilure Amount

1 2 3 See attached page

Salary $98,600

Benefits 36,100

Premium Pay 0

Other 0

Toul Personal Services m : ) ; ' m  m m ® * $134,700

Travel 15,000

Contractual 24,000

Commodities 3,000

Equipment 15,000

Other

Toul Cost $191,700
•: Xy-; g '' '■ '• . .:.v /■ H i

Funding Source for Total Cost

Federal Receipts 1002

G. F. Match 1003

General Fund 1004 $191,700

GF Program Receipts 1005

Other

' * v' f '' I f " ' '
w: ::.A lA iM  < y &£<>:

Request For

New Position

Agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

BRU ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY___________

Component ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROJECTS

Page 9  of 14 

Revised Date

FY 91



HB 478
JUSTIFICATION FOR ENVIRONMENTAL FIELD OFFICER II POSITIONS

The incumbents, stationed in the Department's Fairbanks, 
Anchorage, and Juneau regional offices, will provide technical 
assistance to communities and regional organizations on solid 
waste management and reduction practices, review and issue 
permits to additional solid waste disposal facilities, and 
coordinate and promote the Department's efforts pursuant to HB 
478 to reduce the production of solid and hazardous wastes, 
including the following specific tasks:

• Serve as the Department's regional contacts to provide waste 
management and reduction technical assistance and other 
services to communities, regional organizations, and solid 
waste generators?

• Review solid waste disposal permit applications for 
consideration of the preferred waste management practices and 
priorities, issue permits for solid waste disposal facilities, 
and inspect solid waste disposal facilities for compliance with 
permit and regulatory requirements;

• Assist the Department's sponsorship or co-sponsorship of 
technical workshops or seminars on waste reduction;

• Assist the evaluation and selection of materials and equipment 
necessary to establish and maintain a solid and hazardous waste 
reduction technical reference center and data base?

• Assist in the identification and evaluation of solid and 
hazardous waste reduction research needs for government 
agencies and private businesses;

• Assist in the development of local courses and curricula for 
solid and hazardous waste reduction;

• Assist in the evaluation of proposals, awards, and monitoring, 
of hazardous waste reduction matching grants and community 
solid waste management planning grants? and

• Serve as regional contacts for information to and from the 
Pacific Northwest Waste Reduction Roundtable;

Page 10 of 14
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i’oiiiion Tide

Administrative Assistant I

No of Poiilioni

1
Range/Step

12A

Barg. linil

con
lim e Statui

PFr
Slaff Monlhi lx>t*lion

12 Juneau

Flection Diitnct

■ -

Type of liapendiiuie Amount

1 2 3

Salary $24,900

Benefit! 11,200 ' 'A y  X  '■ *  ■

Premium Pay 0

Other 0 i 4 r : '
Total Peraonal Service! $36,100

Travel 2,000

Contractual 8,000

Commoditiei 1,000

Equipment 5,000

Other

Total Coil $52,100

Juiiificatkm

See u(Inched page

Ininiling Source for T oul Coil

l^exieral Receipt! 1002

0 .  F. M ild) 1003

General Fund 1004

GF Program Receipts 1003

Other

$52,100

WM I M i  Pi m  
W 'Y t ' / / '  i'" i  i

M

: .; ...vXV\V

' SHSsSffiN*
m M

Request For

New Position

Agency _ 

BRU_ 

Component

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROJECTS

Page 11 of 14
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HB 478
JUSTIFICATION FOR ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT I

This position will work under the supervision of the Waste
Reduction Project Manager implementing the provisions of HB 478,
including the following specific tasks:
• Assist in the preparation of and accounting for one or more 
contracts for the provision of technical assistance and other 
services to solid and hazardous waste generators;

• Assist with arrangements for the Department's sponsorship or 
co-sponsorship of technical workshops or seminars on waste 
reduction and recycling;

• Assist in the procurement of and accounting for materials and
equipment necessary to establish and maintain a solid and
hazardous waste reduction technical reference center and data 
base;

• Assist in the establishment and maintenance of a solid and 
hazardous waste reduction referral service;

• Assist in the development of guidelines for the award of
community solid waste management planning grants; and

• Assist in the award of and account for funds disbursed through 
hazardous waste reduction and community solid waste planning 
grant programs.

Page 12 of 14



P o s i tio n  'IT lie

Clerk Typist 111

N o .o f  P o sitio n s Ksnge/Slep

8A

Hirg. Unit

GGU

Time Status

PFI’

Staff Months

12
Location

Juneau, Anchorage

Election District

4. 10

Type of Expenditure Amount

1 2 3

Salary $39,200 i f  ; k y ;  M  ' ',V |

Dene fits 19,800 1  | i l i  |I 1  l l l l l i l

Premium Pay 0 h ' , 1 -  :•

Other 0

Total Persons! Services Hi $59,000

Travel 0

Contractual 16,000

Commodities 2,000

Equipment 10,000

Other

Total Cost $87,000

Funding Source for Total Cost

Federal Receipts 1002

G. F. Match 1003

General Fund 1004

GF Program Receipts 1005

Other

$87,000

Justification

See attached page

Request For

New Position

Agency ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION

BRU LNVIRONMENTAL QUALITY___________

Component ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY PROJECTS

Page 13 of 14

Revised Date
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HB 478
JUSTIFICATION FOR CLERK TYPIST III POSITIONS

The incumbents, stationed in the Department's Solid and Hazardous 
Waste Management Section and Southcentral Regional Office will 
provide clerical staff necessary to support the Department's 
efforts under HB 478 to reduce the production of solid and 
hazardous wastes, including the following specific tasks:
• Production of documents and files related to:
- providing waste management and reduction technical 

assistance,
- review of applications and issuance of solid waste disposal 

permits,
- sponsorship and development of technical workshops or 

seminars on waste reduction,
- establishment and maintenance of waste reduction information 

services,
- identification and evaluation of waste reduction research 

needs, waste reduction courses and curricula,
- development and operation of the Department's hazardous waste 

reduction matching and community solid waste management 
planning grant programs, and

- participation on the Pacific Northwest Waste Reduction 
Roundtable.

Page 14 of 14



Alaska State Legislature
H o u s e  o p  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e  F r a n  U l m e r  
M E M O R A N D U M

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE*

Rep. MacLean, Chair 
Members
House C timunity d Regional Affairs Committee

February 5, 1990

HB 478-Solid Waste Management Analysis

HB 478 is a first step towards implementation of a solid waste 
management plan for Alaska that will also include waste reduction 
and recycling options. This legislation will allow communities to 
receive help from DEC, both financial and technical, while they are 
making decisions regarding solid waste management needs for the 
future. This legislation specifically address the problem of solid 
waste at the community level.

HB 478 would:

Establish a preferred hierarchy of solid waste management 
options so that the state would be "on the record" favoring 
waste reduction, recycling and appropriate treatment of 
specific wastes rather than "business as usual" -continuing to 
generate, at an increasing rate, waste destined for disposal.

Expand the Department of Environmental Conservation's 
current efforts in hazardous waste reduction and recycling to 
include solid waste, and thus allowing the department to 
provide, among other services:

(over)

District 4B — Juneau 
P.O. B O X  V • Juneau. Alaska 998II-3I00 • (907)4(55-4947



House C&RA 
2/15/90 
Page 2

technical assistance to communities in the waste 
reduction, recycling and the separate management of 
troublesome wastes, etc;
assistance to community groups and schools to develop 
public education programs on the importance of waste 
reduction and recycling;
a more comprehensive analysis of the full range of solid 
waste management options available to Alaskan 
communities, including small scale recycling and 
disposal technologies; and 

* a waste reduction and recycling hotline.

Provide planning and technical assistance grants of up to 
$50,000 to local communities (or regional groups) for solid 
waste management planning, so that communities have the 
ability to explore reduction, recycling and other management 
options.

Ensure that communities and industrial solid waste facility 
operators begin to focus on waste reduction and recycling by 
asking that the preferred hierarchy of management options be 
considered as part of the solid waste disposal facility permit 
process.



HO USE COMMUNITY AND REG IONAL AFFA IRS LETTER OF INTENT
FOR

C SH B  478 (C&RA)

It is the intent of the legislature that ihe passage of CSHB 478 
(C&RA) will not change the status of the program enacted under AS 
46.07.010 (Village Safe Water Act) in that providing safe water and 
hygienic sewage disposal for all Alaskans is a primary concern of 
the Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC).

It is also the intent that funds needed to implement grants under 
CSHB 478 (C&RA) will be separate from funds used by the DEC for 
Village Safe Water and the Alaska Clean Water Fund.

It is also the intent of the legislature that the priority of solid and 
hazardous waste management practices as established in Sec. 
46.06.021 of this bill will not supersede a communitie's efforts to 
obtain safe water and hygienic sewage disposal.

Date

Rep. Eileen MacLean, Chair
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
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PO SITIO N PAPER

RE; House Bill 478

SPONSOR: Representative Fran Ulmer
Effects of the Bill

House bill 478 authorizes solid waste management planning 
grants and requires the Department of Enviromental Conservation 
(DEC) to establish guidelines to assure that source reduction 
and recycling are considered in those plans.

The bill contains legislative findings supporting a state role 
in promoting improved waste management and recycling. The 
findings recognize that many Alaskan communities face 
environmental health concerns (i.e., safe water) other than 
solid waste, and will require financial and technical 
assistance to improve local hazardous and solid waste 
management. The bill establishes both a solid and hazardous 
waste reduction and recycling program within the DEC and a 
program for community solid waste management planning grants. 
The bill also requires that DEC promote recycling as an 
activity that should occur before incineration or landfilling.

Recycling is not mandatory in the legislation, recognizing that 
it may not be a feasible undertaking in small, remote 
communities. The legislation also states that two or more 
communities may join together to plan for solid waste 
management facilities. In fact, DEC is required to consider 
the extent to which a solid waste plan will serve more than one 
community. This may be sufficient incentive for the 
development of regional or multi-community facilities, and 
could promote recycling by merging several smaller waste 
streams to permit economies of scale. DEC is currently 
considering regional facilities where appropriate to reduce the 
number of smaller, non-complying durotfsites.

Comments

21-P1LH



ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES Ltd

February L4, 1990

Representatives Ulinur, Drown and Finkelatein 
Alaska State Houae of Representatives 
PO Box V
Juneau, Alaska 99811 

R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ,

As we discussed we have reviewed the package of bilt3 you 
recently introduced on solid waste management and recycling. 
We concur this it a timely effort in light of growing 
fudurul and socio-political pressures to address these 
complex and difficult problems.

Environmental Services, Lt d.  has ovor 20 years of experience 
in the arctic and subarctic both in Alaska and Canada with a 
wide variety of experience and success in dealing witn solid 
and hazardous waste issuc3 . Our staff consists of top 
environmental professionals from a variety of scientific and 
engineering fields. Members of our staff have served with 
the A l a s ka  Dop art mc nt  of E n v ir on me nt a l  C n n q p r v a tion as well 
as the Department of Interior and have a comprehensive 
understanding of environmental problems, thu regulatory 
framework and the solutions appropriate and cost effective 
in Alaska.

Generally, we favor the thrust of the legislation ana look 
forward to boing of further assistance in thoir recrafuing 
to facilitate passage. However, we do offer a few technical 
changes we b e l i e v e  will clarify implements tion and 
strengthen your efforts toward the goals articulated in your 
press release.

HB 478 An Act relating to solid and hazardous waste 
management:

This bill will create a number of new state *iobs in the 
Department of Environmental Conservation. Wc understand 
that a fiscal note of $500,000.08 will be attached. Our 
main concern is that the individuals hired by the State have 
tho technical expertise and oxperienco required to make this 
p r o g r a m  successful. Ovor the past two administrations we 
have watched as DEC Commissioners appoint people to highly 
technical positions without the proper profess onal 
credentials, we find essential in understanding the 
complexities of waste management problems and in stimulating

4Z0I Tuoon CENTRE DRIVE. SUITE 30? ANChQRAGE. ALASKA 99SC8 (307) Se3-l9l2 f AX 190?) '12*



creative solutions. Althouqh it may not be appropriate, in 
the body of legislation, we would 3uqgest that the 
Legislature pay close attention to minimal qualifLcations 
tor each oC tho positions created by this bill and that an 
emphasis bo placed on private sector experience in the aroas 
to be regulated.

Section 46.06.031(b) places an agent oC the State in a very
diffic ilt position. It an agent for tho State sees a
violation, knows that it is a violation and does not report 
it or serve a citation that agent may be in violation of
existing State and Fedora 1 law. Furthermore the State will 
effectively either sanct ion breaking the law or undermine 
the credibility of the program, A more productive approach 
would bo to retain enforcement authority, but expand the
role of the agent to provide act 1 ve assistance- in designing 
environmentally effective improvements in an affected 
faci1 i ty.

Wo do not believe this approach would counter the intent of 
the bill. Much of the "assistance" provided will depend on 
the management philosophy of tho department and the 
personality of the agent. This reinforces our concern that 
technically competent puople be placed in these positions 
and that a clear management philosophy be articulated within 
the department so that professionals understand the 
parameters within which they must function.

Section 46.06.041(b) gives funds to government agencies 
(State and Local) as well as non-profit groups that will be 
in direct competition with existing private corporations in 
Alaska already providing this service.

We recommend this section be amended so that it restricts 
public expenditures that are in competition with existing 
private companies and allows agencies to contract witn 
competent private companies, where they exist, to provide 
the service. This is clearly consistent with the Governor's 
policy of, whenever possible, contracting out services the 
private sector can provide more effectively than State 
government,

HB 479 An Act establishing an awards program to recognize 
waste reduction and recycling efforts in school districts; 
and providing for an effective date:

We have no concerns with this bill. We chink it is a 
p o s i t i v e  a t o p  f o r w a r d  in e s t a b l i s h i n g  t he  t y p e  of 
recognition and day-to-day environment essential to teach 
our children the values sought by the bill.



Again our concerns are to ensuring that technically 
competent people administer any program using these funds 
□nd that they not fund public sector efforts that will oe :n 
direct competition with existing private sector jobs.

HB 481 An Act relating to state procurement of recycled 
paper and other products and to the state's use of caper; 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  a waste? r e d u c t i o n  and r e c y c l i n g  task fnrr«?»: and
providing for an effective date:

Section 6: Sec 44,99.020 should also include all municipal
governments that receive state funds as well as any private 
company under contract to the State or a municipal 
government.
This clarification is consistent with rhp intent, of the 
legislation and reaches far b e y o n d  the confines or state 
agencies. It is also consistent with the reality that the 
State provides significant funds to local governments which 
cumulatively create more waste paper, often in remote areas, 
tnen state agencies do themselves.

Although the concept of the Task Force is to focus policy 
makers on the problem, we expect these responsibilities will 
be delegated down within each agency to those technically 
competent to make the types of recommendations sought. This 
is fine, if the policy makers give policy direction as tney 
delegate and as they review the recommendations. Too often, 
in our experience, the policy makers delegate the work 
assignment but do not review the broader public policy 
concerns. This tesults in a patchwork of public policies 
that run counter to each other, creating conflict, 
paralysis, greater public expenditures - and docs not move 
Alaska forward.

General Comments

In order to provide an incentive to reduce waste and recycle 
used materials it is our experience that specific goals or 
t a c g a t c  need t o  be e s t a b l i s h e d .  T h o s o  g o a l s  m u s t  be  
realistic, economically and technically, but they must also 
be goals that push public awareness, not drag behind opinion 
polls. A phased program requiring specific compliance for 
specific materials that are present, require attention and 
can be addressed in Alaska should be considered.

We hope these comments are of assistance in your efforts to 
address this important 3nd timely matter of. waste redaction,

HB 480 An Act authorizing loans for solid waste management
projects from the clean water fund:
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waste management and recycling. We look for»/u'd to work! 
with you during the session to move those bills into law.

Very_ tru l y  yours, ,
-IfTRV I ROtfMBNT/;L*’TJTttV I 'X L
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S P E  C I A L R E P O  R T:

Recycling in the States
U p d a te  1 9 8 9

T h e  rush  to recycle co n tin u ed  in 1989  

as 38  states and the D istrict o f  C o lu m ­

bia en acted  m ore than  1 2 0  recy clin g  

law s th ro u g h  Septem ber; yet o n ly  tw o 

m an d ates fo r m aterials co llec tio n  w ere 

passed . S tate law s also  attack ed  p lastics 

and  such  problem  w astes as tires, used  

oil, and  batteries w ith  co m b in atio n s o f  

incen tiv es, bans, an d  trade-in  re q u ire ­

m ents.

N aiional S o lid  W astes M anagem ent A ssociation 

1 7 3 0  R hode Island A venue. N W  

S uite 1000

W ashington. D C  2 0 0 3 6  

(2 0 2 ) 6 5 9 - 4 6 1 3



Education
Market
Studies

Grants 
or Loans

Tax
Incentives

E a c h  year. Americans produce about 160 m illion tons 

o f residential and commercial waste, hut only around 1 1 

percent —  17 million tons —  is eventually reclaimed.

As landfills rapidly reach capacity and close, state and 

local governments arc urgently seeking ways to reduce 

the amount o f trash destined for disposal. R ecycling, 

once strictly a volunteer activity, is now luw in many 

parts o f the country, Also, landfilling is no longer so  

inexpensive that recycling is not worth the effort.

Twenty-six states plus the District o f Columbia 

now  have comprehensive recycling laws. These statutes 

provide a framework for statewide recycling and, in 

som e cases, mandate local government and citizen  

participation in collection efforts. In addition, six o f  the 

nation's ten largest cities (Chicago. Los A ngeles, N ew  

York. Phoenix, Philadelphia, and San D iego) have 

begun collecting recyclables at curbside in the past two  

years. Three o f  the others (Houston, San Antonio and 

Dallas) have programs in preliminary stages. More than 

1,000  curbside recycling programs are operating in 

m unicipalities around the country.

W hat is recycling?

R ecycling involves three basic steps:

□  Separating recyclable products from other trash. 

Tw o com m on methods are curbside collection o f  materi­

als that have already been sorted into multiple containers 

and transport o f  m ixed recyclables to a materials 
recovery  fa c ility  (M RF) for sorting.

□  Processing recyclables so that they can be substi­

tuted for virgin raw materials at manufacturing plants. 

For exam ple, at plastics recycling facilities, old  bottles 

are cleaned, sorted, and shredded into small chips. Then, 

the chips are melted and molded into small pellets for 

sale to manufacturers.

□  Returning recycled material to com m erce, 

usually as part o f other products. Common exam ples 

include old newsprint, which can be processed to make 

new newsprint or tissue, and cardboard, which can be 

reused in packaging.
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Comprehensive Recycling Laws
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A ikansas 19B9 • J. •

Calllornla 1989 •  5 0 %  by 2000 • 1 • •  • •

COIIIICLllCUl 108? •  2 5 %  by 1991 • 1 • •  •

Dlslrlct ol Columbia 1989 •  4 5 %  by 1994 • • •

Florida 1988 •  3 0 %  by 1994 • ) • •  • •

Hawaii 1988 • • [ • •

Illinois 1988 •  2 5 % ' • •

Iowa 19S9 •  5 0 %  by 2000 • •

Louisiana 1989 •  2 5 %  by 1992 • •

Maine 1989 •  5 0 %  by 1994 •> • •  • •

Maryland 1988 •  2 0 %  by 1994* • •  •

Massachusetts 1987 «  2 0 %  by 1992 •

Michigan 1988 •  5 0 %  by 2005 • •  •

Minnesota 1989 •  2 5 %  by 1993 • • •  •

New Jersey 1987 •  2 5 %  by 1992 • • •  • #

Hew York 1988 •  5 0 %  by 1997 • • •  •

North Carolina 1989 •  2 5 %  by 1993 • •  • •

Ohio 1988 •  2 5 %  by 1994 • • • •

Oregon 1983 • • •

Pennsylvania 1988 •  2 5 %  by 1997 • © •  •

Rhode Island 1986 •  maximum possible* • ’
0 •  •

Tennessee 1989 • 4>

Vermont 1987 •  4 0 %  by 2000 . •

Virginia 1989 •

Washington 1989 •  5 0 %  by 1995 ■ • •  • •

West Virginia 1989 •  3 0 %  by 2000 -

Wisconsin 1983 • • •
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Stale Recycling Efforts Expand in 1989

19 8 9  Recycling Laws 
by Primary Topic

Recycling Vehicle 
Exemptions 

2%.

Recycling ol 
Commercial 

Facilities
A’i

Procurement
Preferences
n

The 125 recycling laws enacted in 1989 encompass 

a broad range of tactics and programs lor matcnals 

recoveryCom prehensive  laws were enacted in eleven 

states —  Arkansas. California. Iowa. Louisiana. Maine. 

Minnesota. North Carolina. Tennessee. Virginia. W ash ­

ington. and West Virginia —  plus the District o f C o lum ­

bia. States also stepped up efforts to recover plastics and 

problem wastes such as tires, used oil. and car batter­

ies for recycling. Many o f the 1989 laws created or 

reauthorized grant and loan funds to help m unici­

palities purchase equipment and build facilities.

Others addressed such diverse topics as ex­
emptions from size limits for recycling 

trucks, feasibility studies for recycling ash. 

and recycling in government agencies.

Som e laws just made minor amendments 

to earlier acts.

Gtonts/ 
—  Financing 

11%

Problem Waste 
19%

Comprehensive 
-  Programs 

14%

/
Plastics & Packaging 

18%

Comprehensive recycling laws 

passed between 1986 and 1988 were 

mainly enacted by states with severe 

landfill capacity shortages. Prom i­

nent features o f such laws were 

requirements for separating 

recyclables at the source, also 

known as mandatory curbside co l­

lection. But 1989 yielded only two 

separation mandates, in W ash ing­

ton and the District of Columbia. 

(Maine 's separation requirements 

apply only to offices.) Reluctance to 

establish the more stringent rules in 

1989 may be a reaction to the glutted 

market conditions that resulted when 

hundreds o f thousands o f citizens began 

to source separate in the Northeast. A lso , 

the majority o f states that enacted compre­

hensive programs this year have the luxury 

o f more than ten years of landfill space.

Here are some examples o f 1989 laws:

Total: 1 2 5  laws in 3 8  s t a l e s  a n d  t h e  District o f  C o lu m b ia1

' ihol poiud myikij knn rtuooqh 9w*mb*/ 1989 Mown, Aiinno (oHofiw Waodo. 

Ciwmnart D tW i Hondo Ktooh. low llknon, l/tdono. Iovrjom. MotUctuntnv Morylcnd 
Von*. Mxtufon. M*vmcto. M/uovn. Mootc.o North Carolina. North Do It do Nn* Harr.pUw* Niw 

Jm«y, Nrooo. Ne» Tork, Oho OVIohomo Ottjon, I hod* hlond. Sooth Oolioiq. tnwti**. Iiioi. 
Utoh. Vug** Woihaglort, Wnronwt. WwVtjuw. sod Wyoming.

1 Oth wrwy d*itnli« inyttng bJh wqned «wo few « ol Womi^y 70.1919 dho mdodtd on 

nryilng c n  ugwd by th« gottrnor ol followo through Octobtr I. end Mwinolo Hf 417. |K* 

•Vo** IJ* ugcwd into low on 0<tob*i 3 IrgnJetwin m Mattorhvum. Mxhigoo Nn* Jtrwy. 

fmmyhttna ond A'nronvn nr* iiill m muon 01 dot* ol oublnoian

Califo rn ia. O n October 1. 1989. the governor 

concluded the legislative session by signing the last o f 

18 new recycling laws. The state now has a mandatory 

goal o f 25 percent source reduction, composting, and re­

cycling by January 1. 1995. which jumps to 50 percent 

by the year 2000, where feasible. Cities must prepare 

nine-pan source reduction and recycling plans by July I. 

1991 for county approval. Failure to submit adequate 

plans can result in fines of up to S 10,000 per day.

County plans for siting disposal facilities to handle if 

remaining waste must be sent to the new slate Integrated



Waste Management Board. A  variety of measures were 

adopted to create new markets for recyclables. To  meet 

a goal o f purchasing 40  percent recycled products by 

1995. the stale will give preference to recycled oil, glass, 

compost, plastics, solvents, and paint. The state is also 

required to begin using retreaded tires, and to purchase 

only recycled lead acid batteries. In addition, 40 percent 

o f high grade paper purchased by the state must be 

recycled paper. Local governments will work to create a 

recycling infrastructure with "market development 

zones." Incentives for private investment include 

individual and corporate tax credits and industrial 

development bonds.

W ash ington. H B  1671. signed by the governor in 

M ay, requires all cities and counties to add waste 

reduction and recycling strategies to their waste manage­

ment plans. After plan approval, the municipalities have 

one year to begin source separation and collection 

programs. A  tax on homeowners, based on the number 

of refuse containers set out for collection each week, 

provides lands for municipal composting and recycling 

facilities. Market development is assigned to the 

Department of Trade and Econom ic Development and a 

task force o f  state and industry officials. O ilier provi­

sions include a ban on disposing car batteries, a fee on 

replacement tires, a public information hotline, and an 

award program.

Iowa. H F  753 creates a framework for statewide 

recycling in the future, while targeting reduction and 

recycling o f problem waste. The law establishes ambi­

tious goals o f 25 percent waste reduction by 1994 and 

50 percent by the year 2000. Communities must develop 

and implement recycling plans. To  aid market develop­

ment, the state w ill set up a recycling network linking 

waste generators and private recycling companies. The 

law bans a series o f materials from landfills including 

yard waste, lead acid batteries, scrap tires, and used oil.

It also prohibits the sale o f plastics containing chlo- 

rofluorocarbons. In addition, if 50 percent o f all polysty­

rene packaging used in the state is not recycled by 

January I, 1994. it cannot be manufactured or sold.

D istrict o f Co lum bia. Noting that 53 percent o f the 

waste stream in the nation’s capital is paper, the District 

passed its mandatory source separation act in January. 

Residents are scheduled to begin separating all news­

paper and yard waste for collection by October I, 1989. 

Government agencies and businesses must recycle office 

paper and newsprint. Separation of glr.ss and metals for 

both commercial business and residents should stan in 

1990. (Due to a short start-up time and lack o f funds to 

implement ihe program, requirements are being phased 

in more slow ly than planned.) A  multi-material buy­

back center w ill be constructed to handle some o f the

materials: an intermediate processing facility is author­

ized. The law also requires the District’s paper pur­

chases to include "not less than 45 percent (recycled 
paper products) by October I. 1992." A  plan will be 

developed to recycle certain hard-to-disposc items and 

to create tax incentives and loans for businesses.

N orth  C aro lina . S B  111 takes a cautious approach 

towards mandatory recycling. Counties arc required to 

"attempt to achieve" a 25 percent reduction in their 

waste stream by January I. 1993. First, recycling 

provisions must be added to waste management plans, 

then communities have until July I. 1991 to ensure 

"separation before final d isposal" o f waste. Those who 

do not com ply with the law are ineligible for solid waste 

grants. State responsibilities include providing technical, 

planning, and financial assistance for local governments, 

maintaining a market directory for recyclables, conduct­

ing education programs, creating a full-cost accounting 

system for solid waste disposal, and conducting periodic 

market evaluations. Lead acid batteries, used oil, white 

goods and yard trash are banned from landfills. Detailed 

standards for used oil and scrap tire recycling address 

facility licenses, transporter registration, and fees. The 

law also bans the sale of plastic bags unless they arc 

recyclable. Finally, the law establishes a purchase 

preference for recycled materials in construction 

projects.

Three states —  O regon, W yo m in g  and  New  

H a m p sh ire —  passed less sweeping laws that require 

waste reduction measures at landfills and incinerators. 

Municipalities may send waste to commercial landfills 

in Oregon only if they have rules in effect at least as 

stringent as Oregon recycling laws. (This measure is 

partly in response to proposed shipments o f Seattle. 

Portland, and other big city refuse to landfills in less 

populated Oregon communities.) W yom ing assesses 

commercial wastf facilities $10  for each ton o f waste 

they accept, but reimburses $5 for each ton they reclaim 

for recycling. In N ew  Hampshire, recyclables must be 

removed or the garbage otherwise reduced in weight by 

15 percent before landfilling (incineration in waste-to- 
energy plants is acceptable).



A  lew states have already reported results o f earlier 

legislation:

□  This summer, Rhode Is la n d ’s mandatory 

recycling law took effect for commercial businesses. 

(Residences have until next year to comply.) The state is 

currently recovering 14 percent of its waste.

□  New Jersey passed voluntary recycling laws in 

1982 and then enacted mandatory source separation 

requirements in 1986. The state achieved an 18 percent 

recycling rate in 1988.

□  O re g o n ’s 1983 "Opportunity to Recycle A c t " 

took effect in 1986. The Department o f Environmental 

Quality estimates that the state is recovering 24 percent 

o f its waste stream. Portland, which implemented a man­

datory curbside program in June of 1987, reports a 26 

percent recovery rate.

Creating M arkets for Recycled M aterials

Successful recycling depends on finding a 

market for recycled materials. M erely separat­

ing such products from other trash does not 

guarantee their reuse. To  increase the demand 

for recycled materials, state programs must 

overcome several barriers.

□  Post-consumer materials must meet a 

manufacturer's need for a steady, high-quality 

supply. The necessary infrastructure for col­

lecting and processing recyc'ed materials is 

only now being established.

□  A s  more recyclables are recovered, the 

capacity to process the materials into new 

products must also increase. Th is w ill require 

substantial investment in new plants and 

equipment.

□  The demand for most recyclables 

fluctuates with prices in the commodities 

market for virgin materials. M unicipal pro­

grams must be able to adapt to such constant 

change.

So  far. state success at collecting re­

cyclables has resulted in supply exceeding 

demand. Mandatory collection of newspaper 

in m any East Coast cities has caused prices to 

plummet: in some areas, brokers even charge a 

fee to remove such paper. Additional paper 

mill capacity to recycle newsprint is at least three to five 

years away. In the meantime, slates are trying a variety 

o f methods to solve the market problem.

Materials Recycled in the U.S., 198 6

Amount Amount %  of
Generated Recycled Woste

(millions of tons) (millions of tons) Sheom

Paper & paperboard 64.7 14.6 9 .2
Gloss 12.9 1.1 0 .7
Metals 13.7 1.0 0 .6
Plastics 10.3 0.1 0.1
Rubber S  leather 4 .0 0.1 0.1
Textiles 2.8 0 .0 0 .0
Wood 5.8 0 .0 0 .0
food waste 12.5 0 .0 0 .0
Yard waste 2 8 .3 0 .0 0 .0
Other 2.7 0 .0 0 .0
Total 157.7 17.0 10.7

Saorte: fionilm  Assoocfn. O m m nitw o no fM a iw co l Sold Wastes m the United States, I960  to 
!C00. f*r»ofed fo« rtie U S Envrfonmenrol PiofKftoo Agency (Updcte, 1 9 8 8 ).
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Recycled Product Procurement l aws

“Buying Recycled”

Thirty-three state governments and the District of 

Colum bia now express a preference for buying products 

made with recycled materials. M any of these statutes 

sim ply urge state agencies to purchase such products, 

especially paper, whenever possible. In  198'>, purchase 

preferences expanded to include compost, tires, and used 

oil products, supporting legislative calls to increase 

recycling o f these items. T exa s allows state agencies to 

p -y  15 percent more for rubberized asphalt in road 

paving projects. In Lou is iana , at least five percent o f all 

purchases must be recycled products. Twenty-five 

percent o f paper purchases must have recycled content 

within five years.

Some states have passed legislation designed to 

encourage broader recovery efforts. In 1989, seven 

states —  C a lifo rn ia . Co lorado, F lo rida, M a ine , 

O regon, Texas, and  W ash ington  —  established new 

tax credits o r revised earlier ones. Earlier court deci­

sions in Indiana. Iow a and M issouri declared recyclers 

eligible for the same tax credits and exemptions, bonds 

and accelerated depreciation schedules that apply to 

manufacturers. One of the boldest attempts to stimulate 

private industry’s demand for recycled materials is new 

laws in Connecticut and Ca lifom u.

Connecticut and California 
Mandate Recycled Newsprint

Connecticut's second major law involving recycling, PA 8 9 -3 8  5, re­
quires newspopet publishers to use recycled newsprint. By 19 93, 
oil in-stafe papers and those out-of-state popers with Connecticut 
circulation gieater than 4 0 ,0 0 0  must use newsprint with 4 0  
percent recycled paper content. The omount of recycled newsprint 
required starts ot 2 0  percent in 1 9 9 3  ond must reach 9 0  peicent 
by 19 9 8 . The low also directs the state Environmc.iid Protection 
Commissioner to odopt souice reduction regulations 'n o t  earlier 
than October 1 .1 9 9 1 ."  The regnlonons will focus on reducing the 
volume or weight o( disposable packaging ond material, ond pro­
moting recyclable pockoging. In Californio, commercial consump­
tion of recycled newsprint containing ot least 4 0  percent post­
consumer paper must reach 25 peicent by January 1, 1 9 9 1 ,  and 
5 0  percent by the year 2 0 0 0. Similar legislation bos been pro­
posed in Illinois, New Jersey, ond New York.



C o /rY o rn /o -R e c y d in g  e q u i p ­
m e n t  i n v e s tm e n t  tax  credit for 
individuals  a n d  corporations.  
D e v e lo p m e n t  b o n d s  for 
m a n u f a c tu r in g  products  with 
recycled m a te r ia ls .

Colorado- T a x  credits for 
in v e s tm e n ts  in plastics recycling 
e q u ip m e n t .

Florida- Sales to x  e x e m p t io n  
on  recycling m a c h in e r y  p u r ­
ch ased  a f t e r  J u ly  1, 1 9 8 8 .

Indiana- P r o p e r t y  ta x  e x e m p ­
tions for  buildings, e q u ip m e n t ,  
a n d  la n d  involved in recycling 
o p e ra t io n s .

Maine-lax c redit  e q u a l  to  3 0 %  
o f  cost o f  e q u i p m e n t  a n d  
m a c h in e r y .  Subsidies to 
m unicipalities  for  scrap  m e ta l  
t r a n s p o r ta t io n  costs.

New Jersey-50% in v e s tm e n t  
credit  for recycling e q u i p m e n t  
a n d  p r o g r a m s .

Incentives 
for Recycling

North C o ro // / io —Industrial  
a n d  c o rp o ra te  t a x  credits a n d  
e x e m p tio n s  for e q u i p m e n t  a n d  
facilities.

O r e g o n —Individual  a n d  
c o r p o r a te  in c o m e  ta x  credits  
for e q u i p m e n t  p u r c h a s e s  a n d  
facilities.

T e x a s - F r a n c h i s e  lax  
e x e m p t i o n  for s l u d g e  recycling 
co rp o ratio n s.

l Y o s / r m g / o n —E x e m p tio n  o f  
t ires a n d  certa in  o t h e r  h a r d - l o -  
d ispose  m a t e r i a l s  fro m  

port io n s  o f  sa le s  a n d  use 
ta x e s .

Wisconsin-Sales tax  
e x e m p t i o n s  for  e q u i p m e n t  
a n d  facilities; b u sin e ss  
p r o p e r t y  ta x  e x e m p t i o n s  f o r  
s o m e  e q u i p m e n t .



States Target M aterials

19 8 9  Problem Waste 

Recycling Laws
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In IVHV, many stales focused their legislative 

efforts on recycling specific materials such as plastics, 

packaging, yard waste, and hurd-to-disposc items.

Recycling Prob lem  W aste

State lawmakers this year favored recycling as the 

best method of managing such problem wastes as tires, 

used oil and car batteries. These laws create infrastruc­

tures for recycling, which include disposal restrictions, 

storage facility permits, public notices, and trade-in 

requirements. New  H am psh ire  and M a in e  place a 

surcharge 011 new car batteries, and then give consumers 

a rebate if they bring in their used battery for trade-in. 

O k lahom a  places a S I.00  fee on each new tire sold and 

then returns 50 cents to permitted processing facilities 

for each tire handled. N orth  C a ro lin a  funds a separate 

public education campaign just for used oil collection 

and recycling. Connecticut is the first state to mandate 

recycling o f nickel cadmium batteries, one source o f 

heavy metals in municipal waste. Consum er products 

containing these batteries must be labeled, and the 

battery must be easy to remove. Recycling efforts begin 

after July, 1993.

W hy are these problem w a ste s?

□  Over 4 0 0  million gallons of used oil (4 0  times the amount of the 
Exxon Voider oil spill) end up in the trash ot sewers eoch yeot. About 
5 0  million gallons of used oil oie reprocessed eoch year into fuel, 
lubricant, ond hydraulic oils.

□ A b o u t 2 7 percent of rhe 2 4 0  million vehicle tiresdiscorded eoch year 
ore reclaimed, most of them recopped. One promising use for the other 
7 3  peicent is rubberized osphclt. Currently, surplus tires ore thrown in 
stockpiles, adding 1 5 0  million to 2 0 0  million tires 0 year to the 
estimated two billion to three billion tires already there. Such stockpiles 
con be breeding grounds for disease-corrymg mosquitoes. Another 
hazard is tire pile fires, which send noxious goses into the oir ond con 
lake months to extinguish,

□  Even thojgh oboul 8 0  percent of the leod ocid batteries sold in the 
U .S. ore recycled eoch yeor, 0 recent EPA report found thot the 
discorded ones ore still 0 maior source of leod in municipol woste. Hew 
lows oim to capture the remaining 2 0  percent for recycling.



Plastic* and Packaging

At least 18  states now require codes on plastic contain­
ers to identify the type of resin they ore mode from so 
that industry con reodtly sort them for recycling pur­
poses. Twelve states (Colorado, lowo, Indiana, Loursi- 
ono, Ohio, Mains, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, 
North Carolina, North Dokoto, and Texas) passed such 
laws in 1989. The deodlines for coding range from 
January 19 9 0  to July 1992.

Illinois, Connecticut, and Hew Hampshire passed laws 
in 1 9 8 9  to put logos on recyclable products and those 
mode from recycled materials to encouroqe consumers 
to buy them.

At least ten states (Illinois, lowo, louisiona, Moine, 
Missouri, North Corolmo, Oregon, Nevcdo, Rhode Is­
land, and North Dokoto) enacted product bons in 
19 8 9. Common targets were plastic beverage contain­
ers unless recyclable, beverage containers with detach­
able rings or fobs, and polystyrene packaging mode 
with chkxofluorocarbons. Similar bans have been 
enacted in Berkeley, CA; Newark, NJ; Suffolk County, 
NY; Minneapolis and St. Paul, MN; and Portland. OR.

Plastics and packaging have received intense 

scrutiny as symbols of a disposable society. E P A  

estimates that packaging and containers account for 

about 30 percent o f our waste, and plastics represent 

seven percent (by weight). Recent 

research has shown that plastics packag­

ing accounts for about nine percent of 

the volume in landfills. (A ll plastics 

account for 18 percent o f the volume.) 

Relatively little plastics and packaging 

is recycled, partly because the multiple 

materials and resins in the products are 

difficult to separate. However, research 

is underway to surmount this obstacle. 

Chemical companies and the waste 

industry have recently formed joint 

ventures to collect and recycle soda, 

milk, and detergent bottles, as well as 

polystyrene containers and utensils into 

such products as fiberfill, strapping tape, 

flower pots, and lumber-substitutcs. 

(Plastic containers can absorb traces o f 

their contents, so they are not approved 

for reuse as food packaging.)

Meanwhile, some states are threat­

ening to ban some types o f plastic and 

packaging if  they are not recycled. 

Others are passing laws to facilitate 

recycling o f these products by requiring 

codes on plastic bottles that name resin 

types, and by restricting the sale of 

multi-material containers. Colorado is 

attempting to lure the fledgling plastics recycling 

industry into the state with tax credits, as well as grants 

and loans for research anti development and new 

equipment.



Yard Waste

In the quest to save landfill capacity, 

yard waste is an attractive target. Accord­

ing to E P A ,  this material accounts for 18 

percent (by weight) o f total discards. In 

some states with year-long 

grow ing seasons, the percentage 

can be much higher. Ten stales 

plus Washington. D.C.. have 

now banned yard waste from 

landfills (the District o f Columbia,

Iowa. Ohio, and North Carolina 

enacted such bans this year). W hile 

most laws provide for separate 

collection, residents o f Illinois.

W isconsin, and M innesota may have 

to bring the material to city facilities 

themselves or keep the materials at 

home. Yard debris can be composted 

to make mulch and soil stabilizers. 

Louisiana, Honda, Maine, and O hio  

are among the states in the process of 

drafting regulations for compost produc­
tion and use.
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ĵta,Mif)h«oto ia*.wi!l tekTSfca iff sj wcooniy metro atea in ianucry, 1990;
. in ̂  j i Jj j, (0un(̂ j' *jojobiy> 1992:'" ’ T I

Conclusion
In 1989. state laws began to reflect an under­

standing that recycling is more than separate collection 

o f matenals. New legislation tried to put the process into 

a larger framework o f planning and goal setting.

Progress was made toward recycling such problem 

waste* as used tires, oil. and car batteries, and toward 

recycling materials that are not now being extensively 

recovered. These elforts arc still evolving. More 

stringent rules, such as requirements to use recycled ma­

terials. along with tax incentives for manufacturers, may 

be needed to ensure that markets can keep pace with 

plans for recycling in the states.
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VI. ALASKA PRO FILE

PrellmlnarY-Observatlons

We have identified eight major issues facing Alaskans with respect to their m anagem ent 

of municipal solid wa^te. These are briefly sum m arized below and then each issue is 

explored in ^ e a te r  detail.

1. Lower Priorilv_Qf Solid Waste Issue M unicipal solid waste has had a relatively low 

profile as an environm ental issue commanding statewide attention. T here appear to be 

three reasons for this -

Many Alaska communities face more im m ediate problem s on a daily basis, such 

as having a safe drinking w ater supply or some minima! '~fe handling of sewage. 

Thus, solid waste concerns tend not to be ranked as highly when scarce resources 

arc allocated. In addition, solid waste m anagem ent is generally not perceived as 

a problem  for there is no "capacity crisis" as such in Alaska.

• T h e environm ental costs associated with current solid waste disposal practices are 

not fully acknowledged, partly because neither the com m unities nor the state have 

the resources to m onitor and analyze these impacts.

• T here is no homogeneity in community solid waste m anagem ent practices in

Alaska, thus th e .e  is little commonality in solid waste problems. As a  result, there 

has not been a united effort by concerned parties to raise the overall profile of the 

issue.

2. Discrepancy betw een National Environm ental Standards and Alaska Conditions

Alaska’s unique characteristics and history result in a mismatch betw een A laska’s 

existing conditions and the environmental standards and enforcem ent practices designed 

for communities in the rest of the country. This raises two issues:

• W hat is the appropriate way for the regulatory agencies to acknowledge this

"mismatch?" and,

To the extent that national environm ental standards are inappropriate, what 

standards are useful as a means of reducing the environm ental costs associated 

with solid waste disposal in A lasxa?
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3. Limited Availability of Resources at EvciY -G ovcm m cntal Level Through 

Alaska, there are limited resources to a d lre ss  solid waste problem s because m 

com m unities lack local tax bases and (end to pay for serdces and, to an even grei 

extent, capital im provem ents with state funds. Thus, the state - through the s> 

legislature - is likely to set spending priorities. Capital im provem ent program s sud 

solid waste facilities must, in turn, com peto with o ther spending priorities (scho 

roads, sewers, etc.) The state’s revenue crisis caused by lower oil prices exacerbr 

this situation. In addition, com munities may feel unable to charge a user fee wl 

covers the full cost of providing solid waste services because that might encourage 

of rer.dily available illegal alternatives, such as dum ping a t rem ote roadsides, in ri\ 

in me ocean o r on ice. Furtherm ore, many com m unities do not have any It 

governm ent structure, per se, making planning, building and operating better solid w 

m anagem ent facilities difficult, at b e s t

4. Industry R egulation in a Changing Environm ent Regulation by the A laska Fu 

U tilities Commission of the solid waste hauling industry raises several issues. First, s 

regulation decreases the flexibility of the overall system by precluding local govem m  

from  regulating that portion of the industry operating in their areas in accordance' 

their solid waste objectives. It also is institutionalizing - through the rate structure 

system w here collection com panies also handle recycling activities, possibly pieem p 

the growth of a separate recycling industry. Finally, private disposal operators are 

regulated u n d er this system. While in the past collection was the largest cost assod: 

with garbage services, in the future, the cost of environm ental compliance is likel 

shift a growing percentage of the overall cost of garbage service to d;<posal. F or tl 

com m unities served by private disposal operations, there will be no regulation as to 

* o r w hen - these environm ental costs, including the ability to m eet long-term  do: 

costs, are passed on to the customer.

5. Econom ic Reality of Alaska C om m erdal Recycling While recycling is clearl; 

essential com ponent o f a  solid waste m anagem ent system in many places, it fac 

difficult econom ic challenge in establishing itself as a  c ru d al part of Alaska’s solid w 

m anagem ent system. The economics of recycling depend on one of two things - 

profits resulting from  reselling the recyclables or the am ount o f subsidy paic 

com m unities to recyclers as a  means of avoiding the cost of disposal. Profits f 

A laska recycling are likely to be slim to non-existent for most com m odities becaus 

the cost of shipping a small volume of goods to m arket in Seattle or the O r  

Subsidies are likely to be paid only by com m unities fadng a disposal capadty  cn  

which makes it worthwhile to pay to divert waste from the system. N one of 

interviews suggested that such lack of cap ad ty  was a determ ining factor in establis
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recycling program s in Alaska. However, public support of recycling activities is seen as 

im portant to change the way Alaskans view their waste stream  and to involve them in 

environmentally-sound solid waste m anagem ent.

6. Special Waste Issues Complicating solid waste m anagem ent issues in many 

communities is the issue of special wastes, notably used oil, used anti-freeze and 

asbestos. Clim ate plays a part in this problem. F or example, once items such as paint 

freeze, they becom e unusable and hence a waste product. M ost Alaska communities 

have neither a suitable landfill to receive this waste nor the w herewithal to ship it out 

for appropriate disposal.

7. Planning Vacuum Compliance with tighter environm ental regulations, w .cher it 

is EPA’s Subtitle D for landfills or any o f its anticipated regulations on incineration or 

ash managem ent, raises the fixed costs o f operating a  disposal facility. This, in turn, 

spawns the need fr - larger, regional facilities serving m ore people and thus, spreading 

these environm ental compliance costs over a larger ra te  base. Because so many Alaska 

communities lie in the Unorganized Borough, w here no legally organized governm ent 

exists beyond those of the isolated villages, there is a governm ental vacuum for regional 

planning efforts in solic waste.

As well, even many of the organized boroughs do not have planning mechanisms in 

place to deal with this issue, either within the borough or with adjacent jurisdictions. 

For instance, communities in both Southeast and Southwest A laska recognize the need 

to comply with the M A R PO L A N N EX  V (M A R P O L ) requirem ents for shoreside 

handling of ship board wastes, as well as to improve com pliance with environm ental 

standards. Thus, communities in these regions are currently using informal methods to 

work together to think about solid waste issues as a  region. However, these areas lack 

i  vehicle for formal coordination between boroughs and those com m unities lying outside 

borough boundaries.

Need to R ecognize Regional Differences Each of the issues outlined above exists 

'o a greater o r lesser extent in 11 of the com m unities throughout the state. However, 

each issue takes on a different aspect when viewed in a  regional o r geographic context, 

ia this profile, there are four distinct Alaska regions which have different capabilities 

•or dealing with these issues: Southcentral, Rural, Southwest and Southeast. For 

>nstance, while .Anchorage may be troubled by lack of financial resources for 

^p lem en tin g  solid waste m anagem ent im provem ent, it has in place a mechanism  to 

f-al with that issue - the tipping fee. However, rural com m unities facing the same 

generic problem  of lack o f resources have far fewer options, for they do not have
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regulated dum ps or tipping fees. Nor do these rural residents have the cash incomes 

needed to pay these costs. Thus, each problem  m ust be understood on two levels: in 

term s of the regional characteristics which affect practical solutions about solid waste 

m anagem ent and in the context of statew ide concerns.

In the following sections, each of these issues will be discussed in more detail. They will 

be taken in the order listed above, with one exception. In order to provide some 

understanding of the regional com ponent of these issues, we will discuss Issue # 8  - The 

N eed to Recognize Regional Differences, f irs t'

Need to Recognize A laska’s Regional Differences

A laska's solid waste concerns at e first and forem ost a  function o f the state's trem endous 

size, encom passing widely varying climatic and geographic features. G iven th at its small 

population is widely scattered over an immense land area  - with communities connected 

to each other m ore often than not by air or waste transport • it is much m ore difficult 

to generalize about the solid waste issues facing A laska com m unities than it is in states 

w here com m unities are m ore similar. O n one hand, many rural A laska com m unities are 

still relying upon some of the most elem ental solid waste m anagem ent techniques found 

in the Pacific Northwest - including open burning and open dumping. Anchorage, on the 

o th er hand, has a state-of-the-art landfill and a  program  which could be a national 

m odel for household hazardous waste (H H W ) segregation and disposal. Different 

dem ographic, governm ental and economic characteristics define four distinct regions: 

Southcentral, Rural, Southwest and S outheast A fter a brief introduction to the state, 

each o f these regions will be discussed in m ore detail.

Policymakers outside A laska often fail to appreciate its size and diversity, making it hard 

for them  to fully com prehend the problems associated with distances in Alaska and the

The focus of this regional solid waste needs assessment has been on municipal solid waste. Clearly, 

each state in the region has other solid waste issues • issues likely to command more attention over time as 
federal regulations are developed to address the associated environmental issues they raise. In Alaska, there 
appear to be eight distinct solid waste streams apart from n.^aidpal solid waste: wastes associated with (he oil 
and gas industry which is currently concentrated on the Kenai Peninsula and the North Slope; wastes generated 
by mining operations, other than camp wastes; timber industry wastes, including stockpiles of logs for which there * 
is no market: asbestos insulation from old schools and buildings; waste generated by the Army Corps of . 
Engineers from the clean-up of abandoned military sites: medical wastes; raw sewage septage and sewage sludge; 
and, foreign f a d  wastes handled under APHIS regulations. Generally these waste streams are handled apart 
from the general flow of municipal solid waste, and thus, fall outside the scope of this regional assessment.
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cost of transportation. Perceptions of the state are distoned by most maps of Alaska 

for, in an ?tlas where every U.S. state is given one page, the scale for the A laska map 

is quite different than that used for o ther states. Thus, it seem s appropriate to outline 

some of the differences in scale that exist betw een Alaska and the other Region 10 

states:

Alaska covers an area alm ost two and a half times as large as Idaho, O regon and 

W ashington com bined, with only 6.5 percent of the people. The N onh Slope 

Borough alone is larger than either W ashington or Idaho.

The U norganized Borough (U O B ) of Alaska - covering an area one and a half 

times as large as W ashington, O regon and Idaho com bined - is an entity unique 

in the U nited States. It has no organized regional governm ent (i.e. counties, 

parishes, etc.) and while there are over one hundred organised "cities'1 in the 

UOB, the largest has only 4,-100 people and most have less than 1,000 people.

The organized local governm ents in the Southcentral A laska corridor, the 

"Railbelt" - from Fairbanks to the Kenai Peninsula, cover an  area about two-thirds 

the size o f W ashington state.

The K enai Peninsula Borough, home to about 43 ,000  pec pie, covers over 14,000 

square miles - an area greater than the nine counties in the Idaho Panhandle.

Not surprisingly, given its size, Alaska communities experience extremes o f climate: 

from parts of the Interior with frigid tem peratures, rivers frozen for all but a few months 

a year and ground which is perm anently frozen just a  few feet below the surface, to the 

more m oderate m aritim e clim ates of Southeast and Southwest Alaska. However, while 

these latter regions may have m ore m oderate tem peratures, they also tend to receive 

significant am ounts o f precipitation and have little topsoil, resulting in leachate 

problems; as well, they are m ountainous with few suitable landfill sites. Com m unities 

ta all parts of A laska m ust contend with the fact that they are often located in wetlands 

* complicating both the practice and regulation of soliu waste m anagem ent. Those in 

Southwest A laska and the Y ukon D elta lack good local sources o f cover m aterial. And, 

some com m unities face seasonal flooding and high winds which disperses solid waste.

Further influencing solid waste m anagem ent is the fact that, o f Alaska's half million 

people, about twenty-five percent live in com m unities with no road access:
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som e 3 ,000 people live in the Southcentral coastal com m unities of W hittier and 

Cordova; J

about 52,000 people live in rural A laska - the N orth Slope, the Interior and the 

w estern areas; I

an o th er 68,000 people live in Southeast Alaska (including H aines & Skagway 

which only have road access into C anada); and, j

• finally, some 21,000 people live in the southw estern part of the state extending 

along the A leutian Islands. j

A ltogether, 162 incorporated communities and 96 unincorporated ones do not have road 

access and m ust rely on air or w ater transport, including ocean-going ships and river 

barges. All A laska transportation - both within the state and to/from  the Lower 48 - 

is expensive because of the distances involved and the lack of econom ies of scale for 

transport operators. 1

T he following four sections briefly describe the characteristics o f each region, the 

current state of solid waste m anagem ent, and the solid waste issues which are emerging 

there.

Southcentral Alaska - The Railbelt Seventy-five percent of Alaska's residents are 

concentrated in a corridor from the Kenai Peninsula to Fairbanks, along the road and 

railroad systems. U nlike other parts of Alaska, most of the com m unities in Southcentral 

are connected by both the road system and rail service. In 1987, A nchorage - the largest 

city in A laska - opened a  new state-of-the-art landfill. Both the K enai Peninsula 

Borough and the Fairbanks N orth Star Borough are reported to be considering the need ' 

for new landfill sites. Solid waste m anagem ent costs vary widely along this corridor. \ 
T he A nchorage landfill has a  tipping fee of S45 a ton, while the K enai Peninsula 

Borough has four landfills with no tipping fee. W ith the exception of parts of 

A nchorage which have municipal collection services, collection in the organized parts 

of Southcentral Alaska is provided by private collection contractors and garbage is taken 

to the appropriate borough landfill.

Recycling services are provided in A nchorage through buy-back centers and a 

com m ercial recycling program  operated by the A nchorage Recycling C enter (A R C ), 

which is owned by A laska’s largest collection company, A nchorage R efuse Company. 

W hen vans are available (currendy, southbound vans are all com m itted to shipping oil
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spill clean-up wastes), A R C  ships south between twenty and forty vans of materials a 

month. It ships under the auspices of Alaska Liner Prevention and Recycling Program 

(ALPAR), a non-profit group com m itted to litter control throughout Alaska. ALPAR 

has been able to negotiate with sbinpers for a favorable backhaul rate. ALPAR also 

works with airlines to have them  carry out alum inum  from rural areas to be recycled. 

Limited recycling by o ther com munities in this region feeds m aterials into the 

.Anchorage operation.

In Southcentral Alaska, solid waste planning and m anagem ent conforms more closely 

with that being practiced in the rest o f the country. T here are local governments; there 

is a cash economy; and because of the concentration of population, there is both the 

need and the ability to pay for formal solid waste m anagem ent programs. The boroughs 

in this corridor are wrestling with the full range of em erging solid waste issues - 

monitoring and rvm ediation of closed landfills, siting of new facilities in the face of local 

opposition, exploring the trade-offs between charging the true cost of disposal and 

concern over illegal dum ping investigating methods to keep hazardous wastes out of 

MSW landfills, and debating the need for curbside recy;ling given the m arketing 

problems associated with the cost of transportation and the currently declining prices 

for key recyclables such as paper.

Rural Alaska G enerally that entire expanse of territory north, west, southwest and east 

of the A nchorage/Fairbanks road corridor is considered rural. T here are also rem ote 

villages with rural characteristics on the Kenai Peninsula and in Southeast and 

Southwest Alaska. M any of these villages have their roots in one of the Native Alaska 

cultures. Because o f the provisions of the Alaska Native Claims Settlem ent Act, these 

Native villages are not "Indian reservations" and the State has jurisdiction over their 

environm ental regulation, though some services are provided through the Indian H ealth 

Service. [T he M etlakatla Reservation, south of Ketchikan, is the only federally- 

recognized Indian R eservation in Alaska.)

The larger com m unities (2 ,000  to 4 ,000 people) may 1 ave some tax base, however they 

still have lim ited financial and technical resources to devote to solid waste m anagement. 

The sm aller villages are characterized by: small populations - most with under 500 

people; a subsistence-based economy; no tax base; and, lim ited financial ability to 

m aintain any complex system. The exception to this is the North Slope Borough, which 

through it property tax revenues from the Prudhoe Bay oil and gas complex, can afford 

to provide Barrow, and its seven villages, with heavy equipm ent and technical assistance 

in solid waste m anagem ent R ural communities are generally only accessible by air or 

boat and are not connected to each other or to regional centers by any year-round
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surface transportation. For those on the northern  and w estern coasts of Alaska, as well 1 
as along the river systems, barge access is available only during the sum m er months, ]  

after the "break-up" of ice. Those living in areas of perm afrost cannot dig p ro p e rl 

landfills because the tundra turns to "gooey mud" when the top few feet thaw c a c h l 

sum m er. fl

T he Indian H ealth  Service and the state recom m end creating landfills w here feasible, 

though for many villages it is not. A bout three-quarters of the 209 native villages do 

not have perm its for their landfills and the state does not attem pt to literally enforce 

its standards or require perm its. Many villages find a pond on  the tundra - hopefully 

big enough to last for several years - and use that for waste disposaL Some com­

munities have landfills which regularly put cover m aterial over their wastes, but most 

do n o t  Some com munities have both landfills and illegal dumping. U nlike com­

m unities of a  sim ilar size which may exist in o ther states, these rural A laska com­

munities cannot take advantage of nearby county or regional landfills. O ver half of J 
these villages rely on individuals to take trash to the dum ps and, w ithout co llectio n ] 

services, community governm ents have less control over the waste stream . fl

A  rural village is generally only able to provide funding for projects to the extent th a t !  

it receives funds from  the state governm ent Thus, to som e extent, its priorities are set 1 

by the state legislature as it approves funding for various program s. Capital spending J 

on  solid waste com petes with program s for w ater and sewer, as well as schools, airports |  

and roads. O perating funds com pete with the full range of services that are re q u ire d ! 

in rural areas. In som e com munities individuals may have incomes, but mechanisms d o !  

not exist to get people to pay for services. O ne estim ate indicates th at 52  billion may I  

be required to bring bush facilities up to lower 48 standards - about 538,000 per person.*

A  primary vehicle for assisting rural Alaska villages in planning for and providing solid l 
waste services is the Alaska D epartm ent of Environm ental C onservation’s (A D E C ) | 

Village Safe W ater (V SW ) Program . VSW provides technical assistance, gives grants,^ 

oversees construction and provides technical support to operators of som e water, sewer 

and solid waste projects in 220  villages. By working with com m unities on the planning 

operational financing and m aintenance needs of a project, VSW  is able to design and 

build projects which re f le a  the villages' needs and pocketbooks and which are 

technologically appropriate for rem ote areas. N ot all state-funded rural projects are 

adm inistered by VSW. Many have been d ire a  grants to com m unities. Federal 

assistance can com e in the form o f U.S. Public H ealth Service o r Indian H ealth  Service 

projects as well. O ne reviewer noted that rural villages may not be able to afford
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landfill operators, or even to collect user fees, as the village governm ental infrastructure 

weakens over time with decreasing levels of state su p p o rt

In rural Alaska, there is tacit acknowledgement on the part o f the A D EC that current 

regulatory standards are not workable in these rural communities. Thus, the issues 

facing the state and these communities in their solid waste efforts are m ore basic:

How do small isolated villages achieve any m easure of sound solid waste m anage­

m ent practice in a severe climate and a non-cash economy?

• Assuming there are alternate methods or improved methods of solid waste 

managem ent, how is that inform ation best com m unicated and those methods 

im plem ented?

In addition, there is no existing mechanism in the U norganized Borough which would 

promote, where possible, the creation of regional solutions to solid waste disposal 

problems.

Southwest Alaska Southwest Alaska stretches from Dillingham and Bristol Bay 

southwestward onto the A leutian Chain. This area includes the Bristol Bay Borough, 

the Kodiak Island Borough and tl e Aleutians East Borough, as well as the m ajor port 

city of U nalaska (D utch H arbor) which lies outside any borough boundary. None of 

these com m unities has road access. While similar in topography and climate to 

Southeast Alaska, Southwest communities are sm aller and m ore distant from each other. 

Kodiak, the largest community in this area, has about 6,700 people and U nalaska is 

second largest with a full-time population of about 1,900.

A num ber of factors affect solid waste m anagem ent in Southwest Alaska. Landfilling 

along the .Alaska Peninsula and in the A leutian Islands is com plicated by heavy rains 

and snow which result in huge amounts of leachate generation. Suitable landfill sites 

are lacking because of the m ountainous terrain. T here is heavy com petition for any 

available flat land between the siting demands of housing, business and other public 

facilities such as airports and roads.

While the communities in Southwest Alaska have small resident populations, their 

wastes represent the tip of the solid waste iceberg. These communities see the 

population swell during the peak fishing months which greatly increases the solid waste 

volume. Recently, the Coast G uard promulgated regulations im plementing M ARPOL, 

an international restriction on the ocean dumping of wastes, particularly plastic wastes.
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Ports receiving ocean-going vessels are required to receive ship-board waste, and t<fl 

dispose of it in a suitable way. T he Coast G uard  has the authority to close a port if if l  

does not comply with these solid waste regulations. Though the full effect of M A R PO LI 

is not yet known, it has been estim ated that its effect may be to give U nalaska, fom 

example, the same solid waste volumes as a  town many times its size. a

T he issue o f forem ost concern to com m unities in Southwest A laska is how they c a n  

comply with the requirem ents of M ARPOL. While the requirem ents o f this treaty also 

affect Southeast A laska communities, the im pact is greater on the many Southwest 

ports which may have less of an existing solid waste infrastructure than their South­

eastern  counterparts. \

T he Southwest A laska M unicipal C onference is currently investigating the impacts of 

M A R PO L  regulation. Some observers have suggested that the Kodiak landfill may be 

considered as the site for a  regional facility, while others have suggested siting a regional 

incinerator, or encouraging shipboard incineration with off-loading of ash for disposal 

As th ere  are three boroughs in this region, a  fram ework exists for som e coordination. 

However, one of the largest ports is U nalaska, which lies im m ediately west of the 

A leutians E ast Borough and is in the U norganized Borough. 1

T he com m ercial fishing fleet is clearly a potential source of revenue which might be 

tapped in o rd er to provide needed facilities, but once again this raises the issue of how 

to balance charging the full cost of disposal with the environm ental costs resulting from 

illegal dumping. F urtherm ore, depending on the solid waste options selected by various 

com m unities, there  may be econom ic reasons for fisherm en to prefer one p o rt to 

an o th er for off-loading waste. Given the broad range of issues involved, there is a  need 

for som e recognized process to sort out the ram ifications of M A R PO L  and the 

appropriate financial fram ew ork for achieving compliance. <

Southeast A laska Southeast A laska is com prised of a  string of islands and a narrow 

band o f land forming British Colum bia’s northw estern border. It runs from  Yakutat, *  

H aines and Skagway on the north, south to K etchikan and Prince of W ales Island. All J 

intra-region transport in Southeast is by boat or plane, with the exception of a limited 

road netw ork connecting four small com m unities on Prince of W ales Island, f  rh ere  is ' 

road access through H aines and Skagway into the Y ukon Territory. However, for all 

intents and purposes, no m ajor community in Southeast A laska has road access useful 

for regional solid waste m anagem ent.] 1
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About 68,000 people live in this area, with the num bers of "garbage generators" swelling 

in the sum m er months, due to weekly visits by large cruise ships as well as o ther tourists 

and fishermen. Southeast Alaska com m unities axe likewise affected by the M A RPO L 

regulations, requiring them  to take the wastes from cruise ships and the Southeast 

.Alaska fishing fleet.

.As in Southwest Alaska, the climate and terrain of Southeast make land disposal 

problematic. Heavy precipitation generate large am ounts of leachate and the lack of 

flat land makes siting landfills difficult. Bears and birds are found in abundance, and 

are naturally attracted to landfills creating both vector problem s and safety hazards. [In 

fact the hazard may be m ore to the bears than to the people. Legislation passed last 

year prohibits shooting bears within a mile of a landfill - too many w ere being killed as 

they followed their natural inclination toward a free, but often fatal, lunch.]

Municipal solid waste is incinerated in some Southeast communities. Juneau is served 

by a privately owned incinerator which is said to be nearing operational capacity. Sitka 

has a publicly-owned facility which produces steam  for heating a nearby college. 

Ketchikan has received funds for construction of an incinerator, but is still relying upon 

an outmoded landfill. Sm aller communities in Southeast practice open burning - 

sometimes on the shore below the high tide line. A  num ber of people also noted that 

some illegal dumping is occurring directly into the various waterways in weighted bags; 

this practice has been traced to residents, fishing boats and tour ship operators.

Southeast and Southwest Alaska face similar planning issues. T here are four borough 

governments in Southeast and about two dozen incorporated and unincorporated 

communities lying outside their boundaries. To the extent that regional solutions are 

necessary - encompassing all or parts of this area - there  is no form al way to plan for 

diose solutions or to im plem ent them. M A RPO L regulations provide an im petus for 

addressing these issues by increasing the waste volumes being handled. The Southeast 

Conference, a group of municipal officials and private sector interests, is beginning to 

discuss these issues and to explore the feasibility of cooperative ventures. In addition, 

decisions under consideration now by EPA  concerning the proper disposal of MSW 

incinerator ash will affect Juneau, Sitka and Ketchikan. If the decision is m ade to 

in s id e r  that ash "hazardous" under RC RA , costs for ash disposal will increase greatly 

since Alaska has no legally perm itted com m ercial hazardous waste disposal sites and ash 

^av  need to be shipped to facilities such as those in Oregon.
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Lower Priority in Competition for Funds

Solid waste m anagem ent is given a lower priority than other needs in many Alaska, 

com m unities. T here appear to be three reasons for this: the presence of more'

im m ediate problems; the lack of awareness about environm ental costs associated with] 

current solid waste m anagem ent practices; and the fact that, since the com m unities have1 

such different solid waste concerns, there has been no hom ogeneity of interests which] 

would raise the statew ide profile of the issue.

In many A laska com m unities where potable w ater supplies, basic sewage services and j  

simply staying w arm  are everyday concerns, solid waste disposal is not given a higiij 

priority. M ost rural Alaska com m unities are focussing on sewage and drinking w ater! 

problem s first. Since the need for im provem ent in these basic public services is still 

great in many parts of Alaska, rural com m unities are just beginning to address solid 

waste concerns. In fact, in many communities, solid waste is not seen as a problem  at 

all, as there is no "capacity crunch." And, som e com m unities are not even involved in 

providing solid waste services. These services are provided instead by the private sector.

T he second reason for the relatively low profile of solid waste m anagem ent as anl 

environm ental issue may be due to the fact that environm ental effects from solid waste j 

disposal generally occur over the long-term  and are not readily apparent. Because there3 

is a  great deal of concern in Alaska over the im pact of industrial facilities on the 

pristine environm ent of "The Last Frontier," these facilities are m ore likely to bear the 

costs of m onitoring and compliance. As a result, m ore is known about their impacts. 

In  contrast, little is known of the environm ental costs associated with the current state ■ 

of solid waste disposal practices - in p a n  because neither the com m unities nor the state] 

have the resources to m onitor and analyze these impacts.

As the consum ption habits in many A laska com m unities are not dram atically different1 

from those in the rest of the country, it is likely that Alaskans are disposing of plastics, J 

cans, bottles, batteries, waste oil, and paints in their local landfills. In some cases, these  ̂

wastes are burned on the beaches, dum ped into the ocean, or landfilled in tundra ponds 

with no environm ental protection. If the experience o f com m unities in the Lower 48 

serves as a guide - w here too many landfills are  now found on Superfund clean-up lists - 

it is likely th at those Alaskans who are n d  paying the cost of preventing environmental 

dam age (in  terms o f adequate landfill or incineration capacity) are most likely incurring 

environm ental costs, the severity of which will only be known over time.
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Finally, the solid waste issues in Alaska appear to be too diverse to generate statewide 

interest and thus, raise the overall profile of solid waste m anagem ent. O ne observer 

with a statewide perspective noted that, because each Alaska community offers different 

solid waste services, they are likely to face different problems. As a result, each person 

is touching a different part of the elephant, and not recognizing the problem  as a  whole 

or thinking in terras o f overall system solutions. However, a num ber of observers did 

note that there is a growing awareness of solid waste problem s in some areas. For 

instance, while Southwest communities now see "garbage" as a m oderately im portant 

local governm ent issue, one observer predicted that within a  decade, m anaging garbage 

will be seen as an extremely im portant issue. Currently however, other areas, such as 

hazardous waste m anagem ent, are seen as more interesting and pressing environm ental 

issues.

.Another observer noted that most Alaskans would not consider solid waste m anagem ent 

to be a problem , thus while people from outside the state may see a large num ber of 

issues emerging, those in the state may not. It was suggested that the biggest "problem" 

facing Alaska policymakers in convincing Alaskans that solid waste m anagem ent is 

something that should be addressed and paid for.

Bikv an ce of N ational S tandards to Alaska Conditions

In response to Congressional concern over past solid waste m anagem ent practices, EPA  

has proposed, and is currently in the process of revising, new regulations intended to 

upgrade land disposal practices at ail new or expanded MSW  landfills in  the nation. 

These regulations are authorized under R C R A  Subtitle D. The proposed regulations 

would include requirem ents for daily cover, the lining of landfills, groundw ater 

monitoring, leachate collection systems, and the developm ent of closure plans, including 

a financial mechanism to insure the ability to pay closure costs for a  thirty-year period. 

These proposed criteria raise the i: j e  of the relevance of national standards to Alaska 

conditions. As one city official noted, it is a problem  if legulations designed to p ro te a  

the last 2 percent of F lorida’s wetlands are applied to Alaska which still has 99 percent 

of its wetlands left. This problem  is further com pounded if all the flat land in a 

community falls within the wetland designation.

hi this context, it is im portant to first understand A D EC ’s current role in solid waste 

management. As in m ost states, local governments in Alaska have the responsibility for 

providing solid waste m anagem ent, while A D E C  enforces state regulations. AJDEC 

administers the solid waste regulations which are found in 18 AAC 60 and issues perm its
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for all MSW facilities. These regulations were last updated in Septem ber of 1987. 

A D E C  has flexibility in a num ber of areas in adm inistering these reg’dations to meet 

the unique conditions of A laska communities. For instance, groundw ater analysis and 

m onitoring, rem edial action and closure plans are  required under Alaska law only if a 

community: 1) serves m ore than 2,000 people each day; 2 )  receives 5 or m ore tons per 

day; q i  3 )  receives septage wastes that account for m ore than 10 percent of the tonnage 

received by the facility. O f the 151 incorporated Alaska communities, 130 have fewer 

than 2 ,000 people, though some of these may receive enough wastes from tour and 

fishing ships to put them  over the 5 ton threshold. Thus, the majority of the 

com m unities are exem pt from these m ore stringent regulations.

.ADEC regulations also allow for landfill cover to be applied at varying frequencies 

depending on the size of the community and the daily am ount of waste received. 

A D E C  retains the discretion to require m ore o r less frequent cover depending on waste 

com position, vector problem s, etc. A D E C  can also give waivers from som e provisions 

o f the regulations, if it can be shown that "because of unusual conditions, [th e  provision 

would] im pose an unw arranted financial, technological, or safety burden on the applicant 

and does not provide com m ensurate benefit to the public health and welfare or 

protection of the environm ent" A D E C  has 19.5 full-time equivalent staff working on 

solid waste issues, including industrial solid waste.

A ccording to A D EC , about 740  landfills in the state should be perm itted, but only half 

have applied for and been  issued perm its. O f the perm itted landfills, just over one- 

third are  for m unicipal solid waste; the rem aining two-thirds are for use by military 

installations or industrial operators - mines, tim ber facilities, oil companies, etc. ADEC 

concentrates its efforts on the 20  largest landfills (those serving more than 2,000 people) 

and which receive about 95 percent of the sta te’s municipal solid waste stream . In 

addition, A D E C  also regulates MSW  incinerators operating in Juneau, Sitka, A dak and 

Prudhoe Bay. Incineration standards are found in 18 AAC 50; A D E C  perm its are ’ 

required for incinerators burning m ore than 1,000 pounds p er hour. C ontrolled open ‘ 

burning is also regulated under 18 A A C 50. £

In  its com m ents on Subtitle D, A D E C  distinguished betw een three types of Alaska 

communities: large com m unities, small com m unities on road systems and small, rem ote 

villages. A D E C  then indicated to E PA  that, w hereas large com munities would be likely 

to have som e problem s complying with the criteria, and the small com m unities on read 

systems might be "encouraged'’ by the criteria to form regional solid waste m anagem ent 

systems, the small rem ote com m unities would not have the econom ic resources
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necessary to overcom e their rem oteness through a regional solution, or to m eet the 

criteria within their own communities.

Obviously, national standards and enforcem ent practices have little relevance in many 

parts of Alaska. Less obvious is the form by which regulators can acknowledge this 

difference, and once that is addressed, w hat standards a n d /o r enforcem ent practices are 

appropriate in order to reduce environm ental costs of solid waste disposal in Alaska.

There are three possible regulatory approaches to this Alaska reality: formal

recognition of the differences through a  waiver an d /o r exem ption from  regulations; a 

de facto recognition of the differences through lack of enforcement; or, attem pts to 

force compliance in spite of the wide gap betw een reality and the standards. T he issue 

from a regulatory perspective is, a t what point does an  effort to enforce inappropriate 

standards becom e counterproductive and focus energy away from the necessary task of 

improving the prospects for environmentally-sound solid waste m anagem ent?

Enforcement o f M A R PO L regulations does not raise this issue of regulatory relevance 

to the sam e degree, even though Alaska port com m unities have far different capabilities 

to deal with solid waste issues than port cities such as Seattle (W A ) or Coos Bay (O R ). 

There are two factors which distinguish this com pliance issue from Subtitle D issues. 

Gearly, the Eering Sea fishing fleet and the cruise ships visiting A laska ports are a 

significant p a n  of the ocean traffic targeted by M A R P O L  If international ocean 

dumping is to be curtailed at all, Alaska com pliance is im portam . This is unlike the 

Subtitle D regulations which address land disposal problem s more associated with large 

communities than those of the size found in most of Alaska. Second, the fishing boats 

and tour ships are both the source of the problem  and a  likely source of revenue for 

addressing the problem . In contrast, Subtitle D assumes an ability to pay on the p a n  

of the communities it is regulating, an ability which may be lacking in many Alaska 

villages.

Limited Availability of Resources at Every Governm ental Level

In Alaska, boroughs (roughly sim ilar in function to counties in othei states) and cities 

are given the authority to establish and operate solid waste collection and disposal 

“acilities. In Alaska, there are 13 O rganized Boroughs which cover 203,380 square 

miles. They range in size from the Bristol Bay Borough with 1,297 people to the City 

and Borough o f A nchorage with 246,139 people. Boroughs may either operate solid 

waste facilities themselves or contract to a private firm.
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A laska is unique, however, in that a large portion o f its land area  is not u n d er the 

jurisdiction of any local government; as noted earlier, this area is called the Unor­

ganized Borough. T here are  also 148 incorporated cities in A laska and another 128 

unincorporated ones; of these 276 communities, 193 of them  are  in the UOB. Boroughs 

can be form ed under A laska law by vote o f the people, but only a few areas in the UOB 

have decided recently to organize. W hile a new borough was form ed in 1986, and 

another in 1987, they w ere the first to form sine, .972. W ithin the UOB, an organized 

city provides services for itself. However, as most of the organized cities in the UOB 

have small populations, solid waste services are rudim entary at b e s t  If a "service area" 

is deem ed needed within the UOB, it m ust be established by the state legislature. To 

date, this has occurred only to m eet the need for local school districts and coastal zone 

m anagem ent planning areas.

T he ability of the State to prom ote solid waste m anagem ent is a function of resources - 

both a t the state and local levels. Com pliance with regulation of any sort costs money 

and, in effect, raises the fixed costs of governm ent In  turn, this requires (ab sen t an 

ever-flowing Prudhoe Bay and high oil prices) a sufficiently large population over which 

to spread the costs in order for them  to be affordable. As noted earlier, A D E C  has 

lim ited staff in the area of solid waste, as do local communities. Even two of Alaska's 

larger com munities - the City of Ketchikan and the Ketchikan Gateway Borough with 

about 13,000 people - have had to m ake hard decisions about w hether to direct recent 

capital spending toward improving drinking w ater supplies or upgrading solid waste 

m anagem ent N ot surprisingly, the im m ediate drinking w ater concerns cam e before 

solid waste m anagem ent concerns - though the latter are now being addressed, lhus, 

it becom es nrcessary to m aintain a  certain sense of basic priorities and fiscal reality 

regarding the pace o f funding for improved solid waste m anagem ent services in Alaska.

Com plicating solid waste m anagem ent is the potential for citizen suits under R C R A  to 

enforce solid waste regulations. Such suits may be filed by public interest groups or by 

individuals wanting full compliance with the regulations. In some cases, such suits might 

be brought by private disposal companies looking for a way of insuring a m arket tor 

their services - a  m arket which would otherwise be served by inadequate facilities or 

illegal dumping. Such suits would stretch resources a: all levels and involve a reshuffling 

of priorities.
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Industry Regulation in a Changing Environment

Solid waste services throughout the country are either provided by local governm ent or 

private industry. A t one end of this continuum  are municipally-owned and operated 

collection and disposal facilities, while at the other end these services are provided 

solely by private industry. Generally, communities adopt some mix of public and private 

provision of services. An integral part of providing these services is often some 

agreement as to collection service areas which are then franchised by governm ent on 

a periodic basis to private collection contractors who deliver the services. This is based 

on the notion that it is probably cheaper to have one truck serve a subdivision, for 

.astance, than to have many trucks from many firms com peting for business in the same 

area. Usually, in return  for an agreem ent on the division of service areas, there is also 

public regulation o f what a company may charge its customers.

In 46 of the 50  states, the regulatory authority for establishing service areas and rates 

rails to counties. T he counties then issue franchises to hauling firms operating within 

•heir boundaries. In Alaska, this type of regulation is done at the state level by the 

•Alaska Public Utilities Commission (A P U C ). A PU C  issues certificates which define 

each collection contractor's service area. If the collection contractor has revenues in 

excess of S200.000 a  year, A PU C also regulates the rates it charges. There are 43 

certificated collection contractors in Alaska, nine o f which are rate regulated. 

Municipally-owned collection systems are not subject to regulation, nor does A PU C 

regulate the operation or rates charged by m unicipal or private disposal (e ith er landfill 

or incineration) operations.

APUC has in the past urged the legislature to elim inate solid waste utilities from its 

jurisdiction because of the am ount of effort required to regulate th e m  The refuse 

:auling industry is the smallest o f the six industries regulated by A PU C and accounts 

tor 3.5 percent of the total revenues of its regulated utilities. In lieu of deregulation, 

APUC has proposed expanding its scope to include disposal facilities, so that it can 

taore effectively regulate jointly-owned disposal and collection operations.

fa .Alaska, the changes affecting solid waste m anagem ent are also raising issues 

regarding industry regulation. Specifically, is the c u n e n t framework flexible enough to 

meet the varying needs of Alaska communities, and how is the public’s interest in the 

•svel of disposal rates best represented in a  regulatory context?

•APUC regulation affects the flexibility of the industry to m eet changing conditions by 

h e r r in g  the entry of new collection contractors and by possibly discouraging the
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development of a separate recycling industry. Boroughs have been pushing for 
deregulation of the industry, and had hoped that APUC authority over refuse collection 
contractors would have been allowed to "sunset" when the opportunity recently arose. 
"Sunseting" APUC authority over the collection contractors would have allowed 
boroughs to encourage new collection contractors to enter the industry in their 
jurisdictions, as they saw fit

%
APUC regulation also affects the recycling side of the industry. Solid waste collection 
contractors generally favor state regulation as opposed to no regulation or regulation 
by the boroughs. In return for continued regulation, the collection contractors have 
offered to "subsidize" recycling by committing to spend a certain amount of their 
revenues on recycling services. They argue that because recycling is so expensive to 
provide in Alaska, it must be included in the overall garbage collection service and, as 
such, reflected in the garbage collection rates. Or, in their terms, garbage collection 
wouid "subsidize" recycling.

For reasons discussed in the next section, the current prospects of large volume recycling 
in Alaska are limited. However, to the extent that recycling may be considered a part 
of the overall solid waste management picture in the long-term, the collection 
contractors’ proposed arrangement raises the issue of how and by whom is recycling best 
accomplished: should rervcling be provided by collection contractors; by the
development of a separate industry; or, as a local govemmeLi program? The question 
of how to encourage recycling and who should provide this service is as much a question 
of solid waste management as it is of regulation.

The second issue raised by this changing environment concerns disposal rates. In the 
past, the major costs associated with solid waste management were the costs of moving 
waste from one place to another. Hence, these costs became the regulatory focus. In 
rhe future, the cost of environmental compliance is likely to mean that disposal costs will 
make up an ever increasing portion of the overall cost of garbage service. In addition 
to raising day to day operating costs, Subtitle D requites the owner/operators of landfills 
to estimate the costs associated with closing and maintaining the landfill for a period 
of 30 years. Then, they must assure through some financial instrument the wherewithal 
to m eet those cost obligations.

Assuming that some additional private disposal operations are started in Alaska, to 
whom will it fall to insure that firms are charging enough to co*er these future closure 
costs? O r to insure that disposal companies are not over-charging collection contractors 
- and hence the public -  on the pretext of meeting the financial criteria? For those
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communities served by private disposal operations, there will 'ue no regulation as to how, 
and when, those costs are passed on to the customer. This will be a particular problem 
wherever both the hauling and the disposal operations are found under one corporate 
roof. (Municipally-owned landfills must also comply with these financial assurance 
requirements - and thus, local governments will also face this question of how, and 
when, will these costs be passed on to the customer.] One municipal reviewer noted 
that his community is studying whether the complexity of solid waste regulations may 
be moving beyond the capability of the private sector to address.

Econo,mic-Reality of AJasKa.B.g<a:glin.g

Generically, the economics of profit-oriented recycling are a function of the market 
value of the recycled material, less the cost of diverting the material from the solid 
waste stream and transporting it to m arket A community’s interest in recycling is 
somewhat different for the "value" of recycling lies in its ability to help a community 
avoid disposal costs or preserve landfill capacity, as well as to conserve natural resources 
and protect the environment

Few commodities in Alaska can be recycled profitably. In addition, it appears that few 
Alaska communities are facing a disposal capacity "crunch" severe enough for them to 
have to subsidize recycling to reduce disposal volumes and thus preserve capacity. 
Aluminum cans and scrap metals are currently worth the cost of collecting (and, in some 
cases, buying) and shipping south. For other commodities with declining market values, 
the cost of transportation overwhelms the market value of the product. (It is expected 
that, by this fall, some grades of paper will have no value in the Seattle market and,' 
thus, will not even contribute to covering their own transportation costs.)

Recycling is often seen as the "rigi, ning to do." However, the economics of recycling 
in Alaska make recycling driven exclusively by the profit motive on resale of the 
recyclable possible for only a limited portion of the waste stream. The fact that many 
communities do not currently have any sort of tipping fee at the landfill means that 
individuals do not feel any financial incentive to recycle. "Avoided" costs of disposal are 
not an incentive in communities which have landfills with long remaining lives. Some 
sources noted the generalized "usefulness" of mandatory recycling or curbside recycling 
in the cities. However, unless there arc markets or subsidies for these products, such 
efforts merely segregate the wastes for a time, leaving them in storage indefinitely or 
forcing them to take a circuitous route to the same eventual disposal destination - the 
landfill or incinerator. Nonetheless, many communities support a growing public interest
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in recycling because they recognize the importance of changing people’s attitudes about 
the amount of waste they generate, and see a commitment to recycling as a sound step 
in the process of transforming Alaska's waste management practices.

SoKlal-Wastgs

Municipal solid waste includes, bv definition, HHW  and conditionally-exempt small 
quantity generator (CESQG) wastes; these wastes include old paint, various household 
chemicals, waste oil, etc. In Alaska, the disposal of these wastes poses a serious 
problem for many communities. Climate and terrain may result in the production of 
more of these wastes - dusty roads may lead to more oil changes, freezing conditions 
may render poorly scored paints unusable, etc. And to the extent that inadequate solid 
waste management may create long-term environmental and public health concerns, 
poor handling of waste oils and household chemicals may "esult in more immediate 
problems. In addition, the collection and handling of segregated HHW  is very 
expensive, since Alaska also does not have a permitted disposal site for hazardous 
wastes in the state. All wastes must be shipped to facilities in Washington and Hregon. 
The issue raised by these special wasfes is whether the problems they cause should be 
addressed separately from the overall solid waste issue, or whether solutions are best 
found within the context of upgrading MSW management practices overall.

ADEC has sponsored HHW  clean-up days for various communities. In addition, 
Anchorage has developed a program of receiving household and CESQG wastes on a 
regular basis at its transfer station and at its landfill. These wastes are carefully 
segregated, temporarily stored, and sent south for treatment or disposal. The program 
is funded by customer payments, through the landfill fee and through the water utility. 
The issue for many Alaska communities is the extent to which they can afford to adopt 
the Anchorage model.

Planning Vacuum

As has been noted many times, one of the major effects of tightening environmental 
regulation of disposal facilities is that the fixed costs of operating the facilities go up. 
As fixed costs go up, disposal facilities may need to draw from a larger population base 
to generate the revenues for improvements or to keep garbage rates at a level which 
people may be willing to pay. Because so many Alaska communities lie in the UOB, 
there is a governmental vacuum to foster these regional planning efforts in solid waste.
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This vacuum is particularly noticeable as communities in both Southeast and Southwest 
Alaska seek to comply with MARTOL

To the extent that regional solutions might be feasible from a cost point of view in the 
UOB - notably along the road system in the Copper River valley, in Southeast Alaska, 
or parts of Southwest Alaska, there is no planning authority to work with the 
communities to develop a facility or to help them respond to private sector proposals 
for solid waste facilities. For example, is it sufficient for facilities to be sited solely in 
accordance with ADEC standards or should there be additional constraints or input 
from the local residents? If local input or oversight is desired, how can this be achieved 
in the absence of a local/regional planning or regulatory body?

In Southeast Alaska, elements of the private sector have indicated a desire to fashion 
a regional solid waste solution for smaller communities. What is not clear is how there 
efforts might enhance, foreclose or conflict with other options undertaken by the 
boroughs. As the landfills in these communities may be expected to comply with Subtitle 
D criteria (when promulgated) and incinerators may be expected to comply with the 
growing range of regulations on burning MSW and subsequent ash disposal, some son 
of overall planning - and accountability - may need to be in place before the initiation 
of long-term projects. The Southeast Conference is beginning to explore this possibility. 
Planning in Southeast Alaska is also complicated by the fact that various communities 
are achieving different standards of environmental compliance, due in pan  to different 
disposal technologies and differing abilities to finance improved solid waste facilities. 
Complicating planning is the lack of a statewide forum to bring together people facing 
solid waste problems, to exchange information about what "works" under Alaska 
conditions.
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Interview List for the Alaska Profile

Christine Benson Alaska Center for the Environment Anchorage
Kay Brown Alaska State Representative Anchorage
Scott Burgess Alaska Municipal League Juneau
McKie Campbell Assemblyman Juneau
Sky Carver Peninsula Sanitation Soldotna
Steve Co:p Alaska Indian Health Service Anchorage
Bettye Fahrenkamp Alaska State Senator Fairbanks
Bob Higgins Ketchikan Pulp Ketchikan
Larry Kimball Alaska Federation of Natives Anchorage
Susan Knowles APUC Anchorage
Audrey Lee AK Litter Prevention & Recycling Anchorage
John Levy SW Alaska Municipal Conference Anchorage
Chris Mello North Slope Borough Barrow
C un Menard Alaska State Representative Wasilla
Eric Meyers Leg. A sst to Rep. Kay Brown Anchorage
Jack Pierson Acting City Manager, Ketchikan Ketchikan
Pat Rrdm ond A nchorage League of Women Voters Anchorage
Kevin Ritchie City Manager Juneau
Jim Sweeney Anchorage Solid Waste Anchorage
Shorty Tonsgard Channel Sanitation Juneau
Tom Turner Anchorage Recycling Center Anchorage
David Wigglesworth Alaska Health Project Anchorage
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House Demos push recycling bills
By LARRY PER8ILY
Thb A ssocia ted  P re ss  - v>*7 . •

JUNEAU -  House Denib- 
erats Introduced a package 
of bills Wednesday to pro- 
mote'recycling and safe dls* 
posal of' A laska's trash.
1 "We need to change soci­

ety’s behavior regarding gar­
bage/*  sa id  Rep. K ay 
Brown, D-Anchorage, one of 
the bills’ sponsors.

1 The sponsors sa id 1 prob* 
lems stemming from Alas­
ka’s growing pile of garbage

* are not limited to any one 
area of the state.

"F ^’rbanks Is facing the 
most Im m ediate crisis In 
terms’ of landfill shortage," 
Brown said.

\  1 Many rural .communities 
=; lack approved • dumps and 

residents are forced to use 
Illegal'sites',7 said Rep. Fran 
Ulmer, D-Juneau.’ 

i.. The state Department of 
Environmental Conservation 
says It could cost more than 
$100 million to correct all of 

■> the Illegal and unsafe dumps 
r. around the sta te , Brown 

said, v 'v
Alaska doesn't have a 

r^ h o lc e ,"  Ulmer said. .
* " M an d a to ry  recy c lin g  

.doesn’t  make sense for Alas­
ka because of the state’s 
immense size and diversity,

I Ulmer said.
* . Instead, the focuc of the

M i  Jtednearl ■ ■
V e ra ! WW* in "■ Capitol

conferences oh routine7 b f 
'" often are ignored. .'
m  The legislation' thejApr*'.....,-   _ T.

. the Waste Reduction, Recycling aha-Plan-5 & 
HiiusVAii ii.. the^WJUtAmA'et: f<3iu' ̂ ;itVf • '

rVovlng that ..they.-'
V r T f  .fa;

bills'Includes promotion pf program In House Bill 479 Is 
recycling efforts, public edu-r.»i,adopted, 
cation on the hazards of rfl -A second bill would pro­
waste disposal, and loans for '■ vide planning and technical-
garbage dumps, she said.

Each of the four bills have 
up to a dozen House Demo­
crats as co-sponsors.

aid grants t o •. communities 
for recycling, garbage dis­
posal and pollution control. 
House Bill 478 does not in-

O ne'of the bills calls for w elude an appropriation and 
the state to provide grants the co-sponsors said a cost 
to schools for recycling pro^,v estimate would be developed 

:asure does not.i i later. ' .grams. The measure ____ .
provide any m oney :(6ri 
g ran ts , b u t U lm er an$ ; 
Brown said they hope law­
makers will agree to fund 
the grants If the incentive

House Bill 481 would re ­
quire the state to s ta rt buy­
ing recycled paper, w ith a 
goal of 25 percent recycled 
paper by 1994, said Rep.

; • •* v
David F inkelste in , D-An-'i 
chorage. The measure also 
would give preference to re­
cycled products in state con­
tract bids.

House Bill 480 would ex­
pand the Alaska Clean Wa­
ter Fund to allow loans for 
landfill improvements and 
o ther w aste-dlsposal p ro ­
grams.

The fund is comprised of 
state and federal money and 
w ould o ffe r lo w -ln terest 
loans to communities, 'said 
Rep. Mark Boyer, D-Fair- 
banks,
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HB 4/G, 479, 4BO and 481.

We support the entire package of bi Lis known as

the WRRAP Acts. However, with respect to HB 4R1 , we are

concerned that until increased demand reduces the cost of

recycled products, a 107. bidder preference clause will be

insufficient. Instead of a fiat percentage reduction in bid 

amount, we suggest that, it a bidder proposes to use 

recycled products, the increased cost of using those 

products be separately identified, and those costs be 

subtracted from the bid. The Department of Administration 

would write regulations assuring that the costs attr i buttxbl e 

to recycled products were reasonable. In that way, the 

state would account for the actual cost of recycling, and 

would put recyclers on an even playing field with bidders 

making wasteful use of new products.

We also feel that HB 479 warrants particular 

support because of its potential impact on youth. We want 

our children to think ot recylcing as a natural fact of 

life. At Harborview Elementary School, where we bath work, 

the students are learning that used aluminium and paper are 

not trash. This fall, North Tongass Salvage installed a 

collection bin at the school, and began picking up our 

aluminium weekly. Income from this goes to our playground



equipment fund. (iur office paper waste is deliverer! to the 

Lions Club collection center. but we have no collection

center tor plastics, glass or steel. Our students will

not realise the value of discarded bottles and plastics if 

we are constantly tossing away these articles at schooi and 

home.

We don't need a let of money. We do need a

commitment of space from the school district for our

recycling center and a collection agent for all recyclable 

items. Passage of these bills would help us reach that 

goal.

C _ . £ < M ±  .2 /1 ! i/90
Monica Ritter-
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HOUSE COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL AFFAIRS LETTER OF INTENT
FOR

CSHB 478 (C&RA)

It is the intent of the legislature that the passage of 
CSHB 478 (C&RA) will not change the status of the program 
enacted under AS46.07.010 (Village Safe Water Act) in that 
providing safe water and hygienic sewage disposal for all 
Alaskans is a primary concern of the Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC).
It ic also the intent that funds needed to implement grants 
under CSHB 478 (C&RA) will be separate from funds used by 
the DEC for Village Safe Water and the Alaska Clean Water 
Fund. "•
It is also the intent of the legislature that the priority 
of solid and hazardous waste management practices as 
established in Sec. 46.06.021 of this bill will not 
supersede a communities' efforts to obtain safe water and 
hygienic sewage disposal.

Date (2,, /.
Rep. Eileen P. MacLean, Chair
House Community and Regional Affairs Committee
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