



































Control can also be gained through contracting for disposal services with the
owner of the Channel facilities; however, it may not be possible to negotiate
contract terms and conditions agreeable to both the CBJ and the facilities’ owner.

Evaluation of the Channel facilities indicates that the issue of liability for past
practices is a concern only with the landfill and not the incineration facility. the
incineration facility was designed to meet applicable environmental standards and,
if necessary, can be modified to meet more stringent future standards.

The CBI’s current position (i.e., Channel ownership) reduces the risk to the CBJ
for liability associated with past practices of the landfill. For the CBJ to be held
liable for past practices and incur costs associated with that liability, three things
would have to occur:

a) There would have to be documented damage to public health,
private property or the environment.
b) Action to recover damages would have to be taken.

) The CBJ would have to be found liable for the damages.

The CBJ has placed government-generated waste at the Channel Landfill.
Therefore, if operation of the facility was found to have resulted in damages, it
is reasonable to assume that the CBJ would be assigned some of the costs. How
much of the cost would be assigned to the CBJ is more uncertain. For the
Channel Landfill responsible parties could potentially include the Channel
Corporations, businesses using the facilities, the CBJ, and the State of Alaska.
However, since CERCLA holds responsible parties to be jointly and severally
liable, if none of the other responsible parties has the means to pay, the CBJ
could be held liable for the full cost of damages.

Thus, while it is possible that the CBJ would ultimately be responsible for
payment of all remediation costs regardless of who owns the facility, it is also
possible that the magnitude of the costs incurred by the CBJ could be affected if
the CBJ elects to purchase the Channel facility. Based on preliminary evaluation
of future cost and liability from past disposal practices, the following conclusions
are drawn:

° If remediation is required, even a relatively small increase in the CBJ
liability would result in significant cost to CBJ. For example, if
remediation costs were $12,000,000 and the CBJ liability were increased
by 25%, it would result in additional costs of $3,035,000 which would
equate to approximately $300,000 per year, assuming the cost was
financed over 20 years.
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Collection

To achieve direct control over rates and standards of service for collection of solid waste within
Juneau, the CBJ would have to acquire the APUC certificates and collection equipment and
facilities from both Channel Sanitation and Juneau Sanitation. Control over solid waste
collection services could be achieved through contracting with a private collection company.

The level of collection services (e.g., implementing variable can rates, providing curbside
recycling) will in part depend on future decisions that the CBJ makes during Phase II of the
Solid Waste Management Plan concerning the types of recycling programs it wishes to
implement. Potential negotiations with a private disposal company for disposal services also
may affect the type of collection services that the CBJ requires. Therefore, we recommend that
the decision regarding the purchase of APUC certificates and collection equipment and
facilities be made subsequent to completion of Phase II of the Solid Waste Management
Plan and subsequent to resolution of issues related to contracting for disposal.
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7. Prepare valuation of 3 months *Prepare valuation based on
landfill. income, cost and market value
approaches.

*Discount value based on
liability/risk issues.

*8. Evaluate backup disposal 2 months *Evaluate availability of suitable
system. sites.

*Establish site selection process.
eIdentify permitting, land use
issues, site development
requirements and schedule.

9. Negotiate purchase contract 3 months eEstablish purchase price.
with Channel. eFinalize terms and conditions.
*Execute contract.

Develop Contract for Disposal

%

Estimated
Task Duration Description

*1. Initial discussions with 1 month eIdentify principal, technical,

Channel. environmental, legal and financial
issues.
*Set objectives and schedule for
negotiations.

2. Legal review of flow 2 months *Determine legislative/legal

control and mandatory authority to implement flow control

collection. and mandatory collection.

3. Review procurement 1 month *Determine requirements for

requirements. competitive bidding and other
procurement procedures required by
state and local codes and
regulations.

*4. Discussions/negotiations eEstablish regulatory issues.

with ADEC. *Establish agency position regarding
remediation.
*Establish agency position regarding
future environmental control
measures.

R. W. BECK AND ASSOCIATES *Tasks common to both purchase of facilities and development of contract for disposal services.
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Thus, the Assembly of the CBJ is faced with the decision of whether or not to purchase
Channel’s landfill and incineration facilities.

The goal of this Solid Waste Management Plan - Phase I Report is to provide the Assembly with
an issue-oriented document that identifies and evaluates the critical factors regarding the
purchase of the Channel facilities and facilitates the decision-making process. This Phase 1
Report provides an overview of the existing solid waste management system serving the CBJ,
an evaluation of the various solid waste management options available to the CBJ, a
reconnaissance evaluation of the Channel facilities and alternative sites for locating a new
landfill, and a recommendation for whether or not the CBJ should purchase the Channel
facilities. The Assembly’s policy of integrated solid waste management influenced the
preparation of this Phase I Report. Public comment received at two public forums consistently
highlighted the need to deal with two central issues, control and cost, when evaluating what
course of action the CBJ should take related to the Channel facilities.*

The process followed to develop this Phase I Report involved working closely with the staff of
the CBJ, meeting regularly with the Citizens’ Advisory Committee on Waste Management,
attending two public forums, meeting with representatives of Channel and reviewing information
provided by them, interviewing Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation staff and
reviewing their files, interviewing Alaska Public Utilities Commission staff, and reviewing the
draft Closure Study Report - Channel Landfill, prepared by Sweet-Edwards/EMCON (completed
while this Phase I Report was being developed).

4 Public Forums were held to obtain citizen input on June 5 and July 1, 1991.
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CHAPTER 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS

CURRENT SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM SERVING THE CBJ
GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Juneau’s current solid waste management system consists of a solid waste collection service, two
incinerators, a landfill and a variety of recycling opportunities. The CBJ does not own or
operate any part of the existing solid waste management system. The solid waste collection
service provides pick-up of customers’ solid waste at residential, commercial, industrial and
governmental locations. The solid waste is then hauled to the Channel disposal site for
processing and final disposal. Self-hauling of solid waste to the disposal site also occurs. The
collection service is operated pursuant to an Alaska Public Utilities Commission (APUC)
certificate. Two private companies hold APUC certificates; however, only one company,
Channel Sanitation, is currently providing collection service in Juneau.

The landfill and incinerators at the Channel disposal site are operated pursuant to permits issued
by the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) (see Appendix H - Existing
Permits). The Channel landfill and incinerators are located approximately half way between
Juneau International Airport and downtown Juneau at 5600 Tonsgard Court in the lower Lemon
Creek Valley. The site, which is open to the public from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through
Saturday, consists of approximately 44.5 acres. All vehicles disposing of waste at the site are
weighed as they enter and exit the facility.

In addition to the landfill and the two incinerators, an office building, asphalt plant, car towing
and temporary storage business, and equipment rental business are located on the site. Lemon
Creek, Eagle Creek and Vanderbilt Creek flow in the vicinity of the site.

The incinerators are used to reduce the volume of the solid waste being landfilled. Each
incinerator has a rated capacity of 36 tons per day, and is operated five days a week.

The active portion of the landfill consists of approximately 35 acres. Specific locations within
the landfill site are set aside for the disposal of incinerator ash and non-combustible residue,
inert material, asbestos, junked vehicles and unincinerated putrescible waste.

A portion of the community’s household hazardous waste is diverted from the solid waste stream
through collection days sponsored annually by the CBJ in conjunction with ADEC. This year,
collections were held on June 20, 21 and 22, 1991.
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OWNERSHIP

The disposal and collection portions of the solid waste management system are currently
privately owned and operated by the Channel Corporations, a group of three investor-owned
affiliated corporations: Channel Landfill, Inc., Channel Sanitation Corporation, and Channel
Equipment Incorporated.

Channel Landfill, Inc., purchased the landfill site in 1977 from Chester Strohmeyer and installed
the two incinerators at the site in 1985. According to ADEC records, Chester Strohmeyer
operated Acme Disposal at the Channel site beginning in 1963. His property was approximately
90 acres. (Prior to 1963, solid waste generated within the CBJ was disposed of through open
burning and/or landfilling at the Thane Rockdump site, located south of the CBJ’s current
sewage treatment plant. The prevalent method of disposal at both the Thane Rockdump and
Channel sites was disposing of wastes in uncovered, unlined pits.)

Channel Sanitation Corporation is the affiliate that operates the collection services and holds an
APUC certificate. Containers used for the collection of solid waste are rented through Channel
Equipment Incorporated.

In July 1988, Juneau Sanitation, owned by Myron Klein, acquired an APUC certificate
authorizing it to operate a competing solid waste collection service throughout Juneau. To date,
Juneau Sanitation has not exercised its right to set up solid waste collection services in Juneau.
Juneau Sanitation’s APUC certificate was the subject of a court challenge brought by Channel;
however, the Alaska Supreme Court recently up-held the validity of the certificate’.

RATES

The rates charged for solid waste collection are subject to APUC approval since collection
services are provided by a private company pursuant to an APUC certificate. The current rates
charged by Channel Sanitation vary depending on the type and level of service received. The
basic rate for weekly residential pick-up for up to three containers is $24.09 per month, and for
weekly commercial pick-up for a one cubic yard container is $82.61 per month. (For a break-
down of all rates currently charged, refer to Appendix E - Channel Rates.)

The disposal charge (tipping fee) assessed at Channel’s disposal site is $120 per ton for mixed
municipal waste. The charge is $40.00 per ton for self-hauled mud, stumps, and construction
and demolition debris.?

1 Subsequent to the Alaska Supreme Court’s ruling in favor of the APUC’s granting of a certificate to Juncau Sanitation, Channel Sanitation

has repeatedly filed requests with the APUC to have the Juneau Sanitation certificate revoked on grounds that Juneau Sanitation has failed to commence
operations. Those requests have been denied.

2 Per ton charges obtained from Channel staff.
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Typically, a tipping fee is included as a cost of doing business in the rates charged by collection
companies, and the tipping fee itself is not directly regulated by the APUC. However, when
disposal facilities and collection services are owned by closely affiliated companies (as is the
case with the Channel Corporations), the APUC will review the tipping fee. '

RECYCLING

Recycling activities conducted by the Channel Corporations include the collection of household
batteries, the separation of glass for stockpiling at the landfill, and the separation of metals and
appliances. A mix of profit and non-profit organizations, as well as the Alaska Department of
Administration, collect a variety of materials (including newspaper, white ledger paper,
computer paper, car batteries, corrugated cardboard, plastic shopping bags, aluminum and steel
cans, and non-ferrous metals) for transfer to market.

Table 2.1 sets forth a summary of the recycling activities in Juneau for 1990 prepared by the
CBJ.}

3 Information compiled by the Solid Waste Management Office, Division of Land and Resources.
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WASTE GENERATION TRENDS AND CHARACTERIZATION

WASTE QUANTITY

In 1990, the Channel incinerator and landfill facilities accepted 29,759 tons of solid waste.
Channel classified approximately 90% of this as mixed municipal waste and approximately 10%
as mud, stumps or demolition debris. Juneau’s population in 1990 was 28,881.

As with all forecasts, future waste stream projections are subject to uncertainty. Factors that
affect the amount of waste generated by a community include population fluctuations, waste
reduction practices and recycling rates. Within Juneau three additional factors will affect the
amount of waste requiring disposal:

. Recycling practices and markets (affects recycling rates)
Future mining activity in the area (affects population)
Initiation of mandatory collection and flow control’® (potentially affects
how much waste goes to the disposal facilities)

To bracket the variations in future Juneau waste quantities, two sets of six projections were
performed, for a total of twelve waste quantity scenarios. Projections for three scenarios,
baseline (no major mines coming into operation), reopening of the Alaska-Juneau (AJ) Mine,
and opening of both the AJ and Kensington mines, were performed assuming both no recycling,
and assuming a 2% increase in recycling per year beginning in 1991 and leveling out at 25%
recycling in 2003. These six scenarios were then repeated, assuming addition in 1994 of a third
36 ton per day incinerator at the Channel facility. The projections assumed constant per capita
waste generation, and were based on figures from 1990. These twelve scenarios are presented
in Appendix G - Waste Stream Projections.

For the set of projections based on retaining two incinerators, the baseline scenario with
recycling, yields the lowest waste stream projections for the CBJ, with a cumulative total of
approximately 272,900 tons of solid waste requiring landfill disposal for the period 1989-2009.
The most conservative projection is the scenario that assumes two incinerators, opening of both
mines, and no recycling. This scenario projects a cumulative total of approximately 524,800
tons requiring disposal for the period 1989-2009. Addition of a third incinerator would reduce
the amount of waste requiring disposal. The projection for the baseline scenario (with recycling)
is a cumulative total of 214,900 tons requiring landfill disposal for the period 1989-2009.

The CBJ currently neither mandates waste collection, nor directs all waste to Channel by flow
control. If mandatory collection and/or flow control were to be instituted within the next few

3 “Flow control” is used to describe where all solid waste generated in Juneau is directed to be disposed of at a designated disposal site.
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. Maintaining records
Submitting reports
. Closing landfills®

A person may dispose of solid waste, or construct, modify or operate a solid waste disposal
facility only in accordance with a waste disposal permit issued by ADEC pursuant to
18 AAC 60.200. The Channel landfill operates under ADEC permit 8511-BA016. Along with
the specific conditions included in its ADEC permit, Channel must comply with the landfill
requirements set forth in 18 AAC 60.045 and the solid waste disposal facility requirements set
forth in 18 AAC 60.035.

18 AAC 60.035 establishes general requirements for solid waste facilities. These include the
following:

o Surface water run-on must be controlled to prevent water from entering solid
waste.
Solid waste must not be placed in standing water.
Waste, leachate and eroded soil must not cause a violation of the water quality
standards set forth in 18 AAC 70.

o In an aquifer, leachate must not cause violation of drinking water standards set
forth in 18 AAC 80.020 and .050.
° A facility located in a floodplain must not restrict the flow of a flood and must

be designed to protect against washout of solid waste from the facility.
Disease vectors must be controlied.

Birds must not pose an hazard to aircraft.

Wildlife must be prevented from reaching putrescible wastes.

Public access must be controlled.

Incineration of solid waste must be conducted in an incinerator.

Dust, odor, noise, traffic and litter must be controlled.

On-site salvaging must be controlled.

Access roads must be kept passable.

18 AAC 60.045 establishes certain requirements specific to landfills. These include the
following:

8 . . .
For more information concerning the closure of the Channel landfill, refer to the "Closure Study Report - Channel Landfill," dated July 1991,
prepared by Sweet-Edwards/EMCON, Inc.

R.W. BECK AND ASSOCIATES

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

PHASE I REPORT

OCTOBER 1991 2-10


















FEDERAL LAW
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle D

Federal involvement in solid waste management stems largely from the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subtitle D which was originally enacted in 1976. Although this
legislation mandated little direct federal regulatory involvement, Congress did authorize the EPA
to establish minimum performance standards to distinguish between “sanitary landfills” and
prohibited “open dumps.”

These early standards, which are still in effect, consist of performance and/or locational
requirements that do the following:

o Restrict solid waste disposal activities in flood plains, near
airports, and in critical habitat of endangered species.
o Prohibit the discharge of pollutants into surface water or

groundwater that would violate the Clean Water Act or
contaminate groundwater beyond the solid waste boundary.

. Establish allowable levels of explosive gases at facility property
boundaries.

Enforcement of the original RCRA Subtitle D standards was left to the individual states.
Amendments to Subtitle D contained provisions authorizing individuals, environmental groups
and local governments among others to bring legal action for non-compliance with RCRA
requirements.

New RCRA Subtitle D standards were published in the Federal Register on October 9, 1991.
The new regulations set forth minimum criteria for location, operation, groundwater monitoring,

corrective action, closure and post-closure care, and financial assurance for municipal solid
waste landfills.

Following is a brief outline of the new RCRA Subtitle D (the “rule”).

General

The new RCRA Subtitle D establishes a framework for federal, state and local government
cooperation in controlling the management of nonhazardous solid waste. The approach adopted
by the EPA, the “hybrid” option, combines a range of preventive measures appropriate for
municipal solid waste landfills, and provides states seeking to accept the program with flexibility
to adopt the preventive measures most appropriate to their state.
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The purpose of 40 CFR Part 258 is to establish minimum national criteria for municipal solid
waste landfills, including municipal solid waste landfills used for sludge disposal and disposal
of nonhazardous municipal waste combustion ash (whether the ash is co-disposed or disposed
of in an ash monofill). Part 258 sets forth minimum national criteria for the location, design,
operation, cleanup, and closure of municipal solid waste landfill units. States will have
flexibility in implementing these criteria where states wish to run the program. A municipal
solid waste landfill that does not meet the Part 258 criteria will be considered to have engaged
in the practice of “open dumping” in violation of § 4005 of RCRA.

Small Community Exemption
The small community exemption applies to the following:

1) Small Landfills - less than an annual average of 20 tpd.

2) With no evidence of existing ground-water contamination from the
landfill.

3) Located in the following:

a) an arid region (receiving less than 25 inches of rainfall a
year) and the community served has no practicable waste
management alternative; or,

b) a remote area without any reasonable alternative for
regionalization since surface transportation is interrupted
annually for at least three consecutive months.

Eligible landfills are exempt from complying with the design criteria and the ground-water and
corrective action requirements. However, they must still comply with the location standards,
the operating criteria, closure and post-closure care requirements (excluding ground-water
monitoring), and the financial assurance requirements appropriate to these activities.

§ 258.1(f) defines “small municipal solid waste landfill” as a landfill at which 20 tons or less
of municipal solid waste is disposed of daily on an annual average.

Effective Dates

Other than for ground-water monitoring and financial assurance requirements, all provisions of
the rule will become effective October 9, 1993 (24 months from the date the rule was published
in the Federal Register). Ground-water monitoring requirements will be phased in over a five
year period, and financial responsibility requirements will become effective April 9, 1994 (30
months after the rule was published).
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Location Restrictions

There are six location restrictions, which include the following:

1y

2)

3)

4)

Airports (§ 258.10) - if within 10,000 feet (3,048 meters) of any airport runway
end used by turbojet aircraft or within 5,000 feet (1,.524 meters) of any airport
runway end used only by piston-type aircraft, must demonstrate that the municipal
solid waste landfill does not pose a bird hazard to aircraft; proposed new
municipal solid waste landfill or lateral expansions within a five mile radius of
any airport runway end used by turbojet or piston-type aircraft must notify the
affected airport and the appropriate FAA office.

Floodplains (§ 258.11) - if within 100-year floodplain, may not restrict the flow
of the 100-year flood, reduce the temporary water storage capacity of the
floodplain, or result in the washout of solid waste so as to pose a hazard to
human health or the environment.

Unstable Areas (§ 258.15) - must demonstrate to the state director’s satisfaction
that the integrity of the structural components of the unit will not be disrupted.

Wetlands (§ 258.12) - barred from wetlands unless can demonstrate to the
director of a state program:%

a) rebut the presumption that a practicable alternative is available that
does not involve the wetlands;

b) show that the construction or operation will not cause or contribute
to violations of any applicable state water quality standard, violate
any applicable toxic effluent standard or prohibition, jeopardize the
continued existence of endangered or threatened species or critical
habitats, or violate any requirement for the protection of a marine
sanctuary;

) demonstrate that municipal solid waste landfill will not cause or
contribute to significant degradation of wetlands; and,

Because this demonstration must be approved by the director of an approved state, this provision cffectively bans the siting of new MSW landfill
units and lateral expansions in wetlands in states that do not have an EPA-approved permitting program.
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MARPOL V are prohibitions of the ocean disposal of all plastic waste, including synthetic ropes,
fishing nets and plastic garbage bags. Limitations are also placed on the ocean disposal of other
refuse.

According to the IMO guidelines for the implementation of MARPOL V, the Port of Juneau is
responsible for assuring the availability of waste reception facilities for waste from all ships that
request such services. These waste are defined below using the waste categories from the IMO
guidelines.

. Refuse and Food Waste - Refuse is defined as waste generated in living spaces
of crew and passengers, and consists principally of paper products, textiles, glass,
rags, bottles and plastics. Food waste is any spoiled or unspoiled provisions,
such as fruits, vegetables, dairy products, poultry, food scraps and particles, and
all other materials contaminated by such waste generated aboard ship, principally
in the galley and dining areas. These are the wastes that are most commonly of
concern from international passenger ships and require incineration.

e Cargo-Associated Wastes - This material is generated by break bulk and other
cargo operations, including dunnage, shoring, pallets, lining and packaging
materials, plywood, paper, cardboard, wire, nails and steel strapping. These
waste are typically not required to be treated before disposal.

. Maintenance Wastes - The United States Coast Guard (USCG) designates this
waste to include “all other garbage waste,” including materials collected in and
around the engine and deck compartments while maintaining and operating the
vessel (such as soot, machinery deposits, scraped paint, deck sweepings, wiping
waste and oily rags). These wastes are typically not required to be treated before
disposal.

The United States Congress in December 1987 passed PL 100-220 which requires the U.S.
Departments of Agriculture (USDA) and Commerce to adopt and enforce appropriate regulations
to ensure that the intent of MARPOL V is met.

The USCG, which is a part of the Department of Commerce, has developed regulations that
implement MARPOL V. The USDA has also developed regulations that regulate the handling
and disposal of any organic materials that emanate from international shipping services or any
material that has come into contact with such materials.

These laws and regulations require that port and terminal operators must assure that the proper
facilities are available for the off-loading, treatment and disposal of refuse from foreign and
domestic vessels.
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Table 2-2

MARPOL V WASTE DISCHARGE PROHIBITIONS

REFUSE TYPE o I 'OCEAN DUMPING RESTRICTIONS

_——__—_.__——-———-———

Plastics (1) Dumping prohibited everywhere

Floating Packing and Lining Material Prohibited if less than 25 miles offshore

Food, Paper, Rags, Glass, Metal and Prohibited if less than 12 miles offshore

Crockery

Contaminated or Ground Food, Ground Prohibited if less than 3 miles offshore

Paper, and Glass (2)

(¢}) Does not apply to accidental loss of synthetic fishing nets, provided all reasonable precautions have been taken.
@) Ground refuse must be able to pass through a screen with mesh size no larger than 25mm.

The USDA has initial jurisdiction over all waste entering the United States in order to prevent
the entry of any biological (e.g., plant or animal) pests or any pathogen. The USDA has the
authority to prohibit entry, require appropriate treatment or destroy any material, including
packaging and waste materials, that are shown or suspected to harbor any biological pests or
pathogens. As defined by USDA, regulated garbage means “all waste materials derived in
whole or in part from fruits, vegetables, meats, or other plant or animal (including poultry)
material, and other refuse of any character whatsoever that has been associated with any such
material on board any foreign ship, aircraft or other means of transportation.”

The USDA requires that international garbage be treated by an approved method, either
incineration, sterilization, or grinding followed by discharge into a municipal sewer system.

Waste generated by ships traveling beyond the U.S. territorial waters of 200 miles off shore are
assumed to have taken on foreign provisions and therefore would be a possible source of
regulated waste. Additionally, waste taken off a ship that has been in any port outside of the
United States and Canada within the previous 2-year period is considered to be regulated waste
as previously defined.

Other types of waste that can present a management problem are cargo residues. Cargo
residues, like grains, wood or natural fiber package materials may harbor foreign biological
pests. If the USDA suspects a problem, it may prohibit the entry of the wastes, or it may
require that the materials be treated, using sterilization or incineration.
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SE/E conducted a landfill gas survey on the site, and found explosive levels of gas in the landfill
cover soils. No landfill gas was found in on-site structures at explosive levels. While off-site
migration of landfill gas was not evaluated in the closure study, SE/E recommends the
construction of a gas control system, and the installation of monitoring probes at the property
boundary. This recommendation is based on the potential for off-site gas migration and the fact
that concentrations of methane gas will increase with placement of a low-permeability cover.

LANDFILLING PRACTICES

The Channel landfill operates pursuant to a current solid waste disposal permit from ADEC.
Neither a detailed environmental assessment nor a comprehensive review of ADEC records has
been performed. However, preliminary findings from the Closure Study, an abbreviated review
of ADEC records, discussions with ADEC staff and site inspections indicate that past and
perhaps current landfilling practices may have created the potential for contamination at the site.
For example:

. Since there existed no alternative for the disposal of household hazardous waste®
or industrial waste, ADEC assumes that the landfill has received these wastes
over the years.

o A 1972 ADEC inspection report indicates unacceptable wastes including waste oil
were being disposed of at the site. By 1974, the Channel site reportedly was not
accepting waste oil.

o Contrary to the permit conditions, waste defined as inert has been deposited
below the water line.* This inert waste includes appliances that may contain
hazardous substances. For example, refrigerator/freezers may contain freon, and
older dryers may contain transformers with PCB’s.

. Daily cover requirements stipulated in the state Solid Waste Management Act (18
AAC 60) have not been consistently met.

e No system to control or monitor landfill gas currently exists.
o The Closure Study and past practices indicate possible concentrations of volatile

organic compounds exceeding federal maximum contaminant levels in the
groundwater beyond the property boundary.

3 Houschold hazardous waste collection days are now sponsored by the CBJ in conjunction with ADEC on an annual basis.

4 Letter from Hansen Engineering to ADEC, dated October 1, 1990.
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the amounts of leachate produced from the waste below grade by reducing the amount of
rainwater infiltration, as well as collect the leachate produced from the above-grade waste. The
cost for installing this “cover/liner” system is shown in Table 3-2. After final closure, the final
cover system will reduce the amount of above-grade leachate produced. Table 3-3 shows SE/E’s

estimate for post-closure costs.
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Table 3-1

Geomembrane Cover
Closure Cost Estimate®”

($1991)
Closure Cap Unit Cost | Unit Quantity Price
12-inch Foundation Layer $ 6.00]| CY 56,500 $ 339,000
60 ml HDPE Geomembrane 8.50 | SY 169,400 1,440,000
12-inch Granular Layer 14.00 | CY 56,500 790,000
Geotextile 2.50 | SY 169,400 424,000
12-inch vegetative layer 40.00 | CY 56,500 2,260,000
Hydroseed 1,500.00 | AC 35 53,000
Sediment Basin Excavation (2) 325 | CY 4,000 13,000
Sediment Basin Outlet Structures 1,000.00 | EA 2 2,000
Perimeter and Roadside ditches 15.00 | LF 6,600 99,000
Gas Collection 20.00 | LF 9,800 196,000
Gas/Flare Trenches and Wells 25,000.00 | EA 1 25,000
Subtotal $5,641,000
Engineering @ 8% 451,000
Services During Construction @ 10% 564,000
Contingency @ 20% 1,128,000
Total $7,784,000
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Table 3-3

Annual Post-Closure Maintenance Estimate®
($1991)

; i - 'Unit Cost | Unit | Quantity Price

—_————— e ]

Final Cover Maintenance $1,000 AC 351 $ 35,000
Annual mowing, fertilizer, ditch
cleaning, and culvert cleaning
Cover Repair and sediment pond 5,000 EA 1 $ 5,000
cleaning

Monthly Inspection

16 hours/month 100 HRS 192 19,200
Quarterly Water Sampling and Testing

Surface Water Sampling 100 HRS 64

Ground Water Sampling , 100 HRS 128

Water Quality Analysis 1,500 EA 28

Report Preparation 2,800 EA 4 72,400

LF Gas System Operations and Maintenance
8 hrs/week @ 100/hr

$2,500/year parts 44,000
Annual Subtotal Range $175,600
Contingency @ 20% 35,120
Annual Total Range $210,720
NOTE: Under the cover/liner alternative for expansion, between 13 million and 35

million gallons of leachate per year will require treatment, at an estimated
additional cost of between $650,000 and $1,750,000 annually.®

(1) Source: “Closure Study Report - Channel Landfill,” prepared by Sweet-Edwards/EMCON, dated July 1991,
(2) SE/E assumed a treatment cost of $0.05/gallon.
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CHAPTER 4:
OPTIONS AVAILABLE TO THE CB) TO CONTROL

THE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
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o Contract for Disposal with Private Owner

The laws of Alaska authorize the CBJ to award contracts for the disposal of solid waste.
This option envisions that the CBJ does not own the disposal site, but contracts with a
private company to provide solid waste disposal in accordance with the terms of the
contract negotiated.” The CBJ could select the private disposal company based on a
competitive procurement process similar to that required if the CBJ owned the site but
contracted out the development and/or operation of the facilities to a private company.
The CBJ could use the establishment of mandatory collection and/or, if possible, flow
control (i.e., all solid waste collected within Juneau would be directed to the designated
site for disposal) to entice companies to compete for selection. Flow control would serve
as an enticement since it would guarantee that all solid waste collected in the CBJ would
be disposed at the selected disposal site.® The CBJ could also entice private disposal
companies to complete by offering a site to build on and/or, if possible, cost-sharing

7 The following elements are usually contained in an agreement between a municipality and a private disposal firm for the provision of

disposal services:

Scope of services to be provided.

Location of disposal and/or transfer site(s).
Minimum hours of operation.

Scope and conditions of operation.

Scope and conditions of maintenance.

Staffing, equipment, safety and utilities requirements.
Fee and rate schedules.

Compliance with any and all applicable federal, state and local law requirements.
Flow control.

Passage of ownership of waste received.

Right to salvage.

Tonnage requirements (if applicable).
Insurance requirements.

Indemnity .

Term of agreement and right to renew.
Default provisions and penalties.

Bankruptcy and insolvency provisions.
Closure/post-closure requirements.

Closure financial assurance fund establishment.
Host fees and/or surcharges.

Amendments.

Arbitration.

Reporting and audit requirements.

g<errnamwopyg mRTEE O ar TR

8 “Alaska statutes do not specifically confer authority upon municipal governments to designate a sitc or a class of sites as the sole places for

disposal of municipal solid waste. Nor do they specifically authorize a municipality to prohibit exportation of waste. Any statutory authority to legisiate
flow control must be found in the general provisions quoted ... that permit a municipality to provide for the establishment of a system of solid waste
collection and disposal, and to require all person{s] to use the system and to dispose of solid waste as provided by ordinance. AS 29.35.050(1) and (2).”

“To our knowledge, no Alaska municipality has adopted flow control. We have not researched the law of other states with similar statutes. The APUC
staff with whom we spoke stated that the APUC has never considered the Iawfulness of a flow control ordinance. Given the potential ambiguity in the
statute and the lack of Alaska precedent, we feel that further research is needed on the question of statutory authority to legislate flow control.”""

Letter to the CBJ from Preston Thorgrimson Shidler Gates & Ellis, pages 5-6, dated June 4, 1990.
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CHAPTER 5: ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS AVAILABLE
TO THE CBJ

EVALUATION CRITERIA

Based on discussions with CBJ staff and the members of the Citizens’ Advisory Committee on
Waste Management and citizen input from the two public forums, R.W. Beck and Associates
selected the following criteria to evaluate the options available to the CBJ to control the solid
waste management system:

¢ Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The minimization of present and future threats to human health and the environment is
of great importance to the Assembly and the citizens of Juneau. Therefore, the
recommended approach to controlling the solid waste management must take the degree
to which human health and the environment is protected into account.

* Costs

The costs to pursue each option include both expected costs (such as capital costs,
operating costs or routine maintenance costs) and potential costs (such as those resulting
from future, more stringent environmental regulations).

¢ Risks

The full range of legal risks involved with the selection of an option cannot be
thoroughly explored in this Phase I Report; however, the potential legal risks arising
under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) are considered
in the following assessment.

¢ Standard of Service

The CBJ’s failure to exercise control over the type of solid waste management service
provided in Juneau has often been raised as an issue. Thus, this criterion considers
whether an option provides opportunity for the CBJ to establish standards of service.
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ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS

The following sections summarize R. W. Beck and Associates’ analysis of the options based on
these eight criteria.

DISPOSAL
Status Quo
e Protection of Human Health and the Environment

If the CBJ does not purchase the Channel facilities, the CBJ would have less of a direct
say in how the facilities are operated, and would have to rely on ADEC to assure
compliance with regulatory requirements. There also would be no guarantee that an
environmental assessment would be conducted. Thus, the CBJ would not have a
thorough understanding of the current environmental health of the Channel facilities and
the nature and extent of any contamination.

If a private disposal company were to purchase the Channel facilities, that party would
probably perform an environmental assessment prior to.proceeding with the purchase.
ADEC, at the request of the CBJ, could make public release of the environmental
assessment a condition of the waste disposal and air quality permits.

¢ Costs

If the CBJ did not buy the Channel facilities, the costs set forth in Appendix F,
Table F-1, would not have to be incurred by the CBJ. However, a number of those costs
would have to be incurred regardless of who owned the facilities, and the costs would
ultimately be passed through to the rate-payers. Channel’s current weighted average
tipping fee is $101 per ton, assuming $120 per ton for mixed municipal waste and $40
per ton for construction and demolition debris. For comparison purposed, if we assume
Channel’s tipping fees will escalate with inflation (6% per year), the weighted average
tipping fee in 1991 dollars would be $120 per ton. This assumes no major capital
improvements at the landfill.

¢ Risks

The legal risks that CBJ would potentially be exposed to would not necessarily increase
if the CBJ chose not to purchase the Channel facilities and remain uninvolved in how
solid waste was disposed. By not purchasing the Channel landfill, the CBJ would avoid
owner/operator liability under both RCRA and CERCLA. However, the extent to which
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* Risks

In addition to the regulatory requirements previously discussed in this Phase I Report,
a solid waste disposal facility may be subject to liability for the release of hazardous
substances pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).
RCRA governs the clean-up of releases of hazardous substances at operating facilities,
while CERCLA governs the clean-up of hazardous substances at uncontrolled or
abandoned hazardous waste sites. In addition, common law liability may be incurred by
a facility for personal injury and property damage to third parties resulting from the
release of hazardous substances from the facility. Facilities also may be subject to civil
and criminal penalties for any violations of RCRA, the federal Clean Water Act, the
federal Clean Air Act and their Alaska statutory counterparts.

Any analysis that considers purchasing the Channel facilities cannot ignore the real risks
associated with potential financial liability under RCRA, other environmental laws and
particularly the clean-up costs associated with CERCLA liability. Municipalities
currently are not completely excluded from coverage as a potentially responsible party
under Superfund (except for “acts of God” and the “innocent landowner” defense)
despite efforts in Congress to obtain an exclusion.! Thus, if the CBJ proceeds forward
with a purchase, the merits of drafting and negotiating an enforceable indemnity
agreement from Channel should be explored with local counsel.?

The legal risks associated with the Channel site and CBJ’s purchase of the facilities are
discussed in greater detail in Appendix C - Legal Risks.

¢ Standard of Service

Ownership of the Channel landfill and incinerators would allow the CBJ to control and
provide the option to expand services at the facilities. Expanded services might include
enhanced waste sorting for recycling and collection facilities recyclable materials and
household hazardous waste.

Recent legislation was introduced into the United States House of Representatives that, if adopted, would severely restrict a municipality’s
liability under CERCLA. A copy is included in Appendix C - Legal Risks.

2 . .
An enforceable indemnity agreement from Channel would not prevent the EPA from seeking clean-up costs from the CBIJ, it would simply

prohibit Channel from seeking contribution from the CBJ if the EPA sought clean-up costs solely from Channel and not the CBI.
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Contract for Disposal with Private Owner
¢ Protection of Human Health and the Environment

If the CBJ contracted for disposal services, a contract obligation could be that the waste
disposal practices ensure adequate human health and environmental protection. Thus,
the CBJ would be able to control through the contract, subject to ADEC regulation, any
human health and environmental impacts that disposal of CBJ waste may have.

e Costs

Depending on the process involved to select the private disposal company, the CBJ would
likely incur consulting and legal fees. However, beyond the costs involved with
procuring the private disposal company, the CBJ’s direct costs if it pursued this option
should be minimal. If the CBJ entered into a contract for disposal with a private owner,
the CBJ could fix future costs that it would incur in the contract.

¢ Risks

The legal risks connected with past practices at the Channel site that CBJ would
potentially be exposed to would not disappear or necessarily decrease if the CBJ chose
to contract with another private disposal company. However, by becoming actively
involved in determining how and where the solid waste generated in Juneau would be
disposed, the CBJ would have more control over potential legal risks connected with
future disposal practices. In addition, by not owning and/or operating the disposal
facilities, the CBJ would avoid owner/operator liability under both RCRA and CERCLA.

e Standard of Service

While ADEC would have input, the standards of service would be incorporated into the
contract negotiated with the private disposal company. The CBIJ could assure flexibility
for expanded services by incorporating such flexibility into the contract.

¢ Rate Control

The tipping fees and the basis for changing those fees would be established by the CBJ
and private disposal company during negotiations and included in the contract.
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e Costs

The costs associated with designing, permitting, constructing, operating and closing a
new landfill are presented in detail in Appendix F - New Landfill Assessment. Based
on that preliminary assessment, developing and operating a new landfill would cost
between $70 and $100/ton in 1991 dollars. The development of an incinerator to handle
marine waste and/or medical waste and possible additional transportation and other
system costs were not included in this analysis since a direct comparison of the costs of
a new landfill with the cost of the existing facilities cannot be made at this time.

¢ Risks

As with the previous option, the legal risks connected with the Channel site that CBJ
would potentially be exposed to would not disappear or necessarily decrease if the CBJ
chose to develop its own disposal site. However, by becoming actively involved in
determining how and where the solid waste generated in Juneau would be disposed, the
CBJ would have more control over potential legal risks connected with future disposal
practices. Selection of this option would potentially increase the CBJ’s future risks since
it would be the owner and, possibly, operator of the new disposal facilities, and,
therefore, subject to owner/operator liability under both RCRA and CERCLA.

¢ Standard of Service

The CBJ would have control over the services provided at the new disposal facilities
whether it operated the facilities or contracted with a private company for operation
(provided that the contract stipulates service standards).

e Rate Control

The CBJ would have control over the establishment of the tipping fees if it developed its
own disposal facilities.

¢ Reliability

By developing a new facility, the CBJ would eliminate any unexpected closure of the
facilities, except those due to equipment breakdown or natural disaster. This would be
true whether the CBJ operated the landfill or contracted for the operation.
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¢ Reliability

The CBJ would continue to be subject to unexpected interruptions in serv1ce and would
not be able to guarantee continuity of service.

¢ Time to Implement

Not Applicable.

¢ Uncertainties

The primary uncertainties involve the reliability of service and future rate increases.
Purchase of the APUC Certificates, Collection Equipment and Facilities

e Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The protection of human health and the environment could possibly be increased due to
the control the CBJ would exercise over the standards of service if the CBJ controlled
the solid waste collection services.

¢ Costs

The purchase price for the Channel collection equipment would be between $300,000 to
$450,000. Juneau Sanitation currently does not own any collection equipment or
facilities. The APUC certificates themselves have no value, except in their possible
future earning potential. Additional costs might be incurred for consultant and legal
advice in connection with negotiating the purchase contracts and establishing collection
service.

¢ Risks

If the CBJ owned the solid waste collection services, it would potentially be considered
an “arranger” and/or a “transporter” under CERCLA, and subject to an increased risk
of liability for future disposal practices.

e Standard of Service

Purchasing the privately-held APUC certificates and collection equipment and facilities
would allow the CBJ to control the standard of collection services provided.
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. Through analysis of ongoing groundwater data, an
environmental site assessment and negotiations with
ADEC, it should be possible to more precisely
estimate potential liability to the CBJ should it
purchase the landfill facility.

Assuming that the CBJ wishes to gain additional control over the disposal of solid waste
within Juneau, we recommend that the CBJ simultaneously pursue the following options
related to solid waste disposal:

o Work with Channel to determine if a mutually advantageous contract for
solid waste disposal services can be achieved. Issues that should be discussed
include level and standards of service, environmental controls, tipping fees, flow
control and mandatory collection. During the course of such negotiations it
would be important for the CBJ to consult with legal counsel. The CBJ should
also make a full environmental assessment a condition to entering into any
contract for disposal at the site currently owned by Channel.

o Take the steps necessary to purchase the Channel facilities. If the CBJ elects
to purchase the Channel facilities, legal review of indemnification clauses in the
purchase contract and a full environmental assessment should be conducted to
define limitations on CBJ’s potential liability for past disposal practices at the site.

There are potential problems with each of these options that may not become apparent for some
time, and it is probably necessary for the CBIJ to pursue both options at this time in order to
avoid heading down a dead end. In our opinion, pursuing both of these options at this time will
not delay the process nor significantly add to the CBI’s costs since most of the steps involved
with either option would be necessary regardless of which option is chosen.

We also recommended that the CBJ proceed with identifying available options for a new
landfill which could be developed at some time in the future if both of the preferred options
prove to be unacceptable in the long term. We are not recommending that the CBJ develop
a new landfill at this time, but only provide a potential backup system that is consistent with
prudent planning practice. The CBJ should conduct a feasibility study to confirm the availability
of potential landfill sites for solid waste disposal. Such a study should include investigations to
determine groundwater and soil conditions to identify suitable construction materials and to
identify land use and other factors affecting development of a landfill in Juneau. Preliminary
discussions with ADEC regarding permitting issues should also be part of the feasibility study.
If a site were confirmed to be suitable for landfill development, the CBJ could then take the
necessary land use actions to reserve the site for future use.

The implementation actions recommended are set forth in Table 6-1.
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THE CLEAN AIR ACT AND THE EPA’S PROPOSED RULES

In 1990, both the United States Congress and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
directed its efforts toward more strict regulation of airborne pollutants. All sources of air
emissions were targeted, including waste-to-energy plants. By year end, Congress had passed
amendments to the Clean Air Act dictating the goals to be met and directing EPA to prescribe
specific guidelines for meeting them. Ironically, well before the congressional action, EPA had
proposed its own rules governing emissions from solid waste combustors, and those rules were
published in January 1991. Because the EPA’s proposed regulations preceded the Clean Air Act
amendments, differences between the two sets of rules, such as the categories of new and
existing facilities affected, complicate compliance, and how the EPA will incorporate the
legislative mandate into its own proposed rules won’t be known for a while. Nonetheless, these
changes have the potential to result in requirements for significant upgrades in air pollution
equipment at existing MSW incinerators.

CLEAN AIR ACT

The 1990 Clean Air Act amendments impose tough new restrictions on air emissions from power
generation facilities - including waste-to-energy plants. Title III, Hazardous Air Pollutants,
regulates all solid waste combustors.! Title IV, Acid Deposition control, addresses waste-to-
energy facilities that burn 20% or more fossil fuels.

New and existing solid waste incinerators (including those burning refuse-derived fuel) must
limit emissions of hazardous air pollutants. The legislation requires EPA to establish standards
reflecting the Best Demonstrated Technology (BDT), which is the maximum reduction
achievable, considering cost, energy requirements, and health and environmental impacts not
directly related to air quality. Before issuing new standards, the EPA will investigate whether
waste-to-energy facilities can effectively use acid gas scrubbers to achieve air quality standards.

Three subclasses of pollutants are regulated:

. Organics (including dioxins and furans)
. Metals (including trace metals that may condense on particulates)
. Acid Gases (sulfur dioxide and hydrogen chloride)

Table A-1 lists specific pollutants.

! Cofired combustors that burn fuel composed of 30% or less municipal solid waste or refuse~derived fuel are not subject to the standards.
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TYPE OF FACILITY

SMALL FACILITY**

LARGE FACILITY

VERY LARGE FACILITY

Carbon Monoxide Limits

* AllL Limits are corrected to 7% oxygen on a dry basis.

Table A-2

PROPOSED EPA REGULATIONS
Existing Municipal Waste Combustion Units

POLLUTANTS

Dioxin, furan

Particulates
Hydrogen chloride
Sulfur dioxide
Opacity

Dioxin, furan
Particulates
Hydrogen chloride

Sulfur dioxide
Opacity

Dioxin, furan
Particulates

Hydrogen chloride
Sulfur dioxide
Opacity

LINITS*

500 nanograms per dry standard cubic meter
(dscm)
(RDF: 1000 ng/dscm)

0.03 grains/dry standard cubic foot (dscf)
None
None
10%

125 ng/dscm
(RDF: 250 ng/dscm)
0.03 gr/dscf

50% reduction or 25 ppmv (parts per million
by volume)

50% reduction or 30 ppmv

10%

60 ng/dscm
0.015 gr/dscf

90% reduction or 25 ppmv
70% reduction or 30 ppmv
10%

50 ppmv for modular municipal waste combustion units

100 ppmv for mass burn waterwall municipal waste combustion units
100 ppmv for mass burn refractory municipal waste combustion units
150 ppmv coal/RDF mixed-fuel fired municipal waste combustion units
200 ppmv for RDF stoker municipal waste combustion units

250 ppmv for rotary waterwall municipal waste combustion units

*x Limits for small facilities are proposed limits to be finalized by 11/15/92.

For very large facilities, the emission limits are based on the best demonstrated technology of:

good combustion practice for organic control (dioxins, furans); and,

spray dryer followed by an electrostatic precipitator for additional control of organics and for
control of metals and acid gases.

For large facilities, the limits are based on the BDT of good combustion practice for organics control and dry
sorbent injection followed by electrostatic precipitation for additional control of organics and control of

metals and acid gases.

" These are structured as performance guidelines; therefore, any technology may be used to comply.
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FACILITIES REVIEW

Based on our planning-level review, the physical condition of the Channel incinerators and their
systems generally appear to be in good shape, with the notable exception of the duct work and
the fly ash removal system. As reviewed, the facility itself was in clean condition, the systems
were operating satisfactorily, and emissions appeared to be within the permitted requirements.

A major outage occurred between October 15 and November 4, 1990. The primary activities
during this time were the replacement of sections of the tipping floor that eroded due to the
loading cycles from the rolling stock. Hopper floors were refurbished in both incinerators,
which included replacement of steel sections in the feed hopper and fabrication of new track
assemblies.

Also, during the outage, the water supply lines for the evaporative coolers were changed out to
copper material, and the closed water system was supplied with new circulating hoses and
provided with one-inch fill valves on the systems. Additionally, refractory was removed from
the ash ejector area, to assist with the addition of wear resistent material in the lower chamber,
and new refractory and water jacket repairs to the ash injector section were completed. Other
minor refractory work was also performed, and certain damper and limit switch work was
completed.

During the outage, the stack was replaced in less than one day, which required a crane and
operator. The ash conveyor wear strip was replaced during the outage, which consists of
approximately ten foot sections on both sides, top and bottom, of the conveyor. The material
had been replaced after one year of operation with a wear resistance steel which provided
considerably better lifetime.

The bulk of these activities performed during the 1990 outage could be considered periodic
outage items, with the exception of the concrete work and the stack replacement.

The general condition of the incinerator equipment is adequate to perform the function of volume
reduction of solid waste to the landfill. The primary components that will require capital
expense in the foreseeable future are the duct work and fly ash removal systems.

Modification to the existing units to bring them up to current state of the art technology in terms
of control systems, monitoring systems and air pollution control systems, would require
considerable capital expenditure.
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APPENDIX C

LEGAL RISKS
INVOLVED WITH THE CHANNEL SITE

(The following appendix is provided for informational purposes
only, and is not to be interpreted as legal advice.)

Numerous legal memoranda have been written covering the legal risks involved with the Channel
site. A summary of the two most relevant federal statutes and what is contained in the
previously prepared memoranda is the focus of this appendix. No attempt is made to predict
quantitatively or qualitatively the risks that may be incurred by the CBJ. For a more in-depth
analysis of the potential legal risks that the CBJ might confront, it is recommended that advice
of legal counsel be sought.

In addition to the regulatory requirements discussed throughout this Phase I Report, a solid waste
disposal facility may be subject to liability' for the release of hazardous substances® pursuant
to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).> RCRA governs the clean-up of
releases of hazardous substances at operating RCRA facilities, while CERCLA governs the
clean-up of hazardous substances at uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites. In
addition to RCRA corrective action liability and CERCLA liability for clean-up costs and natural
resource damages, common law liability may be incurred by a facility for personal injury and
property damage to third parties resulting from the release of hazardous substances from the
facility. Facilities also may be subject to civil and criminal penalties for any violations of
RCRA, the Federal Clean Water Act, the Federal Clean Air Act and their Alaska statutory
counterparts.*

The term “liability” is used in this section to indicate a legal obligation either to take or omit from taking an action, or to incur an expense.

For a definition of “hazardous substances,” see the discussion concemning CERCLA below in this appendix.

3 The Federal Water Pollution Control Act also could be a source of liability, imposing strict liability for the clean-up costs of any discharge

of oil or hazardous substance.

4 Letter to the Channel Corporations from Adler & Blount, page 5, dated September 28, 1988.
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management facility, regardless of the time at which the waste was placed at the facility.'® The
EPA also may require owners and operators of solid waste management facilities to investigate
and clean-up contamination from virtually all historical waste management areas.'’ The law
applies to releases to air, soils, groundwater and surface water.'> All harmful releases from
solid waste and hazardous waste management units must be cleaned up, regardless of when the
waste was placed in the unit.”* Alaska statutes contain similar corrective action requirements
in 18 AAC 60.315.

The corrective action requirements found under RCRA are in addition to the liability provisions
of CERCLA. Generally, the RCRA corrective action requirements are applied to operating
facilities, while CERCLA requirements are applied to abandoned facilities. EPA, however, has
retained the authority to apply either RCRA or CERCLA to operating facilities.™

In addition to the corrective action that the EPA may pursue, violations of the substantive
provisions contained in RCRA may give rise to a cause of action brought under the citizen suit
provision found in 42 U.S.C. 6972."* Thus, a citizen of the CBJ potentially could initiate a
legal action under RCRA to seek compliance with the provisions of RCRA.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)'

CERCLA was intended by Congress to impose liability on those who arrange for the disposal
of hazardous substances. Superfund was created under CERCLA to cover clean-up costs for
hazardous sites. CERCLA imposes strict, joint and several liability,"” and has generally been
broadly interpreted by the courts.

10 42 U.S.C. 6924(v).

noy

2oy

13
Letter to the Channel Corporations from Adler & Blount, page 13, dated September 28, 1988.

4

15

—

Id. at page 8.

16 . . . ;
For a more in-depth discussion on CERCLA, see CHAPTER 2: EXISTING CONDITIONS - Regulatory Environment - RCRA/CERCLA.

17 “Strict” liability has been generally interpreted to mean “no fault” or absolute Liability, while “joint and several” liability means that the

federal government has the discretion to sue a small subset of those potentially liable, putting the burden on those chosen and unlucky few to chase their
joint tortfeasors for contribution. R. Steinzor, “Local Governments and Superfund,” Vol. 22, No. 1, The Urban Lawyer (Winter 1990), 80. Alaska law
contains similar strict liability provisions. See AS 46.03.822, AS 46.09.020, and 18 AAC75.
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In relevant part, CERCLA provides the following:

©)

4

(A)

any person who by contract, agreement, or otherwise arranged for disposal or
treatment, or arranged with a transporter for transport for disposal or treatment,
of hazardous substances owned or possessed by such person, by any other party
or entity, at any facility or incineration vessel owned or operated by another party
or entity and containing such hazardous substances,

any person who accepts or accepted any hazardous substances for transport to
disposal or treatment facilities ... from which there is a release, or a threatened

release which causes the incurrence of response costs, of a hazardous substance,
shall be liable for -

all costs of removal or remedial action incurred by the United States Government
or a State ... not inconsistent with the national contingency plan.™®

To establish a case of liability under CERCLA, a plaintiff must show the following:'®

ey
)

©)

)

The site involved is a facility.

A release or threatened release of a hazardous substance from the site has
occurred.

The release or threatened release has caused the United States to incur response
costs.

The defendants fall within at least one of the following classes of potentially
responsible persons (PRP’s):%
(@) the past or present owners and operators of a facility at which
there is a release or threatened release of hazardous substances
(b) any person who arranged for the treatment or disposal of a
hazardous substance at the facility
(©) the persons who transported hazardous substances to the facility

18

42 U.S.C. 9607(a).

19

U.S. v. Aceto Agricultural Chemical Corp., 29 ERC 1529 (8th Cir. 1989).

20

42 U.S.C. 9607(a).
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involuntary transfer or acquisition, or through the exercise of eminent domain authority by
purchase or condemnation.”” (Emphasis added.) In addition to proving that it took the facility
involuntarily or through the exercise of eminent domain, in order to prevail on the “innocent
landowner” defense, the municipality must show that it undertook all appropriate inquiry into

the previous ownership and uses of the property and did not know or have reason to know that
a release or threatened release was present.

A person who owned or operated a facility at the time of disposal of hazardous substances
cannot transfer its CERCLA liability to a government agency.”® However, the owner or
operator may enter into a contractual agreement with another person that prevents the other
person from seeking indemnification or contribution from the seller for CERCLA response
costs.?

Enforcement of CERCLA

The typical first step in a Superfund enforcement action is the mailing of a “104(e)” information
request letter to the PRP’s that the EPA has identified from a cursory examination of the
evidence available. The obligation to pay for clean-up activities does not arise until response
costs are incurred.” However, an owner/operator may be ordered to perform an abatement
action at any time when there may be a substantial endangerment to human health or the
environment.”® Defendants who lack sufficient cause to refuse to honor an EPA clean-up order
may face treble damages in a subsequent cost recovery action.

The EPA issued its “Interim CERCLA Municipal Settlement Policy”* for public comment in
1989. Under the policy, both local governments and private parties that sent or transported
“municipal solid waste” to a Superfund site will receive information requests concerning the
nature and scope of the materials they generated. “Municipal solid waste” is defined to include
solid waste generated primarily by households, but may include some contribution of wastes
from commercial, institutional, and industrial sources. However, such entities will not receive
notifications that they are PRP’s at a site unless two conditions are met: first, the EPA obtains
“site-specific” information that the municipal solid waste contains a hazardous substance and,

2 42 U.S.C. 9601(35)(A)ii) (Supp. V 1988).

B 42 U.S.C. 9607(e).

» Letter to the Channel Corporations from Adler & Blount, page 16, dated September 28, 1988.

30 42 U.S.C. 9604.

A 42 U.S.C. 9606.

2 54 Fed. Reg. 51,071 (proposed December 12, 1989).
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of municipal solid waste, including constituent com-
ponents that may be deemed hazardous substances
under this Act when they exist apart from municipal
solid was_te. Examples of municipal solid waste in-
clude food ana yvard waste, paper, clotlling, appli-
ances, consumer product packaging, disposable dia-
pers, office supplies, cosmetics, glass and metal food
containers, and household hazardous waste (such as
painting, cleaning, gardening, and automotive sup-
plies). The term ‘municipal solid waste’ does not in-
clude combustion ash generated by resource recovery
facilities or municipal incinerators.

‘““(40) The term ‘sewage sludge’ refers to any
solid, semisolid, or liquid residue removed during the
treatment of muniecipal waste water, domestic sew-
age, or other waste waters at or by a publicly owned
treatment works subject.to the limitations of section
113(m).

““(41) The term ‘municipality’ means any politi-
cal subdivision of a State and may include cities,
counties, towns, townships, boroughs, parishes,
school districts, sanitation districts, water districts,

and other local governmental entities. The term also

- includes any natural person actirig in his official ca-
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6
1 waste or sewage sludge unless such acts or omissions pro-
2 vide a basis for liability under sections 107(a)(1) or
-3. 107(a)(2) of this Act. For the purpose of this subsection,

4 truly exceptional circumstances shall exist only—

5 ‘(1) where the President obtains reliable, site-
6 specific evidence that—

7 “(A) the release or threatened release of
8 hazardous substances on which liability is based
9 are not those ordinarily found in municipal
10 . solid waste or sewage sludge; and-

11 _ - “(B) the hazardous substances were de-
12 rived from a commercial, institutional, or indus-
13 trial process or activity; or ‘

14 “(2)(A) the total contribution to the site of
15 commercial, institutional, and industrial hazardous
-1'6‘ ~ substances is insignificant in terms of both volume
17 and toxicity when compared to the volume and toxic-
18 ity of the municipal solid waste and sewage sludge,
19 or |

20 “(B) absent the total contribution to the facility
21 of commercial, institutiohal, and industrial hazard-
i2 . ous substances, the contribution of hazardous sub-
23 - stances from municipal solid waste and sewage
24 sludge would be a significant cause of the release or

*HR 3026 TH



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20.

21
22
23
24

7

threatened release of hazardous substances that re-

sults or will result in the response action.
When the release or threatened release involes trash from
commercial, institutional, or industrial sources, the Presi-
dent may require that persons who generated, transported,
or arranged for the transportation, treatment, or disposal
of such materials provide reliable, site-specific evidence
that the general composition and toxicity of the trash are
similar to those of waste normally generated by house-
holds. When municipal solid waste or sewage sludge has
been combined or mixed with hazardous substances at a
waste ‘granéfer station, such combination or mixing shall
not constitute truly exceptional circumstances under this
subsection warranting action against the municipality or

other person that generated, transported, or arrénged for

‘the transportation,' treatment, or disposal of such muniei-

pal solid waste or sewage sludge, unless the municipality

or other person also owned or operated the waste transfer

station. When sewage sludge has been approved by the
President for beneficial reuse or other equivalent use, or
would have qualified for beneficial reuse or other equiva-
lent use at the time of disposal, the release or threatened
release of such sewage sludge shall not constitute truly

exceptional ecircumstances under this subsection.
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11

ment with a party other than the municipality re-
questing a settlement, such settlement creates a re-
buttable presumption that the President cannot n-
voke subparagraph (C) as a reason for failing to
reach a settlement with the mu.nicipality concerning
matters addressed in the other party’s settlement,
unless the other settlement was reached pursuant to
subsection (g) of this section. |

“(4) EXPEDITED FINAL SETTLEMENT.—Settle-
ments under this subsection shall—

“(A) require thé municipality to pay for
cosfs based on the quantity of hazardous con-
stituents within municipal solid waste and sew-
age sludge, not the overall quantity of muniei-
pal solid waste and sewage siudge, but muniei-
pal solid waste and sewage sludge shall not be
deemed to contain more than one-half of one
percent (0.5%) constituent hazardous sub-
stances unless the President obtains reliable
site-specific evidence to the contrary during the
moratorium pefiod defined above in paragraph
3);

“(B) limit a municipality’s payments if

such payments would force a municipality to

*HR 3026 IH
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Maintenance records for CSC equipment are not available. It is assumed that because CSC owns
and operates a company shop, maintenance on CSC’s equipment was performed at adequate
intervals.

The approximate value of the current CSC fleet is between $300,000 and $400,000. All CSC
equipment is assumed to be in good condition.

The packer trucks currently operate approximately 2,000 hours per year. With proper
maintenance these collection vehicles can be expected to give five to seven years of service
before any major work or replacement is required.

FUTURE NEEDS

The current CSC fleet is adequate for the current waste stream, but additional waste collection
vehicles will need to be purchased if a curbside recycling program is implemented and if there
are increases in population.

Estimated future equipment requirements were based on baseline waste stream projections with
the implementation of recycling in 1992 and a 20% increase in the amount of waste generated
(for contingency planning). Under this scenario, solid waste being landfilled would peak in 1994
and recycling would peak in 2002.

Recycling projections assumed a 2% annual increase in recycling leveling up to 25% in 2003.
Recycling vehicles are capable of serving approximately 1,000 homes per day. Depending on
the type of recycling program and the amount of initial participation, as many as two collection
vehicles would be needed initially to collect on a weekly basis.

Recycling vehicles come in three basic forms: trailers, open top trucks, and closed top trucks.
Trailers have rated capacities from 7 cubic yards (cy) to 24 cy, and prices range from $10,000
to $16,000. Open top trucks have rated capacities from 12 cy to 28 cy, and prices ranging from
$35,000 to $60,000. Closed top trucks come in two styles, manually and hydraulically loaded
trucks. Manually loaded trucks have capacities from 22 cy to 33 cy, and prices range from
$54,000 to $60,000. Rated capacities for hydraulically loaded trucks are the same as those for
manually loaded trucks, however, the prices range from $55,000 to $75,000. It should be noted
that vendors and recyclers that have used closed body trucks claim the usable capacity is 25 to
50% less than the rated capacity, due to the roof restricting the loading of materials through the
top of the vehicle.

To estimate when major work or replacement would be needed on collection equipment, packers
and recycling vehicles were assumed to have an average useful life of six years, and tilt frame
and medical waste vehicles were assumed to have an average useful life of eight years.
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Table D-2

Vehicle Replacement/Purchase Schedule

Estimated Cost

Year Activity Low Hi
1991 Purchase CSC existing equipment. $312,000 $459,000
1992 Purchase 1 recycling truck. $45,000 $66,000
1994 Purchase new Packer. $86,000 $126,000
1997 Purchase 1 new Packer. $86,000 $126,000
Rebuild 2 1990 Packers. $30,000 $44,000
Modify 2 1985 Packers $15,000 $22,000
1998 Rebuild 1992 Recycling truck. $11,000 $16,000
1999 Rebuild 1990 Tilt Frame truck. $15,000 $22,000
Purchase 1 new Med/Waste van. $15,000 $22,000
Retire old Med/Waste van.
2000 Purchase 1 new Packer. $86,000 $126,000
Purchase 1 new recycling truck. $45,000 $66,000
Rebuild 1994 Packer. $15,000 $22,000
2003 Purchase 1 new Packer. $86,000 $126,000
Rebuild 1997 Packer. $15,000 $22,000
2004 Purchase 1 new Recycling truck. $45,000 $66,000
2006 Purchase 1 new Packer. $86,000 $126,000
Rebuild 2000 recycle truck. $11,000 $16,000
Rebuild 2000 Packer. $15,000 $22,000
2007 Purchase 1 new Tilt Frame truck. $78,000 $115,000
Purchase 1 new Med/Waste van. $15,000 $22,000
Retire 1999 Med/Waste van.
2009 Rebuild 2003 Packer. $15,000 $22,000

D-5
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RATE SCHEDULE B
FOR THE PROVISION OF: Special Services
MOVEMENT SERVICES IN CONNECTION WITH SERVICES PROVIDED
Part 1: IN RATE SCHEDULE A

A. LOCALITY OR AREA WHERE APPLICABLE:
The entire authorized Service Area of the utility.

B. RATE: Monthly Service Charge

TYPE OF " DISTANCE REQUIRED MONTHLY CHARGE PER
MOVEMENT CAN OR RECEPTACLE PER
SERVICE PICKUP
e ]
Packout Service Less than 31 feet, but more than $3.50
5 feet »
More than 30 feet, an additional 6.99

charge for each 30 foot increase
or fraction thereof an added

charge of

Drive In Service Less than 31 feet 3.50
Less than 61 feet, but more than 6.99
30 feet
More than 60 feet, an added 5.24
charge of per quarter mile

NOTE: These rates are in addition to normal rates as provided in Rate Schedule A.
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RATE SCHEDULE B
FOR THE PROVISION OF: Special Services
Part 2: LABOR CHARGES

A. LOCALITY OR AREA WHERE APPLICABLE:
The entire authorized area of the utility.

B. RATE: Per Hour

SERVICE PROVIDED BY STRAIGHT TIME OVERTIME
$ PER MINIMUM $ PER MINIMUM
HOUR CHARGE HOUR CHARGE
| =
Utility vehicle with one (1) $ 53.68 $26.84 $ 80.51 $ 80.51
man (1/2 ton to 1 ton)
Each additional man 33.55 16.78 50.33 50.33
Compactor - Container 107.35 53.68 161.03 161.03
trucks with one (1) man
Each additional man 33.55 16.78 50.33 50.33

NOTE: Charges are based on one-half hour increments or fraction thereof.

In computing the time upon which all charges will be assessed, all time commencing when the utility’s vehicle
is dispatched from its terminal to perform the service, until it returns to the terminal after having performed
the service, will be included and charged for in accordance with the rate structure outlined above.
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TABLE F-1

New Landfill Development Cost®
($1991)

Capital Costs

Item Low High
1. Initial Construction
a. Mobilization/Demobilization $100,000 $150,000
b. Site Improvements
¢. (Roads, Utilities, Buildings) 380,000 690,000
d. Leachate Control System 535,000 640,000
e. Monitoring Systems 210,000 250,000
f. Initial Cell and Leak Detection 1,010,000 1,430,000
Subtotal $2,235,000 $3,160,000
Engr. (15% permitting design, 10% construction $559,000 $790,000
management)
Contingency® A $559,000 $790,000
4 TOTAL INITIAL CONSTRUCTION - $3,353,000 $4,740,000
2. Phase Development®
5-Acre Construction (includes mobilization) $1,645,000 $2,300,000
5-Acre Closure (includes mobilization) 1,400,000 2,000,000
TOTAL PHASED CONSTRUCTION ' $9,135,000 $12,900,000
3. Final Closure® $1,400,000 $2,000,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST : 1$13,890,000 | $19,600,000

4. Annual Cost

Debt Service® $1,360,000 $1,920,000
Operation® 600,000 900,000
Post-Closure Fund® 120,000 150,000
TOTAL ANNUAL COST L | $2,080,000 | $2,970,000
(¢} Assumes 20-year disposal capacity and 30,000 tons per year of waste. Incineration for volume reduction is not assumed. Landfill would be
constructed in 5-ycar phases.
@ 25% contingency for initial planning-level cstimate to account for uncertainty in site requirements, permitting and construction.
(©)] Phasc development costs occur at years 5, 10 and 15 of site life.
@) Final closure costs occur at year 20.
(&) Debt service calculated based on total construction costs annualized at 7.5% interest for 20 years.
©) Operation cost based on $20.00-$30.00/ton. .
(U] Post-closure costs are $4.00-$5.00/ton. The $5.00/ton estimate reflects future post-closure requirements that are more stringent than current
requirements.
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APPENDIX G

WASTE STREAM PROJECTIONS

To bracket the variations in future CBJ waste quantities, two sets of six projections were
performed, for a total of twelve waste quantity scenarios. Projections for these three scenarios
(baseline (no major mines coming into operation), reopening of the Alaska-Juneau (AJ) Mine,
and opening of both the AJ and Kensington mines) were performed assuming both no recycling
and a 2% increase in recycling per year beginning in 1991, leveling out at 25% recycling in
2003. These six scenarios were then repeated, assuming addition of a third 36 ton per day
incinerator at the Channel facility.

All of the projections assumed constant per capita waste generation, and were based on figures
from 1990.

The waste stream projections are broken down into four components:

. Mixed municipal waste hauled directly to the landfill

. Mixed municipal waste hauled directly to the incinerator

. Mud, stumps, asbestos and concrete (“other”) hauled directly to
the landfill

o Incinerator ash

Population data for the baseline scenarios were based on figures from the “Draft Socioeconomic
Impact Assessment, Alaska-Juneau Mine Project Summary Report” (January 1991). The
population increase estimates due to opening of the AJ and Kensington mines were provided by
the CBJ staff. These increases in population due to the mines were added for a 20-year period
beginning in 1994. This period is conservatively long for solid waste planning purposes, and
to account for construction, operations and closure. The period chosen does not correspond to
the reserves projected for the mine operations.

The projections include an estimate of 880 tons of solid waste from the AJ Mine going to
disposal facilities in Juneau during the years 1994 - 2014. The AJ Mine waste stream estimate
is from the “AJ Mine Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement” (January 1991). Solid
waste generation projections for the Kensington Mine are unavailable at this time. An on-site
incinerator is planned, and the incinerator ash may or may not be taken to the CBJ for disposal.
These projections do not account for any additional ash from the Kensington Mine, but do
account for increases in waste generation due to increased population that would result from the
Kensington Mine.
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Table G—-1
City and Borugh of Juneau
Waste Stream Projections

— Baseline —
Without Recycling
Total  {To Iacineratod] To Landfill
Waste Incinerator Other
Population Generated Direct Overflow 3) Ash Total Cumm.
YEAR 1 (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons)  (tons) (tons) (tons)
1989 28,408 24,268 20,366 2,680 1,222 6169 10,071 10,071
1990 28,881 29,759 21,025 5,400 3,338 5233 13,971 24,042
1991 30,426 31,400 18,700 9,200 3,500 4680 17,400 41,400
1992 30,378 31,300 18,700 9,100 3,500 4680 17,300 38,700
1993 31,141 32,100 18,700 9,800 3,600 4680 18,100 76,800
1994 31,732 32,700 18,700 10,300 3,700 4680 18,700 195,500
1995 32,113 33,100 18,700 10,700 3,700 4680 19,100 114,600
1996 32423 33,400 18,700 11,000 3,700 4680 19,400 134,000
1997 32,548 33,500 18,700 11,000 3,800 4680 19,500 153,500
1998 32,665 33,700 18,700 11,200 3,800 4680 19,700 173,200
1999 32,574 33,600 18,700 11,100 3,800 4680 19,600 192,800
2000 32,535 33,500 18,700 11,000 3,800 4680 19,500 212,300
2001 32,346 33,300 18,700 10,900 3,700 4680 19,300 231,600
2002 32,251 33,200 18,700 10,800 3,700 4680 19,200 250,800
2003 32,122 33,100 18,700 10,700 3,700 4680 19,100  269,%00
2004 32,049 33,000 18,700 10,600 3,700 4680 19,000 288,900
2005 31,973 32,900 18,700 10,500 3,700 4680 18,900 307,800
2006 31,844 32,800 18,700 10,400 3,700 4680 18,800 326,600
2007 31,653 32,600 18,700 10,200 3,700 4680 18,600 345,200
2008 31,481 32,400 18,700 10,100 3,600 4680 18,400 363,600
2009 31,381 32,300 18,700 10,000 3,600 4680 18,300 381,900
With Recycling (2)
Total [To Incinerator To Landfill
Waste Incinerator Other

Population Generated Direct Overflow 3) Ash Total  Cumm.
YEAR (1) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons)  (tons) (tons) {(tons)
1989 28,408 24,268 20,366 2,680 1,222 6169 10,071 10,071
1990 28,881 29,759 21,025 5,400 3,338 5233 13,971 24,042
1991 30,426 30,800 18,700 8,700 3,400 4680 16,800 40,300
1992 30,378 30,000 18,700 7,900 3,400 4680 16,000 56,800
1993 31,141 30,200 18,700 8,100 3,400 4680 16,200 73,000
1994 31,732 30,100 18,700 8,000 3,400 4680 16,100 89,100
1995 32,113 29,800 18,700 7,800 3,300 4680 15,800 104,900
1996 32,423 29,400 18,700 7,400 3,300 4680 15,400 120,300
1997 32,548 28,800 18,700 6,800 3,300 4680 14,800 135,100
1998 32,665 28,300 18,700 6,400 3,200 4680 14,300 149,400
1999 32,574 27,600 18,700 5,800 3,100 4680 13,600 163,000
2000 32,535 26,800 18,700 5,100 3,000 4680 12,800 175,800
2001 32,346 26,000 18,700 4,400 2,900 4680 12,000 187,800
2002 32,251 25,200 18,700 3,700 2,800 4680 11,200 199,000
2003 32,122 24,800 18,700 3,300 2,800 4680 10,800 209,800
2004 32,049 24,800 18,700 3,300 2,800 4680 10,800 220,600
2005 31,973 24,700 18,700 3,200 2,800 4680 10,700 231,300
2006 31,844 24,600 18,700 3,100 2,800 4680 10,600 241,900
2007 31,653 24,500 18,700 3,000 2,800 4680 10,500 252,400
2008 31,481 24,300 18,700 2,900 2,700 4680 10,300 262,700
2009 40,000 24,200 18,700 2,800 2,700 4680 10,200 272,900

(1) Population data based on figures from CBJ staff and from
"Draft Socioeconomic Impact Amessment, Alaska—Juneau Mine Project Summary Report (January 1991)."
Recycling scenarios assume a 2% annual ircrease inrecycling, leveling out to 25% in 2003.

2
3

“"Other,” includes mud, stumps and asbestos.










Table G—4

City and Borugh of Juneau
Waste Stream Projections
with Third Incinerator(4)

— Baseline —

Without Recycling

Total  |To Imcimerator To Landfill
Waste Incinerator Other
Population Generated Direct Overflow 3) Ash Total  Cumm.
YEAR 1) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons)  (tonms) (tons) (tons)
1989 28,408 24,268 20,366 2,680 1222 6169 10,071 10,071
1990 28,881 29,759 21,05 5,400 3338 5233 13,971 24,042
1991 30,426 31,400 18,700 9,200 3,500 4680 17,400 41,400
1992 30,378 31,300 18,700 9,100 3,500 4680 17,300 58,700
1993 31,141 32,100 18,700 9,800 3,600 4680 18,100 76,800
1994 31,732 32,700 28,100 900 3,700 70630 11,600 88,400
1995 32,113 33,100 28,100 1,300 3,700 7030 12,000 100,400
1996 32,423 33,400 28,100 1,600 3,700 7030 12,300 112,700
1997 32,548 33,500 28,100 1,600 3,800 7030 12,400 125,100
1998 32,665 33,700 28,100 1,800 3,800 7030 12,600 137,700
1999 32,574 33,600 28,100 1,700 3,800 7030 12,500 150,200
2000 32,535 33,500 28,100 1,600 3,800 7030 12,400 162,600
2001 32,346 33,300 28,100 1,500 3,700 7030 12200 174,800
2002 32251 33,200 28,100 1,400 3,700 7030 12,100 186,900
2003 32,122 33,100 28,100 1,300 3,700 7030 12,000 198,900
2004 32,049 33,000 28,100 1200 3,700 7030 11,900 210,800
2005 31,973 32,900 28,100 1,100 3,700 7030 11,800 222,600
2006 31,844 32,800 28,100 1,000 3,700 7030 11,700 234,300
2007 31,653 32,600 28,100 800 3,700 7030 11,500 245,800
2008 31,481 32,400 28,100 700 3,600 7030 11,300 257,100
2009 31,381 32,300 28,100 600 3,600 730 11200 268,300
With Recycling (2)
Total  [To Incinerator To Landfill
Waste Incinerator Other

Population Generated Direct Overflow 3) Ash Total  Cumm.
YEAR (1) (tons) (tons) (tons) (tons)  (tons) (tons) (tons)
1989 28,408 24268 20,366 2,680 1222 6169 10,071 10,071
1990 28,881 29,759 21,025 5,400 3,338 5233 13,971 24,042
1991 30,426 30,800 18,700 8,700 3,400 4630 16,800 :40,800
1992 30,378 30,000 18,700 7,900 3,400 4680 16,000 56,800
1993 31,141 30,200 18,700 8,100 3,400 4630 16,200 73,000
1994 31,732 30,100 26,700 0 3,400 6680 10,100 83,100
1995 32,113 29,800 26,500 0 3,300 6630 9,900 93,000
1996 32,423 29,400 26,100 0 3,300 6530 9,800 102,800
1997 32,548 28,800 25,500 0 3,300 6380 9,700 112,500
1998 32,665 28,300 25,100 0 3,200 6280 9,500 12,000
1999 32,574 27,600 24,500 0 3,100 6130 9200 131200
2000 32,535 26,800 23,800 0 3,000 5950 9,000 140,200
2001 32,346 26,000 23,100 [ 2,900 5780 8,700 148,900
2002 32251 25,200 22,400 0 2,800 5600 8,400 157,300
2003 32,122 24,800 22,000 0 2,800 5500 8,300 165,600
2004 32,049 24,800 22,000 0 2,800 5500 8,300 173,900
2005 31973 24,700 21,900 0 2,800 5430 8,300 182200
2006 31,844 24,600 21,800 0 2,800 5450 8300 190,500
2007 31,653 24,500 21,700 V] 2,800 5430 8,200 198,700
2008 31,481 24,300 21,600 0 2,700 5400 8100 206,800
2009 40,000 24,200 21,500 0 2,700 5380 8100 214,900

1

@)
3)
“)

Population d ata based on figures from CBJ staff and from
"Draft Socioeconomic I mpact Assessment, Alask a—Juncau Min ¢ Project Summary Report (January 1991)."
Rocycling scenarios assumc a 2% annual increase in recycling, leveling out to 25% in 2003.

"Other," includes mud, stumps and asbestos.

Assumes op eration of a third incinerator beginnin gin 1994
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STATE OF ALASKA %

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE
P.0O. BOX 32420
Juneau, Alaska 99803

SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL PERMIT

PERMIT NO. 8511-BA0O16 DATE 7 April 1989

This solid waste disposal permit is issued to Channel Landfill,
Inc., P.O. Box 1267, Juneau, Alaska 99802, for disposal of
incinerated and unincinerated solid waste into a landfill.

This project is located at 5645 Glacier Highway, Juneau, Alaska,
T. 41 S., R. 67 E., S 1/2 of Section 34, Copper River Meridian.

This permit is subject to the conditions and stipulations
contained in Appendices A, B, and C of this permit.

This permit is issued under provisions of Alaska Statutes 46.03,
the Alaska Administrative Code as amended or revised, and other
applicable state laws and regulations.

This permit is effective upon issuance and expires 31 December
1992. It may be terminated or modified in accordance with AS

46.03.120.

Dick Stokes
Southeast Regional Supervisor
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PERMIT CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS
APPENDIX A: OPERATION

The permittee shall dispose of solid waste in accordance
with the stipulations listed below: ‘

(1) Landfilling of incinerator ash and non-combustible residue

" shall be restricted to the southwest portion of the property,
adjacent to the west pit water pond. Ensure that all landfilling
in this area is conducted at elevations at least two feet above
the highest level of groundwater. This stipulation prohibits
deposition of ash and residue directly into the waters of the
State.

(2) Dispose of relatively inert waste like wallboard, demolition
debris, washing machines, refrigerators, junked vehicles, junked
home trailers, and furniture in a manner to minimize unsightly
views from public roads. Restrict landfilling of these materials
to the southeast portion of the property, adjacent to the east
pit water pond. Ensure that all landfilling in this area is
conducted at elevations at least two feet above the highest

level of groundwater.

(3) Landfilling of asbestos shall be restricted to those areas
specifically approved by the department. Asbestos disposal shall
be conducted in accordance with Field Directive 2350.

(4) Within 30 calendar days after an area is filled with
incinerator ash and residue, the area shall be covered with a
minimum of one foot of clay or other impermeable soil. With
prior approval, combinations of permeable and impermeable
artificial liners may be substituted as cover material.

(5) Disposal of unincinerated putrescible waste at the site
shall be prohibited unless specific approval is given by this
department. This stipulation is designed to prohibit the
disposal of unincinerated putrescible waste except during
emergency situations like a forced shutdown of the incinerators,
or when the amount of refuse received exceeds the maximum
allowable burn rate of the incinerators. This stipulation does
not prohibit the disposal of relatively inert waste like tires,
wallboard, demolition debris, washing machines, refrigerators,
junked vehicles, junked home trailers and furniture.

(6) Disposal of all junked vehicles which have not been drained
of gasoline, antifreeze, and crankcase oil shall be prohibited.
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(7) Disposal of waste oil, oily waste, sewage sludge, septage,
asbestos waste, fish processing waste, and potentially hazardous
materials shall be prohibited unless specific approval for such
disposal is obtained from the department or as otherwise approved
by this permit.

(8) Elementary neutralization and storage of batteries for
recycling shall be restricted to the designated battery
collection area adjacent to the incinerator building. The
operation shall be conducted in a manner that prevents violation
of State Water Quality Standards.

(9) Sampling and monitoring shall ‘-be conducted as required by
Part B of this permit.

(10) Should cultural or paleontological resources be discovered
as a result of this activity, we request that all work which
would disturb such resources be stopped, and that the office of
History and Archaeology, Division of Parks and Outdoor
Recreation, Department of Natural Resources, be notified
immediately (762-2622).

APPENDIX B: MONITORING, RECORDS, AND REPORTING

(1) Sampling

(a) The permittee shall submit the results of EP Toxicity Tests
of composite samples of bottom ash and precipitator ash on a
quarterly basis. Each sample analyzed shall be a well mixed
composite of bottom ash and precipitator ash taken on each of
five different operating days within 90 days of the submitted
date. The EP Toxicity Test reports the concentration of arsenic,
barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, selenium, and silver in
an acidic leachate as milligrams per liter. The department will
review the results of the initial tests and make a determination
as to whether the sampling frequency can be reduced.

(b) The permittee shall submit the results of quarterly grab
samples from the three sampling sites located in North Pond East
pit, North Pond West pit and at the North pond discharge culvert
into lemon Creek. (The permittee is encouraged to continue
sampling the suite of stations that were sampled in 1986 and
jdentified in the 1986 EMPS Engineering report). The results
should be submitted on March 1, June 1, September 1 and December
1. These results shall include values for specific conductance,
chemical oxygen demand, pH, alkalinity, salinity, arsenic,
cadmium, manganese, lead, copper, chromium, mercury, selenium,
iron, zinc, and nickel.






WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
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Southeast Regional Office Fax (907) 789-4877
P.O. Box 32420, Juneau, Alaska 99803 Phone 789-3151
July 3, 1991 ey
[ O | |
Ms. Ellen McKay RECEIVED | \\. \\, 74,.! I’>/\ \
R.W. Beck, Inc. $ / R e
Suite 600, 2101 4th Avenue JuL 10 1991 E Comies 1o _.L‘lﬂx.c CHANL e |

Seattle, Washington 98121 R, BECK & A qoanTEs

Dear Ms. McKay:

Enclosed is the information you requested on Channel Sanitation’s Air Quality Control
Permit to Operate.

Please call if you have any questions or need additional information.

Sincerely,

mEe
hn M. Stone
Air Program Coordinator

Enclosures: June 12, 1991 Issuance Letter and Amended Air Quality Control Permit to
Operate No. 9011-AA001
June 25, 1991 Issuance Letter and Permit Amendments





















AMENDED AIR QUALITY CONTROL PERMIT TO OPERATE NO. 9011-AA001 June 12, 1991

EXHIBIT A-SOURCE INVENTORY

The facility contains two Consumat CS-1600 municipal waste incinerators each with a rated
capacity of 3000 pounds/hour on a common stack. A PPC Industries electrostatic
precipitator installed on a common stack is used as emissions control equipment.

EXHIBIT B-AIR CONTAMINANT EMISSION LIMITS AND STANDARDS
The permittee is subject to the following air contaminant emission limits during operation
of the facility.

A.PARTICULATE MATTER

Incinerator 1&2 Common Stack 0.08 gr/dscf corrected to 12% CO,, never
to be exceeded

B. OPACITY

Incinerator 1&2 Common Stack 20% opacity, not to be exceeded for more
than 3 minutes in any one hour

C. SULFUR DIOXIDE
Incinerator 1&2 Common Stack An average of 500 ppmv corrected to 12%
CO,, not to be exceeded for more than 3
consecutive hours

D.PETROLEUM CONTAMINATED SOILS FEED RATE

Incinerator 1&2, concurrently 5 tons/hour, never to be exceeded
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AMENDED AIR QUALITY CONTROL PERMIT TO OPERATE NO. 9011-AA001 June 12, 1991

EXHIBIT E-FACILITY OPERATING REPORT (CONTINUED)

3. FUEL CONSUMPTION
Incinerator 1 & 2 report the type of fuel and the quantity burned in
the auxiliary burners of each umnit during the
quarter

report the average fuel oil sulfur content of the
fuel burned during the quarter

4. CONTAMINATED SOIL REPORTS
Attach a summary listing the date and quantity of contaminated soil received during
each quarter. For each shipment of contaminated soil regulated under 18 AAC 72

received, attach a copy of the Department-approved site clean-up plan .

5. List the dates that any excess emission reports required by Condition 13 were filed
during the quarter.

6. The report shall contain the following certification statement:
Signature of authorized agent preceded by the following statement:

I am familiar with the information contained in the report and, to the best of my
knowledge and belief, such information is true, complete, and accurate.
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WALTER J. HICKEL, GOVERNOR

DEPT. OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
Southeast Regional Office Fax (907) 789-4877
P.O. Box 32420, Juneau, Alaska 99803 Phone 789-3151

June 25, 1991

Mr. Gerald A. Wilson Certified Mail

President Return Receipt

Channel Corporations Requested

P.O. Box 21267 F oSy (RO /SY

Juneau, Alaska 99802-1267
Dear Mr. Wilson:

The Department noticed an error in the Amended Air Quality Control Permit to Operate
No. 9011-AA001 that was issued to you on June 12, 1991. This error concerns the
petroleum contaminated soils feed rate limitation listed in Permit Condition 5. We are
hereby changing the feed rate limitation to 5 tons per 24-hour period instead of the 5 tons
per hour as was inadvertently specified in Condition 5. This limit is consistent with your
May 14, 1991 request to burn petroleum-contaminated soils.

Also, the Department is providing for the delay of the dioxin and furan testing requirement.
The Department’s decision to delay this requirement was presented in our letter dated
June 21, 1991.

Enclosed are the modified page 2 and the modified Exhibit B of Amended Air Quality
Control Permit to Operate No. 9011-AAQ001. Please replace the pages of the June 12, 1991
permit with these amended pages to correct the feed rate limitation and to change the
dioxin testing due date.

Permit conditions are stipulated pursuant to the Alaska Coastal Management Regulation
6 AAC 50 and Air Quality Regulations 18 AAC 50, and are necessary to ensure the
operation of your facility is consistent with the Alaska Coastal Management Program. This
permit does not relieve you from the responsibility to apply for or comply with any other
permit or approval required by the Department or the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.






APPENDIX I -
SOLID WASTE FACILITY APPLICATION

RW. BECK

L~ ————
AND ASSOCIATES
——





















D.

Attached:

A narrative description of the facility development plan and operating
procedures, including:

T WA =
3 * 9

11.

Public access

Operating hours

Attendant on duty

Method of collecting and bringing waste to the site

Visibility of the facility to the general public from offsite roads,
recreational areas, and buildings

Equipment used on site to manage waste or reduce the volume of waste
such as baling, shredding, metal separation and incineration, with
appropriate engineering designs/specifications

Will scavenging be allowed? Yes ( ) N ( )

Frequency and depth of operational and intermediate cover (indicate
if it may vary with the seasons)

The maximum width and vertical height of the exposed working face
Plans to control

a. Groundwater pollution g. Fires

b. Surface water pollution h. Odor

c. Surface drainage and runoff i. Noise

d. Disease vectors ' j. Safety

e, Wildlife access k. Nuisances

f. Litter 1. Decomposition gases

Provisions for handling any waste identified in 18 AAC 60.087

Yes () No ( ); if no, why not?

appropriate geologic/hydrologic report including

Discussion or graphic representation of the topography, geology, climate,
and surface and groundwater hydrology of the site based on existing data.

Actual or estimated depth to the following if within 50 feet of the
surface:

a. the seasonal high groundwater table
b. bedrock
c. pemmafrost

The soil boring logs and information specified in 18 AAC 60.210(7) if
applicable,

An evaluation of the potential for generating leachate and poliuting
waters based on precipitation and evaporation rates, geology and hydro-
logic data obtained from the bore holes or any other nearby well logs,
flooding, depth to groundwater, the quantity and composition of the
wastes involved, and other physical conditions,

An appropriate monitoring plan meeting applicable requirements of
18 AAC 60,310 including specifications for construction and operation

of the groundwater wells or vadose zone monitoring devices.











