
Responses to Assembly Questions 
November 6, 2009 Work Session 

 
Solid Waste Services  
 
1. What is the difference between depreciating new cans for five years instead of 

three years? (Selkregg) 
 
 Depreciation 

In the 2010 Solid Waste Services Refuse Collection Utility operating budget, depreciation 
expenses double over two years, going from $443,430 in 2008 to almost $900,000 in 2010. 
 
In 2008, Refuse Collections began purchasing equipment to support the automated refuse 
collection and curbside recycling project.  To date, Refuse Collection has purchased over 
15,000 carts totaling over $949,000.  These carts are depreciated over ten years, which reflects 
the ten year warranty on these units.  The 2010 roll cart depreciation expense is $114,000, 
compared to $14,000 in 2008. 
 
Refuse Collection has purchased 7 refuse trucks since 2008 totaling over $1.78 million.  In 
2008, Collections purchased 3 automated side loading trucks for a total of $742,950, and in 
2009 purchased two additional automated trucks totaling $521,718.  The Utility also purchased 
two commercial front load trucks in 2009 for a total of $516,578.  With a useful life of seven 
years, the 2010 depreciation expense for these trucks will be $457,889; an increase of 
$287,583 over the  2008 depreciation expense for similar items of $170,306.   
 
In addition to the increase in depreciation expense, the purchase of these equipment resulted in 
an increase in the asset value used for calculation of the Municipal Utilities Service Assessment 
(MUSA) which increased from $31,269 in 2008 to $88,610 in the 2010 budget. 

 
2. What is the savings in labor when SWS completes the conversion to a fully 

automated collection system? (Selkregg) 
 
The Refuse Collection Utility’s automated refuse and curbside recycle collection program is 
entering the second phase of a three phase program.  The initial phase was rolled out in 
October 2008 to approximately 3,400 customers.  Phase II of the program was rolled out in 
October 2009 to an additional 3,700 customers.  The remaining customers will be added to the 
system in 2010. 

Productivity 
SWS has not had the opportunity to evaluate a full year of data on the new program.  Table 1 
presents a comparison of residential collection data for 6 months (April through September) for 
2008 and 2009.  In 2008, customers in the service area were serviced by conventional can / 
bag service.  Typically, a manual collection truck can service about 400 stops per shift.  The 
actual stops vary by the density and type of neighborhood as well as the time of year.   
 



Table 1.  Automated and Manual Refuse Collection Data 
 

  2008 

Total Manual Stops 

2009 

312,372 231,550 
Av. Stops / day / route 397 442 
Total Tons Collected 7385 4,951 
Number of Routes 6 4 

    
Total Automated Refuse Stops 0 91,500 

Av. Stops / day / route 0 698 
Total Tons Collected 0 1,514 
Number of Routes 0 1 

    
Total Automated Recycle Stops 0 42,263 

Av. Stops / day 0 645 
Total Tons Collected 0 367 
Number of Routes 0 1 

 
Manual to Automated Routes 
In October 2008 we instituted one automated collection route.  By increasing the productivity of 
the manual routes and adding the automated route, we were able to reduce our residential 
collection routes by two.  In Phase II, we added an additional automated route, reduced the 
number of stops on the manual routes and eliminated one additional manual route.  
Ultimately, we will eliminate all manual routes that were in place in 2008 with four automated 
routes.   
 
Recycling Routes 
In Phase I, the recycling route has been run every other week.  With the implementation of 
Phase II, we have a recycle route every day, as the recycle collections crew alternates by week 
between Phase I and Phase II routes.   Ultimately there will be 2 full-time recycle routes once 
the program is fully implemented.    
 
The bottom line is that the automated trucks allow us to collect the same number refuse 
collection customers using 4 daily routes as we did using six manual routes.  When fully 
implemented, we will be able to provide both refuse collection and curbside recycling with the 
same resources we historically used for refuse collection only. 
 

3. Can SWS reduce the man hours expended cleaning up garbage spills and 
send code enforcement fine notices sooner than 10 days? (Selkregg) What is 
the legal authority for imposing fines for not cleaning up yards? (Coffey) 

 
4. What is the tonnage of recyclables versus residential garbage for 2007-2009? 

What is the impact of the recycling fee for residential payers? (Claman) 
Tonnage and Diversion 
In creating the model for the automated program we anticipated that we would handle more 
tons as materials that were being self-hauled to the recycle centers by our customers would 



appear in the curbside recycling stream.  We also assumed that approximately 20% of the 
waste stream would be diverted to recycle.   
 
During the six month periods presented in the table, the total amount of materials collected in 
2009 was 550 tons less than the total amount of materials collected for the same period in 
2008.  This 9 % reduction is likely due to several contributing factors.  Waste tonnage generally 
reflects changes in the economy.  In leaner times, less waste is produced.  Tonnage in general 
received at the Anchorage Regional Landfill is down by 8% from 2008.   
 
The 367 tons of materials collected by the curbside recycling program represents a recycle 
diversion rate from the automated routes of 20% for the six month period presented.  This rate 
has been as high as 28% earlier in the year.  We anticipate that this rate will fluctuate 
seasonally.  Because the recycle stream is a small fraction of the total waste stream from the 
residential customers, it is not possible to quantify how much additional diversion is occurring as 
a result of the new program at this time. 

Transfer Station Handling Charges 
The question was raised as to whether SWS would consider imposing a handling fee at the 
transfer station in lieu of prohibiting disposal of certain wastes and forcing the customers to 
dispose of those materials at the landfill.  SWS has a policy that prohibits materials which 
damage our equipment, pose a safety threat to our operators and customers, or significantly 
reduce the efficiency of our transfer operations.  Attached is a flyer which is routinely provided 
to Transfer Station customers which outlines materials which are not acceptable at the transfer 
station.  These materials are accepted in small quantities at the discretion of the tipping floor 
operator if the loads can be safely and efficiently processed.  Where processing will require 
special handling, a fee of $70 per half hour is charged. 
 

5. Please provide a copy of the final RFP for electricity generation at the landfill. 
(Flynn) 

The Purchasing Department is currently preparing the final form of the RFP. 
 
Municipal Light & Power 
 
6. What is the risk and cost to ML&P rate payers vs CEA rate payers of the new 

power plant? (Selkregg) 
Mr. Posey discussed this request with Dr. Selkregg after the work session. 

 
7. Are you hiring new people to replace retirees or fill vacant positions? 

ML&P will be creating new positions to begin training replacements for critical positions that 
will be vacated through retirements over the next three years. 

 
Anchorage Water & Wastewater Utility 
 
8. When did new IGC method take effect?  Provide a copy of memo that was 

provided to Assembly.  Why such large increase to AWWU? (ALL) 
 

See attachments which follow.





 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 



 



9. Provide a copy of the P&P on charitable contributions. (Selkregg) 

 















 



 


