=
Trlhqd 0o

CORPORATION

December 15, 2008

Mr. Craig McOmie, ISWM Coordinator
WDEQ/SHWD

152 North Durbin Street

Casper, WY 82601

RE: Economic Analysis of Alternatives, Integrated Solid Waste Management Planning Project, Western
Wyoming Planning Area 5

Dear Mr. McOmie:

Trihydro Corporation (Trihydro) is pleased to present three copies of the enclosed report entitled,
“Economic Analysis of Alternatives / Western Wyoming Planning Area.” This report has been prepared
in conjunction with the Integrated Solid Waste Management Plan that is being developed for the Western
Wyoming Planning Group (WWPG). The report provides descriptions of the methodologies and
assumptions, summaries of the major implementation issues, and an economic analysis of each alternative
selected for consideration by the WWPG.

Please feel free to contact me ((307) 332-5280 / kschreuder@trihydro.com) with any questions or
comments regarding the enclosed report.

Sincerely,
Trihydro Corporation

Ken :chreudgfg: & P.G.

Project Manager
909-001-001

Enclosures

cc: Rick Hoffman, Sublette County
Mary Crosby, Lincoln County
Jeff Hermansky, Teton County
Jon Tumer, Uinta County
Heather Jacobsen, Jackson Community Recycling
Marti Siepp, Sublette Citizens for Recycling
Melanie Woffinden, Tri-Town Recycling

Ws hiHome\Projects\SubletteCounty\809-001-00 T\Finals\Phase2 _EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_LTR.doc
Lander Office | 350 Garfield, Solar Suite | Lander, WY 82520 | phone 307/332.5280 | fax 307/332.4177
Home Office | 1252 Commerce Drive | Laramie, WY 82070 | phone 307/745.74T4 | fax 307/745.7729 | www.trihydro.com



ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
WESTERN WYOMING PLANNING AREA
REGIONAL INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN

December 15, 2008

Project No.: 909-001-001

SUBMITTED BY: Trihydro Corporation

1252 Commerce Drive, Laramie, WY 82070

4
Trihl;lro

CORPORATION

ENGINEERING SOLUTIONS. ADVANCING BUSINESS.

Home Office | 1252 Commerce Drive | Laramie, WY 82070 | phone 307/745.7474 | fax 307/745.7729 | www.trihydro.com



Table of Contents

1.0 INTRODUGCTION .. ...ttt ettt ettt e st et e st et et et et e st e eere e ane e eneneees 1-1
11 PUIDOSE .ttt b et beenbeanre s 1-1

1.2 Organization Of ThiS REPOIM .......ccciiiei ettt see e eneas 1-1

2.0 METHODOLOGIES. .......ci oottt ettt s ettt se s se sttt bessesenens 2-1
2.1 Inventory Of Existing Facilities And Characterization Of The Waste Stream....................... 2-1

2.2 Identification Of AIErNative SYSIEMS ........ccviieiiieie e 2-2

2.3 FUIT COSt ACCOUNTING...e.trevvetiitesieeie et e et te et e st e te s e esaessaenaessesaesneeneeseesrenneas 2-3

2.3.1  REVENUE ...t 2-4

2.3.2  ANNUAlL INFIAEION RALE .....oviiiiiiitiiecce e 2-4

2.3.3  Full Cost Accounting WOIKShEELS ..........c.coiivieiiiiiie e 2-5

2.3.4  ClOSEA FACTHIES. ....vi ittt 2-5

2.3.5  COlIECION SEIVICES .. .ottt ettt 2-6

2.3.6  Summary Of Full Cost Accounting Procedures And AsSumption............cccceevvvennns 2-6

2.4 Other Procedures And ASSUMPLIONS ......oviieriieierieneseeee e siesiee e ste e sree e seestesseeseeseeseesseesens 2-8

3.0 ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM PROFILES .......ccocoiitiitcee st 3-1
3.1 Alternative #1 — Three Regional LandfillS..........cccooiiriiiiiiiniceeeee e 3-2

3.1.1 Lincoln County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES.............ccoovevveverierieinennn 3-3

3.1.2  Sublette County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........cccccvvvevierierieirnennn, 3-4

3.1.3  Teton County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES.........c.cccovvvrvrveriereriesnennns 3-7

3.1.4  Uinta County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES .........cccccervrvrierererinneannn 3-7

3.2 Alternative #2 — Two Regional LandfillS...........cccooviieiiiiiiiie e 3-9

3.2.1  Lincoln County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES...........c.ccccvevererreireennen, 3-10

3.2.2  Sublette County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........ccccccvevverierierienenn, 3-11

3.2.3  Teton County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........cccceevveveiieieseerieinens 3-11

3.2.4  Uinta County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........ccccvvevervrivrivsverieninns 3-12

3.3 Alterantive #3 — No Regional Landfills ...........cccoviiiiiiiee e 3-12

3.3.1  Lincoln County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........cc.cceevererererenannnn. 3-13

3.3.2  Sublette County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES...........ccccceevverierreinennenn, 3-14

—

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



3.3.3  Teton County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........ccccvvvvererivrvrveriennnns 3-15

3.3.4  Uinta County Assumptions And Implementation ISSUES..........ccccevvvererivriennerinninns 3-15

4.0 ECOMONIC ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS ..ot 4-1
4.1 Alternative #1 — Three Regional LandfillS..........cccooiieiiiiiiinieceeese e 4-1

4.1.1  LinCOIN COUNLY COSES .....viiviiiieieiiesie sttt sta et sresreens 4-1

4.1.2  Sublette CoUNLY COSES......cciiieieiiisie ittt sre e e sresreanis 4-2

4.1.3  TetON COUNLY COSES ..o.vviiviiiiiitieitieiiiesieesieesieestee st steesbe et e sbeesbeesbeesbeesbeesteenteeneee e 4-3

414 UiNtA COUNLY COSTS..ueiuiiiiiiiiiieiesie st st eie e sieste e ste et e e stesre e s eneestesresneeneeneesreans 4-3

4.2 Alternative #2 — Two Regional LandfillS..........cccvoviioiiiiiiie e 4-4

4.2.1  LinCOIN COUNLY COSLS ......oiviiiieiiiiiiie ettt sttt sbe e sresreereens 4-5

4.2.2  Sublette COUNLY COSES......ciiiieieiiie ittt sbe e saesreans 4-5

4.2.3  TetON COUNLY COSES ..ivviiviiieiiitiiiiiesiiesieesieesieesteesteesteesseesbeessaesseestaestaestaesteestaesseesseenes 4-6

4.2.4  UINtA COUNLY COSES..uiiuriiiiiiiieieieseseeee e ste et te e ste e se e eseesteenaeneeseesrenns 4-7

4.3 Alterantive #3 — No Regional Landfills ..........cccoooiiiiioiiiii e 4-7

4.3.1  LiNCOIN COUNLY COSLS ...c.veieeieeerieiiesiesieeie e siesieeee sttt seeste e neeseeseesneeneeneeseesseens 4-7

4.3.2  Sublette CoUNLY COSES......cciiieieiiiiieiieeie ettt sttt sbe et reenas 4-7

4.3.3  TetON COUNLY COSES ..ovviiviiieiiiiiiiiiiiiiesieesieesteesteesteesteesteesbaestaesteestaestaestaesteestaenteesseenes 4-8

4.3.4  UINta COUNLY COSES...ecuiiiiiiiiiieieiie sttt sttt sbe e naesreanas 4-9

5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ...ttt 5-1
5.1 [T aTol0] [ o O 00 1 2SS 5-1

5.2 SUBIEEE COUNTY ...ttt et e e etesteeseeneetesteaneeneeeenreaneas 5-1

5.3 TEEON COUNTY ..ttt et e et e e s st e e s st e e et eebe e e st e e sseeesrbeeeneeennneensnaens 5-2

54 UINEA COUNLY oottt et e b e s teesaesbesaesteeteesbesaesteareeseesreaneas 5-2

6.0 REFERENGCES.......coo ettt bbbttt b et e e bt bt et et e st e b e e besb et eneeneanenas 6-1

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



List of Tables

3-1

3-2

3-3

3-4

3-6

3-7

3-8

3-9

3-10

4-3

5-1

Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for Existing and Proposed Conditions, Lincoln County,

Wyoming
Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for Existing Conditions, Sublette County, Wyoming

Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for 20% CDW Segregation Goal, Sublette County,
Wyoming

Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for Existing Conditions, Teton County, Wyoming

Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for 36% MSW and CDW Segregation Goal, Teton County,
Wyoming

Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for Existing Conditions, Uinta County, Wyoming

Waste Generation Rate Forecast Summary for 20% CDW Segregation Goal, Uinta County, Wyoming
Alternative #1 Waste Stream Summary

Alternative #2 Waste Stream Summary

Alternative #3 Waste Stream Summary

Alternative #1 2010 Life-Cycle Cost Summary

Alternative #2 2010 Life-Cycle Cost Summary

Alternative #3 2010 Life-Cycle Cost Summary

Summary of 2010 Capital and Annual Life-Cycle Costs of Alternatives

i

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



List of Figures

2-1. Existing Waste Management Facilities
3-1. Alternative #1 Waste Flow Patterns
3-2. Alternative #2 Waste Flow Patterns

3-3. Alternative #3 Waste Flow Patterns

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



List of Appendices

A PUBLIC OUTREACH BROCHURES AND PRESENTATION

B. USEFUL LIFE GUIDELINES

C. ALTERNATIVE #1 — LINCOLN COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

4.

5.

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE - KEMMERER #2 LANDFILL ENGINEERED
CONTAINMENT SYSTEM

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - KEMMERER #2 LANDFILL

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — COKEVILLE #2 LANDFILL/TRANSFER
STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - THAYNE TRANSFER STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — LABARGE TRANSFER STATION

D. ALTERNATIVE #1 — SUBLETTE COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

5.

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE — MARBLETON #2 LANDFILL ENGINEERED
CONTAINMENT SYSTEM

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE — PINEDALE RECYCLING CENTER

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — MARBLETON #2 LANDFILL

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - PINEDALE TRANSFER STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — PINEDALE RECYCLING CENTER

E. ALTERNATIVE #1 — TETON COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

2.

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — HORSETHIEF CANYON TRANSFER
STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — JACKSON RECYCLING CENTER

i

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



F. ALTERNATIVE #1 — UINTA COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

7.

8.

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE - EVANSTON #2 LANDFILL ENGINEERED
CONTAINMENT SYSTEM

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE - BRIDGER VALLEY LANDFILL TRANSFER STATION

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE — EVANSTON TRANSFER STATION

PLANNING COST ESTIMATE — EVANSTON RECYCLING CENTER

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — EVANSTON #2 LANDFILL

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - BRIDGER VALLEY LANDFILL &
TRANSFER STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — EVANSTON TRANSFER STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — EVANSTON RECYCLING CENTER

G. ALTERANTIVE #2 — LINCOLN COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

4.

5.

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - KEMMERER #2 LANDFILL & TRANSFER
STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — COKEVILLE #2 LANDFILL & TRANSFER
STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — THAYNE #2 TRANSFER STATION

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - LABARGE TRANSFER STATION

TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL COST OPTIONS WORKSHEETS

H. ALTERNATIVE #2 — SUBLETTE COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - MARBLETON #2 LANDFILL

I ALTERNATIVE #2 - TETON COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS

1.

FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — HORSETHIEF CANYON TRANSFER
STATION

i

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



J. ALTERNATIVE #3 — LINCON COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS

1. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - KEMMERER #2 LANDFILL & TRANSFER
STATION

2. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — COKEVILLE #2 LANDFILL & TRANSFER
STATION

3. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - THAYNE #2 TRANSFER STATION
4. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - LABARGE TRANSFER STATION
5. TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL COST OPTIONS WORKSHEETS

K. ALTERANTIVE #3 — SUBLETTE COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS
1. PLANNING COST ESTIMATE — MARBLETON #2 / PINEDALE TRANSFER STATION
2. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - MARBLETON #2 TRANSFER STATION
3. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - PINEDALE TRANSFER STATION
4. TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL COST OPTIONS WORKSHEETS

L. ALTERNATIVE #3 - TETON COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS

1. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — HORSETHIEF CANYON TRANSFER
STATION

2. TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL COST OPTIONS WORKSHEETS
M. ALTERNATIVE #3 — UINTA COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS
1. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — EVANSTON #2 LANDFILL
2. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS - BRIDGER VALLEY TRANSFER STATION
3. FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS — EVANSTON TRANSFER STATION

4. TRANSPORTATION AND DISPOSAL COST OPTIONS WORKSHEETS

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx



1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE

In the summer of 2007, the Lincoln, Sublette, Teton, and Uinta County Commissions each passed resolutions to
prepare a multi-jurisdictional integrated solid waste management (ISWM) plan. This group is collectively known as
the Western Wyoming Planning Group (WWPG), and includes local elected officials; managers of landfills, transfer
stations, recycling and composting facilities; local haulers; and other interested parties. The purpose of the ISWM plan
is to evaluate existing waste management systems within the planning area, and identify alternatives that may provide
reasonable, cost-effective, and environmentally sound solutions for the next 20 years. This regional ISWM planning
effort is mandated by W.S. § 35-11-1901 through 35-11-1905 of the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act, which also
provides funding for up to 90% of eligible planning costs. The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
(WDEQ), Solid and Hazardous Waste Division (SHWD) is overseeing this project and dispersing the associated
funding resources. The purpose of this Economic Analysis of Alternatives Report is to present the results of planning
activities completed to date regarding the alternative systems identified by the WWPG for economic analysis and

further consideration.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THIS REPORT

The results of solid waste planning activities completed are summarized in the following sections of this report:

= Section 2.0 — Methodologies
= Section 3.0 — Alternative System Profiles
Section 4.0 — Economic Analysis of Alternative Systems
= Section 5.0 — Summary and Conclusions
= Section 6.0 — References

1
—
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2.0 METHODOLOGIES

Specific methodologies were utilized to identify, evaluate, and compare existing and alternative solid waste
management systems. The following information is provided to describe these methodologies, as well as the associated

assumptions and limitations.

2.1 INVENTORY OF EXISTING FACILITIES AND CHARACTERIZATION OF THE WASTE
STREAM
Trihydro Corporation (Trihydro) assisted the members of the WWPG with the preparation of inventories of existing
solid waste management facilities that are operating in Lincoln, Sublette, Teton, and Uinta Counties (Figure 2-1). In
May 2008, Trihydro issued Interim Reports for each county (Trihydro 2008A; Trihydro 2008B; Trihydro 2008C;
Trihydro 2008D). The Interim Reports presented profiles of existing facilities, and provided analyses and summaries
of key capacity, regulatory, and financial issues facing each of the existing facilities. The Interim Reports also
provided characterizations and estimates of the existing and future service populations and waste streams for each
existing facility. Copies of the Interim Report for each of the counties in the WWPG are available online at the website

for this project (http://www.westernwyomingiswm.com/).

For the purposes of this project, the solid waste stream is assumed to contain varying percentages of the following

wastes:

Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) — MSW is defined as “solid waste resulting from or incidental to residential,
community, trade or business activities, including garbage, rubbish, ashes, street sweepings, dead animals, tires,
abandoned automobiles and all other solid waste other than industrial or hazardous waste” (WDEQ 1998A). The

MSW stream may also include any of the other types of wastes specifically identified below.

= Construction and Demolition Waste (CDW) — CDW is defined as “stone, wood, concrete, asphaltic concrete,
cinder blocks, brick, plaster and metal” (WDEQ 1998A). CDW may also contain items such as electrical fixtures
and wiring, fiberglass, furniture, glass, green wastes (e.g., grass, leaves, shrubs, tree limbs), packaging materials
(e.g., paper, plastic, foam), plastic pipe, plumbing fixtures, roofing materials, tires, and white goods (i.e.,

appliances that do not contain refrigerants) (WDEQ 2007).

= Special Solid Waste (SSW) — SSW includes wastes that are subject to specific waste management standards, as

defined by Chapter 8 of the Wyoming Solid Waste Rules and Regulations, i.e., scrap tires, non-friable ashestos-

e Trimvdm
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containing wastes, friable asbestos-containing wastes, petroleum contaminated soils, and petroleum storage tanks
(WDEQ 1998E). Note, not all solid waste management facilities accept wastes regulated under Chapter 8. In
addition, SSW may include wastes that may warrant special management practices, such as household hazardous

waste (HHW), conditionally exempt small quantity hazardous waste (CESQG), and dead animals.

= Recycling Commodities — This group of wastes may include a variety of solid wastes that are commonly marketed

as commaodities, including but not limited to paper, cardboard, plastic, aluminum cans, glass, and metal.

2.2 IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS

In conjunction with the inventory of existing facilities, the WWPG considered the variety of issues facing existing solid
waste management facilities in their counties, as well as other communities in Wyoming. A series of public meetings
were held to explain these issues, and to identify alternative systems that had the potential to provide cost-effective and
environmentally sound solutions for the next 20 years. The following is a summary of the public meetings that were

held to discuss ISWM planning and solicit input on the process:

= August 14, 2007 - Project Kick-Off Meeting — Pinedale, WY
= January 14, 2008 - Local Planning Meeting — Evanston, WY
= January 15, 2008 — Local Planning Meeting — Kemmerer, WY
= January 17, 2008 - Local Planning Meeting — Jackson, WY

= January 18, 2008 — Local Planning Meeting — Pinedale, WY

= March 27,2008 — Regional Planning Meeting — Kemmerer, WY

In December 2007, a project website was established (http://www.westernwyomingiswm.com/) and an informational

brochure entitled, “Why Are We Talking Trash?” (Appendix A) was distributed in communities throughout the

planning area to explain:

= The growing solid waste management problem.

= Who is working to address the problem.

= What integrated solid waste management planning is.

= How the public can get involved.
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In August 2008, a second informational brochure entitled, “Can We Do a Better Job Managing Our Trash?” (Appendix

A) was distributed in communities throughout the planning area to explain:
= What the existing solid waste management system looks like.

= What alternatives are being considered.

= Who is working to address the problem.

= What integrated solid waste management planning is.

= How the public can get involved.

In September 2008, a brief presentation entitled, “Integrated Solid Waste Management Planning Project” (Appendix A)
was distributed to members of the working group to facilitate dissemination of information to local communities and

explain:

= Who was participating in the planning project.
= Why the planning project was started.

= What integrated solid waste management is.

= What the existing system looks like.

= What alternatives are being considered.

The members of the WWPG used their years of local experience managing solid waste and recyclable commodities;
reviewed current state, regional, and national trends; and considered the unique needs of their communities. After
discussing a variety of ideas the WWPG narrowed their list of potential alternatives down to those that were most likely
to provide reasonable, cost-effective, and environmentally sound solutions for at least the next 20 years. The

alternative systems they identified are described further in Sections 3 and 4 of this document.

2.3 FULL COST ACCOUNTING
The Full Cost Accounting (FCA) methodology used for this project is generally based on the methodology described in
Full Cost Accounting for Municipal Solid Waste Management: A Handbook (EPA 1997). The FCA methodology

e Trimvdm

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\200812_WWY_EA_RPT.docx 2-3



accounts for the time-value of money throughout the life-cycle of a facility, which includes development (i.e., up-
front), operation, and closure/post-closure (i.e., back-end) costs, but does not include remediation, contingent,
environmental degradation, or social costs. All costs were converted to equivalent annual costs over the operating life
of the facility, and correlated to the annual tonnage of waste managed to estimate a cost per ton for each facility. The
annualized cost method was selected for this project because it allows comparison of alternatives with different useful
lives. Note the annualized costs estimated by the FCA methodology may or may not correlate with the annual
operating budget or tipping fee for a given facility. Annual operating budgets and tipping fees can be influenced by
one-time or short-term income (i.e., grants and loans) or expenditures (i.e., capital improvements), and may therefore

vary from year to year or facility to facility.

In consideration of the fact that existing waste management systems within the planning area are generally operated
and funded locally, the costs of potential alternatives were evaluated on a similar basis (i.e., county by county). This
approach allows each member of the WWPG to compare the costs associated with their existing system to the costs

associated with each alternative.

2.3.1 REVENUE
Although revenues for existing facilities were summarized in the Interim Reports, the effects of revenue on facility
costs were not included in the estimated life-cycle cost of alternatives. The only exception to this is that the revenue
generated by the sale of commaodities was used to offset the annualized cost of the associated facility. This was done to
reflect the fact that the commaodities are physically removed from the local waste management system, and the
associated revenue is generated by a source that is not otherwise contributing to the revenue or expenditures of the local

waste management system.

2.3.2 ANNUAL INFLATION RATE
The annual inflation rate, as defined by Wyoming Solid Waste Rules and Regulations Chapter 7 “Financial Assurance
Requirements”, was used to estimate a long-term average annual effective rate (i) for this project (WDEQ 1998D).
From 1994 through 2007, the annual inflation rate ranged from approximately 1.1% to 3.2%, and averaged
approximately 2.2%. Based on this data, an average annual effective rate of 3% was selected for this project. While
the current economic climate has heightened concerns that the future annual inflation rate could increase over 3% for a
period of years, the average annual inflation rate over the entire planning period (through 2027) would have to differ

substantially from the historical record to require adjustment of the estimated annual costs presented herein.
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2.3.3 FULL COST ACCOUNTING WORKSHEETS
The FCA methodology was applied to facilities that compose the core infrastructure of the local waste management
system (i.e., landfills, transfer stations, recycling centers, and composting facilities). FCA data were compiled using a

series of worksheets and associated guidelines, as follows:
= Worksheet #1 — Full Cost Accounting Summary Sheet
= Worksheet #2 — Development Costs

= Worksheet #3 — Operating Costs

= Worksheet #4 — Closure & Post-Closure Costs

= Worksheet #5 — Revenues

= Worksheet #6 — Closure/Post-Closure Cost Guideline

The FCA methodology was limited to facilities owned by cities, counties, or public non-profit organizations that were
able to provide financial information. FCA worksheets were developed for each of the core facilities, as applicable.
Analysis of financial information for privately-owned facilities and/or contractors was limited to available service rate

schedules.

2.3.4 CLOSED FACILITIES
Closed facilities (i.e., landfills) that may be present within the planning area were omitted from the scope of work for
this project. Closed facilities may be a financial liability to the respective responsible parties, primarily due to long-
term monitoring costs, but also due to potential remediation costs. Remediation costs are outside the scope of the full
cost accounting methodology. More importantly, the potential costs associated with closed facilities are unlikely to
change whether the existing waste management system is maintained or replaced by an alternative system. Therefore,
for the purposes of this project, it was assumed that the selection of the existing waste management system or a
preferred alternative is independent of the potential costs associated with closed facilities. In situations where an
alternative waste management system includes closure of a landfill that is currently operating, estimated closure and
post-closure costs are provided to characterize the capital and annual (i.e., post-closure) costs associated with that

alternative.
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2.3.5 COLLECTION SERVICES
Collection services are also an important component of any waste management system. Collection services are often
provided by some combination of public entities, private companies, and individuals, and the costs associated with each
type of service provider can be highly variable. In addition, many collection service fees are inclusive of tipping fees at
a particular facility. Due to the variable nature of collection service costs and the nature of the associated fee structure,

collection system costs were excluded from the FCA analysis of individual facilities.

2.3.6 SUMMARY OF FULL COST ACCOUNTING PROCEDURES AND ASSUMPTION
The following information is provided to summarize and clarify important procedures and assumptions that were used

for the FCA process:

= Facility assets were depreciated by the “straight-line” method over the associated useful life of the asset. Default
estimates of the useful life of assets were used if asset-specific estimates were unavailable from the operator.

Default estimate values for the useful lives of assets are listed in Appendix B.

= Inorder to facilitate comparisons of existing facilities and alternatives on the same dollar-value basis, the estimated
life-cycle costs of existing facilities were inflated to 2010 dollars using the noted rate of inflation, and the
estimated life-cycle costs of alternatives were estimated in 2010 dollars. The year 2010 was used as the baseline
for comparing the costs of existing facilities to the cost of alternatives because it contains the first full construction
season after the final report for the ISWM planning project must be submitted to WDEQ/SHWD. As such, 2010
was identified as the first year in which alternatives may be implemented. Although the implementation of some
alternatives may be delayed beyond 2010 due to regulatory, financial, or other considerations, the relative costs of

existing facilities and the various alternatives are not expected to change significantly.

= Planning cost estimates were developed to approximate potential capital costs associated with the design,
permitting, and construction of a variety of facilities, including engineered containment system (ECS) liner
systems, ECS cover systems, leachate evaporation ponds, transfer stations, and recycling centers. These planning
cost estimates were based on a number of generic design and site assumptions, local and regional cost data (R.S.
Means CostWorks® 2008 3" Quarter), and estimates provided by vendors and Trihydro.

= Planning cost estimates were developed to approximate potential capital costs associated with the various types of

equipment (e.g., backhoes, containers, trailers) that may be used at landfills, transfer stations, and recycling
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centers. These planning cost estimates were based on estimates provided by Wyoming facility operators, as well as
local and regional vendors. In general, these planning cost estimates are considered conservatively high because

they were based on the upper end of the range of cost estimates provided.

= Planning cost estimates were developed to approximate potential operating costs associated with transportation
services (i.e., trucking). These planning cost estimates were based on cost estimates provided by local and regional
service providers. In general, these planning cost estimates are considered conservatively high because they were
based on the upper end of the range of cost estimates provided. The planning cost estimates for transportation
services were broken into two components: a cost per mile, and a trip cost. The estimated cost per mile includes
standardized assumptions regarding hourly rates, fuel consumption, and average vehicle speed. The estimated trip
cost was developed to reflect costs incurred to handle containers or trailers at each end of the transfer cycle, and
included standardized assumptions regarding the type of container or trailer, and the amount of time required to
complete various tasks (e.g., load, tarp, unload). At the time these planning cost estimates were developed (the
spring of 2008), the retail price of diesel fuel was in the range of $4.50 to $4.80 per gallon. Due to uncertainties
regarding future fluctuations in fuel prices, the planning cost estimates were conservatively adjusted to reflect the

impact of an additional $1.00 per gallon increase in the price of diesel fuel.

= In cases where a waste management system includes a transfer station, the costs associated with final disposal of
the transferred wastes were accounted for in the cost of the landfill if both the transfer station and the landfill are
operated by the same entity (e.g., a county). This methodology not only ties disposal costs to the facility that is
actually disposing the waste, but it also isolates transfer system costs so that incremental changes in the cost of

hauling and disposing of the waste to another landfill can be evaluated.

= In cases where a transfer station and a landfill are not both owned by the same entity, the costs associated with the
final disposal of the transferred wastes were still accounted for in the cost of the landfill, but the disposal costs
were also accounted for in the cost of the transfer station. This approach allows local entities to see the total cost
of their local waste management system, including the additional costs that may be incurred by the use of facilities

that are operated by other entities.

= In cases where landfill operating costs may be affected by the requirement to use an ECS for the disposal of
municipal solid waste, a new tipping fee was estimated by adding the difference between the life-cycle cost of the
existing unlined facility and the estimated life-cycle cost of the existing facility with an ECS, to the current tipping
fee for the existing facility. This procedure was used to estimate the relative cost of using an alternative facility

that is owned by another entity.
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24 OTHER PROCEDURES AND ASSUMPTIONS

Although not directly associated with the FCA methodology, the following procedures and assumptions were also used

in the process of evaluating the cost of alternatives:

= Estimates of the site lives of existing landfills were generally based on information provided by facility operators.
In cases were site life information was limited or not current, standardized assumptions were made regarding
disposal cell geometry (e.g., 30 feet deep and 30 feet high), compacted waste density (e.g., 1,200 pounds per cubic

foot), and ratios of the volumes of daily cover and wastes (e.g., 4:1).

= Ifan alternative included the use of an ECS liner system for the disposal of MSW, it was assumed that the existing
prescriptive compacted soil cover system described in Solid Waste Chapter 2, Section 7(d) will need to be replaced
by an ECS cover system (WDEQ 1998B).

= The transportation and disposal of wastes in cells equipped with ECS are generally accepted to be the primary
factors that will affect the cost of existing and alternative waste management systems. In consideration of this
conclusion, many of the alternatives selected for analysis include increased segregation goals for CDW, and in
once case, for both CDW and MSW. The segregation goals identified are assumed to be reasonable and attainable
based on segregation rates obtained or exceeded by existing segregation programs at other Wyoming facilities,
such as a 20% segregation rate for CDW. It was assumed that CDW that is segregated may be managed at the
receiving facility by disposal as CDW in unlined cells (which will require site-specific approval by
WDEQ/SHWD), diverting it to a clean fill facility (e.g., old concrete), diverting it to a composting facility (e.g.,
clean wood and yard wastes), or diverting it to a recycling facility (e.g., scrap metal). Regardless of how and
where the segregated CDW is managed, the estimated tonnage of segregated materials was subtracted from the
tonnage of municipal solid waste that may need to be transported to and disposed at a facility that is equipped with
an ECS.

The impacts of increased commodity recycling rates on transportation and disposal alternatives were not considered
relative to the tonnage of MSW that may need to be transported to and disposed at a facility that is equipped with an
ECS. This approach is consistent with the assumption used in the Interim Reports to estimate future waste generation
rates, and provides a conservative estimate of the capacity requirements for transfer and disposal facilities. Proposed
increases in commodity recycling rates were identified to either establish reasonable baselines for relatively new

programs, or to make established programs more competitive with disposal programs.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVE SYSTEM PROFILES

The following information provides general descriptions of the three alternative systems identified by the WWPG as
having the potential to provide reasonable, cost-effective, and environmentally sound solutions to the solid waste
management issues in Lincoln, Sublette, Teton, and Uinta Counties for at least the next 20 years. In general, the three

alternative systems may be summarized as follows:
= Alternative #1 — Three regional landfills in the planning area
= Alternative #2 — Two regional landfills in the planning area

= Alternative #3 — No regional landfills in the planning area

Based on geographic considerations, market conditions, and the relatively low density of the service population in the
planning area, the members of the WWPG acknowledged that for the near future, landfills will be utilized to manage a
significant percentage of the solid waste stream. Although waste diversion, composting, and recycling have the
potential to significantly reduce the amount of solid waste disposed in landfills and extend the life of those facilities,
the relatively small size of Wyoming’s waste stream and the significant distances to established commodity markets
present certain challenges. It is unlikely, therefore, that systems built around waste diversion, composting, and
recycling will be able to effectively manage the majority of the wastes that are generated in the planning area. The
alternatives selected, therefore, are based on the concept of using state-of-the-art regional landfills to manage the
majority of the solid waste stream, but provide opportunities and incentives to increase the amount of solid wastes
segregated and managed by waste diversion, composting, and recycling. In some portions of the planning area,
emerging waste diversion, composting, and recycling initiatives have the potential to significantly impact the amount of

wastes that is disposed at landfills, and could lead to fundamental shifts in the way Wyoming manages solid waste.

For each of the alternatives identified, the members of the WWPG agreed that additional waste segregation and
diversion to clean fill, recycling, and composting programs should be pursued to reduce the amount of wastes that are
transported and disposed. Tables 3-1 through 3-7 identify existing and proposed waste generation forecast summaries
for each member of the WWPG. In Sublette and Uinta Counties, where current CDW segregation rates are relatively
low, a common segregation goal of 20% was recommended. In Teton County, where current MSW and CDW
segregation rates are relatively high, a slight increase in the overall segregation rate was recommended to offset the

impact of recent increases in tipping fees at the Marbleton #2 Landfill. The existing waste segregation rates for Lincoln
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County facilities were left unchanged based on available data, which indicates that these facilities are already

segregating significant percentages of the MSW and CDW streams.

The members of the WWPG acknowledged that the proposed use of unlined disposal cells for wastes that pose less of
threat to the environment than municipal solid wastes will be subject to approval by the WDEQ/SHWD based on site-
specific conditions. For the purposes of this project, it was assumed that the use of unlined disposal cells for certain

wastes is a potential option at most existing landfills.

3.1 ALTERNATIVE #1 — THREE REGIONAL LANDFILLS

Alternative #1 assumes that each of the three counties that currently operate unlined landfills (i.e., Lincoln, Sublette,
and Uinta Counties) would begin using lined disposal cells at one of their existing landfills for the disposal of MSW.
The Kemmerer #2, Marbleton #2, and Evanston #2 Landfills were identified as potential locations for the three lined
regional landfills. Transfer stations would be used to collect and transport MSW to the regional landfills, and unlined
disposal cells at existing landfills would continue to be used for the disposal of wastes that pose less of a threat to the

environment, such as those generated by construction/demolition activities.

Due to the fact that Alternative #1 will provide a lined landfill for each county that currently operates landfills, it was
assumed that each county would transport the MSW generated within the county to a lined landfill within the county,
rather than a lined landfill in another county. This assumption minimizes transportation costs and allows each county
to increase the tonnage managed at its one lined landfill, which improves the economies of scale at the lined landfill.
This assumption also avoids additional tipping fees that would likely be incurred by using a landfill that is operated by

another entity.

Figure 3-1 depicts generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #1. Table 3-8 summarizes the estimated
tonnages of wastes disposed and diverted (to clean fill, composting, or recycling facilities) associated with this

alternative.

In order to implement Alternative #1, a number of physical and operational changes will need to be made to the
existing facilities that are currently operated by each entity. The major assumptions and implementation issues

associated with these changes are summarized below.
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3.1.1 LINCOLN COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Kemmerer #2 Landfill include:

The service area will include wastes from the Kemmerer area, and MSW from the Cokeville #2, Thayne, and

LaBarge Transfer Stations.

Engineered liner/cover systems will be used for the disposal of MSW. Lined cells that have a footprint of

approximately 5 acres will be constructed and reclaimed at approximately 10-year intervals.
Unlined cells will be used for the disposal of CDW.

Additional above-grade disposal capacity will be obtained by a vertical expansion.

Scales will be installed. (This activity is currently in progress.)

Existing segregation and diversion programs will be maintained for CDW and clean fill materials.

The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net increase in the life of the

facility from 2038 to 2040 (approximately 2 years).

A collection point for recyclable commodities will be maintained and the recycling rate will be increased to 5% of

the total waste stream. (Less than 1% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Cokeville #2 Landfill/Transfer Station include:

The service area will include wastes from the Cokeville area, and CDW from the Thayne Transfer Station.
The existing building and baler will be used to transfer MSW to the Kemmerer #2 Landfill.

The existing walking floor trailer at the Thayne Transfer Station will be used to transfer baled wastes.
Unlined cells will be used for the disposal of CDW.

Existing segregation and diversion programs will be maintained for CDW and clean fill materials.

The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net increase in the life of the

facility from 2013 to 2022 (approximately 9 years).

A collection point for recyclable commodities will be maintained and the recycling rate will be increased to 5% of

the total waste stream. (Less than 1% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)

i
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The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Thayne Transfer Station include:

The service area will include wastes from the northern portion of Lincoln County (i.e., Smoot to Alpine).
The existing building and baler will be used to transfer MSW to the Kemmerer #2 Landfill.

A new walking floor trailer will be used to transfer baled wastes. (This activity has been completed.)
Scales will be installed. (This activity is in progress.)

Existing segregation and diversion programs will be maintained for CDW and clean fill materials.

A grinder will be used to decrease the volume of CDW before transferring it to the Cokeville #2 Landfill.
A new walking floor trailer will be used to transfer ground CDW.

The landfill will be closed, and portions of the closed landfill will be used for the storage, treatment, and transfer of

segregated CDW and dead animals.

A collection point for recyclable commodities will be maintained and the recycling rate will be increased to 5% of

the total waste stream. (Less than 1% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)

The existing operation of the LaBarge Transfer Station will continue “as-is” and MSW and CDW will be transferred to

the Kemmerer #2 Landfill for disposal.

3.1.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Marbleton #2 Landfill are summarized as follows:

The service area will include the southern portion of Sublette County, and MSW and CDW from the Pinedale and

Horsethief Canyon (Teton County) Transfer Stations.

Engineered liner/cover systems will be used for the disposal of MSW. Lined cells that have a footprint of

approximately 10 acres will be constructed and reclaimed at approximately 8-year intervals.
Unlined cells will be used for the disposal of CDW.

Existing segregation and diversion programs for CDW will be expanded with the goal of capturing 20% of the total

waste stream. (Approximately 3% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)
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= The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net increase in the life of the
facility from 2090 to 2093 (approximately 3 years).

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Pinedale Transfer Station are summarized as follows:
= The service area will include wastes from the northern portion of Sublette County.

= The existing building will be renovated and used to transfer MSW and CDW to the Marbleton #2 Landfill.
= The existing 40-cy roll-off containers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes.

= Scales will be installed. (This activity is currently in progress.)

= Segregation and diversion programs will be initiated with the goal of capturing 20% of the total waste stream.

(Less than 1% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)

The costs to manage a ton of recycling commodities at the two existing recycling facilities in Pinedale and Marbleton
are relatively high (Trihydro 2008B). In an effort to address this issue, it is recommended that consideration be given
to combining the resources, equipment, and personnel associated with these two facilities. A new recycling facility
with drop-off containers in Pinedale and Marbleton is proposed as part of this recommendation. Potential locations
considered for a new recycling facility include the Marbleton #2 Landfill and the Pinedale Transfer Station. While
either of these locations may be suitable for this purpose, the Pinedale Transfer Station is recommended based on the

following economic considerations:

= In 2007, the tonnage of commodities managed by the Pinedale Recycling Center was approximately three times the
tonnage of commodities managed by the Marbleton Recycling Center. Placement of the new recycling facility at
the Pinedale Transfer Station will limit transportation costs associated with servicing drop-off containers in these

two communities.

= Established communities such as Boulder, Cora, Daniel, and Bondurant are closer to the Pinedale Transfer Station
than the Marbleton #2 Landfill. In the event that more recycling drop-off containers are eventually placed in these
outlying residential areas, placement of the new recycling facility at the Pinedale Transfer Station will limit

transportation costs associated with servicing drop-off containers in these communities.

= The staff of the new recycling facility could be used to assist with peaks in the work load at the existing transfer

station. Likewise, the staff of the existing transfer station could be used to assist with peaks in the work load at the
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new recycling facility. Potential increases in the tonnage of waste received at the Marbleton #2 landfill may limit

opportunities to share existing staff resources at this facility.

The existing operation of the Pinedale Transfer Station includes manual efforts to segregate some commaodities
(primarily cardboard) from the incoming waste stream that is otherwise transported to the Marbleton #2 Landfill
for disposal. Placement of the new recycling center at the Pinedale Transfer Station will eliminate the need to
transport the commodities for processing. Similar efforts could be initiated at the Marbleton #2 in the baler
building, and the segregated commodities could be back-hauled in the empty 40 cy containers that are being
transported back to the Pinedale Transfer Station.

There may be opportunities to develop cooperative marketing efforts with the Jackson Recycling Center. If these
opportunities materialize and require shipment of processed commodities from Sublette County to Jackson,
placement of the new recycling facility at the Pinedale Transfer Station will limit the associated transportation
costs.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Pinedale and Marbleton Recycling Centers are summarized

as follows:

The existing facilities in Pinedale and Marbleton will be closed.
A new recycling facility will be constructed at the Pinedale Transfer Station.
Recycling drop-off trailers will be placed in Pinedale and Marbleton.

Select balers and rolling stock from the existing facilities in Pinedale and Marbleton will be placed at the new

recycling center.

The new recycling center will be operated by two full-time employees, and staff resources for the transfer station

and the recycling center will be shared, as necessary, to manage surges in workloads at both facilities.

The recycling commodity diversion rate for the Pinedale area will be increased approximately 25% to capture
approximately 6.0% of the total waste stream. (Approximately 4.8% of the total waste stream was captured in
2007.)

The recycling commodity diversion rate for the Marbleton area will be increased approximately 100% to capture
approximately 3.6% of the total waste stream. (Approximately 1.8% of the total waste stream was captured in
2007.)
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3.1.3 TETON COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station are summarized as
follows:

= The service area will include wastes from Teton County.

A residential MSW drop-off facility will be constructed at the existing facility to provide additional unloading

capacity and address potential safety issues.
= Existing walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes.

= The existing composting facility will be renovated and expanded to provide additional storage and processing

capacity.

The current MSW (e.g., yard wastes, recycling commodities, white goods, tires, and manure) and CDW (e.g.,
concrete, clean wood, metal, and gypsum board) segregation and diversion rates will be increased approximately
18% to capture approximately 27% of the total waste stream. (Approximately 23% of the total waste stream was
captured in 2007.) A portion of the increase in the segregation and diversion rates will be accomplished by the

initiation of dead animal and food waste composting programs.

= Existing recycling commodity drop-off facilities will be maintained.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Jackson Recycling Center are summarized as follows:

= Two additional full-time employees will be provided at the existing facility to accommodate proposed increases in

diversion rates.
A new horizontal baler will be installed. (This activity has been completed.)
= Existing trailers at drop-off locations will be replaced by roll-off bins. (This activity has been completed.)

= The current recycling commodity diversion rate will be increased approximately 38% to capture approximately

12.2% of the total waste stream. (Approximately 8.6% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)

3.1.4 UINTA COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Evanston #2 Landfill are summarized as follows:
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= The service area will include the western portion of Uinta County, and MSW from the Bridger Valley Transfer

Station.

= Engineered liner/cover systems will be used for the disposal of MSW. Lined cells that have a footprint of

approximately 5 acres will be constructed and reclaimed at approximately 7-year intervals.
= Unlined cells will be used for the disposal of CDW.

= Segregation and diversion programs will be initiated with the goal of capturing 20% of the total waste stream.

(Less than 1% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)

= The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net decrease in the life of the

facility from 2115 to 2093 (approximately 22 years).

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Bridger Valley Landfill/Transfer Station are summarized as

follows:

= The service area will include the eastern portion of Uinta County.

= A transfer station will be constructed and used to transfer MSW to the Evanston #2 Landfill.
= A backhoe will be used to load and lightly compact wastes.

= Two walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes.

= One additional full-time employee will be assigned to the transfer station.

= Unlined cells will be used for the disposal of CDW.

= Segregation and diversion programs will be initiated with the goal of capturing 20% of the total waste stream.

(Less than 2% of the total waste stream was captured in 2007.)
= The existing MSW footprint will be closed.

= The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net increase in the life of the

facility from 2015 to 2037 (approximately 22 years).

The major assumptions and implementation issues for a new Evanston Transfer Station are summarized as follows:
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= A new transfer station will be constructed in or near Evanston and used to transfer MSW to the Evanston #2
Landfill.

= A backhoe will be used to load and lightly compact wastes.

= Two walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes.
= Two full-time employees will be assigned to the transfer station.

= CDW will continue to be direct-hauled to the Evanston #2 Landfill.

= A vyard waste composting program will be initiated at the new transfer station.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Evanston Recycling Center are summarized as follows:
= The existing facilities in Evanston will be closed.
= A new recycling facility will be constructed at the new Evanston Transfer Station.

= Recycling drop-off trailers will be placed in Evanston and Bridger Valley. (This activity is has been completed for

Bridger Valley.)
= Balers and rolling stock from the existing facility in Evanston will be placed at the new recycling center.

= One additional full-time employee will be assigned to the recycling center, and staff resources for the transfer

station and the recycling center will be shared, as necessary, to manage surges in workloads at both facilities.

= The recycling commaodity diversion rate for Uinta County will be increased approximately 138% to capture
approximately 5.0% of the total waste stream. (Approximately 2.1% of the total waste stream was captured in
2007.)

3.2 ALTERNATIVE #2 — TWO REGIONAL LANDFILLS

Alternative #2 assumes that two of the three counties that currently operate unlined landfills would begin using lined
disposal cells at one of their existing landfills for the disposal of MSW. The Marbleton #2 and Evanston #2 Landfills
were identified as locations for the two lined regional landfills based on favorable geographic and site capacity
considerations. Transfer stations would be used to collect and transport MSW to the two regional landfills, and unlined
disposal cells at existing landfills would continue to be used for the disposal of wastes that pose less of a threat to the

environment. Preliminary estimates of transportation and disposal costs were prepared to identify cost-effective
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options for managing MSW generated in Lincoln County (Appendix G.5). The tipping fee at each of the regional
landfills was estimated by adding the difference in the life-cycle cost per ton for the existing facility and the life-cycle
cost per ton for Alternative #1, to the estimated 2010 tipping fee. (Marbleton #2 = $24 + $29.16 = $53.16 per ton,
Evanston #2 = $24 + $43.71 = $67.71 per ton). In general, the Marbleton #2 Landfill was more cost-effective than the
Evanston #2 Landfill for the management of MSW processed by the Lincoln County Transfer Stations. Once the
additional Lincoln County tonnage was added to the waste received by the Marbleton #2 Landfill, the estimated
disposal cost for this facility decreased to $46.16 per ton ($29.16 + $17), which is the final tipping fee used to calculate
the costs associated with Alternative #2.

Figure 3-2 depicts generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #2. Table 3-9 summarizes the estimated
tonnages of wastes disposed and diverted (to clean fill, composting, or recycling facilities) associated with this
alternative.

In order to implement Alternative #2, a number of physical and operational changes will need to be made to the
existing facilities that are currently operated by each entity. The major assumptions and implementation issues

associated with these changes are summarized below.

3.2.1 LINCOLN COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Kemmerer #2 Landfill are generally the same as those
identified for Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:

The service area will only include wastes from the southern portion of Lincoln County (excluding Cokeville and
LaBarge).

= The existing building and baler will be used to transfer MSW to the Marbleton #2 Landfill, so engineered

liners/covers and a leachate evaporation pond will not be required.
= One walking floor trailer will be used to transfer baled wastes.

The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net increase in the life of the
facility from 2038 to 2097 (59 years).

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Cokeville #2 Landfill/Transfer Station are generally the same

as those identified for Alternative #1, with the following exception:
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= The existing building and baler will be used to transfer MSW to the Marbleton #2 Landfill instead of the

Kemmerer #2 Landfill.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Thayne Transfer Station are generally the same as those

identified for Alternative #1, with the following exception:

= The existing building and baler will be used to transfer MSW to the Marbleton #2 Landfill instead of the

Kemmerer #2 Landfill.

The existing operation of the LaBarge Transfer Station will generally continue “as-is”, but MSW and CDW will be
transferred to the Marbleton #2 Landfill instead of the Kemmerer #2 Landfill.

3.2.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Marbleton #2 Landfill are generally the same as those

identified for Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:

= The service area will include the southern portion of Sublette County, MSW and CDW from the Pinedale and
Horsethief Canyon (Teton County) Transfer Stations, as well as MSW and CDW from the LaBarge (Lincoln
County) Transfer Station, and MSW from the Kemmerer #1, Cokeville #2, and Thayne Transfer Stations.

= Engineered liner/cover systems will be used for the disposal of MSW. Lined cells that have a footprint of
approximately 10 acres will be constructed and reclaimed at approximately 6-year intervals instead of 8-year

intervals.

The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net decrease in the life of the

facility from 2090 to 2073 (approximately 17 years).

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Pinedale Transfer Station are generally the same as those
identified for Alternative #1. Likewise, the major assumptions and implementation issues for the Pinedale and

Marbleton Recycling Centers are generally the same as those identified for Alternative #1.

3.2.3 TETON COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station and the Jackson

Recycling Center are generally the same as those identified for Alternative #1. The primary impact of Alternative #2
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on Teton County is that the Marbleton #2 will also accept MSW from Lincoln County, which is expected to decrease

the site life but improve the economies of scale of that facility.

3.2.4 UINTA COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Evanston #2 Landfill, Bridger Valley Landfill/Transfer
Station, the new Evanston Transfer Station, and the Evanston Recycling Center are generally the same as those
identified for Alternative #1. The lack of changes to the assumptions and implementation issues for Uinta County are
due to the fact that Alternative #2 does not increase or decrease the amount of wastes managed by the facilities in Uinta

County.

3.3 ALTERANTIVE #3 — NO REGIONAL LANDFILLS

Alternative #3 assumes that transfer stations would be used to collect and transport municipal solid wastes to large
regional landfills outside the Western Wyoming Planning Area. The Circular Butte Landfill near Mud Lake, Idaho,
and the Rock Springs Landfill in Sweetwater County, Wyoming were initially identified as potential regional landfills.
For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that the Rock Springs Landfill will become a lined regional landfill, and
that the Circular Butte Landfill will continue to be an unlined regional landfill. Unlined disposal cells at existing
landfills within the planning area would continue to be used for the disposal of wastes that pose less of a threat to the

environment.

In order to evaluate the feasibility of Alternative #3, Trihydro coordinated a tour of the Circular Butte Landfill near
Mud Lake, Idaho, on May 9, 2008. Information regarding this facility was compiled and distributed to interested
members of the WWPG on July 3, 2008 (Trihydro 2008), and is available online at the website for this project

(http://www.westernwyomingiswm.com/).

Estimates of transportation and disposal costs were prepared to identify cost-effective options for managing MSW
generated in the planning area (Appendices J.5., K.4, and L.2). The 2010 estimated tipping fees for MSW and CDW at
the Rock Springs Landfill were estimated to be $42 and $22 per ton, respectively, which were based on averages of
recent full cost accounting estimates for this facility, as prepared by Trihydro. (Note these estimates may not reflect
actual tipping fees that may be set by the Sweetwater County Solid Waste Disposal District No. 1.) The estimated
tipping fee for both MSW and CDW at the Circular Butte Landfill was estimated to be $32.09 per ton, which is based

on the 2008 tipping fee and adjusted for inflation. In general, the Rock Springs Landfill was more cost-effective than
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the Circular Butte Landfill for the management of MSW under this alternative. The exceptions to this are the MSW
processed by the Thayne Transfer Station and the MSW and CDW processed by the Horsethief Canyon Transfer

Station, which can be managed more cost-effectively at the Circular Butte Landfill.

It was determined that the long hauling distances between the Uinta County facilities and Circular Butte Landfill (more
than 290 miles, one way) created significant financial and logistical barriers that made it impractical to consider the
Circular Butte Landfill as a reasonable alternative for Uinta County. Therefore, a number of solid waste facilities along
the Wasatch Front in northeast Utah were contacted to determine if they would consider accepting MSW generated in
Uinta County, Wyoming. One of the operators of the existing facilities indicated that existing landfills in Salt Lake
County are prohibited by county ordinance from accepting wastes from other jurisdictions (Wooley 2008). The
Wasatch Integrated Waste Management District (IWMD) in Davis County operates a lined facility (a.k.a. Wasatch
Landfill) near Layton, Utah, and is capable of accepting waste from other jurisdictions. The estimated 2010 tipping fee
for MSW at the Wasatch Landfill was estimated to be $27.58 per ton, which is based on the 2008 tipping fee and
adjusted for inflation. The remaining life of the Wasatch Landfill is estimated to be approximately 14 years, and a new
landfill in Box Elder County (north of Layton) is being considered to provide future disposal capacity (Rich 2008).
Comparison of transportation and disposal costs estimates for the Rock Springs Landfill and the Wasatch Landfill
suggest that the Wasatch Landfill may be the more cost-effective option for managing MSW generated in the western
portion of Uinta County. For wastes generated in the eastern portion of Uinta County, the costs of these two landfills
were generally similar (Appendix M.4). However, the MSW generated in Uinta County will decrease the estimated
remaining life of the Wasatch Landfill further, and the tipping fees and increased transportation costs associated with a

replacement facility in Box Elder County may cause the Rock Springs Landfill to be more cost-competitive.

Figure 3-3 depicts generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #3. Table 3-10 summarizes the
estimated tonnages of wastes disposed and diverted (to clean fill, composting, or recycling facilities) associated with
this alternative.

In order to implement Alternative #3, a number of physical and operational changes will need to be made to the
existing facilities that are currently operated by each entity. The major assumptions and implementation issues

associated with these changes are summarized below.

3.3.1 LINCOLN COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Lincoln County facilities are generally the same as those
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identified for Alternative #2, with the following exceptions:

= MSW from the Thayne Transfer Station would be transferred to the Circular Butte Landfill instead of the
Marbleton #2 Landfill.

MSW from the Kemmerer #2, Cokeville #2, and LaBarge Transfer Stations would be transferred to the Rock
Springs Landfill instead of the Marbleton #2 Landfill.

The existing operation of the LaBarge Transfer Station will generally continue “as-is”, but MSW and CDW will be

transferred to the Rock Springs Landfill instead of the Kemmerer #2 Landfill.

3.3.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Marbleton #2 Transfer Station are generally the same as

those identified for Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:

= The service area will include the southern portion of Sublette County, instead of all of Teton and Sublette Counties.
A new transfer station will be constructed and used to transfer MSW and CDW to the Rock Springs Landfill.

= A backhoe will be used to load and lightly compact wastes.

= Two walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes.
The existing baler will be taken out of service.

= The landfill will be closed.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Pinedale Transfer Station are generally the same as those

identified for Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:
= A new transfer station will be constructed and used to transfer MSW and CDW to the Rock Springs Landfill.
A backhoe will be used to load and lightly compact wastes.

= Two walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Pinedale and Marbleton Recycling Centers are
generally the same as those identified for Alternative #1.
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3.3.3 TETON COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station and the Jackson

Recycling Center are generally the same as those identified for Alternative #1, with the following exception:

MSW and CDW will be transferred from the Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station to the Circular Butte Landfill
instead of the Marbleton #2 Landfill.

3.3.4 UINTA COUNTY ASSUMPTIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES
The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Evanston #2 Landfill are generally similar to those identified

for Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:

= The service area will include CDW from the western and eastern portions of Uinta County, and the disposal of
MSW will cease.

The existing MSW footprint will be closed.

= The cumulative impact of the activities described above is expected to result in a net increase in the life of the

facility from 2115 to 2421 (approximately 306 years).

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Bridger Valley Transfer Station similar to those identified for

Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:

= A transfer station will be constructed and used to transfer MSW to the Wasatch Landfill in Layton, Utah, and
CDW to the Evanston #2 Landfill. Note the Wasatch Landfill is potential option for less than 14 years, after which
point another MSW landfill (e.g., the Rock Springs Landfill) will need to be considered.

Three walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes. A third walking floor trailer is
proposed for this alternative to provide additional storage capacity in the event of the temporary closure of

Interstate 80.

= Two full-time employees will be assigned to the transfer station. A second full-time employee is proposed for this

alternative to accommodate the additional CDW tonnage.

= The landfill will be closed.
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The major assumptions and implementation issues for a new Evanston Transfer Station are generally similar to those
identified for Alternative #1, with the following exceptions:

= A new transfer station will be constructed in or near Evanston and used to transfer MSW to the Wasatch Landfill
near Layton, Utah. Note the Wasatch Landfill is potential option for less than 14 years, after which point another
MSW landfill (e.g., the Rock Springs Landfill) will need to be considered.

= Three walking floor trailers will be used to transfer lightly compacted wastes. A third walking floor trailer is

proposed for this alternative to provide additional storage capacity in the event of the temporary closure of
Interstate 80.

The major assumptions and implementation issues for the Evanston Recycling Center are generally the same as those
identified for Alternative #1.
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4.0 ECOMONIC ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS

The following information provides summaries of the economic analysis of each alternative solid waste management
system identified by the WWPG for further analysis and consideration. As described previously, all costs are presented

in 2010 dollars to facilitate comparison of alternatives.

4.1 ALTERNATIVE #1 — THREE REGIONAL LANDFILLS
Information describing how this alternative will affect the design and operation of the existing facilities is provided in
Section 3.1 of this document. The following information is provided to summarize the estimated major capital costs

and the annualized life-cycle costs (per year and per ton) for each member of the WWPG.

4.1.1 LINCOLN COUNTY COSTS
Planning cost estimates and FCA worksheets for Lincoln County facilities are provided in Appendix C. The estimated

major capital costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
= Kemmerer #2 Landfill
= $2,930,000 every 10 years for an ECS liner system.
$1,220,000 every 10 years for an ECS cover system.
= $660,000 every 30 years for a leachate evaporation pond.
= $250,000 for a scale system (this activity is in progress).
Cokeville #2 Landfill/Transfer Station
= No major capital costs identified.
= Thayne Transfer Station
$250,000 for a scale system (this activity is in progress).
= $210,000 for two walking floor trailers (one trailer has been purchased).
= $700,000 for a grinde.r

$170,000 for closure of the existing landfill (assuming approximately 5 acres are left to be reclaimed).
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= LaBarge Transfer Station

= No major capital costs identified.

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #1 for each of the Lincoln County facilities are summarized in Table 4.1.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-1 for comparative
purposes. Excluding the one-time closure and 30-year post-closure costs associated with the Thayne Landfill, the
cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #1 is approximately $2,088,000 per year for Lincoln County. Based on a
cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 28,700 tons per year, the average cost of managing wastes and

recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $73 per ton.

4.1.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY COSTS
Planning cost estimates and FCA worksheets for Sublette County facilities are provided in Appendix D. The estimated

major capital costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
= Marbleton #2 Landfill
= $5,540,000 every 8 years for an ECS liner system.
= $2,460,000 every 8 years for an ECS cover system.
= Pinedale Transfer Station
= $27,000 to renovate the existing transfer station.
= $95,000 to install a scale system (this activity is in progress).
= Pinedale Recycling Center
= $310,000 for a new recycling center.

= $110,000 for a one-ton truck and three recycling drop-off trailers.

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #1 for each of the Sublette County facilities are summarized in Table 4.1.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-1 for comparative
purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #1 is approximately $2,782,000 per year for Sublette County.

Based on a cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 42,800 tons per year, the average cost of managing
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wastes and recycling commaodities at these facilities is approximately $65 per ton. If the cost of disposing the MSW
and CDW transferred from Teton County (approximately 28,000 tons at $53 per ton, and 1,000 tons at $29 per ton) is
excluded, the cumulative life-cycle cost of these facilities is approximately $1,268,000 per year, or $93 per ton. (The
noted tipping fees for the Marbleton #2 Landfill were based on the estimated 2010 tipping fee ($29) and the relative per
ton cost increase for an ECS ($24), as estimated by the FCA analysis.)

4.1.3 TETON COUNTY COSTS
Planning cost estimates and FCA worksheets for Teton County facilities are provided in Appendix E. The estimated

major capital costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station
= $500,000 for a new MSW drop-off facility.
= $1,000,000 to renovate and expand the existing composting facility.
Jackson Recycling Center
= $228,000 for a new horizontal baler (this activity was completed in 2008).

= $180,000 for new recycling roll-off containers and a winch truck (this activity was completed in 2008).

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #1 for each of the Teton County facilities are summarized in Table 4.1.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-1 for comparative
purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #1 is approximately $3,372,000 per year for Teton County.
Based on a cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 45,500 tons per year, the average cost of managing

wastes and recycling commaodities at these facilities is approximately $74 per ton.

4.1.4 UINTA COUNTY COSTS
Planning cost estimates and FCA worksheets for Uinta County facilities are provided in Appendix F. The estimated

major capital costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
= Evanston #2 Landfill

= $2,960,000 every 7 years for an ECS liner system.
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= $1,290,000 every 7 years for an ECS cover system.
= $692,000 every 30 years for a leachate evaporation pond.
Bridger Valley Landfill/Transfer Station
= $610,000 for a new transfer station.
= $210,000 for two walking floor trailers.
$100,000 for a backhoe.
= $332,000 for the closure of the existing MSW footprint (approximately 10 acres).
= Evanston Transfer Station
$1,000,000 for a new transfer station.
= $210,000 for two walking floor trailers.
= $100,000 for a backhoe.
Evanston Recycling Center
= $280,000 for a new recycling center.

= $18,000 for three roll-off containers (two containers have already been purchased for Bridger Valley).

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #1 for each of the Uinta County facilities are summarized in Table 4.1.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-1 for comparative
purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #1 is approximately $2,290,000 per year for Uinta County.
Based on a cumulative waste and commaodity generation rate of approximately 22,900 tons per year, the average cost of

managing wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $100 per ton.

4.2 ALTERNATIVE #2 — TWO REGIONAL LANDFILLS

Information describing how this alternative will affect the design and operation of the existing facilities is provided in
Section 3.2 of this document. The following information is provided to summarize the major capital costs and the
annualized costs (per year and per ton) for each member of the WWPG.
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4.2.1 LINCOLN COUNTY COSTS
Planning cost estimates and FCA worksheets for Lincoln County facilities are provided in Appendix G. The estimated

major capital costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
= Kemmerer #2 Landfill
$105,000 for a walking floor trailer.
= $250,000 for a scale system (this activity is in progress).
= Cokeville #2 Landfill/Transfer Station
No major capital costs identified.
= Thayne Transfer Station
= $250,000 for a scale system (this activity is in progress).
$210,000 for two walking floor trailers (one trailer has been purchased).
= $700,000 for a grinder.
= $170,000 for the closure of the existing landfill (assuming approximately 5 acres are left to be reclaimed).
LaBarge Transfer Station

= No major capital costs identified.

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #2 for each of the Lincoln County facilities are summarized in Table 4.2.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-2 for comparative
purposes. Excluding the one-time closure and 30-year post-closure costs associated with the Thayne Landfill, the
cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #2 is approximately $2,308,000 per year for Lincoln County. Based on a
cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 28,700 tons per year, the average cost of managing wastes and
recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $80 per ton.

4.2.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY COSTS
Full cost accounting worksheets for Sublette County facilities are provided in Appendix H. The estimated major

capital costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
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= Marbleton #2 Landfill
= $5,540,000 every 6 years for an ECS liner system.
$2,460,000 every 6 years for an ECS cover system.
= Pinedale Transfer Station
= $27,000 to renovate the existing transfer station.
$95,000 to install a scale system (this activity is in progress).
= Pinedale Recycling Center
= $310,000 for a new recycling center.

$110,000 for a one-ton truck and three recycling drop-off trailers.

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #2 for each of the Sublette County facilities are summarized in Table 4.2.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-2 for comparative
purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #2 is approximately $3,224,000 per year for Sublette County.
Based on a cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 42,800 tons per year, the average cost of managing
wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $75 per ton. If the cost of disposing the MSW
and CDW transferred from Teton County (approximately 28,000 tons at $46 per ton, and 1,000 tons at $29 per ton) and
Lincoln County (approximately 13,300 tons at $46 per ton, and 325 tons at $29 per ton) are excluded, the cumulative
life-cycle cost of these facilities is approximately $1,286,000 per year, or $94 per ton. (The noted tipping fees for the
Marbleton #2 Landfill were based on the estimated 2010 tipping fee ($29) and the relative per ton cost increase for an
ECS ($17), as estimated by the FCA analysis.)

4.2.3 TETON COUNTY COSTS
Full cost accounting worksheets for Teton County facilities are provided in Appendix I. The major capital costs that
may be associated with Alternative #2 are the same as those that may be incurred to implement Alternative #1 (see
Section 4.1.3).

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #2 for each of the Teton County facilities are summarized in Table 4.2.

The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-2 for comparative
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purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #2 is approximately $3,169,000 per year for Teton County.
Based on a cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 45,500 tons per year, the average cost of managing

wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $70 per ton.

4.2.4 UINTA COUNTY COSTS
The major capital and life-cycle costs for Uinta County facilities are the same for Alternative #1 and Alternative #2
(see Section 4.1.4).

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #2 for each of the Uinta County facilities are summarized in Table 4.2.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-2 for comparative
purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #2 is approximately $2,290,000 per year for Uinta County.
Based on a cumulative waste and commaodity generation rate of approximately 22,900 tons per year, the average cost of

managing wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $100 per ton.

4.3 ALTERANTIVE #3 — NO REGIONAL LANDFILLS
Information describing how this alternative will affect the design and operation of the existing facilities is provided in
Section 3.3 of this document. The following information is provided to summarize the major capital costs and the

annualized costs (per year and per ton) for each member of the WWPG.

4.3.1 LINCOLN COUNTY COSTS
Full cost accounting worksheets for Lincoln County facilities are provided in Appendix J. The major capital costs for

Lincoln County facilities are the same for Alternative #2 and Alternative #3 (see Section 4.2.1).

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #3 for each of the Lincoln County facilities are summarized in Table 4.3.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-3 for comparative
purposes. Excluding the one-time closure and 30-year post-closure costs associated with the Thayne Landfill, the
cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #3 is approximately $2,273,000 per year for Lincoln County. Based on a
cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 28,700 tons per year, the average cost of managing wastes and

recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $79 per ton.

4.3.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY COSTS
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Planning and FCA worksheets for Sublette County facilities are provided in Appendix K. The estimated major capital

costs that may be associated with this alternative include:
= Marbleton #2 Landfill
$587,000 for a new transfer station.
= $100,000 for a backhoe.
= $210,000 for two walking floor trailers.
$684,000 for the closure of the existing landfill (assuming approximately 20 acres are left to be reclaimed).
= Pinedale Transfer Station
= $587,000 for a new transfer station.
$100,000 for a backhoe.
= $210,000 for two walking floor trailers.
= $95,000 to install a scale system (this activity is in progress).
Pinedale Recycling Center
= $310,000 for a new recycling center.

= $110,000 for a one-ton truck and three recycling drop-off trailers.

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #3 for each of the Sublette County facilities are summarized in Table 4.3.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-3 for comparative
purposes. If the one-time closure and 30-year post-closure costs associated with the Marbleton #2 Landfill are
excluded, the cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #3 is approximately $2,080,000 per year for Sublette County.
Based on a cumulative waste and commaodity generation rate of approximately 13,700 tons per year, the average cost of
managing wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $152 per ton.

4.3.3 TETON COUNTY COSTS
Full cost accounting worksheets for Teton County facilities are provided in Appendix L. The major capital costs that

may be associated with Alternative #3 are the same as those that may be associated with Alternative #1 (see Section
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4.1.3).

The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #3 for each of the Teton County facilities are summarized in Table 4-3.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-3 for comparative
purposes. The cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #3 is approximately $3,245,000 per year for Teton County.
Based on a cumulative disposal and diversion rate of approximately 45,500 tons per year, the average cost of managing

wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $71 per ton.

4.3.4 UINTA COUNTY COSTS
Full cost accounting worksheets for Uinta County facilities are provided in Appendix F. The estimated major capital
costs that may be associated with this alternative include:

Evanston #2 Landfill
= $201,000 to close the existing MSW footprint (approximately 6 acres).
= Bridger Valley Landfill/Transfer Station
$610,000 for a new transfer station.
= $210,000 for two walking floor trailers.
= $100,000 for a backhoe.
$333,000 for the closure of the existing landfill (assuming approximately 10 acres are left to be reclaimed).
= Evanston Transfer Station
= $1,000,000 for a new transfer station.
$210,000 for two walking floor trailers.
= $100,000 for a backhoe.
= Evanston Recycling Center
$280,000 for a new recycling center.

= $18,000 for three roll-off containers (one container has already been purchased for Bridger Valley).
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The estimated life-cycle costs of Alternative #3 for each of the Uinta County facilities are summarized in Table 4-3.
The estimated life-cycle costs of each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 4-3 for comparative
purposes. Excluding the one-time closure and 30-year post-closure costs associated with the Bridger Valley Landfill,
the cumulative life-cycle cost of Alternative #3 is approximately $1,731,000 per year for Uinta County. Based on a
cumulative waste and commodity generation rate of approximately 22,900 tons per year, the average cost of managing

wastes and recycling commodities at these facilities is approximately $76 per ton.
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5.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report presents the results of the economic analysis of the alternative solid waste management systems that have
been identified by the members of the WWPG. Each alternative has been described, and the primary implementation
issues associated with each alternative have been identified. The major initial capital costs and the life-cycle annual
cost of each alternative have been estimated, and are summarized in Table 5-1. The major initial capital costs are
presented to describe the short-term financial implications of implementing the various alternatives, and include landfill
closure costs if an alternative includes closure of a landfill that is currently operating. The life-cycle annual costs are
presented to describe the long-term financial implications of the various alternatives, and include the initial and

subsequent capital costs associated with each alternative.

5.1 LINCOLN COUNTY

Maintaining the four existing facilities as-is does not appear to be viable alternative because Lincoln County has
received notification from the WDEQ/SHWD that future disposal of MSW at the Cokeville #2 and Kemmerer #2
Landfills will require an engineered containment system (Trihydro 2008A). Of the three alternatives considered,
Alternatives #2 and #3 have the lowest total initial capital costs ($1,685,000). Alternative #1, which has the highest
total initial capital cost ($5,170,000), also has the lowest total life-cycle annual cost ($2,121,000) of the three
alternatives. The difference in the total life-cycle annual cost between the least expensive alternative (#1) and the most

expensive alternative (#2) is approximately $220,000 per year.

5.2 SUBLETTE COUNTY

Maintaining the four existing facilities as-is, including operating the Pinedale and Marbleton Recycling Centers as
independent operations, may be a viable alternative because Sublette County has not received notification from the
WDEQ/SHWD that future disposal of MSW at the Marbleton #2 Landfill will require an engineered containment
system (Trihydro 2008B). The total life-cycle annual cost of maintaining the current existing facilities will be
approximately $1,956,000. Of the three alternatives considered, Alternative #3 has the lowest total initial capital cost
($2,993,000) and the lowest total life-cycle annual cost ($2,116,000). However, note that the total life-cycle annual
costs of the existing facilities as well as Alternatives #1 and #2 include the costs of managing wastes generated by other
counties, which are offset by tipping fees paid by other counties. Consideration of tipping fees generated for the
existing facilities, Alternative #1, and Alternative #2, decreases the total life-cycle annual costs for Sublette County to
approximately $1,115,000, $1,268,000, and $1,286,000, respectively.
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5.3 TETON COUNTY

Maintaining the two existing facilities as-is may be a viable alternative because Sublette County has not received
notification from the WDEQ/SHWD that future disposal of MSW at the Marbleton #2 Landfill will require an
engineered containment system (Trihydro 2008C). The total life-cycle annual cost of maintaining the existing facilities
as-is will be approximately $2,698,000. All three alternatives considered have the same initial capital cost
($1,908,000). Alternative #2 has the lowest total life-cycle annual cost ($3,169,000) of the three alternatives evaluated.
The difference in the total life-cycle annual cost between the least expensive alternative (#2) and the most expensive

alternative (#1) is approximately $203,000 per year.

5.4 UINTA COUNTY

Maintaining the three existing facilities as-is may be a viable alternative because Uinta County has not received
notification from the WDEQ/SHWD that future disposal of MSW at the Bridger Valley or the Evanston #2 Landfills
will require engineered containment systems (Trihydro 2008D). The total life-cycle annual cost of maintaining the
existing facilities as-is will be approximately $1,108,000. Of the three alternatives considered, Alternative #3 has the
lowest total initial capital cost ($3,062,000) and the lowest total life-cycle annual cost ($1,794,000). The difference in
the total life-cycle annual cost between the least expensive alternative (#3) and the most expensive alternatives (#1 and

#2) is approximately $514,000 per year.

e Trimvdm
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TABLE 3-1. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST SUMMARY FOR EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS

LINCOLN COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of Cumulative
Type Waste 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream (Disposal)
FACILITY Tons Tons Tons Tons
Kemmerer #2 Landfill MSW 31.9% 4,510 4,765 6,510 114,490
CDW 47.2% 6,680 7,058 9,642 169,578
SSW 1.7% 238 251 344 6,042
MSW-D 0.1% 12 13 17
CDW-D | 19.2% 2,720 2,874 3,926
Cokeville #2 Landfill MSW 62.8% 700 740 1,010 17,770
CDW 21.5% 240 254 346 6,093
SSW 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D 3.4% 38 40 55
CDW-D | 12.3% 137 145 198
Thayne #1 Landfill/Transfer Station MSW 62.0% 6,850 7,238 9,887 173,893
CDW 15.6% 1,728 1,826 2,494 43,867
SSW 1.5% 169 179 244 4,290
MSW-D | 10.3% 1,140 1,205 1,645
CDW-D | 10.5% 1,157 1,222 1,670
LaBarge Transfer Station MSW 61.6% 494 522 713 12,541
CDW 38.4% 308 325 445 7,819
SSW 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D 0.0% 0 0 0
CDW-D 0.0% 0 0 0
Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 318,695
Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 227,356
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 10,332
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 556,383

NOTES

1  Average of 2006-2020 forecast for the County, assumed to be constant through 2027 (WA&I 2006)

ABBREVIATIONS

t/ply = tons per person per year
MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
CDW:-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-2. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST SUMMARY FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS
SUBLETTE COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of Cumulative
Type Waste 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream (Disposal)
FACILITY Tons Tons Tons Tons
Pinedale Transfer Station MSw? 95.2% 5,746 6,448 12,386 181,994
cbw? 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D*| 0.0% 0 0 0
CDW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
Marbleton #2 Landfill MSW? 82.2% 5,118 5,743 11,032 162,099
CDW? 11.3% 703 789 1,515 22,266
SSW? 0.5% 30 34 65 950
MSW-D?| 0.3% 16 18 34
CDW-D?| 3.0% 187 210 403
Pinedale Recycling Center MSW-D!| 4.8% 291 327 627
CDW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
Marbleton Recycling Center MSW-D?| 1.7% 109 122 235
CDW-D?| 0.0% 0 0 0
Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 344,094
Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 22,266
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 950
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 366,359

NOTES

1 Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Pinedale Transfer Station and Recycling Center.
2 Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Marbleton Landfill and Recycling Center.

ABBREVIATIONS

t/ply = tons per person per year

MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)

CDW-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-3. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST SUMMARY FOR 20% CDW SEGREGATION GOAL
SUBLETTE COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of Cumulative
Type Waste 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream (Disposal)
FACILITY Tons Tons Tons Tons
Pinedale Transfer Station MSw? 75.2% 4,539 5,093 9,785 143,766
cbw? 20.0% 1,207 1,354 2,602 38,229
MSW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
CDW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
Marbleton #2 Landfill MSW? 77.5% 4,775 5,358 10,293 151,236
CDW? 17.0% 1,046 1,174 2,255 33,129
SSW? 0.5% 30 34 65 950
MSW-D?| 0.3% 16 18 34
CDW-D?| 3.0% 187 210 403
Pinedale Recycling Center MSW-D!| 4.8% 291 327 627
CDW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
Marbleton Recycling Center MSW-D?| 1.8% 109 122 235
CDW-D?| 0.0% 0 0 0
Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 295,001
Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 71,358
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 950
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 366,359

NOTES

1 Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Pinedale Transfer Station and Recycling Center.
2 Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Marbleton Landfill and Recycling Center.

ABBREVIATIONS

t/ply = tons per person per year

MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)

CDW-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-4. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST SUMMARY FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS

TETON COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of 2007 Cumulative
Type Waste Total 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream | Tonnage (Disposal)
FACILITY Tons Tons Tons Tons
Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station Msw? 63.5% 44,032 27,955 28,866 34,614 654,617
cow! 4.5% 44,032 2,000 2,065 2,476 46,834
sswt 0.1% 44,032 46 47 57 1,077
MSW-D!| 9.2% 44,032 4,031 4,162 4,991
CcDW-D'| 13.9% 44,032 6,114 6,313 7,570
Jackson Recycling Center MSW-D* 8.6% 44,032 3,765 3,888 4,662
CcDW-D!| 0.3% 44,032 120 124 149
Percentage of Waste Stream Disposed = | 68.1% Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 654,617
Percentage of Waste Stream Diverted = | 31.9% Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 46,834
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 1,077
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 702,528

NOTES

1 Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station and Jackson Recycling Center

ABBREVIATIONS
t/ply = tons per person per year
MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW:-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
CDW-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-5. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST SUMMARY FOR 36% MSW AND CDW SEGREGATION GOAL
TETON COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of 2007 Cumulative
Type Waste Total 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream | Tonnage (Disposal)
FACILITY Tons Tons Tons Tons
Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station Msw? 61.7% 44,032 27,180 28,065 33,654 636,461
cow! 2.3% 44,032 1,000 1,033 1,238 23,417
SsSw-DY| 0.1% 44,032 46 47 57 1,077
MSW-D!| 10.9% 44,032 4,806 4,963 5,951
cDwW-D| 16.2% 44,032 7,114 7,346 8,809
Jackson Recycling Center MSW-D* 8.6% 44,032 3,765 3,888 4,662
CcDW-D!| 0.3% 44,032 120 124 149
Percentage of Waste Stream Disposed = | 64.0% Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 636,461
Percentage of Waste Stream Diverted = | 36.0% Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 23,417
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 1,077
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 660,954

NOTES

1 Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station and Jackson Recycling Center

ABBREVIATIONS
t/ply = tons per person per year
MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW:-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
CDW-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-6. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST SUMMARY FOR EXISTING CONDITIONS

UINTA COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of Cumulative
Type Waste 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream (Disposal)
Facility Tons Tons Tons Tons
Evanston #2 Landfill Msw! 96.5% 16,548 16,749 17,934 361,877
cbw? 0.0% 0 0 0 0
ssw! 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D*| 0.2% 36 36 39
CDW-D'| 1.2% 199 201 216
Bridger Valley Landfill MSW 97.7% 5,373 5,438 5,823 117,498
CDW 0.0% 0 0 0 0
SSw 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D 0.5% 25 25 27
CDW-D 1.8% 100 101 108
Evanston Recycling Center MSW-D!| 2.1% 358 362 388
CDW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 479,375
Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 0
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 0
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 479,375

NOTES

1. Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Evanston #2 Landfill and Evanston Recycling Center

ABBREVIATIONS
t/ply = tons per person per year
MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
CDW-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-7. WASTE GENERATION RATE FORECAST FOR 20% CDW SEGREGATION GOAL
UINTA COUNTY, WYOMING

Actual Estimate Forecast
Waste % of Cumulative
Type Waste 2007 2010 2027 2097-2027
Stream (Disposal)
Facility Tons Tons Tons Tons
Evanston #2 Landfill Msw! 77.7% 13,319 13,480 14,434 291,259
cbw? 18.8% 3,229 3,268 3,500 70,617
ssw! 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D*| 0.2% 36 36 39
CDW-D'| 1.2% 199 201 216
Bridger Valley Landfill MSW 79.5% 4,373 4,426 4,740 95,639
CDW 18.2% 1,000 1,012 1,083 21,860
SSw 0.0% 0 0 0 0
MSW-D 0.5% 25 25 27
CDW-D 1.8% 100 101 108
Evanston Recycling Center MSW-D!| 2.1% 358 362 388
CDW-D'| 0.0% 0 0 0
Cumulative MSW (Disposal) = 386,898
Cumulative CDW (Disposal) = 92,477
Cumulative SSW (Disposal) = 0
Cumulative All Wastes (Disposal) = 479,375

NOTES

1. Percentage of waste stream based on cumulative tonnages of Evanston #2 Landfill and Evanston Recycling Center

ABBREVIATIONS

t/ply = tons per person per year

MSW = Municipal Solid Waste

CDW = Construction and Demolition Waste

SSW = Special Solid Waste

MSW-D = Municipal Solid Waste - Diverted (from disposal)

CDW-D = Construction and Demolition Waste - Diverted (from disposal)
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TABLE 3-8. ALTERNATIVE #1 WASTE STREAM SUMMARY
WESTERN WYOMING ISWM PLANNING AREA

2010 Disposal (tons) 2010 Diversion (tons)
Transfer Stations MSW CDW | SSW | Subtotal| MSW CDW | SSW | Subtotal
|Regiona| Landfills
|Marb|eton #2 LF 5,358 1,174 34 42,111 18 210 228
Pinedale TS 5,093 1,354
Horsethief Canyon TS 28,065 1,033 4,963 7,346 47 12,356
|Evanst0n #2 LF 3,268 21,174 201 237
Evanston TS 13,480 36
Bridger Valley TS 4,426
|Kemmerer #2 LF 4,765 7,058 251 20,899 13 2,874 5,493
Cokeville #2 TS 740
Thayne TS 7,238 1,205 1,222 179
LaBarge TS 522 325
Local Landfills
Bridger Valley LF 1,012 1,012 25 101 126
Cokeville #2 LF 254 2,080 40 145 185
Thayne TS 1,826
Recycling Centers
Pinedale RC 327 449
Marbleton RC 122
Jackson RC 3,888 124 4,012
Evanston RC 362 362
Subtotals 69,687 17,304 285 10,999 12,223 226
Totals 87,276 23,448
NOTES
1. Estimates reflect proposed CDW segregation rates, but not proposed recycling commodity diversion rates
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TABLE 3-9. ALTERNATIVE #2 WASTE STREAM SUMMARY
WESTERN WYOMING ISWM PLANNING AREA

2010 Disposal (tons) 2010 Diversion (tons)
Transfer Stations MSW CDW | SSw |Subtota| MSW CDW | SsSw |Subtota|

|Regiona| Landfills

|Marb|eton #2 LF 5,358 1,174 34| 55,701 18 210 228
Pinedale TS 5,093 1,354
Horsethief Canyon TS 28,065 1,033 4,963 7,346 47 12,356
Cokeville #2 TS 740 13
Thayne TS 7,238
LaBarge TS 522 325
Kemmerer TS 4,765 13
|Evanston #2 LF 3,268 21,174 201 363
Evanston TS 13,480 36
Bridger Valley TS 4,426 25 101
|Loca| Landfills
Bridger Valley LF 1,012 1,012 0
Kemmerer #2 LF 7,058 251 9,389 2,874 5,665
Cokeville #2 LF 254 40 145
Thayne TS 1,826 1,205 1,222 179
Recycling Centers
Pinedale RC 327 449
Marbleton RC 122
Jackson RC 3,888 124 4,012
Evanston RC 362 362
Subtotals 69,687 17,304 285 10,999 12,223 226
Totals 87,276 23,448
NOTES

1. Estimates reflect proposed CDW segregation rates, but not proposed recycling commodity diversion rates

H:\Projects\SubletteCounty\909-001-001\Finals\Phase2_EconomicAnalysis\E200_EconomicAnalysis\Final Report\Tables\200812_TblI3-8+_WasteStreamSummary 20f3



TABLE 3-10. ALTERNATIVE #3 WASTE STREAM SUMMARY
WESTERN WYOMING ISWM PLANNING AREA

2010 Disposal (tons) 2010 Diversion (tons)
Transfer Stations MSW CDW | SSw |Subtota| MSW CDW | SsSw |Subtota|

|Regiona| Landfills

|Circular Butte LF 36,336
Thayne TS 7,238 1,205 1,222 179 2,606
Horsethief Canyon TS 28,065 1,033 4,963 7,346 47 12,356
|Rock Springs LF 19,331
Marbleton #2 TS 5,358 1,174 18 210 34 262
Pinedale TS 5,093 1,354
Kemmmer TS 4,765 0
Cokeville #2 TS 740
LaBarge TS 522 325
|wasatch LF 17,906 162
Evanston TS 13,480 36
Bridger Valley TS 4,426 25 101
|Loca| Landfills
|Evanston #2 LF 3,268 4,280 201 201
Bridger Valley TS 1,012
Kemmerer #2 LF 7,058 251 9,389 13 2,874 3,072
Cokeville #2 LF 254 40 145
Thayne TS 1,826
Recycling Centers
Pinedale RC 327 449
Marbleton RC 122
Jackson RC 3,888 124 4,012
Evanston RC 362 362
Subtotals 69,687 17,304 251 10,999| 12,223 260
Totals 87,242 23,482
NOTES

1. Estimates reflect proposed CDW segregation rates, but not proposed recycling commodity diversion rates
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TABLE 4-1. ALTERNATIVE #1 2010 LIFE-CYCLE COST SUMMARY
WESTERN WYOMING ISWM PLANNING AREA

Lincoln County Existing Facility Alternative #1 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Kemmerer #2 Landfill $474,000 $30| $1,050,000 $44
Cokeville #2 Landfill/Transfer Station $214,000 $27| $187,000 $83
Thayne Transfer Station $547,000 $47|  $806,000 $69| $168,000 $33,000 $3
LaBarge Transfer Station $45,000 $53 $45,000 $53
Subtotals| $1,280,000 $2,088,000 $168,000
Sublette County Existing Facility Alternative #1 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Marbleton #2 Landfill $1,589,000 $36| $2,541,000 $60
Pinedale Transfer Station $103,000 $16| $110,000 $17
Pinedale Recycling Center" ® $264,000 $588| $131,000 $201
Subtotals| $1,956,000 $2,782,000 $0
Teton County Existing Facility Alternative #1 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station $2,354,000 $57| $3,056,000 $74
Jackson Recycling Center’ $344,000 $86| $316,000 $57
Subtotals| $2,698,000 $3,372,000 $0
Uinta County Existing Facility Alternative #1 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Evanston #2 Landfill $730,000 $43| $1,424,000 $67
Bridger Valley Landfill/Transfer Station $330,000 $59| $388,000 $70| $332,000 $18,000 $3
Evanston Recycling Center? $48,000 $133 $65,000 $76
Evanston Transfer Station $413,000 $31
Subtotals| $1,108,000 $2,290,000 $332,000
NOTES
1. Total closure cost (one-time)
2. Annual cost of closure costs depreciated over 30-year post-closure period, plus annual post-closure costs
3. Additional cost, based on annual tonnage
4. Annual and per ton costs based on total costs minus revenue generated from sale of commodities
5. Existing facility costs include combined costs & revenues for Pinedale and Marbleton Recycling Centers
lof3
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TABLE 4-2. ALTERNATIVE #2 2010 LIFE-CYCLE COST SUMMARY
WESTERN WYOMING ISWM PLANNING AREA

Lincoln County Existing Facility Alternative #2 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Kemmerer #2 Landfill $474,000 $30| $850,000 $57
Cokeville #2 Landfill/Transfer Station $214,000 $27| $235,000 $104
Thayne Transfer Station $547,000 $47| $1,152,000 $99| $169,000 $33,000 $3
LaBarge Transfer Station $45,000 $53 $71,000 $84
Subtotals| $1,280,000 $2,308,000 $169,000
Sublette County Existing Facility Alternative #2 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Marbleton #2 Landfill $1,589,000 $36| $2,983,000 $53
Pinedale Transfer Station $103,000 $16| $110,000 $17
Pinedale Recycling Center" ® $264,000 $588| $131,000 $201
Subtotals| $1,956,000 $3,224,000 $0
Teton County Existing Facility Alternative #2 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Horsethief Canyon Transfer Station $2,354,000 $57| $2,853,000 $69
Jackson Recycling Center’ $344,000 $86| $316,000 $57
Subtotals| $2,698,000 $3,169,000 $0
Uinta County Existing Facility Alternative #2 Landfill Closure
Annual Per Ton Annual Per Ton Total* Annual® Per Ton®
Evanston #2 Landfill $730,000 $43| $1,424,000 $67
Bridger Valley Landfill/Transfer Station $330,000 $59| $388,000 $70| $332,000 $18,000 $3
Evanston Recycling Center? $48,000 $133 $65,000 $76
Evanston Transfer Station $413,000 $31
Subtotals| $1,108,000 $2,290,000 $332,000
NOTES
1. Total closure cost (one-time)
2. Annual cost of closure costs depreciated over 30-year post-closure period, plus annual post-closure costs
3. Additional cost, based on annual tonnage
4. Annual and per ton costs based on total costs minus revenue generated from sale of commodities
5. Existing facility costs include combined costs & revenues for Pinedale and Marbleton Recycling Centers
20f3
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APPENDIX B

USEFUL LIFE GUIDELINES
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APPENDIX C

ALTERNATIVE #1 — LINCOLN COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX D

ALTERNATIVE #1 - SUBLETTE COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX E

ALTERNATIVE #1 - TETON COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX F

ALTERNATIVE #1 - UINTA COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX G

ALTERNATIVE #2 — LINCOLN COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX H

ALTERNATIVE #2 - SUBLETTE COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX |

ALTERNATIVE #2 - TETON COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX J

ALTERNATIVE #3 - LINCOLN COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX K

ALTERNATIVE #3 - SUBLETTE COUNTY COST ESTIMATES AND FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX L

ALTERNATIVE #3 - TETON COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS
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APPENDIX M

ALTERNATIVE #3 - UINTA COUNTY FCA WORKSHEETS

. (rihydro



