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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 PURPOSE 
In the Spring of 2007, the City of Cheyenne, the City of Laramie, and the Eastern Laramie County Solid Waste 

Disposal District (ELCSWDD) each passed resolutions to jointly prepare a multi-jurisdictional integrated solid waste 

management (ISWM) plan.  On July 13, 2007, a letter of intent was submitted to the Wyoming Department of 

Environmental Quality, Solid and Hazardous Waste Division (WDEQ/SHWD) identifying these three entities as 

planning partners.  This group is collectively known as the Southeast Wyoming Planning Group (SWPG), and includes 

participation from local elected officials; managers of landfills, transfer stations, recycling and compost 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 to 

identify alternatives that may provide reasonable, cost-effective, and environmentally sound solutions for the next 20 

years.  The 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 WDEQ/ SHWD 

oversees the planning effort and disperses the associated funding resources.  

 

1.2 PREVIOUS REPORTS 
The following reports were generated in association with the ISWM planning process for the SWPG:   

 Existing Facilities Report, Southeastern Wyoming Integrated Solid Waste Management Planning Area, Eastern 

Laramie County Solid Waste Disposal District (Trihydro 2008A).   

 Existing Facilities Report, Southeastern Wyoming Integrated Solid Waste Management Planning Area, City of 

Cheyenne (Trihydro 2009A).  

 Existing Facilities Report, Southeastern Wyoming Integrated Solid Waste Management Planning Area, Laramie, 

Wyoming (Trihydro 2009B).  

 Economic Analysis of Alternative Systems, Southeastern Wyoming Planning Area, Regional Integrated Solid 

Waste Management Plan (Trihydro 2009D).  
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The Existing Facility Reports provide summaries of the current capacity, regulatory, and financial issues at the existing 

solid waste management facilities in each county.  These reports also provide life-cycle economic analyses of the costs 

of existing systems.  The subsequent Economic Analysis of Alternatives Report provides summaries and life-cycle 

economic analyses of the alternatives that were identified and evaluated.  The purpose of this Draft ISWM Plan is to 

describe the planning process, proposed recommendations, and potential implementation strategies identified by the 

ISWM planning process.  A Final ISWM Plan will be prepared upon completion and consideration of final public 

review and comment.  

 

1.3 METHODOLOGY, ASSUMPTIONS, AND LIMITATIONS 
The existing facilities and the potential alternatives identified have various useful lives, and incur costs at different 

times throughout the lives of facilities.  The three different types of costs that may be associated with solid waste 

management facilities include: 

 Development – These costs may include one-time capital costs such as planning studies, site investigations, land 

purchase, installation of infrastructure, and initial design and permitting activities. 

 Operating – These costs may include costs that recur on an annual basis such as salaries, environmental 

monitoring, equipment operation and maintenance, and fuel.  Operating costs may also include one-time capital 

costs such as installation of additional monitoring wells, as well as capital costs that occur at regular intervals such 

as permit renewal/modification activities, replacement of equipment and structures, construction of new cells, and 

phased reclamation of completed cells.  

 Closure/Post-Closure Care – These costs may include one-time capital costs such as final reclamation of a facility, 

or recurring annual costs such as inspections, maintenance, and environmental monitoring during the post-closure 

period.  Closure/post-closure costs are applicable only to landfills. 

 

Each of the cost categories described above contribute to the “total” or “full” cost of a facility.  The Equivalent 

Uniform Annual Cost (EUAC) method was used to provide equitable comparisons of the costs of existing facilities and 

alternatives that have various useful lives and incur both capital and annual operating costs at various times.  The 

EUAC method assumes that each alternative (and associated components) will be replaced by an identical twin at the 

end of the useful life (i.e., infinite renewal).  This method identifies the life-cycle annual cost of a facility, which can be 

used in the process of planning for future capital and operating costs. 
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The economic analysis of existing facilities and alternatives utilized for this project was generally based on the Full 

Cost Accounting (FCA) methodology described in Full Cost Accounting for Municipal Solid Waste Management: 

A Handbook (EPA 1997).  The full cost of each facility was calculated by annualizing and summing known, estimated, 

or predicted development, operating, and closure/post-closure costs over the entire operating life of a facility, and is 

referred to as the “life-cycle annual cost” of the facility.  Facility costs were annualized over the entire operating life of 

the facility based on the assumption that potential facility revenues would be limited to the operating life of the facility.  

Known costs for existing facilities were obtained from current and historical data provided by the operators.  Estimated 

and predicted costs were prepared using regional cost data or engineering experience.  Division of the life-cycle annual 

cost of a facility by the total tonnage managed by a facility provides an average cost per ton to manage the waste stream 

received by a facility.  The cost to manage various components of the waste stream (i.e., wastes that require disposal in 

lined cells, wastes that may be disposed in unlined cells, and wastes that may be diverted to clean fill, composting, or 

recycling facilities) may be higher or lower than the average cost per ton.   

 

In addition to calculating the life-cycle annual cost and the average cost per ton for each facility and alternative, the 

initial capital costs associated with each alternative were also presented in the economic analyses of the alternatives 

(Trihydro 2009D).  The initial capital costs include the major capital costs that would be incurred to implement a 

particular alternative at each facility.  These costs are included in the life-cycle annual cost and the average cost per ton 

calculations, but these were presented separately to describe the short-term budgetary demands associated with each 

alternative. 

 

For the purpose of this planning project, it was assumed that future disposal of municipal solid waste (MSW) will occur 

in cells equipped with an engineered containment system (ECS) to control potential impacts to the environment.  When 

comparing the cost of an existing unlined landfill to the cost of a regional landfill with an ECS, the following 

contributing factors may be applicable: 

 The unit costs associated with constructing and operating an ECS at a facility that receives a relatively small 

amount of waste each day are generally higher than the costs of constructing and operating an ECS at a facility that 

receives a relatively large amount of waste each day.  This is due to the relative economies of scale of the two 

facilities (i.e., large facilities can generally be constructed and operated more cost-effectively than small facilities). 

 Planning cost estimates for some landfills include excavation costs as a significant part of construction costs, while 

other facilities incorporate excavation costs as part of available facility personnel and equipment. 
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 The cost of facilities with an ECS includes the costs of both liners and covers, based on the assumption that the 

prescriptive cap design for an unlined landfill will not be adequate for a facility equipped with an ECS liner; the 

cost of an ECS cover may approach the cost of an ECS liner. 

 The cost of an ECS at some facilities may include other expensive improvements such as scale facilities or leachate 

evaporation ponds, or additional personnel to process larger tonnages of wastes, excavate/haul/place cover 

material, and manage leachate systems. 

 

As noted above, the full cost of landfills includes development, operating, and closure/post-closure costs that are 

annualized over the entire operating life of the facility.  In general, the cumulative development and closure/post-

closure costs of landfills represent a relatively small portion (approximately 10% or less) of the full cost of a landfill, 

and the majority of the full cost of a landfill is associated with operating costs.  Although the total closure/post-closure 

cost of an entire landfill can be expensive, significant portions of this cost are commonly incurred as operating costs at 

various intervals throughout the life of the facility as phased reclamation is completed.  As a result, the closure/post-

closure cost at the end of the operating life of a landfill is commonly limited to the cost of reclaiming the last disposal 

unit, and the cost of post-closure care activities.   

 

For alternatives that include closure of the existing municipal solid waste disposal footprint in conjunction with the 

implementation of some other waste management system (e.g., a transfer station), the total capital cost of closure is 

noted.  An operator may fund these closure costs and the subsequent post-closure costs though a variety of short- and 

long-term financial resources, either before (e.g., a sinking or reserves fund), during (e.g., grants or one-time 

expenditures), or after (e.g., up to 40-year loans) the costs are incurred.  In the event that an operator chooses to fund 

closure/post-closure care costs after the end of the operating life of a facility, it is assumed that the costs would be 

amortized over the 30-year minimum post-closure period.  Longer or shorter amortization periods are possible.   

 

Based on the methodology, assumptions, and limitations described above, estimates of the average annual life-cycle 

cost and the average cost per ton may or may not reflect the actual cost of implementing a particular alternative.  

However, the costs provided in this report provide a reasonable estimation of the costs of existing facilities and 

alternatives, and are suitable for the purpose of evaluating the initial capital costs, relative annual cost, and the relative 

cost per ton of various alternatives.  Likewise, the estimated average annual life-cycle cost and the associated average 

cost per ton may or may not be comparable to current or future facility annual budgets or tipping fees.  Factors that may 

affect the actual cost of an existing facility or an alternative may include: 
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 Initial capital and life-cycle annual costs are presented in 2010 dollars for comparison purposes, but some 

alternatives may be implemented earlier or later. 

 Actual development, operation, and closure costs of a facility may be different than the planning cost estimates 

prepared in association with this project, which are based on generalized design assumptions and regional cost 

data. 

 The supply and demand for items such as labor, fuel, and materials at the time of construction may affect the actual 

cost of construction. 

 The actual tonnage of wastes or commodities managed by a facility may be more or less than estimated, which may 

affect the economies of scale and the associated costs. 

 Some development, operating, and closure/post-closure costs may be reduced by grants (historical or future), and 

may not be included in the calculation of a tipping fee. 

 Debt associated with development costs and some operating costs may have been previously retired and may not 

be included in the calculation of a tipping fee. 

 Future closure/post-closure costs that are currently underfunded may be funded during a period that is less than the 

operating life of the facility, or during some period after the costs are incurred.  

 Some facilities may establish different tipping fees for wastes that are generated outside the local service area.  

 Some facilities may establish tiered tipping fees (e.g., a small tipping fee for wastes that can be diverted as clean 

fill, recycled, or composted; a medium tipping fee for wastes that can be disposed in unlined cells; and a large 

tipping fee for wastes that have to be disposed in cells with an ECS). 

 Some operators may choose to raise or lower tipping fees based on regional market conditions to be cost-

competitive or to control costs to the local service area. 

 

In consideration of the methodologies, assumptions, and limitations noted, the economic analyses of the existing 

facilities and alternatives provide planning-quality data that is suitable for the purpose of comparing alternatives and 

developing preliminary budgets and implementation strategies.  
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1.4 IDENTIFICATION OF ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS   
In conjunction with an inventory of existing facilities, the SWPG considered the variety of issues facing existing solid 

waste management facilities in their communities, as well as in other Wyoming communities.  A series of working 

group meetings were held to explain these issues, and to identify alternative systems that have the potential to provide 

cost-effective and environmentally sound solutions for the next 20 years.  All working group meetings were held during 

the day, were open to the public, and involved the core planning partners, stakeholders, and other interested parties.  In 

addition, public meetings were held in the evening to receive official public testimony and provide opportunity for 

feedback to the working group.   

 

The primary objective of the initial local working group meetings, one for each planning partner, was to each develop a 

list of reasonable solid waste management alternatives for future consideration.  During the subsequent regional 

working group meeting, the three separate lists of alternatives were compared and combined (where appropriate) to 

produce a list of potential alternatives for the SWPG to consider as a whole.  The members of the SWPG 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 SWPG 

narrowed their combined lists of potential alternatives.  The following procedures and assumptions were used in the 

process of alternative selection and cost evaluation. 

 The suitability of any particular landfill site was not considered in the alternative selection process.  In other words, 

if a facility had a current operating permit with the WDEQ/SHWD, it was assumed to be a suitable landfill site.  In 

the case of a proposed landfill facility, site selection or comparisons between proposed locations is outside the 

scope of this project.  The City of Cheyenne has conducted site feasibility studies at the city-owned Belvoir Ranch 

site, northwest of Cheyenne.  For simplicity, it was assumed that a new City of Cheyenne Landfill or regional 

landfill facility would be constructed at the Belvoir Ranch and available data could then be used accordingly.  The 

cost estimates would similarly reflect the siting of a new landfill at a different location, and the use of the Belvoir 

Ranch in the cost estimates does not preclude the City of Cheyenne from considering alternate locations.   

 The members of the SWPG acknowledged that the 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 all applicable alternatives, it is assumed that City of Cheyenne facilities will be lined, 

regardless of waste type disposed (MSW or CDW).  For the City of Laramie and ELCSWDD facilities, it is 

assumed that MSW disposal will be in lined cells, but that site conditions may allow unlined disposal of wastes 
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such as CDW.  For these communities, the alternatives include options to reflect costs for lined vs. unlined CDW 

disposal. 

 The initial discussion of potential alternatives included the possibility of incorporating a waste-to-energy facility in 

one of the alternative scenarios.  Waste-to-energy (WTE) facilities burn processed waste or refuse-derived fuel in a 

furnace or boiler to generate heat, steam, or electricity.  In some communities, WTE is a profitable source of 

renewable energy, and it has been considered as an option for City of Cheyenne solid waste management during 

the past few years.  The Integrated Waste Services Association, now known as the Energy Recovery Council, 

published a 2007 directory of operating U.S. WTE plants (Michaels 2007).  In 2007, there were 87 plants operating 

in 25 states.  These facilities combusted approximately 12.6% of the nation’s MSW, based on U.S. EPA’s 2007 

estimates.  The Waste-to-Energy Research and Technology Council states that most WTE facilities in the U.S. 

handle between 500 and 3,000 tons per day of the MSW remaining after recyclable materials have been removed.  

The larger the facility, the lower the cost per ton of MSW handled (WTERT 2009).  

Examination of the WTE plant directory revealed that all the facilities listed were constructed prior to 1999, with 

the majority of facilities (83%) built between 1985 and 1994, prior to the advent of most of the more stringent 

federal combustion and incineration regulations governing emissions from large municipal solid waste incinerators.  

Performance standards for small municipal waste incinerators (under 250 tons) went into effect for new facilities 

built after 1999.  Only 17% of the existing facilities fall into this size category (less than 250 tons), and only 6% 

are small facilities that produce electricity without steam generation.  The majority of the small facilities produced 

steam for use in multi-building (district) heating systems.   

Based on the existing facility reports for the southeast region, the 2010 prediction of post-recycle MSW available 

for combustion would be about 240 tons per day (180 tons from Cheyenne), if all three planning partners 

contributed wastes.  This would create between 36 and 60 tons per day of ash (15 – 25% by weight) that would still 

require landfill disposal.  During related studies conducted by the City of Cheyenne, viable technologies that can 

economically or efficiently process such a relatively small waste stream could not be independently verified 

(Trihydro 2009C).  Additional concerns have been raised regarding the increased permitting requirements for air 

emissions from WTE facilities, as well as the continued necessity for a landfill to accommodate those wastes (ash 

as well as CDW) that cannot be processed by a WTE facility.  Given today’s economic and regulatory 

environment, additional waste would likely have to be brought to the facility from other more populated locales to 

take advantage of any economies of scale.  Whether or not this could be accomplished in a reasonable timeframe, 

considering the general nationwide lull in WTE facility development over the last decade, is difficult to determine 
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and is outside the scope of the planning project.  In addition, the Waste-to-Energy Research and Technology 

Council estimates that initial capital cost for a WTE facility would range from $110,000 to $140,000 per daily ton 

of waste (WTERT 2009).  For a 350 to 500 ton/day WTE plant providing waste handling capacity for the SWPG 

20 year planning period, the initial capital costs could be as high as 70 million dollars, at least two to three times 

the capital cost predicted for a regional landfill facility.  Based on this information, operation of a WTE facility 

was not considered as a reasonable cost-effective alternative for inclusion in this planning project.  

 At the onset of FCA analysis, rail hauling was considered as an alternative to truck hauling.  Rail hauling was 

found to be economically, and in some cases logistically prohibitive, primarily due to the capital cost of 

constructing rail spurs, transfer stations, and loading docks at generating and receiving facilities.  Some of these 

facilities are outside the SWPG planning area and are not located adjacent to operating rail lines.  In addition, some 

alternatives under consideration include proposed new regional or new local landfill sites.  Restricting future 

landfill site selection to those areas in close proximity to rail lines would present an additional constraint on an 

already difficult siting process.  Furthermore, the rail lines within southeastern Wyoming and northeastern 

Colorado are high-priority tracks; therefore, transport costs are charged at a higher rate.  The SWPG also expressed 

concern regarding the regularity of pick-up for MSW-loaded cars, which should be transported promptly to prevent 

unsanitary conditions.  All of these considerations precluded further analysis of rail hauling as an alternative to 

truck hauling.  

 

1.5 REPORT ORGANIZATION  
The results of solid waste management planning activities completed to date are summarized in the following sections 

of this report: 

 Section 2.0 –  Alternative Integrated Solid Waste Management Systems 

 Section 3.0 –  Public Outreach Efforts 

 Section 4.0 –  Stakeholder Issues and Recommendations 

 Section 5.0 –  Management Strategies and Funding Resources 

 Section 6.0 –  Implementation Strategies 

 Section 7.0 –  References 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVE INTEGRATED SOLID WASTE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS 

 

The following information provides general descriptions of the five alternative systems identified by the SWPG as 

having the potential to provide reasonable, cost-effective, and environmentally sound solutions to the solid waste 

management issues faced by the City of Cheyenne, the City of Laramie, and the ELCSWDD for at least the next 20 

years.  Additional information regarding the alternatives identified and the associated economic analyses are provided 

in the report entitled Economic Analysis of Alternative Systems (Trihydro 2009D).  In general, the five alternative 

systems may be summarized as follows: 

 Alternative #1 – Status quo with regulatory upgrades (two existing local landfills in Laramie and Burns)  

 Alternative #2 – One regional landfill in the planning area 

 Alternative #3 – No local landfills (regional landfill outside the planning area) 

 Alternative #4 – Three local landfills in the planning area 

 Alternative #5 – Two local landfills in the planning area (existing landfill in Laramie and new landfill in 

Cheyenne) 

 

The five proposed alternatives are best considered “alternative scenarios,” in that each alternative includes a proposed 

program specific to each one of the three planning partners.  In fact, some of the alternative scenarios may be similar 

with respect to one planning partner, but include significant changes for one or more of the other planning partners.  

Figure 2-1 shows the existing waste management facilities in the planning area that were included in the economic 

analysis.  Figure 2-2 provides a diagram of key features of each of the alternatives for each of the planning partners.  

Similar alternatives and characteristics are highlighted for each planning partner.   

 

Based on geographic considerations, market conditions, and the relatively low density of the service population in the 

planning area, the members of the SWPG acknowledged that for the near future, landfills will be utilized to manage a 

significant percentage of the solid waste stream.  Although CDW diversion to clean fill, MSW recycling, and 

composting 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.  Zero waste initiatives have been receiving nationwide attention as 

pragmatic and visionary goals for communities and businesses to increase waste reduction, reuse, and recycling.  Zero 
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waste, according to the Zero Waste International Alliance, means designing and managing products and processes to 

reduce the volume and toxicity of waste and materials, conserve and recover all resources, and not burn or bury them.  

In 2008, almost 40 U.S. communities had adopted zero waste goals; however, realization of those goals is an ongoing 

process.  Responsible integrated solid waste management planning, even in zero-waste committed communities, 

necessitates provision for ultimate disposal of MSW and CDW.  

 

It is unlikely, therefore, that systems built only 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 or local 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 CDW diversion to clean fill, composting, and recycling.  In some portions of the planning area, emerging 

waste diversion, composting, and recycling initiatives have the potential to substantially impact the amount of wastes 

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

 

2.1 WASTE DIVERSION – ALL ALTERNATIVES 
For each of the identified alternatives, the members of the SWPG 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 

ultimately transported and disposed.  The following summarizes the goals set by the SWPG for the analysis of 

alternative systems:  

 The City of Cheyenne and the City of Laramie proposed that the waste generation forecast for the analysis of 

alternative systems incorporate, on average over the planning period, a 35% and 15% goal, respectively,  for 

diversion of CDW from landfill disposal.  Both cities hope to double those diversion rates by the end of the 

planning period.  The City of Cheyenne committed to a higher CDW diversion goal based on establishment of a 

dedicated CDW diversion facility at the Happy Jack Landfill.  The ELCSWDD has not established an increased 

CDW diversion goal for this study.  The existing ELCSWDD landfill facility handles only a very small amount of 

CDW due to the rural nature of the service area. 

 The City of Cheyenne and the City of Laramie have set goals to recycle 40% of their MSW by the end of the 20-

year planning period.  To simplify the analysis, an overall average of 20% MSW diversion was used in the waste 

generation forecast for the analysis of alternative systems.  This goal covers diversion of recyclable commodities 

such as newspaper, glass, plastics, etc. and may be achieved with improvement of public outreach, new and 

expanded curbside recycling programs, existing and expanded receiving facilities, and stronger markets.  The 
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ELCSWDD has not established an increased MSW diversion goal for the planning period, primarily due to the 

relatively small size of their commodity stream, although recycling drop-off bins have been included as an option 

for all alternative analyses. 

 In addition to the above MSW diversion goal, the City of Cheyenne and the City of Laramie have proposed that the 

waste generation forecast for the analysis of alternative systems includes an assumption that an additional 14% of 

MSW will be diverted as compostable material.  This rate is based on the diversion rate historically achieved by the 

City of Cheyenne compost facility and the assumption that the City of Laramie can achieve a similar rate, on 

average, over the 20-year planning period.   

 

A number of diversion facility improvements were assumed to apply to all proposed alternatives in this planning 

project.  These facility upgrades are described below but are not necessarily discussed separately in the narrative 

describing each of the specific alternatives.  

 The City of Cheyenne will upgrade the existing transfer station by expanding the existing floor plan to 

accommodate the single-stream recyclable commodities from its curb-side recycling program.  In addition, 

Cheyenne will develop a CDW diversion facility at the Happy Jack Landfill to enhance processing of divertible 

materials.   

 The City of Laramie will add a compost facility, to be located at the existing Laramie Landfill property.  The 

existing ARK Regional Services Recycling Center (Laramie Recycling Center) will be expanded to accommodate 

wastes from a curb-side, single-stream recycling program initiated by the City of Laramie. 

 The ELCSWDD analyses include an option for recycling drop-off bins, to be located at the existing ELCSWDD 

Landfill property.   

 

It is important to note that managing solid waste, whether by waste disposal or recycling, is a net cost to communities.  

Recycling operations have the potential to reduce waste management costs; however, they do not typically produce a 

profit.  At the request of the members of the SWPG, a limited evaluation of a regional materials recycling facility 

(MRF) was completed as part of this study.  An MRF is a processing facility that sorts and bales recyclable 

commodities such as newspapers, glass, plastic, aluminum, and steel cans for sale to the recycling industry.   

The MRF analysis was provided in the Economic Analysis of Alternative Systems Report (Trihydro 2009D) as 

supplemental information, primarily to demonstrate the potential economic benefit of regionalizing diversion efforts.   
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A specific description of each of the five alternatives is presented in the text below.  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.  As indicated previously, the cost estimates are presented in 

2010 dollars to facilitate comparison of alternatives.  The estimated annual life-cycle costs and capital cost associated 

with each alternative are summarized in Table 2-1 for each of the planning partners.  The estimated life-cycle costs of 

each of the existing facilities are also summarized in Table 2-1 for comparative purposes.  

 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE #1 – STATUS QUO WITH  REGULATORY UPGRADES (TWO EXISTING 
LOCAL LANDFILLS) 

The following information provides a general description of Alternative #1 and the associated economic analysis that 

was completed.  Additional information regarding this alternative can be found in Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of the Economic 

Analysis of Alternatives (Trihydro 2009D). 

  

2.2.1 DESCRIPTION  
Alternative #1 assumes that each of the three planning partners would continue to operate their local facilities while 

making changes necessary to meet current regulatory requirements.  The City of Cheyenne would continue operating 

its Compost Facility, the lined Happy Jack Landfill #1 for CDW disposal, and the Felix Pino Transfer 

Station/Recycling Center to transfer MSW to the North Weld County Landfill in Ault, Colorado.  The City of Laramie 

and the ELCSWDD would continue operating their existing landfills.   

 

For the purposes of this project, it is assumed that the previously unlined Laramie and ELCSWDD landfills would be 

required to dispose of MSW in lined cells, but that unlined cells could 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.  Additional 

costs are evaluated to anticipate the cost increase associated with lined CDW disposal, if required.  Upgrades to CDW 

and MSW diversion facilities, as described in Section 2.1, are also included in the analysis of SWPG facilities.  Figure 

2-3 depicts generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #1.   
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2.2.2 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Table 2-2 provides a summary of initial capital costs and life-cycle annual costs of Alternative #1 for each member of 

the SWPG.  The cumulative initial capital cost to implement Alternative #1, including all options, is approximately 

$14,214,000.  The cumulative life-cycle annual cost of Alternative #1 is approximately $9,424,000, which includes 

amortization of the initial capital costs.  The initial capital costs and life-cycle annual costs to the individual members 

of the SWPG, including landfill closure/post-closure care and potential revenues from wastes generated by sources 

outside the local service area, are as follows: 

 City of Cheyenne 

 Initial capital cost = $3,715,000 (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternative #3) 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $6,854,000 

 City of Laramie 

 Initial capital cost  

 $8,986,000 with lined CDW disposal 

 $5,828,000 without lined CDW disposal (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #4 and #5) 

 Life-cycle annual cost 

 $2,046,000 with lined CDW disposal (second lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #4 and #5) 

 $1,654,000 without lined CDW disposal (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #4 and #5) 

 ELCSWDD 

 Initial capital cost 

 $1,513,000 with lined CDW disposal and recycling 

 $1,493,000 without lined CDW disposal and recycling  

 Life-cycle annual cost  

 $524,000 with lined CDW disposal and recycling (second lowest of alternatives; same as Alternative #4) 

 $489,000 without lined CDW disposal and recycling (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternative #4) 
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2.3 ALTERNATIVE #2 –ONE REGIONAL LANDFILL 
The following information provides a general description of Alternative #2 and the associated economic analysis.  

Additional information regarding this alternative can be found in Sections 3.2 and 4.2 of the Economic Analysis of 

Alternatives (Trihydro 2009D). 

 

2.3.1 DESCRIPTION 
Alternative #2 assumes that a Regional Landfill would be developed by the City of Cheyenne for the disposal of MSW 

from both Cheyenne and the ELCSWDD.  The regional facility would also accept MSW and CDW from Laramie.  In 

anticipation of regulatory requirements, the City of Cheyenne has requested that the regional landfill analysis include 

lined cells for the disposal of both MSW and CDW.  For the purposes of this project, it is assumed that the new 

Regional Landfill would be located on the Belvoir Ranch property, currently owned by the City of Cheyenne; however, 

this assumption does not preclude possible development of the regional facility at another location.   

 

Under this alternative, the City of Cheyenne would continue operating the existing transfer station and compost facility.  

The Happy Jack Landfill #1 would also continue to operate until it reaches capacity, at which time, CDW would be 

forwarded to the new regional facility.  The City of Laramie would close its existing landfill and construct a transfer 

station and compost facility at the existing landfill site.  The ELCSWDD would continue operating its landfill for CDW 

collection and composting only, and a new transfer station would be constructed at the existing landfill for transfer of 

MSW to the Regional Landfill via the transfer station in Cheyenne.  Upgrades to CDW and MSW diversion facilities, 

as described in Section 2.1, are also included in the analysis of SWPG facilities.  Figure 2-4 depicts generalized waste 

flow patterns associated with Alternative #2.   

 

2.3.2 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Table 2-3 provides a summary of initial capital costs and life-cycle annual costs of Alternative #2 for each member of 

the SWPG.  The cumulative initial capital cost to implement Alternative #2, including all options, is approximately 

$45,003,000.  The cumulative life-cycle annual cost of Alternative #2 is approximately $13,451,000.  The initial capital 

costs and life-cycle annual costs to the individual members of the SWPG, including landfill closure/post-closure care 

and potential revenues from wastes generated by sources outside the local service area, are: 

 City of Cheyenne 

 Initial capital cost = $36,327,000 



 
 
H:\Projects\Cheyenne\Southeast_WY_ISWM\427-007-001\Final\200906_DraftISWMPrelim\1_Text\200906_SEWY_Draft_ISWM_Plan_RPT.docx 2-7 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $11,381,000 

 City of Laramie 

 Initial capital cost = $7,859,000 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $3,820,000 

 ELCSWDD 

 Initial capital cost 

 $817,000 with recycling (second lowest of alternatives) 

 $797,0000 without recycling (lowest of alternatives) 

 Life-cycle annual cost  

 $616,000 with recycling 

 $610,000 without recycling 

 

2.4 ALTERNATIVE #3 – NO LOCAL LANDFILLS  
The following information provides a general description of Alternative #3 and the associated economic analysis.  

Additional information regarding this alternative can be found in Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of the Economic Analysis of 

Alternatives (Trihydro 2009D). 

 

2.4.1 DESCRIPTION 
Alternative #3 assumes that transfer stations would be used to collect and transport MSW to the North Weld County 

Landfill in Ault, Colorado, a regional landfill facility outside the planning area.  This facility is privately owned and 

operated by Waste Management (WM).  For two of the planning partners, CDW would also be transferred to Ault.  In 

order to evaluate the feasibility of Alternative #3, Trihydro coordinated a tour of the North Weld County Landfill near 

Ault, Colorado on September 24, 2008.  Information regarding this facility was compiled and available for interested 

members of the SWPG on October 15, 2008 (Trihydro 2008B).  

 

Under this alternative, the City of Cheyenne facilities would operate as-is, as described in Section 2.2.1.  The City of 

Laramie would close the existing landfill and construct a transfer station and compost facility at the existing landfill 
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site.  The MSW and CDW generated by Laramie would be direct-hauled to the North Weld County Landfill in Ault, 

Colorado.  The ELCSWDD would also close its existing landfill in Burns and construct a transfer station.  The MSW 

and CDW collected in Burns would be transported to Ault via the transfer station in Cheyenne.  Upgrades to CDW and 

MSW diversion facilities, as described in Section 2.1, are also included in the analysis of SWPG facilities.  Figure 2-5 

depicts generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #3.   

 

2.4.2 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Table 2-4 provides a summary of initial capital costs and life-cycle annual costs of Alternative #3 for each member of 

the SWPG.  The cumulative initial capital cost to implement Alternative #3, including all options, is approximately 

$12,488,000.  The cumulative life-cycle annual cost of Alternative #3 is approximately $10,357,000.  The initial capital 

costs and life-cycle annual costs to the individual members of the SWPG, including potential revenues from wastes 

received from sources outside the local service area, are as follows: 

 City of Cheyenne 

 Initial capital cost = $3,715,000 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $7,000,000 

 City of Laramie 

 Initial capital cost  = $7,859,000 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $2,998,000 

 ELCSWDD 

 Initial capital cost 

 $914,000 with recycling 

 $894,0000 without recycling  

 Life-cycle annual cost  

 $579,000 with recycling 

 $573,000 without recycling 
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2.5 ALTERNATIVE #4 – THREE LOCAL LANDFILLS 
The following information provides a general description of Alternative #4 and the associated economic analysis.  

Additional information regarding this alternative can be found in Sections 3.4 and 4.4 of the Economic Analysis of 

Alternative Systems (Trihydro 2009D). 

 

2.5.1 DESCRIPTION 
Alternative #4 assumes that the three planning partners would each dispose of their wastes in their own respective local 

landfills.  Under this alternative, the City of Laramie and the ELCSWDD would operate their existing landfills, 

upgraded to meet regulatory requirements, similar to Alternative #1.  However, unlike Alternative #1, the City of 

Cheyenne would develop a new landfill and operate all of the city’s existing facilities in conjunction with its new 

disposal site.  For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the new Cheyenne Landfill would be located on the 

Belvoir Ranch property, currently owned by the City of Cheyenne.  Again, this assumption does not preclude 

development of the Cheyenne local landfill facility at another location.  Upgrades to CDW and MSW diversion 

facilities, as described in Section 2.1, are also included in the analysis of SWPG facilities.  Figure 2-6 depicts 

generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #4.   

 

2.5.2 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Table 2-5 provides a summary of initial capital costs and life-cycle annual costs of Alternative #4 for each member of 

the SWPG.  The cumulative initial capital cost to implement Alternative #4, including all options, is approximately 

$39,415,000.  The cumulative life-cycle annual cost of Alternative #4 is approximately $12,558,000.  The initial capital 

costs and life-cycle annual costs to the individual members of the SWPG, including potential revenues from wastes 

received from sources outside the local service area, are as follows: 

 City of Cheyenne 

 Initial capital cost = $28,916,000 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $9,988,000 

 City of Laramie 

 Initial capital cost  

 $8,986,000 with lined CDW disposal 
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 $5,828,000 without lined CDW disposal (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #1 and #5) 

 Life-cycle annual cost 

 $2,046,000 with lined CDW disposal (second lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #1 and #5) 

 $1,654,000 without lined CDW disposal (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #1 and #5) 

 ELCSWDD 

 Initial capital cost 

 $1,513,000 with recycling 

 $1,493,000 without recycling  

 Life-cycle annual cost  

 $524,000 with lined CDW disposal and recycling (second lowest of alternatives; same as Alternative #1) 

 $489,000 without lined CDW disposal and recycling (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternative #1) 

 

2.6 ALTERNATIVE #5 – TWO LOCAL LANDFILLS 
The following information provides a general description of Alternative #5 and the associated economic analysis.  

Additional information regarding this alternative can be found in Sections 3.5 and 4.5 of the Economic Analysis of 

Alternative Systems (Trihydro 2009D). 

 

2.6.1 DESCRIPTION 
Alternative #5 assumes that two local communities would dispose of wastes in a local landfill, while the third 

community would close the local landfill and direct-haul wastes to the North Weld County Landfill in Ault, Colorado.  

Under this alternative, the City of Cheyenne would develop a new landfill, as described in Alternative #4 (Section 

2.5.1), while continuing to operate all existing facilities.  The City of Laramie Landfill would operate with regulatory 

upgrades.  The ELCSWDD would close its existing landfill, construct a transfer station, and direct-haul wastes to Ault.  

Upgrades to CDW and MSW diversion facilities, as described in Section 2.1, are also included in the analysis of SWPG 

facilities.  Figure 2-7 depicts generalized waste flow patterns associated with Alternative #4.   
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2.6.2 ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 
Table 2-6 provides a summary of initial capital costs and life-cycle annual costs of Alternative #5 for each member of 

the SWPG.  The cumulative initial capital cost to implement Alternative #5, including all options, is approximately 

$39,415,000.  The cumulative life-cycle annual cost of Alternative #5 is approximately $12,571,000.  The initial capital 

costs and life-cycle annual costs to the individual members of the SWPG, including potential revenues from wastes 

received from sources outside the local service area, are: 

 City of Cheyenne 

 Initial capital cost = $28,916,000 

 Life-cycle annual cost = $9,988,000 

 City of Laramie 

 Initial capital cost  

 $8,986,000 with lined CDW disposal 

 $5,828,000 without lined CDW disposal (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #1 and #4) 

 Life-cycle annual cost 

 $2,046,000 with lined CDW disposal (second lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #1 and #4) 

 $1,654,000 without lined CDW disposal (lowest of alternatives; same as Alternatives #1 and #4) 

 ELCSWDD 

 Initial capital cost 

 $1,513,000 with recycling  

 $1,493,000 without recycling  

 Life-cycle annual cost  

 $537,000 with recycling  

 $531,000 without recycling 
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3.0 PUBLIC OUTREACH EFFORTS 
 

The following information is provided to summarize public outreach efforts completed to date, as well as additional 

outreach efforts that are planned prior to the preparation and submission of the Final Integrated Solid Waste 

Management Plan. 

 

3.1 WEBSITE 
In early 2008, a project website was established (Appendix A, http://www.southeasternwyomingiswm.com/) to 

disseminate project information to a large number of stakeholders in a cost-effective and environmentally responsible 

manner.  The project website includes: 

 General information regarding integrated solid waste management and the planning project 

 Contact information for the core planning partners 

 Planning area map 

 Project schedule 

 Project documents 

 Frequently asked questions 

 Helpful links 

 Opportunity to submit questions, comments, and requests for information electronically 

 

3.2 BROCHURES 
Once the project website was established, an informational brochure entitled, “Why Are We Talking Trash?” 

(Appendix B) was distributed in communities throughout the planning area to explain: 

 The growing solid waste management problem 

 Who is working to address the problem 

 The definition of integrated solid waste management planning  

 How the public can get involved 

http://www.southeasternwyomingiswm.com/�
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In May 2009, a second informational brochure entitled, “Can We Do a Better Job Managing Our Trash?”  (Appendix 

B) 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 

 The definition of integrated solid waste management planning  

 How the public can get involved 

 

3.3 SMALL GROUP PRESENTATIONS 
Beginning in November 2008, various targeted versions of a brief presentation entitled, “Integrated Solid Waste 

Management Planning Project” (Appendix C) were rolled out to small community groups such as the Kiwanis and 

Rotary Clubs, as well as the Cheyenne and Laramie City Councils and the ELCSWDD Board to facilitate dissemination 

of information to local communities and explain: 

 Who was participating in the planning project 

 Why the planning project was started 

 The definition of integrated solid waste management planning 

 What the existing system looks like 

 What alternatives are being considered 

 

3.4 PUBLIC MEETINGS 
A series of public meetings were held to explain the variety of issues facing existing solid waste management facilities, 

and to identify alternative systems that had the potential to provide cost-effective and environmentally-responsible 

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: 

 January18, 2008 – Project Kick-Off Meeting – Cheyenne, WY 

 February 19, 2008 – Public Meeting – Burns, WY 
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 February 20, 2008 – Local Working Group Meeting – Burns, WY 

 February 26, 2008 – Public Meeting – Cheyenne, WY 

 February 27, 2008 – Local Working Group Meeting – Cheyenne, WY 

 March 5, 2008 – Public Meeting – Laramie, WY 

 March 6, 2008 –   Local Working Group Meeting – Laramie, WY 

 June 11, 2008 – Regional Working Group Meeting – Pine Bluffs, WY 

 

Once the basic set of regional alternatives was determined, additional public meetings were conducted to receive input 

on the suggested alternatives and to further refine the details with respect to each planning partner.  The following is a 

summary of the public meetings that were conducted to discuss the ISWM proposed alternatives and solicit input on the 

process: 

 January 8, 2009 – Local Working Group Meeting – Burns, WY 

 January 14, 2009 – Local Working Group Meeting – Cheyenne, WY 

 January 21, 2009 –Local Working Group Meeting – Laramie, WY 

 February 5, 2009 – Public Meeting – Pine Bluffs, WY 

 February 12, 2009 – Public Meeting – Cheyenne, WY 

 February 26, 2009 –   Public Meeting – Laramie, WY 

 February 27 , 2009 – Regional Working Group Meeting – Laramie, WY 

 March 25, 2009 – Public Meeting – Cheyenne, WY 

 

Copies of the information presented and summaries of the issues discussed at the noted meetings were posted on the 

project website (http://www.southeasternwyomingiswm.com/Documents.aspx). 

 

3.5 OTHER EFFORTS 
In response to a press release and direct contact, some local news outlets provided coverage of various aspects of 

ISWM planning meetings and reports.  Representative samples of relevant coverage are provided in Appendix D.  

http://www.southeasternwyomingiswm.com/Documents.aspx�
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Public response to press releases and public notices announcing upcoming public meetings was generally sparse.  

However, whenever ISWM presentations to local governing bodies were scheduled prior to an advertised public 

meeting, the presentations generally received newspaper coverage and consequently increased attendance at public 

meetings.  

 

Public comments were specifically solicited to discuss the alternatives identified by the SWPG and to discuss 

preliminary economic data for each planning partner.  Copies of the Existing Facilities Reports and the Economic 

Analysis of Alternative Systems Report were placed on the project website for public access.  Press releases or public 

notices were also placed in local newspapers to advertise all public meetings (Appendix D).   

 

A third round of public comment on this Draft ISWM Plan is tentatively scheduled to begin at the same time this report 

is published and available for review and comment.  Copies of this report will be placed at local public libraries/city 

offices and on the project website during the public comment period.  Notices will also be placed in the local 

newspapers.  The Final ISWM Plan will include copies of the public notices and a summary of comments received.  
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4.0 PLANNING GROUP  ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

Local elected officials and solid waste professionals may consider the economic analyses presented as part of this 

integrated solid waste management project as a means to assist them in selecting the appropriate future alternative or 

alternatives for managing their communities’ solid wastes.  However, there may be additional environmental, social, or 

financial considerations that are outside the scope of work for this specific planning project.  For example, 

environmental issues such as potential future remediation activities and liabilities, greenhouse gas emissions, and 

carbon footprints of given systems are outside this project scope, but may be a factor in future decision-making.  

Decisions may also be influenced by social and financial issues such as the availability of specialized funding, the 

configuration of collection routes and collection services, odor and litter abatement and facility aesthetics, preservation 

of community identity, and regional partnership dynamics, among others.  These issues are also outside the project 

scope, but may deserve specific consideration in the selection and implementation of future waste management 

alternatives.  

 

The most cost effective alternative scenario for the planning area as a whole may not be the most cost effective choice 

for an individual planning partner.  Table 2-1 shows comparative costs for each alternative for each partner.  Tables 2-2 

through 2-6, summarize the total costs for each alternative for the entire planning area.  The least expensive alternative 

for both the initial capital and the life-cycle annualized cost for the region as a whole, would be Alternative #1, without 

listed options.  This alternative assumes that the City of Laramie and the ELCSWDD would upgrade their existing 

facilities for lined MSW disposal and utilize unlined CDW disposal (if approved by WDEQ/SHWD), while the City of 

Cheyenne would continue to haul to a regional facility outside the planning area.   

 

The following information is provided to summarize key issues, opportunities, and recommendations identified by the 

SWPG for each specific planning partner relative to the five identified alternatives.   

 

4.1 CITY OF CHEYENNE 
The City of Cheyenne core working group members and stakeholders identified several issues and opportunities that 

influenced their recommendation regarding a preferred alternative for the City of Cheyenne, including the following: 



 
 
H:\Projects\Cheyenne\Southeast_WY_ISWM\427-007-001\Final\200906_DraftISWMPrelim\1_Text\200906_SEWY_Draft_ISWM_Plan_RPT.docx 4-2 

 The FCA analysis of the alternatives evaluated indicates that: 

 The initial capital costs of Alternative #1 (transfer of Cheyenne’s MSW to a regional landfill in Colorado) and 

Alternative #3 (transfer of Cheyenne’s MSW with ELCSWDD’s MSW to a regional landfill in Colorado) are 

notably less than the initial capital costs of the other alternatives.   

 The annual life-cycle cost (including potential revenue) of Alternative #3 is lower than the annual life-cycle 

cost of other alternatives.   

 The highest annual life-cycle cost corresponds to the development of a new landfill for Cheyenne’s use only 

(Alternatives #4 and #5) 

 The annual life-cycle cost for Cheyenne to develop a regional landfill facility (Alternative #2) is lower than the 

annual life-cycle costs of developing a landfill just for Cheyenne (Alternatives #4 and #5) 

 The highest initial capital cost is for Alternative #2, development of a regional landfill. 

 Alternatives #1 and #3 involve transfer of waste to North Weld County Landfill.  The stability of tipping fees and 

the continued availability of disposal capacity associated with privately-owned regional landfills is uncertain.   

 Maintaining local control and availability of solid waste facilities is important.  If disposal fees at private facilities 

increase dramatically, the City of Cheyenne would have no choice but to incur these increased costs, because local 

disposal capacity is unavailable.  

 Maintaining disposal capacity for MSW within Laramie County may limit the City of Cheyenne’s long-term 

liability by avoiding co-disposal with wastes from other generators in a facility that the City of Cheyenne does not 

manage. 

 Maintaining disposal capacity within Laramie County may be advantageous for economic development to assure 

adequate disposal capacity for new industrial/commercial development.  

 Waste to energy facilities may become viable in the future.  If so, disposal capacity will still be needed to handle 

non-combustible wastes as well as the ash produced.  

 If the City of Cheyenne chooses to develop a new landfill, acceptance of additional MSW from their planning 

partners or other communities has the potential to increase the economies of scale of the landfill operation, and 

generate revenue that could be used to offset some of the costs of operating the facility.  
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 The Belvoir Ranch property may be subject to contention and other sites may be evaluated prior to confirmation of 

a suitable location for a regional or local landfill.  

 If the City of Cheyenne delays plans to develop a regional landfill facility, their planning partners, the City of 

Laramie and the ELCSWDD, will likely proceed with other alternatives because their timeframe for action is 

relatively short, based on the remaining capacity of their unlined facilities. 

 The City of Cheyenne is examining whether additional disposal capacity can be obtained within the permit 

boundary of the Happy Jack Landfill through excavation of older unlined cells and re-disposal in lined cells, 

vertical expansion, or other permit modification.  Expansion of the existing permit boundary may also be 

considered for additional disposal capacity.  

 

In consideration of the issues and opportunities summarized above, the City of Cheyenne core working group members 

and stakeholders recommend Alternative #1 (Table 2-2, Figure 2-3) as the preferred alternative for the City of 

Cheyenne based on current cost-effectiveness.  This alternative does not require a large initial capital investment since 

it is the current system of hauling MSW to the North Weld County Landfill but with upgrades to increase diversion.  As 

a result, Alternative #1 is the alternative discussed for implementation in this report.  Alternative #3 may also be a 

reasonable alternative, should ELCSWDD be interested in transferring their MSW through Cheyenne.  

 

The City of Cheyenne core working group members and stakeholders believe it is essential for the City of Cheyenne to 

maintain some waste disposal capacity for the long-term, regardless of whether waste to energy options become viable 

in the future.  To that end, the City of Cheyenne may want to continue its efforts to expand the capacity of the Happy 

Jack Landfill and continue planning toward a replacement disposal facility that could be operated to receive wastes 

from outside Laramie County School District #1 in order to defray costs. 

 

4.2 CITY OF LARAMIE  
The City of Laramie core working group and stakeholders identified several issues and opportunities that influenced 

their recommendation regarding a preferred alternative for the City of Laramie, including the following: 

 The FCA analysis of the alternatives evaluated indicates that: 

 The least expensive alternative (lowest annual life-cycle cost) would be to upgrade the current existing landfill 

facility to accommodate lined MSW disposal, assuming that CDW can continue to be disposed in unlined 
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cells.  If lined CDW disposal is required, the annual life-cycle cost would still be less expensive than the other 

alternatives.  Upgrading the Laramie Landfill corresponds to Alternatives #1, #4, and #5. 

 Alternatives #1, #4, and #5 have the highest initial capital cost if lined CDW disposal is required.  These 

alternatives would have the lowest capital costs if CDW was approved for disposal in unlined cells. 

 The City of Laramie has received a final determination from WDEQ/SHWD that an ECS will be required at the 

Laramie Landfill should the landfill facility enter its next phase of operation. 

 The limited capacity of the unlined portion of the Laramie Landfill necessitates prompt decision-making regarding 

the future direction of solid waste management.  The timeliness of the development of a Cheyenne area regional 

landfill (Alternative #2) may be a limiting factor. 

 Acceptance of additional MSW from facilities in Carbon County has the potential to increase the economies of 

scale of the Laramie Landfill operation and generate revenue that could be used to offset some of the costs of 

operating the facility as a regional landfill.   

 The Laramie Landfill is already a regional landfill, in that it receives wastes from the service area of the former 

Rock River Landfill.  

 Concerns have been expressed regarding transfer of wastes from Laramie to regional facilities in Colorado or near 

Cheyenne, due to safety hazards in potentially poor road conditions.  

 Alternative #3 involves transfer of waste to the North Weld County Landfill.  The stability of tipping fees and the 

continued availability of disposal capacity associated with privately-owned regional landfills is uncertain.   

 Maintaining local control and availability of solid waste facilities is important.  If disposal fees at private facilities 

increase dramatically, the City of Laramie would have no choice but to incur these increased costs, if local disposal 

capacity was unavailable.  

 Maintaining disposal capacity for MSW within Albany County may limit the City of Laramie’s long-term liability 

by avoiding co-disposal with wastes from other generators in a facility that the City of Laramie does not manage. 

 Maintaining disposal capacity within Albany County may be advantageous for economic development to 

accommodate disposal capacity for new industrial/commercial development.  

 



 
 
H:\Projects\Cheyenne\Southeast_WY_ISWM\427-007-001\Final\200906_DraftISWMPrelim\1_Text\200906_SEWY_Draft_ISWM_Plan_RPT.docx 4-5 

In consideration of the issues and opportunities summarized above, the City of Laramie core working group and 

stakeholders recommended Alternative #1, #4, and #5 (Tables 2-2, 2-5, 2-6; Figures 2-3, 2-6, 2-7) as the preferred 

alternative for the City of Laramie.  

 

4.3 ELCSWDD  
The ELCSWDD core working group and stakeholders identified several issues and opportunities that influenced their 

recommendation regarding a preferred alternative for their solid waste district, including the following: 

 The FCA analysis of the alternatives evaluated indicates that: 

 Assuming that the bulk of the excavation work is completed with existing equipment and personnel, the total 

life-cycle annual cost for upgrading the ELCSWDD landfill for lined MSW disposal, but unlined CDW 

disposal, would be the least expensive option.  This corresponds to Alternatives #1 and #4.  

 Alternatives #1 and #4 have the lowest life-cycle costs but the highest initial capital costs ($1.5 M). 

 The lowest initial capital cost is for Alternative #2, which would involve transfer of MSW to a Cheyenne 

regional facility.  The difference between the highest and lowest initial capital costs is $696,000.  

 Maintaining availability of local solid waste facilities is a high priority.  The ELCSWDD Landfill is already 

considered a regional landfill within the district, as it replaced smaller landfills in Albin, Burns, Carpenter, and 

Pine Bluffs.    

 Maintaining local control of disposal facilities is a high priority.  There is a concern that joint efforts with much 

larger planning partners would minimize the ELCSWDD’s role in facility management. 

 Maintaining disposal capacity for MSW within eastern Laramie County may limit the ELCSWDD’s long-term 

liability by avoiding co-disposal with wastes from other generators in a facility that ELCSWDD does not manage. 

 Maintaining access to animal mortality composting is important in this rural area.  All alternatives include this 

component at the existing landfill facility or transfer station.  

 

In consideration of the issues and opportunities summarized above, the ELCSWDD core working group members and 

stakeholders recommended the most cost-effective alternative.  Alternatives #1 and #4 (Tables 2-2 and 2-5, Figure 2-3 

and 2-6) were thus selected as the preferred alternative for the ELCSWDD.  If the disposal of CDW in unlined cells is 

not approved by WDEQ/SHWD, the annual life-cycle cost of this alternative would increase and be on a par with 
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Alternative #5, the transfer of wastes directly to the North Weld County Landfill in Colorado.  However, based on local 

control issues, the ELCSWDD has indicated that Alternatives #1and #4 would be selected as the preferred alternatives, 

even if lined CDW disposal were required. 
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5.0 MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES AND FUNDING 
RESOURCES 

 

The following information provides a general summary of management structures and funding resources that may be 

available to own and operate integrated solid waste management systems in Wyoming.  The discussion is focused on 

local government entities, but private ownership and funding is also an option.  Additional funding resources may be 

available, but some of the resources described may not be available for some projects.  Where appropriate, contact 

information is provided to obtain additional information or pose specific questions regarding the availability of a 

particular funding resource for a specific project.  

 

5.1 LOCAL GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT STRUCTURES 
The following information provides a general summary of typical local government management authorities that may 

be used to own and operate integrated solid waste management systems.  Regardless of which specific management 

structure is employed, owners and operators of solid waste management systems may want to set aside some portion of 

their annual budget for future expenses (e.g., replacement of existing equipment or structures, closure and post-closure 

costs).  A portion of an annual budget may be appropriated for this purpose, but W.S. 16-4-115 states that all 

appropriations (with the exception of capital facilities funds) “shall lapse following the close of the budget year to the 

extent they are not expended or encumbered.”  Appropriations that have not been expended or encumbered may be re-

appropriated for the subsequent fiscal year by the governing body (i.e., city council, county commission, solid waste 

disposal district, or joint powers board).  However, the governing body may also choose to reduce, enlarge, eliminate 

the appropriation, or designate the appropriation for some other purpose in the subsequent fiscal year. 

 

5.1.1 COUNTIES AND INCORPORATED CITIES AND TOWNS 
Solid waste management systems may be owned and operated by counties and incorporated cities and towns under the 

direction of either the county commission or city/town council.  A solid waste management system may be operated by 

a solid waste department, or as a part of another existing department (e.g., sanitation, roads).  Operations that provide a 

public service, such as solid waste management, may operate under enterprise funds.  These funds resemble private 

business, where accounts receivable are debited and revenue accounts are credited.  Different accounting procedures 

may apply if operating in a profit or loss.  Enterprise funds may fund all or part of solid waste operations. 
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Counties may levy up to 12 mills of property taxes for general operating revenue.  The revenue generated from 

property taxes varies from year to year based on the assessed value of the county.  Note, incorporated cities and towns 

can levy up to 8 mills of property taxes, but the property taxes collected by incorporated cities and towns may not be 

used for funding solid waste management systems.   

 

The general funds of counties and incorporated cities and towns may also receive revenue from other sources such as 

distributions of state taxes (e.g., sales, use, fuel, and food); direct distributions from the Wyoming Legislature; 

distributions of Federal Mineral Royalty, Mineral Severance, and Cigarette taxes; and Payments In Lieu of Taxes 

(PILT). 

 

5.1.2 JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT 
A joint powers agreement (JPA) may be established by two or more agencies under the authority of W.S. 16-1-101 

through 16-1-109.  Agencies may include counties, incorporated cities and towns, special districts, public institutions, 

agencies, boards, commissions, and political subdivisions of the state.  A JPA may be used to jointly plan, own, lease, 

assign, sell, create, expand, finance, and operate facilities, but only for service to and use by the participating agencies 

and their resident customers.  JPAs are governed by a joint powers board (JPB), which must include at least five 

members appointed by the governing bodies participating in the JPA.  JPAs may be financed by: 

 Contributions of funds from participating members 

 Bonds issued by one or more of the participating agencies 

 Revenue bonds issued by the JPB 

 Facilities that are privately owned and leased to two or more participating agencies 

 Gifts, donations, or grants of federal money 

 Industrial development bonds 

 

5.1.3 SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL DISTRICT 
A solid waste disposal district (SWDD) may be established by a County Commission under the authority of Wyoming 

Statutes (W.S.) 18-11-101 through 18-11-105.  A County Commission may establish one or more SWDDs within the 

boundaries of a county, must delineate the proposed boundaries of the SWDD(s), and must submit them to the County 

Assessor and the Wyoming Department of Revenue for review.  This review process takes no less than 60 days and 
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may involve several iterations.  If the County Assessor and the Department of Revenue find that the proposed 

boundaries contain no gaps, overlaps, or other conflicts, the County Commission may then establish the SWDD.  The 

boundaries of existing SWDDs may be amended or changed using the same process.  Once an SWDD is established, 

the County Commission appoints 3 to 9 residents to serve on the governing board (Board) of the SWDD.   

 

A SWDD Board has the authority to: 

 Submit to the qualified electors of a SWDD the question of whether or not the district shall annually levy up to 3 

mills on the dollar of assessed valuation of the SWDD to operate the district 

 Exercise all powers granted to cities and towns by W.S. 15-1-103 (a) (xxi) 

 Adopt rules and regulations for the SWDD 

 Permit persons or entities not included within the SWDD to utilize the facilities of the SWDD 

 Establish and impose facility use fees (in addition to an annual mill levy) to operate the SWDD 

 

5.2 LOCAL TAXING AUTHORITIES 
The following information provides a general summary of typical local government taxing authorities that may be used 

to fund integrated solid waste management systems. 

 

5.2.1 PROPERTY TAXES 
Property tax revenues are generated by assessing mills on the gross product of minerals and mine products, property 

used for industrial purposes, and all other property (real and personal) within the local jurisdiction.  The gross product 

of minerals and mine products is assessed at 100% of the fair market value.  Property used for industrial purposes is 

assessed at 11.5% of the fair market value, while all other property is assessed at 9.5% of the fair market value.  The 

fair market value of land used for agricultural purposes is based on its productivity.  Property taxes are calculated by 

the following formulas: 

 

Property Tax = (Assessed Property Value) x (Mills Levied) / 1,000, where 

 

Assessed Property Value = (Fair Market Value) x (Assessment Rate) 
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Table 5-1 summarizes assessment rates for industrial, other (e.g., residential), and agricultural properties, and includes 

examples of the cost of a 1, 2, and 3 mill levy for properties with various assessed values.  Additional information 

regarding property taxes is available from: 

 Marvin Applequist, Department of Revenue, Property Tax Division 

phone:  307-777-5235 

email:  mapple@state.wy.us 

website:  http://revenue.state.wy.us 

 

5.2.2 SALES TAX 
In addition to the state sales tax (4%) counties may levy local sales taxes.  A general purpose tax of 0.5% to 2% may be 

imposed for the purpose of general revenue, and a specific project tax of 1% to 2% may be imposed for a specific 

project, including operations related to the specific project.  The sum of general purpose and specific project sales taxes 

may not exceed 3%.  The process for imposing local sales taxes requires approval by two-thirds of the incorporated 

cities or towns within the county, the county commission, and a simple majority of voters.  Additional information 

regarding the local government sales tax authority is available from: 

 George Parks, Wyoming Association of Municipalities 

phone: 307-632-0398 

email: gparks@wyomuni.org 

website: www.wyomuni.org 

 Joe Evans, Wyoming County Commissioners Association 

phone:  307-632-5409 

email:  jevans@wyo-wcca.org 

website:  www.wyo-wcca.org   

 Dan Noble, Department of  Revenue, Excise Tax Division 

phone: 307-777-3745 

mailto:mapple@state.wy.us�
http://revenue.state.wy.us/�
mailto:gparks@wyomuni.org�
mailto:jevans@wyo-wcca.org�
http://www.wyo-wcca.org/�
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email:  dan.noble@wy.gov 

website:  http://revenue.state.wy.us 

 

5.3 LOCAL BONDING AUTHORITY 
The following information provides a general summary of typical local government bonding authorities that may be 

used to fund integrated solid waste management systems.  Counties and incorporated cities and towns typically work 

with their bank or lending institution, a financial advisor, or a bond underwriter to issue bonds.  Additional information 

regarding the local government bonding authority is available from: 

 George Parks, Wyoming Association of Municipalities 

phone:  307-632-0398 

email:  gparks@wyomuni.org 

website:  www.wyomuni.org 

 Joe Evans, Wyoming County Commissioners Association 

phone:  307-632-5409 

email:  jevans@wyo-wcca.org 

website:  www.wyo-wcca.org   

 

5.3.1 GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS 
General obligation bonds may be issued by counties and incorporated cities and towns to finance capital costs.  

Because the full faith and credit and taxing power of the location government is pledged as security for the bonds, they 

are considered the most secure form of debt.  Coupled with their tax exempt status, general obligation bonds provide 

relatively low interest rates.  The amount of money that can be raised by general obligation bonds is limited to 2% of 

the assessed valuation of a county, or 4% of the assessed valuation of an incorporated city or town.   

 

5.3.2 REVENUE BONDS 
Revenue bonds may be issued by counties and incorporated cities and towns to finance capital costs and operating 

expenses.  Revenue bonds are tax-exempt, but are secured by the revenues that are expected to be generated by the 

mailto:dan.noble@wy.gov�
http://revenue.state.wy.us/�
mailto:gparks@wyomuni.org�
mailto:jevans@wyo-wcca.org�
http://www.wyo-wcca.org/�
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project.  As a result, they are not as secure as general obligation bonds and provide higher interest rates.  There are no 

limits on the amount of money that can be raised by revenue bonds. 

 

5.4 GRANT AND LOAN PROGRAMS 
A number of grants and loans are available from state and federal agencies, as well as private institutions.  The 

following information provides a general summary of typical grant and loan programs that may be available for 

integrated solid waste management projects. 

 

5.4.1 CLEAN WATER STATE REVOLVING FUND LOANS 
The Clean Water State Revolving Fund (CWSRF) was established by the federal Clean Water Act of 1987.  It is 

administered by the Office of State Lands and Investments (OSLI) and the State Lands and Investments Board (SLIB) 

under the provisions of W.S. 16-1-206, and with the assistance of the WDEQ Water Quality Division (WQD).  

Counties, incorporated cities and towns, and joint powers boards are eligible for CWSRF loans.  Solid waste disposal 

districts are also eligible if they are sponsored by a county or a joint powers board.  CWSRF loans are typically issued 

at a 2.5% interest rate for terms up to 20 years. 

 

Eligible expenses must be directly related to water pollution control.  Some examples of expenses that may be eligible 

include: 

 Landfill liner systems 

 Landfill cover systems 

 Leachate collection and treatment systems 

 Groundwater monitoring wells 

 Projects costs incurred prior to loan approval, such as administration, planning and feasibility studies, and 

preliminary and final designs 

 

In order for a project to be eligible for CWSRF loans, it must be listed as a priority project on Wyoming’s Intended Use 

Plan (IUP).  Projects not currently listed on the IUP can be proposed by submitting a request form.  Loan applicants are 

encouraged to begin the CWSRF loan application process at least six to twelve months prior to the point that the project 

is expected to go to bid.  The loan application can be submitted at any time following an engineer's accurate estimation 
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of project costs.  The environmental review process can take 2 to 4 months, although it can take longer if on-site 

surveys or field inspections are required.  Following completion of the environmental review process, a 30-day public 

comment period must be completed before the application can be considered by the SLIB. 

 

For fiscal year 2009, the estimated funding available the CWSRF for capital construction projects is approximately 53 

million dollars.  The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) added approximately 40 million dollars to the 

CWSRF in the form of zero-interest loans with up to 100% principal forgiveness.  The ARRA funds must be used by 

September of 2010.   

 

Additional information regarding the CWSRF Program is available from: 

 Brian Mark, WDEQ Water Quality Division 

phone:  307-777-6371 

email:  bmark@wyo.gov 

website:  http://deq.state.wy.us/wqd/www/srf/Pages/cwrevolvingfunds.asp 

 Robert Tompkins, Office of State Lands and Investments 

phone:  307-777-7331 

email:  slfmail@state.wy.us 

website:  http://slf-web.state.wy.us/grants/srf.aspx  

 

5.4.2 MINERAL ROYALTY GRANTS 
The Mineral Royalty Grant (MRG) Program is administered by OSLI and SLIB under the provisions of W.S. 9-4-604.  

Grants are available to counties, incorporated cities and towns, joint powers boards, and solid waste disposal districts.  

Grants can be obtained for at least 50% of project costs, and require matching funds or in-kind services for the balance 

of the project costs.  Grants can be obtained for 75% of project costs if one of the following criteria is met: 

 The municipality has a population of less than 1,300 or is located within a county where the 3-year average of the 

local government share of state sales and use tax per capita is less than 70% of the statewide average 

 The applicant is a county whose assessed valuation is less than 2.5% of the State’s total assessed valuation  

mailto:bmark@wyo.gov�
http://deq.state.wy.us/wqd/www/srf/Pages/cwrevolvingfunds.asp�
mailto:slfmail@state.wy.us�
http://slf-web.state.wy.us/grants/srf.aspx�
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Eligible costs include capital construction costs and engineering costs (up to 20% of capital construction costs).  In 

general, equipment costs are not eligible unless the equipment is determined to be integral and necessary.   

 

In order for a project to be eligible for a MRG, it must: 

 Alleviate an emergency situation which poses a direct and immediate threat to health, safety, or welfare  

 Be required to comply with a state or federal mandate 

 Provide an essential public services, as defined by SLIB rules 

 

The SLIB rules also contain a number of other criteria that are used to determine eligibility.  The SLIB must consider 

input by appropriate State agencies when making funding recommendations.  The MRG Program has no set priority list 

or numerical ranking of projects.  If a project meets the requirements and funding is available, funding has been 

traditionally recommended and approved for those projects.  However, if available funding is limited, then preference 

is given to subdivisions of the State that are socially or economically impacted by the development of minerals leased 

under the Federal Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (30 U.S.C 181 and 191).  Applications for MRGs must be submitted at 

least 20 calendar days before a SLIB meeting.   

 

Additional information regarding the MRG Program is available from: 

 Robert Tompkins, Office of State Lands and Investments 

phone:  307-777-7331 

email:  slfmail@state.wy.us 

website:  http://slf-web.state.wy.us/grants/mrg.aspx 

 

5.4.3 JOINT POWERS ACT LOANS 
The Joint Powers Act (JPA) Loan Program is administered by the OSLI and the SLIB under the provisions of W.S. 16-

1-107.  It is funded by a $60 million appropriation from the Permanent Minerals Trust Fund.  It provides loans to 

counties, incorporated cities and towns, joint powers boards, and solid waste disposal districts for up to 100% of project 

costs as long as the facility generates sufficient revenue to service the debt and represents a prudent use of state funds.  

mailto:slfmail@state.wy.us�
http://slf-web.state.wy.us/grants/mrg.aspx�
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The terms of loans can be up to 40 years.  The interest rate is set annually and is 5.06% for calendar year 2009.  Loans 

are also subject to a 1% origination fee.   

 

The JPA Loan Program may be used for the following expenses at revenue-generating public facilities: 

 Planning 

 Construction 

 Acquisition 

 Improvement 

 Emergency repairs 

 Acquisition of land 

 Refinancing of existing debt (other than JPA Loans) 

 Operations 

 

There is no specific deadline for submitting applications prior to the SLIB meetings, but lead time is necessary to 

qualify.  Additional information regarding the JPA Loan Program is available from: 

 Robert Tompkins, Office of State Lands and Investments 

phone: 307-777-7331 

email:  slfmail@state.wy.us 

website:  http://slf-web.state.wy.us/grants/jpa.aspx  

 

5.4.4 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANTS 
The Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program is funded by the United States Department of Housing 

and Urban Development (HUD) and administered by the Wyoming Business Council (WBC).  The CDBG Program 

provides grants of up to $300,000 to counties and incorporated cities and towns, who may apply on behalf of other 

units of government and special interest groups.  Note the cities of Casper and Cheyenne are not eligible for the CDBG 

Program because they are entitlement cities and receive CDBG funds directly from HUD. 

 

mailto:slfmail@state.wy.us�
http://slf-web.state.wy.us/grants/jpa.aspx�
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In order for a project to be eligible for a CDBG, it must meet one of the following National Objectives: 

 Benefit low- and moderate-income persons (e.g., job creation or retention) 

 Elimination of slums and blight  

 Activities designed to meet community development needs having a particular urgency (e.g., activities designed to 

alleviate existing conditions that pose a serious and immediate threat to the health or welfare of a community, such 

as construction, rehabilitation, reconstruction, or installation of public infrastructure) 

 

The CBSG Program is funded annually.  Historically available funding has ranged from $2.2 million to $3.75 million.  

Planning and technical assistance grants require a 25% match of total project costs.  Preference is given to projects that 

have financial support from other sources.  The WBC accepts applications for CDBG projects bi-annually, but 

recommendations and decisions are subject to WBC Board meeting schedules, which are posted on the WBC website.  

Applicants are encouraged to contact their WBC Regional Director at the beginning stages of project development.  

 

Additional information regarding the CDBG Program is available from: 

 Julie Kozlowski, Wyoming Business Council 

phone: 307-777-2812 

email:  julie.kozlowski@wybusiness.org  

website:  http://www.wyomingbusiness.org/community/cdbg_apps.aspx  

 

5.4.5 USDA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY FACILITIES PROGRAM GRANTS 
The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development Community Facilities Program provides 

grants to counties, incorporated cities and towns, joint powers boards, solid waste disposal districts, and non-profit 

organizations for the development of essential community facilities for public use in small, poor, and needy 

communities.  Projects that serve populations of up to 20,000 are eligible, but priority is given to applications received 

from applicants located in and serving rural areas and towns with populations of 5,000 or less, and where the median 

household income of the population to be served by the project is below the higher of the poverty line or 60% of the 

State non-metropolitan median household income.  Grants may be provided for up to 75% of project costs.   

 

mailto:julie.kozlowski@wybusiness.org�
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Grants may be used to: 

 Construct, enlarge, or improve community facilities for health care, public safety, and community and public 

services   

 Purchase equipment, machinery, and vehicles required for a facility's operation 

 Reasonable professional fees associated with the project such as legal, engineering, architectural services, and 

feasibility studies 

 

Grants may not be used to pay any annual recurring costs, including purchases or rentals that are generally considered 

to be operating and maintenance expenses.  Grants are highly competitive and awards are based on population and 

income, economic feasibility, and availability of funds.  A grant may be used in combination with other USDA Rural 

Development Community Facilities financial assistance programs, such as a direct or guaranteed loan, applicant 

contributions, or loans and grants from other sources. 

 

The application process includes a pre-application and an application.  Approximately 45 days is required to determine 

applicant eligibility, project priority status, and funding availability.  After an application is submitted, time to process 

the application depends upon the scope of the project, environmental review, and legal issues. 

 

Additional information regarding the USDA Rural Development Grant Program is available from: 

 Alana Cannon, USDA 

phone:  307-233-6709 

email:  alana.cannon@wy.usda.gov 

website:  http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/cf/brief_cp_grant.htm 

 

5.4.6 USDA RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMUNITY FACILITIES PROGRAM LOANS 
The USDA Rural Development Community Facilities Program can also provide funding through direct loans and loan 

guarantees.  The eligibility criteria and application process for loans is similar to that for grants, with one exception: 

solid waste disposal districts may not be eligible for loans.  Loan terms may be up to 40 years.  Applicants must have 

the legal authority to borrow and repay loans, to pledge security for loans, and to construct, operate, and maintain the 

facilities.  They must also be financially sound and able to organize and manage the facility effectively.  Repayment of 

mailto:alana.cannon@wy.usda.gov�
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the loan must be based on tax assessments, revenues, fees, or other sources of money sufficient for operation and 

maintenance, reserves, and debt retirement.  

 

Direct loans can be obtained at three levels of interest rates (i.e., poverty, intermediate, and market), each on a fixed 

basis.  The poverty rate is set at 4.5%.  The market rate is indexed to the eleventh bond buyer’s rate as determined by 

the U.S. Treasury Department.  The intermediate rate is set halfway between the market and the poverty rates.  

Eligibility for the various interest rates is determined by the median household income of the area being served and the 

type of project.  Intermediate and market interest rates are adjusted quarterly.  A direct loan may be used in 

combination with other USDA Rural Development Community Facilities financial assistance programs such as a grant, 

guaranteed loan, applicant contributions, or loans and grants from other sources. 

 

Guaranteed loans can be used to guarantee up to 90% interest and principal of loans made and serviced by lenders such 

as banks, savings and loans, mortgage companies which are part of bank holding companies, banks of the Farm Credit 

System, or insurance companies regulated by the National Association of Insurance Commissioners.  The guarantee fee 

is 1% of the guaranteed portion of the loan, and is paid by the Lender of Record, or may be passed on to the borrower.  

The interest rate may be fixed or variable, and is negotiated between the Lender of Record and the borrower.  A 

guaranteed loan may be used in combination with other USDA Rural Development Community Facilities financial 

assistance programs such as a grant, direct loan, applicant contributions, or loans and grants from other sources. 

 

Additional information regarding the USDA Rural Development Loan Program is available from: 

 Alana Cannon, USDA 

phone:  307-233-6709 

email:  alana.cannon@wy.usda.gov 

website:  http://www.rurdev.usda.gov/rhs/cf/brief_cp_direct.htm  

 

5.4.7 EPA GRANTS 
From time to time, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) also has some grants available.  The focus area 

and availability of EPA grants varies from year to year, but are generally available for training, public education, and 

feasibility studies.  Current priority areas under the Resource Conservation Challenge Grant Initiative include: 

 MSW Recycling (e.g., rural recycling programs) 

mailto:alana.cannon@wy.usda.gov�
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 Electronic Stewardship (e.g., reuse and recycling of electronic equipment) 

 Industrial Materials Recycling (e.g., beneficial use and reuse of CDW and scrap tires) 

 

Additional information regarding EPA Region 8 Grant Programs is available from: 

 Kim Bartels, EPA Region 8 

phone:  303-312-6346 or 800-227-8917 

email:  bartels.kim@epa.gov 

website:  http://www.epa.gov/region8/grants/  

   

5.4.8 PRIVATE FINANCING 
Financing for solid waste management facilities and equipment may be available through vendors, as well as 

institutions that provide tax-exempt financing for public facilities.  Financial institutions and advisors should be 

contacted for further information regarding the availability and terms of private financing options that may be 

available. 

 

5.5 FACILITY FEES 
The following information provides a general summary of typical facility fee programs that may be available to fund 

solid waste management systems.  Facility fees are typically charged at the receiving facility in some proportion to the 

volume or type of waste received.  In contrast, the use of mill levies to fund solid waste management systems are based 

on the assessed valuation of property, which may have no relation to the volume or type of waste generated on a 

property.  In general, the use of mill levies to fund solid waste management systems does not provide an incentive to 

segregate and divert wastes, and may result in higher overall costs if more expensive components of a waste 

management system (e.g., lined disposal cells) receive higher percentages of the waste stream. 

 

5.5.1 FLAT FEES 
Some facilities may use a flat tipping fee schedule for all wastes that are managed at a facility, regardless of the type of 

management system or associated cost.  A flat tipping fee system is relatively easy to implement, but does not provide a 

http://www.epa.gov/region8/grants/�
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financial incentive for segregation and diversion of wastes, and may result in higher overall costs if more expensive 

components of a waste management system (e.g., lined disposal cells) receive higher percentages of the waste stream. 

 

5.5.2 TIERED FEES 
Some facilities may use a tiered tipping fee schedule, where wastes that cost more to manage (e.g., MSW disposed in 

lined cells or transported to a regional landfill) are subject to higher tipping fees, wastes that cost less to manage (e.g., 

CDW disposed in unlined cells) are subject to moderate tipping fees, and wastes that can be managed for minimal costs 

(e.g., green wastes diverted to composting unit or commodities diverted to a recycling facility) are subject to little or no 

tipping fees.  A tiered tipping fee schedule can be based on the actual cost to manage the various components of a 

waste stream.  As an alternative, some waste streams may also be subject to a premium (i.e., above the actual cost) to 

subsidize under-utilized or under-funded components of the waste management system.  Tiered tipping fee programs 

may require additional resources to implement, but also provide a financial incentive for segregation and diversion of 

wastes to less costly waste management systems. 

 

5.5.3 PAY-AS-YOU-THROW 
Flat or tiered tipping fee systems may be used in conjunction with a pay-as-you-throw (PAYT) system.  A PAYT 

system charges generators in some proportion to the amount of waste they generate.  In other words, generators who 

generate more pay more, and generators who generate less pay less.  PAYT systems are commonly used in waste 

collection systems.  A scale system or volume-based methodology is required to implement a PAYT system.  A scale 

system generally provides the most accurate means of implementing a PAYT system. 

 

5.5.4 CONTRACTUAL RELATIONSHIPS 
Some regional facilities may choose to accept wastes from outside their local service area by establishing a contractual 

relationship with other parties.  Contracts may specify fixed rates for a period of time, or a procedure and schedule for 

adjusting rates.  The rates may be equal to or greater than the tipping fee schedule for wastes generated within the local 

service area.  The terms and duration of contractual agreements may be tailored to the specific needs of the generator or 

the receiving facility.
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6.0 IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES 
 

Implementation of alternatives identified through the ISWM planning process is not required under the provisions of 

W.S. 35-11-1901 through 35-11-1905.  Due to a number of pending issues, the planning partners have not yet made 

formal or informal commitments to implement any alternatives or the associated strategies.  Therefore, the following 

information, is provided to generally describe the preliminary management, funding, and scheduling strategies that may 

be used to implement the preferred alternatives identified by each of the planning partners. 

  

Funding for some aspects of the preferred alternatives may include incentive grants which do not have to be repaid.  In 

these cases, the costs covered by grants may not be included in the calculation of facility costs and tipping fees.  Due to 

uncertainties regarding actual costs, available grant funds, and grant application success rates, the following discussion 

of implementation strategies assumes that grant funds may not be available.   

 

6.1 CITY OF CHEYENNE  
The preferred alternative for the City of Cheyenne is Alternative #1.  This alternative does not require a large initial 

capital investment since it is the current system of hauling MSW to the North Weld County Landfill but includes 

upgrades to increase diversion.  The preliminary management strategy for this alternative is to continue operating the 

system as part of the Solid Waste Division enterprise fund under the direction of the City of Cheyenne.  

 

The preliminary funding strategy for the preferred alternative is based on the following planning cost estimates (in 

2010 dollars): 

 The major initial capital costs required to implement the preferred alternative are estimated to include: 

 Happy Jack Landfill #1 

 $250,000 for a small loader 

 $180,000 for a 360C CAT Loader 

 $1,500,000 for CDW diversion structure and equipment 

 Felix Pino Transfer Station/Recycling Center 

 $735,000 for 7 walking floor trailers  
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 $900,000 for transfer station expansion 

 $150,000 for small baler for recyclable MSW 

 Compost Facility 

 No major capital costs identified. 

 The annual life-cycle cost (including revenues from the sale of commodities) of the preferred alternative is 

estimated to be approximately $6,854,000, which is approximately $3,071,000 more than the estimated annual life-

cycle cost of the previous MSW disposal system which utilized the Happy Jack Landfill (approximately 

$3,783,000).  The average life-cycle cost per ton to manage wastes and commodities is estimated to be 

approximately $57 per ton, which is approximately $26 per ton more than the average annual life-cycle cost per ton 

of the previous system.  

 The preferred alternative is not expected to realize revenues from generators outside of the current service area to 

offset the life-cycle annual cost of the system.  In the future, the City of Cheyenne may consider expanding their 

service area to include accepting waste at their transfer station from other nearby communities in order to reduce 

costs.  Should ELCSWDD desire to transfer waste to Ault via Cheyenne, this would correspond to Alternative #3, 

which would be the most cost-effective alternative for Cheyenne. 

 

The City of Cheyenne supports their program through direct billing of city residents for waste collection and disposal, 

as well as tipping fees at the transfer station and Happy Jack Landfill.  The City of Cheyenne recently updated their 

tipping fee schedule and new rates go into effect July 1, 2009.  The City of Cheyenne was successful in submitting 

funding requests to the State Lands and Investments Board (SLIB) to provide support for their CDW diversion facility 

and transfer station expansion.  Funds have been appropriated for these two projects and are moving forward.  

However, operating costs for hauling to Ault continue to rise and the expanded recycling programs are currently more 

costly than expected, due to a poor commodity market.  The preliminary funding strategy for the preferred alternative 

may include existing funding sources in conjunction with other sources of revenue (e.g., taxes, bonds, loans).  The 

revenues generated may be applied to annual costs incurred, bond or loan payments, or reserve accounts for anticipated 

future costs (e.g., equipment replacement, closure, and post-closure care costs). 
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A preliminary schedule has been identified to facilitate implementation of the preferred alternative.  The preliminary 

implementation schedule may be advanced or delayed by a variety of pending issues, as well as the availability of 

funding resources.  The preliminary schedule and major tasks associated with the implementation strategy include: 

 FY2008-2009 

 Complete installation of scale system at the Felix Pino Transfer Station 

 Increase diversion by expanding single-stream recycling program 

 FY2009-2010 

 Complete design, permitting and construction of the CDW diversion facility at the Happy Jack Landfill #1.  

(estimated time ~ 12  months) 

 Complete design, permitting and construction of the single-stream recycling addition to the Felix Pino Transfer 

Station.  (estimated time ~ 12 months) 

 Continue to expand single-stream recycling program 

 Investigate options for additional disposal capacity at the Happy Jack Landfill #1  

 FY2010-2011 

 Institute single-stream recycling on a city-wide basis. 

 Submit permit modification, if required, for additional disposal capacity at Happy Jack #1 Landfill  

 Complete  public outreach efforts to describe: features and advantages of new diversion systems; updated cost 

estimates; updated implementation schedule; and proposed tipping fee schedule 

 

6.2 CITY OF LARAMIE 
The preferred alternative for the City of Laramie is Alternative #1, status quo with regulatory upgrades.  For Laramie, 

the costs associated with this alternative are the same as the costs associated with Alternatives #4 and #5.  The 

preliminary management strategy is to continue operating the system as part of the Solid Waste Division enterprise 

fund under the direction of the City of Laramie.   
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The preliminary funding strategy for the preferred alternative is based on the following planning cost estimates (in 

2010 dollars): 

 The major initial capital costs required to implement the preferred alternative are estimated to include: 

 Laramie Landfill and Compost Facility 

 If MSW disposal in lined cell: 

 $2,924,000 every 7 years for a 5-acre ECS liner system 

 $1,289,000 every 7 years for a 5-acre ECS cover system 

 $662,000 every 30 years for a 1-acre leachate evaporation pond 

 If MSW and CDW disposal in lined cell: 

 $5,668,000 every 9 years for a 10-acre ECS liner system 

 $2,489,000 every 9 years for a 10-acre ECS cover system 

 $1,076,000 every 30 years for a 2-acre leachate evaporation pond 

 $315,000 for scale system and (water/sewer/electricity) infrastructure 

 Laramie Recycling Center 

 $800,000 for land purchase 

 $304,000 for large horizontal baler 

 $160,000 for 2 conveyors 

 $600,000 for a 150-ft by 150-ft steel building 

 $38,000 for a skid loader 

 $25,000 for a forklift 

 Assuming lined MSW disposal only, the annual life-cycle cost of the preferred alternative (including revenues 

from the sale of commodities) is estimated to be approximately $1,654,000, which is approximately $725,000 more 

than the estimated life-cycle annual cost of the existing system (approximately $929,000).  The average life-cycle 
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cost per ton to manage wastes and commodities is estimated to be approximately $34 per ton, which is 

approximately $15 per ton more than the average annual life-cycle cost per ton of the existing system 

(approximately $19 per ton). 

 Assuming lined MSW and CDW disposal, the annual life-cycle cost of the preferred alternative (including 

revenues from the sale of commodities) is estimated to be approximately $2,046,000, which is approximately 

$1,117,000 more than the estimated life-cycle annual cost of the existing system (approximately $929,000).  The 

average life-cycle cost per ton to manage wastes and commodities is estimated to be approximately $42 per ton, 

which is approximately $23 per ton more than the average annual life-cycle cost per ton of the existing system 

(approximately $19 per ton). 

 The preferred alternative is not expected to realize revenues from generators outside of the current service area to 

offset the annual life-cycle cost of the system.  In the future, the City of Laramie may consider expanding their 

service area to include nearby communities in Carbon County in order to further reduce per ton disposal costs. 

 

The preliminary funding strategy for the preferred alternative may include establishing a tipping fee schedule for 

wastes generated within the service area, including those waste generated within the City of Laramie.  At the current 

time, Laramie residents are charged waste collection and disposal fees as part of their water billing, but fees are not 

collected at the landfill gate for City residents.  The increase in tipping fees may be used in conjunction with other 

sources of revenue (e.g. billing rate increases, taxes, bonds, loans) to fund needed capital expenditures.  The revenues 

generated may be applied to annual costs incurred, bond or loan payments, or reserve accounts for anticipated future 

costs (e.g., equipment replacement, closure, and post-closure care costs). 

 

A preliminary schedule has been identified to facilitate implementation of the preferred alternative, which is based on 

the assumption that the existing permitted capacity for the disposal of MSW in unlined cells at the Laramie Landfill  

will be filled by 2011 unless diversion/recycling is substantially increased.  The preliminary implementation schedule 

may be advanced or delayed by a variety of pending issues, as well as the availability of funding resources.  The 

preliminary schedule and major tasks associated with the implementation strategy include: 

 FY2009-2010 

 Increase diversion by instituting single-stream recycling in select areas within the city and developing a pilot 

compost program  
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 Complete landfill permit modification to gain increased capacity via vertical expansion for CDW disposal  

 Complete first phase of public outreach efforts to describe: ISWM planning process and recommendations; 

planning costs estimates; preliminary implementation schedule; and the proposed tipping fee schedule 

 FY2010-2011 

 Complete construction of a scale system at the Laramie Landfill and associated infrastructure 

(water/septic/electricity) 

 Increase diversion by expanding compost program based on results of first-year pilot  

 Commence design and permitting process for an ECS and leachate management system for the Laramie 

Landfill (estimated time ~ 12 to 18 months) 

 Complete design, permitting, and construction for a dedicated single-stream recycling facility via Ark 

(estimated time ~ 12 months ) and coordinate expansion of the single-stream recycling program within 

Laramie  

 Complete second phase of public outreach efforts to describe: features and advantages of upgraded system; 

updated cost estimates; updated implementation schedule; and the proposed tipping fee schedule 

 FY2011-2012 

 Complete construction of the first ECS cell and leachate management system at the Laramie Landfill 

(estimated time ~ 9 months) 

 Complete third phase of public outreach efforts to provide details on use of upgraded system, including: list of 

acceptable/unacceptable wastes and commodities; options for managing acceptable wastes and commodities;  

and the final tipping fee schedule 

 

6.3 ELCSWDD 
The preferred alternative for the ELCSWDD is Alternative #1, status quo with regulatory upgrades.  The preliminary 

management strategy for this alternative is to continue operating the system as a solid waste disposal district under the 

direction of the County Commission.   
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The preliminary funding strategy for the preferred alternative is based on the following planning cost estimates (in 

2010 dollars): 

 The major initial capital costs required to implement the preferred alternative are estimated to include: 

 ELCSWDD Landfill 

 If MSW disposed of in lined cell: 

 $1,165,000 every 10 years for a 2-acre ECS liner system 

 $604,000 every 10 years for a 2-acre ECS cover system 

 $328,000 every 30 years for a 0.5-acre leachate evaporation pond 

 If MSW and CDW disposed of in lined cell: 

 $1,165,000 every 9 years for a 2-acre ECS liner system 

 $604,000 every 9 years for a 2-acre ECS cover system 

 $328,000 every 30 years for a 0.5-acre leachate evaporation pond 

 $20,000 for 2 recycling containers. 

 Assuming lined MSW disposal only, the annual life-cycle cost of the preferred alternative is estimated to be 

approximately $495,000, which is approximately $236,000 more than the estimated life-cycle annual cost of the 

existing system (approximately $259,000).  The average annual life-cycle cost per ton to manage wastes and 

commodities is estimated to be approximately $128 per ton, which is approximately $61 per ton more than the 

average life-cycle annual cost per ton of the existing system (approximately $67 per ton). 

 Assuming lined MSW and CDW disposal, the annual life-cycle cost of the preferred alternative is estimated to be 

approximately $524,000, which is approximately $265,000 more than the estimated life-cycle annual cost of the 

existing system (approximately $259,000).  The average annual life-cycle cost per ton to manage wastes and 

commodities is estimated to be approximately $135 per ton, which is approximately $68 per ton more than the 

average life-cycle annual cost per ton of the existing system (approximately $67 per ton). 

 

The ELCSWDD currently receives a 3 mill levy which supports more than two-thirds of the cost of their operation with 

the remaining cost supported by tipping fees at the landfill facility in Burns.  Figure 6-1 provides a comparison of  the 
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2010 annual life-cycle cost estimate for the existing system and the preferred alternative with the revenue that would 

have been generated by 1, 2, and 3 mill levies.  While the existing system cost appears to be achievable with a 

combination of the 3 mill levy and tipping fees, the annual life-cycle cost for the preferred alternative is significantly 

higher.  Figure 6-1 illustrates that it is unlikely that the ELCSWDD will be able to support the preferred alternative 

using its current funding sources.  The current mill levy may be used in conjunction with other sources of revenue (e.g. 

tipping fee increases, taxes, bonds, loans) to fund facility operations.  The generated revenues may be applied to annual 

costs incurred, bond or loan payments, or reserve accounts for anticipated future costs (e.g., equipment replacement, 

facility modifications). 

 

A preliminary schedule has been identified to facilitate implementation of the preferred alternative.  The preliminary 

implementation schedule may be advanced or delayed by a variety of pending issues, as well as the availability of 

funding resources.  The preliminary schedule and major tasks associated with the implementation strategy include: 

 FY2009-2010 

 Seek permit renewal approval from WDEQ/SHWD with final determination concerning requirements for 

lined/unlined cells   

 Assuming final WDEQ/SHWD determination requires lining of MSW cells, seek funding sources for 

upcoming capital costs   

 Complete first phase of public outreach efforts to describe: ISWM planning process and recommendations; 

planning costs estimates; preliminary implementation schedule; and the proposed tipping fee schedule 

 FY2010-2011 

 Increase diversion by developing recyclable drop-off bin system  

 Commence design and permitting process for an ECS and leachate management system for the ELCSWDD 

Landfill (estimated time ~ 12 to 18 months) 

 Complete second phase of public outreach efforts to describe: features and advantages of alternative system; 

updated cost estimates; updated implementation schedule; and the proposed tipping fee schedule 

 FY2011-2012 
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 Complete construction of the first ECS cell and leachate management system at the ELCSWDD Landfill 

(estimated time ~ 9 months) 

 Complete third phase of public outreach efforts to provide details on use of alternative system, including: list 

of acceptable/unacceptable wastes and commodities; options for managing acceptable wastes and 

commodities;  and the final tipping fee schedule 
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TABLE 2-6. SUMMARY OF 2010 COSTS  FOR ALTERNATIVE #5
SOUTHEASTERN WYOMING ISWM PLANNING GROUP
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Annual Cost2,5 Per Ton Initial Capital1 Annual Cost2,5 Per Ton Initial Capital1 Annual Cost3 Per Ton4

Transfer Station and Recycling Center $1,374,000 $26 $1,680,000 $2,633,000 $32 -- -- --
Happy Jack Landfill $2,167,000 $20 $1,930,000 $2,088,000 $80 -- $98,000 $4
Composting Facility $242,000 $19 $0 $242,000 $19 -- -- --
Cheyenne Landfill at the Belvoir Ranch -- -- $25,306,000 $5,025,000 $77 -- -- --

$3,783,000 $31 $28,916,000 $9,988,000 $82 -- $98,000 --

Annual Cost2,5 Per Ton Initial Capital1 Annual Cost2,5 Per Ton Initial Capital1 Annual Cost3 Per Ton4

Laramie Landfill (and Compost Facility) $844,000 $18 -- -- -- -- $25,000 $1
With MSW Liner Only -- -- $3,901,000 $1,376,000 $33 -- -- --
Additional Cost for Lined CDW Disposal -- -- $3,158,000 $392,000 $9 -- -- --

Single-Stream Recycling Facility $85,000 $48 $1,927,000 $278,000 $47 -- -- --
$929,000 $19 $8,986,000 $2,046,000 $42 -- $25,000 --

-- -- $5,828,000 $1,654,000 $34 -- -- --

Annual Cost2,5 Per Ton Initial Capital1 Annual Cost2,5 Per Ton Initial Capital1 Annual Cost3 Per Ton4

ELCSWDD Landfill $259,000 $67 -- -- -- -- -- --
ELCSWDD Transfer Station -- -- $894,000 $531,000 $137 $422,000 $36,000 $9

Additional Cost with Recycling Option -- -- $20,000 $6,000 $2 -- -- --
$259,000 $67 $914,000 $537,000 $139 $422,000 $36,000 --

-- -- $894,000 $531,000 $137 -- -- --

NOTES
1.  Initial capital cost incurred in 2010 to implement alternative.  Included in annual cost.
2.  Annual cost includes development, operating, and closure/post-closure costs.
3.  Annual cost = closure costs depreciated over 30-year post-closure period + annual post-closure costs.
4.  Per ton cost based on closure/post-closure only.  Cost already included in Alternative "Per Ton" cost to left.
5.  Annual and per ton costs based on total costs minus revenue generated from sale of commodities, as applicable.
6.  Annual costs rounded to the nearest thousand
7.  Subtotal cost per ton for alternatives includes annual cost of alternative and annual cost of landfill closure.
8.  tpy = tons per year.

Lowest annual cost alternative(s)
Lowest capital cost alternative(s)

Cheyenne

Status Quo + Upgrades: Liner, Composting, 
Recycling

Subtotal

Existing Facility (121,120 tpy)

Existing Facility (48,253 tpy)

Eastern Laramie County SWDD

Subtotal, Including All Options
Without Lined CDW Disposal and/or Recycling

Laramie

Subtotal, Including All Options
Without Lined CDW Disposal

Existing Facility (3,873 tpy) Alternative #5 (3,873 tpy)

Close LF, Open TS, Direct-Haul to Ault

Landfill Closure

Landfill Closure

Landfill Closure

Alternative #5 (121,120 tpy)
Open Cheyenne LF, Transfer to Cheyenne LF, 

Upgrades

Alternative #5 (48,253 tpy)
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APPENDIX A 

 

HOME PAGE FOR PROJECT WEBSITE



 

Home 

Why are we Talking Trash? 

Can We Do A Better Job of 
Managing Our Trash? 

Planning Partners 

Planning Area Map 

Planning Progress 

Project Documents 

Frequently Asked Questions 

Comments/More Info 

 

Helpful Links 

EPA Municipal Solid Waste 

EPA Decision Maker’s Guide to 
Solid Waste Management 

WDEQ Integrated Solid Waste 
Management 

Wyoming Solid Waste and 
Recycling Association 

 

The Problem … Everybody in Wyoming generates garbage, and the vast 
majority of it ends up in a landfill somewhere. Most of our landfills are unlined, 
and some are leaking and polluting our groundwater. If we want to continue to 
bury the solid waste we generate, we need to start building our landfills with 
liners to protect our groundwater. Lining the many existing landfills in Wyoming 
will be an expensive proposition, so we need to determine if there are other 
options that may be more cost effective, and better for our environment. 

What is Integrated Solid Waste Management Planning? … The objective of 
integrated solid waste management planning is to inventory and evaluate our 
existing systems, carefully investigate what alternatives are available, and then 
decide what system offers the most reasonable solution to our solid waste 
problem for the next 20 years. It is possible that the most reasonable solution 
will involve some combination of diversion, recycling, composting, transfer, 
special waste, and disposal systems. Some of these systems are expensive to
construct and operate in small, rural communities, so it makes sense for 
neighboring communities to consider solving the problem together rather than 
individually. 
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PUBLIC OUTREACH BROCHURES
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SMALL GROUP PRESENTATION









 
 
 

APPENDIX D 

 

PRESS COVERAGE AND ADVERTISEMENTS 
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