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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Summary 

This Solid Waste Study authorized by and prepared for the Park County Solid Waste System 

includes investigations and analyses of existing and proposed solid waste facilities within Park 

County along with recommendations for future improvements.  The County originally contracted 

for a Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) however decided to have Great West truncate the 

scope to an engineering study since the County is not seeking public funding for the proposed 

capital projects.  The County funded the study.   

The major elements of this plan include: 

1. Population estimates and projections; 
2. Analyses of existing solid waste systems; 
3. Development and evaluation of alternatives for the proposed solid waste system 

within the study area; and 
4. Recommendations for solid waste system improvements. 

The County generates approximately 8,200 tons of solid waste per year.  The solid waste 

generated in Park County is either hauled directly to the City of Livingston transfer station by 

residents and businesses or customers haul their own waste to one of the 16 rural collection sites 

operated by the County.  The County staff services, operates and maintains the collection sites.  

The County hauls waste to the City of Livingston Transfer Station and the City has a contract for 

the transfer and disposal of the waste at the Republic Services Landfill near Great Falls, MT.  The 

City then charges the County a per ton cost for disposal.  The County also collects recyclables at 

some of the containers sites and contracts with a private recycler to pick up recyclables collected. 

The age of the collection sites is largely unknown with the exception of a few sites.  The collection 

sites are in relatively good condition. 

1.2 Problem Definition 

The Study provides a thorough description of the County’s solid waste system which includes a 

detailed analysis of the performance and condition of the solid waste infrastructure.  The system 

deficiencies identified in this report include the following: 



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

2 

• Collection site security is inadequate and this may expose the County to liability since 
most of the sites are open 24 hours a day, seven days a week. 

• The County Transfer Station/Shop Complex roof is failing and needs to be replaced.  
This will include new roofing, demoliton and removal of existing insulation and 
installation of new insulation.  The facility also needs new lighting installed. 

• The overall efficiency of the collection system can be improved by upgrading the Tom 
Miner site, closing the Corwin Springs site and implementing backhoe consolidation of 
containers at Tom Miner. 

• The Chico site infrastructure needs to be updated due to several failing Eco-block tipping 
walls. 

• The Trail Creek site should be expanded to accommodate future growth 

• The County should consider closing some of the less used sites in order to improve 
overall efficiency of the solid waste system. 

1.3 Alternatives Considered 

The alternative screening process considered various alternatives for the solid waste system 

improvements.  After an initial evaluation, some alternatives were determined to be non-viable for 

the County and were eliminated from further review.  Alternatives that were determined viable 

and therefore discussed in greater detail include the following: 

Transfer Alternatives 

• Alternative T1 – Continue to Haul to City of Livingston Transfer Station (No Action) 
• Alternative T2a – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads, Rehabilitate County Transfer Station 

for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads and Front-End Loader trucks.  County Transfer 
Station open 2 days/week. 

• Alternative T2b – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads, Rehabilitate County Transfer Station 
for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads and Front-End Loader trucks.  County Transfer 
Station open 40 hours/week. 

• Alternative T3 – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads and Front-End Loader Trucks, 
Rehabilitate County Transfer Station for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads.  County 
Transfer Station open 2 days/week. 

 

Security Alternatives 

• Alternative S1 (No Action) 
• Alternative S2 – Implementation of Security Alternatives at Primary Collection Sites 

 

 



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

3 

Consolidation Alternatives 

• Alternative C1 (No Action) 
• Alternative C2 – Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Eco Block Wall and Implement 

Backhoe Compaction 
• Alternative C3 – Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Cast In-Place Wall and Implement 

Backhoe Compaction 
 

Collection Site Alternatives 

• Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco Block Wall 
• Alternative CS2 – Upgrade Chico Site with Cast In-Place Wall 
• Alternative CS3 – Trail Creek Site Expansion and Upgrades 
• Alternative CS4 – Site Closure Recommendations 

 
1.4 Preferred Alternatives 

The preferred alternatives for the project are as follows: 

1.4.1 Alternative T1 – No Action on Waste Transfer Alternative 

Under this alternative, the County will continue to haul its waste to the Livingston Transfer Station.  

The direct haul alternatives did not provide enough financial advantage for the County to pursue 

them.  However. The direct haul alternatives evaluation will provide a basis with which to compare 

future rate increases at the City of Livingston Transfer Station.  This analysis can be revisited at 

that time to see if direct haul alternatives provide enough financial advantage to pursue that 

approach in the future. 

1.4.2 Alternative S2 – Implementation of Security Measures 

This alternative includes installation of automatic gates, RFID readers, power extensions and 

camera systems at the Wilsall, Clyde Park, Forest Service, Trail Creek and Chico sites.   

1.4.3 Alternative C2 - Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Eco Block Wall and Implement 
Backhoe Compaction 

This alternative consists of upgrading the Tom Miner collection site to accommodate 40 cubic 

yard containers.  A simple Eco-block wall will provide the needed grade separation.  The site 
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upgrades will also include an automatic gate, RFID reader and camera system.  This alternative 

also includes purchasing a used backhoe for consolidation of loads. 

1.4.3 Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco Block Wall 

This alternative consists of reconstructing the Chico site with an Eco-block wall system. 

1.4.4 Alternative CS4 – Trail Creek Site Expansion and Upgrades 

This alternative includes expanding the Trail Creek site to handle future growth.  Work includes 

placement of fill to address drainage issues, addition of fencing and paving a portion of the County 

Road approach. 

1.4.5 Alternative CS5 – Collection Site Closures 

This alternative consists of closing the following collection sites: 

• Mission Creek 
• Smiths  
• Deep Creek 
• Corwin Springs 

 

1.5 Project Costs and Budget 

The total cost for the proposed project is $853,000 if the County proceeds with all recommended 

alternatives.  This cost is detailed in Table 6-1. 

The County’s preferred funding package for the proposed project includes the following sources 

of funds: 

• Burlington Northern Railroad Trust Loan (20 years):  $853,000  

The County recently raised its annual assessment charge and believes it can service the debt on 

the loan without increasing the annual assessment. 
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2.0 PROJECT PLANNING 

2.1 Location 

The Park County Solid Waste System includes all of Park County, Montana except that portion of 

the County that lies within the City of Livingston.  Park County is a mountainous area with a large 

portion of the County consisting of public land ownership.  The System and study area boundary 

is shown on Figure 2-1.   

Coordinates of the County courthouse in Livingston are 45 deg 39’ 48” N, 110 deg 33’ 20” W.  The 

proposed system improvements include the construction of the following: 

• Improvements to County transfer station building 
• Installation of Security Improvements to five collection sites 
• Improvements to Tom Miner Collection Site 
• Improvements to Chico Collection Site 
• Expansion of Trail Creek Site 

 

According to the American Community Survey (ACS) of the Census Bureau, in 2016, the 

population of Park County was estimated to be 16,246 persons.  The estimated City of Livingston 

population under the ACS is 7,748 persons.  Land use within the County consists of State and 

Federal lands, grazing land, private agricultural and timberland, suburban and urban areas.  

  



Figure 2-1
Green Box Locations

PARK COUNTY - SOLID WASTE
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

AutoCAD SHX Text
F:\1-20183-Park County Solid Waste Engineering Services\CADD 1-20183\Exhibits\PER\1-20183-PER-FG2-1.dwg
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2.2 Purpose of Analysis 

Park County residents are serviced by a county-wide solid waste system.  The County 

Commission authorized an engineering analysis of the public solid waste system and retained the 

firm of Great West Engineering to conduct the analysis and prepare a Preliminary Engineering 

Report (PER).  When the County elected not to proceed with funding agencies that require PERs, 

the County instructed Great West to truncate the study scope which results in this final study not 

meeting all the PER requirements.  This was done in the interest of saving engineering fees on 

the study.  The analysis evaluates the condition and adequacy of the existing system, identifies 

deficiencies, evaluates alternatives, and ultimately recommends improvements to the system.     

Included in the following parts of this report is a summary of the investigations and 

recommendations compiled during the analysis.  In addition to describing components of the 

existing solid waste system, present and future population trends and waste generation are 

analyzed to ensure that any recommended improvements are compatible with the System’s long-

term needs.  Alternatives are examined within the report for improvements to the solid waste 

system.  Cost estimates for recommended improvements are given to provide for short and long-

term financial planning.  Implementation recommendations are provided including a proposed 

funding strategy and budget. 

2.3 Population Trends 

The Park County Solid Waste service area includes all of Park County except the City of 

Livingston (Figure 2-1).  The primary population centers in Park County besides Livingston are 

the communities of Wilsall, Clyde Park, Springdale, Emigrant, Gardiner and Cooke City.  For the 

purpose of waste stream projections, it is anticipated that the current service area configuration 

will remain the same throughout the planning period.  

According the American Community Survey (ACS) of the Census Bureau, in 2018 the population 

of Park County was estimated to be 16,246 persons.  At that same time, the City of Livingston, 

which is located in the County had a population of 7,478. 

Data from the Population Division of the Census Bureau showed that the population of the entire 

County grew by 6% or by 887 people between 2000 and 2019.  Data from the ACS estimated that 

the population of the entire County grew by 3.1% or 494 people between 2010 and 2018. This 
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contrasted by ACS data that showed the population of the City growing by 5.4% or 384 people 

between 2010 and 2018. 

Because the Park County Solid Waste District (District) does not provide service to residents of 

the City of Livingston, the population of the City is excluded from the population projections made 

herein.  When you subtract the City population from the County population, there are an estimated 

8,768 people living in the District. 

Using the current population data and previous growth rates we are assuming a modest growth 

rate of 1.75 percent per year for twenty years within the District. Thus, the population of the District 

could approach 15,344 people by 2040. This may be particularly true if the explosive growth taking 

place in neighboring Gallatin County continues.  Another factor could be the potential relaxing of 

the state regulations governing the use of exempt drinking water wells for rural residential 

development. Such a change could encourage substantial rural development within the County. 

Population Projections 

The Park County Solid Waste District (District) includes all of Park County excluding the City of 

Livingston (Figure 2-1). The incorporated Towns of Clyde Park and unincorporated communities 

such as Wilsall in the north end of the County and Gardiner at the south end adjacent to the North 

Entrance of Yellowstone National Park are also part of the District.  

For the purpose of waste stream projections, it is anticipated that the current service area 

configuration for the District will remain the same throughout the planning period. 

According to American Community Survey data collected and compiled by Headwaters 

Economics the population of Park County Solid Waste District in 2018 (minus the City of 

Livingston) was estimated to be 8,768. Multiplying the 2018 population estimate for the District 

with a modest growth rate of 1.75 percent, the population of the District is projected to be 

approximately 15,344 people in 20-years (2020-2040).  

Based upon the entire County’s population growing from 15,710 people in 2000 to 16,246 people 

in 2018 and the explosive residential growth in neighboring Gallatin County this is a reasonable 

growth rate to assume for planning purposes. This may be particularly true if the economic boom 

and development being experienced in Gallatin County continues.  Also, if the state regulations 

governing the use of exempt drinking water wells for rural residential development are relaxed in 
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the next few years this could also encourage substantial rural development within the County. 

Table 2-1 summarizes projections for population growth in Park County Solid Waste District. 

Population data on Park County and the City of Livingston is included within Appendix A. 

Table 2-1 - Population Projections for Park County Solid Waste District 2020-2040 

Year County Solid Waste District Population 
(Excluding the City of Livingston) 

2018 8,768 
2040 15,344 

 

Economic Profiling System, Headwaters Economics 2020 
  

2.4 Community Engagement 

Great West Engineering and Park County conducted two Solid Waste Board meetings which were 

open to the public at the following locations and dates: 

• County Courthouse  January 28, 2021 
• County Courthouse  February 18, 2021 

 

During these meetings the proposed project alternatives were explained in detail, including the 

purpose, the proposed area of the alternatives, activities, budget, funding, and financial impacts 

that may result for local citizens as a result of each alternative.  The public was then given the 

opportunity to ask questions and express opinions regarding the project alternatives.  Copies of 

the presentations are included in Appendix J.     

The Draft Solid Waste Study was completed in April 2021 and submitted to the County for review 

and comment. 
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3.0 EXISTING FACILITIES 

3.1 Location  

The County’s solid waste infrastructure consists of sixteen solid waste collection sites and the old 

County transfer station.  The solid waste collection sites are generally located as shown on the 

overall map and include the following:   

• Wilsall 
• Clyde Park 
• Smiths 
• Neads 
• Springdale 
• Mission Creek 
• M Street (Transfer Station) 
• Fleshman Creek 
• Forest Service 
• Trail Creek 
• Deep Creek 
• Chico 
• Tom Miner 
• Corwin Springs 
• Gardiner 
• Cooke City 

 

Figures 3-1 through 3-16 detail the location and schematic layout of these facilities. 

3.2 System History 

The County has historically used several approaches to manage its solid waste.  Park County 

operated a municipal solid waste landfill which handled all the County and City of Livingston’s 

wastes until 1981 when the County was sued by a neighbor next to the landfill.  The court ordered 

the County to no longer accept “blowable” materials at the landfill.  This significantly reduced the 

wastes the County could accept at the landfill.  However, the County continued to operate the 

landfill for select materials, primarily construction and demolition debris, until its closure in 2016. 

In response to the court order, the County constructed a solid waste incinerator in 1982.  This 

facility ultimately could not meet Montana DEQ air quality requirements and was closed in 2005.  
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In 2005, the County reconfigured the incinerator building into a transfer station by adding a 

stationary compactor.  Compactor bottles were then shipped by rail to the private Valley View 

Landfill near Helena, MT.  In 2007, the City of Livingston constructed its own solid waste transfer 

station and contracted for the hauling and disposal of its waste at a private landfill near Great 

Falls.   

The County continued to transfer its waste by rail until 2012 when it came to an agreement to 

haul County wastes to the City of Livingston transfer station.  The County continues with that 

approach today. 

3.3 Condition of Solid Waste System 

3.3.1 Overall Description of System 

The County maintains sixteen solid waste collection sites at the locations described above.  The 

collection sites utilize a combination of roll-off containers and/or 8 cubic yard green boxes to 

collect waste at each site.  The public and commercial users haul and dump their waste at any 

one of the collection sites.  Municipal solid waste collected at the collection sites is hauled by the 

County to the City of Livingston Transfer Station.   

A copy of the existing contract with City of Livingston is enclosed in Appendix B.  The County also 

collects recyclables including cardboard, plastic, steel, aluminum, paper, batteries, and metal.  

Recyclables are picked up and processed by a private recycling company, Full Circle Recycling.  

Copies of the County’s contracts with Full Circle are included in Appendix C. 

Information for this analysis was gathered from available existing records and provided by County 

personnel with knowledge of the area.  This analysis was prepared by utilizing the best information 

available to the Engineer. 

3.3.2 Wilsall 

The construction date of the Wilsall is between 1998 and 2004 based on historical Google 

imagery.  Figure 3-1 shows the layout of the existing 0.32-acre facility.  The facility is located on 

Montana Rail Link property and there is an annual lease payment.  Facility pictures are included 

in Appendix D.  The collection site is open five days a week from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.  The site 

is closed Sunday and Wednesday.  A walk in-gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  A gate 

and perimeter fencing are used to control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   
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The site has approximately 25, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  The 

County picks up these containers with a front-end loader garbage compactor truck.  The site also 

has a 40 cubic yard roll-off for disposal of Class 4 materials (construction and demolition debris) 

and a roll-off for tires.  The County hauls these roll-off containers.  Tires are transferred to the 

County transfer building facility where they are loader in trailers and trucked to the Tire Depot 

near Polson.   

The site also has a roll-off container for metal and small containers for other recyclables which 

are picked up by Full Circle Recycling.  The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good 

condition.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future growth in the community. 

The site is unattended. Users are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  

Contractors are not allowed to use the collection sites except for very small loads which is also 

difficult to enforce.   

  



Figure 3-1
Wilsall Collection Site
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3.3.3 Clyde Park 

The construction date of the Clyde Park site is unknown however it did exist in 1998 based on 

historical Google imagery.  Figure 3-2 shows the layout of the existing 0.34-acre facility.  The 

facility is located on County property.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The collection 

site is open five days a week from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.  The site is closed Sunday and 

Wednesday.  A walk in-gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  A gate and perimeter fencing 

are used to control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   

The site has approximately 20, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  The 

County picks up these containers with a front-end loader garbage compactor truck.  The site also 

has a 40 cubic yard roll-off for disposal of Class 4 materials (construction and demolition debris) 

and a roll-off for tires.  The County hauls these roll-off containers.  Tires are transferred to the 

County transfer building facility where they are loader in trailers and trucked to the Tire Depot 

near Polson for reuse or disposal.  The site also has a roll-off container for metal and small 

containers for other recyclables which are picked up by Full Circle Recycling. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The facility footprint is large 

enough to accommodate future growth in the community.  The site is unattended. Users are 

required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads which is also difficult to enforce.   

3.3.4 Smiths 

The construction date of the Smiths site is unknown.  Aerial photography from 1998 shows an 

unfenced area with two roll-off containers.  2005 photography shows the current fenced site. 

Figure 3-3 shows the layout of the existing 0.24-acre facility.  The facility is located on private 

property and there is not currently a lease for it.  The County is currently looking at obtaining a 

short-term lease for the property.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The collection site 

is open five days a week from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.  The site is closed Sunday and Wednesday.  

A walk in-gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  A gate and perimeter fencing are used to 

control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   

  



Figure 3-2
Clyde Park Collection Site
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The site has approximately seven, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  No 

other wastes are collected at the site.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future 

growth in the area. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   

3.3.5 Neads 

The construction date of the Neads site is unknown however aerial photography from 1999 shows 

that it existed then.  Figure 3-4 shows the layout of the existing 0.23-acre facility.  The facility is 

located on private property and there is not currently a lease for it.  The County is currently looking 

at obtaining a lease.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The collection site is open 4.5 

days a week from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.  The site is closed Sunday, Wednesday and Saturday 

afternoon.  A walk in-gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  A gate and perimeter fencing 

are used to control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   

The site has approximately ten, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  No 

other wastes are collected at the site.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future 

growth in the area. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.    



Figure 3-3
Smiths Collection Site
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Figure 3-4
Neads Collection Site

PARK COUNTY - SOLID WASTE
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORT

N
O
R
T
H

ACCESS GATE

.23 ACRES

AutoCAD SHX Text
F:\1-20183-Park County Solid Waste Engineering Services\CADD 1-20183\Exhibits\PER\1-20183-PER-FG3-4-Neads.dwg

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE IN FEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
20

AutoCAD SHX Text
40

AutoCAD SHX Text
CONVICT GRADE ROAD

AutoCAD SHX Text
US HWY 89



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

19 

3.3.6 Springdale 

The construction date of the Springdale site is unknown however photography from 2005 seems 

to show containers on this site.  Figure 3-5 shows the layout of the existing facility.  The facility is 

located on Montana Rail Link property and there is not currently a lease for it.  Facility pictures 

are included in Appendix D.  The site has no perimeter fencing and therefore is accessible 24 

hours a day, seven days a week.  The County has not had significant issues with the site to date, 

despite the fact it is unsecured. 

The site has four, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  No other wastes are 

collected at the site.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future growth in the 

community. 

The road surfacing on this site is in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users are required to 

have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use the collection 

sites except for very small loads.   

3.3.7 Mission Creek 

The construction date of the Mission Creek site is approximately 2012 based on historical Google 

Imagery for the site.  The facility is located on private property and there is not currently a lease 

for it.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The site is fenced but the gate is normally 

open and therefore is accessible 24 hours a day, seven days a week.  The County has not had 

significant issues with the site to date, despite the fact it is unsecured. 

The site has three, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  No other wastes 

are collected at the site.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future growth in 

the area. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site is in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   

  



Figure 3-5
Springdale Collection Site
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Figure 3-6
Mission Creek Collection Site
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3.3.8 Fleshman Creek 

The construction date of the Fleshman Creek is 2005.  Figure 3-7 shows the layout of the existing 

0.30-acre facility.  The facility is located on Montana Rail Link and there is not currently a lease 

for it.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The container site is supposed to be open for 

walk-in traffic only.  However, the vehicle gate has a lock and some of the locals know the 

combination and drive in after hours.  A walk-in gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  A 

gate and perimeter fencing are used to control vehicle access for those that don’t know the 

combination.   

The site has approximately seven, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  No 

other wastes are collected at the site.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future 

growth in the area. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   

3.3.9 Forest Service 

The construction date of the Forest Service site is unknown.  However aerial photography from 

1998 shows that it existed then.  Figure 3-8 shows the layout of the existing 0.3-acre facility.  The 

facility is located on R-Y Timber property and there is currently a lease for it.  Facility pictures are 

included in Appendix D.    The collection site is open five days a week from 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m.  

The site is closed Sunday and Wednesday.    A walk in-gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  

A gate and perimeter fencing are used to control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   

The site has approximately thirty, 8 cubic yard green boxes and four, 4 cubic yard green boxes 

for disposal of municipal waste.  No other wastes are collected at the site.  This facility is very 

busy and sometimes gets overwhelmed during summer weekends.  The County recently 

expanded the footprint of the facility.  However, the facility is still very small and may need to be 

expanded again in the future to handle growth. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   



Figure 3-7
Fleshman Creek Collection Site
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Figure 3-8
Forest Service Collection Site
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3.3.10 Trail Creek Site 

The construction date of the Trail Creek site is unknown.  Aerial photography from 1997 shows 

an unfenced container site.  Photography from 2005 shows the current fenced facility.  Figure 3-

8 shows the layout of the existing 0.43-acre facility.  The facility is located on private property and 

there is currently a lease for it.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The container site is 

open 24-hours/day, 7 day a week.   

The site has approximately eighteen, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste. 

There are also two, 30 cubic yard roll-off containers for disposal of construction and demolition 

wastes (Class 4).  No other wastes are collected at the site.  This facility is very busy and 

sometimes gets overwhelmed during summer weekends.  The County should consider expansion 

of the site footprint to handle the future anticipated growth. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  However, the western portion 

of the site sometimes floods during run-off periods and should be built up to prevent that from 

occurring in the future.  The site is unattended. Users are required to have a permit tag but this is 

difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use the collection sites except for very small 

loads. 

3.3.11 Deep Creek 

The construction date of the Deep Creek site is unknown.  Aerial photography from 1998 shows 

an unfenced container site.  Photography from 2005 shows the current fenced facility.  Figure 3-

10 shows the layout of the existing 0.30-acre facility.  The facility is located on private property 

and there is an annual lease payment for it.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The 

collection site is open 24-hours/day, 7 day a week.   

The site has approximately six, 8 cubic yard green boxes for disposal of municipal waste.  No 

other wastes are collected at the site.  The site has reportedly had some issues with bears in the 

past.  The facility footprint is large enough to accommodate future growth in the community. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   

  



Figure 3-9
Trail Creek Collection Site
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Figure 3-10
Deep Creek Collection Site
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3.3.12 Chico Site 

The original construction date of the Chico site is unknown.  Aerial photography from 1998 shows 

evidence of a collection site.  The facility was upgraded to roll-off container site in 2012 or 2013.  

This included the construction of eco-block, concrete walls which provide grade separation for 

tipping directly into 40-cubic yard roll-off containers.  The County also implemented consolidation 

of container loads with a backhoe at that time and continues that practice.   

Figure 3-11 shows the layout of the existing 1.72-acre facility.  The facility is located on Montana 

Department of Transportation property and there is currently a lease for it.  Facility pictures are 

included in Appendix D.  The container site is open 24-hours/day, 7 day a week.   

The site has approximately four, 40 cubic roll-off containers for municipal and 

construction/demolition waste. There are also two, 40 cubic yard roll-off containers for collection 

of metal and another 40 cubic yard roll-off for collection of tires.  The site also includes a container 

for collection of cardboard. 

The container walls at the Chico sites do not meet current Building Code requirements because 

of the lack of adequate barriers at the tipping area.  The Building Codes require a 42-inch barrier 

where the public is exposed to a drop off greater than 30 inches.  Existing sites are grandfathered 

in from a regulatory perspective and the County is not required to upgrade facilities which do not 

meet the code requirement.  Any new container sites or modifications to the existing container 

walls would require the installation of a 42-inch barrier unless the drop off was less than 30 inches.  

The Chico site does have a barrier that is approximately 24 inches high which provides some 

degree of protection for customers.  The County has not had an issue with customers falling from 

any of the container walls in recent history according to County staff.   

The existing eco-block walls are starting tip over in some locations and the County should 

consider making repairs to this facility for long term service as well as safety considerations.  

Modifications to the facility will require compliance with the Building Code. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads. 

  



Figure 3-11
Chico Collection Site
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3.3.13 Tom Miner Site 

The construction date of the Tom Miner is unknown.  Photography from 2005 shows the current 

fenced facility.  Figure 3-12 shows the layout of the existing 0.22-acre facility.  The facility is 

located on Montana Department of Transportation property and there is an annual lease payment 

for it.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The container site is supposed to be open for 

walk-in traffic only.  However, the gate was open the day of Great West’s tour of the facility.  A 

gate and perimeter fencing are used to control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   

The site has one 30 cubic yard roll-off for disposal of municipal waste.  There is also a green box 

for cardboard collection.  No other wastes are collected at the site.  The facility footprint is large 

enough to accommodate future growth. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   

3.3.14 Corwin Springs Site 

The construction date of the Corwin Springs Tom Miner is unknown.  Photography from 2005 

shows the current fenced facility.  Figure 3-13 shows the layout of the existing 0.22-acre facility.  

The facility is located on private land.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The container 

site is supposed to be open for walk-in traffic only.  However, the gate was open the day of Great 

West’s tour of the facility.   A gate and perimeter fencing are used to control vehicle access to the 

facility during closed hours.   

The site has one 30 cubic yard roll-off for disposal of municipal waste.  No other wastes are 

collected at the site.  The County recently received correspondence from the landowner asking 

that the County abandon this site. 

The road surfacing and fencing on this site are in good condition.  The site is unattended. Users 

are required to have a permit tag but this is difficult to enforce.  Contractors are not allowed to use 

the collection sites except for very small loads.   

  



Figure 3-12
Tom Miner Collection Site

PARK COUNTY - SOLID WASTE
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORTN

O
R
T
H

.22 ACRES

ACCESS GATE

AutoCAD SHX Text
F:\1-20183-Park County Solid Waste Engineering Services\CADD 1-20183\Exhibits\PER\1-20183-PER-FG3-12-Tom Miner.dwg

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE IN FEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
30

AutoCAD SHX Text
60

AutoCAD SHX Text
TOM MINER CREEK RD

AutoCAD SHX Text
US HWY 89



Figure 3-13
Corwin Springs Collection Site
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3.3.15 Gardiner Site 

The original construction date of the Gardiner site is unknown.  Aerial photography from 2004 

shows the container site.  Figure 3-14 shows the layout of the existing 0.61-acre facility.  The 

facility is located on property owned by the County.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  
The facility has the following seasonal hours: 

• Summer (May 15-October 15) 
o Mon, Tue, Thur, Fri and Sat    9 am to 4 pm 
o Wed and Sat      9 am to 3 pm 

• Winter 
o Mon, Tue, Thur, Fri and Sat    9 am to 4 pm 
o Wed and Sat      Closed 

 

A walk-in gate allows 24-hour, 7 day a week access.  A gate and perimeter fencing are used to 

control vehicle access to the facility during closed hours.   

The site has an SP Industries compactor which is used for municipal waste.  The compactor was 

installed in 2015 and has served the County well to date.  Usage of the compactor is monitored 

by a site attendant to ensure that only acceptable wastes that will not damage the compactor are 

placed in it.  

There are also the following containers on site: 

• 40 CY roll-off container for walk-in traffic to site 
• 30 CY roll-off for Class IV wastes 
• 40 CY roll-off for recyclables 
• 20 CY roll-off for metals 
• Several green boxes for cardboard collection 

 

The site is large enough to handle future anticipated growth for many years.  The road surfacing 

and fencing on this site are in good condition.   

  



Figure 3-14
Gardiner Collection Site
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3.3.16 Cooke City Site 

The original construction date of the Cooke City transfer site is unknown.  Aerial photography 

from 1994 shows a container site on the property.  Aerial photography from 2005 shows the 

current transfer building located on the west side of Cooke City south of the highway.  Figure 3-

15 shows the transfer facility location.  The facility is located on Forest Service property and is 

leased by the County.  Facility pictures are included in Appendix D.  The transfer building is open 

the following hours:   

• Summer (May 31-October 1) 
o Thur, Fri. Sat, Sun, Mon, and Tue   12 pm to 5 pm 
o Wed        2 pm to 5 pm 

• Winter 
o Tue, Thur, Fri, Sat, and Sun    12 pm to 5 pm 
o Mon and Wed      Closed 

 

The site has an SP Industries compactor which is used for municipal waste.  The compactor is 

regularly serviced and is in good condition.  Usage of the compactor is monitored by a facility 

attendant to ensure that only acceptable wastes that will not damage the compactor are placed 

in it.  There is also a 40 cubic yard roll-off container for Class IV wastes and other wastes which 

are not acceptable for the compactor.  The building is in good condition and remarkably well 

maintained and clean.  The facility also has a cardboard compactor. 

3.3.17 M Street Transfer Station 

The County’s solid waste operations shop is located on M Street in Livingston.  The transfer facility 

building was originally constructed as the County’s solid waste incinerator in 1982.  The 

incinerator operated until 2005 and the County converted the building into a transfer facility at that 

time.  The facility was operated as a transfer station until 2012 when the County started hauling 

its waste to the City of Livingston Transfer Station.  Since 2012, the County has continued to use 

the building for indoor vehicle storage and maintenance.  The building also has a small office for 

the Solid Waste manager. 

The building is located on Montana Rail Link property through a lease agreement.  The County 

also uses the property to store containers and other equipment.  The County also uses this 

location to stockpile tires and load trailers for disposal from a private company.  Figure 3-16 shows 

the existing facility. 



Figure 3-15
Cooke City Transfer Station
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Figure 3-16
M Street Transfer Station
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The facility has some significant deficiencies that need to be addressed including: 

• The roof has failed and needs to replaced, 
• When the roof is replaced insulation should be installed to mitigate condensation and 

dripping inside the building,  
• The existing gyp board and insulation has completely failed and is falling from the 

ceiling, and 
• The lighting is poor and needs to be replaced. 

 

Appendix D has photographs of the existing facility.  The County has also operates a 20 cubic 

yard roll-off container for the public’s use at this site.  This facility is open to the public Mon-Fri, 

6:30 am to 2:00 pm.  

3.3.18 Solid Waste Facilities Condition and Capacity 

Most of the solid waste facilities are in relatively good condition considering their age and the 

heavy service conditions of waste handling.  In summary, Great West has the following overall 

concerns which should be addressed or at least considered by the County: 

1) The transfer station building needs a new roof, insulation and lighting. 
2) In Great West’s opinion, collection facilities that are unsecured and/or have walk-in gates 

should be secured and have limited hours.  Having solid waste facilities open 24 hours a 
day, seven days a week could be a significant liability issue for the County in the long 
term. 

3) The County should consider closure of lower volume sites as a cost savings measure. 
4) The Trail Creek site should be expanded to handle future growth. 
5) The Forest Service site should also be considered for future expansion to handle growth. 
6) Security at the collection sites should be improved 

 

Each of the container sites has adequate capacity to handle the volume of waste being generated 

from each area throughout the entire 20-year planning period with the exception of the Trail Creek 

and Forest Service sites which will eventually be undersized for the volume of traffic and waste 

accepted as the growth in the County continues.  

3.3.19 City of Livingston Contract 

The County is contracted with the City of Livingston to accept waste for disposal at the City’s 

transfer station.  The most recent contract was signed in November 2017 for a term of five years 

and expires October 8, 2022.  The tonnage rate charge in the contract was $68/ton however the 

contract allows the City to pass on annual cost increases for landfilling and waste transfer from 
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its private contractor.   The current rate is approximately $72/ton.  Special wastes like construction 

debris, waste oil, tires, etc. have specific rates.  See Appendix B for a copy of the contract with 

the City.  In fiscal year 2019-20 the County paid the City $566,000 for these services.  

3.3.20 Full Circle Recycling Contracts 

The County has two contracts with Full Circle Recycling (FCR) one for collection of cardboard 

and the other for collection of recyclables from the County’s collection sites.  The contacts were 

signed in December 2016.  These contracts are included in Appendix C. 

3.3.21 Operation and Maintenance 

The County has operated and maintained its current solid waste system successfully for over 

twenty years.  The County has eight full-time employees including the following: 

• Three full-time truck drivers which haul waste from the collection sites to the 
transfer station.  When not driving, the truck drivers assist with collection  site 
maintenance 

• Four attendants that have the following duties: 
o Cooke City – Attendant runs transfer building and operates compactor. 
o Valley – Attendant opens and closes sites in Valley and conducts 

backhoe compaction of containers at Chico site. 
o Gardiner – Site attendant is responsible for compactor oversight and site 

maintenance. 
o North Valley - Attendant does site maintenance as well as opening and 

closing sites. 
• Solid Waste Foreman – Direct supervisor of solid waste employees and also 

does a significant amount of truck driving.   
• The Solid Waste Foreman is supervised and assisted by the County Public 

Works Director on needed management tasks of the Solid Waste System.  The 
Public Works Director reports to the Solid Waste Board and County Commission.  

 

The County provides the solid waste system with part time administrative assistance including the 

Commission Secretary, Clerk and Recorder, and other County administrative staff.  The Solid 

Waste System pays an administrative overhead charge to the County general fund for these 

support services.  All of the solid waste system alternatives considered in the analysis have 

estimated operation and maintenance costs.  Continued long term operation and maintenance of 

the County’s solid waste system will be a necessity and the user charges need to provide 

adequate funding to keep the system well maintained and in compliance with Federal and State 
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rules governing public solid waste systems.  The County’s system is well operated and 

maintained.    

3.4 Financial Status 

The County has operated the current solid waste system successfully for over fifteen years.  The 

Park County Commission has the legal responsibility for this Solid Waste Study.  The Park County 

Commission is elected by and directly accountable to the electors within the County limits.  The 

County Commission also has a volunteer Solid Waste Board which serves an advisory role to the 

Commission.  The solid waste management system is owned and operated by the County.  

Capital, operation and maintenance (O&M) costs are paid for by property owners within the 

County.   

Fees for the solid waste system are assessed to cover debt service and O&M costs.  The County 

provides administrative assistance to manage the day-to-day business of the County and 

operators to perform the operation and maintenance of the system.   

The County obtains the majority of its solid waste revenues from tax assessments which are 

based on the approximate number of equivalent household units of solid waste each account 

generates.  These revenues are used to operate and maintain the collection sites, service debt, 

conduct recycling activities and pay for the waste hauling and disposal fees.  The County financial 

status is sound because of quality financial planning and execution.  Copies of County revenue 

and expense statements are included in Appendix E and Appendix F, respectively. 

Capital, operation and maintenance costs will continue to be paid for by users within the County.  

Fees for the solid waste system will be assessed to cover the debt service and O&M costs. The 

County currently has approximately 7,200 solid waste units which are assessed at $199 annually 

per unit.  The $199 entitles the user to utilize the County’s solid waste facilities.  Construction and 

demolition wastes are only allowed from small residential projects.  Commercial loads for 

construction and demolition debris are required to haul their loads directly to the transfer station 

and pay the City the associated fee.   

The County recently raised the solid waste assessment to $199/unit.  Based on the new 

assessment, the total estimated current annual revenue of the County solid waste system is 

approximately $1,500,000.  The current revenue is adequate for the County’s current annual 

needs.  Table 3-1 summarizes the County’s solid waste revenue history for the last three fiscal 
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years.  These revenues are used to operate and maintain the collection sites, pay for the waste 

hauling costs and disposal fees.   

Table 3-1 - Annual Revenue History  

Park County Solid Waste Annual Revenue History  
Item 2017/2018 2018/2019 2019/2020 

Real Property Assessments $1,177,522 $1,237,434 $1,284,960 
Penalties and Interest $8,575 $6,605 $9,296 
Solid Waste Permits $8,109 $18,315 $20,525 
Out-of-County Refuse $4,420 $8,215 $8,331 
Green Box Charges $790 $1,075 $780 
Miscellaneous Revenue $27,109 $6,707 $41 

Total $1,226,525 $1,278,351 $1,323,933 
 

Table 3-2 summarizes the County’s expense history for the last three fiscal years.  The County 

has no current debt service on the solid waste system. 

Table 3-2 - Annual Expense History 

Park County Solid Waste Expense History 
Item FY 2017-18 FY 2018-19 FY 2019-20 

Salaries & Benefits $389,431 $438,594 $419,141 
Equipment Repairs, Maintenance & Parts $20,856 $49,580 $52,282 
Supplies & Equipment $1,849 $1,733 $14,100 
Tipping Fees $477,315 $540,986 $565,977 
County Administration $75,000 $75,000 $91,000 
Fuel & Diesel Fuel $43,829 $48,834 $43,757 
Office & Utility Costs $21,561 $20,797 $23,896 
Capital Expenditures $51,677 $51,860 $137,458 
Recycling $54,730 $39,057 $53,896 
Tire Disposal $7,200 $7,200 $6,300 
Leases $11,957 $10,782 $11,832 
Professional Services $9,104 $4,279 $9,677 
Liability Insurance $43,344 $44,783 $45,258 
Licensing $1,540 $1,540 $1,540 
Depreciation $80,048 $64,536 $63,513 

Total $1,289,441 $1,399,561 $1,539,627 



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

42 

Regulatory Requirements 

Municipal solid waste is regulated on both the State and Federal levels.  The Federal Resource 

Conservation & Recovery Act (RCRA) adopted in 1976 governs solid waste disposal nationwide.  

These rules were updated in 1991 through an act called Subtitle D.  The State of Montana has its 

own Administrative Rules of Montana (ARMs) which govern waste disposal and handling in 

Montana.  Montana’s rules and program are compliant with the Federal Subtitle D regulations.  

The Federal and State rules which govern solid waste disposal are enforced at the Republic 

Services landfill near Great Falls where the County’s waste ultimately is disposed of.  The 

Republic Services landfill is a fully compliant waste disposal facility. 

The State of Montana does not regulate collection sites which accept less than 3,000 tons of 

waste per year and utilize containers less than 50 cubic yards in size.  All of the County’s container 

sites accept less than the regulatory tonnage limit and utilize containers less than 50 cubic yards.   

State and Federal regulations govern the safe and legal transport of waste.  The County is 

required to meet the requirements of the Montana Department of Labor and Industry with regards 

to safety and how it treats its employees. 

The Montana Association of Counties (MACO) and their insurer are concerned about the public’s 

safety at container sites. MACO has requested that the Counties make upgrades to facilities to 

improve safety.  MACO has significant influence on the Counties because of their role as an 

insurer.    

3.4.1 Waste Quantities and Types 

The County receives detailed landfilled waste tonnage data from the City who weighs every load 

hauled to the transfer station.  Table 3-3 details annual tonnages of waste hauled to the landfill 

as well as diverted waste tonnage over the last three fiscal years and compares it to current 

population estimates.  The table also calculates an average per capita waste generation rate for 

the County.  The average waste generation of 5.2 lb/person/day is close to the current national 

average and is similar to generation rates for other Montana counties. 
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Table 3-3 - Waste Volume & Population History 

Fiscal Year 

Annual 
Landfill 

Tonnage  Wood Waste 
Recycled 
Wastes 

Total Waste 
Tonnage Population 

Waste 
Generation 

(lb/person/day) 
2017-2018 7,503 200 250 7,953 8,768 5.0 
2018-2019 7,717 230 252 8,199 8,768 5.1 
2019-2020 7,750 200 291 8,241 8,768 5.2 

 

The County also keeps detailed records of diverted wastes.  Recycled waste quantities are 

reported by Full Circle Recycling. 

Special Wastes, Recycling & Waste Stream Diversion 

The County manages special wastes at the collection sites, however some wastes are not 

accepted.  Following is a discussion of special wastes and how the County handles them. 

a) Asbestos – The County does not accept asbestos materials at any container 

site.  Asbestos generators are required to haul waste directly to a licensed 

landfill. 

b) Green wastes – Green wastes include tree limbs and grass clippings.  Green 

waste is accepted at the collection sites from residential customers but it is not 

separated from the municipal waste.  Residential customers in the County can 

currently haul their green wastes to the City of Livingston Transfer Station at no 

charge.  However, this is expected to change in the near future since the City is 

examining alternatives for dealing with its green waste stream.  Commercial 

loads of green waste are not accepted at the collection sites.  These loads are 

supposed to be hauled directly to the City Transfer Station    

c) C&D – This category is construction and demolition debris (C&D). Small loads of 

C&D from the general public are accepted at the collection sites.  Commercial 

C&D loads from contractors are not accepted at the collection sites, because the 

containers do not have the capacity to accept the volume from significant 

demolition projects.  Contractors are required to haul the waste directly to the 

landfill.   

d) Tires – Tires are accepted at some of the collection sites in roll-off containers.  

The County hauls the roll-off containers to the County transfer station property in 

Livingston where tires are loaded into private transfer trailers owned by the  
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Tire Depot.  The Tire Depot hauls the tires to its facility near Polson, MT where 

the tires are either reused or shredded and landfilled.    

e) Metal – The County collects scrap metal in separate roll-offs at some of the 

container sites.  Metal is picked up Full Circle Recycling.  Metal consists primarily 

of scrap metal wastes.  Freon-free certified white goods are accepted free of 

charge at the collection sites.  A $35 fee is required to remove freon with the 

exception of Cooke City where a $50 fee covers freon removal and additional 

haul costs.  The County maintains records for freon removal in compliance with 

Federal law.  

f) MSW – This category is municipal solid waste that is the bulk of the waste 

accepted at the container sites. 

g) Liquid & Hazardous Wastes – Bulk liquid wastes and hazardous wastes are 

specifically disallowed by the County.  Municipal solid waste landfills are 

specifically not allowed to take these wastes by federal regulation and the County 

does not have the ability to handle them.  Household quantities of these wastes 

are acceptable.   

h) Recyclables – The County collects recyclables at some of the collection sites.  

Some sites only collect a few of these materials.  Recyclables accepted include 

paper, metal, aluminum, cardboard, plastic, and batteries.     

i) Cardboard – The County segregates cardboard at many of the collection sites.  

Collected cardboard is collected by Full Circle Recycling.   

j) Used Oil – The County does not accept used oil.  Customers need to haul waste 

oil directly to the City Transfer Station. 

k) Batteries – The County does not accept used batteries.  The City Transfer 

Station does accept them 

l) Glass – The County does not collect glass at its collection sites.  The City 

Transfer Station does accept glass. 

3.4.2 Recycling Alternatives 

A detailed discussion of recycling alternatives, their economic feasibility and the potential for 

tonnage diverted from the waste stream is beyond the scope of this report.  The County is making 

a reasonable effort to divert materials, especially given the collapse of the recycling commodity 

market.  Given the small volume of waste generated by the County and the long distance to 

recycling markets, full scale recycling is clearly not economically feasible for the County.  The 



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

45 

County’s expenses for recycling activities significantly exceed revenues already. The County’s 

current effort is a reasonable and appropriate level of recycling. 

3.4.3 Waste Projections 

As discussed within Chapter 2, it is anticipated that the population of the service area will increase 

throughout the 20-year planning period.  A large portion of this growth is expected to take place 

in the northern portion of the County impacting existing facilities near Livingston.  For the purposes 

of the waste stream projections, it is assumed that the per capita waste generation will remain the 

same as that generated in fiscal year 2020 and that the County will continue landfilling the majority 

of the wastes received.  Table 3-4 estimates the total tonnage throughout the twenty-year 

planning period. 

Table 3-4 - Waste Volume & Service Area Population Projections 

Year Total Waste Tonnage Population 
Waste Generation 

(lb/person/day) 
2020 8,241 8,768 5.2 
2040 14,422 15,344 5.2 

 

Detailed Tonnage Data By Site and Container Type 

The County has maintained detailed hauling logs for each of the collection sites by container type.  

Logs also record each waste container site trip to the City Transfer Station.  Table 3-6 details 

waste tonnage hauled by the County from each collection site as well as the total number of 

containers and the average tonnage per container for fiscal year 2018-2019.  This was the last 

year the County had full hauling data compiled as of the date of this report.  
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Table 3-5 – FY 2019 Route Summary 

 Route Type 
2019 2019 CL2 CL4 

# of Trips Ton Tn/Trip Tn/Trip 
Consolidated Class II Roll-Off Trips         
R Chico Refuse RO- 40CY CL2 152 1359 8.9   
R Cooke City Refuse Comp CL2 24 226 9.4   
R Gardiner Refuse RO CL2 102 689 6.8   
Sub Total Consolidated Class II Roll-Offs 278 2273 8.2   
          
Front Loader Trips         
R Local Refuse FL CL2 311 1976 6.4   
R Local Refuse FL2 CL2 54 327 6.1   
R Shields Valley Refuse FL CL2 111 1099 9.9   
Sub Total Front End Loader 476 3402 7.1   
          
Unconsolidated Class IV Roll-Off Trips         
R Clyde Park Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 66 165   2.5 
R Cooke City Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 8 38   4.7 
R Gardiner Refuse RO CL4 15 60   4.0 
R Trail Creek Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 215 525   2.4 
R Wilsall Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 60 161   2.7 
Sub Total Unconsolidated Class IV Roll-Offs 364 948 0.0 2.6 
          
Unconsolidated Class II Roll-Offs         
R Local RO CL2 81 180 2.2   
R South Refuse CL2 131 417 3.2   
Sub Total Unconsolidated Class II Roll-Offs 212 597 2.8   
Sub Total Hauled Waste 1330 7220 5.4   
Direct Haul to City Transfer Station   687     
    7907     

 

Table 3-5 details several classes of container that are hauled as detailed in the following sections. 

Consolidated Class II (Municipal Waste) Roll-offs 

This includes 40 cubic yard roll-off containers from the stationary compactors at Gardiner and 

Cooke City.  The Cooke City compacted roll-offs average 9.4 tons/container which is outstanding.  

The Gardiner compactor is only averaging 6.4 tons/container which is relatively low for a 
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stationary compactor so the County may want to investigate whether this can be improved or not.  

This also includes 40 cubic yard containers from Chico which are consolidated with a backhoe. 

The Chico site averages 8.9 tons/container which is outstanding for backhoe consolidation.  As 

shown in Table 3-6 in 2018-19, the County hauled 2,273 tons in these type of containers which is 

29% of the waste generated in the County. 

Front End Loader Collection 

The County has two front-end loader packer garbage trucks from which it collects waste from the 

following collection sites; Wilsall, Clyde Park, Smiths, Neads, Mission Creek, Springdale, 

Fleshman Creek, Forest Service, Trail Creek and Deep Creek. 

There are two primary routes: the Shields Valley and the Local area which covers the sites nearer 

Livingston.  The newer garbage truck is used for the Shields Valley route and this truck averages 

9.9 tons/trip which is outstanding.  The older truck is used for the Local sites and averages 6.25 

tons/trip which is lower but acceptable given the age of the truck and the shorter average haul for 

the Local sites.  As shown in Table 3-5 in 2018-19, the County hauled 3,402 tons in these type of 

containers which is 43% of the waste generated in the County. 

Unconsolidated Class IV (Construction and Demolition) Roll-Offs 

The County collects Class IV materials in 30 cubic yard roll-off containers at the Clyde Park, 

Wilsall, Cooke City, Gardiner and Trail Creek sites.  Most of the sites average 2.5 tons/container 

which is typical for unconcolidated Class IV wastes.  Cooke City does better because the 

attendant helps maximize the payload by how materials are placed in the container.  Gardiner 

also does better because the Road Department periodically consolidates containers with its 

backhoe.   As shown in Table 3-6 in 2018-19, the County hauled 948 tons in these type of 

containers which is 12% of the waste generated in the County. 

Unconsolidated Class II (Municipal Waste) Roll-Offs 

The County uses a 20 cubic yard roll-off at the M Street Transfer Station and 30 cubic yard roll-

offs at the Tom Miner and Corwin Springs sites.  These containers average 2.2 tons/container 

and 3.2 tons/container, respectively which is typical for unconsolidated containers this size.  As 

shown in Table 3-6 in 2018-19, the County hauled 597 tons in these type of containers which is 

7% of the waste generated in the County. 
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Direct Haul Customers 

The County has a few customers that direct haul their waste to City Transfer Station.  As shown 

in Table 3-6 in 2018-19, this represented 687 tons which is 9% of the waste generated in the 

County. 

Green Wastes 

The amount of wood waste the County generates is unknown.  Green waste is allowed in the 

containers at the collection sites and commingled with municipal waste.  Also, the County’s 

contract with the City allows County residents to dispose of green waste for free at the City 

Transfer Station.  In exchange the County hauls accumulated green wastes at the Transfer 

Station to the City’s composting facility on Swingley Road.  The City is currently considering 

upgrading its compost facility at Swingley and to pay for the improvements plans on charging for 

green wastes in the future. 

3.4.4 Operation and Maintenance Expenses 

The County keeps excellent records of its expenses of the solid waste system.  Expenses are 

tracked in distinct categories.  Detailed financial data is included in Appendices E and F  Annual 

operations and maintenance costs for the last three years are detailed in Table 3-2. 

3.4.5 Capacity of Sites 

Most of the collection sites easily handle the existing traffic and volume of waste currently 

accepted.  However, both the Trail Creek and Forest Service sites are often overwhelmed on 

weekends during the summer.  With continued growth and waste volume, these sites will need to 

be expanded in the future.   

 
All of the other sites adequately handle the current volume of traffic and waste that they receive 

and are adequate to address the County’s needs through the 20-year planning period. 
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4.0 SOLID WASTE SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES  

4.1 Alternative Screening 

4.1.1 Optimal Operation of Existing Facilities 

The purpose of this section is to discuss how the current system is being maintained and operated 

and to explore the possibility of improving operations to either achieve the objectives of this Study 

in their entirety or to assist in achieving these objectives.  Such an approach could either eliminate 

the need for capital improvements to achieve plan objectives or reduce the extent of the capital 

improvements. 

The County does an excellent job of operating and maintaining its solid waste system.  The 

system does provide a good service to the residents of the County.  There are several operational 

efficiency alternatives as well as capital alternatives which are evaluated in this chapter.   

4.1.2 Solid Waste Alternatives Considered 

In order to fully evaluate alternatives for improvements to the County’s system it is first necessary 

to identify the full range of alternatives which are available.  Some of the alternatives can be 

relatively easily dismissed or screened from further analysis.  The remaining alternatives are 

examined within detail within the remainder of the Chapter.  The alternatives considered in this 

section are itemized below. 

Disposal Alternatives 

• Republic Landfill near Great Falls, MT 
• Gallatin County Landfill near Logan, MT 
• City of Billings Regional Landfill 
• County Constructed & Operated Landfill 
• More Comprehensive Waste Diversion and Recycling 

 

4.1.3 Screening of Disposal Alternatives 

Republic Landfill 

The County currently disposes of its waste at the City of Livingston Transfer Station where it is 

hauled by Republic Services to the Republic landfill near Great Falls.  The current rate of $72/ton 
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the City charges the County covers Republic’s fees to transfer and landfill the waste as well as 

the City’s cost to operate the Transfer Station.  The County is currently under contract with the 

City until October 2022.  The City’s contract with Republic also expires around the same time 

frame.  The Republic landfill has many years of capacity remaining which would meet the disposal 

needs of both the County and City throughout the planning period.  Since this is the current 

alternative it will be evaluated further in this report. 

Gallatin County Landfill  

Gallatin County operates a regional landfill near Logan, MT that is a fully compliant landfill with 

significant capacity available.  The advantage of the Gallatin County Landfill is that it is only a 

104-mile round trip from Livingston versus the 360 mile round trip to the Republic Landfill.  Gallatin 

County’s tipping fees are competitive at $27/ton for municipal wastes and $48/ton for construction 

and demolition debris.  Under this disposal alternative the County would need to haul its waste to 

Gallatin County.  This alternative is evaluated in more detail in this report. 

City of Billings Landfill  

The City of Billings operates a regional landfill near Logan, MT that is a fully compliant landfill with 

significant capacity available.  The Billings Landfill is a 230-mile round trip and the municipal waste 

tipping fee is greater than Gallatin County’s.  Since both the roundtrip mileage and tipping fee are 

higher than Gallatin County this alternative is screened from further analysis in this report. 

County-Constructed & Operated Landfill 

There are several factors which make this a poor alternative for the County.  First, it would be 

very difficult to site and license a new landfill in Park County.  It would be very costly to develop 

a new landfill in the County.  Second, the population of Park County is too small to financially 

support a modern landfill.  Third, it would likely be very difficult to obtain public support for a new 

landfill in Park County due to the recreational, environmental and aesthetic values of the area.  

Fourth, the County closed its landfill five years ago because of a long running dispute with the 

neighboring landowner over litter issues. For these reasons, this alternative is screened from 

further analysis in this report.  
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More Comprehensive Recycling & Waste Diversion 

A detailed evaluation of recycling and waste diversion alternatives is beyond the scope of this 

report.  However, the County has implemented several recycling and waste diversion efforts which 

are progressive for a mostly rural Montana County.   

First, the County recycles paper, aluminum, metal, plastic, and cardboard.  With these recycling 

and waste diversion efforts, the County is addressing those portions of the waste streams that 

are most easily diverted.  More comprehensive recycling through material separation or curbside 

pick-up of recyclables is not financially practical for a community of this population. This is 

especially true given the crash of recycling commodity value which has happened in the last few 

years.  In fact, the County’s expenses for recycling already significantly exceed the revenue 

received from the commodities.   For these reasons, this alternative is screened from further 

analysis within the report. 

4.1.4 Screening of Collection Site Security Alternatives 

Security improvements to several of the collection sites are evaluated in this report as an 

alternative. 

4.1.5 Screening of Consolidation Alternatives  

Consolidation of Open Top Roll-Off Loads with Backhoe Compaction 

Consolidation and compaction of loads within containers can significantly reduce hauling costs 

because fewer loads need to be hauled.  One alternative for consolidating loads are backhoes.  

One advantage of utilizing a backhoe for this task is that this equipment can be used to handle 

other wastes on site including green wastes and bulky wastes that customers cannot get into the 

container.  A disadvantage of backhoes is that if not used carefully they can damage the 

containers.  The County already successfully uses backhoe consolidation at the Chico site 

Initial analysis has shown that the unconsolidated containers from Clyde Park, Wilsall, Cooke 

City, M Street, Trail Creek, and Gardiner do not generate enough mileage from a combination of 

trips and roundtrip mileage to make consolidation pay off.  The Tom Miner site is evaluated for 

consolidation in more detail within this Chapter.  
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Screening of Consolidation of Roll-Off Loads with Stationary Compactors 

Consolidation and compaction of loads within containers can significantly reduce hauling costs 

because fewer loads need to be hauled.  Stationary compactors are another approach to 

consolidating loads.  Stationary compactors have a higher capital cost than the backhoe 

alternative and there are some materials which cannot be thrown into the compactor.  Under this 

alternative the County would need to maintain at least one roll-off at each site for wastes that 

cannot be handled in the compactors or have customers haul those wastes directly to the transfer 

station.  The Cooke City and Gardiner sites both successfully use compactors.  Utilizing 

compactors requires a full-time attendant to ensure that wastes that could damage are not placed 

in the compactor.  Since backhoe compaction has proven effective and stationary compactors 

require a full time attendant and are also more costly this alternative is screened from further 

analysis in this report. 

4.1.6 Screening of Collection Site Alternatives 

Chico Site Alternatives 

The Chico site needs improvements as discussed in Chapter 3.  The report evaluates two 

alternatives for upgrades to the Chico site including a cast-in place concrete and Eco-block option. 

Trail Creek Site 

Expansion of the Trail Creek site to handle future growth is evaluated in this report. 

Collection Site Closures 

Sites with minimal usage that are close to other collection sites are evaluated for closure in this 

report.  Reducing the number of sites will reduce maintenance costs to the County.  

4.2 Alternatives Evaluation 

The previous discussions selected the solid waste system alternatives that will be considered for 

more comprehensive analysis within this Chapter of the Preliminary Engineering Report.  The 

alternatives selected for further analysis are summarized below: 
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Transfer Alternatives 

• Alternative T1 – Continue to Haul to City of Livingston Transfer Station (No Action) 
• Alternative T2a – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads, Rehabilitate County Transfer Station 

for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads and Front-End Loader trucks.  County Transfer 
Station open 2 days/week. 

• Alternative T2b – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads, Rehabilitate County Transfer Station 
for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads and Front-End Loader trucks.  County Transfer 
Station open 40 hours/week. 

• Alternative T3 – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads and Front-End Loader Trucks, 
Rehabilitate County Transfer Station for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads.  County 
Transfer Station open 2 days/week. 

 

Security Alternatives 

• Alternative S1 (No Action) 
• Alternative S2 – Implementation of Security Alternatives at Primary Collection Sites 

 

Consolidation Alternatives: 

• Alternative C1 (No Action) 
• Alternative C2 – Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Eco Block Wall and Implement 

Backhoe Compaction 
• Alternative C3 – Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Cast-In-Place Wall and Implement 

Backhoe Compaction 
 

Collection Site Alternatives 

• Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco Block Wall 
• Alternative CS2 – Upgrade Chico Site with Cast-In-Place Wall 
• Alternative CS3 – Trail Creek Site Expansion and Upgrades 
• Alternative CS4 – Site Closures 

 
4.3 Transfer Alternatives 

4.3.1 Alternative T1 – Continue to Haul to Livingston Transfer Station (No Action) 

The No-Action alternative which includes continuing to haul to the City of Livingston Transfer 

Station will be the alternative which other transfer alternatives are compared to in this analysis. 
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4.3.2 Alternative T2a – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads, Rehabilitate County Transfer 
Station for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads and Front-End Loader trucks.  County 
Transfer Station open 2 days/week 

Description 

Under this alternative, the County will need to upgrade the transfer station building including a 

new roof, insulation, and new lighting for this 13,000 square foot building.  Under this alternative 

the County will direct haul its consolidated loads from Chico, Gardiner, and Cooke City directly to 

Gallatin County Landfill.  Unconsolidated containers and front-end loader trucks will be hauled to 

the County Transfer Station where the County will utilize its skidsteer and existing stationary 

compactor to load containers.  Containers will be hauled in tandem to the Gallatin County Landfill.  

It is estimated that 19 tons will be hauled per trip under this alternative from the County Transfer 

Station. 

Design Criteria 

All improvements will meet the State of Montana Building Code Requirements. 

Map 

Figures 3-16 shows the existing Transfer Station property. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative consists of improvements to the Transfer Building.  The property has been 

previously disturbed and there will be no impact to the environment from this project element. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

There are no improvements to water and energy efficiency as a result of this alternative.  There 

are no green infrastructure, environmental or economic sustainability benefits from this 

alternative. 
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Cost Estimate 

A capital cost estimate for the project is included in Table 4-1.  Quotes received for the roof and 

lighting work are included in Appendix H. 

Table 4-1 - Transfer Station Rehabilitation (Alternative 2a, 2 b, and 3) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 New Metal Roof LS 1 $160,000.00 $160,000.00 
2 Demo and Remove Existing Insulation LS 1 $15,000.00 $15,000.00 
3 External Roof Insulation LS 1 $68,000.00 $68,000.00 
4 Install New LED Lighting LS 1 $60,000.00 $60,000.00 
  Direct Construction Subtotal       $303,000.00 
  Mobilization   5%   $15,150.00 
  Contingency  10%  $30,300.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $348,450.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $35,000.00 
  Loan Administration (By County)         

  Total       $383,450.00 
Annual Debt Service Intercap Loan (15 year, 2.5%, Annual reserve + 25% debt coverage)    $42,300/year 

Operations Costs 

Under this alternative there will be significant impacts to the operations and maintenance costs.  

This requires a full analysis which follows.  The estimated costs of hauling the consolidated 

containers direct to the Gallatin County Landfill are included in Table 4-2.  Equipment costs are 

based on FEMA rates for local government which cover “…ownership and operation of 

equipment, including depreciation, overhead, all maintenance, field repairs, fuel, lubricants, tires, 

OSHA equipment and other costs incidental to operation.”  Operator costs are not included in the 

FEMA rates.  Operator costs are based on the County employees’ current hourly rate plus 

benefits. 
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Table 4-2 - Direct Haul Consolidated Containers Annual Costs (Alternatives 2a, 2b, and 3) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Chico Direct Haul Trucking Labor 368 HR $33.00 $12,144.00 
2 Chico Trucking Cost 368 HR $82.50 $30,360.00 
3 Cooke City Direct Haul Trucking Labor 62 HR $33.00 $2,046.00 
4 Cooke City Trucking Cost 62 HR $97.50 $6,045.00 
5 Gardiner Direct Haul Trucking Labor 253 HR $33.00 $8,349.00 
6 Gardiner Trucking Cost 253 HR $97.50 $24,667.50 
7 Tipping Fee  2,371 Ton $27.00 $64,017.00 

  Total       $147,628.50 
  Tons       2371 
  Cost Per Ton       $62.26 

The County transfer station operation will including pushing loads into the compactor, operating 

the compactor and hauling compacted containers to the Gallatin County Landfill.  Under this 

alternative, the Transfer Station would only be operated 16 hours/week.  This would likely include 

one day a week for self haulers and the rest of the time the truck drivers would open the Transfer 

Station doors only to dump a load.  Once the transfer floor is full, a truck driver or other operator 

would push the waste into the hopper and operate the compactor.  In Great West’s opinion, 16 

hours/week is the absolute minimum time the Transfer Station could be open and may be 

inadequate to meet the County’s needs under this alternative.  This alternative is used as a 

comparison with a more conservative 40 hour/week operation under Alternative T2b.  Table 4-3 

shows the costs of operating the transfer station and hauling compacted containers. 

Table 4-3 - Alternative 2a - Transfer Facility Operation Annual Costs (2 days/week) 
(Front End Loader & Unconsolidated Roll-off Waste) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Transfer Station Labor 800 HR $33.00 $26,400.00 
2 Skidsteer (FEMA Rate) 600 HR $38.72 $23,232.00 
3 Compactor/Electrical 800 HR $15.00 $12,000.00 
4 Trucking Labor 990 HR $33.00 $32,670.00 
5 Trucking Cost 840 HR $97.50 $81,900.00 
6 Tipping Fee Class 2 4,686 Ton $27.00 $126,522.00 
7 Tipping Fee Class 4 948 Ton $48.00 $45,504.00 

  Total       $348,228.00 
  Tons       5634 
  Cost Per Ton       $61.81 
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Table 4-4 compares Alternative T2a to the existing transfer and disposal costs under T1 (No 

Action).  We included amortization of a loan for the transfer station improvements in the alternative 

cost comparison. 

Table 4-4 - Comparison of Transfer Alternatives 

Current Operation (Alternative 1) 
Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986  

Direct Haul Alternative 2a (2 days/week Transfer Station Operation-Annual Costs) 
Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628  
Transfer Station Operation for FELs/Unconsolidated Container  $348,228  
Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab Project $42,300  

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $538,156  
Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $677,200  

 

4.3.3 Alternative T2b – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads, Rehabilitate County Transfer 
Station for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads and Front-End Loader trucks.  County 
Transfer Station open 40 hours/week 

Description 

This alternative is identical to Alternative T2a except the Transfer Station would be open 40 

hours/week.  Under this alternative, the County will need to upgrade the transfer station building 

including a new roof, insulation, and new lighting for this 13,000 square foot building.  Under this 

alternative the County will direct haul its consolidated loads from Chico, Gardiner, and Cooke City 

directly to Gallatin County Landfill.  Unconsolidated containers and front-end loader trucks will be 

hauled to the County Transfer Station where the County will utilize its existing skidsteer and 

stationary compactor to load containers.  Containers will be hauled in tandem to the Gallatin 

County Landfill.  It is estimated that 19 tons will be hauled per trip under this alternative from the 

County Transfer Station. 

Design Criteria 

All improvements will meet the State of Montana Building Code Requirements. 
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Map 

Figures 3-16 shows the existing Transfer Station property. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative consists of improvements to the Transfer Building.  The property has been 

previously disturbed and there will be no impact to the environment from this project element. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

There are no improvements to water and energy efficiency as a result of this alternative.  There 

are no green infrastructure, environmental or economic sustainability benefits from this 

alternative. 

Cost Estimate 

A capital cost estimate for the project is included in Table 4-1.  Quotes received for the roof and 

lighting work are included in Appendix H. 

Operations Costs 

Under this alternative there will be significant impacts to the operations and maintenance costs.  

This requires a full analysis which follows.  The estimated costs of hauling the consolidated 

containers direct to the Gallatin County Landfill are included in Table 4-2.  Equipment costs are 

based on FEMA rates for local government which cover “…ownership and operation of 

equipment, including depreciation, overhead, all maintenance, field repairs, fuel, lubricants, tires, 

OSHA equipment and other costs incidental to operation.”  Operator costs are not included in the 

FEMA rates.  Operator costs are based on the County employees’ current hourly rate plus 

benefits. 

The County transfer station operation will include pushing loads into the compactor, operating the 

compactor and hauling compacted containers to the Gallatin County Landfill.  Under this 



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

59 

alternative, the Transfer Station would be operated 40 hours/week.  Table 4-5 shows the costs of 

operating the transfer station and hauling compacted containers under this alternative. 

Table 4-5 - Alternative 2b - Transfer Facility Operation Annual Costs (40 hours/week) 
(Front End Loader & Unconsolidated Roll-off Waste) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Transfer Station Labor 2080 HR $33.00 $68,640.00 
2 Skidsteer (FEMA Rate) 600 HR $38.72 $23,232.00 
3 Compactor/Electrical 800 HR $15.00 $12,000.00 
4 Trucking Labor 990 HR $33.00 $32,670.00 
5 Trucking Cost 840 HR $97.50 $81,900.00 
6 Tipping Fee Class 2 4,686 Ton $27.00 $126,522.00 
7 Tipping Fee Class 4 948 Ton $48.00 $45,504.00 

  Total       $390,468.00 
  Tons       5634 
  Cost Per Ton       $69.31 

 

Table 4-6 compares Alternative T2b to the existing transfer and disposal costs under T1 (No 

Action).  We included amortization of a loan for the transfer station improvements in the cost 

comparison. 

Table 4-6 - Comparison of Transfer Alternatives 

Current Operation (Alternative 1) 
Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986  

Direct Haul Alternative 2b  (40 hr/week Transfer Station Operation Annual Costs) 
Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628  
Transfer Station Operation for FELs/Unconsolidated Container  $390,468  
Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300  

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $580,396  
Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $677,200  
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4.3.4 Alternative T3 – Direct Haul Consolidated Loads and Front-End Loaders, 
Rehabilitate County Transfer Station for Handling of Unconsolidated Loads.  County 
Transfer Station open 2 days/week 

Description 

This alternative is nearly identical to Alternative T2a except front end loader packer trucks would 

also haul direct to the Gallatin County Landfill.  Under this alternative only unconsolidated 

containers would be handled at the County Transfer Station.  The County will need to upgrade 

the transfer station building including a new roof, insulation, and new lighting for this 13,000 

square foot building.  Under this alternative the County will direct haul its consolidated loads from 

Chico, Gardiner, and Cooke City directly to Gallatin County Landfill.  Only unconsolidated 

containers will be hauled to the County Transfer Station where the County will utilize its existing 

stationary compactor to load containers.  Containers will be hauled in tandem to the Gallatin 

County Landfill.  It is estimated that 19 tons will be hauled per trip under this alternative from the 

County Transfer Station. 

Design Criteria 

All improvements will meet the State of Montana Building Code Requirements. 

Map 

Figures 3-16 shows the existing Transfer Station property. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative consists of improvements to the Transfer Building.  The property has been 

previously disturbed and there will be no impact to the environment from this project element. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 
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Sustainability Considerations 

There are no improvements to water and energy efficiency as a result of this alternative.  There 

are no green infrastructure, environmental or economic sustainability benefits from this 

alternative. 

Cost Estimate 

A capital cost estimate for the project is included in Table 4-1.  Quotes received for the roof and 

lighting work are included in Appendix H. 

Operations Costs 

Under this alternative there will be significant impacts to the operations and maintenance costs.  

This requires a full analysis which follows.  The estimated costs of hauling the consolidated 

containers direct to the Gallatin County Landfill are included in Table 4-2.  Equipment costs are 

based on FEMA rates for local government which cover “…ownership and operation of 

equipment, including depreciation, overhead, all maintenance, field repairs, fuel, lubricants, tires, 

OSHA equipment and other costs incidental to operation.”  Operator costs are not included in the 

FEMA rates.  Operator costs are based on the County employees’ current hourly rate plus 

benefits. 

Front-end loaders packer trucks will haul their loads direct to the Gallatin County Landfill.  Table 

4-7 includes the cost of direct hauling the front-end loader packer trucks. 

Table 4-7 - Front End Loader Packer Truck Direct Haul 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Direct Haul Trucking Labor 1250 HR $33.00 $41,250.00 
2 Trucking Cost 1250 HR $57.06 $71,325.00 
3 Tipping Fee  3,402 Ton $27.00 $91,854.00 

  Total       $204,429.00 
  Tons       3402 
  Cost Per Ton       $60.09 

 

The County transfer station operation will only handle unconsolidated container loads.  Operations 

include pushing loads into the compactor, operating the compactor and hauling compacted 
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containers to the Gallatin County Landfill.  Under this alternative, the Transfer Station would only 

need to be operated 16 hours/week because of the reduced traffic and tonnage.  This would likely 

include one day a week for self-haulers and the rest of the time the truck drivers would open the 

Transfer Station doors only to dump a load.  Once the transfer floor is full, a truck driver or other 

operator would push the waste into the hopper and operate the compactor.   Table 4-8 shows the 

costs of operating the transfer station and hauling compacted containers. 

Table 4-8 - Alternative 3-Transfer Facility Operation Annual Costs 
(Unconsolidated Roll-off Waste Only - FELs Direct Haul) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Transfer Station Labor 800 HR $33.00 $26,400.00 
2 Skidsteer (FEMA Rate) 240 HR $38.72 $9,292.80 
3 Compactor/Electrical 320 HR $15.00 $4,800.00 
4 Trucking Labor 388 HR $33.00 $12,804.00 
5 Trucking Cost 388 HR $97.50 $37,830.00 
6 Tipping Fee Class 2 1,284 Ton $27.00 $34,668.00 
7 Tipping Fee Class 4 948 Ton $48.00 $45,504.00 

  Total       $171,298.80 
  Tons       2232 
  Cost Per Ton       $76.75 

 

Table 4-9 compares Alternative T3 to the existing transfer and disposal costs under T1 (No 

Action).  We included amortization of a loan for the transfer station improvements in the alternative 

cost comparison. 

Table 4-9 - Comparison of Transfer Alternatives 

Current Operation (Alternative 1) 
Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986  

Direct Haul Alternative 3 - FELs Direct Haul ( 2 day/week Transfer Station Op-Annual Costs) 
Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628  
Front End Loader Packer Truck Haul Direct to Gallatin County $204,429  
Transfer Station Operation for Unconsolidated Containers $171,299  
Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300  

Total Alternative 3 (Haul to Gallatin County) $565,656  
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4.4 Security Alternatives 

4.4.1 Alternative S1 – No Action 

Description 

The County is interested in improving security at the existing collection sites in order to discourage 

illegal out-of-County dumping, dumping of unacceptable wastes, protecting its infrastructure and 

protecting itself against potential liabilities at the collection sites.  Under this alternative No Action 

would be taken to improve security and the sites would continue to be operated as is. 

4.4.2 Alternative S2 – Implement Security Measures 

Description 

The County is interested in installing security measures at their Wilsall, Clyde Park, Forest 

Service, Trail Creek, and Chico collection sites.  This will include automatic rolling gates which 

are operated by an RFID reader.  All County customers would receive an RFID card as a 

replacement for their current permit tag.  The RFID reader will record who entered the site and 

when so the County can track it.  Also, the County would like to install a camera system at each 

of these sites.  The camera system will record activity on-site and be tied to the RFID reader so 

that the County knows who was on-site during photographic footage that is taken.  Data from the 

RFID reader and camera system will be relayed by cell phone to the County offices.  This 

alternative also includes the elimination of the walk-in gates at all of the collection sites.  The 

projects will require extension of power, meter base, disconnect and panel for site electricity.  This 

alternative will also allow the County to eliminate the North Valley attendant that currently opens 

and closes collection site gates. 

Design Criteria 

Equipment supplier requirements and cost quotes are included in Appendix I. 

Map 

Figures are provided for each of the sites in Chapter 3. 
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Environmental Impacts 

These properties have been previously disturbed and there will be no impact to the environment 

from this project element. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

There are no improvements to water and energy efficiency as a result of this alternative.  The 

project will have some environmental benefits associated with reducing fuel consumption with the 

elimination of the site attendant. 

Cost Estimate 

A capital cost estimate for the project is included in Table 4-10.  Quotes received for the gates 

and camera systems are included in Appendix I. 

Table 4-10 - Security Upgrades 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price 1 Total 
1 Automatic Gate/RFID reader - Wilsall 1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
2 Automatic Gate/RFID reader - Clyde Park 1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
3 Automatic Gate/RFID reader - Forest Service 1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
4 Automatic Gate/RFID reader - Trail Creek 1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
5 Automatic Gate/RFID reader - Chico 1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
6 Camera Systems  5 EA $8,500.00 $42,500.00 

 7 Site Electrical 5 EA $3,000.00 $15,000.00 
8 Power Service Extensions/Drops 3 EA $6,000.00 $18,000.00 
9 RFID cards 5000 EA $5.32 $26,600.00 

  Direct Construction Subtotal       $162,100.00 
  Mobilization   10%   $16,210.00 
  Contingency  10%  $16,210.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $194,520.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $15,000.00 
  Legal and Administrative         

  Total       $209,520.00 
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Operations Costs 

The County will save approximately $47,000 year by eliminating the need for the North Valley 

attendant position. 

4.5  Consolidation Alternatives 

 Consolidation of waste loads consists of increasing the tonnage of each container and thereby 

reducing the number of trips required to haul the waste collected at a specific site.  A reduction in 

trips reduces mileage and therefore trucking costs.  There are capital and operations costs 

associated with consolidation which must be exceeded by the cost savings of consolidation in 

order to be financially feasible.  Consolidation alternatives are compared to the No Action 

alternative (C1) through a payback analysis which determines the payback period for the 

investment in a specific consolidation alternative. 

4.5.1 Alternative C2- Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Eco Block Wall and Implement 
Backhoe Compaction 

The County already practices load consolidation at the Chico, Gardiner and Cooke City sites.  The 

sites that utilizes front end loader packer trucks also have significant consolidation because of the 

payloads these trucks attain.  A high-level evaluation was conducted of all sites that generate 

unconsolidated loads and only the Tom Miner site has potential for a payback from the 

implementation of consolidation.  In addition, in order to be financially feasible, this alternative 

requires the closure of the Corwin Springs site. 

Description 

This alternative consists of rebuilding the Tom Miner site with an Eco-Block wall which will allow 

for the site to accommodate two - 40 cubic yard containers.  It will also allow for consolidation and 

compaction of loads within containers with a backhoe.  A County employee will periodically use 

the backhoe to consolidate the waste within the container.  This practice can significantly reduce 

hauling costs because fewer loads need to be hauled.  The Tom Miner site has been averaging 

3.2 tons per container without consolidation.  By consolidating containers, 8.0 tons or more can 

be hauled per container.   
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The Eco-Block wall will only have a drop-off of 30 inches which allows it to be installed without a 

barrier and meet Building Code requirements.  Figures 4-1 and 4-2 show details of this alternative.  

The County would purchase a used backhoe with 2,000 hours or less for use on the site. 

Design Criteria 

The project will meet all State Building Code Requirements   

Map 

Figure 4-2 shows a layout of the new facility on the Tom Miner site. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative has no environmental impacts since the site has already been disturbed.  There 

are significant environmental benefits related to the reduction in truck mileage and therefore fuel 

consumption with this alternative. 

Land Requirements 

Figure 4-2 show that there is adequate space on the existing property to accommodate the new 

facility. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The County will need to direct customers to another site while the site is being reconstructed.  The 

proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

Load consolidation has environmental and energy sustainability benefits.  The benefits are 

derived from the reduction in fuel usage by the County.  This has environmental benefits in the 

reduction of the County’s carbon footprint.  Reduction in fuel usage also improves energy 

sustainability.  Implementation of load consolidation is a “green” project.  Reduction in truck 

mileage also has an impact on the safety of motorists due to the reduction in heavy truck mileage. 
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Figure 4-2
Tom Miner Collection Site
Improvements Alternative
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Cost Estimate 

A capital cost estimate for the project for the purchase of a low hour used backhoe similar to a 

John Deere 310 EC or Case 580 NEP is $50,000.  This is based on research conducted on 

equipmenttrader.com.  Sanders County also recently purchased several used backhoes for 

implementation of consolidation at their sites and all the backhoes were less than $50,000.  This 

alternative also includes the installation of a camera system, automatic gate and RFID reader as 

being considered for implementation at the other sites as outlined in the security alternatives.  

Table 4-11 includes the capital costs for this alternative. 

Table 4-11 - New Tom Miner Container Site (30-inch Eco-Block Wall) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Excavation and Embankment 100 CY $25.00 $2,500.00 
2 Eco Blocks (2'x2'x6') 50 EA $150.00 $7,500.00 
3 Camera System 1 LS $8,500.00 $8,500.00 
4 Automatic Gate/RFID reader  1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
5 Gravel Surfacing 120 CY $40.00 $4,800.00 
6 Site Electrical 1 EA $3,000.00 $3,000.00 
7 Power Service Extensions/Drops 1 EA $6,000.00 $6,000.00 
8 Used Backhoe 1 EA $50,000.00 $50,000.00 

  Direct Construction Subtotal       $94,300.00 
  Mobilization   10%   $9,430.00 
  Contingency  10%  $9,430.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $113,160.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $10,000.00 
  Legal and Administrative         

  Total       $123,160.00 
 

Operations Costs 

Implementation of load consolidation with a backhoe results in additional operations and 

maintenance costs to the County.  This includes fuel, maintenance, and repair for the backhoe.  

It also includes an equipment amortization allowance for the replacement of the equipment.   The 

Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) has established rates for operation, 

maintenance, and ownership of equipment by local governments. The FEMA rates are used to 
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establish the cost of backhoe operation in this analysis.  Labor rates are based on current wages 

for operators in the County multiplied by the benefits package overhead. 

Payback Analysis 

Determining whether to implement a waste consolidation alternative is typically based on a 

payback analysis.  Consolidation of waste reduces hauling mileage and the associated costs.  

The question is whether the hauling savings offset the capital investment and operation of the 

equipment.  Table 4-12 presents a payback analysis which accounts for the incremental 

operations and maintenance costs for load consolidation at the Tom Miner.  It is estimated that 

the backhoe will need to operate 1.5 hours a day, 150 days a year at the Tom Miner site. 

Table 4-12 - Tom Miner Container Site & Backhoe for Consolidation - Payback Calculation- Eco 
Block Wall 

Tom Miner Container Site & Backhoe for Consolidation - Payback Calculation- Eco Block Wall 
Total Capital Costs $123,000.00 

Corwin Springs and Tom Miner Sites in 2018-2019 
417 tons/131 containers = 3.2 tons/trip  (Open Top 30 CY 

Containers) 
Backhoe Compaction 8.0 tons/container 
Ratio of Compacted Container Tons to Open Top Tonnage 8.0/3.2 =  2.5 
Annual Consolidated Containers 417 tons/8.0 tons /container = 52 containers 
Reduction of Annual Container Trips/Year 131-52 = 79 containers 
Annual Miles Saved per Year 79 Trips x 86 Miles per Round 
Trip 6,794 miles 
Annual Haul Cost Savings 6,794 Miles x $4.00/Mile $27,176/year 
Additional Haul Savings By Closing Corwin Springs (Assume 
Half of Containers) 39 containers x 16 miles x $4.00/mile = $2,496/year 
Total Haul Savings $29,672.00 
Operator Labor 1.5 hrs/day x 150 days/year x $33/hr $7,425.00 
Backhoe Cost of Operating (Annual Fuel, Maintenance, 
Repair & Depreciation - 2019 FEMA Rate $33.36/hr) $7,506.00 
Total Annual Cost Savings = Haul Cost Savings-Labor-Cost 
of Operation/Ownership $14,741.00 
Debt Payment ( 10 years 2.5% RR Trust Loan) $11,000/year 
Payback Backhoe Alternative $123,00/$14,741/year = 8.3 years 

 

Table 4-12 shows that Park County would realize a payback on backhoe consolidation at the Tom 

Miner within approximately eight years under the Eco-block wall alternative. 
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4.5.2 Alternative C3- Upgrade Tom Miner Facility with Cast In-Place Wall and Implement 
Backhoe Compaction 

The County already practices load consolidation at the Chico, Gardiner and Cooke City sites.  The 

sites that utilizes front end loader packer trucks also have significant consolidation because of the 

payloads these trucks attain.  A high-level evaluation was conducted of all sites that generate 

unconsolidated loads and only the Tom Miner site has potential for a payback from the 

implementation of consolidation.  In addition, in order to be financially feasible this alternative 

requires the closure of the Corwin Springs site. 

Description 

This alternative consists of rebuilding the Tom Miner site with a Cast In-Place concrete retaining 

wall which will allow for the site to accommodate two - 40 cubic yard containers.  It will also allow 

for consolidation and compaction of loads within containers with a backhoe.  A County employee 

will periodically use the backhoe to consolidate the waste within the container.  This practice can 

significantly reduce hauling costs because fewer loads need to be hauled.  The Tom Miner site 

has been averaging 3.2 tons per container without consolidation.  By consolidating containers, 

8.0 tons or more can be hauled per container.   

The Cast In-Place wall will have a drop off greater than 30 inches so it will require installation of 

a barrier to meet Building Code requirements.  Figure 4-3 shows a details of the wall design in 

cross section.  Figure 4-4 shows a typical barrier gate system which has been approved by 

Building Codes.  The County would purchase a used backhoe with 2,000 hours or less for use on 

the site. 

Design Criteria 

The project will meet all State Building Code Requirements   

Map 

Figure 4-2 shows a layout of the new facility on the Tom Miner site. 

  



Figure 4-3
Short Height Cast In-Place Wall
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Figure 4-4
Typical Container Wall Gate System
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Environmental Impacts 

This alternative has no environmental impacts since the site has already been disturbed.  There 

are significant environmental benefits related to the reduction in truck mileage and therefore fuel 

consumption with this alternative. 

Land Requirements 

Figure 4-2 show that there is adequate space on the existing property to accommodate the new 

facility. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The County will need to direct customers to another site while the Tom Miner site is being 

reconstructed.  The proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

Load consolidation has environmental and energy sustainability benefits.  The benefits are 

derived from the reduction in fuel usage by the County.  This has environmental benefits in the 

reduction of the County’s carbon footprint.  Reduction in fuel usage also improves energy 

sustainability.  Implementation of load consolidation is a “green” project.  Reduction in truck 

mileage also has an impact on the safety of motorists due to the reduction in heavy truck mileage. 

Cost Estimate 

A capital cost estimate for the project for the purchase of a low hour used backhoe is $50,000.  

This is based on research conducted on equipmenttrader.com.  Sanders County also recently 

purchased several used backhoes for implementation of consolidation at their sites and all the 

backhoes were less than $50,000.  This alternative also includes the installation of a camera 

system, automatic gate and RFID reader as being considered for implementation at the other 

sites as outlined in the security alternatives.  Table 4-11 includes the capital costs for this 

alternative. 
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Table 4-13 - New Tom Miner Container Site (Cast-in-Place) 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Excavation & Embankment 600 CY $20.00 $12,000.00 
2 Structural Concrete 33 CY $1,000.00 $33,000.00 
3 Gates 2 Bays $2,500.00 $5,000.00 
4 Camera System 1 LS $8,500.00 $8,500.00 
5 Automatic Gate/RFID reader  1 LS $12,000.00 $12,000.00 
6 Site Electrical 1 EA $3,000.00 $3,000.00 
7 Power Service Extensions/Drops 1 EA $6,000.00 $6,000.00 
8 Gravel Surfacing 120 CY $40.00 $4,800.00 
9 Used Backhoe 1 EA $50,000.00 $50,000.00 

  Mobilization   10%   $5,000.00 
  Contingency  10%  $5,000.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $144,300.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $20,000.00 
  Legal and Administrative         

  Total       $164,300.00 
  Concrete Slabs (Optional) 12 CY $900.00 $10,800.00 

  Total with Slabs       $175,100.00 
 

Operations Costs 

Implementation of load consolidation with a backhoe results in additional operations and 

maintenance cost to the County.  This includes fuel, maintenance, and repair for the backhoe.  It 

also includes an equipment amortization allowance for the replacement of the equipment.   The 

Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) has established rates for operation, 

maintenance, and ownership of equipment by local governments. The FEMA rates are used to 

establish the cost of backhoe operation in this analysis.  Labor rates are based on current wages 

for operators in the County multiplied by the benefits package overhead. 

Payback Analysis 

Determining whether to implement a waste consolidation alternative is typically based on a 

payback analysis.  Consolidation of waste reduces hauling mileage and the associated costs.  

The question is whether the hauling savings offset the capital investment and operation of the 

equipment.  Table 4-14 presents a payback analysis which accounts for the incremental 
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operations and maintenance costs for load consolidation at the Tom Miner.  It is estimated that 

the backhoe will need to operate 1.5 hours a day, 150 days a year at the Tom Miner site. 

Table 4-14 - Tom Miner Container Site & Backhoe for Consolidation - Payback Calculation- Cast In-
Place Wall 

Tom Miner Container Site & Backhoe for Consolidation - Payback Calculation- Cast In-Place Wall 
Total Capital Costs $165,800.00 

Corwin Springs and Tom Miner Sites in 2018-2019 
417 tons/131 containers = 3.2 tons/trip  (Open Top 30 CY 

Containers) 
Backhoe Compaction 8.0 tons/container 
Ratio of Compacted Container Tons to Open Top Tonnage 8.0/3.2 =  2.5 
Annual Consolidated Containers 417 tons/8.0 tons /container = 52 containers 
Reduction of Annual Container Trips/Year 131-52 = 79 containers 
Annual Miles Saved per Year 79 Trips x 86 Miles per Round 
Trip 6,794 miles 
Annual Haul Cost Savings 6,794 Miles x $4.00/Mile $27,176/year 
Additional Haul Savings By Closing Corwin Springs (Assume 
Half of Containers) 39 containers x 16 miles x $4.00/mile = $2,496/year 
Total Haul Savings $29,672.00 
Operator Labor 1.5 hrs/day x 150 days/year x $33/hr $7,425.00 
Backhoe Cost of Operating (Annual Fuel, Maintenance, 
Repair & Depreciation - 2019 FEMA Rate $33.36/hr) $7,506.00 
Total Annual Cost Savings = Haul Cost Savings-Labor-Cost 
of Operation/Ownership $14,741.00 
Debt Payment (Intercap Loan, 10 years 2.5%) $17,100/year 
Payback Backhoe Alternative $165,800/$14,741/year = 11.2 years 

 

Table 4-14 shows that Park County would realize a payback on backhoe consolidation at the Tom 

Miner within approximately eleven years with the Cast In-Place wall design. 

4.6 Collection Site Alternatives  

4.6.1 Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco Block Wall 

The Chico site infrastructure is beginning to fail with tipping walls that are constructed with Eco-

blocks.  The No Action is alternative is not viable because the site needs to be upgraded in order 

to continue to serve the County. 
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Description 

This alternative consists of reconstructing the Chico site with an Eco-Block wall which will allow 

for the site to accommodate the same number of containers it currently services.  It will allow for 

continued consolidation and compaction of loads within containers with a backhoe.   

The Eco-Block wall will only have a drop-off of 30 inches which allows it to be installed without a 

barrier and meet Building Code requirements.  Figure 4-1 shows a detail of this alternative.  The 

County already has a used backhoe for load consolidation on this site. 

Design Criteria 

The project will meet all State Building Code Requirements   

Map 

Figure 3-11 shows a layout of the current facility on the Chico site. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative has no environmental impacts since the site has already been disturbed.   

Land Requirements 

Figure 3-11 show that there is adequate space on the existing property to accommodate the new 

facility. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The County will need to direct customers to another site while the Chico site is being 

reconstructed.  However, the proposed project is simple and no construction problems are 

anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

There are no sustainability benefits from the project other than it allows the County to continue to 

handle waste from the area and consolidate loads which is beneficial from a cost efficiency and 

environmental impact perspective 
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Cost Estimate 

Table 4-15 includes the capital costs for this alternative. 

Table 4-15 - Chico Site Reconstruction- Eco Block Wall Design 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Excavation and Embankment 1000 CY $8.00 $8,000.00 
2 Remove and Reset Blocks 80 EA $50.00 $4,000.00 
3 Replace Blocks 20 EA $100.00 $2,000.00 
4 Gravel Surfacing 600 CY $35.00 $21,000.00 

  Direct Construction Subtotal       $35,000.00 
  Mobilization   10%   $3,500.00 
  Contingency  10%  $3,500.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $42,000.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $5,000.00 
  Legal and Administrative         

  Total       $47,000.00 
 

Operations Costs 

This alternative does not impact the operations costs of the Chico facility. 

4.6.2 Alternative CS2 – Upgrade Chico Site with Cast-In-Place Wall 

The Chico site infrastructure is beginning to fail with tipping walls which are constructed with Eco-

blocks.  The No Action is alternative is not viable because the site needs to be upgraded in order 

to continue to serve the County. 

Description 

This alternative consists of reconstructing the Chico site with a Cast-In-Place wall which will allow 

for the site to accommodate the same number of containers it currently services.  The Cast-In-

Place wall will have a drop-off greater than 30 inches so it will require installation of a barrier to 

meet Building Code requirements.  Figure 4-3 shows a detail of the wall in cross section.  Figure 

4-4 shows a typical barrier gate system which has been approved by Building Codes.  It will allow 

for continued consolidation and compaction of loads within containers with a backhoe.   
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Design Criteria 

The project will meet all State Building Code Requirements   

Map 

Figure 3-11 shows a layout of the current facility on the Chico site. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative has no environmental impacts since the site has already been disturbed.   

Land Requirements 

Figure 3-11 show that there is adequate space on the existing property to accommodate the new 

facility. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The County will need to direct customers to another site while the Chico site is being 

reconstructed.  However, the proposed project is simple and no construction problems are 

anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

There are no sustainability benefits from the project other than it allows the County to continue to 

handle waste from the area and consolidate loads which is beneficial from a cost efficiency and 

environmental impact perspective. 

Cost Estimate 

Table 4-16 includes the capital costs for this alternative. 
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Table 4-16 - New Chico Site Structural Concrete Design 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Demo Old Walls 1 LS $15,000.00 $15,000.00 
2 Excavation & Embankment 2500 CY $8.00 $20,000.00 
3 Structural Concrete 107 CY $950.00 $101,650.00 
5 Gates 7 Bays $2,000.00 $14,000.00 
6 Road Surfacing 200 CY $35.00 $7,000.00 

  Direct Construction Subtotal       $157,650.00 
  Mobilization   10%   $15,765.00 
  Contingency  10%  $15,765.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $189,180.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $40,000.00 
  Legal and Administrative       $3,000.00 

  Total       $232,180.00 
  Concrete Slabs (Optional) 42 CY $800.00 $33,600.00 

  Total with Slabs       $265,780.00 
 

Operations Costs 

This alternative does not impact the operations costs of the Chico facility. 

4.6.3 Alternative CS3- Expand Trail Creek Site 

The Trail Creek collection site is overwhelmed at times during the summer and during weekends.  

With continued growth in the County this site will eventually need to be expanded to accommodate 

the traffic. 

Description 

This alternative consists of purchasing or leasing a 0.38-acre parcel immediately adjacent to the 

existing site which is currently leased.  Both the existing site and the expansion area have some 

low-lying areas that periodically flood.  The project includes building the overall site up and 

resurfacing it with the gravel.  The project will also include fencing.  It is also recommended that 

the County road approach on Old Yellowstone Trail be paved as a safety measure for users of 

the site.  Figure 4-5 details the proposed project. 

  



Figure 4-5
Proposed Trail Creek Site Expansion

PARK COUNTY - SOLID WASTE
PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING REPORTN

O
R
T
H

.43 ACRES

ACCESS GATE

PROPOSED GRAVEL
EXPANSION AREA

.38 ACRES

PAVED ROAD OPTION

PERIMETER FENCE

AutoCAD SHX Text
F:\1-20183-Park County Solid Waste Engineering Services\CADD 1-20183\Exhibits\PER\1-20183-PER-FG4-5-Trail Creek Expansion.dwg

AutoCAD SHX Text
0

AutoCAD SHX Text
SCALE IN FEET

AutoCAD SHX Text
30

AutoCAD SHX Text
60

AutoCAD SHX Text
OLD YELLOWSTONE TRAIL N

AutoCAD SHX Text
US HIGHWAY 89



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

82 

Design Criteria 

The project will meet all County Road and MDT Road Standards.   

Map 

Figure 4-5 shows a layout of the new facility on the Trail Creek site. 

Environmental Impacts 

This alternative will involve disturbance of approximately 0.38 acres of native grassland.  No 

significant no environmental impacts are expected.   

Land Requirements 

Figure 4-5 shows the needed land requirements for the upgraded facility. 

Potential Construction Problems 

The County will need to direct customers to another site while the site is being reconstructed.  The 

proposed project is simple and no construction problems are anticipated. 

Sustainability Considerations 

There are no sustainability benefits of this alternative other than allowing the County to continue 

serving its solid waste customers for the long term. 

Cost Estimate 

Table 4-11 includes the capital costs for this alternative. 
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Table 4-17 - Trail Creek Site Reconstruction 

# Bid Item Qty Units Unit Price  Total 
1 Strip Topsoil/Embankment 2000 CY $8.00 $16,000.00 
2 Fencing 350 LF $17.00 $5,950.00 
3 Gravel Surfacing 500 CY $35.00 $17,500.00 
4 Pave Highway Approach 700 SY $25.00 $17,500.00 
5 Land Purchase 1 LS 10000 10000 

  Direct Construction Subtotal       $66,950.00 
  Mobilization   10%   $6,695.00 
  Contingency  10%  $6,695.00 
  Construction Subtotal       $80,340.00 
  Engineering and Construction Management   LS   $10,000.00 
  Legal and Administrative         

  Total       $90,340.00 
 

Operations 

There are no additional operational costs associated with this alternative. 

4.6.4 Alternative CS4– Site Closures 

The County could gain some operational efficiencies and cost savings by closing sites that handle 

a minimal volume of waste and whose customers can easily be served by other collection sites.  

The cost savings of this alternative needs to be weighed against the reduction in services to 

County residents.  Cost savings of this alternative include site attendant time to open and close 

gates, the elimination of waste hauling from these sites and in some cases the elimination of an 

annual lease fee. 

Description 

The collection sites that are recommended to remain open are based on several criteria.  Sites 

that are recommended to remain open based on the volume of traffic and waste they service are 

as follows: 

• Clyde Park 
• Wilsall 
• Forest Service 
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• Trail Creek 
• Chico 
• Gardiner 
• Cooke City 

 

The following sites collect less waste but are recommended to remain open because of their 

strategic locations: 

• Springdale (East County) 
• Tom Miner (Halfway between Chico and Gardiner) 
• Neads (Central Location at Intersection of I-90 and US 89) 

 

The following sites collect less waste but are recommended to remain open because of their ability 

to take pressure off of other sites in areas which will be primarily impacted by future growth: 

• Fleshman Creek 
• Neads 

 

The following sites are recommended for closure. 

Smiths 

This site is only four miles from Clyde Park and the Clyde Park facility is large enough to handle 

anticipated growth in this area of the County. 

Mission Creek 

This site is only four miles from Neads and the Neads facility is large enough to handle anticipated 

growth in this area of the County. 

Corwin Springs 

The County recently received a letter from the Owner of the Corwin Springs site asking the County 

to vacate this site.  In addition, the upgraded site at Tom Miner is not financially feasible without 

the closure of the Corwin Springs site. 
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Deep Creek 

This site is only 7.5 miles from the Forest Service site.  The site has had past issues with bears 

and the County pays $1,400/year to lease this site. 

 

 
  



Park County  Draft Solid Waste Study 

86 

5.0 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

Each of the technically feasible alternatives considered meet the design criteria and applicable 

regulations identified in the alternative description.  This section will examine advantages and 

disadvantages of each in terms of life cycle costs, operational and maintenance considerations, 

regulatory and permitting concerns, social impacts, environmental impacts, and other non-

monetary considerations. 

5.1 Life Cycle Cost Analysis 

The cost of extensive capital improvements to meet minimum health and safety requirements, 

applicable regulations, and environmental impacts is a great concern to communities with limited 

budgets and resources.  At the same time, some alternatives may have a low capital cost but high 

O&M costs that will put a continual burden on the community.   

Table 5-1 summarizes the capital and operations costs for all of the alternatives. 
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Table 5-1 - Capital and Operations Costs Comparison 

Transfer Alternatives Capital Cost Annual O&M 
Alt T1 – No Action Transfer Alternative $0 $540,986 
Alt T2a – Rehab Transfer Station, Haul to Gallatin Co, 16 hr/week transfer 
operation $383,500 $495,856 
Alt T2b - Rehab Transfer Station, Haul to Gallatin Co, 40 hr/week transfer 
operation $383,500 $538,396 
Alt T3 - Rehab Transfer Station, Haul to Gallatin Co, 16 hr/week transfer 
operation, FELs haul direct $383,500 $523,356 

Security Alternatives Capital Cost Annual O&M 
Alt S1 – No Action $0 $47,000 

Alt S2 – Security Alternatives $209,500 $0 

Consolidation Alternatives Capital Cost Annual O&M 
Alt C1 – No Action $0 $0 

Alt C2 – Load Consolidation at Tom Miner, Eco Block Wall $123,160 -$14,741 

Alt C3 – Load Consolidation at Tom Miner, Cast-In-Place Wall $164,300 -$14,741 

Collection Site Alternatives Capital Cost Annual O&M 
Alt CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco-Block Wall $47,000 $0 

Alt CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Cast-In-Place Wall $232,180 $0 

Alt CS3 – Expand Trail Creek Site $90,340 $0 

Alt CS4 – Site Closures $0 -$1,400 

Alt CS5 – No Action on Site Closures $0 $0 
 

5.2 Alternatives Ranking  

This report ranks alternatives on a qualitative level using a simple scoring matrix of +, 0, or – for 

each criteria.  Criteria used for the ranking include capital costs, operations costs, operational and 

maintenance demands, service life, regulatory and environmental considerations, and social 

impacts. 

5.2.1 Transfer Alternatives 

Table 5-2 includes a scoring matrix comparing the transfer alternatives.  Justification for the 

scoring is discussed in the following paragraphs. 
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Table 5-2 - Qualitative Comparison of Transfer Alternatives 

Criteria Alternative T1  Alternative T2a  Alternative T2b Alternative 3 
Capital Cost 0 0 0 0 
Operations Costs 0 + 0 0 
Operations and Maintenance Demands + - 0 0 
Service Life + 0 0 0 
Regulatory and Environmental 0 0 0 0 
Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 0 0 0 0 
Total +2 0 0 0 

 

Capital Cost 

Alternatives T2a, T2b, and T3 all require investment in improvements to the Transfer Station.  The 

County may want to consider part or all of these improvements under the No Action Alternative 

T1 as well.  Since the County may rehabilitate the Transfer Station even without selecting one of 

the direct haul alternatives, this category was scored the same for all alternatives. 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 

Alternative T2a has a slightly lower operations and maintenance cost than the other three 

alternatives.  Therefore, it was scored higher than the other three alternatives. 

Operations & Maintenance Demands 

The No-Action alternative has the lowest O&M demand of all four alternatives since it does not 

involve operation and maintenance of a County Transfer Station.  Alternative T2a will be a 

significant operational challenge to execute with only having the County Transfer Station open 16 

hours/week.  This will be even more difficult as the County waste volume increases.  Therefore, 

this alternative was scored lower than the other two direct haul alternatives. 

Service Life 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the City of Livingston is responsible for maintenance and 

periodic investments in their transfer station.  Transfer stations sustain a significant amount of 

wear and tear during regular operations because of the extreme service conditions.  Under 

Alternatives T2a, T2b, and T3, the County would eventually need to reinvest in the facility to 
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address the regular wear and tear these facilities sustain.  For this reason, the direct haul 

alternatives were scored lower than the No-Action alternative in this category. 

Regulatory and Permitting Issues 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so all alternatives 

were scored identically. 

Social Impacts 

Level of service provided by local government is the most important aspect of this criteria to the 

public which are customers of the solid waste system.  Alternatives that inconvenience the public 

will receive lower scores.  There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this 

criteria, so all alternatives were scored identically. 

Recommended Transfer Alternative 

Great West recommends the County select the No-Action alternative for transferring waste.  The 

direct haul alternatives do not provide any significant financial advantage and requires the County 

to operate and maintain a transfer station that has significant operations and maintenance 

demands.  However, this analysis does provide a basis for the County to reevaluate its future 

contracts with the City as costs continue to increase. 

5.2.2 Security Alternatives 

Security Improvements to the collection site (Alternative S2) were evaluated as an alternative 

compared to the No-Action Alternative (Alternative S1).  Table 5-3 includes a scoring matrix 

comparing the security alternatives.  Justification for the scoring is discussed in the following 

paragraphs. 
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Table 5-3 - Qualitative Comparison of Security Alternatives 

Criteria Alternative S1  Alternative S2  
Capital Cost + - 
Operations Costs - + 
Operations and Maintenance Demands - + 
Service Life 0 0 
Regulatory and Environmental 0 0 
Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 0 + 
Total -1 +2 

 

Capital Cost 

Alternative S2 requires a significant capital investment, while the No-Action Alternative S1 does 

not require a capital investment.  For this reason, Alternative S1 was scored better than S2. 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 

Alternative S2 will save the County approximately $47,000 year in labor costs that it currently 

incurs for the North Valley attendant. There will be some overhead labor and maintenance costs 

with the security system however, these are expected to be minor.  Therefore, Alternative S2 was 

scored higher than the No Action alternative S1. 

Operations & Maintenance Demands 

Implementation of the Security measures under Alternative S2 will reduce operational 

maintenance demands on the County Solid Waste staff, therefore it was scored higher than the 

No-Action Alternative S1. 

Service Life 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so all alternatives 

were scored identically. 

Regulatory and Permitting Issues 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so all alternatives 

were scored identically. 
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Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 

Implementing security measures at the site will improve responsible use of the site resulting in 

benefits to the public’s safety.  The security measures will also reduce illegal out-of-County and 

contractor dumping at the sites which is a benefit to all rate payers in the County. 

Recommended Security Alternative 

Great West recommends the County select the Security Alternative S2.  Implementation of 

security measures will significantly reduce operations costs for the County while improving 

security and the public’s safety at the collection sites. 

5.2.3 Load Consolidation Alternatives 

Two load consolidation alternatives were considered to improve the efficiency of the collection 

and hauling from the Tom Miner collection site.  The analysis showed that both alternatives have 

a reasonable payback time on the capital investment.  The alternatives to be scored in this section 

are: 

• Alternative C1:  No Action 

• Alternative C2: Load Consolidation at Tom Miner with Eco-Block Wall 

• Alternative 2D:  Load Consolidation at Tom Miner with Cast-In-Place Wall 

 

Table 5-4 includes a scoring matrix comparing the consolidation alternatives.  Justification for the 

scoring is discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Table 5-4 - Qualitative Comparison of Consolidation Alternatives 

Criteria Alternative C1  Alternative C2  Alternative C3 
Capital Cost + 0 0 
Operations Costs - + + 
Operations and Maintenance Demands 0 0 0 
Service Life 0 0 + 
Regulatory and Environmental 0 0 - 
Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 0 0 0 
Total 0 1 1 
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Capital Cost 

Alternatives C2 and C3 require investment in improvements at the Tom Miner site as well as the 

purchase of a used backhoe for consolidation of loads.  The costs of C2 and C3 are very similar 

while the No-Action Alternative C1 has no capital investment required. 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 

Implementation of either C2 or C3 results in an overall reduction in annual costs because of the 

trucking costs which are saved.   

Operations & Maintenance Demands 

Alternatives C2 and C3 require maintenance and operation of the backhoe.  However, at the same 

time they significantly reduce trucking mileage and the accompanying operations and 

maintenance of the trucks doing the hauling. 

Service Life 

Alternative C3 with a cast in-place wall will have a longer service life than the Eco-block wall 

alternative.  However, the Eco-block wall is only two blocks high and will be relatively easy to 

repair when those repairs are needed. 

Regulatory and Permitting Issues 

Since Alternative C3 is required under Building Codes to protect customers from the drop-off there 

is some additional regulatory risk, if the gates are left open.  Therefore, Alternative C3 was scored 

lower than the two other alternatives for this criteria. 

Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 

Properly operated all alternatives protect the public’s health and safety.  There are no significant 

differences between the alternatives for this criteria, so all alternatives were scored identically. 

Recommended Load Consolidation Alternative 

The scoring of these alternatives demonstrate that the County could easily be justified in selecting 

any of the three alternatives.  The evaluation of the two load consolidation alternatives shows that 

these alternatives have an 8-11 year financial payback.  With the expected growth in population 
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and waste generated in the County, the payback for load consolidation at Tom Miner will improve 

over time.  Great West recommends that the County proceed with Alternative C2 – Load 

Consolidation with an Eco-Block wall.  This is the lowest cost alternative to implement load 

consolidation at Tom Miner which will allow the County to save significant expense on operations 

costs over the long term.  

5.2.4 Chico Collection Site Alternatives 

Two alternatives were evaluated to reconstruct the Chico collection site.  The No Action 

alternative is not viable because several of the eco-block walls on the site are failing and need to 

be repaired before they become a safety issue.  The alternatives to be scored in this section are: 

• Alternative CS1:  Upgrade Chico Site with Eco-Block Wall 

• Alternative CS2: Upgrade Chico Site with Cast-In-Place Wall 

 

Table 5-5 includes a scoring matrix comparing the consolidation alternatives.  Justification for the 

scoring is discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Table 5-5 - Qualitative Comparison of Chico Site Alternatives 

Criteria Alternative CS1  Alternative CS2  
Capital Cost 0 - 
Operations Costs + + 
Operations and Maintenance Demands 0 0 
Service Life 0 + 
Regulatory and Environmental 0 0 
Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 0 0 
Total 1 1 

 

Capital Cost 

Alternatives CS2 costs significantly more than CS1.  Therefore, Alternative CS1 scored better 

than CS2. 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so both alternatives 

were scored identically. 
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Operations & Maintenance Demands 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so the alternatives 

were scored identically. 

Service Life 

Alternative CS2 with a cast-in-place wall will have a longer service life than the Eco-block wall 

alternative CS1.  However, the Eco-block wall is only two blocks high and will be relatively easy 

to repair when those repairs are needed. 

Regulatory and Permitting Issues 

Since Alternative CS2 is required under Building Codes to protect customers from the drop-off 

with a barrier there is some additional regulatory risk, if the gates are left open.  Therefore, 

Alternative CS2 was scored lower than the other alternative for this criteria. 

Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 

Properly operated both alternatives protect the public’s health and safety.  There are no significant 

differences between the alternatives for this criteria, so both alternatives were scored identically. 

Recommended Chico Site Alternative 

Great West recommends that the County proceed with Alternative CS1 for the Chico site.  This is 

a much lower cost alternative which will meet the County’s needs.  In addition, with the elevated 

container position under this alternative it will be more difficult for contractors to dump large 

construction and demolition loads directly into the containers. 

5.2.5 Trail Creek Expansion 

This alternative is recommended for the Trail Creek site to better handle current high volume 

periods during the summer and accommodate the future growth anticipated in the County.  This 

alternative was not compared against a No Action alternative since the County will need to 

eventually upgrade this site.  The only question is whether to do it now or later. 
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5.2.6 Site Closure Alternatives 

Two alternatives were evaluated for site closures.  The alternatives to be scored in this section 

are: 

• Alternative CS4:  Site Closure Alternative 

• Alternative CS5: No Site Closures 

 

Table 5-6 includes a scoring matrix comparing the consolidation alternatives.  Justification for the 

scoring is discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Table 5-6 - Qualitative Comparison of Site Closure Alternatives 

Criteria Alternative CS4  Alternative CS5  
Capital Cost 0 0 
Operations Costs + 0 
Operations and Maintenance Demands + 0 
Service Life 0 0 
Regulatory and Environmental 0 0 
Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts - 0 
Total 1 0 

 
Capital Cost 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so both alternatives 

were scored identically. 

Operations & Maintenance Costs 

There are cost savings for the County with closure of the recommended sites.  This includes 

trucking and labor costs as well as site maintenance costs.  There is also one site where a lease 

will no longer be required saving the County money. 

Operations & Maintenance Demands 

There are significant savings in operations and maintenance demands with the closure of the four 

recommended sites. 
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Service Life 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so both alternatives 

were scored identically. 

Regulatory and Permitting Issues 

There are no significant differences between the alternatives for this criteria so both alternatives 

were scored identically. 

Public Health and Safety/Social Impacts 

Some local residents will likely be upset with the closure of the site they typically utilize.  This will 

represent a minor drop in waste management services the County provides these customers.  

Some residents will need to travel slightly further to dump their waste.  However, all sites proposed 

for closure have other alternative sites which are within a reasonable distance.  The Site Closure 

Alternative was scored lower because of this issue. 

Recommended Site Closure Site Alternative 

Great West recommends that the County proceed with the closure of the Mission Creek, Smiths, 

Deep Creek and Corwin Springs sites.  This will save the County significant operations costs long 

term. 

5.3 Preferred Alternatives 

The preferred alternatives recommended by Great West based on this analysis are as follows: 

• Alternative T1 – No Action Transfer Alternative 

• Alternative S2 – Implementation of Security Improvements 

• Alternative C2 - Load Consolidation at Tom Miner with Eco-block Wall 

• Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco-block Wall 

• Alternative CS3 – Expand Trail Creek Site 

• Alternative CS4 – Close Four Collection Sites 
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6.0 PROPOSED PROJECT 

Based on the alternatives analysis, the preferred alternative includes the following capital 

improvements projects as described in Chapter 4: 

• Alternative S2 – Implementation of Security Improvements 

• Alternative C2 - Load Consolidation at Tom Miner with Eco-block Wall 

• Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco-block Wall 

• Alternative CS3 – Expand Trail Creek Site 

6.1 Preliminary Project Design 

6.1.1 Alternative S2 - Implementation of Security Improvements 

This project will include the installation of power supply, automatic gates, RFID readers and 

security camera systems at the Wilsall, Clyde Park, Forest Service, Trail Creek and Chico sites. 

6.1.2 Alternative C2 – Load Consolidation at Tom Miner with Eco-block Wall  

This project includes the installation of an Eco-block wall and embankment to allow the existing 

site to accommodate two - 40 cubic yard containers.  Loads will be consolidated with a backhoe 

that the County purchases for that purpose.  The Tom Miner site will also be equipped with an 

automatic gate, RFID reader and camera system.  Schematics of this alternative are shown on 

Figures  4-1 and 4-2.  

6.1.3 Alternative CS1 – Upgrade Chico Site with Eco-Block Wall  

This project includes the installation of an Eco-block wall and embankment for the reconstruction 

of the Chico site.  The new configuration will allow the County to continue consolidating 40 cubic 

yard containers with the backhoe allocated to this site.  A schematic of this alternative is shown 

on Figure  4-1.  
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6.1.4 Alternative CS3 – Expand Trail Creek Site 

This project consists of expanding the footprint of the existing Trail Creek site.  This will include 

embankment, fencing and paving improvements to the County road approach to the highway.  

Figure 4-5 includes a schematic of the proposed improvements. 

6.1.5 Waste Disposal 

Waste will continue to be disposed of at the City of Livingston Transfer Station.  No improvements 

are included in this project for disposal. 

6.2 Project Schedule 

The County is already proceeding with installation of the security improvements proposed at the 

collection sites.  The County is working on developing an implementation and financing plan for 

the remainder of the projects proposed in this Study. 

6.3 Permit Requirements 

The design phase of the project will include applying for and obtaining necessary permits related 

to Building Code approval.  Construction permits will likely include a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which will be the responsibility of the selected contractor. 

6.4 Total Project Cost Estimate 

Table 6-1 shows the capital costs for all the proposed projects in the Study.   

Table 6-1 -  Project Cost Summary 

Item Cost 
Upgrade Transfer Station Building $383,500 
Install Security Improvements at Five Collection Sites $209,500 
Eco Block Wall and Backhoe for Consolidation at Tom Miner site $123,000 
Rehabilitate Chico Site with Eco-Block Wall $47,000 
Expand Trail Creek Site $90,000 
Total Project Cost  $853,000 
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6.4.1 Income 

The County's solid waste revenue is primarily derived from tax assessments and special user 

fees.  The current tax assessment is $199 per equivalent household unit.  Commercial and 

institutional users pay multiple units based on their waste generation.  All inhabitable structures 

are assessed at least household unit.  Actual revenue from the last three fiscal years is shown in 

Table 3-1. 

6.4.2 Debt Repayments 

The County has no existing debt on the solid waste system.  The proposed project funding 

package may include financing with a Railroad Trust Loan through the County.  The County 

believes that the debt can be serviced under their current revenue. 
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The previous sections of this report have focused on the need for the project, physical 

characteristics of the community, project costs, and more extensively the technical viability.  This 

section will focus on the financial strategy and implementation schedule.  One of the main goals 

of a comprehensive Study is to provide a workable funding plan for recommended improvements 

included in the Preferred Alternative.  This section will discuss available funding sources as well 

as develop various funding scenarios.  Ultimately, a preferred funding scenario will be selected 

and further analyzed along with an associated implementation plan. 

7.1 Funding 

Due to the high cost of the proposed improvements, Park County plans to pursue outside 

assistance to fund the project in the form of low interest loans.  Prior to examining the funding 

sources available to the County, it is important to understand the concept of “Target Rate” as 

established by the Montana Department of Commerce (MDOC).  The target rate is used to 

determine whether or not a municipality is paying its fair share of a project’s cost.  In order to 

apply for grant funding from the MDOC, the user rates after completion of the project must meet 

or exceed the established target rates.   

The target rates are calculated as a percentage of the median household income (MHI) for the 

municipality or County.  The MDOC has determined, based on surveying communities that have 

undergone recent upgrades to their water and/or wastewater systems that the “fair share” of cost 

per user after completing a project should be approximately 0.3% of the median household 

income for solid waste services. 

According to MDOC’s website, the MHI for Park County is $49,194 and the target rate for solid 

waste services is $147.60/year.  The existing solid waste tax assessment for the County is $199 

per year per household unit. The current rate is 135% of the target rate, prior to implementation 

of this project. 

7.1.1 Funding Sources 

The following sections provide a brief description of the potential funding sources and whether or 

not the County would be eligible for those funds. 
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Treasure State Endowment Program (TSEP) 

TSEP is a state funded grant program, which is administered by the Montana Department of 

Commerce (MDOC).  TSEP provides financial assistance to local governments for infrastructure 

improvements.  Grants can be obtained from TSEP for up to $500,000 if the projected user rates 

are less than 125% of the target rate, for up to $625,000 if projected user rates are between 125% 

and 150% of the target rate, and for up to $750,000 if the projected user rates are over 150% of 

the target rate.  TSEP grant recipients are required to match the grant dollar for dollar, but the 

match may come from a variety of sources including other grants, loans, or cash contributions. 

Solid waste projects are eligible for TSEP funds, however solid waste projects are not typically 

competitive in the program.  The County should only consider an application to TSEP for grant 

funding if there is an indication that the legislature is considering funding all the projects.  Because 

of the legislative cycle, if TSEP funds were obtained they would not be available until July of 2023.  

This would result in a significant delay in implementation of the project which would also add cost 

due to inflation.  Discussions with Park County staff also indicate that the County has plans to 

continue to use TSEP funds for bridge projects in the County.  The County can only have one 

open TSEP grant at a time so this funding source was eliminated as a funding source for the 

proposed project.    

Renewable Resource Grant and Loan Program (RRGL) 

RRGL is a state program that is funded through interest accrued on the Resource Indemnity Trust 

Fund and the sale or Coal Severance Tax Bonds and is administered by the Montana Department 

of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC).  The primary purpose of the RRGL is to enhance 

Montana’s renewable resources.  For public facilities projects that conserve, manage, develop, 

or protect renewable resources, grants of up $125,000 are available. 

Since RRGL grants are based on benefits to renewable resources this project is not competitive 

in that program.  

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

CDBG is a federally funded program that is also administered by the Montana Department of 

Commerce (MDOC).  The primary purpose of CDBG funds is to benefit low to moderate income 

(LMI) families.  Hence, a municipality must have an LMI of 51% or greater.  This is usually 

determined by the current Census.  However, under certain circumstances, the MDOC may allow 
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an income survey to be completed (such as there have been major economic changes since the 

Census or if a community is only slightly under the required LMI percentage). 

The CDBG grant funds can be applied for in an amount of up to $450,000 with a limit of $15,000 

per LMI household, so a community needs 30 LMI households to apply for the maximum grant 

funds.  The use of CDBG funds requires a 25% local match that can be provided through cash 

funds, loans, or a combination thereof. 

Park County LMI is 39.8% which makes it ineligible for CDBG funding  

State Revolving Fund (SRF) 

SRF provides low-interest loan funds for some solid waste projects through the Water Pollution 

Control State Revolving Fund (WPCSRF).  Projects need to protect groundwater quality like liners 

and leachate collection systems.   Discussions with SRF staff have indicated that Park County’s 

project would not be eligible for loan funding from SRF. 

USDA Rural Development (RD) 

RD provides grant and loan funding to municipalities and County’s for solid waste, water and 

wastewater projects that improve the quality of life and promote economic development in Rural 

America.  Communities with a population of less than 10,000 are eligible to apply, though; priority 

is given to those with a population of less than 5,500. 

Grant eligibility and loan interest rates are based on the community’s median household income 

(MHI) and user rates.  The interest rate for Park County would be 2.25%.  RD has not provide 

grant funds for a solid waste project in Montana.  RD would also require a full Preliminary 

Engineering Report and Environmental Report.  Since the Railroad Trust Funds are competitive 

on the interest rate and RD does not provide grant funding for solid waste projects, RD will not be 

further considered for project funding. 

Montana Coal Board 

The Coal Board provides grant funding to municipalities to adequately provide for the expansion 

of public services or facilities needed as a direct consequence of coal development activities.  
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There is no maximum limit to the amount the Coal Board can fund, but available funding is very 

limited so it can be difficult to receive any funds from the Coal Board, especially large sums. 

The County cannot make a tie to impact due to coal development with the project so a Coal Board 

grant will not be pursued. 

Economic Development Administration (EDA) 

EDA provides grant funding for projects that are demonstrated to be needed for the placement of 

a new business.  The amount of grant is dependent on the number of jobs created. 

Because the project would not create a large number of jobs, the County has elected to not apply 

for an EDA grant. 

INTERCAP 

INTERCAP provides loan funds at a low cost, variable interest rate to local governments.  

INTERCAP is administered by the Montana Board of Investments and is very flexible in the variety 

of funding which would include solid waste projects.  There is no funding cycle (funds are always 

available), however, the maximum loan term is 15 years.   The current rate is 1.65% so the 

program is competitive and the County will look at this as an option.  The biggest potential 

drawback to Intercap is the variable rate which is adjusted annually. 

Railroad Trust Fund Loan 

Park County manages a trust fund from the BNSF from which it can provide loans.  The interest 

rate is reasonable and initial indications from the Commission are that the solid waste system 

would be eligible for a loan from the Railroad Trust. 

7.1.2 Funding Strategy 

There are limited alternatives for funding solid waste projects in Montana.  Due to the nature of 

the project and the good terms of loans from the Railroad Trust, we recommend the County 

pursue this approach for financing the project. 
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7.2 Implementation  

The County is already pursuing implementation of the security measures at the collection sites.  

The County is exploring loan financing through the Railroad Trust for the remainder of the project 

components.  The County staff will work with the Commission and Solid Waste Board to develop 

the financing plan for the projects. 
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City of Livingston Contract 
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Full Circle Recycling Contracts 
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Facility Photos 

  



Chico Site 

Chico Cardboard Containers 
 
 
 

 
Chico Backhoe 



 
Chico Eco Block Walls 

 
 
 

 
Chico Eco Block Walls 

 



 
Chico Consolidated 40 Cubic Yard Container 

 
 
 

 
Chico Tipping Area 

 



 
Chico Eco Block Wall 

 
  



Clyde Park Site 

 
Clyde Park Cardboard and Recycling Containers 

 
 
 

 
Clyde Park Green Boxes 



 
Clyde Park Roll-offs 

 
 
 

 
Clyde Park Metal Recycling Container 

 



 
Clyde Park Tire Recycling Container 

 
 
 

 
Clyde Park Class IV Roll-off Container 

 



Cooke City Site 
 

 
Cooke City Solid Waste Transfer Building 

 
 

 
Cooke City Class IV Roll-Off 



 
Cooke City Stationary Compactor 

 

 
Cooke City Cardboard Compactor 



Deep Creek Site 
 

 
Deep Creek Containers 

 
 
 

  



Fleshman Creek Site 
 

 
Fleshman Creek Gate 

 
 

 
Fleshman Creek Containers 



Forest Service Site 
 

 
Forest Service Containers and Access Gates 

 
 

 
Forest Service Containers 



Gardiner Site 
 

 
Gardiner Cardboard Containers 

 
 

 
Gardiner Access Gate and Attendant Shack 



 
Gardiner Site 

 
 
 

 
Gardiner Stationary Compactor 

 



M Street Transfer Station 
 

 
M Street Tipping Floor 

 
 
 
 

 
M Street Stationary Compactor and Bottle 

 



 
M Street Transfer Building 

 
 
 
 
 

 
M Street Roof 

 
 



 
M Street Tire Stockpile 

 
 

 
Mack Front Loader Truck 

 
 



 
M Street Roll-Off Container 

 
 
 

  



Mission Creek Site 
 

 
Mission Creek Containers 

  



Neads Site 
 

 
Neads Walk-in Access Gate 

 
 

 
Neads Vehicle Access Gate 



 
Neads Containers 

  



Smiths Site 
 

 
Smiths Access Gates 

 
 

 
Smiths Containers 



Springdale Site 
 

 
Springdale Containers 

 
  



Tom Miner Site 
 

 
Tom Miner Access Gate 

 
 

 
Tom Miner Roll-Off Container 



Trail Creek Site 
 

 
Trail Creek Walk-in Gate 

 
 

 
Trail Creek Class IV Roll-Off Containers 



 
Trail Creek Green Boxes 

 
 
 

 
Trail Creek Expansion Area 

 



Wilsall Site 
 

 
Wilsall Recycling Roll-Off 

 
 

 
Wilsall Access Gates and Site 



 
Wilsall Class IV Roll-Off 

 
 

 
Wilsall Green Boxes 
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Expense Statements 

  





















































































































































































































APPENDIX G 
Recycling Quantities 

  





















APPENDIX H 
Roofing and Lighting Cost Estimates 
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Camera and Gate Cost Estimates 
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Meetings and Handouts 
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County Waste Data and Projections
Waste Volume and Population History

Fiscal Year

Annual 
Landfill 
Tonnage Wood Waste

Recycled 
Wastes

Total Waste 
Tonnage Population

Waste 
Generation 

(lb/person/day)

2017-2018 7,503 200 250 7,953 8,768 5.0

2018-2019 7,717 230 252 8,199 8,768 5.1

2019-2020 7,750 200 291 8,241 8,768 5.2

Waste Volume and Service Area Population Projections

Year Total Waste Tonnage Population
Waste Generation 

(lb/person/day)

2020 8,241 8,768 5.2

2040 14,422 15,344 5.2



FY 2018-19 Hauling Data
2018-2019 Route and Container Summary

2019 2019 CL2 CL4
Route Type # of Trips Ton Tn/Rte Tn/Rte

Consolidated Class II Roll-Off Trips
R Chico Refuse RO- 40CY CL2 152 1359 8.9
R Cooke City Refuse Comp CL2 24 226 9.4
R Gardiner Refuse RO CL2 102 689 6.8
Sub Total Consolidated Class II Roll-Offs 278 2273 8.2

Front Loader Trips
R Local Refuse FL CL2 311 1976 6.4
R Local Refuse FL2 CL2 54 327 6.1
R Shields Valley Refuse FL CL2 111 1099 9.9
Sub Total Front End Loader 476 3402 7.1

Unconsolidated Class IV Roll-Off Trips
R Clyde Park Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 66 165 2.5
R Cooke City Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 8 38 4.7
R Gardiner Refuse RO CL4 15 60 4.0
R Trail Creek Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 215 525 2.4
R Wilsall Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 60 161 2.7
Sub Total Unconsolidated Class IV Roll-Offs 364 948 0.0 2.6

Unconsolidated Class II Roll-Offs
R Local RO CL2 81 180 2.2
R South Refuse CL2 131 417 3.2
Sub Total Unconsolidated Class II Roll-Offs 212 597 2.8

Sub Total Hauled Waste 1330 7220 5.4
Direct Haul to City Transfer Station 687

7907



Alternatives Evaluated

» Transfer & Landfill Alternatives
» Security Alternatives
» Consolidation/Efficiency Alternatives
» Site Closure Alternatives



County Direct Transfer Alternative

» Consolidated Containers
» Hauled Direct to Gallatin County
» Chico, Gardiner & Cooke City

» Unconsolidated Containers
» Hauled to County Transfer Station
» Class 4 Containers @ Clyde Park, Wilsall and Trail 

Creek
» Class 2 Containers M Street, Tom Miner, Corwin 

Springs

Cooke City Compactor

Wilsall Class 4 Roll-Off



County Direct Transfer Alternative

» Front End Loaders
» Hauled Direct to County Transfer 

Station
» Clyde Park, Wilsall, Neads, Smith, 

Springdale, Mission Creek, Fleshman
Creek, Forest Service, Trail Creek, 
Deep Creek

Trail Creek Container Site



County Transfer Station Capital Improvements

» New Roof/Insulation
» New Lighting
» Capital Cost $383,500

Transfer Station Roof

Stationary Compactor and 
Bottle Container



Operations & Maintenance Costs

» Labor
» Push Waste with Skidsteer
» Operate Compactor
» Haul Doubles to Gallatin 

County

» Skidsteer and Compactor 
Costs

» Trucking Costs
» Tipping Fees

Transfer Station Tipping Floor



Alternative Comparison – Half Time Operation 
of Transfer Station (16 hours/week)

Comparison of Transfer Alternatives

Current Operation (Alternative 1)

Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986 

Direct Haul Alternative 2 (Annual Costs)

Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628 

Transfer Station Operation for FELs/Unconsolidated Container $348,228 

Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300 

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $538,156 

Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $677,200 



Alternative Comparison – Full Time Operation 
of Transfer Station (40 hours/week)

Comparison of Transfer Alternatives

Current Operation (Alternative 1)

Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986 

Direct Haul Alternative 2 (Annual Costs)

Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628 

Transfer Station Operation for FELs/Unconsolidated Container $390,468 

Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300 

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $580,396 

Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $719,400 



Security Improvements

» Automatic Gates w/RFID Readers
» Camera Systems
» Power Services
» Chico, Wilsall, Clyde Park, Forest Service, 

Trail Creek
» Total Cost $209,500
» Labor Offset – Shields Valley Employee 

($47,000/year)



Consolidation Alternatives

» Consolidation of Containers
» Reduces trip mileage which reduces trucking costs
» Typically evaluated as payback on initial 

investment
» Capital and Operations cost of consolidation need 

to be factored in
» Typically to be economically feasible need 

combination of high round trip mileage and 
significant tonnage

Chico Backhoe Used for 
Consolidation 

Chico Consolidated 
Container



Current Payload Summary

» Front End Loaders
» Local Route – 6.2 tons/trip
» Shields Valley – 9.9 tons/trip
» FEL loads are already efficient

» Unconsolidated Containers
» CL2 Containers

2.8 tons/trip
» Corwin Springs, Tom Miner, M Street

» CL4 Containers
2.6 tons/trip
» Clyde Park, Cooke City, Gardiner, Trail Creek, Wilsall

» Tom Miner and Trail Creek 
» Evaluated in detail for consolidation
» Other sites not viable



Tom Miner Consolidation Alternative

» Requires construction of facility
» Will be required to meet Building Codes
» To be feasible requires closure of Corwin 

Springs site
» Capital Cost $175,000
» Payback on Capital Investment – 11.2 

years
» Trail Creek – Not financially feasible









Chico Site

» Constructed in 2012 or 2013
» Has sustained significant damage
» Rehabilitation existing facility

May be able to avoid Building Codes
Tie back system
Capital Cost $73,000

» Total Reconstruction Structural Concrete
Requires Building Code approval
Gate Barriers
Capital Cost $232,000
40 year life





Trail Creek Site Expansion

» Accommodate Future Growth
» Gravel Surfacing
» Fencing
» Pave Highway Approach
» Purchase 0.35 Ac or Long Term Lease
» Estimated Cost $75,000





Site Closure Alternatives

» Sites Recommended to Remain Open
» Volume based – Clyde Park, Wilsall, Gardiner, 

Cooke City, Forest Service, Trail Creek, Chico
» Location based 

» Springdale – East County Location
» Tom Miner – Halfway between Gardiner & Chico
» Neads – Central location

» Future growth based
» Fleshman, Neads



Site to Consider for Closure

» Smiths
» Only 4 miles from Clyde Park
» Clyde Park adequate for growth

» Mission Creek
» Only 4 miles from Neads
» Neads adequate capacity for growth

» Corwin Springs
» Access Road through campground
» Tom Miner alternative not viable without closure
» Only six miles from Gardiner which has adequate 

capacity
» Deep Creek

» Only 7.5 miles from Forest Service site
» Past issues with bears
» Annual lease cost

Smiths Container Site



Summary of Capital Cost Alternatives
Transfer Station Upgrades

• $383,500

Security Upgrades
• $209,500

Tom Miner Container Site
• $175,000

Chico Site
• Rehabilitation with Eco-blocks

• $73,000
• Site Reconstruct

• $232,000

Trail Creek Site Expansion
• $75,000



Funding Alternatives
Intercap

• Variable rate, currently 2.0%
• Up to 15-year term, open cycle for applications
• Annual payment reserve & 125% debt coverage

USDA Rural Development
• Up to 40-year term, open cycle
• Current rate 1.75%-2.125%, 110% debt coverage
• Requires PER and Environmental Report

Treasure State Endowment Program
• Grants up to $750,000
• Solid waste projects do not score well historically
• Solid waste projects have been funded a few bienniums when the 

legislature funded them all
• Next application due May 2022, funds available in summer of 2023
• Precludes County from using TSEP for other projects during that cycle –

Bridge projects for example
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» Board/ Commission Select 
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» Develop Funding Strategy
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Water/Wastewater ▪ Transportation ▪ Grant Services ▪ Solid Waste ▪
Structural ▪ Bridges ▪ Natural Resources ▪ Planning 

BILLINGS
6780 Trade Center Avenue
Billings, MT  59101
PHONE  406.652.5000 

BOISE
3050 N. Lakeharbor Lane, 
Suite 201
Boise, ID 83703
PHONE  208.576.6646

GREAT FALLS
702 2nd Street South #2
Great Falls, MT 59405
PHONE 406.952.1109

HELENA
PO Box 4817
2501 Belt View Drive
Helena, MT  59604
PHONE  406.449.8627
FAX  406.449.8631

SPOKANE
9221 N. Division St.,
Suite F
Spokane, WA 99218
PHONE  509.413.1430
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County Waste Data and Projections
Waste Volume and Population History

Fiscal Year

Annual 
Landfill 
Tonnage Wood Waste

Recycled 
Wastes

Total Waste 
Tonnage Population

Waste 
Generation 

(lb/person/day)

2017-2018 7,503 200 250 7,953 8,768 5.0

2018-2019 7,717 230 252 8,199 8,768 5.1

2019-2020 7,750 200 291 8,241 8,768 5.2

Waste Volume and Service Area Population Projections

Year Total Waste Tonnage Population
Waste Generation 

(lb/person/day)

2020 8,241 8,768 5.2

2040 14,422 15,344 5.2



FY 2018-19 Hauling Data
2018-2019 Route and Container Summary

2019 2019 CL2 CL4
Route Type # of Trips Ton Tn/Rte Tn/Rte

Consolidated Class II Roll-Off Trips
R Chico Refuse RO- 40CY CL2 152 1359 8.9
R Cooke City Refuse Comp CL2 24 226 9.4
R Gardiner Refuse RO CL2 102 689 6.8
Sub Total Consolidated Class II Roll-Offs 278 2273 8.2

Front Loader Trips
R Local Refuse FL CL2 311 1976 6.4
R Local Refuse FL2 CL2 54 327 6.1
R Shields Valley Refuse FL CL2 111 1099 9.9
Sub Total Front End Loader 476 3402 7.1

Unconsolidated Class IV Roll-Off Trips
R Clyde Park Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 66 165 2.5
R Cooke City Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 8 38 4.7
R Gardiner Refuse RO CL4 15 60 4.0
R Trail Creek Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 215 525 2.4
R Wilsall Refuse RO- 30CY CL4 60 161 2.7
Sub Total Unconsolidated Class IV Roll-Offs 364 948 0.0 2.6

Unconsolidated Class II Roll-Offs
R Local RO CL2 81 180 2.2
R South Refuse CL2 131 417 3.2
Sub Total Unconsolidated Class II Roll-Offs 212 597 2.8

Sub Total Hauled Waste 1330 7220 5.4
Direct Haul to City Transfer Station 687

7907



Alternatives Evaluated

» Transfer & Landfill Alternatives
» Security Alternatives
» Consolidation/Efficiency Alternatives
» Site Closure Alternatives



County Direct Transfer Alternative

» Consolidated Containers
» Hauled Direct to Gallatin County
» Chico, Gardiner & Cooke City

» Unconsolidated Containers
» Hauled to County Transfer Station
» Class 4 Containers @ Clyde Park, Wilsall and Trail 

Creek
» Class 2 Containers M Street, Tom Miner, Corwin 

Springs

Cooke City Compactor

Wilsall Class 4 Roll-Off



County Direct Transfer Alternative

» Front End Loaders
» Hauled Direct to County Transfer 

Station
» Clyde Park, Wilsall, Neads, Smith, 

Springdale, Mission Creek, Fleshman
Creek, Forest Service, Trail Creek, 
Deep Creek

» Also Evaluated Alternative with 
FELs Hauling Direct

Trail Creek Container Site



County Transfer Station Capital Improvements

» New Roof/Insulation
» New Lighting
» Capital Cost $383,500

Transfer Station Roof

Stationary Compactor and 
Bottle Container



Operations & Maintenance Costs

» Labor
» Push Waste with Skidsteer
» Operate Compactor
» Haul Doubles to Gallatin 

County

» Skidsteer and Compactor 
Costs

» Trucking Costs
» Tipping Fees

Transfer Station Tipping Floor



Alternative 2a –Consolidated Container Direct Haul –
2 day/week Operation of Transfer Station 

Comparison of Transfer Alternatives

Current Operation (Alternative 1)

Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986 

Direct Haul Alternative 2a (Annual Costs)

Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628 

Transfer Station Operation for FELs/Unconsolidated Container $348,228 

Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300 

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $538,156 

Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $677,200 



Alternative 2b –Consolidated Container Direct Haul –
40 hours/week Operation of Transfer Station

Comparison of Transfer Alternatives

Current Operation (Alternative 1)

Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986 

Direct Haul Alternative 2b (Annual Costs)

Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628 

Transfer Station Operation for FELs/Unconsolidated Container $390,468 

Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300 

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $580,396 

Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $719,400 



Alternative 3 –Consolidated Container & FELs Direct 
Haul – 2 day/week Operation of Transfer Station

Comparison of Transfer Alternatives

Current Operation (Alternative 1)

Annual Cost Tipping Fees (2018-2019) $540,986 

FEL Direct Haul Alternative 3 (Annual Costs)

Direct Haul Consolidated Containers to Gallatin County $147,628 

Front End Loader Haul Direct $204,429

Transfer Station Operation for Unconsolidated Containers $171.299 

Debt Service On Transfer Station Rehab $42,300 

Total Alternative 2 (Haul to Gallatin County) $565,656 

Total Alternative 2a (Haul to Billings) $677,200 



Security Improvements

» Automatic Gates w/RFID Readers
» Camera Systems
» Power Services
» Chico, Wilsall, Clyde Park, Forest Service, 

Trail Creek
» Total Cost $209,500
» Labor Offset – Shields Valley Employee 

($47,000/year)



Consolidation Alternatives

» Consolidation of Containers
» Reduces trip mileage which reduces trucking costs
» Typically evaluated as payback on initial 

investment
» Capital and Operations cost of consolidation need 

to be factored in
» Typically to be economically feasible need 

combination of high round trip mileage and 
significant tonnage

Chico Backhoe Used for 
Consolidation 

Chico Consolidated 
Container



Current Payload Summary

» Front End Loaders
» Local Route – 6.2 tons/trip
» Shields Valley – 9.9 tons/trip
» FEL loads are already efficient

» Unconsolidated Containers
» CL2 Containers

2.8 tons/trip
» Corwin Springs, Tom Miner, M Street

» CL4 Containers
2.6 tons/trip
» Clyde Park, Cooke City, Gardiner, Trail Creek, Wilsall

» Tom Miner and Trail Creek 
» Evaluated in detail for consolidation
» Other sites not viable



Tom Miner Consolidation Alternatives

» Requires construction of new facility
» Will be required to meet Building Codes if 

Drop-off greater than 30 inches
» To be feasible requires closure of Corwin 

Springs site
» Includes Site Improvements, Camera 

System, Automatic Gate/RFID reader, Used 
backhoe, Power Service, Gravel Surfacing



Tom Miner Consolidation Alternatives

» Short Height Cast In-place Alternative-
$175,000

» 30-inch Eco Block Alternative - $123,000
» Payback on Capital Investment – 8.3 years 

under 30-inch Eco Block Alternative
» Trail Creek – Not financially feasible











Chico Site

» Constructed in 2012 or 2013
» Has sustained significant damage
» Rehabilitation existing facility

30-inch Eco Block Alternative
Excavate to Lower Level, remove & reset blocks, resurface 
with gravel
Capital Cost $47,000

» Total Reconstruction Structural Concrete
Requires Building Code approval
Gate Barriers
Capital Cost $232,000
40 year life

» Add Two Stationary Compactors
Requires slabs, 3 phase power & On-site electrical
$170,000
Will require reduced hours with Site Attendant



Trail Creek Site Expansion

» Accommodate Future Growth
» Build Up Expansion Area for proper 

drainage
» Gravel Surfacing
» Fencing
» Pave Highway Approach
» Purchase 0.35 Ac or Long Term Lease
» Estimated Cost $85,000





Site Closure Alternatives

» Sites Recommended to Remain Open
» Volume based – Clyde Park, Wilsall, Gardiner, 

Cooke City, Forest Service, Trail Creek, Chico
» Location based 

» Springdale – East County Location
» Tom Miner – Halfway between Gardiner & Chico
» Neads – Central location

» Future growth based
» Fleshman, Neads



Site to Consider for Closure

» Smiths
» Only 4 miles from Clyde Park
» Clyde Park adequate for growth

» Mission Creek
» Only 4 miles from Neads
» Neads adequate capacity for growth

» Corwin Springs
» Access Road through campground
» Tom Miner alternative not viable without closure
» Only six miles from Gardiner which has adequate capacity
» Ranch requesting closure

» Deep Creek
» Only 7.5 miles from Forest Service site
» Past issues with bears
» Annual lease cost

Smiths Container Site



Summary of Capital Cost Alternatives
Transfer Station Upgrades

• $383,500

Security Upgrades
• $209,500

Tom Miner Container Site
• Short Height Cast In-Place Alternative - $175,000
• 30-inch Eco Block Wall Alternative- $123,000

Chico Site Tipping Area Modifications
• 30-inch Eco-block wall rehab of existing facility - $47,000
• Site Reconstruct With Cast-In-Place Concrete - $232,000
• Add 2 compactors, slabs & Three Phase power - $170,000

Trail Creek Site Expansion
• $85,000



Funding Alternatives
Intercap

• Variable rate, currently 2.0%
• Up to 15-year term, open cycle for applications
• Annual payment reserve & 125% debt coverage

USDA Rural Development
• Up to 40-year term, open cycle
• Current rate 1.75%-2.125%, 110% debt coverage
• Requires PER and Environmental Report

Treasure State Endowment Program
• Grants up to $750,000
• Solid waste projects do not score well historically
• Solid waste projects have been funded a few bienniums when the legislature 

funded them all
• Next application due May 2022, funds available in summer of 2023
• Precludes County from using TSEP for other projects during that cycle – Bridge 

projects for example

Loan from Railroad Trust Fund
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Where do we go from here?

» Board/ Commission Select 
Preferred Alternatives

» Develop Funding Strategy
» Potential Rate Increase?
» Write Draft Report
» Public Meeting(s)
» Questions?
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Water/Wastewater ▪ Transportation ▪ Grant Services ▪ Solid Waste ▪
Structural ▪ Bridges ▪ Natural Resources ▪ Planning 

BILLINGS
6780 Trade Center Avenue
Billings, MT  59101
PHONE  406.652.5000 

BOISE
3050 N. Lakeharbor Lane, 
Suite 201
Boise, ID 83703
PHONE  208.576.6646

GREAT FALLS
702 2nd Street South #2
Great Falls, MT 59405
PHONE 406.952.1109

HELENA
PO Box 4817
2501 Belt View Drive
Helena, MT  59604
PHONE  406.449.8627
FAX  406.449.8631

SPOKANE
9221 N. Division St.,
Suite F
Spokane, WA 99218
PHONE  509.413.1430
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