GALLATIN SOLID WASTE
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

ANNUAL REPORT
July 12012June 30,2013

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District manages the Logan Landfill and the
Bozeman Convenience Site. The Logan Landfill is a modern environmentally regulated
state -of -the -art Class Il sanitary landfill.
Internal programs include *Special Wastes*Environmental Monitoring*Education*
*Recycling*
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Letter from the New District Manager
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covers the time period from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013.

| accepted the position as District Manager on August 1, 2013. Prior to my promotion to District Manager, | served as
the Site Foreman at the Logan Landfill from 2007 to 2013. | have been employed with the District ste 2005. | became
SWANA certified as a Manager of Landfill Operations in 2006. | am also SWANA certified as a Manager of Household
Hazardous Waste and Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator Collection Operations since 2011.

During the past year, the District continued to offer a wide variety of solid waste solutions. This included the
operation of the landfill, as well as the many services the District has been developing throughout the county. These servise
include county wide public recycling sites, recycling educational outreach, ewaste collection, Household Hazardous Waste
Program and the operation of the Bozeman Convenience Site. The District will continue to provide a wide range of waste
diversion services, which include eighteen public reycling sites, daily ewaste recycling at the Logan Landfill, composting,
white goods recycling, waste oil/antifreeze recycling, green wood waste, and household hazardous waste.

Notable capital improvements for fiscal year 2012 included the completion ancertification of the partial closure of
Cell Two. The closure project was constructed and completed by landfill staff, which resulted in approximate cost savings of
$7,000 per acre for the District. The District purchased a new Aeranaster Compost Turner and a 2000 New Holland Ag
Tractor for composting operations at the Logan Landfill. The District also developed and implemented a land reclamation
plan for the Logan Springs Ranch. The reclamation and improvement of the Logan Springs Ranch is a key coprent for the
potential land exchange with the DNRC.

In the next year, the District will be expanding compost operations at the Logan Landfill, constructing an equipment
wash bay at the landfill shop, and developing a long term plan for the future developnent and expansion of the Logan
Landfill.

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District will continue to provide not only essential services, but also offer
Al OAOT AOA AEODPI OAl 1T DPOEITO O1T ARAO 1T 00 Oi AOAT 1T A Tdégicated, lakdA
versatile staff, with the input and oversight of the Solid Waste Board, continues to achieve lasting improvements while
providing diverse solid waste solutions for the residents of Gallatin County.

This annual report is an important planning tool which helps analyze the many facets of the Gallatin Solid Waste
Management District. The report provides insight so we may strategically plan for future solid waste management solutions,
while continuing to provide our current level of services. lamA@AEOAA OI HI Au A EAU O1T1 A EI
management of solid waste continues to be a challenging and rewarding career. With the current and projected growth of
Gallatin County, the District will be instrumental in providing esse ntial solid waste services and remain a valuable asset for
Gallatin County.

Sincerely,
Jim Simon

Jim Simon, District Manager
Gallatin Solid Waste Management District
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Gallatin Solid Waste Management District

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District consists of Gallatin Countyand the Cities of
Belgrade, Bzeman, Manhattan, and Three Forks. The Districtoperates asan enterprise fund.
The values and operating principles are customer focus that is responsive, prompt,
compassionate and provides quality service; Accountability for being responsible and cost
effective in the use of public resources; Teamworkthat promotes creative cooperation;
Communication that is open and honest with sharing of information and ideas and;
Professionalismin everything we do by being nnovative, qualified, honest, full of integrity, and
personal excellence.

Gallatin Solid Waste Management District
Board of Directors

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District, its Board of Directors, Manager and staff,
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budgetary decisions; Adhere to the longterm plans; Demonstrate exceptional customer service;
Serve as a model for excellence in ayernment; Improve communication within County
government, other jurisdictions and our public; To be an employer of choice and maintain high
employee retention.

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management Board consists of representatives from the Cities of
Belgrade, Bozeman, Three Forks, and Manhattan. Two additional seats are occupied by
Members-at-large, and the remaining seat is occupied by a County Commissioner.

The Board of Directors for Fiscal Year 20122013are Kevin Handelin, City of Bozeman; Dave
Hanson, City of Three Forks (Chairman); Phil ldeson Member at Large (Secretary) Clark
Johnson, City of Manhattan; Dan Klemann, Member at LarggVice-Chairman); Kevin Moriarty

City of Belgrade(Treasurer); and R. Stephen White, County Commissioner, Commissio District

#3.




The Board of Directors
Fiscal Year 2012-2013

Left to Right: Dan Klemann, Viec€hairman (Member at Large); Steve White
(County Commission); Dave Hanson, Chairman (Three Forks); Phil Ideson,
Secretary (Member at Large); Clar&hnson (Manhattan); Kevin Handelin (Cit
of Bozeman); Bottom Left: Kevin Moriarty, Treasurer (Belgrade)




Gallatin Solid Waste Management Board of Directors
Mission Statement

The purpose of the Gallatin Solid Waste Management District
constituents with cost efficient solid waste services;

to provide for

is: to provide
the balanced

consideration and representation of the diverse views and issues regarding solid waste
management; to advocate for the health, safety and welfare of the residents; to manage the
processing, reclaiming, storing, transporting, or disposing of waste in ways that protect the
ecology of lands in the District; to identify goals, policies and procedures that will aid local
jurisdictionsin meeting solid waste reduction and recycling goals.

Gallatin Solid Waste Management District Budgets 3

Table 1

-Year Comparison

Final Approved to Actual Budget Expended Fiscal Years 2011, 2012, 2013

Object of
Expenditures

Final Budget
Approved
FY 211

Actual
Budget
Expended

FY 201

Final Budget
Approved
FY 202

Actual
Budget
Expended
FY 20D

Final Budget
Approved
FY 20B

Actual
Budget
Expended
FY 20B

Personnel

$875,540

$776,389

$887,796

$747,322

$950,965

$344,907

Operations

$1,899,013

$1,037,070

$2,454,719

$2,109,544

$2,081,529

$1,852,711

Debt Service

$917,585

$938,199

$938,199

$392,556

$380,491

Capital Outlay

$1,742000

$1,11500

$1,165,700

$600,332

Transfers Out

Reserves

Total

$5,434,138

$2,824,782

$5,393,214

$4,295,690

$4,590,750

$3,678,441
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Gallarin Solid Wasre Management Adminisiracion

Daily operations of the Gallatin Solid Waste Management Districtare administered by
professional staff, headquartered at the
Logan Landfill
Gallatin Solid Waste Management District
10585 Two Dog Road
P.O. Box 461
Three Forks, Montana 59752
406.284.40290r 406.582.2495
Fax: 406.582.2491
Website
http://www.qgallatin.mt.gov/ DISTRICT

rday
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known as Refuse District #1. The operation of the landfill was contractecout. The first
Refuse Board #1 oversaw operations. Over the years, with licensing, and law changes
became the Gallatin Solid Waste Management District. h July of 2004, the District took over
the operation of the Logan Landfill from the contractor hired to run the landfill. At that time,
the first District Manager was hired. The construction trailer was purchased in 2005, to
AAI ET EOOAO OEA ' Al 1 AOGET 311 EA 7AO00A - AT AC.
the Phase Il Cell with the old scalehouse (1988) andthe old shop (1972). After the
Administration Building was completed in 2009, the construction trailer was transported to
the Bozeman Convenience Site and remodeled to become theew Bozeman Convenience Site
scalehouse.



http://www.gallatin.mt.gov/GSWMD
http://www.google.com/url?sa=i&rct=j&q=&esrc=s&frm=1&source=images&cd=&cad=rja&docid=FNJGKqIehTF01M&tbnid=i3PtRn1h62LxNM:&ved=0CAUQjRw&url=http://external.bangordailynews.com/bdn-anniversary/&ei=Vs7WUqylL83soATem4KAAQ&bvm=bv.59568121,d.cGU&psig=AFQjCNGNEVk6CzMSYV2n--IMUfNg-evfKQ&ust=1389895387188293

Construction Trailer for Administration at Loganpurchased in
2005.




Gellztin Solid Wesre Mensgernent Operetions
Logan Landfill




LLogan lLandfill Shop
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The Gallatin Solid Waste
Management District Mechanics




Gellztin Solid Weete Meanzgernent District Operaiors
Logan Landfill

cott Brende \ ‘ .
Jesse Ziegle

Site Maintenance  Site Foreman

Jim Simon was hiredin January
2005 as an operator He became
Site Foreman in2007. He was the
Site Foreman during this fiscal
year, and one of the Interim
Managers when the Manager left
He was promoted to District
Manager August 1, 2013.




Logan Landfill Scalehouse & Bozeman Convenience Site

Logan Landfill Today




Bozeman Convenience
Site 2008

Bozeman Convenience Site Today




Logan Landfill and Bozeman Convenience Site Scale House
Operators

Janet Lane Myldred Stine

Stephanie Poulin




Gallatin Solid Waste Managerment District Organizational Chart

Site Foreman and Dawn Chretien, Office Manager. Jim Simon was hired as the new District
Manageras of August 1, 2013.




Between July 1, 22, and June 30, 2 the total waste disposed of at the Logan Landfill was
103,473.520ns. The seven primary components of the waste stream included approximately
70,504.49(68%) tons of municipal solid waste, of which, 66,079.31(94%) tons were disposed of
by commercial carriers and4,425.18(6%) tons by the general public. Light construction waste
disposed of totaled5,394.06 (5%) tons, of which, commercial carriers disposedof approximately

4,998.91(93%) tons and 395.16(7%) tons by the general public. Heavy construction tonnage
totaled 78.55(>%24%) tons, of which, 76.05(97%) tons was from commercial carriers and2.5 (3%)

tons from the general public. Class IV totaled20,423.1920%) tons, of which, 19,531.6896%)

from commercial carriers and 891.51(4%) tons from the general public. Compost collected
totaled 2,037.2 (2%) tons, of which, 2,014.91(99%) came from commercial carriers and22.90
(2%) tons were from the general public. Ewaste disposed of totaled 83.74tons (<1%) of which,

25.14(30%) came from commercial carriers and58.60 (70%) came from the general public. The

remainder of the miscellaneous waste streantomponents disposed of tdaled 4,951.6ons (5%),

of which 4,820.96 (97%) came from commercial carriers and130.7(3%) came from the general
public (Table 2. Tonnages& Components). This fiscal year tonnages weredown 2,191.82ons

from the previous fiscal yearof 105,665.340ns.
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Wood Chipping

Metal Diversion
Logan Landfill

Table 2

Tonnages & Components July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013

Total % of

Primary Total 0 Tons 0 Tons 0 Commercial
Components Tons /o Tons Commercial /6 Tons Public veTons & Public

Tonnages

70,504.49 66,079.31 4,425.18 100%
5,394.06 4,998.91 395.16 100%

78.55 76.05 2.5 100%
20,423.19 19,531.68 891.51 100%
2,037.& 2,014.91 22.90 100%
4,951.67 4,820.96 130.2 100%
83.7%4 25.14 58.60 100%

103,473.52 97,546.96 5,926.56 100%




3-Year Incoming Tonnage by
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District Revenues

The Revenue from thetipping fees at the Logan Landfill between July 1, 2R, and June 30, 2Bl was
$3,252,349.19 The seven primary components of the revenue collectedare municipal solid waste
totaled $1,898,983 (59%) of the waste stream of which, $1,750,50392%) came from commercial
carriers and $148,480(8%) from the general public. Light construction totaled $258,930(8%) of the
waste stream, ofwhich, $239,827(93%) came from commercial carriers and $.9,1037%) camefrom
the general public. Heavy construction totded $,551(<®6) of the waste stream, ofwhich, $4,407
(97%) came from commercial carriers and $44(3%) camefrom the general public. Class IV totaled
$977,939(30%) of the waste stream of which, $938,943(96%) came from commercial carriers and
$38,996 (4%) came from the general public. Compost earned$16,18%<P%6) of the waste stream of
which, $15,52796%) was from commercial carriers and$58 (4%) came from the general public.
E-waste collected totaled $4,171(<®0) of the waste stream, of which 4,80 (30%) was from
commercial carriers, and £,941(70%) was from the general public. The remainder of the revenue
collected from miscellaneous feestotaled approximately $91,590.193%) of the waste stream, of
which, $67,783.1974%) came from commercial carriers and £3,807(26%) came from the general
public (Table 3: Revenue & Components. The revenue decreased $73,107.3%rom the last fiscal
UAAOBS O of38&2A4560501 OEEO AEOAAB329284.000 O OAOAT OA




Table 3

Revenue & Components July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013

Primary
Components | Total Revenue
of Revenue

Revenue
Commercial
Customers

Revenue
General
Public

%
General
Public

Total %
Com &
Public

$1,898,983

$1,750,503

$148,480

$258,930

$239,827

$19,103

$4,551

4,407

$144

$977,939

$038,943

$38,996

$16,185

$15,527

$658

4,171

$1,230

$2,941

$91,590.1¢

$67,783.19

$23,807

$3,252,349.1

$3,018,220.1

$234,12¢

3 -Year Revenue Comparison 2011, 2012, 2013

Ll

As of June 2013




Performanceat tne Logan Landrill

Table 4 shows the landfill performance over the last eight periods and the average to date.
The overall space utilization over the last period as measured by the volume per ton ratio was
1.81CY/Ton. This was 46% more air space utilization thanthe last time period. The overall
performance of the landfill is measured by the volume per ton ratio. The two components
which directly impact the overall landfill performance are the compacted waste density and
the waste-to-soil ratio. The increase in air space usage iselated to the Phase 3 accepting
Class IV material between January 2, 2012nd May 8, 2012, due to the landfill closing the
Class IV area. The Class IV area was closéal avoid problems of blowing litter during the
windy spring and winter months.

The site achieved a compacted waste density of 1,318B/CY over the last period. This is
continued excellent compaction that the landfill staff should be commended for. The
industry standard for compacted waste density at landfills which operate 826equivalent
compactors is 1,20Q.B/CY. The District staff is far exceeding that metric with the operation.
This high compaction is due to dedicated and consistent application of compaction
techniques in conjunction with quality equipment and operators. The District will continue
with the compaction techniques it currently uses on the site.

The overall wasteto-soil ratio for the time period was 3.97:1. This is 31% increase in soil usage
over the previous period. The District will continue to utilize the approv ed alternative daily
cover as often as possible in lieu of soil.

Great West Engineering Inc., the engineering company of record,did not survey Phase 2 cell
due to only 4.8% of the total waste was placed in the cell. The Phase 2 cell will be surveyed
during the next performance evaluation survey.

The landfill performance for this time period shows more air space utilization, lower
compacted waste density, and lower waste to soil ratio. This lower performance can be
linked to the Class IV waste being raited to Phase 3 cell between January 2, 20Ehd May 8,
2012 due to the Class IV area being closed. Class IV materials are more difficult to compact,
require more dirt to cover the material on a daily basis, thus resulting in more air space
utilized.

In summary, the industry standard for landfills this size is a compacted waste density of 1,200
LB/CY and a 3:1 wastdo-soil ratio which results in an overall volume per ton performance of
2.22 CY/Ton. The overall performance measured by GPS over this tgseriod was 18% better
than standard landfill performance metrics. The landfill staff are commended for obtaining
this outstanding waste density and overall landfill performance, which insures the landfill life

is maintained and in this case actually exended via excellent performance criteria.

20|




Table 4 Landfill Cells Phase 2 & 3 Performance

Volume 4]

Soil By
Volume Y
Waste to
Soll Ratio 5,61

Tonnage e
Accepted Tons
Compacte
d Waste 1458

Density

Volume

Per Ton

Ratlo




Clazss |V Area Perforrmance Evaluation

Great West measured Class IV performance since the Class IV area opened. Class IV materials
are more difficult to obtain high compaction levels because of the nature of the waste.
Industry standard metrics for Class IV landfills are 750LB/CY compacted waste density and a
waste-to-solil ratio of 6:1. This results in an overall volume per ton ratio of 3.1 CY/Ton. Tabk
shows that the landfill is exceeding industry metrics the last four time periods with the Class

IV operation.

Table 5 Landfill Class IV Performance Analysis

181,524
Total Fill

Volume CcY

Soil Volume

Waste to Soil
Ratio

Tonnage
Accepted

Compacted
Waste Density

Volume Per
Ton Ratio




Class IV Area Logan Landfill

Life Estimates

The performance data, tonnage and thel ogan Landfill Master Plan were used to estimate the
remaining life of Phase 3 and the overall landfill. To estimate the remaining life of Phase 3, the
first step is to calculate the remaining air space in the phase. The computer generated land
surface model fom the October 10, 201X%urvey was compared to the interim fill plan for Phase

3 to determine the remaining air space. The amount of air space used in Phase 2 and the
remaining life were not calculated due to the low amount of waste placed in the cell. In order

to estimate the remaining life of Phase 3, the waste generation throughout the remaining life of
this cell had to be projected Currently 105,000Tons per year is the best estimate of the annual
tonnage for projections on remaining site life.

The total air space includes the final cover for the portion of Phase 3 fill which reaches the final
proposed elevations, so this is subtracted out of the air space available for waste and
daily/intermediate soil cover. The last seven measurement periods 1@ the best estimate of
how much daily and intermediate cover will be utilized at the site. However, it is critical that
the District continue s to use alternative daily cover (ADQ to the extent possible in order to
minimize the air space usage of the landfill. It is estimated that the landfill will be able to
utilize soil long term at a 4:1 waste to soil ratio. The estimated daily and intermediate soll
cover usage is then subtrated from the available air space to determine the volume available
for waste.




The last variable to determine is the compacted waste density. The landfill averaged 1,378
LB/CY over the last period. The industry standard for compacted waste density foa landfill of
this size with an 826 equivalent compactor is 1,200.B/CY. However, it appears from the last
seven periods that the District should be able to consistently achieve waste densities of 1,300
LB/CY and above. The landfill staff does an excedint job of placing the waste in thin lifts and
compacting the waste with multiple equipment passes in both directions. For the basis of
these life estimates,a 1,350 LB/CY waste densitwas used. The landfill staff has proven that
they can achieve this eénsity consistently.

The life estimate analysis is summarized in Tables. The estimates assume there will be no
Il AOCAOB®I AR AEODPI OAI DOl EAADOOS T A@Al BI1 A

generating a great deal of construction and demoliton waste. The capacity estimate also
assumes that the District will not expand its service area during the remaining landfill life. If

the District does expand its service area in the future, the life estimate would need to be
updated. The ultimate life of the site will be highly dependent on the waste tonnage received
at the site and the landfill performance. If the tonnage increases over this estimateor the

landfill performance drops, the District will have less life than predicted.

In September 2010an Addendum to the Landfill Master Plan was designed to include the Class
IV Expansion. During this Master Plan update, a new life estimate was developed. Table
uses the updated Master Plan numbers to determine life projection estimates. The volumes
used to develop Table6 were calculated using CAD applications and the volumes were double
checked by hand calculations utilizing cross sections.

Based on the waste streams received this last time period, it was estimated that 4.8% of the
waste went into the Phase 2 cell, 77.6% to the Phase 3 cell, and the other 17.6% of the waste
was diverted into the Class IV area. However, 8,109 tons of Class IV material was placed in the
Phase 3 cell between January 2, 2Q0Bnhd May 8, 2012. Therefore the Phase 3diwas estimated
using 68% of 105,000 tonger year (combining Phase 2 and Phase 3) and 32% of 105,000 tons
per year for the Class IV life estimates. The life of each area was calculated and is shown in
Table 6. The life estimates for the waste acceptedn Phase 3 shown in Table6 are based on
71,400 tongper year waste, with a 1,35QB/CY compacted waste density, 4:1 soilo-waste ratio
and an overall volume per ton ratio of 1.85 CY/Ton. The life estimates for the waste accepted
in the Class IV area shwn in Table 6 are based on 33,600 tonger year waste, with a 1,000
LB/CY compacted waste density and 7:1 setb-waste ratio.

The life of Phase 3 is based on 71,400 toper year for 5.3 years while the Class IV is accepting
waste. Once the Class IV haseached full capacity, Phase 3 will accept Class Il and Class IV
waste. Once Phase 3 accepts both waste streams at 105,000 tpes year, Phase 3 will have an
additional 2.2 years of life. The total life of Phase 3 is 7.5 years concurrent with thelacement
of waste in the Class IV cell. Phase 4 will have 7.3 years of life at 105,000 tqes year. The
total life of the landfill is 14.8 years(Table 6).




Table 6

Life Projection Estimates (December 2011)

Not
calculated

5.3 years

14.8 years

Closure Work at the Logan Landfill

The remaining overall life of the landfill site is estimated on the following information:

The current Master Plan for the site dated December 2007 and the Addendum to the
Landfill Master Plan-Class IV Expansion dated September 2010.

Estimated annual tonnage of 05,000 tons per year based on detailed tonnage records
the District has maintained since the City of Bozemanbegan transporting the majority
of its waste to the landfill in October, 2005.

Estimated waste disposal efficiencyof 1.85 CYTon based on 1,35QB/CY waste density
and 4:1 wasteo-soil ratio. The District has routinely exceeded these metrics on
previous measurements taken at the site.

There are two very important item s to note regarding the projections of facility life.
First, the landfill has routinely exceeded the design performance criteria for compaction
and overall space utilization, which effectively increases the life The difference is
created by the high level of compaction efficiency the landfill hasroutinely achieved
over the last several years. Second, the annual tonnage projection is 105,000 tons/yei
based on the fiscal year 2012 numbers. Based on the above updated information, w
estimate the overall site has 14 years of life remainingThe final life of the overall site
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will be affected by the actual waste quantities accepted at the landfill, the amount of
waste diverted out of the landfill, and the waste disposal efficiency that is achieved.

The total Class Il and Class IV landfill area wagcreased from 53 to 55 acres in the 2010 addendum tc
the Master Plan. The County closed approximately3 acres of the landfill in 1996 ad another 7.3acres
in 2013. The remaining 45 acres of waste area will require closure over the remaining life of thesite.
The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) has approved an alternative final cover
design which relies on native soil materials for the cover system rather than synthetic materials. This
alternative cover system will be used for the renainder of the closure projects at the landfill. The final
cover design is a fousfoot thick soil cover system that includes the following section from bottom to
top:

Final contouring of the site making sure that all areas are properly sloped, graded and
intermediate covered per the final contour plan.

Installation of twelve inches of native sand material.

Twenty-four inches of select finegrained native silt soil material placed as the
evapotranspiration layer for the cover. This material will be selectively excavated on
site with scrapers and pushedmto place with low ground pressure equipment likely D-7
dozers or smaller.

Twelve inches of native sand material of which the top six inches will be topsoil
material amended with compost or other fertilizer.

Vegetating the site with a seed/fertilizer mixture as outlined in the closure plan. It is
assumed that the seed mixture will be tilled in using a tractor and an end wheel press
drill or another acceptable seeder. In areas which are too steep for drill sling,
hydroseeding techniques will be used.

Preparing for partial closure of Cell
II, 4.2 acres on the western slope
and 3 acres on the eastern slope.
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produced from the seeding and straw
waddles placed for erosion.

The total estimated cost per acre for installing the final cover system showrbelow in Table 7.

Table 7 Landfill Estimated Closure Costs Per Acre
Alternative Final Cover System Updated August 2013

Activity Quantity | Unit Cost/Unit Cost

Mobilization/Bonding/Insurance LS $3,000 $3,000

Subgrade Preparation CY $4.00 $3,200

Y&ao #ADPEI 1T AOU 3AT A CY $3.00 $4,800

dnée %4 3EI O , AUAO CcY $4.00 $12,800

Yao 3AT A %OT OEIT T ( CY $3.00 $4,800

Drainage Controls LS $3,000 $3,000

Seed, Fertilizer, Mulch AC $2,000 $2,000

Gas Venting System AC $5,000 $5,000

Survey/Certification AC $2,000 $2,000

Engineering/QA/Inspection LS $8,000 $8,000

Closure Cost Per Acre $48,600




Post Closure Car

In regard to the post-closure costs, the regulations require each landfill owner to monitor for
methane, monitor the groundwater, have an independent professional engineer conduct an
annual inspection, update the closure andpost-closure costs annually, and maintain the cap and
drainage structures for settlement, erosion, cracking or any other situation that may jeopardize
the integrity of the cap or drainage controls. The estimated costs for these items for the 3§/ear
post-closure period are summarized in Table 8. To calculate these costs, the following
assumptions were used:

T

o The annual costs for groundwater and methane monitoring are based on the
current annual monitoring costs. Groundwater monitoring costs have increased
significantly with the addition of new monitoring points associated with the
corrective measures assessment. Also, the proposed expansion of license boundary
to accommodate the composting area will add monitoring and testing costs. It is
estimated that monitoring will cost approximately $28,000 per year during the

post-closure period.

The leachate collection will require periodic inspections, periodic pumping and
minor maintenance. This is estimated to cost approximately $500 per year.

Once annualy, an independent third party professional engineer will inspect the
site for any non-compliance or maintenance issues including the integrity of the
cap, drainage, fencing, etc. Theengineer will correspondingly write a report
summarizing his/her findings and recommendations. The engineer will also
prepare an updated cost estimate indicating the cost to close the site along with the
cost for the 30-year postclosure monitoring, etc. These costs will correspondingly
be sent to the appropriate officials. The estimate assumes 20 hours of labor at $95
per hour and miscellaneous word processing and expenses.

It is necessary for theowner of the facility to maintain the integrity of the cap and
drainage controls. It is difficult to estimate what the annual cost to conduct this

work might be several years from now. For this estimateit was assumed that once
per year a contractor will provide 16 hours of equipment time to haul in and blale

soil in a settled area(s) at $00 per hour and revegetate areas for $500.

The EPA has passed new regulations requiring annual reporting of greenhouse gas
emissions. This process is currently costing the District approximately $1,000 per
year for the professional services to report the annual emissions.




Table 8

Gallatin County Landfill
Post-Closure Care Cost Estimate
August 2013

Annual Total 30 Year
Iltem
Cost Cost

Groundwater & Methane Monitoring $28,000 $840,000

LeachateCollection System Operation & Maintenance $1,500 $45,000
$60,000

Annual Engineering Inspection $2,000

Periodic Cap and Stormwater Maintenance $8,500 $255,000

Annual Greenhouse Gas Reporting $1,000 $30,000

Total $41,000 $1,230,000

FINANCIAL
ASSURANCE

tl on Overall

Logan Landiill

Five years ago the District elected to utilize the overall site life approach to determine the financial
assurance obligation. The MDEQ has agreed with the approach in correspondence.The balance in
the closure post-closure reserve is$1,989,567.36current as of June 30,20B. This reserve has been the
same since 2009. The District is trying to let the closure liability catch up with the reserve balance As

of June ®, 2013, the closure liability was $1,728,395.51

29|
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Table 9 calculates the cost per ton to meet financial asstance requirements under the overall site
method.

Table 9

Gallatin County Landfill
Estimated Closure Costs - Closure of Largest Open Area
Updated August 201 3

Activity Quantity | Unit | Cost/Unit Cost

Alternative Final Cover System 45 AC $48,600 $2,187000

10% Contingency $218700

Cost to Close Maximum Area $2,405,700




Table 10 calculates the cost per ton to meet financial assurance requirements under the overall site
method.

Table 10

Gallatin County Landfill
Financial Assurance Calculation
August 2012

Overall Site Closure Costs $2405,70

Post Closure Costs $1,230,000

Total Obligation $3,85700

Closure/Post Closure Reserve (July 2012) $-1,989,600

Amount to Finance Over Remaining Site Life $1,816,100

Total Remaining Tonnage 1,452,000 Tons

Cost Per Ton to meet Closure Post Closure
Financial Assurance Requirements Under Overall $1.8/Ton
Site Method
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IMPLEMENTATION COMMUNICATION

=nvironrnental Compliance

Groundwater monitoring is conducted and results are reported according to the rules established
since 1990 at the Logan Landfill. There are currently 12 monitoring wells, including two shop wells,
a scale/administration building well, which is utilized for the site water supply. Additionally,
samples are collected from a spring A AOAA 11 OOE

wells. Water levels from an unused monitoring well located on the east side of the landfill are
measured during every sampling event. All downgradient wells, LMW2, LMW-3, LMW-4, LMW-5
and the Old Shop Well have shown various levels of VO® over time. In 2006 due to a statistical
exceedance of the MCL for tetrachloroethene in LMW4 the landfill has been in a fiveyear
Corrective Measures Plan (CMP) with MDEQ. The pilot program tested the #ectiveness of
remediation product to address groundwater contamination at the site. The product was injected
directly into the groundwater approximately 6 years ago and the District has been monitoring wells
downgradient of the injection site since that time. The CMP approved by MDEQ requires the
County reevaluate the effectiveness of the remediation product at the end of thdive-year period
and develop a full scale plan for remediation of the site. In 2012, in the evaluation, the product
used was sucessful in reducing the PCE concentration, but therewasconcern in the inconsistency
in groundwater data collected during the five-year program that questioned the source of the PCE.
A soil gas field investigation and assessment was approved by MDEQ ancbnducted. It was
OOOPAAOAA OEA 0#% 10 1T OEAO 6/ #6860 1T AAGO EIT OI
groundwater plume. The District is working with MDEQ to determine a long range plan. The
groundwater monitoring reports submitted to MDEQ in August (2022) and October (2013) met the
requirements of the Administrative Rules of Montana Title 17, Chapter 50, Subchapter 13

4EA |, 1T CAT cyrént Netanel Mbitoring plan follows the requirements for methane
monitoring at municipal solid waste facilities in the State of Montana under ARM 17.50.511 1 (f) an
(g). The methane monitoring is conducted quarterly. The points of monitoring include




sevenmethane monitoring wells, eight passive vents, and five structures. Themonitoring testing
results are reported to MDEQ. This reporting period, all monitoring results were within regulatory
limits and are consistent with previous reports submitted

The Logan Landfill is subject to site inspections by MDEQ. This reporting period,no inspections

were done.

On December 6, 2012the District was issued the renewalfor the Permit Authorization MTR000358
under the Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination Sysem (MPDES) General Permit for Storm
Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity (General Permit).

The permit became effective February 1, 2018nd expires January 31, 2018.

On December 7, 2012, the District received operations approval from MDEQ for the leachate pond
improvements A £EOAO OAOEAx 1T &£ OEA O10AI EOU | Oddéumdnis AR
submitted by Great West Engineering,Inc. the engineering firm of record.

On January 2, 2013, the District submitted the 2012 Annual Compliance Evaluation Report fo
Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity £ O OEA 1 AT AZEI 1 6C b
Discharge Monitoring Report for the monitoring period of 7/1/201212/31/2012

On January 30, 2013, the District submitted a Notice of Intent to renew MultiSector General Permit
for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial Activity permit. The Discharge Monitoring
Reports are submitted to MDEQ quarterly.

On March 13, 2013, the District submittedo MDEQ the application for the annual license renewal
for FY20132014forthe, T CAT , AT A /AEdovers tbe p&riddmf JaIYI18 2013 to June 30, 2014

On March 22, 2013the District submitted to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) the
Annual Greenhouse Gas (GHG) report required by the EPA for 202. Bruce Siegmund, Senior
Hydrologist for Great West Engineering, Inc, is OEA $ E O 0 Od A O ThA @it Was
electronically sent, received, and certified.

The District sent in a Notice of Intent to the Environmental Protection Agency for renewal of the
1 ATAZEEI 160 "ET OITTEA OAOIEO Q-406i1TaVvs 7A OAJNAE
expires May 12, 2018.

On June 30, 2013he District submitted the Discharge Monitoring Report to MDEQ for the period
of April 1, 2013hrough June 30, 2013.



Logan Landfill Projects & lmprovermnents

The Leachate Pond Improvement project began July 9, 2012. The new liner was installed by Ju
20". Staff finished the grade, the exterior berm and installed stormwater controls swales for
drainage around the outside of the pond structure. In August, a chain link fence was installed
around the perimeter of the pond, completing the project.

i —

In July 2012, the last of the old detention center recycled concrete was used in theew road
improvements going into Cell II.




In October of 2012, the District purchased a New Holland tractor ($49,940), Aeromaster PT13(
Windrow Turner ($48,900) and a Water Wagon ($I7,490) for the Compost Operation. Staff was
able to create more tipping space for barn waste and animal mortality composting by combining,
mixing, and reducing the size of the compost piles with the new windrow turner and tractor.

Budgeted for a $ie Maintenance position. In November of 2012, Jessee Ziegler was hired.

The Logan Landfill started accepting credit cards in March of 2013.

In March of 2013, the top layer of soil for final cover on the west slope of Cell Il was completed. The
24 inch clay layer for final coveronthe. | OOE AT A T &£ #Al1l ))860 AAOI

top layer of soil was tracked in. Both areas were seeded in AprilStaff installed straw waddles for
erosion control on the closed slopes of Cell II.

e SRR T

In April of 2013,sod and asprinkler system were installed around the Administration building
($6,825)

Yesterday




April 23, 2013, the 963 D Catrack Loader engine compartment caught on fire due to a ruptured
high pressure hydraulic line. The Loader returned to service atthe landfill on May 22, 2013. The
District was responsible for $2,896.46 for repair costs not covered under the warranty. The total

cost of the repair was $35,000.

In May, the District installed a mono-drive pressure control box on the Administration and
Scalehouse well pump for$1,490.50.

May 30, 2013, W.E. Dust control completed the annual application of magnesium chloride to the
roads for dust control. It cost the District $8,667.

In June of 2013, the closure of Cell Il was completedThis fiscd UAAO08 O A@bAT OA || Al
$149,094.81.7.3 acres of closure work equaled $18,636.85 per acre to close9% of the cost was
renting the equipment.

In June of 2013, the leachate pumping system was repaired for Cell III.

On June 7, 2013, D & Farms Inc. applied 65 gallons of Cornerstone and 40 gallons ofurfactant

on approximately 330 acres of the Logan Springs property



In June of 2013Staff completed installing a fence and gate on the Logan Springs property to the
AAGO 1T £ OmikentithdeEl EOUG O

In June of 2013, the Road and Bridge Department began stockpiling road millings from the-90
Interchange construction project. The Road and Bridge Department will use it to pave Buffalo
Jump Road. The Districtusedsome ofthe street millings to improve the public tipping area.

The shopd Bechanical room was expanded at a cost to the District 0$5,859.29

This Fiscal yearthe District implemented a web-based training program for Workplace Safety and

Environmental Compliance.

R A Safetyjz?z ﬂ
\k".{l Training 2




Logan Landfill Profit and Loss
July 2002 through June 2013

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

E-Waste Hauled Out

Miscellaneous Revenue

Charges for Services-Logan
343042 - Disposal charge
343045 - Sale ofdJunk or Salvage

Total Charges for Services-Logan

Grazing Lease

371010 - Interest Earnings

Total Income
Gross Profit
Expense

Bad Debts

Amortization

335 - Membership Dues

Personnel
110 - Salaries &V ages- Permanent
120 - Overtime - Permanent
140 - Employer Contributions
141 - W.C. Employer Contributions
Personnel - Other

Total Personnel

Maintenance
230 - Repairs & Maintenance Supplies
232 - Tires
360 - General Repair & Maint enance by Other
361 - Equipment Repairs & Maintenance
362 - Office Equip ment R epair & Maint enance
Total Maintenance

Small Tools
240 - Consumable Tools
235 - Small Tools

Total Small Tools

Utilities
341 - Electric Utilities

2,120.81
216.82

3,259,318.0¢
26,847.30

3,286,165.3¢

1,400.00
53,608.57

3,343,511.5

3,343,511.5

1,385.38
1,276.92
997.00

525,980.59
31,025.20
192,689.51
14,997.51

-42,167.59

722,525.22

52,222.04
3,606.74
10,977.26
14,214.7i
4,343.78

85,364.59

2,351.45
8,907.13

11,258.5¢

13,946.23
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344 - Propane 5,569.35
345 - Telephone 19,622.91
346 - Cell phones 1,869.38
Total Utilities 41,007.87

Supplies
221 - Software 467.48
210 - Office Supplies 3,278.22
220 - Operating Supplies 70,019.82
224 - Food 1,008.55
226 - Clothing & Uniforms 3,158.76
Total Supplies 77,932.83

Insurance
510 - Property Insurance 15,316.0¢
513 - Liability Insurance Allocated 29,141.2C
Total Insurance 44,457.28

Fuel

231 - GasQil, Fuel, Grease 172,117.6!
Total Fuel 172,117.6

Postage
312 - Postage 1,622.26
Total Postage 1,622.26

Printing & Duplicating
320 - Printing & Duplicating 1,265.92
Total Printing & Duplicating 1,265.92

Advertising
331 - Publications Legal Notices 100.00
337 - Advertising 5,938.59
Total Advertising 6,038.59

Travel
370 - Travel 5,886.35
Total Travel 5,886.35

Training
380 - Training 3,301.00
Total Training 3,301.00

Outside Services
350 - Professional Services 133,954.3:
390 - Purchased or Contracted Service 23,733.78
Total Outside Services 157,688.09

Licenses
570 - License Fees 49,636.20

Total Licenses 49,636.20

Rent
530 - Rent 129,530.87




Total Rent

Service Charges
630 - ServiceCharges

Total Service Charges

Administrative Fixed Costs
590 - Administrative Costs

Total Administrative  Fixed Costs

Closure/Post Closure
580 - Closure/Post Closure Costs

Total Closure/Post Closure

Loan Interest Payments
620 - Loan Interest
Total Loan Interest Payments

Depreciation
830 - Depreciation
Total Depreciation

Total Expense
Net Ordinary Income

Other Income/Expense
Other Expense
Loan Payments
610 - Principal
615 - Principal Contra
Total Loan Payments

Reserve Funds
905 - Equipment Reserves
955 -Equip Reserve Contra
Total Reserve Funds

Capital Improvements
920 - Buildings
925 - Buildings Contra
930 - Improv ements Other Than Buildings
935 - Improvements Contra
940- Capital Expenditure -Machinery & Equipment
945 . Machinery & Equip ment Contra

Total Capital Improvements

Total Other Expense
Net Other Income
Net Income

129,530.87

56.18
56.18

43,500.00

43,500.00

115,885.9C

115,885.9C

20,931.47

20,931.47

795,289.06
795,289.06

2,488,955.16

854,556.39

368,000.00

-368,000.00

0.00

720,000.00

-720,000.00

0.00

8,169.19
-8,169.19
196,248.01
-196,248.01
148,681.22

-148,681.22

0.00
0.00
0.00

854,556.39




Logan Landrill Balance Sheet Asof June 30, 2013

ASSETS
Current Assets
Checking/Savings
Cash Operational Combined
10-1000 - Cash Operational
Total Cash Operational Combined

10-2000 Restricted Cash - Closure Costs
10-2110Cash - Fixed Asset Purchases
10-2130 Cash Reserved for Security
Deposit

102210 LoanPayment Reserve
102220 Loan Reserve (Future Year Pmt)
102230 Reserve for Next Cell

Total Checking/Savings

Accounts Receivable
Accounts Receivable
122000 - Logan Landfill
Total Accounts Receivable
Total Accounts Receivable

Total Current Assets
Fixed Assets
Fixed Assets
186050 Continuing Property Under  $5000
181000 Land
182000 Buildings
182100 Allow for Depreciation B uildings
183000 Intangibles
183100 Amortization
184000 Improv ement Other Than
Buildings
184100 Allow for Depr-Imp Other Than
186000 Machinery & Equipment
186100 Allow for Depr - Mach & Equip

3,367,333.3¢€

3,367,333.3¢

1,989,567.36
1,671,472.4:

86,500.00
62,500.00
125,000.00

1,450,000.00

8,752,373.1

__394,508.22

394,598.22

394,598.22

9,146,971.3¢

90,410.25
1,650,785.00
1,534,252.2¢
-175,258.22
6,965.00
-5,688.08

2,944,942.30
-1,832,084.1¢

3,421,651.0°
-1,806,408.94




188005 CIP - Shop Wash Bay/Tank
188010 CIP- Cell 4 Expansion
188500 Class 4 Waste Area
Total Fixed Assets
Total Fixed Assets

TOTAL ASSETS
LIABILITIES & EQUITY
Liabilities
Current Liabilities
Other Current Liabilities

20-6110Loan Accrued Interest
Payable
20-6120Wages Payable

20-6130Payroll Liabilit y

20-6135W.C. Payroll Liability
Payable

20-9100Compensated Absences
Payable

214000 Security Deposits Payable

Current Portion -Long Term Debt

Total Other Current Liabilities
Total Current Liabilities

Long Term Liabilities
235406 Land Loan - Board of Investment
Current Portion
236000 Closure Cost Liability
239000 Compensated Absences - Non -
Curr ent
239500 GASB 45 OPEB Net Obligation
Total Long Term Liabilities
Total Liabilities

Equity
3000 Net Assets
3900 Total Net Assets
Net Income

Total Equity

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY

3,686.10
4,054.70
35,433.23

5,872,740.49
5,872,740.49

15,019,711.8t

3,486.73
12,677.1¢

14,170.1!
2,271.42
4,644.11

86,500.00
125,000.00

248,749.56
248,749.56

937,500.00
-125,000.00
1,728,395.5.

41,797.02
40,832.00

2,623,524.53
2,872,274.09

1,126,924.7¢
10,165,956.6¢
854,556.39

12,147,437.7!

15,019,711.8t




Bozeman Convenience Site Projects & Improvements

The site was cleaned, raked, graded, and additional road mix rolled into it for winter preparation.

In December of 202, Osler logging chipped 2,100 cubic yards of woodvaste on site. In April of
2013, Osler Logging chipped 1,350 yards of wowdste on site. The cost to the District was $15,352.

The Bozeman Convenience Site started accepting credit carda March of 2013.

The agreement between the City of Bozeman and the District/County for the operation of the
Bozeman Convenience Site and the Household Hazardous program was renewed ffive-years.

The Bozeman Convenience Sitevater was tested in June 52013, to determine if the water could be
used for a proposed eyewash station for the Household Hazardous Waste program. It was
determined the station would have to be self contained. The selfcontained eye wash station will
be budgeted in the next 203-2014fiscal year.

July 1, Yesterday ad Today
2008
July 1, 2008, the Gallatin Solid Waste
Management District took over
operations of the Bozeman Convenience
Site and the Household Hazardous
Waste program from the City of
Bozeman. Below, the Bozeman
Convenience Site improvements since
operating the site. A new facility was
built, installed scales, storage shed, a
stationary compactor, and added
recycling bins.




Bozeman Convenience Site Profit and Loss

July 2022 through June 2013

Ordinary Income/Expense
Income

Charges for Services -Bozeman
HHW
Disposal Charge
Sale of Junk or Salvage
Total Charges for Services -Bozeman

Total Income
Cost of Goods Sold
80% Compost Due to City

Transport from BCS

Rolloff Containers
Stationary Compactor
Containers

Total Transport From BCS

Total COGS
Gross Profit

Expense
Personnel
110Salaries & Wages Permanent
1200vertime Permanent

140Employer Contributions
141W.C. Employer
Contributions
Personnel - Other
Total Personnel

Maintenance
230 Repairs & Maintenance
Supplies
360 General Repair &
Maint enance by Other
362 Office Equip ment Repair &
Maint enance
Total Maintenance

Small Tools

235Small Tools
Total Small Tools
Utilities

341Electric Utilities

345Telephone
Total Utilities

1,819.00
139,054.45
3,840.88

144,714.3:

144,714.3:

3,989.60

83,817.00

5,025.00

88,842.00

92,831.60
51,882.73

30,742.27
765.26
12,112.3

96.19

43,582.75

87,298.77

125.00
125.00

1,890.18

1,680.00

3,570.18




Supplies
2100ffice Supplies
220 Operating Supplies
224Food

Total Supplies

Insurance
510Property Insurance
513Liability Insurance Allocated
Total Insurance

Postage
312Postage
Total Postage

Outside Services
350Professional Services
Total Outside Services

Licenses
570License Fees

Total Licenses
Administrative Fixed Costs

590 Administrative Costs

Total Administrative Fixed Costs
Depreciation

830 Depreciation
Total Depreciation

Total Expense

Net Ordinary Income
Net Income

79.82
2,348.76
7.13
2,435.71

576.05

1,061.50

1,637.55

41,209.70

41,209.70

225.00
225.00

3,716.75
3,716.75

7,692.08

7,692.08

149,097.46

-97,214.73
-97,214.73
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Bozeman Convenience Site Balance Sheat

As of June 30, 2013
ASSETS

Current Assets
Checking/Savings
Cash Operational Combined

10-1005Cash Operational -BCS Site

Total Cash Operational Combined
Accounts Receivable
Accounts Receivable

122005 Bozeman Convenience Site

Total Accounts Receivable
Total Accounts Receivable
Total Current Assets
Fixed Assets
Fixed Assets
186050 Continuing Property Under
$5000
182000 Buildings
182100 Allow For Depr eciation -
Buildings
184000 Improvement  Other Than
Buildings
184100 Allow for Depr eciation
Imp rovements Other Than
186000 Machinery & Equipment
Total Fixed Assets
Total Fixed Assets
TOTAL ASSETS
LIABILITIES & EQUITY
Liabilities
Current Liabilities
Other Current Liabilities
City of Bozeman
20-6120Wages Payable
20-6135W.C. Payroll Liability
Payable
20-9100Compensated Absences
Payable
Total Other Current Liabilities
Total Current Liabilities
Long Term Liabilities

239000 Compensated Absences - Non -

Curr ent
Total Long Term Liabilities
Total Liabilities
3900 - Total Net Assets
Net Income

Total Equity
TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY

-591,418.00

-591,418.0C

678.00

678.00

678.00

-590,740.0

3,066.03
65,377.72

-3,329.03
18,155.9C

-2,173.79
92,426.49

159,516.7(

159,516.7(

-431,223.3(

5,234.00
1,637.39

39.41

345.26

7,256.06

7,256.06

3,107.38

3,107.38

10,363.44
-344,372.01
-97,214.73

-441,586.74

-431,223.3(C




Recycling and WQSte Dwersuon

The Splid Waste Management District@ overall purpose is to develop a recyding program and
continue to make it successful. To reuse, reduce, recycle and intelligently dispose of waste
materials. Its Mission: to conserve, protect and preserve the environmental resources of our
community through advocacy, education and outreach programsin Gallatin County.

&% WE
&™® RECYCLE

TheDEOOOEAO8 O OAAUAIApM L 20880Thi fiddaliyead the@appiovedtudget was
$365,0r6.00. At the end of this fiscal year we spent 843,047.66 We came in underbudget by
$22,028.34dollars.

Table 11 Budget to Actual & Expenses for Fiscal Years 2012  -2013

Actual 201 3

Wages | o] 0|  seri  sisasd)
Bns | sisooc|  seis  $30000 80
Aioher | seii|  saoee|  smaiel  siLoae)
Tow | seail]  ssalss samote| 543,047



http://www.google.com/imgres?sa=X&biw=1680&bih=965&tbm=isch&tbnid=4WM5tISL9OKpvM:&imgrefurl=http://www.oxfordcounty.ca/ServicesforYou/GarbageandRecycling/Recycling.aspx&docid=itzyMGoVs6egXM&imgurl=http://www.oxfordcounty.ca/portals/15/Documents/WasteManagementKidsCorner/WasteManagement/Reduce Reuse RecycleLarge.jpg&w=2170&h=2265&ei=TkWeUvmzG8nloAT7jILwDQ&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:88,s:0,i:375&iact=rc&page=3&tbnh=184&tbnw=145&start=65&ndsp=38&tx=90&ty=80
http://www.google.com/imgres?start=103&sa=X&biw=1680&bih=965&tbm=isch&tbnid=I25JNyo1O4J67M:&imgrefurl=http://amorefiori.wordpress.com/2009/12/06/amore-fiori-recycling/&docid=Ek3vdcAuEKQssM&imgurl=http://amorefiori.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/recycling_illustration.jpg&w=284&h=301&ei=ukWeUpKcB4nhoATLloGAAg&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:5,s:100,i:19&iact=rc&page=4&tbnh=168&tbnw=159&ndsp=43&tx=71&ty=68
http://www.google.com/imgres?start=103&sa=X&biw=1680&bih=965&tbm=isch&tbnid=ojIVWpCjV-ZxLM:&imgrefurl=http://site.recy-cal.com/blog/2012/07/11/witts-geocube-recycling-bins-for-space-saving-rugged-outdoors-use/&docid=RERdouVlOv_HfM&imgurl=http://site.recy-cal.com/blog/wp-content/uploads/2012/02/recycling-image.jpg&w=530&h=300&ei=ukWeUpKcB4nhoATLloGAAg&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:9,s:100,i:31&iact=rc&page=4&tbnh=169&tbnw=299&ndsp=43&tx=189&ty=63
http://www.google.com/imgres?start=146&sa=X&biw=1680&bih=965&tbm=isch&tbnid=M2_KYBHe4b0IbM:&imgrefurl=http://www.allelectronicsrecycling.com/&docid=BbzHBaNlexEbzM&imgurl=http://www.allelectronicsrecycling.com/images/all-electronics-recycling-home.jpg&w=2550&h=2550&ei=ukWeUpKcB4nhoATLloGAAg&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:60,s:100,i:184&iact=rc&page=5&tbnh=180&tbnw=180&ndsp=36&tx=74&ty=87
http://www.google.com/imgres?sa=X&biw=1680&bih=965&tbm=isch&tbnid=BymZt6nzdtlAtM:&imgrefurl=http://www.loudoun.gov/recycle&docid=ZAqqYuSrMbUadM&imgurl=http://va-loudouncounty.civicplus.com/images/pages/N398/bin1.jpg&w=270&h=259&ei=TkWeUvmzG8nloAT7jILwDQ&zoom=1&ved=1t:3588,r:45,s:0,i:246&iact=rc&page=2&tbnh=186&tbnw=215&start=29&ndsp=36&tx=136&ty=99

The District budgeted $200,000.00 for revenue for the recycled commodities. The revenue from
recyclable commodities in the waste stream with existing marketswas $15,898.01a significant
decrease from he previous fiscal year ($182,083.9% of $66,85.95 Paper and cardboard show a
substantial drop in revenues. Commodities accepted at each recycling site are lpstic (#17), tin,
aluminum cans, paper, news print, magazines, and cardboard Other waste diversion efforts by the
District include metal diversion ($28,120.18 315batteries for $2,352at the Logan Landfill and 27
batteries for $216at the Bozeman Convenience Sitpe3,158gallons of oil of those, 957 gallons came
from the Bozeman Convenience Sitgno revenue). 420 gallons of antifreeze wasollected, of that
90 gallons came from the Bozeman Convenience SiteOther recycled commodities: propane tanks
(processed with the scrap metal); Freon; pesticide containersin collaboration with the Montana
Department of Agriculture (no revenue); and bear spray canisters in collaboration with the
Gallatin National Forest (no revenue).

fiscal year with the prewousthree fiscal years.

Pesticide

Collection and
Shredding at
Logan

Compost
Area




Total
residential
waste
now going
to landfill.

TOTALS 2,867.26 3,033.73 2,478.54 3,048.94
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Commodity Comparison FY12 and FV13

Commodity
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. In May 2012the recycling site at the end of Harrison Street on the Montana State University
campus was permanently movedbecause ofbuilding construction and parking lot re -design.
The 18' Street site located two blocks away from Harrison Street absorbs the recycling traffic.

<y
s
= In July 2012, mew recycling site was added at 1 Auto Plaza Drive behind the JC Billion Auto

Plaza off of Huffine Lane and Cottonwood Road
<
F
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=" In April 2013, he DistrictaddedanA x OAAUAI ET ¢ OE O docatedin the/FbuA-
Corners area.
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Recycling Educational Qutreach

The programs educational components are instrumental toraise awareness byducating and
informing the public about the importance of recycling, what can be recycled, how to reduce waste,
and associated benefits. Teaching others to beenvironmentally responsible in order to protect
resources in Gallatin County and our beautiful State of Montana.

The District budgeted for a Recycle Environmental Educator position for the Recycle program this

year. They promoted Jerilyn Webb to the position on July 1, 2012. She has been with the Distric
since July 30, 2007. She started as a tmporary part-time scalehouse operator contracted from an

employment agency. On December 1, 2007she was hired as afull-time scalehouse operator.

When the District assumed operations at the Bozeman Convenience Site, she was positioned there
She workedhard with Management to get everything up and running and to where it is today.

She is tasked with working on developing more educational outreach opportunitiesin our
communities. She is working on how toimprove the services we offemwithin the set budget.

Jerilyn Webb
Environmental Outreach Educator

Ly o
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Recycling Outreach Events

&)

W€ Gallatin County Fair July 1821, 202

Big Sky Country Fair July 28, 202

Montana State Catapaloza August 22-24, 20
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