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The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District Manages the Logan Landfill and 

the Bozeman Convenience Site.  The Logan Landfill is a sanitary modern 

environmentally friendly regulated state-of-theðart Class 2 landfill.  Internal 

Programs include *Special Wastes*Environmental 

Monitoring*Recycling*Education*Outreach* 
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I am pleased to present the fiscal year 2018 Annual Report for the Gallatin Solid Waste Management District prepared 

ÂÙ $Á×Î #ÈÒÅÔÉÅÎ ÁÎÄ ÔÈÅ 'ÁÌÌÁÔÉÎ 3ÏÌÉÄ 7ÁÓÔÅ -ÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÓÔÁÆÆȢ  4ÈÉÓ ÙÅÁÒȭÓ ÁÎÎÕÁÌ ÒÅÐÏÒÔ ÐÒÏÖÉÄÅÓ Á ÓÕÍÍÁÒÙ ÏÆ 
the past fiscal year and provides an analysis of the programs offered by the Gallatin Solid W aste Management District.  This 
report covers the time period from July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018.  

During Fiscal Year 2018, the District continued to experience an increase in the waste disposed at both the Logan Landfill 
and the Bozeman Convenience Site.  The Logan Landfill received and processed 156,706 tons of waste in fiscal year 2018.  The 
$ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ((7ȟ Å-waste, fluorescent bulb, clean wood, and composting programs continue to provide waste diversion options 
at the Logan Landfill and Bozeman Convenien ce Site.  Four Corners Recycling continues to provide hauling, site maintenance, 
ÁÎÄ ÐÒÏÃÅÓÓÉÎÇ ÓÅÒÖÉÃÅÓ ÆÏÒ ÔÈÅ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÒÅÃÙÃÌÉÎÇ ÓÉÔÅÓ ÉÎ 'ÁÌÌÁÔÉÎ #ÏÕÎÔÙȢ  )Î &9 ςπρψȟ ÔÈÅ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔ ÐÁÒÔÎÅÒÅÄ ×ÉÔÈ τπφ 
Recycling to provide e -waste recycling services for  ÔÈÅ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ Å-waste recycling program.  The District continued to develop 
and expand outreach and education opportunities for the residents of Gallatin County through landfill tours, clinics, 
presentations, and networking with community organizations a nd businesses. 

The Phase IV Expansion was the primary capital project for fiscal year 2018.  Landfill operations excavated and hauled 
48,348 yards of soil for the initial excavation and construction of the Phase IV Expansion project.  The Phase IV project was 
incorporated into daily landfill operations, which assisted with reducing project costs and improving overall landfill 
efficiency.  Youderian Construction was awarded the contract for the Phase IV Expansion Project and started the project in 
June 2018.  The District continued to implement Phase III of the Soil Vapor Extraction pilot program with MTDEQ and Great 
West Engineering. The District purchased a 2006 Freightliner roll -off truck and a 2016 RAM 3500 with a snow plow and 
sander box for landfill ope rations. The District purchased a Carlson Landfill Grade GPS system to assist with compaction 
efficiency and landfill operations.  The District installed a new video camera system at the Logan Landfill Scale to assist w ith 
license plate identification and improve scale efficiency.  The District continued the improvement and reclamation of the 
Logan Springs Ranch.  The improvement of the Logan Springs Ranch is a key component for the proposed land exchange with 
the DNRC.  An agreement to initiate and complet e the land exchange was signed by the DNRC and Gallatin County.  The 
agreement identifies the final steps and responsibilities for completion of the land exchange.  The land exchange is anticipa ted 
to be completed by December 2018.  

In the next Fiscal Year,  Youderian Construction will complete the construction and installation of the Phase Four linear 
and leachate system.  The District plans to complete phase III and implement phase IV of the Soil Vapor Extraction pilot 
program with MTDEQ and Great West Engi neering.  The District is budgeting for the purchase of a landfill dozer and 
installation of a communication tower for operations at the Logan Landfill.  The District will be completing the Logan Spring s 
Ranch improvement project in September 2018. The fin al approval of the land swap will allow the District to begin the master 
planning process and facility expansion of the Logan Landfill and the Gallatin Solid Waste Management District during Fiscal 
Year 2019.  

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District w ill continue to provide essential waste disposal services and offer 
ÁÌÔÅÒÎÁÔÅ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÄÉÓÐÏÓÁÌ ÏÐÔÉÏÎÓ ÕÎÄÅÒ ÏÕÒ ÕÍÂÒÅÌÌÁ ÏÆ ÓÏÌÉÄ ×ÁÓÔÅ ÍÁÎÁÇÅÍÅÎÔȢ 4ÈÅ $ÉÓÔÒÉÃÔȭÓ ÈÁÒÄ×ÏÒËÉÎÇȟ ÄÅÄÉÃÁÔÅÄȟ ÁÎÄ 
versatile staff, with the input and oversight of the Solid Waste B oard, continues to achieve lasting improvements while 
providing a variety of solid waste solutions for the residents of Gallatin County.  With the current and projected growth of 
Gallatin County, the District will be instrumental in providing essential sol id waste services and remain a valuable asset for 
Gallatin County residents.  

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

  

 A Letter from the Gallatin 

Solid Waste Management 

District Manager Jim Simon 
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The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District 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 District operates as an 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; Teamwork that 
promotes creative cooperation; Communication that is open and honest with sharing of 
information and ideas and; Professionalism in everything we do by being innovative, qualified, 
honest, full of integrity, an d personal excellence.  

 
The Board of Directors for Fiscal Year 201 7 - 2018 are :  R. Stephen White, Gallatin County 
Commissioner, Commission District #3; Dave Hanson, City of Three Forks;  Lance Johnson, 
Member at Large; Phil Ideson Member at L arge; Kevin Handelin, City of Bozeman ; Joseph 
Hauck, City of Belgrade .  There is one o pen seat  for a representative from Manhattan.

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District was created by 

the Gallatin County Commissioners on May 20, 2003, by 

Resolution #2003-054. 
 

 

 

The purpose of the Gallatin Solid Waste Management 

District (GSWMD) is: to provide constituents with cost 

efficient solid waste services; to provide for the balanced 

consideration and representation of the diverse views and 

issues regarding solid waste manage ment; 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 jurisdictions in meeting solid 

waste reduction and recycling goals.  
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Dave Hanson

Chairman

Phil Ideson

Secretary

Kevin Handlelin

Treasurer

Joseph Hauck

Vice -Chairman

 

"Individual commitment 

to a group effort --that is 

what makes a team 

work, a company work, 

a society work, a 

civilization work. ó 

Steve White, 
Board Member  
Commissioner  
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Object of 
Expenditures 

Final Budget 
Approved 
FY 2016 

Actual Budget 
Expended 
FY 2016 

Final Budget 
Approved 
FY 2017 

Actual  Budget 
Expended 

FY 2017 

Final Budget 
Approved 
FY 2018 

Actual Budget 
Expended FY 
2018 

Personnel          $  1,015,858 $    991,022           $  1,058,468     $  1,071,300      $1,117,781 $997,463 

Operations 2,228,547 1,583,904 2,228,547 1,733,208       2,242,359 1,184,615 

Debt Service 133,200 130,004 133,200 134,048           135,250     142,999 

Capital Outlay 7,286,054 159,769     7,650,911 2,402,431       10,388,101      220,418 

Transfers Out --------- ----------     

Reserves ---------- ----------     

Total $10,663,659 $2,864,699 $11,071,126 $5,340,987 $15,869.766 $4,716,605 

Budget by Fund Group 

General Fund $           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Special Revenue 
Funds 

$           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Debt Service Funds $           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Capital Project 
Funds 

$           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Enterprise Funds $10,663,659 $2,864,699    $11,071,126 $5,340,987 $13,883,491 $2,545,495 

Internal Service 
Funds 

$           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Trust & Agency 
Funds 

$           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Total $10,663,659  2,864,699 $11,071,126 $$5,340,987   

Funding Sources 

Tax Revenues $           -            $           -             $           -            $           -            $           -            $           -            

Non-Tax Revenues $3,859,831 $3,898,429 $3,867,070 $4.799,618 $4,651,285 $5,488,523 

Cash     
Reappropriated 

6.803,828 (1,033,730) $7,204,056 $541,369 $11,218,481 <771,918> 

Total  $10,663,659 $2,864,699 $11,071,126 $5,340,987 $15,869.766 $4,716,605 

Table 1     3-Year Comparison of the Gallatin Solid Waste Management District Budget  
              Final Approval to Actual Budget Expended for Fiscal Years  2016, 2017, 2018 

 

A budget is telling your money where to go 

instead of wondering where it went. 

Dave Ramsey 
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www.gallatinsolidwaste.com  

https://gallatinsolidwaste.org  
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The District ended Fiscal Year 201 8 with a staff of  15 Full -time regular employees  and two part -

time employees.   The positions are:  District Manager ; Office Manager ; Accountant ; Site 

Foreman/Lead Equipment Operator; 4 Equipment Operators  (1 is a Household Hazardous Waste 

Specialist/Equipment Operator) ; 1 Lead M echanic ; 1 Mechanic ; 2 Scale house A ttendants  (1 is a 

Scalehouse Attendant/Operations Support  at  the Logan Landfill ); 2 part -time scalehouse 

attendants; 1 Scalehouse Attendant at  the Bozeman Convenience Site ; 1 Site 

maintenance /Compost Equipment Oper ator at Logan.  The Recycle Outreach Educator position 

was vacated January 2018.  The position was still vacant at the end of the fiscal year.  
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District Manager

Office Manager/LLF and BCS 
Scalehouse Supervisor/GSWMD Board 

Liason/Recycle Administration

District 
Accountant 

2 Full Time Scalehouse 
Operators 

2 Part-Time Scalehouse 
Operators

1 Scalehouse 
Operator/Operations Support 

Logan Landfill/Admin

1 Recycle Outreach Educator/ 
Scalehouse/Admin  Support 
Recording Secretary GSWMD 

Board

1 Scalehouse Operator Bozeman 
Convenience Site

Site Foreman/Lead Equipment 
Operator/Safety Coordinator

Equipment 
Operator/HHW  

Specialist

3 Equipment Operators

1 Compost 
Equipment 

Operator/Site 
Maintenance

Lead Mechanic 

Mechanic

County 

Commission 

County 

Administrator 
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Between July 1, 201 7, and June 30, 201 8, the total waste disposed of at the Logan Landfill was 
156,706.33 . This fiscal year tonnages were up 16,553.95  tons from the previous fiscal year of 
140,152.38  tons. The landfill had a 2% waste diversion rate . 
 

The ten  primary components of the waste stream included approximately  95,298.31  tons (61%) 
of municipal solid w aste, of which,  87,592.21  tons (56%) was disposed of by commercial carriers 
and  7,706.10 tons  (5%) by the general public.  

 

Light construction waste disposed of totaled  9,368.0 2 tons (6%), of which, commercial carriers 
disposed of approximately 8,385.94  tons (5%) and 982.0 8 tons (1%) by the general public.  

 

Heavy construction tonnage totaled  76.18 tons (<1%) of which, 54.46 tons (<1%) was from 

commercial carriers and  21.7 2 tons (<1%) from the general public.  

Class IV totaled 35,38 8.81  ton s (23%) of which, 33,6 44.26  tons (21%) was disposed of by 

commercial carriers and 1,744.55  tons (2%) by the general public.  

Compost collected totaled 7,064.70  tons (5%) of which, 6,604.02  tons (4%) was disposed of by 
commercial carriers and 460.68  tons  (<1%) by the general public.  

 

Clean wood di sposed of totaled 2,583.52  tons (2%), of which 2,540.37  tons (2%) was disposed 
of by c ommercial carriers and  43.15  tons (<1%) by the general public.  

 

E-waste collected totaled 63.0 2 tons (<1%), of which, 25.18 tons (<1%) was disposed of by 

commercial carriers and 37.84 tons (<1%) by the general public.  

Other waste diver ted  totaled 201.5 0 tons ( <1%) of which, 20. 19 (<1%) was disposed of by 

commercial carriers and 181.31 tons ( <1%) by the general public.  

Special Waste totaled  6,575. 454 tons  (4%) at 100% disposed of by commercial carriers .   
 
 The remainder of the miscellaneous waste stream components disposed of totaled 1.10  tons 
(<1%) of which, .56 tons (<1%) by commercial carriers and .54 tons from the general public . 
(Table 2: Tonnages & Components).  
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Primary 
Components 

Total                           
Tons 

%  
Tons 

 Tons 
Commercial   

% 
Tons 

 Tons 
Public   

% 
Tons 

Total % of 
Commercial 

& Public 
Tonnages  

Municipal 
Solid Waste 

(MSW) 

95,384.17 61% 87,592.21 92% 7,792.03 8% 

100% 

Light 
Construction  

9,368.02 6% 8,385.94 90% 982.08 10% 
100% 

Heavy 
Construction  

76.24 <1% 54.46 72% 21.72 28% 
100% 

Class IV 35,388.81 23% 33,644.26 95% 1,744.55 2% 100% 

Other Waste 
Diverted 

201.50 <1% 20.19 10% 181.31 90% 
100% 

Compost 7,064.70 5% 6,604.02 93% 460.68 7% 100% 

Clean Wood 2,583.52 2% 2,540.37 98% 43.15 2% 100% 

E-Waste 63.03 <1% 25.18 40% 37.84 60% 100% 

Miscellaneous 1.10 <1% .56 51% .54  49% 100% 

Special 
Wastes 

6,575.24 4% 6,575.24 100% 0 0% 
100% 

Total  156,706.33 100% 145,442.43 
 

11,263.90 
 

100% 

 

  

Table 2  
Tonnages and Components  

July 1, 201 7 ð June 30, 201 8 
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The Revenue from the tipping fees at the Logan Landfill between July 1, 201 7, and June 30, 201 8, 
was  4,988,303.01 . Revenue increased $578,229. 81 from last fiscal year õs revenue of 
$4,410,073.20 .  The ten  primary components of the revenue collected included  municipal solid 
waste totaling        $2,585,833.00  (52%) of which, $ 2,360,63 4 (91%) came from commercial 
carriers and $ 225,199 .00 (9%) came from the general pub lic. Light construction totaled  
$450,277.00 (9%) of the revenue collected , of which, $402,593.00  (89%) came from commercial 
carriers and $ 47,684.00  (11%) came from the general public.  Heavy construction totaled 
$4,421.00  (<1%) of the revenue collected,  of which, $ 3,157.00 (71%) came from commercial 
carriers and $ 1,264.00  (29%) came from the general public. Class IV totaled $ 1,71 5,615.00 (34%) 
of the revenue collected , of which, $ 1,630,496 .00 (95%) came from commercial carriers and 
$85,119.00  (5%) came from the general public.  Compost earned $ 57,122.00 (1%) of the revenue 
collected,  of which, $ 47,644.00  (83%) came from commercial carriers and $ 9,478.00  (17%) came 
from the  general public.  Clean wood totaled $ 39,163.00 .00 (1%) of the revenue collected , of 
which , $38,608.00  (99%) came  from commercial carriers and $ 555.00 (1%) came from the 
general public.  E-waste  diverted totaled 3,272.00 (<1%) of the revenue collected , of which , 
$1,197.00  (37%) came from commercial carriers and $ 2,075.00  (63%) came from the general 
public .  Other w aste diverted  totaled $ 31,266.00  (<1%) of the revenue collected, of which , 
$5,620.00  (37%) came from commercial carriers and $ 25,646.00  (63%) came from the general 
public .  Special Wastes revenue collected was $99,339.00 (<1%), of which , 100% came from 
commercial carriers.  The remainder of the revenue collected from miscellaneous fees totaled 
approximately $ 1,995.01 (<1%) of the revenue collected , of which, -$20.78  (ZDOL) (0%) was from 
the commercial carriers and $2,015.79  (1%) came from the general public . Miscellaneous items 
include late fee, secure load, gas, late charges. (Table 3 Revenue amd Components).   
 

Primary 
Components 

Total                           
Revenue 

% 
 Revenue 

Commercial 
Customers  

% 
 Revenue               
General                    
Public   

%                
Total 

Revenue %  

Municipal Solid 
Waste (MSW) $2,585,833.00 52% $2,360,634.00 92% 

 
$225,199.00 8% 100% 

Light Construction  $450,277.00 9% $402,593.00 89% $47,684.00 11% 100% 

Heavy Construction  $4,421.00 <1% $3,157.00 71% $1,264.00 29% 100% 

Class IV $1,715,615.00 34% $1,630,496.00 95% $85,119.00 5% 100% 

Compost $57,122.00 1% $47,644.00 83% $9,478.00 17% 100% 

Clean Wood $39,163.00 1% $38,608.00 99% $555.00 1% 100% 

E-Waste $3,272.00 <1% $1,197.00 37% $2,075.00 63% 100% 

Waste Diversion $31,266.00 <1% $5,620.00 18% $25,646.00 82% 100% 

Special Wastes $99,339.00 2% $99,339.00 100% 0.00 0% 100% 

Miscellaneous $1,995.01 <1% $-20.78 0% $2,015.79 1% 100% 

Total  $4,988,303.01 100% $4,589,267.22  $399,035.79   

Table 3 Revenue & Components July 1, 201 7 to June 30, 201 8 
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Per Task Order #1 9, Great West Engineering conducted a GPS topographic survey on 
April 11, 2018 , in order to estimate the remaining life of the landfill and to evaluate the 
landfill  performance. This model was then compared to previous topographic surveys to 
evaluate the landfill performance over the period.  Table 4 shows the Phase 2 landfill 
performance calculated with GPS surveys over each period the Phase 2 cell was open 
and the total since Great West Engineering has been  involved in the landfill operation.  
Portions of the Phase 2 cell were closed in 2013 and did not receive any waste since 
December 2011. The Phase 2 cell has not been surveyed since December 2011 , so 
therefor e, Great West Engineering has not surveyed the Phase 2 cell since December 
2011.  T he Phase 2 Closure area was surveyed for the purposes of drawings for the record 
that were submitted to the Montana Department of Environmental Quality  (MDEQ). 
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Table 5 shows the Phase 3 landfill performance and the overall average of that cell.  For 
three time periods the Phase 3 cell did not receive any waste due primarily to the landfill 
staff continuing to fill the Phase 2 cell.  Table s 6 shows the overall landfill p erformance for 
Phases 2 and 3 combined.   
 
The overall space utilization for the Phase 3 cell over the last period, as measured by the 
volume per ton ratio, was 1. 50 CY/Ton.  This was 6.4% better  air space utilization than  last 
time period.  The overall pe rfomance 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 ration.    
 

The site achieved a compacted waste density of 1, 669 pounds per cubic yard over the 
last period.  The landfill staff are commended for their continued excellent compaction  
rate .  The industry standard for compacted waste density at landfills which operate 826 -
equivalent compactors is 1,200 pound s per cub ic yard. The District staff are  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 wit h the compaction techniques it currently uses 
on the site.  
 

The overall waste -to -soil ratio for the time period was 4.04:1 . This is a 22% decrease in 
soil usage over the previous period. The District will continue to utilize the approved daily 
cover as oft en as possible in lieu of soil.  
 

In summary, the industry standard for landfills this size is a compacted waste density of 
1,200 pound per cubic yard and a 3:1 waste to soil ratio which results in an overall volume 
per ton performance of 2.22 cubic yards p er ton.  The overall performance measured by 
GPS over this last period was 3 2% better than standard landfill performance metrics (6% 
better than last year).  The landfill staff are commended for obtaining this outstanding 
waste density and overall landfill  performance which ensures the landfill life is 
maintained, and in this case, actually extended via excellent performance criteria.  
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 5/18/05 

10/15/05 

10/16/05 

3/30/06 

3/31/06 

11/08/06 

11/09/06 

10/29/07 

10/29/07 
8/12/08 

8/12/08 
4/16/09 

Total Fill 

Volume 

41,836 
CY 

56,005 
CY 

123,015 
CY  

218,970 
CY 

57,555 
CY 

68,969 
CY 

Soil 

Volume 

0 0 18,732 

CY 

38,500 

CY 

9,844 

CY 

17,789 

CY 

Waste to 

Soil Ratio 

NA NA 5.6:1 4.7:1 4.85:1 2.88:1 

Tonnage 

Accepted 

28,720 
Tons 

43,646 
Tons 

77,587 
Tons 

116,490 
Tons 

31,498 
Tons 

36,893 
Tons 

Compacte

d Waste 

Density 

1,373 
LB/CY 

1,559 

LB/CY 

 

1,488 

LB/CY 

 

1,291 

LB/CY 

 

1,320 

LB/CY 

 

1,442 

LB/CY 

Volume Per Ton 
Ratio 

1.46 
CY/Ton 

 

1.28 
CY/Ton 

 

1.59 
CY/Ton 

 

1.88 
CY/Ton 

1.83 
CY/Ton 

1.87    
CY/Ton 

 4/17/09 
11/25/09 

11/26/09 
6/28/2010 

6/29/2010 
4/11/2011 

4/12/2011 
12/8/2011 

 Phase 
2 Total 

Total Fill 
Volume 

67,018 
CY 

61,328 
CY 
 

81,190 
CY 
 

66,261 
CY 

 842,147 
CY 

Soil 
Volume 

14,634 
CY 

10,526 
CY 
 

15,014 
CY 
 

9,738 CY 
 

 134,777 
CY 

Waste to 
Soil Ratio 

3.58:1 4.83:1 4.41:1 5.80:1  5.25:1 

Tonnage 
Accepted 

41,560 
Tons 

42,254 
Tons 
 

60,187 
Tons 
 

53,484 
Tons 
 

 532,319 
Tons 

Compacte
d Waste 
Density  

1,587 
LB/CY 

1,663 
LB/CY 
 

1,819 
LB/CY 
 

1,892 
LB/ CY  

 1,505 
LB/CY 

Volume Per Ton 
Ratio 

1.61 
CY/Ton 

1.45 
CY/Ton 
 

1.35 
CY/Ton 

1.24 
CY/Ton 

 1.58 
CY/Ton 

Table 4 
Logan Landfill Municipal Solid Waste Phase 2 Cell 

Performance Analysis Summary 
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 11/26/09 
6/28/2010 

6/28/10 
4/11/11 

4/12/11 
12/8/11 

12/9/11 
10/10/12 

10/11/12 
3/20/14 

3/21/14 
3/5/15 

Total Fill 
Volume 

0 0 0 118,087 
CY 

181,
494 
CY 
 

131,209 
CY 

 Soil 
Volume 

0 
 

0 
 

0 23,759 
CY 

27,5
06 
CY 
 

21,786 
CY 

Waste to 
Soil Ratio 

NA NA NA 3.97:1 5.60:
1 

5.02:1 

Tonnage 
Accepted 

0 Tons 0 Tons 0 Tons 65,028 
Tons 

115,
075 
Tons 
 

91,371 
Tons 

Compacted   
Waste 
Density 

NA NA NA 1,379 
LB/CY 

1,49
5 
LB/C
Y 
 

1,670 
LB/CY 

Volume Per Ton Ratio 

NA NA NA 1.82 
CY/Ton 

1.58 
CY/T
on 
 

1.44 
CY/Ton 

 3/5/15 
4/10/16 

4/11/16 
3/24/17 

3/25/17 
4/11/18 

Phase 3  
Total to Date 

Total Fill   
Volume 

158,173 
CY 

138,082
CY 

169,187 
CY 

11,064,449
CY 

 Soil Volume 33,760 
CY 

31,940 
CY 
 

33,588 
CY 

217,533 
CY 

Waste to 
Soil Ratio 

3.69:1 3.32:1 4:04:1 3.89:1 

Tonnage 
Accepted 

103,490 
Tons 

97,766 
Tons 
 

113,160 
Tons 

678,121 
Tons 

Compacted 
Waste 
Density 

1,664 
LB/CY 

1,842 
LB/ CY 

1,669  
LB/CY 

1,601 
LB/CY 

Volume Per Ton Ratio 1.89  
CY/Ton 

1.41 
CY/Ton 

1:50  
CY/Ton 

1.57  
CY/Ton 

 

  

Table 5 
Logan Landfill Municipal Solid Waste Phase 3 Cell 

Performance Analysis  
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Phase 2 Total  Phase 3 Total to Date Phases 2 and 3 Total to Date 

Total Fill Volume 842,147 CY 1,064,449 CY 1,906,596 CY 

Soil Volume 134,777 CY 217,533 CY 352,310 CY 

Waste to Soil Ratio 5.25:1 3.89:1 4.41:1 

Tonnage Accepted 532,319 Tons 678,121 Tons 1,210,440 Tons 

Compacted Waste 

Density 1,505 LB/CY 1,601 LB/CY 1,558 LB/CY 

Volume Per Ton Ratio 1.58 CY/Ton 1.57 CY/Ton 1.58 CY/Ton 

Table 6  
Logan Landfill  

Municipal Solid Waste Phase 2 and 3 Cells  
Performance Analysis Summary  
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Great West Engineering , Inc.  also measured Class IV performance since the Class IV area opened.  

Class IV materials are much more difficult to obtain high compaction levels because of the nature 

of the waste.  Industry standard metrics for Class IV landfills are 750 pound s per cubic yard 

compacted waste density and a waste -to -soil ratio of 6:1.  This results in an overa ll volume per ton 

ratio of 3.1 cubic yards per ton.  Table 7 shows that the landfill has exceed ed  industry metrics the 

last ten  time periods for Class  IV operation s. 

 

Dates  4/17/2009  

11/25/2009  

11/26/2009  

7/7/2010  

7/ 8/2010  

4/14/2011  

4/1 5/2011  

12/8/2011  

12/ 9/2011  

10/10/2012  

 

Total  

Fill Volume  33,767 CY 20,768 CY 46,752 CY 51,699 CY 28,538 CY 

 

Soil Volume  3,780 CY 2,285 CY 6,432 CY 6,977 CY 6,225 CY  

Waste to Soil 

Ratio  7.93:1  8.09:1  6.27:1  6.40:1  3.58:1  

 

Tonnage  

Accepted  14,557 Tons 9,175 Tons 29,381 Tons 27,577 Tons  14,622 Tons 

 

Compacted 

Waste 

Density  970 LB/CY  993 LB/CY  1,457 LB/CY  1,233 LB/CY  1,310 LB/CY  

 

Volume Per 

Ton Ratio  2.32 CY/T  2.26 CY/T  1.59 CY/T  1.87 CY/T  1.95 CY/T  

 

Dates  10/11/2012  

3/20/2014  

3/21/2014  

3/5/2015  

3/6/2015  

4/10/2016  

4/11/16  

3/24/17  

3/25/17  

4/11/18  

Total  

Total Fill 

Volume  

69,737 CY 58,665 CY 65,472 CY  61,868 CY 74,763 CY 512,029 CY 

Soil Volume  13,739 CY 8,465 CY 13,940 CY 13,960 CY 15,624 CY 91,427 CY 

Waste to Soil  

Ratio  

4:08:1  5.93:1  3.70:1  3.43:1  3.79:1  3.79:1  

Tonnage 

Accepted  

25,957 Tons  21,787 Tons  27,197 Tons  26,721 Tons  33,105 Tons  

 

230,079 Tons  

Compacted 

Waste 

Density  

927 LB/CY  868 LB/CY  1,056 LB/CY  1,116 LB/CY  1,120 LB/CY  1,094 Tons  

Volume Per 

Ton Ratio  

2.69 CY/To n 2.69 CY/Ton  2.41  CY/Ton  2.32  CY/Ton  2.26 CY/Ton    2.23 CY/Ton  

Table 7 Logan Landfill Class IV Performance Analysis  
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The performance data, tonnage and the Landfill Master Plan were used to estimate the remaining 
life of Phase 3 , the Class IV area  and the overall landfill.  To estimate the remaining life of Phase 
3, the first step the engineer did was to calculate the remaining air space in the phase.  The 
computer generated land surface model from the April 11 , 2018, survey  was compared to the 
int erim fill plan for Phase 3 to determine the remaining air space.  The Master Plan showed the 
interim fill slopes for Phase 3 to be a 5:1 grade.  The slope s, thus far, have been built at a 4:1 
grade.  To accommodate the change, Great West Engineering, Inc. , in consultation with the 
District, changed the interim fill slope to a 4:1 grade.  This did not impact the overall life of the 
facility, but did change the life expectancy of the Phase 3 cell.  This me ets the requirements of 
the seismic design demonstrati on.  
 

In order to estimate the remaining life of Phase 3, the engineer needed to project the waste 
generation throughout the remaining life of this cell.  Currently 1 40,000 Tons per year is the best 
estimate of the annual tonnage for projections on remainin g site life.   This has increased from 
130,000 tons/year from the last estimate.  
 

The total air space includes the final cover for the portion of Phase 3 fill wh en it reaches the final 
proposed elevations .  It was subtracted out of the air space available f or waste and daily 
intermediate soil cover.  The overall performance of Phases 2 and 3 is the best estimate of how 
much daily and intermediate cover will be utilized at the site.  However, it is critical the District 
continue to use alternative daily cover  (ADC) to the extent possible in order to minimize the air 
space usage of the landfill.  The engineer estimated that the landfill will be able to utilize soil long 
term at a 4:1 waste to soil ratio.  The landfill achieved this goal this period but, to date , the landfill 
is slightly below this ratio and needs to continue to reduce the soil usage to achieve a 4:1 waste 
to soil ratio.  The estimated daily and intermediate soil cover usage is then subtracted 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 1,669 LB/CY 
over the last period.  The industry standard for compacted waste density for a landfill of this size 
with an 826 equivalent compactor is  1,200 LB/CY.  It appears from the last 16 periods that the 
District should be able to consistently achieve waste densities of 1,3 50 LB/CY and above.  The 
landfill staff does an excellent 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, the engineer 
used a 1,3 50 LB/CY waste density.  The landfill staff has proven that they can achieve this density 
consistently . 
 

The life estimate analysis is summarized in Table  8.  The estimates assume there will be no large 
òone-timeó disposal projects.  An example would be a large hail storm or earthquake generating 
a great deal of construction and demolition wastes.  The capacity estimate also assumes that the 
Distric t 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 rec eived at the site and the landfill 
performance.  If the tonnage increases over this estimate or the landfill performance drops, the 
District will have less life than predicted.  
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In September 2010, an 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 8 uses 
the updated Master Plan numbers to determine life projection estima tes.  The volumes used to 
develop Table 8 were calculated using CAD applications.   The Phase 4 expansion cell was 
overexcavated in 2017, which prompted a redesign for the Phase 4 expansion cell.  The redesign 
increased the life estimate of the Phase 4 cell .  The Phase 4 cell will be built in 2018.  
 

Based on the waste streams received this last time period, 77% of the waste stream went into 
the Phase 3 cell, and the other 23% of the waste was diverted into the Class IV area.  On average , 
the Class IV area re ceives approximately 2 0% of the waste and the Class II areas (Phase 3) 
receive approximately 80% of the waste entering the landfill.  Therefore , the Phase 3 life was 
estimated using 80% of 140,000 Tons  per y ear and 2 0% of 140,000 Tons  per year for the Class IV 
life estimates.  The life of each area was calculated and is shown in Table 8.  The life estimates 
for the waste accepted in Phase 3 shown in Table 5 are based on 104,0 00 Tons  per year waste, 
with a 1,350 LB/CY compacted waste density , 4:1 soil -to -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 shown in 
Table 8 are based on 2 8,000 Tons  per year of waste, with a 1,000 LB/CY compacted waste density 
and 5.5:1  waste -to -soil ratio.  
 

The life of Class IV cell is based on a rate of 2 8,000 tons/year for 1.1  years unti l it reaches capacity 
while the Phase 3 cell is accepting waste at 112,000 tons/year.  Once the Class IV cell has 
reached full capacity, the Phase 3 ce ll will accept the full 1 40,000 tons/year for another 1.5  years.  
 

Once the Phase 3 cell reaches full capacity after a total of 2.6  years, the Phase 4 cell wil l accept 
both waste streams at 1 40,000 tons/year.  The Phase 4 cell will have a total life of 5.62  years.  The 
total life of the landfill is 8.22  years (Phase 3 ð 2.6 years + Phase 4 ð 5.62 y ears).  
 

As of April 11, 2 018, Phase 3 has 691,188  CY of airspace remaining.  The District has placed a 
total of 1,064,449 CY of fill in Phase 3 to date .  To properly close Phase 3 ; 75,375 CY of cover will 
be needed, which results in an available airspace of 615,813 CY for refuse and dai ly cover in 
Phase 3.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Class IV Area (Based on 28,000 Tons per Year) 1.1 years 

Phase 3 Life (Based on 112,000 Tons per Year) 2.6 years 

Phase 4 Life (Base on 140,000 Tons per Year) 5.62 years 

Total Life (Based on 140,000 Tons per Year) 8.22years 

Table 8 
Logan Landfill (Gallatin County) 

Life Projection Estimates (April 2018) 
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January 15, 2018, Great West Engineering prepared updated information conc erning the 
estimated closure and post -closure costs for the landfill.  These costs were developed to 
determine what the Districtõs financial assurance requirements with the Montana Department of 
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) will be for the upcoming year.    
 
Three areas covered:  
 

  Life of Site  
 

  Closure Work  
 

    Landfill Post -Closure Costs  

 
 
 
 
 

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://images.clipartpanda.com/landfill-clipart-can-stock-photo_csp15960382.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.clipartpanda.com/clipart_images/stock-photo-landfill-sign-19554052&docid=VVL0a9foqi_d_M&tbnid=IoXOL4GoPVlRWM:&vet=10ahUKEwiW86nD-aveAhVpHDQIHaj4Ca4QMwixAShLMEs..i&w=383&h=470&itg=1&hl=en&bih=522&biw=1011&q=landfill clipart&ved=0ahUKEwiW86nD-aveAhVpHDQIHaj4Ca4QMwixAShLMEs&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://images.clipartpanda.com/landfill-clipart-can-stock-photo_csp15960382.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.clipartpanda.com/clipart_images/stock-photo-landfill-sign-19554052&docid=VVL0a9foqi_d_M&tbnid=IoXOL4GoPVlRWM:&vet=10ahUKEwiW86nD-aveAhVpHDQIHaj4Ca4QMwixAShLMEs..i&w=383&h=470&itg=1&hl=en&bih=522&biw=1011&q=landfill clipart&ved=0ahUKEwiW86nD-aveAhVpHDQIHaj4Ca4QMwixAShLMEs&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://images.clipartpanda.com/landfill-clipart-can-stock-photo_csp15960382.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.clipartpanda.com/clipart_images/stock-photo-landfill-sign-19554052&docid=VVL0a9foqi_d_M&tbnid=IoXOL4GoPVlRWM:&vet=10ahUKEwiW86nD-aveAhVpHDQIHaj4Ca4QMwixAShLMEs..i&w=383&h=470&itg=1&hl=en&bih=522&biw=1011&q=landfill clipart&ved=0ahUKEwiW86nD-aveAhVpHDQIHaj4Ca4QMwixAShLMEs&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://1qy8tt40p7n9v7tao3knw537.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Tangipahoa-Louisiana-Municipal-Solid-Waste-Landfill-Closure-2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://watershedgeo.com/portfolio-items/tangipahoa-landfill/&docid=JKKd9NYK3GSyOM&tbnid=dlDTg3RdFejFZM:&vet=12ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc..i&w=825&h=550&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=post closure closure at a landfill&ved=2ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc&iact=mrc&uact=8
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The remaining overall life of the landfill site is estimated on the following 
information : 

 

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

 

  Current e stimated annual tonnage of 1 40,000 Tons per year based on detailed 
tonnage records maintained by the District . 

 Estim ated waste disposal efficiency of 1.85 CY/ Ton based on 1,350 LB/CY waste   
density and 4:1 waste -to-soil ratio.   The District has routinely exceeded these 
metrics on previous measurements taken at the site.  

 
There are two very important items 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  span of the facility .  The 
difference is created by the high level of compaction efficiency  the landfill has routinely 
achieved over the last several years.  

   

 Second, the annual tonnage projection is 1 40,000 tons/year based on the current tonnage 
being accepted at the site .  An increase from 120,000 tons last Fiscal Year.  Based on the 
above updated information, they estimate d the overall site has 8.22 years of life remaining 
from the date of this letter , May 14, 2018 .  The final life of the overall site will be affected 
by the actual waste quantities accepted at the  landfil l, the amount of waste diverted out 
of the landfill, and the waste disposal efficiency that is achieved.  

 
  

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://theinstitute.ieee.org/image/MTY1Njgw.jpeg&imgrefurl=http://theinstitute.ieee.org/ieee-roundup/blogs/blog/has-the-title-iengineeri-become-meaningless&docid=RRNcH0hdVqcG9M&tbnid=PJlDCQYjz_23TM:&vet=12ahUKEwid5sKrgKzeAhUiFzQIHaEJBSw4yAEQMyguMC56BAgBEDA..i&w=620&h=465&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=engineer &ved=2ahUKEwid5sKrgKzeAhUiFzQIHaEJBSw4yAEQMyguMC56BAgBEDA&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://theinstitute.ieee.org/image/MTY1Njgw.jpeg&imgrefurl=http://theinstitute.ieee.org/ieee-roundup/blogs/blog/has-the-title-iengineeri-become-meaningless&docid=RRNcH0hdVqcG9M&tbnid=PJlDCQYjz_23TM:&vet=12ahUKEwid5sKrgKzeAhUiFzQIHaEJBSw4yAEQMyguMC56BAgBEDA..i&w=620&h=465&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=engineer &ved=2ahUKEwid5sKrgKzeAhUiFzQIHaEJBSw4yAEQMyguMC56BAgBEDA&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://theinstitute.ieee.org/image/MTY1Njgw.jpeg&imgrefurl=http://theinstitute.ieee.org/ieee-roundup/blogs/blog/has-the-title-iengineeri-become-meaningless&docid=RRNcH0hdVqcG9M&tbnid=PJlDCQYjz_23TM:&vet=12ahUKEwid5sKrgKzeAhUiFzQIHaEJBSw4yAEQMyguMC56BAgBEDA..i&w=620&h=465&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=engineer &ved=2ahUKEwid5sKrgKzeAhUiFzQIHaEJBSw4yAEQMyguMC56BAgBEDA&iact=mrc&uact=8
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The total Class II and Class IV landfill area was increased from 53 to 55 acres in the 2010 
addendum to the Master Plan.  The County closed approx imately three acres of the landfill in 
1996 and another seven acres in 2013.  The remaining 45 acres of waste area will require 
closure over the remaining life of the site.  The 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 remainder of the closure projects 
at the landfill.  

 

The final cover design is a four -foot thick soil cover system that includes the following 

section s from bottom to top . 

   Final contouring 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 /soil  material.  

 

  Twenty -four  inches of select fine -grained native s ilt soil material placed as the 
evapotranspiration layer for the cover. This material will be selectively excavated 
and pushed into place with low ground pressure equipment , likely D -7 dozers or 
smaller . 

 Twelve inch es of native sand /soil  material of which the top six inches will b e 
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 seeding, hydroseeding techniques will be used.  

The total estimated cost per acre for installing the final cover system is shown in Table 9. 
 
 

 
  

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://1qy8tt40p7n9v7tao3knw537.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Tangipahoa-Louisiana-Municipal-Solid-Waste-Landfill-Closure-2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://watershedgeo.com/portfolio-items/tangipahoa-landfill/&docid=JKKd9NYK3GSyOM&tbnid=dlDTg3RdFejFZM:&vet=12ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc..i&w=825&h=550&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=post closure closure at a landfill&ved=2ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://1qy8tt40p7n9v7tao3knw537.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Tangipahoa-Louisiana-Municipal-Solid-Waste-Landfill-Closure-2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://watershedgeo.com/portfolio-items/tangipahoa-landfill/&docid=JKKd9NYK3GSyOM&tbnid=dlDTg3RdFejFZM:&vet=12ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc..i&w=825&h=550&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=post closure closure at a landfill&ved=2ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc&iact=mrc&uact=8
https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://1qy8tt40p7n9v7tao3knw537.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/Tangipahoa-Louisiana-Municipal-Solid-Waste-Landfill-Closure-2.jpg&imgrefurl=http://watershedgeo.com/portfolio-items/tangipahoa-landfill/&docid=JKKd9NYK3GSyOM&tbnid=dlDTg3RdFejFZM:&vet=12ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc..i&w=825&h=550&hl=en&bih=754&biw=1344&q=post closure closure at a landfill&ved=2ahUKEwjvwYTt_6veAhWtIjQIHdjDBKQ4rAIQMyg2MDZ6BAgBEDc&iact=mrc&uact=8
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25 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

Activity Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Cost 

Mobilization/Bonding/Insurance 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00 

Subgrade Preparation 800 CY $4.00 $3,200.00 

12ó Capillary Sand Layer 1,600 CY $3.00 $4,800.00 

24ó ET Silt Layer 3,200 CY $4.00 $12,800.00 

12ó Sand Erosion & Topsoil Layer 1,600 CY $3.00 $4,800.00 

Drainage Controls 1 LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00 

Seed, Fertilizer, Mulch 1 AC $2,000.00 $2,000.00 

Gas Venting System 1 AC $5,000.00 $5,000.00 

Survey/Certification 1 AC $2,000.00 $2,000.00 

Engineering/Quality Assurance/Inspection 1 LS $8,000.00 $8,000.00 

Closure Cost Per Acre      $48,600.00 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 9 
Logan Landfill 

Estimated Closure Costs Per Acre 
Alternative Final Cover System 

Updated January 2018 
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The District completed construction of a 9 acre compost facility  in July of 2016.  This facil ity 
generally accepts approximately 1,500 cubic yards of compost per year. Closure of the 
compost area will consist of moving any remaining compost from the compost area to the  
working face of the landfill, placing six inches of topsoil amended with compost or other 
fertilizer, and vegetating the site with a seed/fertilizer mix ture as outlined in the closure plan.  
It is assumed that the seed mixture will be tilled in using a tr actor and an end well press drill or 
another acceptable seeder. The total estimated cost per acre for closing the compost area is 
shown in Table  10. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity  Quantity  Unit  Cost/Unit  Cost  

Move Remaining  Compost  1,500  CY       $2.00  $3,000.00  

6ó Topsoil Layer  800 CY       $3.00  $2,400.00  

Seed Fertilizer Mulch  1 AC $2,000.00  $2,000.00  

Closure Cost Per Acre     $7,400.00  

 
 
 

 

 

 
FINANCIAL ASSURANCE APPROACHES  

 

The Montana financial assurance regulations require that the landfill financially 
assure for the largest planned open area during the life of the landfill.  Currently , the 
landfill has 21.5 acres of open Class II and Class IV landfill area, and  9 acres of open 
compost area.  Under the current master plan this is also the largest open area 
during the life of the landfill.   The MDEQ allows two basic approaches for financial 
assurance.  One approach is to financially assure for the largest open are a during 
the landfill life.  Under this approach, the financial assurance timeline is based on  
when those funds would be needed for an emergency closure.  The other acceptable 
approach is to financially assure for the entire landfill area.  Under this appr oach, the  
financial assurance timeline is  the overall life of the site.  This report provides cost 
estimates for both approaches so the County can elect the mechanism which best 
fits the District õs landfill.  
 

Table 10 
Logan Landfill  

Estimated Closure Costs Per Acre  
Compost Area  

Updated January 2017  

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=https://static1.squarespace.com/static/54ac152ce4b04f1bf4db5891/551c52cde4b0f5016a1e7f98/551c52cde4b088e1f8054464/1427919566021/financial%2Bassurance%2Bcorp.jpg&imgrefurl=https://jaannualreport.org/2014/philanthropicpartners/all/&docid=aS-FPfybxVfU3M&tbnid=Q22r4r3jFWxBAM:&vet=12ahUKEwiqxt3Zqq7eAhUG-lQKHZerCEA4yAEQMyg-MD56BAgBEEA..i&w=500&h=167&hl=en&bih=522&biw=1011&q=financial assurance&ved=2ahUKEwiqxt3Zqq7eAhUG-lQKHZerCEA4yAEQMyg-MD56BAgBEEA&iact=mrc&uact=8
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CLOSURE COSTS & FINANCIAL ASSURANCE BASED ON  OVERALL SITE  

 

Under this appro ach, the financial assurance can be built over the life of the site.  With each 
closure p ro ject , the amount of the financial assurance requirement decreases.  The annual 
financial assurance updates reflect these changes and the County can adjust the financial 
assurance amount over time.  The total remaining Class II and Class IV landfill area to be 
closed with the alternative cover system consists of approximately 45 acres.  The total 
compost area to be closed with the compost closure section is approximately 9 acres.  The 
MDEQ requires that the financial assurance cost estimates be based on all of th e work 
being conducted by a private contractor rather than the County or District.  Therefore, it is 
assumed that plans, specifications and bid documents will be prepared and the project will 
be bid out.  It is also assumed that the engineer will provide s taking, compaction testing, 
quality assurance testing, interim and final inspections, and certifications and as -built 
drawings.  A boundary survey needs to be completed and the deed needs to be filed at the 
courthouse.  The estimated closure costs of the o verall landfill site are dep icted in Table 11  
The total estimated closure cost is $2,478,9 60. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 

 

Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Cost 

Alternative Final Cover System 45 AC $48,600 $2,187,000 

Compost Area Closure 9 AC $7,400 $66,600 

10% Contingency       $225,360 

Closure for the Entire Site 54 AC   2,478,960 

 

  

Table 11 Logan Landfill Updated January 2018 
Estimated Closure Costs - Closure of Entire Remainder of Site 
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CLOSURE COSTS & FINANCIAL ASSURANCE BASED ON LARGEST OPEN AREA  
 

In this approach , financial assurance is based on the largest area open during the life of the site.  
Under the updated Master Plan, the current open Class II and Class IV area s of 21.5 acres and 
9 acres of compost area is the largest area planned to be open durin g the life of the site.  The 
estimated closure costs of this portion of the site a re  depicted in Table 1 2.  The estimated 
closure cost is $1,222,650.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 

 

Quantity Unit Cost/Unit Cost 

Alternative Final Cover System 21.5 AC $48,600 $1,044,900 

Compost Area Closure 9 AC $7,400 $66,600 

10% Contingency       $111,150 

Cost to Close Maximum Area 21.5 AC   1,222,650 

 

 

For the purposes of the financial assurance under this scenario, the County needs to 
examine what has already been placed in the financial assurance account versus what 
is needed to meet the Stateõs requirements. 
 

POST-CLOSURE COSTS 
 

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 and post -closure costs 
annually, and maintain the cap and drainage structure s for settlement, erosion, 
cracking or any other situation that may jeopardize the integrity of the cap or drainage 
controls.  
 

  

Table 12 Logan Landfill Updated January 2018 
 

Estimated Closure Costs ð Closure of Largest Open Area 
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The estimated costs for these items for the 30 -year post -closure period are summarized 
in Table  13.  To calculate these costs,  the following assumptions were used:  
 

 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 assessmen t.  Also, the proposed expansion of the license 
boundary to accommodate the composting area will add monitoring and testing 
costs. It is estimated that monitoring will cost approximately $2 2,000 per year 
during the post -closure period.  

 The leachate colle ction will require periodic inspections, periodic pumping and 
minor maintenance.  This is estimated to cost approximately $1,500 per year.  

 Once annually, 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. The Engineer 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 
post -closure monitoring,  etc. These costs will correspondingly be sent to the 
appropriate officials.  The estimate assumes 20 hours of labor at $ 115 per hour  and 
miscellaneous word processing and expenses . 

  It is necessary for the Owner 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 estimate it was assumed that on ce per year 
a contractor will provide 16 hours of equipment time to haul in and blade soil in the 
settled areas at $500 per hour and revegetate areas for $500  per hour .  Annual cost 
$8,500.  

 The EPA has passed new regulations requiring annual reporting of  greenhouse gas 
emissions. This process is currently costing the District approximately $1,500 per year 
for the professional services to report the annual emissions . 
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FINANCIAL ASSURANCE UPDATE BASED ON OVER ALL SITE LIFE 
APPROACH  

 

In October 2006,  the District elected to utilize the overall site life approach to determine the 
financial assurance obligation.  Tim Stepp , Environmental Engineer with the MDEQ agrees with 
the approach in correspondence.  We understand that the balance in the closure/post -closure 
reserve is current as of December  2017.  Table 1 4 calculates the cost per ton to meet financial 
assurance requirements under the overall site method.  
 
 
 

Overall Site Closure Costs $2,478,960 

Post Closure Costs $1,074,000 

Total Obligation $3,552,960 

Closure/Post Closure Reserve (December 31, 2016) $-2,296,024 

Amount to Finance Over Remaining Site Life $1,256,936 

Total Remaining Tonnage  1,052,000 Tons 

Cost Per Ton to meet Closure Post Closure Financial 

Assurance Requirements Under Overall Site Method 

$1.19 Per Ton 

 

Item Annual Cost 

 

Total 

30 Year Cost 

Groundwater & Methane Monitoring $22,000 $660,000 

Leachate Collection System Operation & Maintenance $1,500 $45,000 

Annual Engineering Inspection $2,300 $69,000 

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

Annual Greenhouse Gas Reporting $1,500 $45,000 

Total $35,800 $1,074,000 

Table 13  Logan Landfill January 2018 
Thirty Year Post-Closure Care Cost Estimate 

Table 14 January 2018 
Logan Landfill  Financial Assurance Calculation 
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Groundwater monitoring is conducted semiannually in July and October and results are 
reported according to the rules established since 1990 at the Logan Landfill.  There are 
currently 15 monitoring wells, including two shop wells, a scale/administration building 
well, which is utilized for the site water supply , and three n ew wells were installed for the 
Soil Vapor Extraction Pilot Study.  Additionally, samples are collected  from a spring 
located north of Interstate 90 once a year, three residents wells , and w ater levels from an 
unused monitoring well located on the east sid e of the landfill are measured during every 
sampling event.  

 

All downgradient wells, LMW -2, LMW-3, LMW-4, LMW-5 and the Old Shop Well have shown 
various levels of VOCõs over time.  In 2006, due to a statistical exceedance of the Maximate 
Contaminate Level  for tetrachloroethene in LMW -4 the landfill has been in a five -year 
Corrective Measures Plan (CMP) with MDEQ.  The pilot program tested the effectiveness 
of a remediation product to address groundwater contamination at the site.  The product 
was injected d irectly into the groundwater approximately seven  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 the five -year period and develop a full scale plan for remediation of 
the site.  In 2012, in the evaluation, the product used was successful in reducing the 
Perchloroethylene  (PCE) concentration, but there was concern 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 and 
conducted.  It was suspected  the PCE and other VOCõs occur in soil gas in the vicinity of  



32 

 

 
the apparent source area of the groundwater plume.   On February 10, 2014, on behalf of 
the District, Bruce Siegmund, Senior Hydrologist, Great West Engineering, Inc. submitted 
a Work Plan to M DEQ for a two -stage pilot program using a soil vapor extraction  (SVE) 
system.  On March 1 2, 2014, the District received a letter from John Collins, Environmental 
Science Specialist, Solid Waste Program, MDEQ, approving the first phase of the SVE 
Work Plan as proposed.  

 

On September 15 , 2014, Red Tiger Drilling and Great West Engineering , Inc.  started the 
SVE drilling project.  In October , Red Tiger Drilling completed the installation of the three 
wells for the SVE Pilot Study.  Great West Engineering , Inc.  and Olympus conducted tests 
on the wells on October 10 , 2014.  

 

In April 2015 , the Pilot Study Report for the second phase of the Soil Vapor Extraction 
(SVE) System was sent to MDEQ.  It was done to determine the viability of the use of S VE 
as a corrective  measure for the Logan Class II  Landfill .  On June 4, 2015, John Collins,  
MDEQ Environmental Science Specialist, indicated that the pilot study was successful in 
the second phase using a larger blower.  The larger blower appeared to have had the 
desired e ffect on the three vapor extraction wells.   On June 18, 2015, Great West  
Engineering, Inc.  submitted a Work Plan for the next phase of pilot testing.  On October 
26, 2015, Bruce Siegmund, Senior Hydrologist, Great West Engineering, submitted a Work 
Plan fo r additional testing for Phase II.  
 
In June 2016, Great West Engineering, Inc. conducted a second phase of testing (Phase 
2) over a period of about three weeks in order to develop a more -detailed understanding 
of several aspects of the proposed remedial ap plication prior to deploying a larger system.  
Investigators tested two of the three SVE wells for radius of influence of extraction, 
potential rates and volumes of extraction, and chemical constituents of the soil gas over 
short -and long -term periods.  
 
Great West Engineering, Inc.  conducted two tests on the preliminary SVE system.  The 
first test entailed configuring the system to extract soil gas from one well for a relatively 
short period of time to determine the radius of influence, potential rate of co ntaminant 
removal, and discharge flo w limitations.  The second test  was intended to evaluate the 
recovery time, if any, required for VOCs to recharge to the area near the wells, to evaluate 
soil gas chemistry changes over a somewhat longer period of time, and observe the 
effects of two wells being discharged simultaneousl y. 
 
The MDEQ received the results from the  testing.  In a letter dated November 23, 2016, 
MDEQ reviewed the results.  In summary, it  measured methane concentration  between 
the upper and lower explosive limit .  This will be a major consideration in the desi gn and 
permitting of a long term SVE system treatment.  MDEQ looked forward to the submittal of 
a work plan for the expansion of the SVE system and a possible proposal to inject 
Dehalococcoides in the area of LMW -4. 
 
On November 18, 2016, Great West Engine ering,  Inc. submitted a work plan for the 
expansion of the SVE system Phase 3.  It is based upon information developed from the 
Phase 2 pilot program.  The investigation demonstrated the feasibility of the project and 
revealed elements that will need to be managed with further expansion.  
 
The Phase 3 plan includes the completion of three soil vapor extraction wells, sampling 
and analysis of the soil vapor , installation of transmission lines from the wells to the blower  
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building, testing of the physic al characteristics of the SVE piping, and the purchase and 
installation of an appropriately -sized blower  and water -separator tank.  
 
The MDEQ approved the SVE system expansion as submitted.  The District will submit the 
project schedule and submit a final c onstruction quality assurance report within 60 days 
of completion of the construction.  
 

The District solicited bids for the wells.  OõKeefe Drilling was awarded the contract.  The 
wells were completed April of 2017.   The field report inc ludes  well logs and test data from 
the wells.  
 
On January 2 4, 2017, Great West Engineering, Inc. sent MDEQ the field report and testing 
of Phase 3 SVE wells and the design report and plans for the Phase 3 Corrective Measures 
Assessment Infastructure.  On February 28, 2018, MDEQ replied to the su bmission of the 
Phase 3 Soil Vapor Extraction system reports.  The next Phase is Phase III B expansion to 
be approved by MDEQ.  

  

The Logan Landfillõs current Methane Monitoring plan follows the requirements for 
methane monitoring at municipal solid waste facilities in the State of Montana under ARM 
17.50.511 1 (f) and (g).  The methane monitoring is conducted quarterly.  The points of 
monitoring include seven methane monitoring wells, eight passive vents, and five  
structures.  The monitoring testing results are reported to MDEQ.  In t his reporting period, 
all monitoring results were within regulatory limits  and are consistent with previous 
reports submitted.   The District updated the Landfillõs Methane Monitoring Sample and 
Analysis Plan.  It was s ubmitted to Montana DEQ in October 2016 . We updated the Methane 
Monitoring map in June 2018 . 
 

 

The semi -annual Groundwater Monitoring reports were submitted to MDEQ June 2017 and 
November 2017.  They met the requirements of the Administrative Rules of Montana Title 
17, Chapter 50, Subchapter 13.  

 

February 27, 2018 , Bruce Siegmund, Senior Hydrologist for Great West Engineering, Inc., 
the Districtõs agent of record, submitted the Annual Greenhouse Gas (GHG) report 
required by the Environmental Protection Agency  (EPA) for reporting year 201 7.  The 
report was electronically sent, received, and certified.  
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In September  of 2017, the final greenhouse gas updates regarding performance 
standards for new, modified and reconstructed landfill s and updates to emission 
guidelines for  exiting landfills was received by the District.   In November  of 2017 , MDEQ 
Air Quality division sent a letter regarding the new rul es.  The information they requested 
about the Logan Landfill was sent to them for review.   

On March 13, 201 8, the District submitted to MDEQ the application for our  annual license 
renewal for FY 201 7-2018 for Logan Landfillõs permit #158.  It was renewed.  It cover ed the 
period of July 1, 201 8 to June 30,  2019. 

 

In March  21, 2018, Carrie Gardner, PE, Great West Engineering,  Inc. c ompleted the 
Districtõs Biosolids Annual Report for permit #MTG650008 for the EPA  for reporting year 
2017.  The regulation s and rules changed.  The documentation is kept in Logan Landfillõs 
permanent records for inspections.  

 

 

In October 2017 , the District renewed the Federal Communication Commission (FCC) 
license for Logan  Landfill õs site radio system. 
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The District submitted Logan  Landfillõs 2017 Annual Compliance Evaluation Report for the 
storm water discharges associated with industrial activity Permit MTR00358  to MDEQ. 
 
March 2018, the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) was changed to reflec t 
the addition of the three wells added to the monitoring system for Phase 3 of the Soil 
Evaporation Extraction Project.   We submitted our Notice of Intent  (NOI)  to renew our 
Industrial Activity Permit MTR00358 to MDEQ on April 4,  2018.  
 

The District submitted to NetDMR the landfills Discharge Monitoring Report s for 
monitoring period s 6/1/201 7-9/30/201 7;10/1/17-12/31/1 7;1/1/1 8-3/30/18;4/1/18-6/30/18.  All 
of them were received and passed the review.    

                     

The Gallatin Solid Waste Management District is required to operate under an Operations 
Manual (O&M) approved by MDEQ.  Under this O&M plan are set policies, procedures, and 
contingency plans for emergency response in case of an incident that may occur dur ing 
operations of the Districtõs programs.  The District Manager or any other personnel present 
will contact the appropriate emergency response personnel in the case of injury, fire, 
accident , or disaster.  General contingency plans are initiated by the Di strict Manager once 
an employee has informed the District Manager of the situation.  
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When situations occur, a prompt, appropriate response can often limit the extent of 
property damage and counteract the effects of injury to personnel.  Knowledge and 
awareness of potential hazards will be most useful in identifying causes and conditions of 
an emergency.  The basics  of the contingency plan provide for an effective emergency 
response :  Trained personnel capable of responding to fire, poisoning, accidental injury and 
damage, and life threatening occurrences; safety equipment maintained in proper working 
order and in designated locations  and; p lan initial responses, assign responsibilities  for  
actions, and routinely review these plans and assignments . The District budgets for 
specialized training each year to keep staff educated and trained to respond.   Figure 1, the 
diagram below , shows  the general flow as to how the contingency plan proce eds if such an 
incident occurs.  

 

 
  

Figure 1  
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Other Training  in this Fiscal Year :  Hearing Conservation Program; Manager of Landfill Operations; 
Now What? Preparing for Chinaõs Waste Ban; State Fund Emergency Action Plans, Hazards 
Communications; Landfill Efficiency; State Fund Stress RX SAT/R eturn to Work  Good Medicine; 
Post Consumer Plastic Recycling Turning Waste into Value; Hazmat/Fire Training; Hazmat IQ 
Version 20; First Aid/CPR/AED /Blood borne Pathogens ; Storm Water Discharge Training; Hazard  
Communication Chemical Hazards and Effects; Icy & Wet Surfaces; Lockout/Tagout ; Trash 
Compactor Fatality; Tire Explosions; Portable Fire Extinguishers ; Behavioral Saftey; 3 Point Rule; 
Equipment Safety; Winter Driving Tips; Personal Protective Equipment; OSHA Top 25 Violations; 
Fire Classification; Importance of Hand Washing and Hand Protection; Electrical Shut off; Back up 
Safety; 20 Foot Rule , Cell Phone Use; Fire Prevention; Heat Stroke Sun Safety; Incident Response 
Grab -n-Go Kits; CPR Basics for Everyo ne Adult & Child & Infant ; Int ro to Lean Management Local 
Government; Workplace Harrassement Prevention ; Specific Equipment Training on Site   
      
 
 

 
 

 
 

 On May 23, 2018 , the Montana Department of Labor performed a random 
safety compliance inspection  at the Bozeman Convenience Site.  No serious violations 
were found . Two recommendations were implemented.  Annual Safety Hazard self -
inspection.  

 Each year, t he Montana Department of Labor and Industry, State Weights and 
Measures Division inspects and c ertifies the Logan Landfill and the Bozeman Convenience 
Site scales.  

The Logan Landfill is subject to  site inspections by the MDEQ.  On July 14, 
2017, the landfill was inspected by the MDEQ for compliance.  No violations were noted.    
On October 11, 2017, the landfill was inspected .  No violations were noted.  On May 2, 
2018, MDEQ did another site inspection .  One minor  violation for litter during the spring 
melt.  Photo graphs  were sent to MDEQ showing the litter had been cleaned up.  

 The Logan Landf ill and the Bozeman Convenience Site are subject to annual 
inspections and service of its fire extinguishing systems.  

Once a year the shop õs boiler is inspected to reissue our certificate of operations  by the 
State of Montana Building Codes Bureau.  
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During Fiscal Year 2018, the operators continue d to excavate soil from the Phase 4 
Expansion project , for cover soil and future closure  projects.  Landfill operations 
excavated and hauled a total of 48,348 yards from Phase 4.  Approximately 24,000 yards 
of soil remained for Youde rian Construction to excavate fo r the construction of Phase 4 in 
FY 2019. 
 
On July 14, 2017, WE Dust Control applied mag chloride to the landfill roads.  
 
In July, Kni fe River brought 337.66 tons of road base to improve the road up to Cell 2.  The 
work was done by the operators.  
 
In August , Dykema Land Company sprayed the Logan Springs Ranch property.  
 
In August, new radios were installed in the 329E Excavator and the Kenworth Water Truck 
from Industrial Communications.  
 
In September, we purchased a digital video system from Digital Video Systems to help 
identify and record license plates with a DVR in the scalehouse for safety purposes.  
 

 
 
In September, Kni fe River brought 260.71 yards of 11/2 inch road base gravel for t he road 
to Cell 3.  
 
In September, we bought winter wheat seed.  Dykema Land Company seeded and 
fertilized  311 acres of the Logan Springs Property.  
 
On September 2 7, 2017, we had a Customer Appreciation Lunch and a Gallatin Solid 
Waste Management District Board Appreciation Dinner.  
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In October, We purchased a 2016 Dodge Ram 3500 .  We took off the box to use it as a 
flatbed, s and and salt spreader  with a snowplow on the front.  
 

                   
 
In October, We purchased a 2006 Freightliner to replace the 1992 Peterbuilt hook truck.   
The machine arrived on site October 13 th. 
 
In December, Knife river delivered gravel for the the Class 4 road.  
 
In December and January we added 6 new radios from Indu strial Communications.  
 
In March , we received our Land Use License Renewal #8542 (amendment  #5 =$19,168) 
from the DNRC.  
 
On April 3 , 2018 ,  Stepanie Beckett, PE and Travis Craig, PE with Great West Engineering, 
Inc. held a pre -bid conference with contract ors at the Logan Landfill for the Phase 4 cell 
construction project.  The bids were opened on April 24 th. 
 
April 24 , 2018, the Logan Springs Ranch property w as fertilized and then on April 28 th the 
property was sprayed with pesticides and weed killer by Dy kema Land Company.  
 
In April, we had two fires .  One fire in the public tipping area in one of the black boxes 
ignited after we were closed.  The other was in Class IV.  It kept reigniting through out  the 
day.  
 
In April, Tetratech  did some geological testing for the proposed communication tower.  
 

 
 
On May 8 th at 7:30 p.m. County dispatch notifed that there was a fire at the landfill.  Staff 
responded.  The fire in Cell 3 was out at 9:00 p.m.  Staff went home.  Dispatch notifed aga in 
at 3:30 a.m. the fire reignited.  We closed off the portion of the landfill from customers in 
that area on the 9 th.  The fire kept reigniting.  It was out by May 10 th. 
 
On May 21 st the Commission approved the contract with Youderian Constructon, Inc. for 
construction of the Phase 4 cell project.  
 
In May, we purchased 510.2 yards of pit run gravel from A.M. Wells, Inc. for roads and the 
cell floor.  
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In June, we purchased 350.5 yards of pit run gravel from A.M. Wells, Inc. for roads and the 
tipping f loor.  
 
In June , we had Tetra Tech site testing approval for the proposed communication tower.  
 
In June, the Logan Springs Ranch was sprayed twice on ce  for wee ds and the other for 
fertilizer by Dykema Land Company.  
 
On June 6 th we held a pre -construction meeting for Phase 4 Cell project.  
 
On June 18 th Youderian Construction started mobilization for the Phase 4 project. Project 
start date was June 20 th with anticipated completion by the end of October  2018 . 
 
On June 19 th the serv ice contract with Blackfoot Communication, Inc. was approved for 
the purchase of a communication tower  and band with upgrade . 
 

 
The County  and District has worked towards a proposed land exchange with the 
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) for many years.   This fiscal 
year many meetings were attended by Jim Simon, GSWM District Manager , Steve White, 
Gallatin County Commissioner.  They met with  Craig Campbell with the DNRC who 
assisted in helping the District prepare a pre -application to the State Land Board.  On 
October 21, 201 3, the County Commission was presented the preliminary application  for 
review .  They agreed to send in the application with the $100 processing fee.  On May 6, 
2014, the application was sent to the DNRC.   In June  2014, the preliminary application 
submitted to the DNRC and was reviewed by the State.  In August 2014, t he Bozeman 
DNRC and the District worked on developing an assessment of the properties to work on 
preparing information for public comment and review.  On December 1 5, 2014, a t their 
regular meeting of the Board of Land Commissioners, the Land Exchange Preliminary 
application was presented.  After receiving no public comment  during a 30 -day period, the 
Montana Land Board voted unanimously to give preliminary  approval of the County -State 
land swap for the Logan Landfill to the benefit of both governments.   In February 2016, a 
draft document was presented to Gallatin County by the DNRC to initiate the land 
exchange between Gallatin County  and State L ands (DNRC) . On September 6, 2016,   the 
District submitted Gallatin Countyõs outline of the proposed land swap agreement with the 
DNRC.  The County and District are continuing to work with the State Land Board  to move 
forward in the process of the exchang e in the next fiscal year.  In May, we had the Logan 
Springs Ranch appraised as part of the land exchange with the State Land Board.   In 
June,the  District received the Phase 1 Environmental Assessment of the Logan Springs 
Property for the land exchange.  The copies of the report were sent to the DNRC on June 
21st. 
 

We continue to lease out the Logan Springs property for grazing on a n annual basis due to 
the pending land exchange.  
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On March 1, 201 7, the District paid $ 19,168.00 to the DNRC to renew Land Lease #8542 .  It 
was  an amendment to reissue # 4 for one year .  It expired February 28, 201 8.  We renew ed it 
again for one year  due to the pending land exchange .  Reissue #5 expires February 2019. . 
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

      
Jul '17 - Jun 

18  

 Ordinary Income/Expense   

   Income    

    Miscellaneous Revenue 177.91  

    Charges for services-Logan   

     3430-42 · Disposal charge 4,862,202.66  

    Total Charges for services-Logan 4,862,202.66  

    Grazing Lease 2,400.00  

    Charges for Services-Bozeman   

     Disposal Charge -1.00  

Logan Landfill  

Profit and Loss  

July 2017 through June 2018  

https://www.dreamstime.com/royalty-free-stock-images-dice-spelling-profit-loss-pennies-image17097469
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    Total Charges for Services-Bozeman -1.00  

    3710-10 · Interest earnings 185,117.25  

   Total Income 5,049,896.82  

  
Gross 
Profit  5,049,896.82  

   Expense   

    Tax Assessments   

     540 · Tax Assessments 13.20  

    Total Tax Assessments 13.20  

    Personnel   

     110 · Salaries & wages- permanent 668,530.30  

     120 · Overtime- permanent 56,288.64  

     140 · Employer contributions 262,768.68  

     141 · W.C. Employer Contributions 24,496.08  

    Total Personnel 1,012,083.70  

    Supplies   

     215 · Tools and Equipment 13,277.70  

     210 · Office supplies 4,449.24  

     220 · Operating supplies 72,648.18  

     224 · Food 855.27  

     226 · Clothing & uniforms 2,817.25  

    Total Supplies 94,047.64  

    Fuel   

     231 · Gas, oil, fuel, grease 123,059.20  

    Total Fuel 123,059.20  

    Maintenance   

     230 · Repairs & maintenance supplies 90,923.69  

     232 · Tires 2,342.78  

     360 · General repair & maint by other 9,346.50  

     361 · Equipment repairs & maint 19,450.03  

     362 · Office equip repair & maint 3,262.35  

    Total Maintenance 125,325.35  

    Small Tools   

     235 · Small Tools 16,727.04  

     236 · Computer and ITS Hardware 3,555.59  

     240 · Consummable Tools 1,394.38  

    Total Small Tools 21,677.01  

    Postage   

     312 · Postage 1,809.32  

    Total Postage 1,809.32  

    Internet Services.   

     315 · Internet Services 36.00  

    Total Internet Services. 36.00  

    Printing & duplicating   

     320 · Printing & duplicating 985.36  

    Total Printing & duplicating 985.36  

    Advertising   
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     331 · Publications  legal notices 439.00  

     337 · Advertising 3,900.88  

    Total Advertising 4,339.88  

    Purchased Services   

     330 · Purchased Services 424.00  

     335 · Membership Dues 723.00  

    Total Purchased Services 1,147.00  

    Utilities   

     341 · Electric Utilities 11,203.20  

     344 · Propane 6,523.56  

     345 · Telephone 20,794.91  

     346 · Cell phones 3,216.30  

    Total Utilities 41,737.97  

    Outside Services   

     350 · Professional services 77,788.82  

     351 · Medical services, vet services 1,064.00  

    Total Outside Services 78,852.82  

    Travel   

     370 · Travel 2,236.62  

    Total Travel 2,236.62  

    Training   

     380 · Training 3,405.83  

    Total Training 3,405.83  

    Insurance   

     510 · Property insurance 16,361.94  

     513 · Liability Insurance Allocated 26,508.25  

    Total Insurance 42,870.19  

    Licenses   

     570 · License fees 61,405.41  

    Total Licenses 61,405.41  

    Rent   

     530 · Rent 29,923.79  

    Total Rent 29,923.79  

    Administrative fixed costs   

     590 · Administrative costs 52,120.00  

    Total Administrative fixed costs 52,120.00  

    Closure/Post Closure   

     580 · Closure/post closure costs 186,480.52  

    Total Closure/Post Closure 186,480.52  

    Loan Interest Payments   

     620 · Loan Interest 10,149.83  

    Total Loan Interest Payments 10,149.83  

    Depreciation   

     830 · Depreciation 115,405.98  

    Total Depreciation 115,405.98  

   Total Expense 2,009,112.62  

 Net Ordinary Income 3,040,784.20  
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 Other Income/Expense   

  Other Expense   

   Loan payments   

    610 · Principal 125,000.00  

    615 · Principal Contra -125,000.00  

   Total Loan payments 0.00  

   Reserve funds   

    905 · Equipment/Next Cell Reserves 1,620,000.00  

    955 · EQUIP/NEXT CELL RESERVE CONTRA -1,620,000.00  

   Total Reserve funds 0.00  

   Capital improvements   

    930 · Improv other than buildings 137,135.09  

    935 · Improvements Contra -137,135.09  

    940 · Capital exp- Machinery & equip 115,469.75  

    945 · Machinery & Equip Contra -115,469.75  

   Total Capital improvements 0.00  

  Total Other Expense 0.00  

 Net Other Income 0.00  
Net 
Income    3,040,784.20  
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ASSETS    

 Current Assets  

  Checking/Savings  

   Cash Operational Combined  

    10-1000 · Cash Operational 7,507,127.16 

    10-1005 · Cash Operational-Bzn Conv Site -749,818.35 

    10-1010 · Cash Operational - Waste Divers -2,250,213.09 

   Total Cash Operational Combined 4,507,095.72 

   10-2000 · Restricted Cash - Closure Costs 2,564,079.42 

   10-2110 · Cash - Fixed Asset Purchases 2,679,576.60 

   10-2130 · Cash Res for Security Deposit 96,000.00 

   10-2210 · Loan Payment Reserve 62,500.00 

   10-2220 · Loan Reserve (Future Year Pmt) 125,000.00 

   10-2230 · Reserve For Future Expansion 5,650,000.00 

  Total Checking/Savings 15,684,251.74 

  Accounts Receivable  

   Accounts Receivable  

    12-2000 · Logan Landfill 569,878.70 

    12-2005 · Bozeman Convenience Site 1,488.00 

   Total Accounts Receivable 571,366.70 

  Total Accounts Receivable 571,366.70 

 Total Current Assets 16,255,618.44 

 Fixed Assets  

  13-3000 · Loan Receivable - Law & Justice 600,000.00 

  Fixed Assets  

   18-6050 · Continuing Property Under $5000 201,442.86 

   18-1000 · Land 1,650,785.00 

   18-2000 · Buildings 1,841,391.24 

   18-2100 · Allow for Depr- Buildings -386,146.70 

   18-3000 · Intangibles 6,965.00 

   18-3100 · Amortization -6,965.00 

   18-4000 · Improv Other Than Buildings 3,115,589.55 
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   18-4100 · Allow for Depr- Imp Other than -2,665,374.39 

   18-6000 · Machinery & Equipment 4,024,319.29 

   18-6100 · Allow for Depr - Mach & Equip -1,722,822.49 

   18-8010 · CIP - Cell 4 Expansion 141,163.84 

   18-8020 · CIP - Logan Springs 194,115.45 

   18-8025 · CIP - Soil Vapor Extraction 141,730.45 

   18-8030 · CIP - Spring Rehab 13,271.78 

   18-8035 · CIP - License Expansion 6,991.50 

   18-8040 · CIP - Communications Tower 7,089.00 

   18-8500 · Class 4 Waste Area 35,433.23 

  Total Fixed Assets 6,598,979.61 

 Total Fixed Assets 7,198,979.61 
TOTAL 
ASSETS  23,454,598.05 

LIABILITIES & EQUITY  

 Liabilities   

  Current Liabilities  

   Other Current Liabilities  

    L&LSite Services 23,053.00 

    City of Bozeman 9,938.40 

    Four Corners Recycling. 26,834.36 

    20-6120 · Wages Payable 21,134.90 

    20-6130 · Payroll Liabilites 19,640.37 

    20-6135 · W.C. Payroll Liability Payable 2,808.38 

    20-9100 · Compensated Absences Payable 8,176.01 

    21-4000 · Security Deposits Payable 96,000.00 

    Current Portion-Long Term Debt 125,000.00 

   Total Other Current Liabilities 332,585.42 

  Total Current Liabilities 332,585.42 

  Long Term Liabilities  

   23-5406 · Land Loan - Board of Investment 312,500.00 

   Current Portion -125,000.00 

   23-6000 · Closure Cost Liability 2,417,021.60 

   23-9000 · Compensated Absences - Non-Curr 73,897.46 

   23-9500 · GASB 45 OPEB Net Obligation 71,497.56 

  Total Long Term Liabilities 2,749,916.62 

 Total Liabilities 3,082,502.04 

 Equity    

  3000 · Net Assets 1,046,820.07 

  3900 · Total Net Assets 16,555,753.31 

  Net Income 2,769,522.63 

 

Total 
Equity  20,372,096.01 

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 23,454,598.05 
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    On August 8 , 2017, February 18, 2018 and March 29, 2018, Fire 
Suppression Systems did their inspection s of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Building.  

  

    In Novemer,  Marks Lumber chipped 4,250 cubic yards (471.32 tons), 21 
loads of clean wood waste at the site  hauled to the Logan Landfill for reuse.  

 
 

   On May 30, 2018, the Montana Department of Labor and Industry did a 
safety compliance inspection.   

 

    In June 201 8, the State of Montana Weights and Measures Division 
inspected and certified the BCS  Scale.  
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      Jul '17- Jun18 

 Ordinary Income/Expense  

   Income   

    Charges for Services-Bozeman  

     Disposal Charge 212,755.25 

    Total Charges for Services-Bozeman 212,755.25 

   Total Income 212,755.25 

   Cost of Goods Sold  

    80% Compost due to City 19,380.80 

    Transport from Bzn Conv Site  

     Rolloff Containers 134,745.00 

     Stationary Compactor Containers 5,460.00 

    Total Transport from Bzn Conv Site 140,205.00 

   Total COGS 159,585.80 

  
Gross 
Profit  53,169.45 

   Expense  

    Personnel  

     110 · Salaries & Wages - Permanent 32,761.92 

     120 · Overtime- Permanent 3,323.47 

     140 · Employer Contributions 16,290.37 

     141 · W.C. Employer Contributions 489.55 

    Total Personnel 52,865.31 

    Supplies  

     220 · Operating Supplies 1,369.69 

     224 · Food 22.98 

    Total Supplies 1,392.67 

    Maintenance  
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     230 · Repairs & Maintenance Supplies 1,321.37 

     362 · Office Equip Repair & Maint 1,252.00 

    Total Maintenance 2,573.37 

    Small Tools  

     235 · Small Tools 205.99 

    Total Small Tools 205.99 

    Utilities  

     341 · Electric Utilities 1,525.72 

     345 · Telephone 3,024.00 

    Total Utilities 4,549.72 

    Outside Services  

     350 · Professional Services 9,399.69 

    Total Outside Services 9,399.69 

    Insurance  

     513 · Liability Insurance Allocated 1,352.12 

    Total Insurance 1,352.12 

    Licenses  

     570 · License Fees 280.00 

    Total Licenses 280.00 

    Administrative Fixed Costs  

     590 · Administrative Costs 8,086.81 

    Total Administrative Fixed Costs 8,086.81 

    Depreciation  

     830 · Depreciation 3,496.41 

    Total Depreciation 3,496.41 

   Total Expense 84,202.09 

 Net Ordinary Income -31,032.64 
Net 
Income    -31,032.64 
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     Jun 30, 18 

ASSETS    

 Current Assets  

  Checking/Savings  

   Cash operational Combined  

    10-1005 · Cash Operational-Bzn Conv Site 
-

749,818.35 

   Total Cash Operational Combined 
-

749,818.35 

  Total Checking/Savings 
-

749,818.35 

  Accounts Receivable  

   Accounts Receivable  

    12-2005 · Bozeman Convenience Site 1,488.00 

   Total Accounts Receivable 1,488.00 

Aerial 

Photo 

BCS 
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  Total Accounts Receivable 1,488.00 

 Total Current Assets 
-

748,330.35 

 Fixed Assets  

  Fixed assets  

   18-6050 · Continuing Property Under $5000 4,898.96 

   18-2000 · Buildings 65,377.72 

   18-2100 · Allow for Depr- buildings -8,100.72 

   18-4000 · Improv Other Than Buildings 18,155.90 

   18-4100 · Allow for Depr- Imp Other Than -5,074.48 

   18-6000 · Machinery & Equipment 98,769.19 

   18-6100 · Allow for Depr - Mach & Equip -39,200.29 

  Total Fixed Assets 134,826.28 

 Total Fixed Assets 134,826.28 

TOTAL ASSETS 
-

613,504.07 

LIABILITIES & EQUITY  

 Liabilities   

  Current Liabilities  

   Other Current Liabilities  

    L&LSite Services 22,815.00 

    City of Bozeman 9,938.40 

    20-6120 · Wages Payable 2,244.06 

    20-6135 · W.C. Payroll Liability Payable 83.95 

    20-9100 · Compensated Absences Payable 324.38 

   Total Other Current Liabilities 35,405.79 

  Total Current Liabilities 35,405.79 

  Long Term Liabilities  

   23-9000 · Compensated Absences - Non-Curr 3,269.52 

  Total Long Term Liabilities 3,269.52 

 Total Liabilities 38,675.31 

 Equity    

  3900 · Total Net Assets 
-

621,146.74 

  Net Income -31,032.64 

 Total Equity 
-

652,179.38 

TOTAL LIABILITIES & EQUITY 
-

613,504.07 

      

                                                                                                                                  

Bozeman 

Convenience 

Site January 11, 

2018 Blizzard 
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The Districtõs recycling program began April 1, 2008.  This fiscal year, the approved budget 
was $ 606,396.00 .  At the end of this fiscal year, we spent $ 466,099.51 .  We were under budget 
$140,296.49 .  We spent $568,322.47 in Fiscal Year 2017.  

 

 

 

 

 

Expenses 

 

Budget 2017 

 

Actual 2017 

 

Budget 2018  

 

Actual 2018 

 Hauling/Processing $322,000.00 $272,266.77 $299,900.00 $278,221.75 

 Wages  $100,834.00 $66,741.93 $52,729.00 $27,153.51 

 Waste Oil Containers  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

 All Other  $109,408.00 $94,290.95 $137,567.00 $83,703.35 

Outside Services $96,200.00 $135,022.82 $116,200.00 $77,020.90 

 Total  $628,442.00 $568,322.47 $606,396.00 $466,099.51 

 
  

Table 15 Recycling Budget to Actual & Expenses for  

FY 2017 & FY 2018 
 

 


