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1.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND SCOPE 

1.1 INTRODUCTION  

Emerald Park Landfill, LLC, owns and operates the Emerald Park Landfill (EPL) located in the City of Muskego, 
Wisconsin. The facility currently receives municipal solid waste and nonhazardous industrial waste from the major 
municipalities and industries. The majority of the waste that is disposed of at EPL originates from the following 
counties in Wisconsin: Jefferson, Kenosha, Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Racine, Rock, Walworth, Washington, and 
Waukesha. The location of EPL and the existing site conditions are shown in Figures 1 and 2, respectively. 

EPL is proposing a Western Expansion (expansion) to the existing EPL that includes approximately 29.3 acres of 
horizontal expansion that is currently a mixture of undeveloped wooded area, wetland, upland areas, and 
agricultural land. The proposed expansion is a contiguous expansion on the western edge of the existing landfill 
to be located entirely within land owned by EPL. The expansion would include the vertical overlay of an existing 
approximately 23.1-acre permitted landfill area that is currently utilized for waste disposal, stock piling and other 
purposes.  

Portions of eight wetlands will be directly impacted by the currently permitted EPL remaining to be constructed 
(1.27 acres) and the proposed expansion if approved (14.81 acres) totaling approximately 16.08 acres of 
impacted wetlands. The proposed stream realignment (0.26 acres) is not included in this total, it will be replaced 
as part of the individual permit application. The stream realignment application is required due to the proposed 
impacts of approximately 1060 linear feet of a navigable manmade agricultural drainageway as a result of the 
proposed expansion see Figure 13.. Agricultural drainageways and wetlands located west and north of the 
proposed expansion will not be directly impacted because of the proposed surface water management controls 
for the expansion resulting in no measurable impacts to off-site surface water features. Given that the project will 
result in direct impacts to more than 0.10 acre of wetlands and because the expansion would not be water or 
wetland dependent, a Practicable Alternatives Analysis (PAA) is required by the Wisconsin Department of Natural 
Resources (WDNR) under NR 103, Wisconsin Administrative Code. 

This PAA compares the proposed expansion at EPL to six alternatives for achieving the goal of increasing landfill 
disposal capacity for the EPL service area while minimizing environmental impacts to the area and maximizing 
benefits to the local communities. The selected expansion alternative and each of the six alternatives were 
evaluated based on NR 103 criteria and account for environmental, economic, social, and technical 
considerations. A summary of results of the criteria used to evaluate alternatives is included in Table 1. The 
alternatives evaluated are as follows: 

 Alternative No. 1 – Proposed Western Expansion  
 Alternative No. 2 – Proposed Western Expansion with Current POO buildout  
 Alternative No. 3 – Northern Expansion  
 Alternative No. 4 – Southern Expansion  
 Alternative No. 5 – Northwestern Expansion  
 Alternative No. 6 – No Expansion  
 Alternative No. 7 – Greenfield Landfill 

1.1.1 Wetland Avoidance 
Note that Wetland Avoidance was not evaluated as a potential alternative to the proposed expansion, as this was 
previously evaluated in 2011. The 2011 Southwest Horizontal Expansion for EPL originally proposed to directly 
impact wetlands located west of the landfill footprint at that time. At the request of the WDNR, the permitted 
Southwestern Expansion boundary was revised in order to avoid impacts to wetlands with the understanding that 
these wetlands would be impacted in the future due to future landfill expansions. This is illustrated by the 
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approved nonlinear limits of waste along the west side of Phases 7 Southwest (constructed) and Phase 7 
Southwest B (not constructed) and Phase 8 (Figures 2 and 8). 

The scope of this PAA is based upon Ch. NR 103; WDNR Solid Waste Guidance on Ch. NR 103; Section 404; 
EPA’s 404(b) (1) guidelines; ss. 281.36 (3m) and (3n), Wis. Stats; and prior communications with WDNR and 
United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 

1.2 PROJECT PURPOSE 

The project will result in direct and potentially indirect impacts to more than 0.10 acres of wetlands and because 
the expansion would not be water or wetland dependent, a Practicable Alternatives Analysis (PAA) is required by 
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) under NR 103, Wisconsin Administrative Code. 

This PAA evaluates the proposed expansion at EPL against six alternatives for practicality in achieving the goal of 
increasing landfill disposal capacity for the EPL service area while minimizing environmental impacts to the area 
and maximizing benefits to the local communities. This expansion is necessary to allow EPL to provide 
uninterrupted, competitive, efficient, cost-effective, and environmentally sound waste disposal, recycling, and 
composting services to the service area of the landfill. The Feasibility Report for the Western Expansion was 
completed and submitted to the WDNR in January 2014. The Feasibility Report included an evaluation of need for 
the proposed expansion. The WDNR issued completeness of the Feasibility Report in April 2014. Tetra Tech 
updated the determination of need for the site as part of this PAA submittal and is discussed further in Section 
4.5.2.  

The proposed additional landfill capacity must be located on lands that are adjacent to the EPL and owned by 
EPL to reduce the overall footprint of the area by allowing use of existing landfill infrastructure and expanding in 
both horizontal and vertical directions. The planning area for this proposed expansion at EPL is limited to the 
north by the existing closed Future Parkland Development, Inc. (FPDI) Landfill (owned by EPL) and compost 
facility built in 2020, to the east by the existing Metro Landfill (owned by Waste Management of Wisconsin, Inc. 
(WMWI)) and State Highway 45, to the south by navigable waters, higher quality wetlands, a large screening 
berm, and residences, and to the northwest by higher quality wetlands and navigable waters. 

1.3 LIMITATIONS 

The work product included herein was undertaken in full conformity with generally accepted professional 
consulting principles and practices, and to the fullest extent as allowed by law we expressly disclaim all 
warranties, express or implied, including warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose. The work 
product was completed in full conformity with the contract with our client and this document is solely for the use 
and reliance of our client (unless previously agreed upon that a third party could rely on the work product). Any 
reliance on this work product by an unapproved outside party is at such party's risk. 

The work product herein (including opinions, conclusions, suggestions, etc.) was prepared based on the 
situations and circumstances as found at the time, location, scope and goal of our performance and thus should 
be relied upon and used by our client recognizing these considerations and limitations. Tetra Tech shall not be 
liable for the consequences of any change in environmental standards, practices, or regulations following the 
completion of our work, and there is no warrant to the veracity of information provided by third parties, or the 
partial utilization of this work product. 
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2.0 EXISTING CONDITIONS 

2.1 PROPERTY DESCRIPTION 

EPL is located in the South ½ of the Northeast ¼, the East ½ of the Southwest ¼ and the Southeast ¼ of Section 
36, Township 5 North, Range 20 East, in the City of Muskego, Waukesha County, Wisconsin. The site is bounded 
to the east by Highway 45 (South 124th Street) and to the south by Union Church Drive (8 Mile Road), as shown 
in Figure 2. EPL owns approximately 630 acres of land, of which approximately 121.6 acres is licensed disposal 
area, accessed from South 124th Street. 

The proposed expansion is located within the Southwest ¼ of Section 36, Township 5 North, Range 20 East, 
Waukesha County, within two 40-acre parcels owned by EPL. The entirety of the proposed expansion will be 
within the limits of these parcels. The limits of fill area for the proposed expansion will consist of approximately 
29.3 acres added horizontally westward and 23.1 acres added vertically as an overlay on top of currently 
permitted waste limits. 

Zoning and land use in the vicinity of EPL is predominantly agricultural, commercial, and residential. The 
proposed expansion is consistent with the City of Muskego’s zoning ordinance. Zoning of the area of the 
proposed expansion is M-3: Landfill and Extractive Operations District. 

The land within the proposed expansion footprint was historically developed for agricultural purposes since at 
least the 1930s and consisted of agricultural fields and a farmstead. The land has continued to be farmed through 
present day. As a result of historical farming activities, the majority of delineated wetlands within the proposed 
footprint consist of wet meadow and farmed wetland plant communities with a small amount of shrub-carr, 
forested wetland and shallow marsh. 

EPL has developed an approximately 70.76-acre high-quality wetland restoration project on its property to the 
west of the existing EPL footprint in order to obtain wetland mitigation bank credits. The EPL wetland mitigation 
bank credits were released on February 14th, 2023, they provide the necessary compensation to offset impacts 
associated with the selected expansion option. The wetland mitigation bank parcels are shown in Figure 8a. 

2.2 LANDFILLING 

EPL owns, operates, and manages the EPL and the closed FPDI Landfill. The FPDI Landfill is an approximately 
9-acre closed landfill located approximately 150 feet north of EPL, which accepted and disposed of foundry sand 
from January 1988 until September 2000.  

EPL began receiving waste in November 1994 with an approved capacity of 3.6 million cubic yards. After a series 
of expansions, the most recent being the Southwest Expansion approved on June 9, 2011, the currently permitted 
facility consists of Phases 1 through 8 with a total approved capacity of 21,137,160 cubic yards. Phase 1 was 
closed in 2008. Phases 2 through 7 Southwest A have been constructed and are open to receive waste (active). 
Portions of Phases 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 East have been closed where permitted final waste grades have been 
achieved (a total of  approximate 42 acres). The proposed expansion would add Phase 9 west of Phase 7 
Southwest and Phase 8. 

Waste disposal rates at EPL have varied through its operating history as waste hauling contracts have changed 
and as EPL ownership has changed. Current and projected waste disposal rates are approximately 638,261 cubic 
yards of waste annually. The available disposal capacity of the existing permitted EPL based on recent survey 
data is approximately 6 million cubic yards. Based on EPL’s estimated filling rate, the currently permitted facility 
has a remaining site life of approximately 10 years. However, the actual filling rates and site life estimates are 
subject to market changes and are projected to increase in the coming years. EPL recently acquired a contract 
and began accepting waste from the City of Racine on January 1st, 2023 which will increase the overall filling rate 
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and reduce the site life. Kestrel Hawk Landfill is expected to close permanently in 2023. Section 4.5.2 provides 
additional information regarding current and projected disposal and capacity estimates for EPL. 

2.3 WETLAND DELINEATION 

A wetland delineation was originally performed for areas of the EPL property which included the Western 
Expansion footprint in 2005 by Natural Resources Consulting, Inc. (NRC). The wetland boundaries were revised 
by Stantec Consulting Services, Inc. (Stantec) and received WDNR concurrence in 2009, as shown in Figure 2. 
The 2009 wetland boundaries subsequently determined the shape of the Southwestern Expansion that was 
approved on June 9, 2011. For permitting purposes of the proposed Western Expansion, a more recent 
delineation of the project area was required.  

A Wetland & Waterway Delineation Report was prepared for the proposed expansion area by Stantec dated 
December 10, 2014. The Stantec delineation report identified 12 wetlands (W1, W2, W2A, W3, W4, W5, W6, W7, 
W8, W9, W10, and W11) within and near the proposed expansion footprint. During an on-site wetland boundary 
confirmation with the WDNR and USACE on May 18, 2015, the wetland boundaries were slightly revised as 
follows:  

1. An eastern lobe of W2A was expanded roughly 18 feet further east per the field discussion; 
2. Wetlands W5 and W6 were merged following the old ditch-line between them, resulting in a new name 

“W5/6” for the new single polygon; 
3. An eastern lobe of W1 was added as represented by sample point W1-8w. Sample point W1-8u was also 

completed immediately east of the new wetland lobe; and 
4. W12 was added in the southeast corner of the project site, determined using sample points W12-1w and 

W12-1u. 

The wetland plant community boundaries were also updated in the 2015 wetland delineation. Shrub carr was 
added to wetland W10, the east lobes of W2A and W1 were extended to show the additional farmed wetlands, 
and wetland W12 was added as wet meadow. The 12 resulting wetlands (W1, W2, W2A, W3, W4, W5/6, W7, W8, 
W9, W10, W11, and W12) are shown on Figure 2. The WDNR and USACE confirmed that the revised wetland 
boundaries as shown on the Stantec wetland delineation map dated May 20, 2015 were acceptable. 

In general, the 2015 wetland delineation expanded the size of the 2009 delineated wetlands and identified 
additional wetlands west of the currently permitted waste footprint. The likely reason for this difference in 
delineated wetlands from 2009 to 2015 is a result of approved development in this area. Between 2009 and 2015, 
approved landfill operations activities within Phase 7, Phase 7 Southwest, and Phase 8 footprints included 
clearing and grubbing of nearly 10 acres of previously undeveloped wetland or upland areas. The increased 
development, although constructed, managed, and permitted in accordance with applicable codes and 
regulations, increased the amount of storm water runoff thereby affecting the hydrology of the immediately 
surrounding area and subsequently created additional wetland areas. Although landfill affiliated operations within 
these areas have continued through present day, the amount of land disturbance and development since 2015 
has been minimal and by extension, the impacts to hydrology have also been minimal. No other significant land 
use changes have occurred within the surrounding area since the 2015 delineation concurrence.  

The 2015 wetland project was re-delineated by Tetra Tech in September of 2021 resulting in no changes to the 
wetland boundaries established by Stantec in 2015. After the boundaries were confirmed by Tetra Tech and a 
Wetland Delineation Addendum was submitted to the WDNR on November 24, 2021, Concurrence of the wetland 
boundaries from the WDNR was received on January 14, 2022. 

Copies of the WDNR and USACE correspondence regarding wetland delineation are included in Appendix A. 
Copies of the Wetland Delineation Reports are provided in Appendix B.  
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2.4 SURFACE WATER BODIES 

Several surface water bodies are present across the EPL property, but none are within the project area as shown 
on Figure 2. There are seven surface water ponds (P1 – P7). Three of these are manmade surface water ponds 
(P1, P2 and P6). The remaining four are natural surface water ponds, generally located within wetland areas.  

There are five manmade agricultural drainageways (D1, S1/D2, D3, D4 and S2) located on the EPL property. Two 
navigability determinations made by the WDNR have been recorded for the property. The first navigability 
determination was performed by the WDNR during a site visit on December 7, 2007 which identified 3,695 linear 
feet of D2 as navigable and 860 linear feet of D4 as navigable.  

The second navigability determination by the WDNR was performed during a site visit on September 23, 2014 
which assigned an additional 746 linear feet of the manmade agricultural drainageway D2 as navigable, for a total 
of 4,441 linear feet of navigability. Manmade agricultural drainageway D2 was renamed S1 after the 2014 
navigability determination. Navigability determinations were not reported for the remaining agricultural 
drainageways. 

Two of the drainageways (S1 and S2) are unnamed tributaries to Big Muskego Lake and the Fox River. S1 is a 
first order waterway (WBIC 5038269) and is associated with wetland W2 and W2A. S2 is a second order 
waterway (WBIC 5038471) that is contiguous with wetland W8. Streams S1 and S2 generally flow northerly and 
connect outside the project area to the northwest adjacent to the wetland mitigation bank.  

Table 2 identifies the linear feet of both navigable and non-navigable manmade agricultural drainageways within 
the EPL property boundaries. Table 2 identifies the linear feet of both navigable and non-navigable manmade 
agricultural drainageways impacted by the proposed expansion. 

3.0 ALTERNATIVE 1 - PROPOSED WESTERN EXPANSION (SELECTED 
OPTION) 

3.1 SUMMARY OF SELECTED OPTION 

EPL’s selected option is the Alternative 1 proposed expansion footprint located directly west and contiguous with 
the currently permitted EPL. The proposed expansion footprint provides for approximately 29.3 acres of 
contiguous lateral waste disposal area west of the existing landfill with an additional 23.1 acres of vertical 
expansion, equating to approximately 7.8 million cubic yards of design capacity.  Figure 3 shows the Alternative 1 
western expansion footprint.  

The proposed expansion limits of waste is constrained by high quality wetlands and a navigable waterway to the 
north, by the existing EPL to the east, and by Union Church Drive and residences to the south. The west side of 
the proposed expansion limits are limited by a high-power transmission line.  

The proposed expansion will be filled contiguously with Phases 1-8, along the western edge of the permitted 
Phase 7 South-West and Phase 8 of the EPL. In accordance with NR 504.05(3), the proposed expansion will add 
waste disposal capacity without exceeding 15 years of site life. The proposed expansion will add approximately 
7.8 million cubic yards of waste capacity which will add approximately 9  years of site life, based on estimated 
filling rates. The proposed expansion is expected to be developed in several phases which includes added area to 
existing phases.  

3.2 SUMMARY OF INITIAL SITE REPORT 

The Initial Site Report (ISR) was prepared for the Southwestern Horizontal Expansion by RMT and submitted to 
the WDNR on December 22, 2005. The Southwestern Horizontal Expansion initially included the footprint of the 
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Western Expansion. The ISR reviewed the existing land use information, regional geotechnical information, waste 
characterization, locational criteria, and contained a conceptual design of the proposed expansion. The EPL 
received a letter from the WDNR dated January 26, 2006, stating that additional information was needed to 
complete the ISR. Then EPL submitted the additional information to the WDNR in a report dated February 17, 
2006. The WDNR responded to EPL in an ISR Opinion letter dated May 18, 2006, identifying potential locational 
and performance criteria constraints. The constraints were addressed by EPL in the 2014 Feasibility Report and 
subsequent addenda and documents. 

In a letter from the WDNR dated June 6, 2011, Ann Coakley indicated that EPL would not be required to submit a 
new ISR for the proposed Southwestern Expansion (which initially included the footprint of the Western 
Expansion), and that the ISR submitted on December 22, 2005, for the Southwestern Horizontal Expansion would 
suffice (see Appendix A). 

3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

The selected option (Alternative 1) minimizes impacts to the environment and minimizes surface water runoff 
disturbance. The surface water ponds servicing the existing EPL are not anticipated to be impacted by the 
proposed expansion. The manmade surface water pond P6 located southeast of the Phase 8 footprint will be 
directly impacted when the currently permitted Phase 8 is constructed, not as part of the proposed expansion. 

The proposed expansion area is currently utilized to support landfill operations, for agricultural and undeveloped 
land consisting of wetlands and upland areas..  

A WDNR endangered resources review request was completed by Tetra Tech. Based on the WDNR response 
letter dated November 26, 2019 (renewed 9/13/2022), the site is located outside of the known maternity roost tree 
and hibernacula areas for the Northern Long-eared bat. The WDNR requested that if erosion matting must be 
used for the project, a biodegradable product is preferred in order to protect wildlife. No further actions were 
required by the WDNR. Tetra Tech also utilized the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (US FWS) Information 
for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) project planning tool to assist with the US FWS environmental review 
process. An official species list was provided by IPaC for the project area. The site is located outside of the critical 
habitat area for the Poweshiek Skipperling and as previously identified by the WDNR, will not have impacts to the 
Northern Long-Eared Bat. The Eastern Prairie Fringed Orchid was identified as a threatened species in this area; 
however, the project area does not support wet to mesic prairie or wetland communities and due to the majority of 
the site previously being converted for agricultural use, impacts to this species are anticipated to be minimal. 
Based on the results of the evaluation, no further actions are required. Correspondence regarding endangered 
species and designated critical habitats is included in Appendix E.  

The selected option would result in the direct filling of approximately 14.81 acres of wetlands. This includes all or 
portions of wetlands W1, W2, W3, W4, W7 and W12. The total area of directly impacted wetlands includes the 
areas within the proposed expansion limits of waste, perimeter berm and limits of construction. It should be noted 
that some wetlands within the proposed expansion footprint, adjacent to the currently permitted EPL, will have 
already been impacted during construction of the currently permitted EPL. These include portions of W1, W2, and 
all of W3, W4, W7 and W12 with a direct impact area of approximately 1.27 acres. Additional discussion regarding 
the wetland impacts incurred as part of the construction of the currently permitted EPL is provided in Section 4.5. 

EPL has developed an approximately 70.76-acre high-quality restoration project, including approximately 53 
acres of wetland and 17 acres of upland/prairie wetland buffer. EPL has committed significant time, effort, and 
funds to restore and enhance historical wetlands that are upstream and in the immediate vicinity of Big Muskego 
Lake. This project would provide an opportunity to replace the total 14.81 acres of low to medium functional value 
affected by the development of the proposed expansion with significantly more acres of higher quality wetlands 
and native upland buffer. A more detailed assessment of these wetlands and the proposed mitigation program are 
provided in Sections 6 and 7 of this report. 
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This option also impacts approximately 1060 feet of a navigable manmade agricultural drainageway (S1) located 
within the proposed expansion. As suggested during meetings with the WDNR, EPL will apply for a Chapter 30 
permit to realign the course of the drainageway by constructing a stream along the west side of the proposed 
expansion to replace the impacted navigable portion of the drainageway, and to transport water collected in 
Sedimentation Basin No. 9 to upstream areas of S1. Presently, surface water controls for the existing landfill drain 
to these same wetlands through existing piping and ditches. 

The development of this alternative includes an extensive storm water management system. This system would 
be designed to replace the flood and storm water attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions of the 
impacted wetlands. 

Wetlands and manmade agricultural drainageways located north, southwest, and west of the proposed expansion 
are not expected to be directly impacted. Surface water management controls are planned for the expansion that 
will result in no measurable impacts to off-site surface water features. The proposed expansion will be located, 
designed, and operated to avoid potential adverse impacts to the manmade agricultural drainageways and 
wetland areas.  

3.4 ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 

The proposed Alternative 1 Expansion is of adequate capacity and dimension to justify the capital and operational 
investment for EPL. The cost for construction and operation is practicable due to the proposed footprint being 
located adjacent to the existing EPL and allowing use of existing infrastructure (entrance facility, scale, office, 
roads, gas processing facility, leachate disposal processing, etc.). Reasonable construction and operations costs 
allow competitive waste disposal fees thereby avoiding adverse economic impacts to citizens and industries that 
currently use EPL for managing their solid waste. With the exception of Waste Management Metro RDF, which is 
located immediately east of EPL, utilizing other landfills would likely require waste to be hauled on average an 
additional 10 to 50 miles for disposal. If the proposed expansion is not developed, it would likely increase waste 
disposal rates at other surrounding landfills due to the lack of pricing competition that EPL currently provides to 
the service area.  

Additional money brought into the landfill would be returned to the local economy in the form of host fees, 
services and materials purchased, and wages paid to EPL staff, resulting in positive, stimulating, and increasing 
effects on the local economy.  

3.5 LOGISTICAL ASSESSMENT 

Logistically, the Alternative 1 can utilize the existing landfill entrance, existing office, existing maintenance facility, 
and the existing truck scale. In addition, leachate connections to the above ground storage tank will be utilized 
along with the existing infrastructure for landfill gas collection and use. No major site features or infrastructure 
would require relocation with this proposed expansion. 

3.6 DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, OPERATING, AND LONG-TERM CARE 
ASSESSMENT 

The Alternative 1 Expansion incorporates an area that is currently used for ancillary landfill activities and creates 
a rectangular footprint for development. This landfill configuration allows the proposed expansion to be 
constructed within current standards of practice and typical construction quality assurance. The footprint of the 
expansion is determined by applicable design criteria identified in NR 504 including final cover grades and 
maximum length of leachate cleanout lines. All aspects of this expansion allow liners, leachate collection, final 
cover, gas collection, storm water, and other performance, design, and construction criteria to conform to current 
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regulations and standards of practice. Excavation to subbase grades prior to liner installation will produce 
adequate amounts of soil for use in liners, caps, perimeter berms, and cover soils. 

3.7 CONCLUSION 

Considering these environmental, economic, logistical, and technical assessments, Tetra Tech finds that the 
proposed expansion meets the project purpose and goals and is the most practicable alternative available to 
continue landfill operations at EPL. 

4.0 EVALUATION OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES 

4.1 SUMMARY 

This analysis of practicable alternatives is limited to alternatives located within the boundaries of the property 
where the existing EPL is located, as provided for by NR 504.04(2) (a). However, a preliminary review of potential 
greenfield sites was performed and is included as one of the alternatives. The property immediately east of the 
existing EPL is not owned by EPL and is therefore not considered in this evaluation because it is owned and 
operated by a waste disposal competitor. A Wetland Avoidance alternative was not evaluated as a practical 
alternative to the proposed expansion, as discussed in Section 1.1.1. 

4.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - PROPOSED WESTERN EXPANSION WITH CURRENT 
POO BUILDOUT 

4.2.1 Summary of Alternative 
The footprint for Alternative 2 is the same as Alternative 1 located directly west and contiguous with the currently 
permitted EPL but would be developed after the existing and approved EPL design from the current Plan of 
Operation is completely constructed. This alternative would expand the landfill after the construction of a large 
irregular shaped berm down the middle of the expansion area and results in no positive benefits or reduction in 
wetland impacts. The Alternative 2 footprint would provide for approximately 29.3 acres of contiguous lateral 
waste disposal area west of the existing landfill with an additional 23.1 acres of vertical expansion. Instead of the 
approximately 7.8 million cubic yards of design capacity the design capacity would be reduced to 6.27 million 
cubic yards. This alternative reduces the expansion volume by 1.58 million cubic yards while incorporating the 
same limits of waste and having the same impacts to the environment and wetlands. Figure 4 shows the 
Alternative 2 expansion footprint and base grades. Alternative 2 is the second most likely alternative after 
Alternative 1. The details of Alternative 2 can be seen in Figures 4 and 4a.   

4.2.2 Environmental Assessment 
Alternative 2 has identical environmental impacts to the selected option (proposed expansion) and minimizes 
impacts to the environment and minimizes surface water impacts but would shorten the site life by approximately 
two years. This would lead to a need for expansion in the services area two years sooner resulting in additional 
landfill volume being permitted earlier in time. Alternative 2 will also require the relocation of a navigable waterway 
and would likely utilize the wetland bank as well. 

4.2.3 Economic Assessment 
The construction of the large irregular shaped berm from the current EPL Plan of Operation will lead to a drastic 
increase the construction costs and reduce the capacity by approximately 1.58 million cubic yards. Alternative 2 
does not provide adequate capacity (+ or – 7.8 million cubic yards) to justify the capital investment for EPL. Costs 
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of construction and operation per cubic yard of design capacity would be increased due to the landfill’s smaller 
capacity (approximately 6.27 million cubic yards) when compared to Alternative 1. The reduced design capacity 
and associated site life of this alternative would result in reduced host fees to the communities and towns, loss of 
wages to EPL employees who all live in central Wisconsin, and the loss of local purchases for services and 
supplies. This alternative would also result in additional landfill capacity being developed at another location 
sooner than the Selected Option, which could result in 1) higher waste disposal fees for residents and industries 
that utilize EPL due to lack of competition and 2) increased travel costs to haulers. 

4.2.4 Logistical Assessment 
Logistically, the Alternative 2 can utilize the existing landfill entrance, existing office, existing maintenance facility, 
and the existing truck scale. In addition, leachate connections to the above ground storage tank will be utilized 
along with the existing infrastructure for landfill gas collection and use. No major site features or infrastructure 
would require relocation with this proposed expansion. 

4.2.5 Design, Construction, Operating, and Long-Term Care Assessment 
The Alternative 2 design incorporates an area that is currently used for ancillary landfill activities but does not 
create an economically feasible footprint for development. This landfill configuration does not allow the proposed 
expansion to be constructed within current landfill construction standards of practice and typical construction 
quality assurance and will be more expensive to permit and construct. The base grades shown on Figure 4a are 
very irregular and will cause leachate collection problems including maintaining a leachate head that is less than 
one foot as required by NR 504 Code. 

4.2.6 Conclusion 
Considering these environmental, economic, logistical, and technical assessments, Tetra Tech finds that the 
Alternative 2 design does not meet the project purpose and goals as well as the selected option and will lead to 
more environmental impacts overtime due to the reduced capacity, constructability, operational concerns, less of 
positive economic impact compared to the selected option because of the reduced site life and more expensive 
construction. 

 

4.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 – NORTHERN EXPANSION 

4.3.1 Summary of Alternative 
The Northern Expansion Footprint (Alternative 3) provides for approximately 39.1 acres of contiguous lateral 
waste disposal area north of the existing landfill with an additional 10.0 acres of vertical expansion, equating to 
approximately 6.6 million cubic yards of design capacity. Figure 5 shows the Alternative 3 – Northern Expansion 
landfill footprint. The footprint is constrained to the north by the EPL property boundary; to the east and west by 
wetlands and waterways; and by the existing EPL to the south.  

The Northern Expansion area was developed in 2020 and is currently operated as an active composting facility 
which has made this location for an expansion of EPL less practical. For Alternative 3 to be feasible, the 
composting operations, soil stockpiles, and closed landfill would need to be exhumed and relocated. Note that the 
excavation of final cover or any waste materials at a solid waste disposal facility that is no longer in operation is 
prohibited under NR 506.085, and would require an exemption from the WDNR. The environmental, economic, 
logistical, and technical impacts of Alternative 3 are described in more detail below. 
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4.3.2 Environmental Assessment 
Alternative 3 would directly impact approximately 903 linear feet of an unnamed intermittent stream as well as 
approximately 2.8 acres of a wetland that surround the stream, identified on Figures 2 and 5. Other wetlands 
could potentially be impacted by this alternative due to the filling of the wetland and intermittent stream, as well as 
the relocation of other site features currently located within the Northern Expansion footprint (e.g. the closed FPDI 
Landfill, compost facility and stockpiles). The wooded land within the Northern Expansion footprint would be 
cleared for grading, impacting the existing habitat by removing it entirely. A review of threatened or endangered 
species and designated critical habitats was not completed for the surrounding areas and would need to be 
completed prior to any development. 

The Northern Expansion footprint would require removing the northern berm, removing the final cover, and 
relocating leachate and gas conveyance piping placed along the northern berm and side slopes. Exposing 
previously capped waste will release untreated landfill gas and therefore, increase greenhouse gas emissions. 
The development of the Northern Expansion would also require the removal and relocation of waste currently 
located within the closed FPDI Landfill, as well as all liner, leachate collection, final cover, and storm water 
components. There is a greater risk for leachate spills during waste relocation and when relocating the leachate 
force main. The waste relocation would reduce the total airspace because it would have to be moved to an active 
landfill area. 

In addition, the FPDI Landfill is listed as an open site in the WDNR Environmental Repair Program (ERP) due to 
contamination associated with the landfill. As such, the WDNR may require additional actions to address 
contamination issues prior to removing the closed landfill and redeveloping the site as part of the Northern 
Expansion. 

4.3.3 Economic Assessment 
Alternative 3 does not provide adequate capacity (+ or – 7.8 million cubic yards) to justify the capital investment 
for EPL. Costs of construction and operation per cubic yard of design capacity would be increased due to the 
landfill’s smaller capacity (approximately 6.6 million cubic yards) when compared to the Selected Option. The 
reduced design capacity and associated site life of this alternative would result in reduced host fees to the 
communities and towns, loss of wages to EPL employees who all live in central Wisconsin, and the loss of local 
purchases for services and supplies. This alternative would also result in additional landfill capacity being 
developed at another location sooner than the Selected Option, which could result in 1) higher waste disposal 
fees for residents and industries that utilize EPL due to lack of competition and 2) increased travel costs to 
haulers.  

Furthermore, siting, permitting and documenting the relocation of the existing closed FPDI Landfill, stockpiles, and 
recently constructed composting operations would increase this cost significantly. Additional costs would also be 
incurred to potentially address contamination associated with the open contamination site at the FPDI Landfill and 
to obtain an exemption to NR 506.085 to exhume the closed FPDI Landfill prior to any ground disturbance. 

4.3.4 Logistical Assessment 
Logistically, Alternative 3 can utilize the existing landfill entrance, existing office, existing maintenance facility, and 
the existing truck scale. However, a significant amount of existing infrastructure would require reconfiguration 
and/or relocation. 

The footprint of the Northern Expansion would require that the two stockpiles, the closed FPDI Landfill, and 
composting operations be moved to an alternate location. Furthermore, an exemption from the WDNR would be 
required in order to exhume the closed FPDI Landfill and construct Alternative 3. The relocation process for the 
closed landfill would require significant planning and permitting prior to the construction of this alternative. 
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4.3.5 Design, Construction, Operating, and Long-Term Care Assessment 
Alternative 3 presents a landfill area mostly rectangular in shape. Technically, this landfill configuration allows it to 
be constructed within current standards of practice and typical construction quality assurance. All aspects of this 
expansion allow liners, leachate collection, final cover, gas collection, storm water, and other aspects to conform 
to current regulations and standards of practice. Excavation to subgrade, prior to liner installation, will produce 
adequate amounts of soil for use in liners, caps, perimeter berms and cover soils. 

Expanding north would require the entire northern berm of the existing landfill to be removed which includes 
removing the final cover and relocating leachate and gas conveyance piping placed along the northern berm. This 
would add significant construction challenges when implementing mitigation measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts discussed in Section 4.2.2. Relocating the closed FPDI Landfill would also require the 
removal of the liner and excavating waste, and would add significant planning, construction, and permitting 
challenges to ensure the waste is relocated in accordance with code. Also, concerns over the liner integrity at the 
connection between the old and new material over the long-term care period would be greater when compared to 
other alternatives. 

The development of the Alternative 3 would include an extensive storm water management system. This system 
would be designed to replace and improve the flood and storm water attenuation, water quality, and wildlife 
habitat functions presently provided by the wetlands and stream impacted by Alternative 3.   

4.3.6 Conclusion 
Considering these environmental, economic, logistical, and technical assessments, Tetra Tech finds that 
Alternative 3 does not meet the project goals. While it does provide a technically sound design and arguably 
reduces environmental impacts to wetlands, Alternative 3 eliminates the recently constructed and approved 
compost area and does not provide sufficient waste disposal capacity to justify the development cost, increases 
costs due to the removal and relocation of stockpiles and the closed FPDI Landfill, increases cost to potentially 
address environmental contamination issues associated with the open ERP site at the closed FPDI Landfill to 
obtain an exemption from NR 506.085, and creates more logistical impacts than the Selected Option. 

4.4 ALTERNATIVE 4 – SOUTHERN EXPANSION 

4.4.1 Summary of Alternative 
The Southern Expansion Footprint (Alternative 4) provides for approximately 32.9 acres of contiguous lateral 
waste disposal area south of the existing landfill with an additional 30.4 acres of vertical expansion, equating to 
approximately 8.95 million cubic yards of design capacity. Figure 6 shows the Alternative 4 – Southern Expansion 
footprint. The footprint is constrained to the north and west by the existing EPL and by the EPL property boundary 
to the east. The footprint is constrained to the south by code restrictions of NR 504.06(6)(b) which limit the length 
of leachate collection lines from the access point at one end to the toe of the opposite slope to 2,000 linear feet. 
The EPL property boundary extends to Union Church Drive and is followed by residences. 

Portions of the Southern Expansion area are currently utilized for ancillary landfill operations such as access 
roads, soil stockpiling including a large screening berm, biofilters, and storm water management, while the 
remaining areas are undeveloped wooded, wetland, and upland areas. For Alternative 4 to be feasible, two 
sedimentation basins (3 and 5), associated biofilters, and a portion of the screening berm would need to be 
moved to a different location on the property. The environmental, economic, logistical, and technical impacts of 
Alternative 4 are described in more detail below. 
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4.4.2 Environmental Assessment 
Alternative 4 would directly impact approximately 15.9 acres of generally higher quality wetlands, more than 100 
feet of an unnamed intermittent stream, and approximately 171 feet of a navigable waterway consisting of a 
manmade agricultural ditch (D4), all located within the Southern Expansion footprint on Figures 2 and 6. A portion 
of the navigable waterway and a large portion of the wetlands would be eliminated in order to accommodate 
Alternative 4, which are comparable in quantitative impacts of the Selected Option. Other wetlands could 
potentially be impacted by this alternative due to the relocation of other site features such as the sedimentation 
basins, biofilters, and a portion of the screening berm that are currently located within the Southern Expansion 
footprint. A significantly larger area of wooded land would need to be cleared for graded for relocating these site 
features in comparison to the Selected Option. Clearing of the land will impact the existing habitat by removing it 
entirely. A review of threatened or endangered species and designated critical habitats was not completed for the 
surrounding areas and would need to be completed prior to any development. 

Extending the leachate cleanout lines from the existing EPL into the Southern Expansion footprint would require 
removing the southern berm, removing and replacing the liner, removing final cover areas, relocating leachate 
and gas conveyance piping and waste placed along the southern berm. Exposing and excavating waste will 
release untreated landfill gas and therefore, increase greenhouse gas emissions. There is a greater risk for 
leachate spills during waste relocation while constructing leachate cleanout line connections and when relocating 
the leachate force main. Removing and replacing the liner along the southern berm also increases environmental 
risk by temporarily removing the barrier between the waste and the subsurface. 

4.4.3 Economic Assessment 
Although Alternative 4 provides adequate capacity (8.95 million cubic yards) to justify the capital investment for 
EPL, the relocation of the existing sedimentation basins, biofilters, and screening berm would increase this cost. 
An extensive storm water management system would be required to replace the functions of the impacted 
sedimentation basins and biofilters, increasing design and implementation costs. The removal of a portion of the 
screening berm would result in a reassessment of the overall grade of the berm to address storm water 
management. Regrading activities would be required in order to prevent slope stability issues and minimize 
erosion control impacts, increasing costs for design, planning, and reconstruction. 

4.4.4 Logistical Assessment 
Logistically, Alternative 4 can utilize the existing landfill entrance, existing office, existing maintenance facility, and 
the existing truck scale. However, a significant amount of existing infrastructure would require reconfiguration 
and/or relocation. 

The footprint of the Southern Expansion would require a stockpile and a large portion of the screening berm to be 
relocated. The existing landfill gas collection and conveyance system would also require relocation and 
reconfiguration.  Furthermore, three existing sedimentation basins and associated biofilters that cover nearly three 
acres of the Southern Expansion footprint would be required to be relocated on site and the subsequent surface 
water drainage system reconfigured. Approximately 121,500 cubic yards of material from the existing screening 
berm would need to be relocated as well. 

4.4.5 Design, Construction, Operating, and Long-Term Care Assessment 
Alternative 4 presents a landfill area mostly rectangular in shape. Technically, this landfill configuration allows it to 
be constructed within current standards of practice and typical construction quality assurance.  All aspects of this 
expansion allow liners, leachate collection, final cover, gas collection, storm water, and other aspects to conform 
to current regulations and standards of practice.  Excavation to subgrade prior to liner installation will produce 
adequate amounts of soil for use in liners, caps, perimeter berms, and cover soils. 
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Extending the leachate cleanout lines would require the entire southern berm of the existing landfill to be removed 
which includes removing the liner and excavating waste previously placed along the southern berm.  This would 
add significant construction challenges when implementing mitigation measures to reduce potential environmental 
impacts discussed in Section 4.4.2.  Relocating the existing sedimentation basins and biofilters and removing a 
large portion of the existing screening berm would require reconfiguring the existing storm water drainage system 
around the existing EPL, which would add significant construction challenges to avoid uncontrolled runoff and 
slope stability issues associated with the berm. This system would also be designed to replace and improve the 
flood and storm water attenuation, water quality, and wildlife habitat functions presently provided by the wetlands, 
navigable waterway, and unnamed intermittent stream to be impacted by Alternative 4.   

4.4.6 Conclusion 
Considering these environmental, economic, logistical, and technical assessments Tetra Tech finds that 
Alternative 4 does not meet the project goals. While it does provide a technically sound design and provides 
sufficient waste disposal capacity to justify the development cost, it increases the environmental impacts by 
directly impacting a higher quality wetland area, a navigable waterway, and an unnamed intermittent stream; by 
removing a larger habitat area due to clearing of wooded areas to relocate existing site features; and by creating 
more logistical impacts than the Selected Option. 

4.5 ALTERNATIVE 5 – NORTHWESTERN EXPANSION 

4.5.1 Summary of Alternative 
The Northwestern Expansion Footprint (Alternative 5) provides for 35.9 acres of contiguous lateral waste disposal 
area northwest of the existing landfill with an additional 23.7 acres of vertical expansion, equating to 
approximately 8.16 million cubic yards of design capacity. Figure 7 shows the Alternative 5 – Northwestern 
Expansion Footprint. The footprint is constrained to the north by wetlands, to the east by the existing EPL landfill, 
and to the south by wetlands and a navigable manmade agricultural drainageway (S1). The footprint is 
constrained to the west by wetlands, additional navigable portions of S1, and code restrictions of NR 504.06(6)(b) 
which limit the length of leachate collection lines from the access point at one end to the toe of the opposite slope 
to 2,000 linear feet. Furthermore, the leachate riser, access vault, and collection sump are located in the 
northwest corner of Phase 7 North; the construction of Alternative 5 would make these design features 
inaccessible and would need to be reconfigured to avoid code violations.  

The Northwestern Expansion area is currently occupied by Sedimentation Basin No. 1, a biofilter, and 
undeveloped and wooded land including wetlands. For Alternative 5 to be feasible, the sedimentation basin and 
biofilter would need to be relocated to a different area of the property. The environmental, economic, logistical, 
and technical impacts of Alternative 5 are described in more detail below. 

4.5.2 Environmental Assessment 
Development of Alternative 5 would directly impact approximately 19.5 acres of generally higher quality wetlands 
and approximately 601 feet of a navigable manmade agricultural drainageway S1, as identified on Figures 2 and 
6. It should be noted that approximately 0.21 acres of wetland W2, within the Alternative 5 - Northwestern 
Expansion footprint and adjacent to the currently permitted Phase 7 South-West, will have already been impacted 
during construction of the currently permitted EPL. Additional discussion regarding the wetland impacts incurred 
as part of the construction of the currently permitted EPL is provided in Section 4.5.  

The majority of the wetland would be impacted in order to accommodate this alternative, which is a significantly 
larger wetland area than the wetlands directly impacted by the Selected Option (16.4 acres). Other wetlands 
could potentially be impacted by this alternative due to the filling of the wetland and navigable ditch, as well as the 
relocation of other site features such as the sedimentation basin and biofilter that are currently located within the 
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Northwestern Expansion footprint. A significantly larger area of wooded land would need to be cleared for grading 
in comparison to the Selected Option. Clearing of the land would impact the existing habitat by removing it 
entirely. Furthermore, Alternative 5 would result in the development of land closer to the recently developed 
mitigation bank which may impact the fauna in this area. A review of threatened or endangered species and 
designated critical habitats was not completed for the surrounding areas and would need to be completed prior to 
any development. 

Extending the leachate cleanout lines from the existing EPL into the Northwestern Expansion footprint would 
require removing the western berm along Phases 1, 2, and 3 and removing the northern berms along Phase 7 
South-West and portions of Phase 7 North, removing final cover areas, removing and replacing the liner, 
reconfiguring the leachate cleanout riser, access vault, and collection sump, and relocating waste previously 
placed along the western berm. Exposing and excavating waste will release untreated landfill gas and therefore 
increase greenhouse gas emissions. There is a greater risk for leachate spills during waste relocation while 
constructing leachate cleanout line connections and when relocating the leachate force main. Removing and 
replacing the liner along the western berm also increases environmental risk by temporarily removing the barrier 
between the waste and the subsurface. Furthermore, joining older liner material that had waste and leachate over 
it with newer liner material is not considered as robust of a connection as when fusing like clean material. 

4.5.3 Economic Assessment 
Although Alternative 5 provides adequate capacity (8.16 million cubic yards) to justify the capital investment for 
EPL, the relocation of the sedimentation basin and biofilter only increases this cost. Reconfiguring the leachate 
riser, access vault, and collection sump to meet code requirements will add costs and may result in additional 
correspondence with the WDNR if a variance is required. An extensive storm water management system would 
be required to replace the functions of the impacted sedimentation basin and biofilter, increasing design and 
implementation costs. Impacts to the navigable drainageway would also require correspondence with the WDNR 
and USACE to gain the appropriate permits and ensure that requirements of Wis. Stat. ch. 30 are satisfied.   

4.5.4 Logistical Assessment 
Logistically, Alternative 5 can utilize the existing landfill entrance, existing office, existing maintenance facility, and 
the existing truck scale. However, a significant amount of existing infrastructure would require reconfiguration 
and/or relocation. 

The footprint of the Northwestern Expansion would require the existing landfill gas collection and conveyance 
system and the leachate riser, access vault, and collection sump to be relocated and reconfigured. The existing 
sedimentation basin and biofilter that covers nearly four acres of the Northwestern Expansion footprint would be 
required to be relocated on site and the subsequent surface water drainage system reconfigured. 

4.5.5 Design, Construction, Operating, and Long-Term Care Assessment 
Alternative 5 presents a landfill area mostly rectangular in shape. Technically, this landfill configuration allows it to 
be constructed within current standards of practice and typical construction quality assurance. This expansion 
allows liners, final cover, gas collection, storm water, and other aspects to conform to current regulations and 
standards of practice. Excavation to subgrade prior to liner installation will produce adequate amounts of soil for 
use in liners, caps, perimeter berms, and cover soils. 

Extending the leachate cleanout lines would require the entire western berm of the existing landfill (Phases 1, 2, 
and 3), the entire northern berm along Phase 7 South-West, and portions of the northern berm of Phase 7 North 
to be removed, which includes removing the liner and excavating waste previously placed along the western 
berm, and reconfiguring the leachate riser, access vault, and collection sump to meet code requirements. This 
would add significant construction challenges when implementing mitigation measures to reduce potential 
environmental impacts discussed in Section 4.5.2. Relocating the existing sedimentation basin and biofilter would 
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require reconfiguring the existing storm water drainage system around the existing EPL which would add 
significant construction challenges to avoid uncontrolled runoff. 

4.5.6 Conclusion 
Considering these environmental, economic, logistical, and technical assessments Tetra Tech finds that 
Alternative 5 does not meet the project goals. While it provides sufficient waste disposal capacity to justify the 
development cost, it does not provide a technically sound design, increases the environmental impacts by directly 
impacting a larger wetland area and removing a larger habitat area due to clearing of wooded areas, and creates 
more logistical impacts than the Selected Option. 

4.6 ALTERNATIVE 6 – NO ACTION  

4.6.1 Summary of Alternative 
Alternative 6 assumes that the proposed landfill expansion would not be developed. The currently permitted EPL 
(Phases 1-8) would be constructed to its entirety with no further expansions. However, even though no 
expansions would be constructed, there will still be direct wetland impacts as a result of constructing the currently 
permitted EPL. This is due to the waste limits being approved in 2011 and the wetland delineation being revised 
in 2015 in areas where future permitted phases have not yet been constructed. 

No action would not allow the project’s basic goals to be fulfilled and would result in a number of significant 
negative consequences. The waste disposal needs analysis indicates a continued need for competitive waste 
disposal in the service area. If the EPL is not expanded, this need for additional disposal capacity within the EPL 
service area will result in the expansion of a different landfill or development of a greenfield landfill, as discussed 
in Section 4.7. 

4.6.2 Needs Assessment 
The projected service area of the proposed expansion will be similar to the existing service area of the EPL which 
includes part or all of Jefferson, Dodge, Kenosha, Milwaukee, Racine, Rock, Walworth, Washington, Waukesha 
and Lake (IL) Counties. Nine licensed MSW landfills not including EPL have been identified as facilities that 
accept MSW from within the projected service area for the proposed expansion, as shown on Figure 11. These 
landfills include:  

 Glacier Ridge in Dodge County 
 Zion Landfill in Lake County (Illinois) 
 Mallard Ridge RDF in Walworth County 
 City of Janesville in Rock County  
 Republic Kestrel Hawk RDF in Racine County 
 WMWI Deer Track Park in Jefferson County 
 WMWI Pheasant Run RDF in Kenosha County 
 WMWI Orchard Ridge RDF in Waukesha County 
 WMWI Metro RDF in Milwaukee County 

 

Current MSW disposal tonnage and estimated remaining site capacity data for these landfills was obtained from 
the 2022 and earlier WDNR Landfill Tonnage Reports. Approximately 670,000 cubic yards of waste are disposed 
in the EPL annually, based on the average historical waste acceptance rates from 2012 to 2021. The ten-year 
average waste disposal rate at EPL is considered more indicative of what the disposal rate will be in the future 
due to recent downturns in waste disposal rates related to the covid pandemic and acquisitions within the waste 
industry. The available disposal capacity of the existing permitted EPL, as of January 1, 2024, is approximately 
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5.9 million cubic yards. EPL’s projected filling rate is expected to increase at the same rate as the calculated 
population growth of the service area, which is 0.18 percent annually. The 0.18 percent is an overall average 
increase and accounts for annual fluctuations due to economic factors, closures or expansions of surrounding 
facilities, population growth, or even debris from severe weather events.  

4.6.3 Environmental Assessment 
No action would avoid additional impacts to wetlands, agricultural ditches, and habitat within the EPL property. 
However, the currently permitted waste limits were created based on the 2009 wetland delineation and were 
approved in 2011. As discussed in Section 2.6, the 2015 wetland delineation revised these wetland boundaries 
such that the currently permitted waste limits and necessary perimeter berm and anticipated limits of 
constructions will now directly impact approximately 1.27 acres of wetland (W1, W2, W3, W4, W7 and W12) and 
the manmade non-navigable surface water pond P6 which is approximately 0.64 acres in size.  

If an expansion of another landfill is performed instead, it is unknown whether wetland impacts would be less or 
avoided entirely since such siting will have to compete with agricultural or commercial development in a suitable 
upland parcel. Additionally, longer haul routes to another landfill outside the service area (e.g., Glacier Ridge 
Landfill or Zion Landfill) would generate increased greenhouse gas emissions when compared to current haul 
routes within the service area. An evaluation of a greenfield landfill is discussed in Section 4.7. 

4.6.4 Economic Assessment 
No action would result in closure of the EPL once waste capacity is reached. The closure of EPL would have both 
direct and indirect adverse economic impacts to EPL and the service area. Direct impacts would include loss of 
host fees to the host communities and towns, loss of wages to EPL employees who all live in southeastern 
Wisconsin, and the loss of local purchases for services and supplies. The indirect impacts are higher waste 
disposal fees due to decreased competition in the area, higher costs for trucks hauling longer distances to other 
landfills, and greater costs associated with development of a greenfield landfill. 

4.6.5 Logistical Assessment 
Assuming waste disposal rates at EPL continue to increase similarly to the rates experienced from 2018 through 
2022, the currently permitted EPL (Phases 1-8) will reach disposal capacity by the year 2033 with the majority of 
disposal activity ending in 2032. Logistically, the No Action alternative may require a greenfield landfill to be 
developed in order to accommodate waste disposal rates of the service area. An evaluation of a greenfield landfill 
is discussed in Section 4.7.  

4.6.6 Design, Construction, Operating, and Long-Term Care Assessment 
Design, construction, operating, and long-term care assessment would not be required for the No Action 
alternative. An expansion of a landfill at another location may have an irregular configuration with angles that 
creates technical challenges to the current standards of practice and typical construction quality assurance. It is 
unknown if such an expansion would allow liners, leachate collection, final cover, gas collection, storm water, and 
other aspects to conform to current regulations and standards of practice. It is also unknown if an expansion at a 
different landfill would achieve a soil balance that would produce adequate amounts of soil for use in liners, caps, 
perimeter berms, and cover soils. 

4.6.7 Conclusion 
The No Action alternative would not achieve the project goals. It would have detrimental economic effects and 
may not avoid wetland disturbance elsewhere when a different landfill is expanded or developed to address the 
waste disposal needs of the service area. As such, Alternative 6 is not a practicable alternative as defined in NR 
103.07(2). 
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4.7 ALTERNATIVE 7 – GREENFIELD LANDFILL 

Tetra Tech assessed the potential for a new, undeveloped “greenfield” landfill as another alternative to the 
proposed Western Expansion. A greenfield landfill would require siting of approximately 150 acres of contiguous 
land to accommodate the new waste disposal area, stormwater, gas, and leachate management systems, and 
associated access routes and buildings. The search area was limited to Waukesha County, Wisconsin in order to 
provide a competitive alternative for waste disposal within the service area. 

Locational criteria were first used to create setbacks from navigable water bodies, floodplains, and roads as 
specified in NR 504.04(3)(a), (b), (c), and (d). The areas located outside of these setbacks were then assessed to 
determine if enough contiguous land space was available for the development of the greenfield landfill. Although a 
handful of locations were identified, due to the high population density of the County there are numerous wells 
surrounding the locations and therefore would require exemptions from NR 504.04(3)(f) which states that landfills 
may not be developed within 1,200 feet of any public or private water supply well.  

Furthermore, new landfills are not easily sited, and the general public interest is not served by facilitating the 
development of a new, undeveloped “greenfield” landfill when an existing, compliant landfill is available for 
expansion. A greenfield landfill would require a significantly larger footprint as opposed to the proposed Western 
Expansion (29.3 acres), as this allows for the use of existing landfill infrastructure and vertical expansion in 
addition to lateral expansion. Siting of a new landfill outside of the City of Muskego would require compliance with 
new municipal zoning, planning, and other applicable codes that may not allow the development of a landfill. 
Finally, the siting process for a new landfill takes a minimum of 10 years from start to finish and is therefore the 
least practicable in order to achieve the current need for waste disposal for the service area. 

Environmentally, if a new greenfield landfill is developed elsewhere in this region, it is unknown whether or not 
impacts to wetlands, navigable waters, or other performance standards identified in NR 504.04(4) would be less 
or avoided entirely since such siting will have to compete with agricultural or commercial development in a 
suitable upland parcel. Additionally, longer haul routes to another landfill outside the service area (e.g. Glacier 
Ridge Landfill or Zion Landfill) would generate increased greenhouse gas emissions when compared to current 
haul routes within the service area.  

The Greenfield Landfill alternative would not achieve the project goals. It would result in a longer timeline to 
achieve the project goals, potentially have more environmental impacts, and will likely be met with more 
disapproval from the general public when a new landfill is developed to address the waste disposal needs of the 
service area. As such, Alternative 7 is not a practicable alternative as defined in NR 103.07(2). 

 

5.0 PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVES CONCLUSIONS 

This PAA evaluated the proposed western expansion (Selected Option) of the EPL and six alternatives, utilizing 
the criteria of NR 103. The proposed expansion and six alternatives evaluated are as follows: 

 Alternative No. 1 – Proposed Western Expansion (Figure 3) 
 Alternative No. 2 – Proposed Western Expansion with Current POO buildout (Figure 4 & 4a) 
 Alternative No. 3 – Northern Expansion (Figure 5) 
 Alternative No. 4 – Southern Expansion (Figure 6) 
 Alternative No. 5 – Northwestern Expansion (Figure 7) 
 Alternative No. 6 – No Expansion (Figure 8) 
 Alternative No. 7 – Greenfield Landfill 

Each of these options is further described and their results more fully discussed in Sections 3 and 4 of this report. 
An evaluation of the proposed expansion and each of the alternatives has been completed for several impact 
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criteria and a practicability rating, or relative ranking, assigned for each criterion. A summary of the evaluation of 
the proposed expansion and each of the alternatives is included in Table 1. Considering the environmental, 
economic, logistical, and technical assessments, Tetra Tech has determined that the proposed Western 
Expansion (Alternative 1) meets the project goals and is the most practicable alternative available to for continued 
environmentally sound landfill development at EPL. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 do not meet the project goals. 

6.0 ANALYSIS OF SELECTED OPTION IMPACTS ON WETLANDS 

6.1 IMPACT TO FUNCTIONAL VALUE OF WETLANDS 

The soil, hydrology, and vegetation associated with the wetlands proposed to be filled and other surrounding 
wetlands were investigated by Stantec in 2014 to evaluate characteristics and environmental value. Wetlands 
were grouped based on proximity to each other and type; a total of eight WDNR Wetland Rapid Assessment 
Methodology evaluations were completed to evaluate the wetlands delineated during the 2014 wetland 
delineation. Wetland W12 was not included in the Wetland Rapid Assessment Methodology evaluations. W12 
was delineated during a 2015 on-site boundary confirmation with the WDNR and USACE that occurred after the 
evaluations were complete. W12 is a small, isolated, manmade wetland (approximately 0.07 acres in size) and 
was identified as a wet meadow community type. Due to the small size and location of W12, the functional values 
of this wetland are assumed to be low in quality, similar to W3, W4, and/or W5/6. 

Wetland functional values are described in the 2015 Stantec Wetland Delineation Report. Although all wetlands 
have some value, the wetlands proposed to be disturbed have been identified as having no or low fishery habitat 
value and no shoreline protection value. They have also been identified as having predominately low to medium 
floristic integrity, wildlife habitat value, flood and storm water storage, and water quality protection value; low 
groundwater value; and low aesthetics, recreational, and educational value. Note that W2A was identified as 
potentially having high capacity to provide water quality protection for the basin area of approximately 6 to 8 acres 
that is a tributary to S1, a navigable manmade agricultural drainageway, through W2A. Impacts to wetland W2A 
were avoided in the design of the selected alternative.  

The 2015 wetland project was re-delineated by Tetra Tech in September of 2021 resulting in no changes to the 
wetland boundaries established by Stantec in 2015. After the boundaries were confirmed by Tetra Tech and a 
Wetland Delineation Addendum was submitted to the WDNR on November 24, 2021, Concurrence of the wetland 
boundaries from the WDNR was received on January 14, 2022.  

6.2 WETLAND PROTECTION CRITERIA (PER NR 103.03(2)) 

A total of approximately 16.08 acres of wetlands and approximately 1060 feet of a navigable manmade 
agricultural drainageway will be directly impacted by the remaining permitted EPL and the proposed Western 
Expansion. This includes approximately 1.27 acres of wetlands that will be directly impacted by the currently 
permitted EPL during construction of future Phases 7 and 8 and in addition, approximately 14.81 acres of 
wetlands and the 1060 feet of a navigable waterway for construction of the proposed expansion. Wetlands 
impacted as part of the expansion will be offset by obtaining credits from a wetland mitigation bank.  An 
approximately 71-acre wetland mitigation bank has been developed northwest of the existing EPL boundaries, on 
EPL-owned land, as discussed further in Section 7.2. The location of the mitigation bank is depicted in Figures 2, 
9 and 10. EPL will apply for a Chapter 30 permit through the WDNR to realign the course of the manmade 
agricultural drainageway (S1) by constructing a meandering stream along the west side of the proposed 
expansion to mimic historical flow patterns as closely as possible, and to transport water collected in 
Sedimentation Basin No. 9 to upstream areas of S1. 
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Controlled filling of the landfill, a liner, leachate and gas collection systems, and good housekeeping and 
operational practices will minimize negative impacts to the functional values of the wetlands located closest to the 
proposed expansion, other wetlands on the property, and other areas of the navigable drainageway not directly 
impacted by the proposed expansion. The functional values of those remaining wetlands not directly or indirectly 
impacted by the proposed landfill expansion will be protected in accordance with applicable requirements of NR 
103.03(2).   

6.3 POTENTIAL SECONDARY IMPACTS 

The potential secondary impacts to the proposed Western Expansion are the indirect impacts that the project may 
have as a result of the disturbance and filling of wetlands within the expansion footprint and the realignment of the 
navigable manmade agricultural drainageway S1. The proposed expansion is bound to the east by existing landfill 
operations, to the south by Union Church Drive and residences, and to the west, northwest, and north by 
agricultural land and undeveloped wooded, uplands, and wetlands. Although the expansion will reduce some of 
the habitat on the property, it will minimize impacts by allowing the large undeveloped area to the west and 
northwest (which includes the established wetland mitigation bank) to remain suitable for wildlife habitat. 
Secondary impacts to the remaining wetlands due to changes in hydrology, in other words storm water quality 
and quantity, will be minimized with a storm water management system that will store and treat runoff from the 
proposed expansion. Storm water management is further described below. 

The stream realignment design will mimic the historical flow path as well as the current characteristics of the 
existing drainageway as closely as possible in order to reduce secondary impacts to both upstream and 
downstream properties and habitat including stream flow, erosion, and flooding. Consequently, the proposed 
expansion is not anticipated to result in significant adverse secondary impacts to the remaining wetlands or 
habitat on the property. 

6.3.1 Storm Water 
As a permitted Tier 2 industrial facility under NR 216, Wis. Adm. Code, EPL has a storm water pollution 
prevention plan that identifies potential sources of storm water and non-storm water contamination to the storm 
water drainage system. Best management practices (BMPs) are implemented to reduce potential sources of 
contamination to storm water runoff and reduce pollutants to the storm water system. Consequently, runoff from 
the proposed EPL expansion will be routed to newly constructed sedimentation basins (8 and 9) located west and 
southwest of the proposed expansion, providing improved water quality prior to discharging to wetlands. 
Inspections of the EPL will occur frequently to verify BMPs are functioning and runoff is treated prior to any 
potential discharge to the remaining wetlands on the property. Thus, the overall pre-development versus post-
development surface water balance for surrounding wetlands would be similar, and no measurable impacts to 
surrounding wetland areas and other agricultural drainageways are anticipated. 

Specific storm water management plans will be developed as part of the Plan of Operation submittal to the WDNR 
should a favorable WDNR determination be made on the Feasibility Report for the proposed expansion. 

6.3.2 Construction Impacts 
Construction activities could result in temporary secondary impacts to the remaining wetlands and habitat on the 
property as a result of construction noise and possibly storm water runoff. The Plan of Operation and Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will include storm water BMPs that are designed to meet WDNR technical 
standards. Adherence to the plan and construction of the storm water BMPs will minimize the amount of sediment 
in storm water entering the wetlands. Secondary impacts from nuisance conditions such as dust and noise will be 
minimized in accordance with generally accepted standard operating procedures. Dust will be controlled with a 
water truck or other dust suppressant as needed. Noise will be controlled by keeping noise-reducing equipment in 
working condition.  
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6.3.3 Other Environmental Consequences 
Development of the proposed Western Expansion will provide a positive net environmental benefit. While 
wetlands are proposed to be removed, the wetland mitigation bank on site exceeds the quantity and quality of 
wetlands being removed. The mitigation bank on EPL property offers a higher quality habitat in close proximity to 
the impacted wetlands. Furthermore, the proposed expansion will give EPL the capacity for a total of 8 years of 
additional site life.  

6.4 WETLAND AREAS OF SPECIAL NATURAL RESOURCE INTERESTS 
(PER NR 103.04) 

The wetlands that would be impacted by the selected option are not located in or adjacent to an Area of Special 
Natural Resource Interest under NR 103.04, Wis. Adm. Code and are not hydrologically connected to an Area of 
Special Natural Resource Interest. However, one manmade agricultural drainageway (S1/D2 and associated 
drainageway D3) is located within the proposed western expansion footprint, and one manmade agricultural 
drainageway (S2) is located approximately 760 feet west of the footprint (Figure 3). Both drainageways are 
unnamed tributaries to Big Muskego Lake and the Fox River. S1/D2 is a first order waterway (WBIC 5038269) 
and is associated with wetland W2 and W2A. S2 is a second order waterway (WBIC 5038471) that is contiguous 
with wetland W8. S1/D2 and S2 generally flow northerly and connect outside the Project Area to the northwest 
adjacent to the wetland mitigation bank. The WDNR determined a portion of S1/D2 to be navigable during a 
September 23, 2014 site visit. 

Regarding other sensitive lands or species, an endangered resources review request determined that impacts to 
any state or federally designated threatened or endangered species would be minimal. The site is not located 
within or adjacent to any wildlife refuges, wildlife management areas, or designated wilderness area.  

6.5 CONCLUSION 

Portions of nine wetlands (W1, W2, W3, W4, W7 and W12), a portion of a navigable manmade agricultural 
drainageway (S1/D2), will be impacted by constructing the currently permitted EPL and the proposed landfill 
expansion. The wetlands will be filled. The wetlands are not wetlands of Special Natural Resource Interests and 
generally provide low to medium floristic value and wildlife habitat due to past agricultural use and wetland size. 
These wetlands provide limited functional values in fish and aquatic life habitat based on the surrounding land 
use.  

Despite the adverse impacts from filling 14.81 acres of wetlands and realignment of a navigable waterway, the 
proposed expansion will avoid impacts to generally higher quality wetlands of similar or greater size to the 
northwest and south, as well as impacts to other navigable waterways, and an unnamed intermittent stream in the 
Southern Expansion footprint. The proposed expansion will also have an overall smaller expansion footprint than 
these alternatives. The Northwestern Expansion footprint is also contiguous with the tracts of land that were 
enhanced and restored as part of the wetland mitigation bank to provide water quality, wildlife, and fisheries 
habitat. Although wetland impacts associated with the Northern Expansion are anticipated to be less than the 
proposed expansion, other environmental, design, and construction challenges exist due to the exhumation, 
relocation, and contamination associated with the closed FPDI Landfill. 

The direct impacts to wetlands attributed to the proposed project do not represent an irretrievable loss of 
resources and can be replaced through compensatory mitigation. A comprehensive storm water design, 
implementation and maintenance of appropriate erosion control measures, and sound operating procedures will 
minimize the potential for secondary and cumulative impacts to wetland functional values throughout the 
construction, operation, and long-term care periods of the proposed project.   
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7.0 PLANNED MITIGATION OF WETLAND IMPACTS 

7.1 MINIMIZE EFFECTS OF LANDFILL EXPANSION ON ADJACENT 
WETLANDS 

The project will minimize the negative effects on the remaining wetlands on the EPL property by implementing 
proper storm water and erosion control plans for the project and stabilizing disturbed areas near or adjacent to the 
remaining wetlands on the property or areas that drain directly to the remaining wetlands on the property.  
Construction of temporary erosion and sediment control methods (such as silt fence, ditch checks, storm water 
ponds) will control the runoff into the wetlands and avoid sedimentation. At the conclusion of construction, all 
disturbed areas will be seeded, mulched and/or covered with erosion control blankets. Disturbed areas within 50 
feet of any of the other wetlands on the property will be seeded and stabilized with erosion control mats. No 
mulching will occur within 50 feet of a wetland. 

7.2 MITIGATION OF WETLAND IMPACTS 

Wetlands impacted as part of the expansion will be offset by obtaining credits from a wetland mitigation bank.  An 
approximately 71-acre wetland mitigation bank has been developed northwest of the existing EPL boundaries, on 
EPL-owned land. The mitigation bank was developed in accordance with the 2003 Wetland Mitigation 
Compensation Site Plan (CSP) which was approved by the Interagency Review Team (IRT) on January 26, 2004. 
The approved CSP included pre-construction site descriptions, site design, project goals, objectives, performance 
standards, and a monitoring and maintenance plan. Restoration and enhancement of the mitigation bank 
occurred from September 2004 through November 2013. Monitoring of the mitigation bank to document site 
conditions and to determine whether performance standards goals were met has occurred from 2009 through 
2018. Supplemental information (including an updated CSP) was requested by the IRT prior to issuing bank 
credits; the requested information was submitted. Therelease of 41.90 wetland bank credits was approved on 
February 14, 2023. The location of the mitigation bank is depicted in Figures 2,9 and 10. The mitigation summary 
will be submitted as part of the Wetland and Waterways Individual permit. 

In order to minimize and mitigate impacts to the navigable portion of S1, EPL will apply for an individual permit to 
realign the course of the manmade agricultural drainageway by constructing a stream along the west side of the 
proposed expansion to mimic historical flow patterns as closely as possible, and to transport water collected in 
Sedimentation Basin No. 9 to upstream areas of S1. 
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TABLES 

  



Emerald Park Landfill
Long Term Solid Waste Planning - Practicable Alternatives Analysis

January 3, 2022

Proposed Western Exp.
Unknown with greenfield landfill 
development or other existing 
landfill expansions.

3 Wetland impacts determined with 
each expansion & avoided for the 
short term only; no long term plan 
to minimize wetland impacts.

3 16.4 acres/low to medium 
functional value wetlands 
impacted.

2 16.4 acres/low to medium 
functional value wetlands 
impacted.

2 2.8 acres of medium to high 
functional value wetlands 

impacted.

4 15.9 Acres of high functional value 
wetland impacted.

1 19.5 Acres of high functional value 
wetlands impacted.

1

Unknown with greenfield landfill 
development or other existing 
landfill expansions.

3 no impact, no wetland banking. 3 Wetland Mitigation Bank is set up 
to permanently replace impacted 
acreage with higher quality 
wetlands.

5 Wetland Mitigation Bank is set up 
to permanently replace impacted 
acreage with higher quality 
wetlands.

5 Wetland Mitigation Bank is set up 
to permanently replace impacted 
acreage with higher quality 
wetlands.

5 Wetland Mitigation Bank is set up 
to permanently replace impacted 
acreage, however more credits will 
be required to replace high 
functional value wetlands. 

2 Wetland Mitigation Bank is set up 
to permanently replace impacted 
acreage, however more credits will 
be required to replace high 
functional value wetlands. 

1

80 to 200 acres of greenfield
25 year minimum

2 0 acres / o cubic yards/ 0 years;
Other landfill expansions or 
greenfield sites needed for the 
disposal capacity.

1 7.8 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

5 6.3 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

3 6.6 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

3 8.95 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

5 8.16 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

5

No cost to EPL, higher costs to 
economy for siting greenfield 
landfill capacity.

1 Difficult to control costs for land 
acquisition & construction without 
a long term plan.

2 Adjacent to existing landfill and 
phasing includes an overlay. No 
obstructions or design issues in the 
expansion area.

5 Less capacity than the selected 
option of the same footprint and 
more complex to construct and may 
not meet NR 500 codes for leachate 
management. Technical and 
operational impractibilities.

1 Adjacent to existing landfill and 
phasing includes an overlay on a 
closed potion of the landfill, less 
capacity then selected option.  
Requires relocation of closed future 
parklands landfill, stockpile 
relocation and compost area 
relocation which further reduces 
overall disposal capacity.

1 Adjacent to existing landfill and 
phasing includes an overlay on a 
closed potion of the landfill, more 
capacity then selected option, 
requires three acres of stormwater 
basin and biofilter relocation, 
overall stormwater redesign and 
reconfiguration of gas collection 
system.

3 Adjacent to existing landfill and 
phasing includes an overlay on a 
closed potion of the landfill, more 
capacity then selected option, 
requires stormwater basin and 
biofilter relocation, overall 
stormwater redesign and 
reconfiguration of leachate 
collection system.

3

Difficult - greenfield site likely 
very expensive and time consuming 
to permit.

1 Difficult - wetland & stream 
impacts.

3 Wetland & stream impact permits 
nearly complete.

4 Wetland & stream impact permits 
nearly complete, but may expire 
due to delays in construction and 
permitting.

2 Difficult - wetland & stream 
impacts. Waste relocation will 
require more permitting over an 
extensive period of time.

1 Difficult - wetland & stream 
impacts, extensive time needed to 
restart permit process. 

2 Difficult - wetland & stream 
impacts. Collection sump may 
require WDNR variance.

1

Difficult - greenfield site likely 
very expensive and time consuming 
to permit.

1 Difficult to obtain permits & 
zoning changes without a long term 
plan.

3 Parcel owned by EPL; zoning in 
place; favored by local siting 
committee.

5 Parcel owned by EPL; zoning in 
place; favored by local siting 
committee.

5 Parcel owned by EPL; zoning in 
place; favored by local siting 
committee.

5 Parcel owned by EPL; zoning in 
place; favored by local siting 
committee.

5 Parcel owned by EPL; zoning in 
place; favored by local siting 
committee.

5

New landfill development will 
cause new social concerns and 
impacts.

1 Neighbors and affected 
communities have a greater sense 
of uncertainty without a long term 
plan.

2 Overlays and is adjacent to current 
landfill active area; this option does 
not require removing or working 
around any perimeter berms and is 
the logical next area for expansion. 
Easiest to construct and results on 
the lowest carbon footprint.

5 Overlays and is adjacent to current 
landfill active area; this option 
would be constructed over a 
perimeter berm and involve 
working around a non rectangular 
shape. Harder and longer 
construction for less capacity, 
therefore higher carbon footprint.

1 Overlays and is adjacent to current 
landfill active area; this option 
would be constructed over a 
perimeter berm and involve waste 
relocation,  stockpiles relocation 
and new compost facility. Very 
complicated construction, loss of 
compost facility and much higher 
carbon footprint.

1 Overlays and is adjacent to current 
landfill active area; this option 
would be constructed over a 
perimeter berm and involve waste 
relocation and destruction of high 
functional value wetlands.

3 Overlays and is adjacent to current 
landfill active area; this option 
would be constructed over a 
perimeter berm and involve waste 
relocation and destruction of high 
functional value wetlands.

3

Short-term loss of landfill capacity 
results in higher disposal costs, loss 
of fees paid to host municipality & 
loss of jobs; new landfill 
development likely very expensive 
& will result in higher disposal 
fees.

1 Incremental expansions, unknown 
affect on disposal costs.

2 Contiguous expansion, lower 
construction & hauling costs keep 
waste disposal costs in control.

5 Contiguous expansion, low hauling 
costs, more expensive to construct; 
may increase waste disposal costs.

3 Contiguous expansion, low hauling 
costs, much more expensive to 
construct; may increase waste 
disposal costs.

3 Contiguous expansion, low hauling 
costs, more expensive to construct; 
may increase waste disposal costs.

3 Contiguous expansion, low hauling 
costs, more expensive to construct; 
may increase waste disposal costs.

3

Greenfield site development results 
in loss of vegetation & increased 
construction activity; New landfills 
are likely to be located further 
away from production centers 
which would have an adverse effect 
on transportation logistics.

1 Incremental expansions result in a 
disconnected facility, causing 
increased construction activity and 
adverse effects on transportation 
logistics.

2 Adjacent expansion; least amount 
of construction activity and no 
effect on transportation logistics.

5 Adjacent expansion; more 
construction activity than selected 
option and no effect on 
transportation logistics.

4 Adjacent expansion; much more 
construction activity than selected 
option, high potential for release of 
greenhouse gases during waste 
relocation and no effect on 
transportation logistics.

1 Adjacent expansion; more of 
construction activity than selected 
option and no effect on 
transportation logistics. Impacts 
more high quality wetlands 
lowering carbon sequestration in 
the area. 

3 Adjacent expansion; more of 
construction activity than selected 
option and no effect on 
transportation logistics. Impacts 
more high quality wetlands 
lowering carbon sequestration in 
the area. 

3

Not Practicable 14 Not Practicable 21 Practicable 41 Not Practicable 26 Not Practicable 24 Not Practicable 27 Not Practicable 25

 = Practicability Rating (1 = Least Practicable/5 = Most Practicable)
"Practicable Alternatives" defined as: available and capable of being implemented after taking into consideration cost, available technology and logistics in light of overall project purposes (NR 103.07).

Parameter
Wetland Impact
(acres/quality)

Wetland Mitigation Potential

Waste Disposal Capacity
(acres/volume/years)

Practicability / Score

Cost of Disposal Capacity

Permitting - DNR

Carbon Footprint

Economic Impacts

Social Impacts

Permitting - Local

EPL Closed

ALTERNATIVES

PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT North Expansion South Expansion Northwestern Expansion

Greenfield Landfill NO ACTION OR LONG TERM LONG TERM PLANNING

Proposed W. Exp. w/ POO



Practicable Alternatives Analysis  Emerald Park Landfill – Western Expansion 
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