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ATTACHMENT 8 – REVISED ALTERNATIVE 1 - WESTERN EXPANSION 
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NOTES:
1. WETLANDS ON THIS DRAWING ARE A COMBINATION OF 2015, 2009 AND

EARLIER DELINEATIONS.  SEE FIGURE NO. 2 FOR ADDITIONAL WETLAND
INFORMATION.

2. PROPOSED CONTOURS ARE TOP OF WASTE

3. WASTE VOLUMES ARE APPROXIMATE AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE.

4. APPROXIMATELY 14.8 ACRES OF WETLANDS WILL BE DIRECTLY IMPACTED
BY THE PROPOSED WESTERN EXPANSION, INCLUDING ALL OR PORTIONS
OF W1, W2, W2A, W5/6 AND W8. APPROXIMATELY 1.3 ACRES OF
WETLANDS WILL HAVE ALREADY BEEN DIRECTLY IMPACTED BY
CONSTRUCTION OF THE CURRENTLY PERMITTED EPL AND LIMITS OF
CONSTRUCTION, INCLUDING ALL OR PORTIONS OF W1, W2, W3, W4, W7
AND W12.

5. ADDITIONAL SURVEY AND SITE FEATURES INFORMATION PROVIDED ON
FIGURE NO. 2.

6. THIS ALTERNATIVE WAS MODIFIED BY MOVING THE WESTERN LIMITS
EAST.  THIS RESULTED IN 1.6 ACRES REDUCTION IN WETLANDS BEING
IMPACTED WITH PROPOSED LANDFILL CONSTRUCTION.  THOSE AREAS
NO LONGER TO BE IMPACTED BY CONSTRUCTION ARE SHOWN ON THIS
DRAWING.
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Alternative No. 1 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Emerald Park Landfill
Alternative No. 1 - Western Expansion

Total Alternative No. 1 Air Space = 7,178,000              CY Landfill Size: 26.7 AC

Clay Liner Area: 1,163,052                            SF

A. Permitting

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 WDNR Initial Site Inspection (FEE) 1 LS 550$                      600$                                     Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

2 Initial Site Inspection (ISI) and Initial Site Report (ISR) 1 LS 52,000$                 52,000$                               

3 WDNR Review Fee for ISR & AGIP 1 LS 4,950$                   5,000$                                 Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

4 Feasibility Report (FR) 1 LS 386,400$               386,400$                             

5 WDNR Review Fee for FR (Assume 6 exemptions, $2k per exempt 1 LS 32,000$                 32,000$                               Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

6 Plan of Operation (PO) 1 LS 288,000$               288,000$                             

7 WDNR Review Fee for PO 1 LS 7,700$                   7,700$                                 Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

8 Legal and Administation Fees 1 LS 114,000$               114,000$                             

9 Local Negotiations 1 LS 114,000$               114,000$                             

10 USEPA Permitting / Coordination 1 LS 50,000$                 50,000$                               

11 Wetlands 1 LS 1,000,000$           1,000,000$                         

Subtotal A 2,049,700$                         

B. Liner Construction 

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 Pre-con (2 Construction Projects) 1                           LS 218,300$               218,300$                             

2 Survey 26.7                     AC 2,200$                   58,700$                               

3 Mob/Demob 26.7                     AC 21,700$                 579,400$                             

4 Erosion & Sediment Control 26.7                     AC 17,400$                 464,600$                             

5 Access Road 6,100                   LF 50$                         305,000$                             

6 StormWater Basin 26.7                     AC 68,237$                 1,821,900$                         

7 Site Prep Excavation 1,145,940           CY 4.2$                        4,812,900$                         

8 Waste Hauling -                       CY 7.5$                        -$                                     

9 Gradient Control Layer 26.7                     AC 16,400$                 437,900$                             

10 Clay Layer 172,304              CY 5.3$                        915,500$                             

11 Geosynthetics 1,163,052           SF 1.5$                        1,746,700$                         

12 Geosynthetics  Tie-in and Rain Flaps 1,720                   LF 12$                         20,200$                               

13 Leachate Collection System 2,820                   LF 37$                         104,300$                             

14 Leachate Collection Headwells 4                           EA 4,000$                   16,000$                               

15 Granular Drainage Blanket 1,163,052           SF 1.7$                        1,919,000$                         

16 Quality Assurance Testing 26.7                     AC 32,343$                 863,600$                             

17 Leachate Collection Sump 2                           EA 90,000$                 180,000$                             

18 Leachate Collection Sump Pump (Active Life (5 years)) 10                        EA 8,000$                   80,000$                               

19 Leachate Holding Tank 1                           LS -$                       -$                                     

20 Forcemain and Electical Utility Extension 1                           LS 190,600$               190,600$                             

21 Temp Perimeter Berm 860                      LF 43$                         36,800$                               

22 Site Restoration 3.34                     AC 8,183$                   27,300$                               

23 WDNR Construction inspection (4 per event) 8                           EA 550$                      4,400$                                 Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

24 WDNR Construction Doc Review 2                           EA 1,100$                   2,200$                                 Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

Subtotal B 26.7                     AC 554,506$               14,805,300$                       

Facility Development Costs
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Alternative No. 1 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Emerald Park Landfill
C. Cover Construction

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 Pre-con (3 Construction project) 1 LS 245,900$               245,900$  

2 CQA 26.7 AC 13,700$                 365,800$  

3 Survey 26.7 AC 1,100$  29,400$  

4 Mob/Demob 26.7 AC 9,800$  261,700$  

5 Erosion & Sediment Control (3 Construction events) 2 EA 25,000$                 50,000$  

6 Surface Prep & Leachate Management 26.7 AC 9,300$  248,300$  

7 Final Cover Surface Water Management 26.7 AC 7,400$  197,600$  

8 Site Restoration 30 AC 8,400$  252,300$  

9 Grading Layer 21,538                CY 17.6$  378,100$  

10 Barrier Soil Layer 86,152                CY 4.8$  415,700$  

11 Geomembrane and GCL 1,163,052           SF 1.6$  1,915,200$  

12 Cover Soil 107,690              CY 4.8$  519,600$  

13 Topsoil 21,538                CY 57$  1,221,200$  

14 Tie-in Welding 2,700 LF 6.1$  16,500$  

15 Gas Boots 38 EA 357$  13,600$  

16 Perimeter Toe Drain 3,360 LF 15.9$  53,400$  

17 Diversion Berms 7,108 LF 5.3$  37,700$  

18 WDNR Construction inspection (4 per event) 8 EA 550$  4,400$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

19 WDNR Construction Doc Review 2 EA 1,100$  2,200$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

Subtotal C 26.7 AC 233,300$               6,228,600$  

D. GCCS

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 Gas Wells 30 EA 57,800$                 1,734,000$  

2 12" LFG Pipe 4,035 LF 105$  423,700$  

3 24" LFG Pipe 1,275 LF 250$  318,800$  

4 Condesate Knockout 1 EA 4,100$  4,100$  

5 Blowers (Active Life replacements) 2 EA 52,500$                 105,000$  

6 Electrical (2 Construction Events) 2 EA 55,000$                 110,000$  

7 Condesate Force Main & Air line 5,216 LF 50$  260,800$  

8 Flare (1 site life replacement) 2 EA 462,000$               924,000$  

9 WDNR Construction inspection (4 per event) 8 EA 550$  4,400$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

10 WDNR Construction Doc Review 2 EA 1,100$  2,200$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

Subtotal D 26.7 AC 145,600$               3,887,000$  

Subtotal A -D 26,970,600$  Dollars

Contingency (10%) 2,697,060$  Dollars

Total Alternative 2 Cost Estimate 29,667,660$  Dollars

29,667,660$  Dollars

7,178,000 CY

4.13$  Dollars/CY

Assumptions:

No permitting or determination for soil borrow material

Assume 2022 LST work accounts for proposed expansion leachate generation

Assume LFG system is capable for expansion 

No additional GW Wells install

Performed by MGL 05/03/2023

Checked by ND 05/03/2023
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Alternative No. 3 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Emerald Park Landfill

4,265,000 CY Landfill Size: 33.2 AC

Alternative No. 3 - Northern Expansion

Total Alternative No. 3 Air Space = 

Existing Future Parkland Landfill Airspace Consumption = 265,000 CY Clay Liner Area: 1,446,192 SF

A. Permitting

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 WDNR Initial Site Inspection (FEE) 1 LS 550$  550$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

2 Initial Site Inspection (ISI) and Initial Site Report (ISR) 1 LS 52,000$  52,000$  

3 WDNR Review Fee for ISR & AGIP 1 LS 4,950$  4,950$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

4 Feasibility Report (FR) 1 LS 386,400$  386,400$  

5 WDNR Review Fee for FR (Assume 6 exemptions, $2k per exe 1 LS 32,000$  32,000$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

6 Plan of Operation (PO) 1 LS 288,000$  288,000$  

7 WDNR Review Fee for PO 1 LS 7,700$  7,700$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

8 Legal and Administation Fees 1 LS 114,000$  114,000$  

9 Local Negotiations 1 LS 114,000$  114,000$  

10 USEPA Permitting / Coordination 1 LS 50,000$  50,000$  

11 Wetlands 1 LS 1,000,000$  1,000,000$  

12 Compost Center Relocation 1 LS 1,000,000$  1,000,000$  

Subtotal A 33.2 AC 91,855$  3,049,600$  

B. Liner Construction 

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 Pre-con (3 Construction project) 1 LS 327,420$  327,420$  

2 Survey 33.2 AC 2,240$  74,366$  

3 Mob/Demob 33.2 AC 21,667$  719,333$  

4 Erosion & Sediment Control 33.2 AC 17,435$  578,842$  

5 Access Road 5,300 LF 50$  265,000$  

6 StormWater Basin 33.2 AC 68,237$  2,265,464$  

7 Site Prep Excavation 808,166 CY 4.2$  3,394,297$  

8 Waste Hauling 265,000 CY 7.5$  1,974,250$  

9 Gradient Control Layer 33.2 AC 16,397$  544,375$  

10 Clay Layer 218,136 CY 5.3$  1,158,957$  

11 Geosynthetics 1,472,418 SF 1.5$  2,211,326$  

12 Geosynthetics  Tie-in and Rain Flaps 4,000 LF 12$  46,920$  

13 Leachate Collection System 2,875 LF 37$  106,375$  

14 Leachate Collection Headwells 6 EA 4,000$  24,000$  

15 Granular Drainage Blanket 1,472,418 SF 1.7$  2,429,490$  

16 Quality Assurance Testing 33.2 AC 32,343$  1,073,784$  

17 Leachate Collection Sump 3 EA 90,000$  270,000$  

18 Leachate Collection Sump Pump (Active Life (5 years)) 15 EA 8,000$  120,000$  

19 Leachate Holding Tank 1 LS -$  -$  

20 Forcemain and Electical Utility Extension 1 LS 354,600$  354,600$  

21 Temp Perimeter Berm 2,000 LF 43$  85,500$  

22 Site Restoration 4.2 AC 8,183$  33,961$  

23 WDNR Construction inspection (4 per event) 12 EA 550$  6,600$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

24 WDNR Construction Doc Review 3 EA 1,100$  3,300$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

Subtotal B 33.2 AC 544,222$  18,068,160$  

Facility Development Costs
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Alternative No. 3 Cost Breakdown
Practicable Alternatives Analysis

Emerald Park Landfill
C. Cover Construction

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 Pre-con (3 Construction project) 1 LS 368,831$  368,831$  

2 CQA 33.2 AC 13,658$  453,431$  

3 Survey 33.2 AC 1,129$  37,475$  

4 Mob/Demob 33.2 AC 9,816$  325,895$  

5 Erosion & Sediment Control (3 Construction events) 3 EA 25,000$  75,000$  

6 Surface Prep & Leachate Management 33.2 AC 9,316$  309,295$  

7 Final Cover Surface Water Management 33.2 AC 7,350$  244,020$  

8 Site Restoration 37.4 AC 8,400$  313,740$  

9 Grading Layer 27,610 CY 17.6$  484,721$  

10 Barrier Soil Layer 110,439 CY 4.8$  532,869$  

11 Geomembrane and GCL 1,490,922 SF 1.6$  2,455,097$  

12 Cover Soil 138,048 CY 4.8$  666,083$  

13 Topsoil 27,610 CY 56.7$  1,565,487$  

14 Tie-in Welding 2,400 LF 6.1$  14,688$  

15 Gas Boots 47 EA 357$  16,779$  

16 Perimeter Toe Drain 4,800 LF 15.9$  76,224$  

17 Diversion Berms 4,823 LF 5.3$  25,606$  

18 WDNR Construction inspection (4 per event) 12 EA 550$  6,600$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

19 WDNR Construction Doc Review 3 EA 1,100$  3,300$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

Subtotal C 33.2 AC 240,215$  7,975,142$  

D. GCCS

Item No. Item Description Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost Comments

1 Gas Wells 31 EA 57,750$  1,790,250$  

2 12" LFG Pipe 4,625 LF 105$  485,625$  

3 Condesate Knockout 2 EA 4,129$  8,259$  

4 Blowers (Active Life replacements) 4 EA 52,500$  210,000$  

5 Electrical (2 Construction Events) 2 EA 55,000$  110,000$  

6 Condesate Force Main & Air line 5,653 LF 50.00$  282,650$  

7 Flare (1 site life replacement) 2 EA 462,000$  924,000$  

8 WDNR Construction inspection (4 per event) 12 EA 550$  6,600$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

9 WDNR Construction Doc Review 3 EA 1,100$  3,300$  Fee Schedule (NR 520.15) - Table 3, July 2022

Subtotal D 33.2 AC 115,081$  3,820,684$  

Subtotal A -D 32,913,585$  Dollars

Contingency (10%) 3,291,359$  Dollars

Total Alternative 3 Cost 36,204,944$  Dollars

36,204,944$  Dollars

4,000,000 CY Airspace

9.05$  Dollars/CY

Assumptions:

No permitting or determination for soil borrow material

Assume 2022 LST work accounts for proposed expansion leachate generation

Assume LFG system is capable for expansion 

No additional GW Wells install

Parkland Landfill volume estimated 261,333 CY. Documentation of proposed three phase 448,000 CY landfill inidcates completion of Phase 1 and 70% completion of Phase 2

Performed by MGL 04/27/2023

Checked by ND 04/27/2023
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Emerald Park Landfill
Long Term Solid Waste Planning - Practicable Alternatives Analysis

January 3, 2022 - Revised May 2023

Proposed Western Exp. "Revised"
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 14.8 acres/low to medium functional 
value wetlands impacted.

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

2 5.0 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 7.2 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

5 6.3 million cubic yards of disposal 
capacity added.

3 4.0 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. 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 complicated 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; deed 
restriction in place stating “In any 
event, materials such as garbage, 
municipal solid waste and 
putrescible waste, as defined in 
Wisconsin Administrative Code 
Section NR 180.04(26), (35), and 
(47), shall never be dumped at the 
site.”

1 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 Option is adjacent to current landfill 
and would require waste relocation,  
relocation of one of the largest clay 
stockpiles on-site, and the removal 
and reconstruction of the current 
compost facility required as part of 
the host agreement. Much higher 
carbon footprint due to double 
handling material for construction 
and reconstruction of the compost 
facility.

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 Non-contiguous expansion, low 
hauling costs, much more expensive 
to construct on per cubic yard 
disposal volume basis; 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 Non-contiguous expansion; much 
more construction activity than 
selected option,  potential for 
contamination during Future 
Parkland Landfill 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 20 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).

EPL Closed

ALTERNATIVES

PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT North Expansion "Revised" South Expansion Northwestern Expansion

Greenfield Landfill NO ACTION OR LONG TERM LONG TERM PLANNING

Proposed W. Exp. w/ POOParameter
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
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ATTACHMENT 11 – FUTURE PARKLANDS LANDFILL DEED RESTRICTION 
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ATTACHMENT 12 – EPL PAA REPORT REVISION SECTIONS 3 AND 4 

 



 Project #4211445 

3.0 ALTERNATIVE 1 – “REVISED” PROPOSED WESTERN EXPANSION 
(ALTERNATIVE 1) 

3.1 SUMMARY OF SELECTED OPTION 
EPL’s selected option is the “Revised” Proposed Western Expansion - Alternative 1 (Attachment 6). The revised 
Alternative 1 expansion footprint is located directly west and contiguous with the currently permitted EPL. The 
revised proposed Alternative 1 footprint provides for approximately 26.7 acres of contiguous lateral waste 
disposal area west of the existing landfill with an additional 23.1 acres of vertical expansion, equating to 
approximately 7.2 million cubic yards of design capacity.  Attachment 6 shows the revised proposed Alternative 1 
footprint.  

The Alternative 1 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 revised Alternative 1 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 revised Alternative 1 will add 
waste disposal capacity without exceeding 15 years of site life. The revised Alternative 1 will add approximately 
7.2 million cubic yards of waste capacity which will add approximately 9 years of site life, based on estimated 
filling rates. The revised Alternative 1 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 
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 Attachment A of the original PAA Submittal). 

3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
The revised 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 revised Alternative 1. 

The revised Alternative 1 area is currently utilized to support landfill operations, for agricultural and undeveloped 
land consisting of wetlands and upland areas. 
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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 of the Practicable Alternatives Analysis 
submitted to the WDNR, February 27, 2023 (original PAA Submittal).  

The revised Alternative 1 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 revised Alternative 1 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 of the original PAA Submittal. 

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 the original PAA Submittal. 

This option also impacts approximately 1060 feet of a navigable manmade agricultural drainageway (S1) located 
within the revised Alternative 1. 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.  
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3.4 ECONOMIC ASSESSMENT 
The revised Alternative 1 is of adequate capacity and dimension to justify the capital and operational investment 
for EPL. The cost of the revised Alternative 1 for permitting, liner construction, cover construction and gas 
collection and control system improvements is approximately $4.13 per cubic yard based on the revised 
Alternative 1 volume of approximately 7.2 million cubic yards as shown in Attachment 6. 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 revised 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 revised Alternative 1. 

3.6 DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, OPERATING, AND LONG-TERM CARE 
ASSESSMENT 
The revised Alternative 1 incorporates an area that is currently used for ancillary landfill activities and creates a 
rectangular footprint for development. This landfill configuration allows the revised Alternative 1 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 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 
revised Alternative 1 meets the project purpose and goals and is the most practicable alternative available to 
continue landfill operations at EPL. 
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4.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 – “REVISED” NORTHERN EXPANSION 
(ALTERNATIVE 3) 

4.3.1 Summary of Alternative 
The “Revised” Northern Expansion - Alternative 3, provides for approximately 33.2 acres of non-contiguous lateral 
waste disposal area north of the existing landfill. The revised Alternative 3 would have a net volume of 
approximately 4.3 million cubic yards which would be reduced to approximately 4.0 million cubic yards after 
disposal of the Future Parkland Development, Inc Landfill (FPDI) within the footprint. Attachment 5 of this 
Additional Information Request Response shows the revised Alternative 3. The footprint is constrained to the 
north by the EPL property boundary; to the east and west by wetlands and waterways; and by surface water 
channel, current access road, and monitoring infrastructure to the south.  

The revised Alternative 3 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 revised Alternative 3 to be feasible, the 
composting operations, soil stockpiles, and closed landfill would need to be exhumed and relocated on-site. 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 FPDI also has a 
deed restriction that states within Conditional Use Grant approved July 11, 1986, condition 18b included within 
Attachment 9. The environmental, economic, logistical, and technical impacts of the revised Alternative 3are 
described in more detail below. 

4.3.2 Environmental Assessment 
The revised Alternative 3 would directly impact approximately 903 linear feet of an unnamed intermittent stream 
as well as approximately 5.0 acres of a wetland that surround the stream and other wetland areas impacted from 
the perimeter access road, as shown within Attachment 5 of this Additional Information Request Response. 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 revised Alternative 3 footprint (e.g. the 
closed FPDI, compost facility and stockpiles). The wooded land within the revised Alternative 3 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. There are also known archeological significant areas located north of the 
revised expansion that will require further investigation and could further limit the practicability of this alternative. 

The development of the revised Alternative 3 would also require the removal and relocation of waste currently 
located within the closed FPDl, as well as all liner, leachate collection, final cover, and storm water components. 
There is a greater risk for leachate spills during FPDI waste excavation and relocation. The waste relocation into 
the revised Alternative 3 footprint would reduce the total airspace of this alternative because it would have to be 
moved to an active landfill area. In addition, the FPDI 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 revised Alternative 3. 

4.3.3 Economic Assessment 
The revised Alternative 3does not provide adequate capacity (+ or – 7.2 million cubic yards) to justify the capital 
investment for EPL. The cost of the revised Alternative 3 for permitting, liner construction, cover construction and 
gas collection and control system improvements is approximately $9.05 per cubic yard based on the proposed 
expansion volume of 4.0 million cubic yards as shown in Attachment 7 of this Additional Information Request 
Response. Costs of construction and operation per cubic yard of design capacity would be increased due to the 
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landfill’s smaller capacity (approximately 4.0 million cubic yards) when compared to the 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 Alternative 1, 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, 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 and to 
obtain an exemption to NR 506.085 to exhume the closed FPDI Landfill and remove the deed restriction prior to 
any ground disturbance. 

4.3.4 Logistical Assessment 
Logistically, the revised 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 revised Alternative 3 would require that the two stockpiles, the closed FPDI, and composting 
operations be moved to an alternate location on-site. Furthermore, an exemption from the WDNR would be 
required in order to exhume the closed FPDI and a significant effort would be required to remove the current deed 
restriction on FPDI to construct the revised Alternative 3. The relocation process for the closed landfill would 
require significant planning and permitting prior to the construction of this alternative. 

4.3.5 Design, Construction, Operating, and Long-Term Care Assessment 
The revised 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. 

Relocating the closed FPDI would also require the removal of the composting facility, cover, liner, and excavating 
waste, and would require significant planning, construction, and permitting challenges to ensure the waste is 
relocated in accordance with code. 

The development of the revised 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 the revised Alternative 3.   

4.3.6 Conclusion 
Considering these environmental, economic, logistical, and technical assessments, Tetra Tech finds that revised 
Alternative 3 does not meet the project goals. While it does provide a technically sound design and arguably 
reduces environmental impacts to wetlands, the revised Alternative 3 eliminates the recently constructed and 
approved compost area which would have to be reconstructed on-site and would also require significant 
excavation and relocation of current stockpiles which could both potentially increase the wetland acres disturbed. 
The revised Alternative 3 area also would require the removal of a deed restriction and a WDNR exemption to 
excavate the FPDI and relocate the waste within the Alternative 3 footprint.  

The revised Alternative 3 also does not provide sufficient waste disposal capacity to justify the development cost, 
increases costs due to the removal and reconstruction of the compost facility, the removal and relocation of 
stockpiles, excavation of FPDI, and increases cost to potentially address environmental contamination issues 
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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 Alternative 1. 




