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In accordance with our contract dated February 13, 1984, and subsequent 
change orders, we are transmitting herewith the final report of the 
Municipal and Agricultural Ability to Pay Analyses for the Phase II, 
Water Supply Needs Assessment of the North Platte and Little Snake River 
Drainages. 

This report is separated into two main sections: the first provides an 
analysis of each participating community's ability to pay for additional 
municipal water supplies; the second analyzes the ability of agricul
tural operators to pay for supplemental irrigation water supplies. 
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INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE 

This report presents the results of the second phase of a two phased 

ability to pay and water needs study which has the following primary 

goals: 

• Provide an analysis of the ability of participating municipali
ties in the Little Snake and North Platte River drainages to 
pay for additional municipal water supplies. 

• Provide an analysis of the ability of existing farmers and 
ranchers in the Little Snake River drainage to pay for supple
mental irrigation water supplies. 

• Provide an analysis of the municipal and industrial water 
supply needs within the North Platte and Little Snake River 
drainages, and the agricultural water supply needs for supple
mental irrigation within the Little Snake River drainage only. 
All water supply needs analysis work has been published in a 
separate document entitled Water Supply Needs Assessment for 
the North Platte and Little Snake River Drainages, Phase II, 
November 1984. 

This study is authorized by and conducted for the North Platte Water 

Development Joint Powers Board (NPWDJPB), with funding provided by the 

Wyoming State Legislature through the Wyoming Water Development Commission 

(WWDC). A prime purpose of this study, in combination with the previously 

published water supply needs assessment referenced above, is to assist 

the WWDC in identifying potential water needs and determining the ability 

of users to pay for additional water supplies that may be developed in 

the North Platte and Little Snake River drainages. 

B. SCOPE 

Principal requirements of the ability to pay analyses include the 

following. 

1. MUNICIPAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS. 

• Evaluate each participating community's initial ability to 
provide financial support of a potential water supply project. 
Support might be through incurring bonded indebtedness, state 
funded loans, or implementing the optional sales tax. 
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• Compare eachmunl.cipality's tap fees, water rates, and usage to 
other partj.cipating c.ommunities of similar size. 

• Determine other financial obligations each participating 
muni.cipality has or anticipates in the near future which would 
affect its ability to pay for new water supplies. 

• Evaluate each participating municipality's initial ability to 
assume responsibility for full support of their water system 
costs. Such support may include progressive rate structures, 
si.nking funds, conservation ordinances, tap fees, installation 
of water meters, or other measures. Address how new water 
supply project costs might affect this ability. 

• Compare each participating municipality's current level of 
bonded indebtedness with other participating municipalities of 
similar size. 

• Compare each municipality's use of available sources of loans 
and grants for system upgrade with other participating communities. 
Address the effects of increasing water rates to allow repayment 
of a possible state loan to the municipality. 

• Review current water rate structures of participating communi
ties and service requirements of major industrial and commercial 
customers to ascertain obvious inequities in current rate 
structure. 

• Review utility main extension policies of participating communi
ties to determine developer's participation in system expansion 
costs. 

• Determine if participating municipalities have earmarked 
specific revenues or reserves for water system improvements. 

• Determine if the development of a new source of sup.ply for each 
municipality will require future expenditures for construction 
or improvement of pipelines, pumping stations, treatment 
plants, distribution systems or other appurtenant structures. 
A complete description of each community's water system com
ponents and capacities, including all known shortcomings, is 
provided in the previously referenced water supply needs 
assessment. 

2. AGRICULTURAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS_ 

• Develop cropping patterns and yield projections for any new 
lands (those with water rights but not now being irrigated) 
expected to be brought into production, as well as for lands 
that are currently in production but would benefit from a more 
reliable water supply_ 
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• Develop cropping patterns and yield projections separately for 
a "without project" scenario and for each alternative "with 
project" configuration. 

• Estimate gross agricultural benefits for each "with project" 
configuration by multiplying total expected yield increases 
over the base case by historical weighted averages of crop 
prices for the region. Discount this stream of benefits into 
the future using an appropriate discount rate. 

• Undertake case study operations to develop current typical farm 
and ranch budgets for the study area by interviewing an appro
priate representative sample of project beneficiaries. This 
updated perspective of typical agricultural operators will 
develop information or verify secondary sources used for the 
crop budget portion of the ability to pay analysis. 

• Provide cost per acre-foot estimates for each alternative 
project scenario of the ability of agricultural users to pay 
for supplemental irrigation water supplies. 

C. BACKGROUND 

The 1979 Wyoming Legislature passed Enrolled Act No. 49 which called 

for a water management study of the Little Snake River, authorized 

Stage II of the Cheyenne Water Project, and defined Stage III. The 

Enrolled Act defines "Stage III" as: 

" • a transbasin diversion of water from the headwater of the 
Little Snake River and its tributaries on the western side of the 
Continental Divide north and west of Stage I and Stage II. Stage III 
proposes to construct storage structures to increase storage for in
basin use and to construct interception lines and diversion and 
collection structures to increase availability of water for trans
portation of water across the Continental Divide from the Little 
Snake River drainage into the North Platte River system, and increase 
storage and availability of water for use by cities, towns, and 
other water users located in Carbon, Albany, Natrona, Converse, 
Niobrara, Goshen, Platte, and Laramie Counties .•• " 

The 1979 Wyoming Legislature also passed Enrolled Act No. 58 which 

formed the WWDC. This act provided for the appointment of nine Commission 

members, two from each of the four water divisions in the State and one 

at-large member. The Act transferred the Wyoming Water Development 

Program, along with the responsibility for water and related land resources 

planning, to the new Commission. This gave the Commission a dual tole of 
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planning for the use of Wyoming's water on a statewide basis and planning 

for the development of specific individual projects. 

The WWDC prepared a study and report in compliance with Enrolled Act 

No. 49, entitled Cheyenne Water Project ~asibility Study (Water Resources 

Research Institute, 1979). This study dealt almost exclusively with the 

evaluation of Cheyenne's proposed Stage II water project. The study also 

evaluated the projected needs and the existing water supplies of several 

southeast Wyoming communities. The WWDC, in its Report to the Wyoming 

Legislature (1979), recommended that monies be allocated to prepare a 

feasibility report detailing storage development programs to meet in-

basin needs of the Little Snake River drainage. The WWDC, based upon 

WRRI's study, also recommended evaluation of the feasiblity of constructing 

a transbasin diversion pipeline to meet the increasing needs of North 

Platte River basin communities. 

In 1980, the Wyoming Legislature through Enrolled Act No. 43 appro

priated monies and directed the WWDC to prepare a feasibility study and 

preliminary engineering plans for Stage III of the Little Snake River 

Water Management Project as defined in W.S. 41-2-204 (a) (iv) and (v). 

Pursuant to these objectives, the WWDC selected a consultant to conduct a 

feasibility study of a system to provide water for transbasin diversion 

as well as providing in-basin storage sufficient to meet projected 

demands. The WWDC also contracted the services of the Wyoming Game and 

Fish Department to supplement the study by identifying and enumerating 

populations of fish inhabiting the various streams within the study area. 

Under the coordination of the WWDC, the report entitled Little Snake 

River Water Management Project, Feasibility Study (Banner Associates, 

Inc., 1980) was completed in November 1980. The timing made it impossible 

to digest the contents of the report, hold public hearings, and formulate 

recommendations to the Legislature when it convened in 1981. 

The 1981 Wyoming Legislature approved a footnote on the appropriation 

bill identifying $5,000,000 to be used by the WWDC to prepare final plans 

and specifications for the Stage III project defined in W.S. 41-2-204 (a) 
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(iv). The exact items to be pursued by ex?enditures of these funds are 

more particularly defined as follows: 

An additional five million dollars ($5,000,000.00) is appropriated 
from the Water Development Account under W.S. 39-6-305(g) to be 
expended by the Wyoming Water Development Commission to obtain water 
permits, plan methods of funding, develop plans and specifications 
and perform geological and other studies and investigation necessary 
to expedite the Stage III project defined in W.S. 41-2-204 (a) (iv). 
The plans and specifiations shall be developed for the Battle Creek 
to Jack Creek Collection System and Pipelines, Jack Creek Reservoir 
and Jack Creek to North Platte River Pipeline and Upper Savery 
Reservoir. Any city, town or special district contributing to the 
costs under this section shall be included within the option to 
purchase Stage III water as described by Section 2, Chapter 72, 
Session Laws of Wyoming 1980. 

In April 1981, the WWDC held public hearings in Casper, Rawlins, 

Baggs, and Rock Springs for the purpose of receiving input from those 

citizens affected by the proposed projects. Many objections, corrections, 

and alternative recommendations were voiced, as well as support for the 

proposed projects. In an effort to comply with the enacted legislation 

and to respond to comments from the affected public, the WWDC prepared a 

supplementary report entitled Little Snake River Water Management Project, 

Examination of Alternatives (WWDC, 1981). In the report, the WWDC out

lined all Stage III alternatives that were to be evaluated in future 

work. These alternatives included new variations that were developed as 

a result of the public hearings. 

As a follow-up to the 1981 report just referenced, the WWDC prepared 

a short summary report entitled Little Snake River Water Management 

Project, Status Report (WWDC, January 1982) •. This status report did not 

pick a specific alternative, but rather defined what each of the alter

natives would entail. Regardless of any alternative that might ultimately 

be chosen, the January 1982 status report indicated that certain items of 

work needed to be completed prior to any selection of a water project 

alternative. One of those items was to "conduct an in-depth investigation 

of the short- and long-range needs of potential water users including 

municipal, industrial, and agricultural". 
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The WWDC contracted with the NPWDJPB to perform this water users 

needs study in 1983. The NPWDJBP was established by municipalities and 

water conservancy districts within the North Platte and Little Snake 

River drainage areas to help assist in the development of the Little 

Snake River Water Management Project, to provide a forum for discussion 

among communities to help identify water needs, and to provide a unified 

community and agricultural oriented effort towards the development of 

water supplies that could serve the future needs of the citizens of 

Wyoming. 

The NPWDJPB is comprised of representatives from the following com

munities and agricultural areas: 

• Casper 

• Douglas 

• Evansville 

• Glenrock 

• Hanna 

• Hartville 

• Mills, Wardwell, Natrona County Impact Joint Powers Board 

• Rawlins 

• Saratoga 

• Little Snake River Water Development Joint Powers Board 
(comprised of Baggs, Dixon, and the Little Snake River Water 
Conservancy District) 

• Cheyenne (advisory) 

• Midwest (advisory) 

In March 1983, the NPWDJPB contracted with Black & Veatch, 

Engineers-Architects, to perform Phase I of a Water Supply Needs Analysis 

for the North Platte and Little Snake River drainages. Phase I of the 

Water Supply Needs Study was primarily an information gathering phase, 

during which time 33 communities were invited to participate. Twenty-five 
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communities, including water districts and public utilities, elected to 

participate in the needs study under Phase I. Participating communities 

are shown on Figure 1. The Phase I report containing water system, water 

use, and water rights data for the participating communities, as well as 

supplemental agricultural irrigation needs estimates for the Little 

Snake River drainage area was delivered to the NPWDJPB and WWDC in 

July 1983. 

During the remainder of 1983, the WWDC and the NPWDJPB undertook 

negotiations to determine the direction and magnitude of the Phase II 

study which remained to be performed. Their ultimate decision was to 

alter the original scope proposed for Phase II and concentrate more 

directly on just the municipal water needs. In February 1984, the NPWDJPB 

contracted with Black & Veatch, Engineers-Architects, to perform Phase II 

of the Water Supply Needs Assessment as redefined by the WWDC. In May 

1984, the WWDC and NPWDJPB agreed to add to the Phase II study an 

industrial needs survey as well as an expansion of the agricultural 

needs assessment that was submitted in the Phase I report. 

The 1984 Budget Session of the 47th Legislature added additional 

studies under Enrolled Act No. 30. The Legislature, in addition to 

requiring various other studies that relate to the Little Snake River 

Water Management Project, created a new paragraph (vii) under W.S. 41-2-121, 

Section 5(d), which provides for the following: 

"(vii) The Wyoming Water Development Commission shall present to the 
1985 Legislature a report recommending the project configuration, a 
schedule for implementing the project and project components, and 
estimated construction costs of the project and project components. 
The Commission shall appoint a project manager for this project. 
The Wyoming Water Development Commission shall contract with the 
North Platte Joint Powers Board to develop a water needs study and 
an ability to pay analysis report and to perform other duties as 
deemed necessary by the Commission. The Joint Powers Board shall 
provide these reports to the Water Development Commission by 
December 1, 1984." 

The ability to pay analysis for both municipal and agricultural users 

that was required by the legislation was added to the scope of the 

Phase II work and was begun in May 1984. The associated water supply 
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needs assessment had an earlier completion schedule than the ability to 

pay analyses and was submitted in November 1984 as a separate document 

from this ability to pay analyses. 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

A summary of the findings of both ability to pay analyses follows. 

The findings of the municipal ability to pay analysis are listed first 

and are followed by the findings of the agricultural ability to pay 

analysis. 

A. MUNICIPAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS - NORTH PLATTE AND LITTLE SNAKE 
RIVER BASINS 

1. Twenty-seven communities and/or water districts were analyzed 
to determine their potential ability to pay a share of costs 
for increased water supply from the Little Snake River Water 
Management Project. 

2. Indicators of ability to pay were analyzed in four major cate
gories: socio-economic characteristics, fiscal characteristics, 
debt characteristics, and water utility characteristics. 

3. Most of the communities appear to be in fairly good financial 
condition and have an apparent ability to pay. 

4. Wyoming was experiencing a period of economic recession during 
1983 as indicated by high unemployment rates. Some of the 
communities were also experiencing periods of tight budgets and 
slumping economies during the 1983 and early 1984 period 
covered in this study. 

5. Table A summarizes the general rating of the communities' 
ability to pay based on socio-economic, fiscal, and debt 
characteristics. 

6. Communities rated as weak have indications of weak financial 
conditions or low ability to pay. 

7. A few communities rated as average had one or more indicators 
which suggested weakness in specific categories. These weaker 
characteristics are pointed out in the summary analysis of each 
community. 

8. Water rates were found to be generally low, with a few exceptions. 
Average residential water costs per thousand gallons for the 
communities studied were $2.18 at 5,000 gallons, $1.32 at 
10,000 gallons, $0.98 at 20,000 gallons, $0.86 at 40,000 gallons, 
and $0.80 at 100,000 gallons. 
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9. Almost half of the communities are subsidizing their water 
utility operations to some extent from revenues not generated 
by water sales. In these cases, customers are not paying the 
full cost of service for water. 

10. A quantification of potential ability to pay was made using 
various criteria in order to estimate the amount of revenue 
which could be raised to help fund potential water supply 
projects. 

11. The criteria included increases in water rates, mill levy, 
overall debt per capita, overall debt to assessed valuation, 
property tax per capita, and sales taxes. 

12. Based on these criteria, it is estimated that $40,000,000 to 
$45,000,000 could be raised by the communities to help fund 
potential water supply projects. 

B. AGRICULTURAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS - LITTLE SNAKE RIVER BASIN 

The agricultural ability to pay findings are summarized in Table B. 

The results show that the ability of ranchers and farmers in Wyoming's 

Little Snake River drainage to pay for supplemental irrigation water is 

partially dependent upon the use to which that water is put. If the 

water is used primarily to convert some existing hay lands into alfalfa, 

as appears most likely, then the long-term average ability to pay would 

be approximately $23.00 per acre-foot. If, on the other hand, some newly 

irrigated lands were brought into production, and malt barley introduced 

as a cash crop, long-term average ability to pay would be approximately 

$25.00 per acre-foot. Regardless of which assumption is used, ability 

to pay would be even lower during the first five or six years' after 

supplemental water becomes available. That is because during that period 

farmers and ranchers would be undertaking land improvement and reseeding 

operations to bring about changes in their current cropping patterns. 

It should also be noted that the ability to pay figures presented 

herein are estimates of the maximum that a typical operator could afford 

to pay. That is, they were computed as the breakeven point at which the 

farmer or rancher would be indifferent to purchasing new water. Thus, 

actual water charges may be somewhat lower. 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS ------------.---------

Medicine Bow 

Baggs 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Chugwater 
Dixon 
Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansvi lIe 
Glendo 
Glenrock 

Weak 

Fort Laramie 
Hartvi lIe (a) 
Lingle 
Lusk 

Not Rated 

Brooks WSD 
Pioneer WSD 
Wardwe 11 WSD 

Hanna 
Laramie 
Midwest 
Mills 
Pine Bluffs 
Rawl ins 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wheatland 

(a) Rating based on incomplete data. 

TARLE A 

SUMMARY 
GENERAL RATING OF 

MUNICIPALITIES ARILITY TO PAY 

FISCAL CHARACTERISTICS 

None 

Baggs 
Brooks WSD (b) 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Chugwater 
Dixon 
Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansville 
Fort Laramie (a) 
Glendo 
Glenrock 
Hanna 

Weak 

Pioneer WSD (b) 

Hartville (a) 
Laramie 
Lingle 
Lusk 
Medicine Bow (a) 
Midwest 
Mi lIs 
Pine Bluffs 
Rawl ins 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wardwell WSD (b) 
Wheatland 

(b) Includes budget data for water and sewer districts 
which is not directly comparable to municipalities. 

Strong - Indicators depict strong ability to pay characteristics. 
Average - Indicators depict average ability to pay characteristics. 
Weak - Indicators depict weak ability to pay characteristics. 

DEBT CHARACTERISTICS 
--. ~-------- -------~-

Brooks WSD 
Chugwater 
Douglas 

Baggs 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Edgerton 
Evansvi lle 
Fort Laramie 
Glendo 
Hanna 
Hartville 
Laramie 

Weak 

Dixon 
Glenrock 
Lingle 
Medicine Bow 
Pioneer WSD 

Lusk 
Midwest 
Mills 
Pine Bluffs (a) 
Rawl i ns 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wardwell WSD 
Wheatland 



Description 

Returns/Acre With 
Project 

Baseline Returns/Acre 

Difference 

TABLE B 

SUMMARY OF AGRICULTURAL 
ABILITY TO PAY CALCULATIONS 

Most Likely 
Scenario 

$73.93 

40.12 

$33.81/Acre 

Land Improvements/Acre* 4.81 

Difference 

Supplemental Water 
Requirement/Acre 

Ability to Pay ($/AF) 

$29.00/Acre 

1.26 AF 

$23.02 

*Costs amortized over 50 year project life. 

Source: Western Research Corporation, Laramie, Wyoming. 

xii 

Maximum Production 
Scenario 

$94.61 

36.22 

$58.39/Acre 

17.50 

$40.89/Acre 

1.61 AF 

$25.40 
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I. MUNICIPAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The main objective of this report is to assess each participating com

munity's initial ability to provide financial support for a potential water 

supply project. This ability to provide financial support is referred to 

as "ability to pay" and implies that a community has financial resources 

available or the financial capacity which would allow it to pay at least a 

portion of the costs associated with developing new water supplies. The 

amount to be paid will depend on many factors which are unknown at this 

point in the study. These factors include: the number and distributions 

of communi ties and other water consumers who participate in the proj ect, 

the cost of the project, and a final decision of how the project is to be 

financed. A community's financial participation may range from paying a 

certain proportion of the costs to paying the total costs of providing the 

water to the community. Determination of the communities' share of cost 

and means of payment of those costs are not part of this study. 

Ability to pay is a relative concept. This means that ability to pay 

is dependent on many factors which must be weighed against each other in 

order to determine whether a community can afford to pay for additional 

water supply. One important factor is the present cost of water and whether 

it would be reasonable to expect that water rates be raised in order to pay 

for new water supplies. Another important factor is whether the community 

has the potential for selling new bonds or for undertaking additional debt 

burden to finance the initial capital costs of the water supply. It is also 

important to consider the economic and fiscal health of the community. 

A new water supply may be needed in order to serve existing customers 

or to meet expected water demand of future growth, or both. Water usage by 
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existing customers may increase as their incomes rise or as their needs 

change. Also if a community is expecting to grow, it must make plans for 

meeting its future needs. The total cost of the water supply project will 

include costs for meeting increased demands from existing customer and costs 

for providing water to future customers. 

The ability to pay analysis addresses the potential for communities to 

pay for additional water supply based on their present economic and finan

cial conditions and relative water costs. Since the level of costs for the 

new water supply are not known at this time, the ability to pay analysis 

does not address the question of how much a community can payor how much 

of the costs are to be paid by future demand. The analysis does, however, 

address the potential for communities to afford higher water cost and a 

greater debt burden for financing a share of the water supply project costs. 

In order to help make the assessment of the communities' ability to 

pay, a questionnaire was sent to each community to request certain financial 

and other information about the community and its water utility. A copy of 

this questionnaire is contained in the Appendix. A visit was then made to 

each community in order to help complete the questionnaire and to obtain 

the requested information. Additional data was obtained from state agen

cies, the US Bureau of the Census, the Wyoming Taxpayers Association, the 

Wyoming Association of Municipalities, and other sources. 

The ability to pay analysis is contained in the following sections. 

The first four sections present a summary of the information collected from 

the communities and other sources, and develops a number of ability to pay 

indicators which can be used to help judge the relative position of the com

munities and their ability to pay. The indicators are divided into four 
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major groups which are analyzed in separate sections. These include: socio

economic characteristics, fiscal characteristics, debt characteristics, and 

characteristics of the water utilities. 

The next section (Section F) of the report summarizes the ability to 

pay indicators by ranking each community relative to the other communities 

for each indicator. Each community is then summarized separately with an 

assessment of its ability to pay. 

The final section of the report is a quantification of potential 

ability to pay based on several criteria which could be used to raise addi

tional revenues for funding a large water supply project. A potential over

all funding level is included in the section summary. 
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B. SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

The first major group of indicators of a community's ability to pay 

are its social and economic characteristics. For purposes of this study 

several indicators have been examined which give a general description of 

the community's economic and social characteristics relative to financial 

capability. These indicators include: 

• Population 

• Median Household Income 

• Per Capita Income 

• Median Occupied Housing Value 

• Percent of Persons With Income Below Poverty Levels 

• Percent of Persons 65 Years and Older 

These indicators are taken from the 1980 Census of Population as the 

Census is the most recent data available. Table 1 contains the indicator 

information for each community. The counties and state values are included 

for comparison purposes. Census data is only available for the cities and 

counties and is not available for the three water and sewer districts which 

are not incorporated areas but are included as individual communities in 

the study. These include Brooks W&S District, Pioneer W&S District, and 

Wardwell W&S District. 

Population is included to indicate community size and is used for cal

culating per capita values. The communities range in size from 82 persons 

in Dixon to 51,015 for Casper. In Table 1 the three water and sewer dis

tricts are shown to have estimated populations as follows: Brooks at 4,400, 

Pioneer at 500, and Wardwell at 1,900. A previous report, "Water Supply 

Needs Assessment for the North Platte and Little Snake River Drainages, 

Phase II, Preliminary Draft, July 1984," contains population projection for 
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TABLE 1 

GENERAL SOC JO- ECONOM J C CHARACTER I STl CS 

Percent of Median Owner 
Total 1979 Income Occupied Income in 1979 Percent Persons 

-------------
1980 Participating Median Per Housing Value Below Poverty 65 Years 

P0l!u la t ion Cities Household ~'!£ita 1980 Level and Over 
% 

--$-----
$ 

------$ ---- ------"%--- % 

State 469,557 19,994 7,927 60,400 7.9 7.9 
Albany County 29,062 14,644 6,612 58,100 15.6 6.9 

Laramie 24,410 13.75 13,892 6,577 58,400 16.3 6.9 
Carbon County 21,896 21,912 8,227 58,400 6.7 6.9 

Baggs 433 0.24 16,683 7,812 45,800 14.6 6.9 
Dixon 82 0.05 13,750 7,469 33,800 7.4 14.6 
Hanna 2,288 1. 29 26,004 8,014 56,100 6.2 2.4 
Medicine Bow 953 0.54 26,023 9,615 51,.600 6.8 4.3 
Rawlins 11 ,547 6.50 22,104 8,213 60,600 6.3 7.3 
Saratoga 2,410 1. 36 20,505 8,538 58,800 5.0 9.0 

Converse County 14,069 22 ,693 8,133 65,500 6.4 5.5 
Douglas 6,030 3.40 22,801 8,358 64,400 5.5 7.9 
Glenrock 2,736 1. 54 23,179 7,864 64,500 9.6 4.9 

Goshen County 12,040 14,030 6,274 41,700 11.9 14.7 
Fort Laramie 356 0.20 11,544 5,310 35,800 18.5 15.2 
Lingle 475 0.27 13 ,839 8,093 40,200 8.7 20.8 
Torrington 5,441 3.06 14,511 6,360 43,600 11.4 18.3 

Laramie County 68,649 17,630 7,743 56,500 8.0 8.8 
1-4 Cheyenne 47,283 26.63 17,708 8,047 55,900 7.8 10.2 
I 

U1 Pine Bluffs 1,077 0.61 13 ,547 6,640 42,700 10.6 18.4 
Natrona County 71,856 22,867 9,353 69,800 5.8 6.3 

Casper 51,015 28.73 23,123 9,700 70,100 6.0 7.3 
Edgerton 510 0.29 19,022 6,894 36,300 9.2 6.3 
Evansville 2,652 1.49 21,567 6,759 60,400 5.4 4.0 
Midwest 638 0.36 19,333 7,466 28,900 8.8 9.2 
Mills 2,139 1. 20 20,440 8,392 49,100 6.2 7. 1 

Niobrara County 2,924 12,830 6,481 34,700 16.0 17 .3 
Lusk 1,650 0.93 12,011 6,429 36,600 11.4 21.6 

Platte County 11,975 19,545 7,597 47,000 9.7 9.0 
Chugwater 282 0.16 13,571 6,517 25,400 7.6 12.1 
Glendo 367 0.21 16,875 6,520 31,300 5.6 13.1 
Hartville 149 0.08 18,750 5,904 31,360 N.A. 12.1 
Wheatland 5,816 3.28 20,525 8,319 48,900 8.0 9.6 

Estimates for Water 
& Sewer Districts 

Brooks 4,400 2.48 
Pioneer 500 0.28 
Wardwell 1,900 1. 07 

Total Participating 
Jurisdictions 177,539 

Source: 1980 Census of Population and Housing 



each participating jurisdiction. However for consistency with other socio

economic indicators the 1980 population is used in the ability to pay 

analysis. The four largest cities (Casper, Cheyenne, Laramie, and Rawlins) 

include about 76 percent of the population in the participating jurisdic

tions. The eleven communities with population less than 1,000 include 2.7 

percent of the participating population. 

Income is a strong indicator of ability to pay although it must be con

sidered with other measures such as outstanding debt and tax burden. Both 

median household income and per capita income are included in Table 1. 

Median household income indicates the value where half the households have 

income below and half have income above that value. Per capita income indi

cates the average income for the total community population. 

In order to evaluate the relative position of each community, the com

munity's income has been calculated as a percent of the state value. These 

relative income measures are included in Table 2. Median household income 

as a percent of the state's median ranges from 58 percent for Fort Laramie 

to 130 percent for Hanna and Medicine Bow. Relative per capita income 

ranges from 67 percent for Fort Laramie to 122 percent for Casper. 

Median owner occupied housing value is included as another measure of 

general economic well being. Housing value is often used as a measure of 

wealth as opposed to income. Table 1 contains the Census housing values 

while Table 2 shows the community's value relative to the state median. 

Chugwater's median housing value is 42 percent of the state value while 

Casper's is 116 percent. Some communities like Casper and Douglas have both 

high income levels and housing values; some have either high or average in

comes but low housing values, such as Midwest; while a few such as Fort 

Laramie and Lusk have relatively low incomes and housing values. 

I-6 



Two other measures of socio-economic characteristics and ability to 

pay included in Table 1 are the percent of persons with income below poverty 

level and the percent of persons 65 years of age or over. Both these indi

cators are generally considered to represent population groups with a lower 

ability to pay than the population as a whole, because of their possible 

low fixed income. High percentages in either group would indicate a segment 

of the community who may be more adversely affected by higher costs than 

would some other groups. Poverty status is defined by the Census Bureau 

and other federal agencies and depends on the number of persons in a family, 

the number of children under 18 years, and their family income. For 

example, for a family of four the average poverty threshold in the 1980 

Census was $7,412. 

Table 2 shows poverty status and elderly population as a ratio to the 

state's values. A ratio greater than one for a community indicates a 

greater percent of the population in that community below poverty than for 

the state as a whole. Likewise a ratio greater than one for elderly popula

tion indicates a higher percent of a community's population are elderly than 

the percent elderly for the state as a whole. 
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TABLE 2 

GENERAL SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 
RELATIVE TO THE STATE 

Percent 
1979 Income Median Owner Income in 1979 Percent Persons 

Median Per Occupied Below Poverty 65 Years 
Household Capita Housing Value Level and Over 

% of State % of State % of State Ratio to State Ratio to State 

State 100 100 100 1.0 1.0 
Albany County 73 84 96 2.0 0.9 

Laramie 69 83 97 2.1 0.9 
Carbon County 110 104 97 0.8 0.9 

Baggs 84 99 76 1.8 0.9 
Dixon 69 94 56 0.9 1.8 
Hanna 130 101 93 0.8 0.3 
Medicine Bow 130 121 85 0.9 0.5 
Rawlins 111 104 100 0.8 0.9 

..... Saratoga 103 108 97 0.6 1.1 
I Converse County 113 103 108 0.8 0.7 

00 
Douglas 114 105 107 0.7 1.0 
Glenrock 116 99 107 1.2 0.6 

Goshen County 70 79 69 1.5 1.9 
Fort Laramie 58 67 59 2.3 1.9 
Lingle 69 102 67 1.1 2.6 
Torrington 73 80 72 1.4 2.3 

Laramie County 88 98 94 1.0 1.1 
Cheyenne 89 102 93 1.0 1.3 
Pine Bluffs 68 84 71 1.3 2.3 

Natrona County 114 118 116 0.7 0.8 
Casper 116 122 116 0.8 0.9 
Edgerton 95 87 60 1.2 0.8 
Evansville 108 85 100 0.7 0.5 
Midwest 97 94 48 1.1 1.2 
Mills 102 106 81 0.8 0.9 

Niobrara County 64 82 57 2.0 2.2 
Lusk 60 81 61 1.4 2.7 

Platte County 98 96 78 1.2 1.1 
Chugwater 68 82 42 1.0 1.5 
Glendo 84 82 52 0.7 1.7 
Hartville 94 74 52 N.A. 1.5 
Wheatland 103 105 81 1.0 1.2 



C. FISCAL CHARACTERISTICS 

Fiscal characteristics of the communities are represented by several 

indicators dealing with the size of the budget, level of taxes, and assessed 

valuation. By comparing these indicators it is possible to evaluate the 

level of governmental services being provided and their tax burden on resi

dents of the community. Larger budgets and high tax levels would indicate 

a lower ability to pay, other things being equal. 

Table 3 compares the budgeted revenue for each participating community. 

Revenue was chosen to represent the general level of government resources 

available or expected to be available for expenditure purposes. Most 

budgets are adopted with expected revenues equaling expected expenditures, 

although there are occasional exceptions. Due to the variance of informa

tion available from the communities, the budget years used in Table 3 range 

from fiscal year 1982-1983 to fiscal year 1984-1985. Although the budget 

years vary, it is possible to get a general idea of the level of the budgets 

by looking at the per capita budgets and budget level as a percent of per

sonal income, both of which are included in Table 3. When the per capita 

and percent of income figures are being compared it is irrlportant to remember 

that different budget years are being used. Figures for more recent years 

can be expected to be higher than those for earlier years. It should also 

be noted that the budgets for the three water and sewer districts (Brooks, 

Pioneer, and Wardwell) are not directly comparable with the budgets for the 

municipalities because their service functions are different. 

Unusual items which were included in the budgets have been taken out 

of the total revenues as noted in the last column of Table 3. Excluded 

were major capital projects that would not be a recurring item and municipal 

electric utilities in the few cases where they appeared in the city budgets. 
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Table 3 also shows the total budgets for the enterprise funds such as 

water, sewer, and other funds that are largely self-supporting. Other funds 

have been included in the enterprise funds to the extent that they could be 

identified in the source material. The percent of the budget represented 

by enterprise funds is shown to illustrate the relative importance of the 

enterprise funds to the total budget. A later section will examine the 

budget for the water utilities in more detail. 

Assessed valuation and property tax levels, both major indicators of 

fiscal characteristics, are summarized in Table 4 for each participating 

community. Total 1983 assessed valuation; per capita valuation; city direct 

tax levy; the aggregate city, county, school, and special district levy; 

total property tax; and per capita tax are shown in the table. 

Assessed valuation forms the basis for property tax revenue with the 

mill levy indicating the tax rate applied to that property. There is a 

limit of 8 mills for city general revenue but this can be exceeded for debt 

service. In addition to the city tax levy, property owners in a community 

must pay the county, school district, and other special district levy which 

may apply. Special district levys may be county wide or only cover a por

tion of a community. An attempt has been made to only include those special 

district taxes when they include a major portion of a community. For the 

most part the tax levy corresponds with the rates reported by the Wyoming 

Tax Payers Association or the State Department of Revenue and Taxation. 

The aggregate tax levy is a indicator of the tax burden being placed 

on property owners. A low levy indicates greater potential to pay while a 

higher levy indicates a lower ability to pay. The state average for munici

pal levies is 8.854 mills while the state average for municipalities for all 

purposes is 76.092 mills. These state figures have been included in Table 4 
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TABLE 3 

CITY OR UTILITY BUDGET REVENUE 

Budget as 
a Percent Total Funds 

Total Budget Total Budget of Excluding 
Revenue(I)(2) Per Caeita Income(3) Enterprise _ 

$1,000 $ % $1,000 

Baggs 262 a 605 8 200 
Brooks WSD(4) 656 d 149(5) N.A. ° Casper 44,945 d 881 9 35,442 

Cheyenne 30,383 d 643 8 24,173 
Chugwater 123 c 436 7 107 
Dixon 61 b 744 10 52 

Douglas 3,734 b 619 7 2,946 
Edgerton 682 a 1,337 19 633 
Evansville 2,896 b 1,092 16 2,641 

Fort Laramie N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
Glendo 261 b 711 11 226 
Glenrock 3,248 b 1,187 15 2,718 

Hanna 2,534 b 1,108 14 2,222 
Hartville N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
Laramie 12,883 d 535 8 10,644 

Lingle 521 a 1,097 14 458 
Lusk 2,377 a 1,440 22 1,683 

Medicine Bow N.A. N.A. N.A. N.A. 
Midwest 721 a 1,130 15 502 

Natrona, Mills, Wardwell WSJPB 
Pioneer WSD(4) 134 a 268(5) N.A. 0 
Wardwell WSD(4) 428 a 225(5) N.A. ° Mills 2,448 a 1,144 14 2,230 

Pine Bluffs 1,332 a 1,237 19 1,163 

Rawlins 7,818 d 677 8 5,617 
Saratoga 2,504 a 1,039 12 2,270 

Torrington 4,214 d 774 12 2,327 
Wheatland 2,735 a 470 6 1,184 

(1) Budget or Data Year: a - 1984-85, b - 1983-84, c - 1983 CY, d - year ending 6/30/83. 
(2) Adjusted for unusual items as noted. 
(3) Budget per capita as a percent of income per capita. 
(4) Water & Sewer Districts are not directly comparable to municipal budgets. 
(5) Based on estimated population. 

N.A. - Not available. 

Enterprise 
as Percent 

Enterprise of 
!Y~ Funds Revenue Notes 

$1,000 % 

62 24 
656 100 From Financial Report 

9,503 21 From Financial Report 

6,210 20 From Financial Report 
16 13 Estimate From Semiannual Reports 
9 15 

788 21 
49 7 

255 9 Excludes $1,759,000 for Bridge Work 

N.A. N.A. 
35 13 

530 16 

312 12 ExcI. $3,000,000 Street Impr. Dist. 
N.A. N.A. 

2,239 17 From Financial Report 

63 12 
694 29 Excludes $1,389,000 Street Improve-

ment and $570,000 Electric Dept. 
N.A. N.A. 

219 30 

134 100 Revenue Estimate to Dec. 1984 
428 100 Revenue Declining Last 3 Years 
218 9 

169 13 Excludes $404,000 Electricity and 
$957,000 Utility Grant 

2,201 28 From Financial Report 
234 9 Proposed Budget. Excludes 

$2,516,000 Sewer Project 

1,887 48 From Financial Report 
1,551 57 



TABLE 4 

ASSESSED VALUATION AND PROPERTY TAXES 

Assessed City or Aggregate Total Aggregate Tax Direct Tax 
Valuation District Total Property Per Capita Per Capita Levy Relative Levy Relative 

1983(c) _Le~_ ~1!l Tax 1983(c) Valuation Tax to State to State 
$1,000 Mills Mills $1,000 $ $ % % 

Baggs 739 8.000 69.960 51.7 1,710 119 92 90 
Brooks WSD 7,181(a) 14.000 73.250(2) 526.0 1,630(e) 120(e) 96 158 
Casper 139,900 8.000 73.250(2) 10,247.6 2,740 201 96 90 

Cheyenne 142,545 8.000 76.300 10,876.2 3,010 230 100 90 
Chugwater 477 3.360 69.660 33.2 1,690 118 92 38 
Dixon 117 8.000 69.940 8.2 1,430 100 92 90 

Douglas 13,032 12.220 82.954 1,081.1 2,160 179 109 138 
Edgerton 616 8.000 73.250(2) 45.1 1,210 88 96 90 
Evansville 3,379 8.000 73.250(2) 247.5 1,210 93 96 90 

Fort Laramie 432 14.945 85.635 37.0 1,210 104 113 169 
Glendo 510 21.600 86.900 44.4 1,390 121 114 244 
Glenrock 5, ]28 14.284 90.854 465.9 1,870 170 119 161 

Hanna 3,404 21.800 82.240 279.9 1,490 122 108 246 
H Hartville 139 8.000 83.650 11.6 930 78 110 90 
I 
~ Laramie 
N 

48,558 8.710 74.220 3,604.0 1,990 148 98 98 

Lingle 1,244 8.000 77 .040 95.8 2,620 202 101 90 
Lusk 3,800 8.000 14.112 281.9 2,300 171 97 90 
Medicine Bow 1,016 8.000 68.440 69.5 1,070 73 90 90 
Midwest 2,131 8.000 73.250(2) 156.1 3,340 245 96 90 

Natrona, Mills, Wardwell WSJPB 
Pioneer WSD 680(a) 8.000 73.250(2) 49.8 1,360(e) 100(e) 96 90 
Wardwell WSD 4,822(a) 16.000 81. 250(2 ,3) 391.8 2,540(e) 206(e) 101 181 
Mills 5,418 8.000 73.250(2) 396.9 2,530 186 96 90 

Pine Bluffs 2,792 8.000 73.340 204.8 2,590 190 96 90 
Rawlins 21,561 11. 000 69.360 1,495.5 1,870 130 91 124 
Saratoga 4,898 8.000 68.440 335.2 2,030 139 90 90 

Torrington 11,183 8.000 77 .040 861.6 2,060 158 101 90 
Wheatland 8,783 12.460 77.760 682.9 1,510 117 102 141 

State Average for Municipalities 8.854 76.092 2,554 194 100 100 

(1) Includes all school, city, and county levies except some special taxing districts 
which may cover a small portion of the city and are not included. 

(2) Includes the Casper College special taxing district. 
(3) Combined Wardwell W&S and Bar Nunn. Bar Nunn rate is 13.250 mills. 
Sources: (a) - Wyoming Taxpayers Association, "Wyoming Property Tax Rates 1983" 

(b) - Individual Contacts 
(c) - State Department of Revenue and Taxation 
(e) - Based on estimated population 



to help show the relative positions of the tax levies to the state average. 

The weighted average of the aggregate tax levy for the participating com

munities is 74.988 mills. This indicates a slightly lower property tax 

burden in the study area than the state average. 

The aggregate tax levy as a percent of the state average for munici

palities shows this relative position. Several of the communities have 

relatively higher property tax burdens; including Fort Laramie, Glendo, and 

Glenrock. Each of these three communities have levies that are over 110 

percent of the state average. However, since these communities have levies 

less than 120 percent of the state they are not considered excessive. It 

is also of interest to note that the three water and sewer districts have a 

tax levy at 96 percent of the state average for Brooks and Pioneer and 107 

percent for Wardwell. The aggregate tax levy for Wardwell is shown includ

ing the aggregate rate for the community of Bar Nunn which makes up only a 

portion of the Wardwell service area. Without including Bar Nunn the aggre

gate levy for Wardwell would also be 96 percent. 

Per capita valuation and per capita tax also serve as indicators of 

relative ability to pay. A low per capita valuation indicates a relative 

low level of property wealth in the community while per capita tax levy 

indicates the relative tax burden on the population. The state average per 

capita valuation for incorporated cities is $2,554 while the state per 

capita tax averages $194 for incorporated cities. When using per capita 

valuation and per capita tax it should be recognized that both residential 

and business property is included. 
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D. DEBT CHARACTERISTICS 

Since major capital additions or improvements are usually financed 

with debt, the debt characteristics of a community are extremely important 

to an ability to pay analysis. Debt characteristics, therefore, are treated 

as a separate category of ability to pay indicators along with socio

economic and fiscal characteristics. If a community is to finance additions 

to its water resources through a bond issue, its existing outstanding debt 

determines to a large extent the feasibility of selling additional bonds 

and may have some influence on the interest rates which they will have to 

pay. 

In Wyoming municipal bond issues for water improvements cannot be 

revenue bonds but must be general obligation (G.O.) bonds. The community 

could pay the debt service on the bonds by using its property tax base, by 

dedicating other tax revenue to the debt service, and by pledging revenues 

from its water utility operations. In any event the debt service would be 

a general obligation of the community and would not be solely dependent on 

water sales revenues for meeting debt service requirements. There is no 

limit in Wyoming on the property tax levy which a municipality can impose 

to pay the debt service on water G.O. bonds. If a Joint Powers Board issues 

bonds for water system improvements, the bonds must be revenue bonds and 

must be supported by water sales revenues. 

For purposes of ability to pay analysis the important consideration is 

the total debt burden on the resident of a community and not just the debt 

obligation of the municipality itself. Debt characteristics for each com

munity are summarized in Table 5. The debt burden on residents of a munici

pality is usually classified in different ways depending on the nature of 

the debt. For purposes of Table 5, the following definitions apply to debt 

classification: 
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TABLE 5 

DEBT CHARACTERISTICS(I) 

Debt as Proportion of 
Per Ca~ita (1980) 1983 Assessed Valuation 

Moody's Outstanding Outstanding Direct and Overall Overall Overall 
Bond Direct Overlapping Overlapping Gross D&O Net Gross D&O Net Gross 

Rating Net Debt Debt(2) Net Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt Debt 
$1,000 $1,000 $1,000 ~OOO $ $ 1 ex, 

Baggs(a) 169 30 199 213 460 492 26.9 28.2 
Brooks WSD 344 75 419 521 95(e) 118(e) 5.8 7.3 
Casper A 720 28,272 28,992 37,163 568 728 20.7 26.6 

Cheyenne A 8,601 3,108 11,709 54,936 248 1,162 8.2 38.5 
Chugwater(b) 0 5 5 55 18 195 1.0 11.5 
Dixon(c) 86 5 91 III 1,110 1,354 77 .8 94.9 

Douglas (b) 135 371 506 1,187 84 197 3.9 9.1 
Edgerton 61 6 67 286 131 561 10.9 46.4 
Evansville(d) 591 35 626 626 268 268 18.5 18.5 

Fort Laramie 16 34 47 47 132 132 10.9 10.9 
Glendo(£) 39 6 45 220 123 599 8.8 43.1 
Glenrock 15 393 408 7,114 149 2,600 8.0 138.7 

H 
Hanna (g) I 335 185 521 676 228 295 15.3 19.9 

...... Hartville 0 21 21 21 141 141 15.1 15.1 
til 

Laramie A 2,092 4,020 6,112 10,215 250 418 12.6 21.0 

Lingle(h) 0 96 96 585 202 1,231 7.7 47.0 
Lusk(i) 0 6 6 375 4 227 0.2 9.9 
Medicine Bow(3)(j) 1,419 55 1,474 1,474 1,547 1,547 145.1 145.1 
Midwest 510 22 532 1,107 834 1,735 25.0 51.9 

Natrona, Mills, Wardwell WSJPB 
Pioneer WSD 0 7 7 1,323 14(e) 2,646(e) 1.0 194.6 
Wa rdwe 11 WSD 182 50 232 2,087 122(e) 1,098(e) 4.8 43.3 
Mills(d) 0 57 57 1,615 27 755 1.0 29.8 

Pine Bluffs 0 41 41 738 38 685 1.5 26.4 
Rawlins (b) A 3,187 873 4,060 5,291 352 458 18.8 24.5 
Saratoga(k) 0 266 266 529 110 220 5.4 10.8 

Torrington 0 865 865 1,596 159 293 7.7 14.3 
Wheatland 332 96 428 1,522 73 261 4.9 17.3 

Note: Net Direct Debt and Overlapping debt is supported by property taxes and general city funds. 
Gross Debt includes direct and overlapping plus debt supported by pledged revenues. 

(1) Debt as of 6/30/83 except as noted: (a) 3/26/84, (b) 6/30/84, (c) 12/31/83, (d) 5/31/83, 
(£) 8/31/83, (g) 1/31/84, (h) 9/30/83, (i) 2/29/84, (j) 6/30/82, and (k) 4/30/84. 

(2) Overlapping debt based on 1982 County and School District outstanding debt. 
(3) Bonded Indebtedness 1982, Wyoming Department of Economic Planning and Development. 
(e) Based on estimated 1980 population for service area. 



• Outstanding Direct Net Debt - General obligation debt less 
reserve funds for general obligations. 

• Outstanding Overlapping Debt - Portion of outstanding county 
and school district debt applicable to the community. 

• Direct and Overlapping Debt - The total of direct net debt 
and overlapping debt. 

• Overall Gross Debt - Direct and overlapping debt plus revenue 
bonds, limited improvement district bonds (not of a general 
obligation nature) and oustanding loan balances, less bond 
or loan payment reserve funds (sinking funds). Limited 
improvement district bonds apply to only a portion of a com
muni ty but are included to reflect the higher debt burden 
outstanding. 

Bond rating is a frequently used measure of the overall credit strength 

of a community and of the credit quality of a specific bond issue. However, 

only the four largest communities Casper, Cheyenne, Laramie, and Rawlins, 

have received bond ratings. In each case the latest rating available was a 

Moody's A rating which generally indicates a strong credit position. 

The relative debt position of the communities is indicated by per 

capita debt and debt as a percent of assessed valuation. Each of these is 

shown in Table 5 for Direct and Overlapping Debt and for Overall Gross Debt. 

The direct and overlapping debt is an indicator of the community's general 

obligations and specifically debt that could be used for water projects 

(other than loans). Overall debt indicates the level of total debt burden 

outstanding in the community. A low direct net debt per capita or a low 

percentage of assessed valuation indicates a strong ability to pay and a 

potential for using general obligation bonds to finance water resource 

projects. On the other hand a higher value would indicate less potential. 

High overall gross debt per capita and as a percent of assessed valuation 

indicates a high level of debt burden on the community and may also indicate 

a relatively low ability to pay. 
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There is a wide range in the values of overall debt as a percent of 

assessed valuation. Three of the communities have debt in excess of 

assessed valuation including Pioneer Water and Sewer District, Medicine Bow, 

and Glenrock. In Dixon debt is 95 percent of assessed valuation. The 

weighted average of overall debt to assessed valuation is 30 percent for 

the communities. 
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E . WATER UTILITIES 

Two major factors of the water utility have been examined for this 

analysis of ability to pay -- the water utility budget and water rates and 

fees. The budget indicates the extent that user generated revenues are 

meeting operating expenses for the water system. A comparison of water 

rates and fees indicates the nature of the rate structure and how the cost 

of water to the consumer varies from area to area. 

Table 6 is a summary of water utility operating budget information for 

the participating communities, including revenue, expenditures, and the pro

portion of expenditures being supported by service fees. The percent of 

service fees of operation expenditure is a measure of the degree to which 

the water utility is self-supporting. The determination of whether the 

utility is self-supporting is complicated by several factors. First for 

many of the smaller communities the budget information is inadequate to 

fully account for all revenue and expenditures applicable to the water 

utility. For example, a city engineer may be shared between several city 

functions and not be accounted for separately. 

Second, different data sources were used; such as budgets, financial 

statements and audit reports, and represented varying time frames. Third, 

an attempt was made to reflect only operating revenues and expenditures. 

In some cases it was not possible to separate out nonoperating items. For 

example interest income or connection deposits should be excluded from 

operating income while interest and capital expenses should be excluded from 

operating expenses. Tax revenue and other transfers also should not be 

included in operating revenue. Fourth, large capital projects tend to dis

tort water revenue and expenses balances in the budgets or financial state

ments for some smaller communities. The capital projects may not be clearly 
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accounted for in either revenues or expenses of water funds but may appear 

elsewhere in the budget or financial statement as "grants." 

In those cases where the accounting information was limited, total 

water fund revenue and expenditures were used. 

Even with the potential problems mentioned above it was possible to 

get a reasonably accurate representation of how self-supporting the water 

utilities are in most of the communities. Whether a water utility is self

supporting or not is indicated in Table 6 by the operating revenue minus 

expense balance and by service fees as a percent of expenditures. As an 

additional indicator, the Wyoming Association of Municipalities, "Municipal 

Services Survey: 1984" reports for most of the participating communities 

whether users fees cover costs. This information is also included in 

Table 6. 

Total grant funds received in the past five years for water system im

provements is shown in the last column of Table 6. Most of the grant funds 

have been made available by the Wyoming Farm Loan Board and to a lesser 

extent by the Wyoming Water Development Commission and the u.S. Farmers Home 

Administration. Grant monies used for water proj ects do not represent a 

direct cost to the community receiving the funds. 

Water rates can be somewhat difficult to compare because of differences 

in rate structures. In order to compare the cost of water in the partici

pating communities two tables have been presented. The first is Table 7 

which compares the total cost of water for various consumption levels for 

both residential and commercial users. These costs include both minimum 

charges and per unit charges where applicable. Various levels of consump

tion are included for comparison purposes only and do not imply that the 

water utility would have any customers using a particular volume of water. 
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TABLE 6 

WATER FUND - OPERATI NG REVENUES, EXPENDITURES, AND GRANTS 

Service 
Water Fees as a 

Fy_!,!<!~ _~~~_ )~.1 __ !~81 ________ Service Percent of 
Revenue Expe~itu~ef> Balance Fees E~end~I!E~~ --$----- ~--.------

Baggs 18,056 
Brooks WSD 340,315 
Casper 3,212,440 
Cheyenne 3,428,118 
Chugwater(b) 7,961 

Dixon 4,229 
Douglas 490,430 
Edgerton(k) 25,678(a) 
Evansville 141,069 
Fort Laramie NA 

Glendo(e) 15,157 
Glenrock 174,747 
Hanna(i) 117,019 
Hartville(c) 3,025 
Laramie 1,256,471 

Lingle(d) 25,478 
Lusk(d) 105,007 
Medicine Bow NA 
Midwest(g) 79,793 

Natrona, Mi lIs, Wardwell WSJPB 
Pioneer WSD NA 
Wardwell WSD(g) 298,768 
Mills 132,433 

Pine Bluffs NA 
Rawlins 765,761 
Saratoga 177 ,400 
Torrington( f) 197,255 
Wheatland(g) 192,994 

(a) Excluded miscellaneous income. 
(b) Calendar year 1983. 
(c) 9/1/83 - 6/30/84. 
(d) FY 1983-1984. 
(e) Budget FY 1985. 
(f) rca. FY 1985 Budget. 
(g) Water and sewer combined. 

$ 

39,987 
390,506 

3,125,267 
2,444,928 

7,490 

4,')96 
463,953 

34,704 
95,133 
NA 

29,187 
159,214 
125,082 

10,209 
1,180,130 

11,975 
92,787 
NA 

149,112 

NA 
350,158 
59,831 

NA 
899,529(h) 
207,840 
181,376 
162,064 

(b) Excludes bond interest, water studies, and depreciation. 
(i) 2/1/83 - 1/31/84. 

$ 

(21,931) 18,056 
(50,191) 334,040 
87,173 3,044,945 

983,190 3,428,118 
471 7,961 

(367) 3,629 
26,477 484,9J8 
(9,026) 25,678 
45,936 135,690 

NA NA 

(14,030) 15,157 
15,533 149,708 
(8,063) 112,371 
(7,184) 2,640 
76,341 1,223,711 

13 ,025 25,000 
12,220 99,282 

NA NA 
(69,319) 70,000 

NA NA 
(51,390) 265,446 
72,602 121,338(d) 

NA NA 
(113,768) 765,761 

(30,440) 155,000 
15,879 191,904 
30,930 116,209 

(j) Does not include anticipated debt service payments for which revenue is being collected. 
(k) 8/1/82 - 6/31/83. 
(w) Grants include joint water and sewer grants. 
(x) Grants to Mills/Wardwell JPB. City of Mills has had no water grants. 
(y) Include grants to JPB. 
(z) Include joint Midwest/Edgerton grant. 
(I) Wya.ing Association of Municipalities, "Municipal Services Survey: 1984." 
(2) City and Wyoming Farm Loan Board. 

NA - Not available. 
Y - Yes. 
N - No. 

'%. 

45 
86 
97 

140(j ) 
106 

79 
105 

74 
141 

NA 

52 
94 
90 
26 

104 

209 
107 

NA 
47 

NA 
76 

203 

NA 
85 
75 

106 
72 

User Fee 
Covers Cost? Water Grants 
__ l'-:N( 1)_ Past 5 Years(2) 

$ 

NA 555,000 
NA 380,000 
Y 950,000(w) 
Y 20,750,000 
NA None 

Y None 
Y 3,400,000 
N 573,000(z) 
Y 1,043,000(w) 
NA 

N 150,000 
N 420,000 
N 1,938,000 
N None 
Y None 

N None 
Y 375,000 
Y 45,000 
N 706,000(z) 

NA 2,468,000 
NA 336,000 
N 1,200,000(x) 

Y None 
N 1,753,000 
N 875,000(y) 
N 500,000 
Y 477 ,000 
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TARLE 7 

TYPICAL WATER 8ILLS: RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL 
(Monthly) 

Baggs 
Brooks WSD 
Casper 

Cheyenne 
Chugwater 
Dixon 

Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansville 

Fort Laramie 
Glendo 
Glenrock 

Hanna 
Hartville 
Laramie 

Lingle 
Lusk 
Hedicine Bow 
Hidwest 

Natrona, Hills, Wardwell WSJPB 
Pioneer WSD 
Wardwell WSD 
Hills 

Pine Bluffs 
Rawlins 
Saratoga 

Torrington 
Wheatland 

Residential (Thousands of Gallons) 
-5-----.0-- ------20-------- -7.0--------. 00 
$ $ $ $ -$--

14.00 
15.50 
6.30 

6.40 
6.50 
8.00 

7.85 
12.63 
9.75 

3.00 
12.30 

7.50 

12.00 
7.00 
7.25 

7.50 
9.00 
8.00 

15.00 

53.00 
24.00 
10.50 

8.35 
6.20 
8.00 

6.00 
3.25 

14.00 
24.00 
10.80 

12.80 
6.50 
8.00 

12.35 
16.05 
14.00 

3.00 
17.55 
11.25 

12.00 
7.00 
9.65 

7.50 
9.00 
8.00 

15.00 

53.00 
29.50 
12.90 

10.10 
12.20 
11.00 

6.00 
4.50 

19.00 
41.00 
19.80 

25.60 
6.50 
8.00 

21.35 
20.97 
22.50 

3.00 
28.05 
18.75 

18.30 
7.00 

14.45 

7.50 
12.40 
14.00 
25.00 

60.50 
37.13 
18.90 

13.60 
24.20 
21.00 

10.00 
7.00 

39.00 
75.00 
37.80 

51.20 
6.50 
8.00 

39.35 
29.77 
39.50 

3.00 
49.05 
33.75 

36.30 
7.00 

24.05 

7.50 
19.20 
26.00 
85.00 

90.50 
52.13 
30.90 

20.60 
48.20 
41.00 

18.00 
12.00 

99.00 
177 .00 
91.80 

12R.00 
6.50 
8.00 

93.35 
56.17 
90.50 

3.00 
112.05 
78.75 

100.30 
7.00 

52.85 

7.50 
39.60 
62.00 

265.00 

180.50 
97.13 
66.90 

41.60 
120.20 
101.00 

37.00 
27.00 

(a) Rate depends on customer class; used cafes and schools. 
(b) Industrial higher. 

Conunercial (Thousands of Gallons) 
--~ QQ-----------25Q--------50Q -------~OO 

$ $ $ $ 

99.00 
184.00 
91.80 

128.00 
6.50 
9.00(a) 

94.35 
56.17 

142.75 

3.00 
112.05 
78.75 

]00.30 
7.00 

52.85 

21.75 
44.20 
62.00 

265.00 

571.00 
140.95 
94.98 

41.60 
120.20 
101.00 

50.00 
27.90 

249.00 
439.00 
226.80 

320.00 
6.50 
9.00(a) 

229.35 
122.17 
337.75 

3.00 
269.55 
191.25 

265.30 
7.00 

124.85 

44.25 
95.20 

152.00 
715.00 

1,471.00 
305.95 
211.98 

94.10 
300.20 
251.00 

102.50 
65.40 

499.00 
864.00 
451.80 

630.00 
6.50 

23.00(a) 

454.35 
232.17 
662.75 

3.00 
532.05 
378.75 

540.30 
7.00 

244.85 

81. 75 
180.20 
302.00 

1,465.00 

2,971.00 
580.95 
406.98 

181.60 
600.20 
501.00 

190.00 
127.90 

999.00 
1,714.00 

901.80 

1,250.00 
6.50 

23.00(a) 

904.35 
452.17 

1,312.75 

3.00 
1,057.05 

753.75 

1,090.30 
7.00 

484.85 

156.75 
350.20 
602.00 

2,965.00 

5,971.00 
1,130.95 

796.98 

356.60 
1,200.20 
1,001. 00 

365.00 
252.90 

Residential 
and C~ercial 
Rates the Same 

Yes 
No 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
No 

No 
Yes 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes(b) 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 
No 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

No 
No 



The smaller systems generally do not have any customers in the larger 

categories. 

Table 8 converts the total water costs in Table 7 to an average cost 

per thousand gallons for each of the indicated consumption levels. From 

this table it is possible to see that a wide range of water rates are being 

applied over the communities. Extremes range from communities with flat 

rates (which imply declining per unit costs for increasing usage) like 

Chugwater, Dixon, Fort Laramie, Hartville, and Lingle; to communities like 

Cheyenne with a constant per unit rate; to communities like that served by 

Pioneer Water and Sewer District where rates are relatively high and are 

considerably higher in the commercial class. In most cases the per unit 

cost declines with higher usage. For a typical residential customer con

suming 20,000 gallons per month the average per unit costs range from $0.15 

per gallon to $3.025 per gallon. Average monthly residential water costs 

per thousand gallons for the communities studied were $2.18 at 5,000 

gallons, $1.32 at 10,000 gallons, $0.98 at 20,000 gallons, $0.86 at 40,000 

gallons, and $0.80 at 100,000 gallons. 

In addition to service fees all the communities charge a basic tap fee 

for new connections, some charge a plant investment fee while others have 

other fees and policies associated with new service. Table 9 summarizes 

the basic tap fee for a 3/4-inch connection and notes where other fees and 

policies are applied. The basic tap fee ranged from $50 in Lingle to $2,500 

at Pioneer Water and Sewer District. Other costs range from meter fees to 

cases where the new customer pays for all costs associated with new service. 

In several cases it was indicated that tap fees were on a 3/4-inch equiva

lence basis although this information was not uniformly available. 
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The communities were also asked about their main extension and water 

conservation policies. Table 9 indicates if there is a formal policy re

garding main extension and what the practice is regarding who pays the main 

extension costs (with or without a formal policy). Main extensions refer 

to the extension of water mains beyond the designated service boundary of 

the utility. The table also indicates whether there is a water conservation 

policy and a water rationing policy. Most communities do not have policies 

to encourage water conservation but do have authority to ration water use 

in times of short supply. 
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Baggs 
Brooks WSD 
Casper 

Cheyenne 
Chugwater 
Dixon 

Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansville 

Fort Laramie 
Glendo 
Glenrock 

Hanna 
Hartville 
Laramie 

Lingle 
Lusk 
Medicine Bow 
Midwest 

Natrona, Hi lIs, Wardwe 11 WSJPB 
Pioneer WSD 
Wardwell WSD 
Mills 

Pine Bluffs 
Rawlins 
Saratoga 

Torrington 
Wheatland 

Average $/1,000 

TABtE 8 

WATER COSTS: RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL 
PER lINIT $ PER THOUSAND GALLONS 

Residential (Thousands of Gallons) 5---------)0 -- -------. -20--------- 40----------100 
$ $ --$ $ -$ 

2.80 
3.10 
I. 26 

1. 28 
1. 30 
1.60 

1.57 
2.526 
1. 95 

0.60 
2.46 
1. 50 

2.40 
1.40 
1.45 

1.50 
1.80 
1.60 
3.00 

10.60 
4.8 
2.10 

1.67 
l. 24 
1.60 

1.20 
0.65 

2.18 

1.40 
2.40 
1.08 

I. 2R 
0.65 
0.80 

1.235 
1.605 
1.40 

0.30 
1.755 
1.125 

I. 20 
0.70 
0.965 

0.75 
0.90 
0.80 
1. 50 

5.30 
2.95 
1.29 

1. 01 
l. 22 
1.10 

0.60 
0.45 

l. 32 

0.95 
2.05 
0.99 

I. 28 
0.325 
0.40 

1.0675 
1.0485 
1.125 

0.15 
1.4025 
0.9375 

0.915 
0.35 
0.7225 

0.375 
0.62 
0.70 
1. 25 

3.025 
1.8565 
0.945 

0.68 
I. 21 
1.05 

0.50 
0.35 

0.98 

0.975 
1.875 
0.945 

1. 28 
0.1625 
0.20 

1.0838 
0.7443 
0.9875 

0.075 
1.2263 
0.8438 

0.9075 
0.175 
0.6013 

O. 1875 
0.48 
0.65 
2. 125 

2.2625 
1.3033 
0.7725 

0.515 
1.205 
1.025 

0.45 
0.30 

0.86 

0.99 
1.71 
0.918 

1. 28 
0.065 
0.08 

0.9335 
0.5617 
0.905 

0.03 
1.1205 
0.7875 

1.003 
0.01 
0.5285 

0.075 
0.396 
0.62 
2.65 

1.805 
0.9113 
0.669 

0.416 
1.202 
1.01 

0.37 
0.27 

0.80 

Commercial (Thousands of Gallons) -i9~----- -'-250 -----~~---l ,000 

$ $ $ $ 

0.99 
I. 84 
0.918 

1. 28 
0.065 
0.09 

0.9435 
0.5611 
l. 4275 

0.03 
1.1205 
0.7815 

1.003 
0.07 
0.5285 

0.2175 
0.442 
0.62 
2.65 

5.71 
1.4095 
0.9498 

0.416 
1.202 
1.01 

0.50 
0.279 

1.00 

0.996 
1.156 
0.9072 

1. 28 
0.026 
0.036 

0.9114 
0.4887 
1.351 

0.012 
1.0182 
0.1650 

1.0612 
0.028 
0.4994 

0.177 
0.3808 
0.608 
2.86 

5.884 
1.2238 
0.8479 

0.3164 
1.2008 
) .004 

0.41 
0.2616 

0.98 

0.998 
l. 728 
0.9036 

I. 26 
0.013 
0.046 

0.9087 
0.4643 
1.3255 

0.006 
1.0641 
0.7575 

1.0806 
0.014 
0.4897 

0.1635 
0.3604 
0.604 
2.93 

5.942 
1.1619 
0.814 

0.3632 
1.2004 
1.002 

0.38 
0.2558 

0.97 

0.999 
1.114 
0.9018 

1.250 
0.0065 
0.023 

0.9044 
0.4522 
1.3128 

0.003 
1.05705 
0.7538 

1.0903 
0.007 
0.4849 

0.1568 
0.3502 
0.602 
2.965 

5.971 
1.1310 
0.797 

0.3566 
1.2002 
1.001 

0.365 
0.2529 

0.91 
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TABLE 9 

WATER UTILITY - OTHER FEES AND POLICIES 

Baggs 
Brooks WSD 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Chugwater 

Dixon 
Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansville 
Fort Laramie 

Glendo 
Glenrock 
Hanna 
Hartville 
Lara.ie 
Lingle 
Lusk 
Med i ci ne Bow 
Midwest 
Natrona, Mills, Wardwel I WSJPB 

Pioneer WSD 
Wa rdwe 11 WSD 
Hills 

Pine Bluffs 
Rawlins 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wheatland 

(a) 
(b) 
(e) 
(d) 
(e) 
({) 

NOTES 
~No rationing experience. 

Basic Tap or 
Connection 
Fee (3/4") --$-----

900 
400 
142 
245 
250 

300 
750 
400 
970 
NA 

600 
900 
400 
375 
305 

50 
500 
350 
250 

2,500 
1,525 
1,000 

500 
1,000 
1,000 

125 
350 

Plant 
Investment 

Fees -- --S---- -

1,262.50 
1,010 
1,500 

305 

250 

Other Costs 

(d 
(a, c, e) 

$142 (c, e) 

«", e) 
(a) 

(a) 

$140(c, e) 

(e) 

(f) 
(d 

(d) 
(11) 
(d 

(c y 
(d 
(e) 

$146(c, e) 
(a, c) 

(a) 
(e) 

Customer pays cost of new service. 
Plus cost of materials. 
Other fees applied. 
Include water, sewer, and electric. 
Tap fees vary with size. 
$750 for water and sewer. 

(2) In process of developing conservation policy after Casper's. 
(3) Hain extension policy being formalized. 
(4) No stated policy. 

N.A. - Not available. 
Y - Yes. 
N - No. 

Date of 
Latest Water 

Rate Ordinance . ~.- - -

1984 
1984 

9-1-83 
7-1-83 

1984 

1984 
8-84 

1-1-82 
1984 

1984 
1984 
9-83 
1984 

6-19-79 
1984 
1984 
1984 
1984 

1984 
4-7-81 

1984 

1984 
6-1-80 
6-21-82 
12-6-83 
9-18-74 

Hain 
Extension 
_ ~o!!cy __ 

N 
N 
Y 
Y 
N 

Y 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
N 
NA 
N 

Y 
Y 
Y 

Y(3) 
Y 
N(4) 
Y 
Y 

Developer Pays 
Most of Main 

Extension Costs 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
N 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 
NA 
Y 
Y 
Y 
NA 
Y 

Y 
Y 
Y 

Y 
Y 
N 
N 
Y 

Conservation 
Ordinance -------

N 
N 
Y 
N 
N 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

N 
N 
Y 
N 
Y 
N 
NA 
NA 
N 

N 
N(2) 
N 

N 
N 
N 
N 
N 

Indicated 
Water 

Rationing 
Authority 

Y 
Y 
Y 
Y 
NA 

Y 
Y 
Y 
NA 
NA 

Y 
Y 
Y 
NA 
Y 
NA 
NA 
NA 
Y 

NA(l) 
Y 
Y 

NA 
Y 
Y 
NA 
NA 



F. COMlVIUNITY'S ABILITY TO PAY 

A community's ability to pay is dependent on many factors. As dis

cussed previously, several indicators have been examined to help make a 

determination of the ability to pay for additional water resources in each 

community. This determination cannot be made with certainty for a specific 

cost level at this time since the local share of potential project funding 

is not known and financial conditions may change before financing is 

actually needed. However, general conclusions can be made as to the finan

cial health of the communities and their characteristics which affect their 

abili ty to pay. 

Most of the communities included in this study are in fairly good 

financial health and have an indicated ability to pay even though they are 

subj ect to pressures related to the business cycle swings typical in the 

Wyoming economy. These business cycle swings, which are strongly tied to 

energy, mineral and agricultural sectors, can change local conditions from 

year to year. This underlying susceptibility to economic conditions must 

be recognized and weighed against long run economic development trends when 

determining how much of a financial burden can be accepted by the communi

ties. This consideration is not addressed in this report because it is a 

policy issue and is beyond our scope of work. However, in the final deter

mination of ability to pay economic conditions prevelant at that time should 

be considered in determining the amount and type of financing to be required 

of participating communities. 

Some of the communities show areas of weakness in their ability to pay 

based on the historical socio-economic, fiscal, and debt information which 

has been examined. The findings and conclusion regarding ability to pay 

are summarized for each community at the end of this section. Those factors 
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which indicate weakness are highlighted more than the strong or average 

characteristics in order to draw attention to those factors in a community 

which may impede their ability to pay. In addition to the conclusions 

regarding ability to pay, the discussion includes other factors regarding 

the water utility operations, proposed capital improvement projects, and 

use of various financial resources to fund projects. 

To facilitate the analysis of the communityt s ability to pay several 

summary tables have been presented. Tables 10, 11, and 12 summarize the 

socio-economic, fiscal, and debt indicators for each community. Table 13 

gives a general rating of ability to pay for each community in the three 

categories. Table 14 is a summary of other relevent information regarding 

financial capability obtained from the questionnaire sent to each community. 

In Tables 10, 11, and 12 each community is ranked according to its 

value for each indicator. The rankings show the relative position of that 

community for each indicator where a low rank indicates a weaker ability to 

payor financial condition while a higher rank indicates a stronger condi

tion. The ranking places communities relative to the participating group 

and does not necessarily in and of itself indicate either strength or weak

ness of financial position. The value of the indicator shown next to the 

rank can be used to judge the degree of strength or weakness which it repre

sents. 

The definition of the indicators follow the table. Included is an 

explanation of how the indicators are to be interpreted and a scale which 

can be used to judge the strength or weakness of communities relative to 

other communities. The scale places the indicator values into strong, 

average, and weak categories, and has been developed after considering the 

spread between values, their average and median values, and subjective 
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judgement. In most cases the range for the average scale was determined 

after taking one third above and below the average value (or in some cases 

the median value). However, several scales were determined from a more 

judgmental analysis of the indicators, the relative values, and rankings. 

It is, therefore, important to recognize the classification of communities 

into strong, average, and weak categories is to help in evaluating ability 

to pay status and is subject to individual interpretation. The values which 

delineate the boundry between strong, average, and weak need not be taken 

as absolutely fixed but should be considered as approximations. 

In Tables 10, 11, and 12 no rank is shown when data was not available 

for a variable. In the case of the three water and sewer districts (Brooks, 

Pioneer, and Wardwell), data was unavailable for each of the socio-economic 

indicators. These communities are, therefore, not included in the ranking. 

In cases where two or more communities had the same values for a variable 

they are given the same ranking. The top rank for a particular variable, 

therefore, depends on the number of tie scores and whether communities were 

omitted from the ranking because of lack of data. The value of the top rank 

for each indicator is shown in the bottom row of each table. The minimum, 

maximum, average, and median values for each variable is also shown. The 

median value is particularly useful in that it indicates that half the 

ranked communities have value below that point and half are above it. The 

average is the numerical average of the values shown and not a weighted 

average. 

Table 13 is a summary of the general rating of the communities f ability 

to pay based on the indicators presented in Tables 10, 11, and 12. This 

rating of communities into strong, average, and weak categories reflect the 

overall assessment of the indicators and their relative importance to a com

munity's ability to pay. It is important to note that a strong rating in 
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one category is not sufficient to judge a community's ability to pay. For 

example, Medicine Bow rated strong in socio-economic characteristics but 

weak in debt characteristics. As stated previously, most of the communities 

fall in the average category which indicates fairly good financial health. 

However, each community must be analyzed separately to determine its 

specific economic and financial characteristics and whether they have indi

cators of a weakness in ability to pay. 

Table 14 is a summary of responses to selected questions contained in 

the questionnaire which also have a bearing on the communities' ability to 

pay. These questions provided additional information not covered previously 

by the indicators. Included is information on the level of sales tax, 

existence of reserve funds for water system improvements, current needs for 

financing capital improvements, indications of debt limitations, indicated 

financial health, and need for additional water supply. Implications of 

these responses are included with the analysis of each community's assess

ment. 

Each community's ability to pay and financial condition is assessed 

below in the order which they appear in Tables 10, 11, and 12. 
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TAJlE 10 

SOCID-ECOMONIC CHARACTERISTICS RELATIVE TO THE STATE 

flED I,. flED IAN IMCOIE 
HOUSEHOlD PER CAPITA HOUSUI& BELOW ELDERLY 

CO_lTV rink IMCOIIE rink UtaltE rink YALUE rink POVERTY fink POMAT I lit 
(1) (1) (1) (ritio; (rltio) 

1 8A66S 6 84 11 99 11 76 1 1.8 12 0.9 
2 BROOKS MSD MA 1M NA NA NA 
3 CASPER 16 116 19 122 18 116 10 0.8 12 0.9 
4 CHEYENNE 7 89 13 102 14 93 8 1.0 8 1.1 
5 CHU6WATER 3 68 5 82 1 42 8 1.0 7 1.S 
it DIION 4 69 10 94 4 56 9 0.9 5 1.8 
7 DOU&lAS 15 114 15 105 17 107 11 0.7 11 1.0 
8 EDSERTON 9 95 9 87 it 60 6 1.2 13 0.8 
9 EYANSVIllE 13 108 8 85 16 100 11 0.7 15 O.S 

10 FORT LARMIE 1 58 1 67 5 59 1 2.3 4 1.9 
11 &l.EJlDO 6 84 5 82 1 52 11 0.7 6 1.7 
12 SlEJROCK 16 116 11 99 17 107 6 1.2 14 0.6 
13 HANM 17 130 12 101 14 93 10 0.8 16 0.1 
14 HARTVILLE 8 94 2 74 1 52 NA 7 1. S 
15 LARAftIE 4 69 it 83 15 97 2 2.1 12 0.9 
16 LIN6LE 4 09 13 102 8 67 7 1.1 2 2.6 
17 LUSK 2 60 4 81 7 01 4 1.4 1 2.7 
18 ftEDIClNE BOW 17 130 18 121 13 85 9 0.9 15 0.5 
19 "IOMEST 10 97 10 94 2 48 7 1.1 9 1.2 
20 PIONEER MSD NA NA NA NA NA 
21 IMRDMEll MSO NA NA NA NA NA 
22 "ILLS 11 102 16 106 12 81 10 O.B 12 0.9 
23 PINE BlUFFS 3 68 7 84 9 71 5 1.3 3 2.3 
24 RAMlINS 14 111 14 104 16 100 10 0.8 12 0.9 
25 SARAT06A 12 103 17 108 15 97 12 0.6 10 1.1 
26 TORRINSTON 5 73 3 80 10 72 4 1.4 3 2.3 
27 WHEATLAND 12 103 15 105 12 81 8 1.0 9 1.2 

~INIIW" 58 67 42 0.6 0.1 
~AUflJ" 130 122 116 2.3 2.7 
AYERA6E 92 94 78 1.1 1.3 
"EDIAN 94 '17 79 1.0 1.1 
TOP RANk 17 19 18 12 16 
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Definition of Ability to Pay Indicators and Criteria 

Socio-Economic Characteristics Relative to the State: 

Median Household Income - Median household income as a percent of 

the state value, in Table 2. Low values represent low rank. 

Strong' 120% Average 70% - 120% Weak" 70% 

Per Capita Income - 1979 Income per capita as a percent of the 

state value, in Table 2. Low values represent low rank. 

Strong > 120% Average 75% - 120% Weak.(,75% 

Median Household Value - Median owner occupied housing value as a 

percent of the state value, in Table 2. Low values represent low 

rank. 

Strong> 120% Average 70% - 120% Weak ~ 70% 

Income Below Poverty - Percent of persons with 1979 income below 

the poverty level as a ratio to the state value, in Table 2. High 

values represent low rank. 

Strong( 0.8 Average 0.8 to 1.4 Weak> 1.4 

Elderly Population - Percent of persons 65 years of age and older 

as a ratio to the state value, in Table 2. High values represent 

low rank. 

Strong I. 0.8 Average 0.8 to 1.9 Weak ~ 1.9 
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TABLE 11 

FISCAl CHARACTERISTICS 

OVERALL PER CAPITA 
BUDGET VALUATION PROPERTY DIRECT PROPERTY 

CQIIIIftJN ITY rank PER CAPITA rank PER CAPITA rank TAX RATE rank TAX LEVY rank TAX 
(S) (S) (~) (~) (S) 

1 BA6SS 18 605 12 1710 14 92 11 90 18 119 
2 BROO<S WSD H 24 149 10 1630 13 96 6 158 17 120 
3 CASPER 11 881 23 2740 13 96 11 '30 5 201 
4 CHEYENNE 16 643 24 3010 10 100 11 90 2 230 
5 CIiEWATER 21 436 11 1690 14 92 12 38 19 118 
6DIX~ 13 744 7 1430 14 92 11 90 22 100 
7 DOl.6LA5 17 619 17 2160 5 109 8 138 8 179 
8 EDGERTON 2 1337 3 1210 13 96 11 90 24 88 
9 EVANSVILLE 9 1092 4 1270 13 96 11 90 23 93 

10 FORT LARAMIE NA 3 1210 3 113 4 169 21 104 
11 GLENDO 14 711 6 1390 2 114 " 244 16 121 ~ 

12 GLENROCK 4 1187 13 1870 1 119 5 161 10 170 
13 HANNA 7 1108 8 1490 6 108 1 246 15 122 
H HARTVILLE NA 930 4 110 11 90 25 78 
15 l.ARAMIE 19 535 14 1990 11 98 10 98 12 148 
16 LINGLE 8 1097 22 2620 '3 101 11 90 4 202 
17 LUSK 1440 18 2300 12 97 11 '30 9 171 
18 MEDICINE BOW NA 2 1070 16 90 11 90 26 73 
19 "'lOWEST 6 1130 25 3340 13 96 11 90 1 245 
20 PIONEER WSD H 22 268 5 1360 13 96 11 90 22 100 
21 WARDWELL WSD H 23 225 20 2540 7 107 3 181 3 206 
22 IIIILLS 5 1144 19 2530 13 96 11 90 7 186 
23 PINE BLUFFS 3 1237 21 2590 13 96 11 90 6 190 
24 RAWLINS 15 6n 13 1870 15 91 '3 124 14 130 
25 SARATOGA 10 1039 15 2030 16 90 11 90 13 139 
26 TORRINGTON 12 n4 16 2060 9 101 11 90 11 158 
27 WHEATLAND 20 470 9 1510 8 102 7 141 20 117 

MINIMUJIt 149 930 90 38 73 
MAXI~III 1440 3340 119 246 245 
AVERAGE 815 1909 100 116 145 
MEDIAN 759 1870 96 90 130 
TOP RANK 24 25 16 12 26 

t* Water' Sewer budgets are not directly cOioarable with lunicioalities. 
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Definition of Ability to Pay Indicators and Criteria 

Fiscal Characteristics: 

Budget Per Capita - Total revenue budget per capita in Table 3. 

High values represent low rank. 

Strong I. $500 Average $500 - $1200 Weak> $1200 

Valuation Per Capita - 1983 assessed valuation per capita in 

Table 4. Low values represent low rank. 

Strong,. $3000 Average $1300 - $3000 Weak ~ $1300 

Overall Property Tax Rate - Aggregate tax levy rate as a percent 

of the state average for municipalities in Table 4. High values 

represent low rank. 

Strong ( 90% Average 90% - 120% Weak ~ 120% 

Direct Tax Levy - Direct tax levy rate as a percent of the state 

average for municipalities in Table 4. High values represent low 

rank. 

Strong ~ 75% Average 75% - 175% Weak '7175% 

Per Capita Property Tax - Total tax levy amount per capita in 

Table 4. High values represent low rank. 

Strong I. $100 Average $100 - $220 Weak" $220 
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TABLE 12 

DEBT CHARACTERISTICS 

0YErRl. NET t£T 
DEBT TO DEBT TO OVERALL DIRECT 

ASSESSED ASSESSED DEBT DEBT 
C[JIOITY rank VALUATION rank VALUATION rank PER CAPITA rank PER CAPITA 

(~) (J) ($) ($) 

1 BA66S 11 28 3 27 13 492 5 460 
2 BROO<S WSD 25 7 12 6 27 118 20 9S 
3 CASPER 12 27 5 21 10 728 4 568 
4 CHEYENNE 9 39 11 8 7 1162 9 248 
5 C~TER 21 12 16 1 24 195 25 18 
6 DIXON 4 95 2 78 5 1354 2 1110 
7 DOlIl.AS 24 9 14 4 23 197 21 84 
8 ED6ERTON 7 46 9 11 12 561 16 131 
9 EVANSV I LLE 17 19 6 19 19 268 7 268 

10 FORT LAAAM I E 22 11 9 11 26 132 15 132 
11 GLENDO B 43 10 9 15 422 17 123 
12 6L£NROCK 3 139 11 8 2 2600 13 149 
13 H~ 16 20 7 15 17 295 10 228 
14 HARTVILLE 19 15 7 15 25 141 14 141 
15 LARAMIE 15 21 a 13 16 418 8 250 
16 LINGLE 6 47 11 8 6 1231 11 202 
17 LUSt< 23 10 17 0 21 227 27 4 
18 MEDICINE BOW 2 145 145 4 1547 1 1547 
19 MIDWEST 5 52 4 25 3 1735 3 834 
20 PIONEER WSD 1 195 16 1 1 2646 26 14 
21 WARDWELL WSD 8 43 13 5 8 1098 18 122 
22 MILLS 10 30 16 1 9 755 24 27 
23 PINE BLUFFS 13 26 15 2 11 685 23 38 
24 AAWlINS 14 25 6 19 14 458 6 352 
25 SARATOGA 22 11 13 5 22 220 19 110 
26 TORRINGTON 20 14 11 8 18 293 12 159 
27 WHEATLAND 18 17 13 5 20 261 22 73 

1'1 IN I MUM 7 0 118 4 
MAXIMUM 195 145 2646 1547 
AVERAGE 42 17 750 2n 
MEDIAN 26 8 458 141 
TOP RANK 25 17 27 27 
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Definition of Ability to Pay Indicators and Criteria 

Debt Characteristics: 

Overall Debt to Assessed Valuation - Overall gross debt as a per

cent of assessed valuation, in Table 5. High values represent 

low rank. 

Strong" 10% Average 10% - 60% Weak) 60% 

Net Debt to Assessed Valuation - Direct and overlapping net debt 

as a percent of assessed valuation, in Table 5. High values 

represent low rank. 

Strong ( 4% Average 4% - 30% Weak'> 30% 

Overall Debt Per Capita Overall gross debt per capita in 

Table 5. High values represent low rank. 

Strong <. $200 Average $200 - $1000 Weak) $1000 

Net Direct Debt Per Capita - Direct and overlapping net debt per 

capita in Table 5. High values represent low rank. 

Strong (, $100 Average $100 - $500 Weak "7 $500 
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS 

Medicine Bow 

Average 

Baggs 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Chugwater 
Dixon 
Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansville 
Glendo 
Glenrock 

Weak 

Fort Laramie 
Hartville (a) 
Lingle 
Lusk 

Not Rated 

Brooks WSD 
Pioneer WSD 
Wa rdwe 11 WSD 

Hanna 
Laramie 
Midwest 
Mills 
Pine Bluffs 
Rawl ins 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wheatland 

(a) Rating based on incomplete data. 

TARLE 13 

SUHJ1ARY 
GENERAt RATING OF 

MUNICIPALITIES ABII.ITY TO PAY 

FISCAL CHARACTERISTICS 

None 

Average 

Baggs 
Brooks WSD (b) 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Chugwater 
Dixon 
Douglas 
Edgerton 
Evansville 
Fort Laramie (a) 
Glendo 
Glenrock 
Hanna 

Weak 

Pioneer WSD (b) 

Hartville (a) 
Laramie 
Lingle 
Lusk 
Medicine Bow (a) 
Midwest 
Mi 11s 
Pine Bluffs 
Rawlins 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wardwell WSD (b) 
Wheatland 

(b) Includes budget data for water and sewer districts 
which is not directly comparable to municipalities. 

Strong - Indicators depict strong ability to pay characteristics. 
Average - Indicators depict average ability to pay characteristics. 
Weak - Indicators depict weak ability to pay characteristics. 

DEBT CHARACTERISTICS 

Brooks WSD 
Chugwater 
Douglas 

Baggs 
Casper 
Cheyenne 
Edgerton 
Evansville 
Fort I.aramie 
Glendo 
Hanna 
Hartville 
I.aramie 

Weak 

Dixon 
Glenrock 
I.ingle 
Medicine Bow 
Pioneer WSD 

Lusk 
Midwest 
Mills 
Pine Bluffs (a) 
Rawlins 
Saratoga 
Torrington 
Wa rdwe 11 WSD 
Wheatland 



H 
I 

(.N 

'-I 

TABtE 14 

SUHHARY OF RESPONSE TO SELECTED QUESTIONS 

Sal~s R~ser"~ Funds Anlitipat inR LOllns 
Tax for Water or Grants for Exper i t'n(,NJ 

Ratt' __ ~~~nts __ ~a~~ _1..,r:o!_t'aI«'nt~ Debt LiMi tat ions -r $ 
----- -"' -. ---

Qut'stion No. 8 IJ 

Baus 4 4,146 3'),000 HB NA 

Brooks WSD 64,124 Yt's-Pf'ndin, FI.R None 
Ca.per 4 (c) woc " ftB None 
Cheyt'nne 4 PIannina " State I.oans Votf'r Approval(R) 

Enlint'erin, Ft'es " Gunts 

Chupatf'r None Nonf" NA 

Dixon 4 None Hont' At Df"ht Cf'i I inR 
DouaIas 4 100,000 Yf's-Grants & Loans Honf' 
Edlt'rton 4 Yt's Yt's-Watt'r Supply Monf' 

Evansvill!!! 4 Non!!! Yf's-FLB Volt'r Approval(R) 

Fort Lara.i!!! J None Honf' Honf' 

Glendo 6,800 260,000 FLB Nonf' 

Glenrock 4 None fl.B None 
Hsnna 4 Nont' Yes-FLB At Debt Ceilinl 
Hartvill!!! J 18,000 Grant for Reservoir None 
Lar_i!!! J 210,816(f') Nonf' None 

Lin,l!!! J Cont i nl!!!ncy fund None NA 
Lualt 4 None 17'),OOO(h) Nonf' 
~dicin!!! Bov(f) 4 NA NA NA 
Hidweat 4 None Yes - FLB PendinR Votf'r Approval (g) 

Pioneer WSD None None Nonf' 

War-dell WSD None Yes for None 
Opt'ratins Exp. 

Hill. 4 66,000 None None 
Pine Bluffs 4 None Yt's - FLR Nonf' 
aawlioa 4 None Yf'S None 

Sarato,a 4 Yes - with JPB 21'),310 JPB None 

Tonio,ton(f) 3 (.) NA NA Wheatland J 80,000 None Honf' 

(a) Res!!!rv!!!s not allocated by purpos!!!. 
(b) Chlorination and water ayat ... iMproveMents. 
(c) Connection char,ea, ayat ... develo,.ent charses used with grants and sales tax. 
(d) No water capital iMprov_nt reservt's. 
(e) Plua $900,000 available for water plant only. 
(f) Qu!!!aUonnaire not retul"ned. 
(a) Indicated voter disapproval of at least onf' debt issue in reCf'nt past. 
(h) Fro. Chicaso Northwestern Railroad. 

Are Debt 
Pa~nts 

Curn'nt? 

14 

Yf'S 

Yf'S 
Yf'S 
Yf"S 

Yf"S 

Yf'S 
Yes 
Yt's 

Yes 

Yes 

Yf'S 

Yt's 
Yes 

No Debt 
Yf'S 

y!!!S 
Yes 
NA 
Yes 

No -
$')5,000 
Short 

Vf'S 

Yf'S 
Yf'S 
Yf'S 

Yf'S 

NA 
NA 

Nf't'd~d Capi ta I G~nt'ral 

hwprove_nt Hf'alth of Add it j onal Wate r 
(or Town <::~t}'_&-.!'!iJ!.!-l' _~~lh~t'~ __ 

I') 22a 22b 

Watf"r/W.W. HarBina' Yes 
Plant I.provf'_nts 

Rf'plact'_nts Good Monf' 
FLB Loan In SlUMp Yt's 

Capital Good Yt's 
Expt'nditurt' Plan 

100,000 Good Not Ant icipated 

None Poor None 
Yt's F.xct'lient Yes 

FLB Rt'quest Good but watf'r Yes 
is costly 

Nt'w District and City - Fair Yf'S 
ftG Gunt Pending Watf'r - Poor 

Nonf' Good None 

Yt's Rate Incrt'ase Not Anticipated 
Needed 

Unknown Good(d) Y!!!S 
None-at Bond LiMit Stable Y!!!S 

None Stable Yes 
Yes Rate Increas!!! S!!!!!! Hast!!!r Plan 

N!!!eded 

Yes Healthy NA 
Non!!! Good None 

NA NA NA 
Yes(b) Good Yea 

None Slowly None 
Rt'covt'r-inS 

NonE' Fail" Yes fOI" JP. 
Cust_rs Down 

None Tilht None 
None "oderatl!" None 

CapiUI In SlUMp YIl'S 
IlIIJlrovf'_nt 

PrograM 

Water " Sf'wf'r Ti8ht - In SI..., Unltnown 
IMprOVeMents 

NA NA NA 
Nonf' Fair Noo!!! 



1. BAGGS. 

Two of the socio-economic indicators for Baggs are on the low side. 

The town ranked sixth in median household income and third in income below 

poverty relative to the state. However, on the overall socio-economic scale 

rated about average. Fiscal characteristics for the town rated a high (or 

strong) average while its debt characteristics rated on the low side of 

average. Net debt per capita and as a percent of assessed valuation was a 

little above average but overall debt was about average. 

Baggs is subsidizing its water utility from general revenues. In the 

last three years the town has used bond financing to improve its water 

system but has had trouble with the operation of its treatment and intake 

system. They are anticipating some additional financial requirements for 

water improvements in the next year. A small reserve fund has been estab

lished for water system improvements. 

Baggs appears to be about average in its overall ability to pay and 

financial health. Generally Baggs is making good use of available financial 

options and tax revenue. Higher water rates are a possibility if other 

sources of funds become limited. 

In the Spring of 1984 Baggs experienced a prolonged flood of the Little 

Snake River. The financial impact of that flood on the community is not 

reflected in the data contained in this analysis. 

1-38 



2. BROOKS WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT. 

Since the District serves a mostly unincorporated area there was no 

socio-economic data available for those indicators. The direct property 

tax rate in the District is on the high side but their overall property tax 

rate is about average. The budget per capita indicator for the District is 

not comparable to that of municipalities since the budget only represents 

water and sewer utility functions. The debt characteristics of the district 

are strong to average. 

Brooks Water and Sewer District is anticipating the possibility of 

losing part of its service area (the River West area) after the new board 

takes office in September 1984. The new board members are from the River 

West area which has expressed a desire to pullout of the District. The 

outcome of this issue is not expected to be resolved in time to be con

sidered in this report. Much of the service area which would remain is the 

older Mountain View area and is expected to require additional capital 

improvements and rehabilitation of the existing system. 

The District has made good use of available financial resources and 

tax revenues. Its water rates have generally been set to cover operating 

expenses except they fell short of this goal in 1983. The rates are among 

the highest of the participating communities. 

Brooks Water and Sewer District is in fairly good financial shape at 

the present time except that a slowdown in growth has put pressure on their 

budget. However, its ability to pay for new water resources is somewhat 

clouded by the unsettled nature of its service area. 
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3. CASPER. 

The socio-economic and fiscal characteristic indicators for Casper are 

in the average to above average category. The city rated high for the 

socio-economic indicators depicting strong income and housing values. 

Casper's fiscal indicators were good except for per capita property tax 

being a little on the high side. The city's debt indicators are in the low 

average to weak range. Overall debt is about average but net direct debt 

per capita is marginally on the high (weak) side. 

Casper's water utility is self-supporting and they appear to be making 

good use of available financial resources including state loans, grants, and 

tax monies. The utility budget includes sales tax revenues dedicated for 

debt service. The recent downturn in the Casper economy has impacted the 

city and water utility budgets in that revenue have not been as high as 

expected, resulting in a tight budget situation. Water rates have been 

increased in each of the last five years although the unit cost of water 

is still less than $1.00 per thousand gallons after the $7.20 bimonthly 

minimum for 4,000 gallons. In comparison with other communities, Casper's 

water rates are reasonable and might be increased to support the local cost 

of new water supplies. 

Casper is in good financial shape and appears to have the ability to 

pay for additional water resources. 
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4 . CHEYENNE. 

Each of the socio-economic indicators for Cheyenne showed average char

acteristics. Median household income was 89 percent of the state average, 

per capita income was 102 percent of the state average, while other socio

economic indicators were similarly distributed about the average. Fiscal 

characteristics were also rated as average with property valuation per 

capita and per capita budget in the upper average (stronger) range. The 

overall property tax rate was equal to the state average rate of 76 mills. 

However, per capita property taxes were second highest (weak) of the com

munities studied. 

Based on 1983 figures, debt characteristics in Cheyenne are generally 

in the average to high average range indicating a fairly strong position. 

Overall debt to assessed valuation was 11 percent and ranked fourth 

strongest. Direct debt is mostly G.O. water bonds and overlapping school 

district bonds. However, during the fall of 1984 Cheyenne obtained a loan 

of $40,000,000 from the Farm Loan Board (FLB) which increased debt out

standing by about 2.7 times. This new debt was not included in the Debt 

Characteristic Tables and ranking of debt characteristics. The new debt 

is, however, included in the Potential Quantification of. Ability to Pay 

section (Section G) of this report. 

Cheyenne's water utility appears to be on a sound financial footing. 

Revenue from water sales were 140 percent of operating expenditures indicat

ing that water rates are covering operating costs and, in accordance with 

the Board of Public Utilities' policy, are sufficient to cover anticipated 

debt service not included in the 1983 expenditure figures. The City's water 

rates are reasonable when compared with other communities, although the 

$1.28 rate per thousand gallons for the first 250,000 gallons was higher 
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than most of the communities covered by this study. At 20,000 gallons per 

month Cheyenne ranked fifth highest for the cost of water. It should be 

noted that Cheyenne raised water rates by 15 percent in 1982, 1983, and 

1984, and are anticipating an additional 15 percent increase in 1985. These 

increases are primarily to cover debt service on the Stage II debt. Tap 

and investment fees are second highest of the communities studied. 

The Board of Public Utilities is undertaking a substantial capital im

provements program of which the Phase II water development project is a 

major part. Local funding is being used for this project as well as state 

loan and grant monies. Authorization for debt financing has been approved 

by the voters and state approval has been received for portions of the 

capital financing progrm. 

Cheyenne is generally in good financial condition and has an apparent 

ability to pay for additional water resources, as evidenced by their recent 

efforts and approved FLB loan in late 1984. The city water utility appears 

to be making a strong effort to pay its way on a self-supporting basis. 
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5 . CHUGWATER. 

Chugwater is a small community with few financial resources. Its 

socio-economic characteristics indicate a low average ability to pay. 

Chugwater ranked third lowest in median household income and lowest in 

median housing value. However, the town is perhaps strongest in overall 

fiscal characteristics and next to strongest in overall debt characteris

tics. The community appears to be fiscally conservative and in good finan

cial condition. It has made good use of outside financial resources for 

its needed capital improvements. 

Chugwater has a flat water rate which implies an increasingly low unit 

costs of water for increasing amounts of water consumed. The water utility 

does, however, appear to be self-supporting, excluding capital improvements. 

No additional financial requirements were indicated in the near future. 
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6. DIXON. 

Dixon is the smallest community participating in this study with a 

1980 population of 82. Overall socio-economic characteristics are in the 

low average range. Although its median household income and median housing 

value ranked fourth lowest, per capita income is about average. The town's 

fiscal characteristics are in the average range with property valuation per 

capita being on the low side and per capita property taxes on the strong 

side. Dixon rated low in overall debt characteristics indicating a gener

ally weak ability to further extend its debt burden. Overall debt to 

assessed valuation is 95 percent, ranking fourth, while overall debt per 

capital is $1,354, ranking fifth. Both net debt to assessed valuation and 

net debt per capita were second highest of the communities studied. 

Dixon t s water rates are fairly low at $8.00 per month and might be 

raised to help finance future capital requirements. The community has 

depended to a large extent on state and county revenues for its municipal 

functions. Dixon generally has low ability to pay based on its present 

economic and financial conditions. 
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7. DOUGLAS. 

In overall socio-economic characteristics the town of Douglas rated 

about average and in debt characteristics it rated strong. Douglas is in a 

particularly good position with regard to outstanding debt. Overall debt 

per capita is only $197 while overall debt is only 9 percent of assessed 

valuation. The town's fiscal characteristics are not as strong because of 

somewhat higher than average property taxes. However, their property taxes 

and overall fiscal characteristics are well within the average range. If 

the ranks for all the indicators were added together, Douglas would have 

ranked highest (or strongest). 

Douglas' water utility is self-supporting in terms of its operating 

budget.· In fact the town recently lowered water rates because they were 

accumulating surplus funds. They are maintaining reserve funds for water 

system replacement requirements and contingencies. The town is undertaking 

capital improvements of its water and wastewater systems and has additional 

capital needs indicated in other areas. 

Douglas generally is in good financial shape and appears to have a 

better than average ability to pay. Although Douglas is in good financial 

shape at present, they may be increasing their outstanding debt to meet 

capital improvement needs in the near future. 
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8 . EDGERTON. 

Average income in the town is a little below the state average while 

both median housing value and property valuation per capita are also on the 

low side. Edgerton had the second highest budget per capita but ranked 

above average in overall property tax rate (indicating a lower than average 

rate) and had the third to lowest property taxes per capita. Its high 

budget per capita was in part due to the use of 1984 to 1985 budget figures 

whereas budget figures for earlier periods were used in most other towns. 

In terms of debt the town is on the weaker side of the average range but 

not in a financially unhealthy position. 

Water rates in Edgerton are low on a per thousand gallon basis after 

the monthly minimum charge of $12.63 for up to 5,000 gallons. The rates 

decline for increasing volumes of usage. Water utility operations appear 

to be subsidized by nonutility revenues. Water for the town comes from 

wells and there is an indicated need for new supply. Increased water rates 

might be used to help finance needed water improvements. 

Edgerton is in generally fair to good financial shape with an apparent 

average ability to pay. 
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9. EVANSVILLE. 

Socio-economic characteristics for Evansville are about average with 

the median housing value and income below poverty indicators in the low 

average range. Fiscal characteristics are average except for valuation per 

capita which was fourth lowest. Overall debt per capita and as a percent 

of assessed valuation show low value or strong conditions while net debt is 

about average. 

The town's water utility is a potentially weak area financially. Al

though the utility's operating revenues are meeting expenses, the system 

suffers from lack of maintenance. Residential water is $0.85 per thousand 

gallons with a $5.50 per month service fee. Commercial water rates are 

higher at $1.30 per thousand gallons for inside city customers. These rates 

might be raised to provide needed revenues for water system improvements 

and to help cover costs of new water supply requirements. 

Evansville is in fair to good financial condition with a generally 

average ability to pay. However, the town does have some characteristics 

indicating potential weaknesses. 
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10. FORT LARAMIE. 

The town of Fort Laramie did not indicate its willingness to partici

pate in the study or furnish a completed questionnaire until mid-September 

1984; thus the information included in this report was somewhat limited. 

Based on socio-economic characteristics, as published in the 1980 Census, 

Fort Laramie has perhaps the lowest ability to pay of the communities in

cluded in this study. They ranked lowest in three out of five socio

economic indicators and were rated weak for socio-economic characteristics. 

Based on published statistics on property valuation and overall property 

tax rates the town ranked third lowest in each. Using information from the 

report "Bonded 1ndebtness 1982" published by the Wyoming Department of 

Planning and Development, Fort Laramie I s debt picture is in fairly good 

shape. However, because of the socio-economic and fiscal characteristic 

indicators Fort Laramie appears to have a low ability to pay. 
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11. GLENDO. 

Glendo is in the lower average range of socio-economic indicators with 

median housing value being third lowest. Looking at fiscal characteristics, 

Glendo has the second highest overall property tax rate and direct tax levy. 

These two indicators caused the town to also be rated in the low average 

range in overall fiscal characteristics. In terms of debt characteristics 

the town ranks about average indicating an average level of debt burden. 

Glendo is a small community with few financial resources. However, 

they are making good use of funding available from the state. Water rates 

have recently been raised and reflect a willingness to bring the water 

utility back to a self-supporting operation. The town budget indicates 

that severance tax revenue and other general funds are helping to subsidize 

the water utility. 

Glendo appears to be a marginal case in terms of its ability to pay 

and its general financial conditions. 

1-49 



12. GLENROCK. 

Socio-economic indicators for the town of Glenrock are slightly above 

average. However, Glenrock ranks on the low side in fiscal and debt charac

teristics. The town's low average rating in fiscal characteristics resulted 

from a high overall property tax rate relative to the state average, rela

tively high budget per capita and direct tax levy. Glenrock's overall debt 

to assessed valuation and overall debt per capita also ranks number three 

and number two respectively causing the town to be rated weak in debt char

acteristics. The high level of outstanding debt is largely revenue bonds, 

limited improvement district bonds and a local Joint Powers Board loan sup

ported by a special assessment and pledged revenues. This indicates that 

the debt is self-supporting and is not dependent on the general revenue of 

the municipality. The net direct debt indicators are in the average to 

average plus range. 

The town has undertaken several improvement projects and has made good 

use of outside financial resources. They have requested a $2.4 million 

loan from the FLB to construct a water pipeline and well field. The water 

utility has not been totally self-supporting of operating expenses while 

water rates are relatively low, at $0.75 per thousand gallons over the 3,000 

gallon minimum at $6.00 per month. The townfs water rates might be raised 

to cover a greater portion of costs. 

Glenrock appears to have a below average ability to pay based on out

standing financial obligation and high expenditure requirements. 
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13. HANNA. 

Hanna has high average socio-economic characteristics with a strong 

indicator for median household income. Income levels are closely related 

to mining and energy related employment which has traditionally been 

cyclical. Although Hanna ranks low in fiscal characteristics, their indi

cators are in the lower average range except for its direct tax levy which 

was highest of all communities studied. The town has a 13.8 mill levy to 

cover bond payments which represents a high degree of reliance on property 

taxes for meeting bond payment requirements. In terms of debt characteris

tics the town is about average. Overall debt and net debt are at very 

reasonable levels for a town of this size and character. The majority of 

debt is G.O. bonds although they are also using some revenue bonds. 

Water rates are less than $0.90 per thousand gallons for quantities up 

to 37,000 gallons per month. Hanna was one of the few communities which 

has rates which increase with higher volume usage. Overall the town IS 

financial situation is tight, and it should continue to try using outside 

funding sources where possible. The town appears to be in a position to 

benefit from a recovery in the mining and energy industries when it occurs. 

The town has an indicated ability to pay based on socio-economic 

characteristics but probably would not use bonded debt to finance further 

capital improvements until outstanding debt is brought down. 
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14. HARTVILLE. 

Hartville ranked generally low in the socio economic indicators with 

per capita income at 74 percent of the state averaged and median housing 

value at 52 percent of the state value. Median household income was higher 

at 94 percent of the state average. In terms of fiscal characteristics the 

town ranked in the average range except for its low tax base, indicated by 

valuation per capita which ranked fourth lowest. 

Hartville is a small community, 1980 population of 149, with few finan

cial resources. Their strong point is that they have no outstanding debt 

except for overlapping debt of the school district. On a per capita basis 

Hartville had one of the lowest overall debts of the communities studied. 

Hartville appears to have an average ability to pay based on its lack 

of outstanding town debt and its low water rates ($7.00 per month). The 

town indicated that they have a $18,000 reserve fund set aside for water 

system improvements. However, the water utility is being subsidized by 

general town revenue for operating expenses in excess of operating revenues 

(from user charges). 
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15 . LARAMIE. 

Laramie is in generally good financial condition with only a few weak 

indicators. The weaknesses appear in the socio-economic indicators where 

median household income was ranked fourth lowest (or 69 percent of the state 

average) and income below poverty ranked second lowest (at 2.1 times the 

state rate). These indicators may be affected by the University of Wyoming 

student population within the city. Laramie's overall socio-economic char

acteristics were rated in the average category for the communities studied. 

For fiscal characteristics Laramie's overall rating is high average 

with each of the indicators registering better than the group average except 

per capita property taxes which was only slightly higher than average. The 

city's debt characteristics are good with most indicators close to the 

middle part of the average range. 

Laramie indicated that they anticipate a need to raise water rates in 

order to keep the utility on a self-supporting basis for operation expenses. 

Presently their rates include a $16.00 per quarter customer service charge 

for a 3/4-inch connection which includes a 3,000 gallon allowance and $0.48 

per thousand gallons for all volumes above the minimum. However, the 

utility's operating revenues are covering operation costs. 

Laramie has the ability to pay for additional water supply if needed. 

Additional funding might be raised by increasing water rates and possibly 

bonded debt. 
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16. LINGLE. 

Most of Lingle's indicators are in the lower half of the average range 

with a few in the weak category. In the socio-economic indicators their 

median household income is ranked fourth lowest at 69 percent of the state 

average and the elderly population indicator is ranked second lowest. 

Although median household income is low, per capita income is just above 

the state average. The reason for the wide range between per capita income 

and median household income is uncertain but may be due to the effect of 

elderly population on the median income figure and the effect that one or 

more large income earners would have on the per capita income. 

Fiscal characteristics are not a problem area except perhaps for per 

capita property taxes which at $202 is fourth highest, although this is not 

considered excessively high. Debt characteristics are ranked as weak but 

are not a particular problem except that overall direct debt per capita is 

fairly high at $1,231. There is no direct debt in Lingle except for over

lapping debt, while overall debt is mostly from a special improvement dis

trict which is not supported directly by the town's tax base. 

Water is billed at a flat rate of $7.50 per month which implies a cost 

of $1.50 per thousand for 5,000 gallons per month and $OL75 per thousand 

for 10,000 gallons per month. Unlike some of the other communities, the 

town appears to be covering its operating costs through operating revenues 

(based on 1984-1985 budget figures) and has a water reserve fund. 

Based on the above indicators, Lingle is in somewhat weak financial 

shape. Although they have no outstanding loans and direct debt is limited 

to school and county overlapping debt overall debt is fairly high consider

ing the socio-economic indicators. The ability to pay for increased water 

resources might come from increased water rates or bond funding. 
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17. LUSK. 

Lusk has weak overall socio-economic characteristics indicating low 

income, a high proportion of elderly population and slightly high propor

tion of persons with income below poverty. The percent of elderly popula

tion in Lusk was 2.7 times that of the state. Median household income was 

60 percent of the states t while per capita income was 81 percent of the 

state. 

Fiscal characteristics are in the average range except for budget per 

capita which was the highest of the communities studied. The 1984-1985 

fiscal year budget was used for this analysis and was adjusted by excluding 

$1,389,000 for the street improvement program and $570,000 for the Electric 

Department. The street improvement revenues were considered as not repre

sentative of the usual budget and the Electric Department was excluded 

because most towns studied do not provide the elctric utility function. 

Lusk has the smallest net direct debt of the communities studied with no 

G.O. bonds, no outstanding school bonds and only a small amount of overlap

ping county bonds. In overall debt characteristics the town has a high 

average ranking. 

Residential water rates are $9.00 per month for the first 10,000 

gallons and $0.34 per thousand gallons, thereafter. The minimum commercial 

rate is slightly higher but the rate per thousand is the same after the 

minimum. Although these rates are considered low the town water utility is 

covering operation costs. 

With low debt, low water rates and a fairly healthy fiscal status, Lusk 

appears to have an ability to pay. However, the town's low household income 

and relatively large proportion of elderly population should be considered 

when determining how water resource development is to be financed. 
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18. MEDICINE BOW. 

Medicine Bow declined to respond to the ability to pay questionnaire 

and provided none of the requested information. However, enough published 

data was available to include Medicine Bow in the study and to get measure

ments on most indicators. Medicine Bow had strong indicators for the socio

economic characteristics and better than average fiscal indicators except 

for a low property valuation per capita. Medicine Bow had the lowest per 

capita property taxes of the communities studied. 

Based on data contained in "Bonded Indebtedness 1982" published by the 

Wyoming Department of Economic Planning and Development, Medicine Bow's 

overall debt characteristics are weak; indicating a high level of outstand

ing debt. The outstanding debt consists of a 1980 G.O. water bond, a 1980 

Limited Improvement District Issue and overlapping county and school 

district debt. No information was available on whether the town has any 

outstanding loans except for $5,000 authorized by the FLB but not disbursed. 

No information was available on the town's budget or water utility. 

The Wyoming Association of Municipalities reports Medicine Bow's water rates 

at $8.00 for the first 10,000 gallons and $0.60 per thousand gallons, there

after. Based on the available indicators Medicine Bow appears to have an 

abili ty to pay but probably should avoid additional bonded debt unless 

revenues can be pledged from water revenues or other sources. 
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19. MIDWEST. 

Midwest rated average in overall socio-economic and fiscal character

istics. Within these two indicator groups, however, the town has two weak 

indicators. Median housing value ranked second at 48 percent of the state 

average and per capita property taxes ranked lowest at $245. Midwest has a 

relatively high level of outstanding debt, placing it in the low average 

range for debt characteristics. Outstanding debt consists of a 1979 G.O. 

water bond issue, a Farm Loan Board loan also for water system improvements, 

and 1983 Special Improvement District issue for street improvements. In 

addition Midwest has grant monies to assist with their water system improve

ments. 

The town water rates are higher than most communities at a minimum of 

$15.00 for 15,000 gallons per month and $2.00 per thousand for the next 

5,000 gallons and $3.00 per thousand for over 20,000 gallons. Midwest is 

one of the few towns found with water rates which increase with usage. Even 

with these rates the town has been subsidizing the water and sewer utility. 

Midwest has an average ability to pay based on its socio-economic and 

fiscal indicators. However, this ability to pay is somewhat limited by a 

large outstanding debt and high property tax rate. The town is presently 

paying on a substantial debt level and is using local tax revenues as well 

as outside funds to assist in its financial efforts. Midwest is in a posi

tion where it probably should seek assistance from state loans or grants 

for future water system capital improvements with a limited local share in 

the financial requirement. 
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20. MILLS/WARDWELL/N.C. JPB - PIONEER WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT 

Only limited information was available for Pioneer Water and Sewer 

District. No information is available from the Census on the socio-economic 

characteristics of the Pioneer Water and Sewer District! s service area. 

The District is relatively new with its water transmission system just being 

completed this year. The District has not had a year of full operations 

since many customers have just been connected for a short time. The 

District!s financial records are of limited use in comparing it with other 

jurisdictions. The District was the only jurisdiction encountered which 

does not have its debt payments current. Because of financial troubles 

associated with its early stages of operations the District was only able 

to make a partial payment on their first FLB loan payment due in January of 

1984. 

The rankings for Pioneer Water and Sewer District on fiscal and debt 

characteristics in Tables 11 and 12 are misleading. The District should be 

rated in the weak category for both indicators as is done in Table 13. 

Since the District serves a rural area and does not have any other municipal 

functions it is not directly comparable with other jurisdictions. The 

District has the highest overall debt to assessed valuation ratio with debt 

being about twice assessed valuation and the highest level of overall debt 

per capita at $2,646. This per capita figure is based on an estimated popu

lation of 500 in the District. The population estimate was provided by the 

District but it represents only a !!rough guesst! since no population count 

has been made of the service area. If this population were as high as 750 

the overall per capita debt would be rated second instead of first. 

The District has the highest water rates of the communities studied. 

Based on a per thousand gallon average cost as shown in Table 8 the cost at 
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5,000 gallons is $10.60 per thousand and is $5.30 per thousand at 10,000 

gallons. 

Pioneer Water and Sewer District appears to have a low ability to pay 

and a precarious financial status. It is unlikely that the District will 

have the ability or the need for water resource development until some 

later date after it reaches a more mature level of operation and is able to 

achieve a more sound financial footing. 

I-59 



21. MILLS/WARDWELL/N.C. JPB - WARDWELL WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT 

Like the two other water and sewer districts (Brooks and Pioneer) there 

is no socio-economic data available for Wardwell's service area and caution 

must be used in comparing the District's indicators with those of munici

palities. In particular the budget per capita for the water and sewer dis

trict is not directly comparable with a municipality. 

The District has a fairly high property valuation per capita (high 

ranking) but also has a high property tax per capita (low ranking) and a 

high direct tax levy (low ranking). The low ranking for the tax indicators 

indicate that the community being served by the utility is fairly heavily 

taxed. This statement should be tempered with the recognition that the tax 

burden is also shared by business and commercial property and the tax levy 

includes the county levy. Since the District serves the town of Bar Nunn 

that town's tax levy has been included to represent the tax burden on its 

citizens. 

Debt characteristics for the District are in the average range with 

only one indicator in the weak category. Overall debt per capita, at 

$1,098, is just over the $1,000 limit used for judging the difference 

between weak and average overall debt. 

The utility operating budget indicates that operating revenues are 

insufficient to cover operating expenses and that the utility is covering 

some cost with nonoperating income including property taxes, interest 

income, and miscellaneous income. Water rates in the District are third 

highest of the communities studied for volumes less than 40,000 gallons per 

month. Only Brooks and Pioneer Water and Sewer Districts have rates as high 

or higher. 
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The District's ability to pay appears marginal at this time but could 

improve as the local economy improves. The service area has experienced 

some recent decline in customers due to a slumping economy causing a tight 

budget situation. Any increase in financial obligations should be under

taken with caution and a careful consideration of available alternatives. 
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22. MILLS/WARDWELL/N.C. JPB - TOWN OF MILLS 

Mills has above average socio-economic characteristics and average 

overall fiscal characteristics. Each of the socio-economic characteristics 

rated better than average and only budget per capita falls in the weak range 

of the fiscal characteristics. In terms of debt characteristics Mills also 

appears above average with the two net debt indicators rating in the strong 

range. Mills has no outstanding G.O. or other bonds directly applicable to 

the town. Bond issues included in overall debt consist of two special 

impact district issues and a portion of the Mills/Wardwell JPB bond issue 

which is supported by pledged water revenues from Mills. 

Residential water rates are relatively low at $10.50 for a minimum of 

6,000 gallons and $0.60 per thousand gallons thereafter. Commercial rates 

are slightly higher. The water utility is covering its operating costs out 

of its operating revenues and the town maintains a reserve fund for water 

system improvements. 

Mills is in good financial condition and apparently has an average 

ability to pay. The town's budget is currently in a tight situation because 

of the recent economic slump in the Casper area economy but the financial 

indicators used in this study are generally average or better~ 
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23. PINE BLUFFS. 

Pine Bluffs shows some weakness in ability to pay based on their socio

economic characteristics. Both median household income and elderly popula

tion are just in the weak range. Other socio-economic indicators are in 

the lower half of the average range. 

The town's fiscal characteristics indicate an average status except 

for budget per capita which is on the high side (low ranking). The 1984-

1985 budget was used and adjusted by excluding the electric utility income 

and income from a grant. Since the proposed budget was used it would tend 

to be higher than some of the other towns where budgets from earlier years 

were used. Property valuation is higher than average although overall 

property tax rate is about average. 

Pine Bluffs appears to be in fair condition in terms of debt charac

teristics. The town has no outstanding G.O. or revenue bonds but does have 

a debt obligation on Joint Powers Board loans and a small amount of out

standing school bonds. The loan obligations are secured by pledged revenues 

from water and sewer charges. The overall debt to assessed valuation and 

overall debt per capita fall in the average range. 

Information on Pine Bluffs' operating budget for its water utility was 

not broken out of the utility fund. It was, therefore, not possible to tell 

if operating revenues were covering operating cost for the water utility. 

However, the 1983 Municipal Services Survey by the Wyoming Association of 

Municipalities indicates that the town is covering its operating cost with 

operating revenues. Residential water rates are $8.00 for the first 4,000 

gallons and $0.35 per thousand gallons thereafter. The town indicated that 

they completed their water system improvement program in 1980 using Farm 

Loan Board loans. 
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Based on the fiscal and debt indicators the town is in fairly good 

financial shape. Their ability to pay is somewhat limited by low income 

characteristics. 
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24. RAWLINS. 

None of the indicators in any of the three ability to pay categories 

showed a weak value for Rawlins. In socio-economic and fiscal characteris

tics the rankings were about average or above. Debt characteristics tended 

to indicate debt at above average levels. Rawlins has suffered somewhat 

from the recession in the energy and mining sectors but sees signs of a 

pickup in these sectors and the general economy. The city estimates that 

it has lost about 2,500 people from its 1981 high of 12,500. 

The city has been subsidizing its water utility by paying 10 to 15 per

cent of operating expenses out of general revenues. Water rates are at 

$1.20 per thousand gallons over the minimum of $5.00 per month for 4,000 

gallons. The capital improvements program in the city's Water Development 

Master Plan indicates a fairly substantial need for project financing. It 

was indicated that funding would probably come from a combination of 

sources, including bonding, city revenues, Farm Loan Board, and other state 

sources. It was also indicated that capital improvements were planned in 

other areas but no specifics were provided. 

Rawlins is in good financial shape and has an apparent ability to pay. 

The city's funding needs for capital improvements could strain local finan

cial resources, depending on project timing and availability of financial 

assistance. 
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25. SARATOGA. 

Saratoga rated better than average in the three categories and for 

each indicator except budget per capita which was only a little higher than 

average. If all the rankings for all the indicators were combined, 

Saratoga would have ranked next to Douglas for total rank points (or second 

strongest). 

The town is subsidizing its water utility operating budget through 

general revenues. Water rates are $8.00 for the first 7,000 gallons and 

$1.00 per thousand gallons, thereafter. 

The town indicated that they have lost population in the past year due 

to an economic slump and this has hurt their budget and ability to pay. 

The per capita figures used in this analysis were based on the 1980 Census. 

Some of the town's financial indicators, as analyzed in this report, would 

be weakened by a loss of population. Therefore, current financial condi

tions should be re-examined at such time additional water resource financing 

is needed. 

Saratoga appears to be in good financial condition and has an indicated 

ability to pay for additional water resources. 
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26. TORRINGTON. 

Torrington's socio-economic characteristics indicate some weaknesses 

in ability to pay. Both median household income and per capita income are 

marginally low while a high percent of the population is in the elderly 

category. Approximately 40 percent more of the town's population was clas

sified as below the poverty level in the 1980 Census than the state average. 

The town indicated that they were experiencing a stable economy with no 

growth. 

Torrington ranks in the middle range for fiscal characteristics and 

average to above average for debt characteristics. The town is therefore 

in fairly good financial shape. The town has no direct bonded debt but has 

a loan outstanding and special improvement district debt. 

The water utility's operating budget is being subsidized by general 

revenues. The town has also apparently made good use of available financial 

resources to fund various capital improvements including water system im

provements. It was indicated that the recent replacement of water meters 

was having a positive impact on water sales revenues. Within the last year 

residential water rates were set at $6.00 for the first 10,000 gallons, 

$0.40 per thousand for the next 40,000 gallons and $0.30 per thousand over 

50,000 gallons. 

Ability to pay in Torrington is about average. Fiscal and debt char

acteristics are good while socio-economic characteristics are in the low 

average range. 
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27 . WHEATLAND. 

Wheatland ranked in the middle part of the average range for each of 

the socio-economic and fiscal characteristics. None of the variables indi

cate signs of weakness in ability to pay. The townts debt characteristics 

are in the stronger half of the average range with net direct debt per 

capita being in the strong category. Wheatlandts overall debt character

istics rated as high or strong average. 

Wheatland indicated that its water utility is being subsidized by 

general revenues. According to the town IS 1983 financial statement the 

combined water and sewer operating budget is being subsidized by approxi

mately one third of expenses. The town also indicated that the water 

distribution system is in poor shape and in need of repair and that an 

$80,000 reserve fund has been established to help with this proj ect. 

Wheatland water rates have been in effect since 1974. Residential water is 

$3.25 for the first 5,000 gallons per month and $0.25 per thousand gallons 

thereafter. Wheatland's water rates are among the lowest encountered. 

The town is in good financial position and has an apparent ability to 

pay. Water rates might be increased to help pay for additional water sup

plies or system improvements. 
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G. QUANTIFICATION OF POTENTIAL ABILITY TO PAY 

A community's general ability to pay is analyzed in earlier sections 

of this report taking into account socio-economic, fiscal, debt and water 

utility characteristics. This analysis resulted in classifying a community 

as strong, weak, or average in its ability to pay for a water supply 

project. 

A community's ability to pay may also be expressed in terms of a 

potential amount of funds a community may be able to raise using certain 

criteria. The following criteria are used to develop a community's ability 

to pay. 

• Water Rates and Charges 

• Mill Levy 

• Overall Debt Per Capita 

• Overall Debt to Assessed Valuation 

• Property Tax Per Capita 

• Sales Tax 

To quantify an amount that could represent a level of funds that are 

considered an ability to pay, assumptions on raising fees and charges at 

least to the average paid by all communities are considered as at least one 

viable measure. Ability levels for other criteria are also considered as 

described. 

1. WATER RATES AND CHARGES. 

Any increase in water rates would provide the communities a potential 

ability to pay for a water supply project. The total amount of annual 

revenue in 1983 from water rates is indicated to be about $10,700,000 for 

the communities. A 10 percent overall increase in revenue may produce an 

additional $1,070,000 in annual water sales revenue. If this amount is used 
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to pay debt service on a twenty year bond issue at an annual interest rate 

of 10 percent, about $9,000,000 of bonds might be issued. If the amount 

of water sales revenue increase is 50 percent, about $45,000,000 of bonds 

might be issued assuming the additional revenue was used to pay the debt 

service. These amounts less any deductions for bond issuance costs would 

represent the amounts that could be paid under these assumptions. Table 15 

shows the effect of 10 and 50 percent water rate increases on each com

munity's potential ability to pay. 

Other areas of water utility financial operations may also affect a 

community's ability to pay. An increase in the level of water connection 

fees or growth in the number of customers a water utility serves could also 

provide an ability to pay. For example, if the population served by these 

communities grew at a rate of 1 percent per year, approximately 1,800 people 

representing an estimated 600 new connections might be added to the service 

area. If the average connection fee is $1,000 per new tap, about $600,000 

in revenue per year might be received from connection fees. If this amount 

is totally dedicated to payment of debt service on a twenty year bond issue 

at an annual interest rate of 10 percent, about $5,000,000 of bonds might 

be issued. This amount less any deductions for bond issuance costs would 

represent a potential ability to pay. 

2 . MILL LEVY. 

In 1983, the average total mill levy assessment for the communities in 

this study was 74.988 mills and produced over $32,581,000 in property tax 

revenue. If those communities whose mill levy was less than 74.988 mills 

were assessed this mill levy during 1983, an additional $489,000 of property 

tax revenue could have been received. If such an amount was considered as 

the level of ability to pay and used to pay debt service on a twenty year 
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TIaE 1~ 

POTENTIIl. ABILITY TO PAY 
ASSlMING INCREASE I N WATER ~S REVEttE 

10 Percent Increase 50 Percent Increase 
--- -

1983 FY Potent ial Potential 
Water Sales Additional Ability Additional Ability 

Revenue Revenue to Pay (a) Revenue to Pay (a) 
---- ---- ----- ----- -----

$ $ $ $ $ 

BAGGS 18,100 1,800 15,000 9,100 77,000 
BROOKS WSD 334,000 33,400 284,000 167,000 1,422,000 
CASPER 3,044,900 304,500 2,592,000 1,522,500 12,962,000 
CHEYENNE 3,428,100 342,800 2,918,000 1,714,100 14,593,000 

CHUGWATER 8,000 800 7,000 4,000 34,000 
DIXON 3,600 400 3,000 1,800 15,000 
DOUGLAS 484,900 48,500 413,000 242,500 2,065,000 
EDGERTON 25, 700 2,600 22,000 12,900 110,000 

EVANSVILLE 135,700 13,600 116,000 67,900 578,000 
FORT LARAMIE NA NA NA NA NA 
GlENDO 15,200 1,500 13,000 7,600 65,000 
GLENROCK 149, 700 15,000 128,000 74,900 638,000 

HANNA 112,400 11,200 95,000 56,200 478,000 
HARTVILLE 2,600 300 3,000 1,300 11,000 
LAAAMIE 1,223,700 122,400 1,042,000 611,900 5,209,000 
LINGLE 25,000 2,500 21,000 12,500 106,000 

LUSK 99,300 9,900 84,000 49,700 423,000 
~DICINE BOW NA NA NA NA NA 
MIDWEST 70,000 7,000 60,000 35,000 298,000 
PIONEER NA NA NA NA NA 

WARDWELL WSD 265,400 26,500 226,000 132, 700 1,130,000 
MILLS NA NA NA NA NA 
PINE BLlFFS NA NA NA NA NA 
RlU..INS 765,800 76,600 652,000 382,900 3,260,000 

SARATOGA 155,000 15,500 132,000 77,500 660,000 
TORRINGTON 191,900 19,200 163,000 96,000 817,000 
WHEA~ 116,200 11,600 99,000 58,100 495,000 

------- ----- ------ ------- ------
TOTIl. 10,675,200 1,067,600 9,088,000 5,338,100 45,446,000 

(a) Based on using additional Mater sales revenue to support a bond issue 
with a 20 year tera and a 10 oercent annual interest rate. 
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bond issue at an annual interest rate of 10 percent, about $4,200,000 of 

bonds might be issued. If the minimum mill levy were increased to 10 per

cent above average or 82.5 mills, about $28,000,000 of bonds might be issued 

assuming the additional property tax revenue was used to pay the debt 

service. These amounts less any deductions for bond issuance costs would 

represent an ability to pay. Table 16 shows the effect of minimum mill 

levies of 74.988 and 82.5 mills on each community's potential ability to 

pay. 

3. OVERALL DEBT PER CAPITA. 

In 1983, the overall outstanding debt was $90,633,000 for these com

munities. Cheyenne's recent $40,000,000 loan from the Farm Loan Board in

creases that amount to $131,633,000. Based on the 1980 census population 

of 177,539, the communities average debt per capita is $741. If such an 

amount was considered as the level of ability to pay, an additional 

$28,000,000 of debt might be issued. If the minimum debt per capita were 

increased 10 percent above average to $815, about $37,000,000 of debt might 

be issued. These amounts less any bond issuance costs represent a potential 

ability to pay. The effect of increasing debt per capita to minimum levels 

of $741 and $815 on each community's potential ability to pay is shown in 

Table 17. 

4. RATIO OF OVERALL DEBT TO ASSESSED VALUATION. 

The ratio of overall debt to assessed valuation, assuming the inclusion 

of Cheyenne's recent Farm Loan Board loan for Stage II improvements, is 

0.303. If such a ratio was considered as the level of ability to pay, an 

additional $21,000,000 of debt might be issued. If the minimum ratio were 

increased 10 percent to 0.333, about $29,000,000 of debt might be issued. 

These amounts less any bond issuance costs represent a potential ability to 
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TAI..£ 16 

POTENTUI. ABILITY TO PAY 
ASSlIUN6 ItEAEASE IN "Ill. l..M 

Minilua 74.988 "ill Levy (i) MinilU8 82.5 Mill Levy 

Agg"git. Total AdditiONI Potential Additionll Potentiil 
AsHSMd Totil Property Tix "ill LIYY Prol*"ty TiX Ability Mill L.vy Prooerty T IX Ability 

Valuation Mill Levy R.venue Inct"eHe RlYIftu. to Pay (b) Inerease Revenu. to PlY (b) 
---

$1,000 lil1s $ li1ls $ $ lills $ $ 

BA66S 739 69.960 51, 700 5.028 3,700 32,000 12.540 9,300 79,000 
BROO<S WSD 7,181 73.250 526,000 1.738 12,500 106,000 9.250 66,400 565,000 
CASPER IJf1,900 73.250 10,247,700 1.738 243,200 2,070,000 9.250 1,~4, 100 11,017,000 
C.aEJtE 142,545 76.300 10,876,200 0.000 0 0 6.200 883,800 7,524~OOO 

Ot.&JATER 4n 69.660 33,200 5.328 2,500 21,000 12.840 6,100 52,000 
DIXON 117 69.940 8,200 5.048 600 5,000 12.560 1,500 13,000 
00U6l.AS 13,032 82.954 1,081,100 0.000 ° 0 0.000 0 0 
ED6ERT~ 616 73.250 45,100 1.738 1,100 9,000 9.250 5, 700 49,000 

EVANSVILLE 3.379 73.250 247,500 1.738 5,900 SO,OOO 9.2SQ 31,300 266,000 
FORT LARAMIE 432 85.635 37,000 0.000 0 0 0.000 0 0 
GLENDO 510 86.900 44,300 0.000 0 0 0.000 0 0 
6LENROCI< 5, 128 90.854 465,900 0.000 0 0 0.000 0 0 

rAM 3,404 82.240 279,900 0.000 0 0 0.260 900 8,000 
HARTVILLE 139 83.650 11,600 0.000 0 0 0.000 0 0 
LARAMIE 48,558 74.220 3,604,000 O. 768 37,300 318,000 8.280 402,100 3,~3,000 

LURE 1,244 n.04O 9:5,800 0.000 0 0 5.460 6,800 58,000 

LUSK 3,800 74.172 281,900 0.816 3,100 26,000 8.328 31,600 269,000 
MEDICINE BOW 1,016 68.440 69,500 6.548 6, 700 57,000 14.060 14,300 122,000 
MIDWEST 2,131 73.250 156,100 1. 738 3, 700 32,000 9.250 19,700 168,000 
PIONEER WSD 680 73.250 49,800 1.738 1,200 10,000 9.250 6,300 54,000 

WARDE.l WSI) 4,822 81.250 Jf11, BOO 0.000 0 0 1.250 6,000 51,000 
IIIILLS 5,418 73.250 396,900 1.738 9,400 80,000 9.250 SO,1OO ~7,000 

PINE BLUFFS 2, 792 73.340 204,800 1.648 4,600 39,000 9. 160 25,600 218.000 
RAWLINS 21,~1 69.360 1,495,500 5.628 121,300 1,033,000 13.140 283,300 2,412,000 

SAAATOSA 4,a 68.440 335,200 6.548 32,100 273,000 14.060 68,900 587,000 
TORRIN6T~ 11,183 n.04O 861,500 0.000 0 0 5.460 61,100 520,000 
HATLAND 8,783 n.760 683,000 0.000 0 0 4. 740 41,600 354,000 

----- ---- ------- ---- -----
TOT'l. 434,485 32,581,200 488,900 4,161,000 3,316,500 28,236,000 

(a) Based on aVlrag. lill levy for COIIUnititS calculated is follows: 
Total Property Tax R.vlftUl, '1,000 32,581 
Total AsSISted Valuation, '1,000 434,485 
Average Mill Levy AssesSlent, lills 74.988 

(b) BIstd on using additional prooerty tax rev.nue to supDOrt a bond issue 
with a 20 year t.rI iftd 10 plrcent annual interest rate. 
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TABlE 17 

POTENTI"- ABILITY TO PAY 
ASSliUNS n«:REASE IN DEBT PER CAPITA 

Minilu. Debt Per MinilUI Debt Per 
Capita of $741 (a) Caoi ta of $815 

---------------------- ----------------------
Additional Potential Additional Potential 

Overall 1980 Debt Per Debt Per Ability Debt Per Ability 
Gross Debt Population Capita Capita to Pay Capita to Pay 
------ -------- ------- ------ -------- --------- ----------

$ $ $ 

BA66S 213,000 433 492 249 108,000 323 140,000 
BROOKS WSD 521,000 4,400 118 623 2,741,000 697 3,067,000 
CASPER 37,163,000 51,015 728 13 663,000 87 4,438,000 
CHEYENNE 54,936,000 47,283 1,162 ° ° 0 ° 
CHUGWATER 55,000 282 195 546 154,000 620 175,000 
DIXDN 111,000 82 1,354 ° ° ° ° DOUGLAS 1,187,000 6,030 197 544 3,280,000 618 3,727,000 
EDGERTON 286,000 510 561 180 92,000 254 130,000 

EVANSVILLE 626,000 2,652 236 505 1,339,000 579 1,536,000 
FORT LARAMIE 47,000 356 132 609 217,000 683 243,000 
GLENDO 220,000 367 599 142 52,000 216 79,000 
GLENROCK 7,114,000 2,736 2,600 ° ° ° ° 
HANNA 676,000 2,288 295 446 1,020,000 520 1,190,000 
HARTVILLE 21,000 149 141 600 89,000 674 100,000 
LARAMIE 10,215,000 24,410 418 323 7,884,000 397 9,691,000 
LINGLE 585,000 475 1,232 ° ° ° ° 
LUSK 375,000 1,650 227 514 848,000 588 970,000 
MEDICINE BOW 1,474,000 953 1,547 ° ° ° ° IIIIDWEST 1,107,000 638 1,735 ° ° ° ° PIONEER WSD 1,323,000 500 2,646 0 ° ° ° 
WARDWELL WSD 2,087,000 1,900 1,098 ° ° ° ° MILLS 1,615,000 2,139 7SS ° 0 60 128,000 
PINE BUFFS 738,000 1,0n 685 56 60,000 130 140,000 
RAWLINS 5,291,000 11,547 458 283 3,268,000 357 4,122,000 

SARATOGA 529,000 2,410 220 521 1,256,000 595 1,434,000 
TORRINSTa. 1,596,000 5,441 293 448 2,438,000 522 2,840,000 
WHEATLAND 1,522,000 5,816 262 479 2,786,000 553 3,216,000 

--- ---- ----
TOTAL 131,633,000 1n,539 28,295,000 37,366,000 

(a) Based on average overall debt per caDita for COIIunities calculated as follows: 
Total Overall 6ross Debt, $1,000 131,633,000 
Total Population 117,539 
Total Debt per Capita 741 
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pay. Table 18 shows the effect of minimum ratios of overall debt to 

assessed valuation of 0.303 and 0.333 on each community's potential ability 

to pay. 

5. PROPERTY TAX REVENUE PER CAPITA. 

In 1983, the overall property tax revenue was $184 per capita for the 

communities in this study. If such an amount was considered as the level 

of ability to pay, an additional $3,200,000 of property tax revenue may have 

been received. If this amount were used to pay debt service on a twenty 

year bond issue at an annual interest rate of 10 percent, about $27,000,000 

of bonds might be issued. If the minimum property tax revenue per capita 

were increased 10 percent above average to $202, about $39,000,000 of bonds 

might be issued assuming the additional property tax revenue was used to 

pay the debt service. These bond amounts less any deductions for bond 

issuance costs would represent an ability to pay. The effect of increasing 

property tax revenue per capita to minimum levels of $184 and $202 on each 

community's potential ability to pay is shown in Table 19. 

6. SALES TAX REVENUE. 

The State of Wyoming has a 3 percent sales tax statewide. An addi

tional 1 percent tax may be initiated by individual counties subj ect to 

biennial voter approval. This additional amount may be used for any 

municipal project. Presently Albany, Goshen and Platte Counties have only 

the minimum sales tax. If these counties approved an additional 1 percent 

tax, about $2,500,000 of annual sales tax revenue could be generated. If 

this amount were used to pay debt service on a twenty year bond issue at an 

annual interest rate of 10 percent, about $21,000,000 of bonds might be 

issued. If the remaining counties in the study area dedicated their exist

ing 1 percent optional sales tax revenue to payment of debt service, an 
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TAILE 18 

POTENTIAL ABILITY TO PAY 
ASUIN6 n«:REASE IN RATIO rf DEBT TO ASSESSED IAUATI~ 

Minllul Ratio of Debt ~inilUi Ratio of Debt 
to As5lssed Valuatlon to Assessed Valuation 

of 0.303 (a) of 0.333 

IncreiSe in Increase in 
Ratio Debt Ratio Debt Potential Ratlo Debt Potent ial 

Assessed Overall to Assessed to Assessed Abi lity to Assessed AbIlity 
Valuation Gross Debt Valuation Valuation to Pay Valuatlon to Pay 
----- -_ ..... -- ------ ---- -------- ---------- ----------

$1,000 $ $ $ 

BA66S 739 213,000 0.288 O.OlS 11,000 0.045 33,000 
BROO<S WD 7,181 521,000 0.073 0.230 1,652,000 0.260 1,867,000 
CASPER 139,900 37,163,000 0.266 0.037 5,176,000 0.067 9,373,000 
CHEYEtfE 142,545 54,936,000 0.385 0.000 0 0.000 0 

CHUGWATER 4n 55,000 0.115 0.188 90,000 0.218 104,000 
DIXON 117 111,000 0.949 0.000 0 0.000 ° DOUGLAS 13.032 1.187,000 0.091 0.212 2,763,000 0.242 3,154,000 
EDGERTON 616 286,000 0.464 0.000 0 0.000 0 

EVANSVILLE 3,379 626,000 0.185 0.118 399,000 0.148 500,000 
FORT LARAMIE 432 47,000 0.109 0.194 84,000 0.224 97,000 
GLENDO 510 220,000 0.431 0.000 ° 0.000 0 
GLENROCK 5,128 7,114,000 1.387 0.000 ° 0.000 0 

HANNA 3,~ 676,000 0.199 0.104 354,000 0. 134 456,000 
HARTVILLE 139 21,000 0.151 0.152 21,000 0.182 25,000 
LARAMIE 48,558 10,215,000 0.210 0.093 4,516,000 0.123 5,973,000 
LIN6LE 1,244 585,000 0.470 0.000 0 0.000 ° 
LUSK 3,800 375,000 o.m 0.204 775,000 0.234 889,000 
IEDICINE BOW 1,016 1,474,000 1.451 0.000 0 0.000 0 
MIDWEST 2,131 1,107,000 0.519 0.000 0 0.000 0 
PIONEER WSD 680 1,323,000 1.946 0.000 ° 0.000 0 

WARDWELL WSD 4,822 2,087,000 0.433 0.000 I) 0.000 ° MILLS 5,418 1,615,000 0.298 0.005 27,000 0.035 190,000 
PINE BUFFS 2,792 738,000 0.264 0.039 109,000 0.069 193,000 
RAWLINS 21,561 5,291,000 0.245 0.058 1,251,000 0.088 1,897,000 

SARATOSA 4,898 529,000 0.108 0.195 955,000 0.225 1,102,000 
TORRINGTON 11,183 1,596,000 0.143 0.160 1,789,000 0.190 2,125,000 
WHEATLAND 8,783 1,52.2,000 0.173 0.130 1,142,000 0.160 1,405,000 

---- --- ----
TOTAl. 434,485 131,633,000 21,114,000 29,383,000 

(a) Based on averagl pwrcent overall debt is of assessed valuation for cOliunities 
calculated as follows: 

Total Overall Gross Debt, S1,000 131,633 
Total Assessed Valuation, $1,000 434,485 
Ratio Overall Debt to Assessed Valuation 0.303 
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TaE 19 

POTENTI ... ABILITY TO PAY 
-"IN& IfCREABE IN PROPERTY TAl REVBIE PER CAPITA 

Minil. Pro~y Tix RIYeUI MinillUll Proptriy TIX RIYIftUI 
Ptr' C.pi h of tl84 (a) Per C.oih of S202 

IncrHH in Incr.aSl in 
Totll Pro~y ProDll"ty AdditioNI Potlfttill Pro~y AdditioNl Potlntial 

Proprty TIX 1980 Tax RtveuI TIX RIYIftUe Proprty Ta. Ability Tax A,YtnUi Proptrty Ta. Ability 
Aavinul Population Ptr' CaDita Ptr' Capita RtvtnUe to Pay (b) Per Capita Atviftul to Pay (0) 

--- ----
• • • • • • S S 

BA66S 51,700 4J3 119 65 28,100 239,000 83 35,900 306,000 
BR(Q(S WSD 526,000 4,400 120 64 281,600 2,397,000 82 360,800 3,072,000 
CASPER 10,247,700 51,015 201 0 0 0 1 51,000 434,000 
CI€YENfE 10,876,200 47,283 230 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CHU6WATER 33,200 282 118 66 18,600 158,000 M 23, 700 202,000 
DIXON 8,200 82 100 84 6,900 59,000 102 8,400 72,000 
IXlJ6lAS 1,081,100 6,030 179 5 30,200 257,000 23 138, 700 1,181,000 
EDSERTON 45,100 510 88 96 49,000 417,000 114 58,100 49S,000 

EVANSYILLE 247,500 2,652 93 91 241,300 2,054,000 109 289,100 2,~1,~ 
FORT LARAMIE 37,000 356 104 80 28,500 243,000 98 34,900 297,000 
SLENDO 44,300 367 121 63 23,100 197,000 81 29,700 253,000 
SLENROCK 465,900 2, 736 170 14 38,300 326,000 32 87,600 746,000 

HANNA 279,900 2,288 122 62 141,900 1,208,000 80 183,000 1,558,000 
HARTYIlJ.E 11,600 149 78 106 15,800 135,000 124 18,500 158,000 
LARAMIE 3,604,000 24,410 148 36 878,800 7,482,000 54 1,318,100 11,222,000 
LIN6LE 95,800 475 202 0 0 0 0 0 0 

LUSK 281,900 1,650 171 13 21,500 183,000 31 51,200 436,000 
IEDICINE BOW 69,500 953 73 111 105,800 901,000 129 122,900 1,046,000 
.. IDWEST 156,100 638 245 0 0 0 0 0 0 
PIONEER WSD 49,800 500 100 M 42,000 358,000 102 51,000 434,000 

WArm.nL. WSD 391,800 1,900 206 0 0 0 0 0 ° IiULLS 396,900 2,139 186 0 0 0 16 34,200 291,000 
PINE BUFFS 204,800 1,On 190 0 0 0 12 12,900 110,000 
~INS 1,495,500 11,547 130 54 623,500 5,308,000 72 831,400 7,078,000 

SARATrsA 335,200 2,410 139 45 108,500 924,000 OJ 151,800 1,CCJ2,000 
TORR I NSTON 861,500 5,441 158 26 141,500 1,205,000 44 239,400 2,038,000 
HATlAND 683,000 5,816 117 67 389, 700 3,318,000 85 494,400 4,209,000 

---- ---- --- --- ----
TOTAL 32,581,200 1n,539 3,214,600 27,369,000 4,626,700 39,391,000 

(a) BaSld on aVlrlge pro~y tu rtVtIftUtt for co.unihes I:llc:ulatld II folla.s: 
Tohl ~y Ta. Aftlnu, $ 32,581,200 
Totll Populltion In,SJ9 
Total Proptrty Ta. RevtnUl per Capita 1M 

(b) 8uId on using additional p~y hx rfttnUI to support I bond isSUI 

Mith a 20 ytar ttrl and 10 ptrCInt annual interest rltl. 
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additional $122,000,000 of bonds might be issued. The total bond issue 

amount of $143,000,000 represents a potential ability to pay for the water 

supply project, assuming that the entire optional 1 percent tax is used. 

Table 20 shows the effect of dedicating the optional sales tax revenue on 

each community's potential ability to pay. 

7. SID1MARY. 

A community's ability to pay is dependent upon the criteria used to 

determine the proper level of ability to pay. Cheyenne, for example, does 

not appear to have any ability to pay for new projects if such were deter-

mined by the debt per capita, debt to assessed valuation or property tax 

revenue per capita criteria. However, Cheyenne would demonstrate a poten-

tial ability to pay if an increase in water sales revenue, a greater than 

average mill levy or dedication of the optional sales tax revenue for this 

project were the criteria. In contrast, Casper shows a potential ability 

to pay regardless of which criteria is selected. 

Given the various options available to the communities, and their 

socio-economic and fiscal characteristics; it appears that there is an over-

all ability to pay for a new water supply project of $40,000,000 to 

$45,000,000. The needed revenue could be raised by an increase in annual 

water revenues by about 50 percent or by a combination of increases in 

property taxes, sales taxes, debt, and water rates. The following sum-

marizes the potential debt which could be supported by the various sources: 

Source 

50 percent increase in water sales 
Mill levy increase to average plus 10 percent 
Raise debt per capita to average plus 10 percent 
Raise overall debt to assessed valuation to 

average plus 10 percent 
Raise property tax per capita to average plus 10 percent 
Add 1 percent optional sales tax where not in use 
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$1,000,000 
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TABLE 20 

POTENTIAL. ABILITY TO PAY 
ASSlJtIN6 INCREASE IN OR DEDICATION OF S~S TAX 

Increase Sales Tax Rate Dedication of One 
Uo To 4 Percent Percent Tax Revenue 

-----------
1983 Existing Potential Potential 

Sales TalC Sales TalC Potential Abi li ty Potential Abi Ii ty 
Allocation (a) Rate TalC Revenue to Pay (b) ~ax Revenue to Pay (b) 
------- ----- -------- --------- ---------- --------

$ j S $ $ S 

BAGGS 166,000 4 ° ° 42,000 358,000 
BROOKS WSD 2,621,000 ° ° ° ° ° CASPER 30,392,000 4 ° ° 7,598,000 64,686,000 
CJ.£YENNE 13,173,000 4 0 0 3,293,000 28,035,000 

CHUGWATER 63,000 3 21,000 179,000 21,000 179,000 
DIXON 31,000 4 ° ° 8,000 68,000 
DOUGLAS 1,922,000 4 ° ° 481,000 4,095,000 
EDGERTON 304,000 4 ° ° 76,000 647,000 

EVANSVILLE 1,580,000 4 ° ° 395,000 3,363,000 
FORT LARAMIE 68,000 3 23,000 196,000 23,000 196,000 
GLENDO 81,000 3 27,000 230,000 27,000 230,000 
GLENROCK 872,000 4 ° ° 218,000 1,856,000 

HANNA 877,000 4 ° ° 219,000 1,864,000 
HARTVILLE 33,000 3 11,000 94,000 11,000 94,000 
LARAMIE 4,909,000 3 1,636,000 13,928,000 1,636,000 13,928,000 
LINGLE 90,000 3 30,000 255,000 30,000 255,000 

LUSK 448,000 4 0 0 112,000 954,000 
MEDICINE BOW 365,000 4 0 0 91,000 775,000 
IIIIDWEST 380,000 4 ° ° 95,000 809,000 
PIONEER WSD 298,000 ° 0 ° ° ° 
WARDWELL WSD 1,132,000 ° ° ° ° ° MILLS 1,274,000 4 ° ° 319,000 2,716,000 
PINE BUFFS 300,000 4 ° ° 75,000 639,000 
RAWlINS 4,428,000 4 0 ° 1,107,000 9,425,000 

SARAT£EA 924,000 4 ° 0 231,000 1,967,000 
TORRINST~ 1,034,000 3 345,000 2,937,000 345,000 2,937,000 
WHEATLAND 1,291,000 3 430,000 3,661,000 430,000 3,661,000 

------- --------- --------- ---------- ---------
TOTAL 69,056,000 2,523,000 21,480,000 16,883,000 143,737,000 

(a) 1983 FY sales and use tax allocation based on county tax receipts 
allocated to lunicipality by its percent of county population. 

(b) Based on using sales talC revenue to supoort a bond issue 
Mith a 20 year terl and 10 percent annual interest rate. 
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The results of this analysis should be carefully reviewed for several 

reasons. First, this determination of ability pay is based on general over

all criteria and does not recognize specific water utility or community 

needs. A community may be committed to other future projects which would 

reduce its overall ability to pay for this water supply project. Further

more, ability to pay does not necessarily correspond to a need for addi

tional water. A community with a relatively high ability to pay may have a 

low need for additional water supply. The opposite situation may also be 

true. Additionally, a community's ability to pay does not necessarily 

relate to a willingness to pay. The determination of a community's willing

ness to pay is not considered in this study. 
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APPENDIX A 

MUNICIPAL ABILITY TO PAY QUESTIONNAIRE 



Black & Veatch is assisting the North Platte Water Development Joint 

Powers Board in assessing water supply needs and potential financing for 

water supply projects. As explained in the cover letter this questionnaire 

is designed to assist in the collection of financial information needed 

in this study. Please indicate in the space provided the requested 

information, its availability, or other appropriate comments concerning 

the information. City and Water Utility is used in the general sense to 

refer to cities, towns, villages, municipalities, water utilities, 

districts, boards, etc. 

Jurisdiction: 

Contact: ________________________ Telephone No. (307)-________ _ 

1. Please indicate the availability of the following published documents 

for the most recent three to five fiscal years and provide copies. 

These reports if available should contain most of the needed 

information and may be referenced in answering other questions. 

Availability 

City and Water Utility Budgets 

City and Water Utility Financial Reports 

Water Utility Operations Reports 

Bond Prospectus or Official Statement for Most 

Recent City and Water Utility Bond Issues 

City and Water Utility Capital Improvements Program 



Schedules and Ordinances for Water Rates, Connection 

Charges and other Water System Fees and Policies 

that have been in effect during the past 5 years. 

(Ordinances for only charges currently in effect.) 

City and County Planning Reports 

Local Fact Sheets or Promotional Material 

Other Reports Which Might Assist In Our Efforts 

Please specify 

2. Does the Water Utility operate on a calendar or fiscal year basis? 

Calendar 

Fiscal (Year Ends _____ ), 

3. Indicate present Water Utility rates (including any special fees 

and rate structure). 

4. Indicate the number of Water Utility customers/connections by 

class. 



s. Indicate the annual volume of water sales and revenues by class of 

customer. 

6. Indicate authority to charge user fees for water including tap 

fees, rates, system development fees, etc., and any limitations on 

expansions or changing fee levels. 

7. Have any financial reserves, specific revenues or other funds been 

earmarked for water system improvements? If so please specify_ 

8. Are you anticipating any loans or grants (for example State or 

Federal funding) for water system improvements? 



9. Attach a list of all outstanding City and Water Utility debt issues 

and payment schedules by type of debt (including General Obligation 

Bonds, Special Assessment Bonds, Revenue Bonds, Industrial Revenue 

Bonds, other). 

10. What is the City's and Water Utility's bonding authority and 

limitations (bonding capacity)? 

11. Indicate any bond coverage requirements by type of debt, if any. 

12. What is the City's and Water Utility's debt rating? 

City Water Utility 

Moody's 

Standard & Poors 



13. Has there been any history of debt limitations, such as voter 

disapproval, reaching debt ceiling or inability to market new 

issues? 

14. Are all scheduled debt payments current? 

IS. Indicate any bond or other financial requirements for capital 

improvements anticipated in the future. 

16. Indicate the City's taxing authority and limitations. 



17. Indicate the basis for determining assessed valuation. 

18. Indicate total assessed valuation and assessment rate. 

19. Please indicate property tax rates and amount of revenue for the 

most recent year. 

Year __ _ City 

County 

School 

Sewer 

Water 

Other 

Total 

Rate Revenue 

(Mills) 



20. Please indicate local sales tax rate and amount of revenue in the 

most recent year. Are local sales tax revenues dedicated to 

specific programs? 

21. What are the prospects for new development in the foreseeable 

future (including current new development)? 

22. The following questions are to help determine the City's or Water 

Utility's ability to fund the development of new water supplies. 

A. Please comment on the general financial health of the City 

and Water Utility. 

B. Does the City or Water Utility foresee a need for new 

or additional water supply either now or in the foreseeable 

future? 



23. Please list contacts Black & Veatch will need to make to obtain 

additional information. 



II. AGRICULTURAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS 



II. AGRICULTURAL ABILITY TO PAY ANALYSIS 

A. INTRODUCTION 

The North Platte Water Development Joint Powers Board, in 

cooperation with the Wyoming Water Development Commission, is studying 

the feasibility of developing water storage facilities in the Little 

Snake River drainage located in southeastern Wyoming. Water from 

these facilities potentially would be available both for in-basin use 

and for diversion to meet projected municipal and industrial needs 

along the North Platte River in Wyoming. Studies have been undertaken 

to estimate the future demand for water by municipal, industrial and 

agricultural users in the Little Snake drainage and in the North 

Platte River system. Studies are also underway concerning users l 

ability to pay for these potential future water supplies. In the 

spring of 1984, Western Research Corporation was authorized to analyze 

the ability of agricultural users to pay for supplemental irrigation 

water in the Little Snake drainage. This report summarizes the 

conclusions of that study. 

The focus of the study was to assess existing operators' 

ability to pay for supplemental irrigation water in the Little Snake 

drainage in Wyoming. Although the region currently produces 

substantial amounts of grass and alfalfa hay, production is curtailed 

somewhat by late season water shortages. Previous studies have 

indicated that water shortages in a typical year range from 25 to 35 

percent less than a full supply. 1 

IBlack & Veatch Engineers-Architects and Wright Water Engineers, Inc., 
"Water Supply Needs Analysis for the North Platte and Little Snake 
River Drainages, Phase 1", Volume 1, Prepared for the North Platte 
Water Development Joint Powers Board, July, 1983. 
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To carry out the ability to pay analysis, Western Research 

Corporation undertook an in-depth analysis of current agricultural 

practices in the Savery Creek - Little Snake drainage. First, 

in-depth interviews were conducted with 24 of the 57 operators which 

make up the Little Snake River Water Conservancy District. Based upon 

these interviews, a series of detailed crop budgets were developed 

reflecting current (baseline) agricultural practices in the region. 

The interview results were also used to project cropping pattern and 

yield changes that might result if supplemental irrigation water were 

available through a water storage project. Comparisons were then made 

of net farm income both with and without the project to assess a 

typical operation's ability to pay for additional water. 

Estimates were made of ability to pay for two different future 

scenarios: 

• most likely scenario - agricultural practices in the region 

would remain unchanged, and additional water would be used 

only to supplement current supplies on existing irrigated 

lands; and 

• maximum production scenario - new irrigated la'nds would be 

brought into production in the future, with some of the new 

lands used to produce cash crops. 

The remaining sections of this report describe, respectively, 

current agricultural practices in the region, how cropping patterns 

and yields might change with supplemental water supplies, and 

estimates of a typical operators' ability to pay for additional water. 
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B. PRESENT AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES 

1. STUDY AREA. 

The study area consists of agricultural operations along the main 

stem Little Snake River and Savery Creek drainages in southeastern 

Wyoming (Figure 2). The 57 ranchers in this region have formed the 

Little Snake River Water Conservancy District, which is represented on 

the North Platte Water Development Joint Powers Board by the Little 

Snake River Water Development Joint Powers Board. These operators, 

along with 5 other operations in Colorado, irrigate a total of 

approximately 28,500 acres. The majority of this acreage is in hay 

production, except for about 1,500 acres of small grains. 2 

Many of these operations have irrigated lands and/or livestock 

operations which extend across the border into Colorado. For purposes 

of developing ability to pay estimates, it was necessary to look at 

each operators total enterprise; not just the portion of his lands 

within the Wyoming border. 3 Thus, the "typical operations" described 

later in this study may include landholdings in both states. The 

ability to pay estimates, however, are intended to reflect each 

operator's ability to pay for supplemental water for lands currently 

under irrigation in Wyoming, or for full service water to bring 

additional Wyoming lands under irrigation. 

2Little Snake River Soil & Water Conservation District Program, 
February, 1984. 

3For example, farm implement costs are an important element in an 
ability-to-pay analysis, and for most operations it would be 
impossible to segregate "Wyoming implements" from "Colorado 
implements since each implement may be used in both states. 
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The majority of currently irrigated lands are relatively high in 

elevation, ranging from approximately 5500 to 6500 feet. Average mean 

precipitation is approximately 12.6 inches per year, and the average 

frost free growing season is relatively short; approximately 86 days. 

The relatively high elevation and low precipitation levels tend to 

discourage dry land farming, as most of the crops grown in the region 

today are supported by irrigation. 4 

2. AGRICULTURAL PRACTICES. 

The agricultural economy of the Little Snake drainage is almost 

solely devoted to the production of livestock at the present time. 

These livestock operations are, on the average, relatively large. A 

typical operation has between 600 and 700 head of cattle and irrigates 

slightly over 500 acres of native, improved and alfalfa hay to supply 

winter feed. Cattle are summered on BLM, U.S. Forest Service and 

private land. Cattle typically are moved to summer range in May, 

where they remain until fall. In October or November, cattle are 

brought down from summer range to pasture on hay or alfalfa aftermath 

until winter feeding, which typically begins in December. One of the 

reasons cattle are typically left so long on summer range is that late 

season water shortages restrict the amount of aftermath for fall 

grazing. 

4Bureau of Reclamation (Upper Colorado Region), "Savery-Pot Hook 
Project, Colorado and Wyoming, Definite Plan Reportll, Appendix D, 
Agricultural Economy, Project Settlement, Financial and Economic 
Analyses, May, 1977. 
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At the present time, the major irrigated crop in the region is 

native hay, which comprises almost one-half of all irrigated acres. 5 

Alfalfa and improved hay (mixed grasses) make up most of the remaining 

irrigated land. Alfalfa accounts for slightly over 10 percent of all 

irrigated hay acreage in the drainage. Oat hay is typically used as a 

cover crop for alfalfa when it is plowed under and reseeded. 

One reason for the relatively low percentage of alfalfa is that 

sufficient water is often not available in late July or August to 

ensure a good second cutting. Many operators are inclined to view the 

more intensive cultivation practices required by alfalfa as 

unnecessary without a sufficient water supply. Average hay yields in 

the region today are relatively good, considering the late-season 

water shortages. Based upon interviews with 24 operators in the 

region, average yields for native hay were 2.4 tons per acre; improved 

hay 2.8 tons per acre; and alfalfa 3.9 tons per acre. 

3. CROP BUDGETS. 

To develop estimates of ability to pay, it was first necessary to 

estimate annual crop production costs and returns fora typical 

current (baseline) operation. Similarly, crop production costs and 

returns were estimated for the same typical operation assuming a full 

water supply_ Ability to pay estimates were based on the differences 

5Native hay is used in a generic sense in this report to denote hay 
fields that are not periodically plowed and reseeded. Such fields may 
contain several mixed grasses in addition to native hay. 
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between these scenarios. 6 

The first step in establishing baseline crop budgets was to 

determine the size of a typical operation. Based upon the field 

interviews described above, the median number of irrigated acres per 

operation was approximately 525. That is, one-half of the 

interviewees had over 525 irrigated acres, while one-half had fewer 

than 525 irrigated acres. This typical size is slightly larger than 

the average for all irrigators in the district. (The Little Snake 

River Soil and Water Conservation District estimates that 62 operators 

in the region irrigate approximately 28,500 acres, for an average of 

460 acres each.) However, since our sample contained no operators 

with between 350 and 500 total irrigated acres, it was decided to use 

525 acres as the size of a typical operation. Using the overall 

average of 460 acres would have resulted in a typical operation that 

was representative of no operation in the sample. 

After a size was specified, cropping patterns, yields, and 

production costs were estimated for a typical operation using 

information obtained from the interviews. (A sample questionnaire 

used in the interviewing process is given as Appendix A.) The results 

of this analysis, along with a composite net return per acre for a 

typical current operation, in given in Table 1. The results in Table 

1 show that the typical current cropping pattern consists primarily of 

6Since no detailed water-yield analysis is available at this time, 
ability to pay estimates were based upon the assumption of a full 
water supply in an average year. When more detailed water yield data 
becomes available, some adjustments to the estimates in this report 
may be necessary. 
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Crop 

Native Hay 

Improved Hay 

Alfalfa 

Oat Hay 

Overa 11 
Return 

aBased upon 2.4 

bBased upon 2.B 

cBased upon 3.9 

dBased upon 1.8 

TABLE 1 

Baseline Scenario 

Annual Crop Production Costs and Returns for Typical Current Operation 
(525 Irrigated Acres) 

Per Acre Composite 
Cropping Yield Gross Product~on Net Net 
Pattern {tons/acre} Returns Costs Returns Return 

.476 2.4 $136.50a $105.20 $ 31.30 $14.90 

.343 2.B 15B.50b 110.76 47.74 16.37 

.114 3.9 23B.50c 120.42 11B.OB 13.46 

.067 1.B 99.00d 167.B8 (6B.88) (4.61) 

$40. 12/Acre 

tons/acre of native hay at $55/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $4.50/acre. 

tons/acre of improved hay at $55/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $4.50/acre. 

tons/acre of alfalfa at $60/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $4.50/acre. 

tons/acre of oat hay at $55/ton as a cover crop for alfalfa. 

eBased upon crop budget analyses in Appendix B. 



native hay, with some improved hay and alfalfa. Oat hay is included 

in the cropping pattern to reflect the use of a cover crop to reseed 

alfalfa and improved hay on a periodic basis. The cropping 

percentages shown in the first column of the table reflect the overall 

averages from our survey, with some minor adjustments to reflect 

reseeding practices. 

The yields in the second column of Table 1 are weighted average 

yields from the sample of ranchers interviewed. Gross returns for 

each crop are shown in the third column of the table, and are based 

upon average regional market prices for each crop, along with an 

estimated value for aftermath grazing. Exact figures used in these 

computations are given in footnotes to Table 1. 

The production costs shown in column 4 of the table are based 

upon detailed computerized budget analyses. All inputs to the program 

were based upon current equipment, inventories and cultivation 

practices reported by the interviewees. (Detailed crop budgets are 

included as Appendix B.) 

The net returns in the fifth column of the table were obtained by 

subtracting the production costs for each crop from the gross return 

estimates, resulting in a per acre return for that crop. The overall 

net return in the last column of the table is the sum of the net 

return for each crop multiplied by the proportion of that crop in the 

cropping pattern. 

The results show that the overall net return per acre for all 

crops grown in a typical operation is $40.12 per acre. This figure is 

a return to land and water after all other production costs have been 

II-8 



taken into account. That is, it is the estimated average return per 

acre that a typical operation currently experiences after paying all 

production costs, including management and labor, but before paying 

for the acquisition of any land or water rights. This figure was 

arrived at by utilizing average market prices for hay in the region. 

Since most operators consume their own hay production and market it 

through livestock, their actual returns will vary from those in Table 

1 on a year-to-year basis depending upon the livestock market. 

Nevertheless, over the long run, the figures shown in Table 1 should 

reflect the value of irrigated agricultural products regardless of 

whether they are sold or marketed through livestock. 

The $40.12 net return per acre to land and water shown in Table 1 

cannot be used directly in computing ability to pay for water; rather 

it must be compared with net returns that might be experienced with 

increased water supplies as discussed in the section below. 

C. FUTURE SCENARIOS 

1. BACKGROUND. 

In the introduction to this report it was noted that 

ability to pay estimates were computed for two different scenarios 

regarding the future. The first scenario assumes that agricultural 

practices in the region will remain unchanged, and additional water 

will be used only to supplement current supplies on existing irrigated 

lands. The second scenario assumes that new agricultural lands will 

be brought into production in the future, and some of the lands will 

be used to produce cash crops. 
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The reason for these differing assumptions is an attempt to 

assess what might realistically happen in the short-run, as well as 

what the long term potential of the region is for agricultural 

production. Currently, agricultural activity in the region is devoted 

almost entirely to livestock production, and herd sizes appear to be 

limited by the availability of winter feed. It is anticipated that in 

the short-run any additional water made available through a state 

water project would go into increased hay production, allowing the 

size of livestock herds in the region to increase. Based upon our 

interviews, it is anticipated that this increased production would 

come about primarily through the conversion of existing improved hay 

fields into alfalfa production, which could increase total hay 

production for a typical operation by approximately 200 tons per year. 

Our interviews also indicated that this increased production could be 

largely absorbed through increased herd sizes and changes in livestock 

production practices. 

In the long run, however, the size of the livestock herds in the 

region is limited by the availability of summer range. Furthermore, 

the Little Snake drainage appears suitable for production of certain 

cash crops, such as malt barley, and their production could add to the 

efficiency of hay production through modern farm management practices. 

Experience has shown, however, that such changes in management 

practices come about only slowly over time, and could not be expected 

as an immediate result of supplemental irrigation water. For this 

reason, the ability to pay estimates in this report are given in terms 

of two scenarios, as described below. 
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2. MOST LIKELY SCENARIO. 

In this scenario, annual crop production costs and returns were 

estimated assuming a full water supply would be available for 

converting some existing hay fields into alfalfa production. Based 

upon our interviews, it appears that existing improved hay fields are 

more suitable for conversion to alfalfa production than native hay 

fields. The reason is that improved hay has been plowed under at least 

once for seeding purposes and would require less in terms of land 

preparation costs than would the conversion of native hay fields to 

alfalfa. 

If all existing improved hay fields and a small amount of native 

hay were converted to alfalfa, the resulting cropping patterns would 

appear as given in Table 2. That table shows that under the most 

likely future scenario, alfalfa would account for about 45 percent of 

irrigated acreage, with the remainder devoted to native hay and feed 

barley grown as a cover crop for alfalfa. The crop acreage devoted to 

feed barley in this scenario is based upon a 6 year replanting cycle 

for alfalfa. Feed barley was deemed a more appropriate cover crop 

than the oat hay shown in the baseline scenario because feed barley is 

a good winter feed supplement that would be useful if ranchers decide 

to winter additional calves. 

Table 2 also shows that alfalfa yields could be increased to 

approximately 4.4 tons per acre, from 3.9 tons per acre in the 

baseline scenario, if a full water supply were available. It was 

assumed that native hay yields would remain at roughly their same 

current level of 2.4 tons per acre, while feed barley, used as a cover 
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Crop 

Alfalfa 

Native Hay 

Feed Barley 

Overall 
Return 

TABLE 2 

Most Likely Future Scenario 

Annual Crop Production Costs and Returns Assuming Full Water 
Supply for Existing Irrigated Lands 

(525 Irrigated Acres) 

Per Acre 
Cropping Yield 
Pattern (acre) 

Gross Product~on Net 
Returns Costs Returns 

.457 4.4 tons $270.30a $134.53 $135.77 

.467 2.4 tons 138.30b 103.88 34.42 

• 076 70 bu . 174.00c 229.13 (55.13) 

Composite 
Net 

Return 

$62.05 

16.07 

(4.19) 

$73.93/Acre 

aBased upon 4.4 tons/acre of alfalfa at $60/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $6.30/acre. 

bBased upon 2.4 tons/acre of native hay at $55/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $6.30/acre. 

cBased upon 70 bu./acre of feed barley at $2.20/bu. and .8 tons of straw per acre at $25/ton. 

dBased upon crop budget analyses in Appendix B. 



crop for alfalfa, would yield an average of 70 bushels per acre. It 

was also assumed that the quality of aftermath grazing on hay lands 

would increase from 0.5 AUM per acre in the baseline case to 0.8 AUM 

per acre in this scenario. 7 

The overall gross returns, production costs and net returns shown 

in Table 2 were determined in a manner similar to that in the baseline 

scenario (Table 1). The overall net return per acre under this 

scenario is $73.93 per acre, an increase of $33.81 over the figure of 

$40.12 in the baseline scenario. Most of this increase is 

attributable to the increased acreages that could be put into alfalfa 

hay production as a result of increases in late season water supply. 

3. MAXIMUM PRODUCTION SCENARIO. 

In the long run, it is anticipated that a full water supply for 

existing water rights in the region could result in changes in 

management practices, and the gradual introduction of some cash crop 

farming. Although relatively few operators interviewed during this 

study expressed an interest in bringing new land into production, it 

is anticipated that in the long run this phenomenon would take place 

if sufficient water were available. To estimate the increases in net 

farm income that might result from bringing new land into production 

and changing cropping patterns, a maximum production scenario was 

developed. This scenario introduces malt barley as a cash crop, a 

substantial amount of hay land is converted to alfalfa, and 100 acres 

7AUM refers to one animal unit month of grazing capacity. 
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of newly irrigated land are added to a typical operation. The results 

of this scenario are shown in Table 3. The projected cropping pattern 

is still predominantly alfalfa, with approximately 16 percent native 

hay, 19 percent malt barley, and 9 percent feed barley as a cover crop 

for alfalfa. 

With this scenario, overall net returns per acre are estimated to 

be $94.61, or an increase of $54.49 per acre over the baseline 

scenario. As mentioned previously, this scenario reflects our 

estimate of the maximum potential agricultural production in the 

region with a full water supply. 

D. ABILITY TO PAY 

1. BACKGROUND. 

The composite overall net return per acre for a typical operation 

under current conditions in the Little Snake drainage is $40.12 (Table 

1). This figure represents a return to land and water after taking 

into account all production costs for a typical operation including 

machinery, supplies, labor and management. The corresponding figure 

for the most likely scenario with a full water supply (Table 2) is 

estimated to be $73.93 per acre. The difference between these two 

figures of $33.81 represents a per-acre estimate of ability to pay for 

additional water assuming no land improvement costs are necessary to 

utilize that water. 

Before arriving at a final ability to pay figure, however, two 

other factors must be considered. First, estimates need to be made of 

any land improvement costs necessary to convert land from its current 

11-14 



~ 

~ 

I 
t-& 
U1 

Crop 

Alfalfa 

Native Hay 

Malt Barley 

Feed Barley 

Overall 
Return 

TABLE 3 

Maximum Future Production Scenario 

Annual Crop Production Costs and Returns Assuming Full Water 
Supply for Existing and Newly Irrigated Lands 

{625 Irrigated Acres} 

Per Acre 
Cropping Yield Gross Product jon Net 
Pattern (acre) Returns Costs Returns 

.560 4.4 tons $270.30a $130.91 $139.39 

.160 2.4 tons 138.30b 99.96 38.34 

.187 80 bu. 292.00c 227.53 64.47 

• 093 70 bu . 174.00d 191.62 (17.62) 

Composite 
Net 

Return 

$78.06 

6.13 

12.06 

(1.64) 

$94.61/Acre 

aBased upon 4.4 tons/acre of alfalfa at $60/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $6.30/acre. 

bBased upon 2.4 tons/acre of native hay at $55/ton and aftermath grazing valued at $6.30/acre. 

cBased upon 80 bu./acre of malt barley at $3.40/bu. and .8 tons of straw per acre at $25/ton. 

dBased upon 70 bu./acre of feed barley at $2.20/bu. and .8 tons of straw per acre at $25/ton. 

eBased upon crop budget analyses in Appendix B. 



cropping pattern into the new cropping patterns. Second, estimates 

must be made of the amount of additional water required to fully 

irrigate the crops in the most likely and maximum production 

scenarios. Then, ability to pay estimates can be based upon a dollar 

figure per acre-foot. 

In some ability to pay studies, detailed hydrological information 

is available concerning the percentage of a full water supply that 

could be delivered to various lands with a predictable frequency. In 

this case, however, detailed hydrological information concerning 

exactly what lands could be served with a full water supply with what 

frequency is not available at this time. Thus, ability to pay 

estimates in this report are based upon the assumption that a full 

water supply could be delivered to a typical operation in a typical 

year. To the extent that less than a full water supply might be 

available to some operations, or in certain years, the ability to pay 

estimates in this report would have to be revised slightly. 

The following sections go into more detail concerning 

ability to pay computations for the most likely and maximum production 

scenarios. 

2. MOST LIKELY SCENARIO. 

The results in Section B.3, Table 1, indicate that a current 

typical operation shows a return to land and water of $40.12 annually. 

This figure represents a 5.0 percent annual return on an operator's 

investment in land and associated water rights, assuming current 
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irrigated land values of approximately $800 per acre. 8 This rate of 

return, although low compared to some other sectors of the economy, is 

typical of that experienced in the agricultural sector of the United 

States economy in recent years.9 Conceptually, the maximum amount 

that a typical operator would be willing to pay for supplemental water 

would be the amount that leaves the return on his current investment 

unchanged; that is, he should be willing to pay up to, but no more 

than, that amount of money which returns him a 5.0 percent return on 

his investment on land and water. 

In the most likely scenario, it was assumed that no new lands 

would be brought into production. Thus, the operator's investment in 

land would be unchanged, other than investments in land improvements 

necessary to fully utilize the additional water. Thus, the maximum 

amount operators would be willing to pay under the most likely 

scenario would be the average return per acre assuming a full water 

supply, $73.93 per acre (Table 2) minus current returns of $40.12 per 

acre, less any land improvement costs necessary to utilize the 

additional water. 

Under the most likely scenario discussed in this section, it was 

assumed that a typical operator would convert 180 acres of existing 

hay production into alfalfa production over a six year period. The 

production costs associated with establishing alfalfa stands on the 

8Land values based upon information obtained from Western United 
Realty, Baggs, Wyoming. 

9U.S• Department of Agriculture, Economic Research Service, Economic 
Indicators of the Farm Sector's Cost of Production, ECIFS 3-1, July, 
1984. 
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acreage are included in the production costs given in Table 2, Section 

C.2. However, we estimate that approximately $100.00 per acre of 

additional land improvement costs would be necessary prior to planting 

these lands in alfalfa. Amortized over a 50 year period at 14 percent 

interest over all 525 irrigated acres, this represents an additional 

cost of $4.81 per acre annually that would be unavailable to pay for 

additional water. Thus, the actual maximum ability to pay for 

additional water on a per acre basis in the most likely case is $29.00 

per acre ($73.93 minus $40.12 minus $4.81). 

It should be noted that this ability to pay figure reflects 

operator's long term average ability to pay, which would not be 

achieved until 180 acres of existing hay fields were replanted to 

alfalfa. It might take a typical operation five or six years to make 

this conversion. 

To convert the per-acre estimate to a per acre-foot basis, it was 

necessary to estimate the amount of additional water that would be 

required to achieve a full season supply for a typical operation. 

Based upon Blaney-Criddle criteria, the consumptive use requirements 

for the crops and yields for a current typical operatinn is estimated 

to be 11.99 inches per acre annually (Appendix C). These same 

criteria indicate that a full water supply for the crops in the most 

likely scenario would be 18.04 inches per year (Appendix C). Thus, an 

average annual consumptive supplement of 6.05 inches per year would be 

required. Assuming an irrigation efficiency factor of 40 percent, 

this translates into a requirement of an additional 15.13 inches of 

headgate demand per-acre per-year for a typical operation. Thus, a 
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typical operation would be able to pay up to $29.00 per year for 1.26 

acre-feet of water, or an average of $23.02 per acre-foot. 

3. MAXIMUM PRODUCTION SCENARIO. 

The maximum future production scenario (Table 3) assumes that a 

typical operation would bring approximately 100 acres of newly 

irrigated land into production, and introduce malt barley as a cash 

crop. Furthermore, it was assumed that a substantial amount of 

acreage now in native hay production also would be converted into 

alfalfa production on a typical operation. 

Under these assumptions, a typical operation with a full water 

supply would show a composite net return of $94.61 per acre in an 

average year. However, some land improvement costs would be involved 

in bringing new land into production and converting hay meadows into 

alfalfa stands. Specifically, we estimate that an average land charge 

of $300 per acre would be required for sage brush removal and other 

preparation for bringing the 100 newly irrigated acres into 

production. Furthermore, it was assumed that an average land 

improvement charge of approximately $200 per acre woul·d be required to 

establish new crops on 150 acres of currently irrigated native hay 

meadows. It was also assumed that the conversion of existing improved 

hay meadows to alfalfa would cost $100 per acre. The results of these 

assumptions, amortized over the 625 acre operation over a 50 year 

period at 14 percent interest rates results in an additional cost of 

$17.50 per acre annually that would be unavailable to pay for 

additional water. 
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Before computing ability to pay for this scenario it is necessary 

to estimate a baseline return for the additional 100 acres to be 

brought into production. Assuming this land is currently used as 

pasture with an annual carrying capacity of 1.75 AUMs, then it's 

baseline return would be $15.75 per acre (assuming a value of $9 per 

AUM). Thus, the overall baseline return for this scenario would be 

the weighted average return for 525 acres of irrigated land and 100 

acres of pasture, or $36.22 per acre. Furthermore, ability to pay on 

a per acre basis would be $40.89 ($94.61 minus $36.22 minus $17.50). 

As with the most likely scenario, this ability to pay figure 

reflects the long term average ability to pay, which would not be 

achieved until cropping patterns were changed and new lands were 

brought into production. 

To convert this per acre estimate into a per acre foot basis, it 

was necessary to estimate the amount of additional water that would be 

required to achieve a full season supply for the most likely scenario. 

Based upon Blaney-Criddle criteria, it was estimated that an 

additional consumptive use of 5.83 inches per-acre per-year would be 

required for the 525 acres currently under irrigation. A full 

season's supply would be required for the 100 acres of new land that 

would be brought into production (Appendix C). Assuming an irrigation 

efficiency factor of 40 percent, this translates into an overall 

requirement of an additional 19.32 inches of headgate demand per-acre 

per-year for a typical operation. Thus, a typical operator would be 

able to pay up to $40.89 per year for 1.61 additional acre-feet of 

water, or $25.40 per acre foot. 
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4. CONCLUSIONS. 

The ability to pay calculations described in previous sections 

are summarized in Table 4. The results show that the ability of 

ranchers and farmers in Wyoming's Little Snake drainage to pay for 

supplemental irrigation water is partially dependent upon the use to 

which that water is put. If the water is used primarily to convert 

some existing hay lands into alfalfa, as appears most likely, then the 

long term average ability to pay would be approximately $23.00 per 

acre foot. If, on the other hand, some newly irrigated lands were 

brought into production, and malt barley introduced as a cash crop, 

long term average ability to pay would be approximately $25.00 per 

acre-foot. Regardless of which assumption is used, ability to pay 

would be even lower during the first five or six years after 

supplemental water becomes available. That is because farmers and 

ranchers would be undertaking land improvement and reseeding 

operations during that period to bring about changes in their current 

cropping patterns. 

It should also be noted that the ability to pay figures presented 

herein are estimates of the maximum that a typical operator could 

afford to pay. That is, they were computed as the breakeven point at 

which the farmer or rancher would be indifferent to purchasing new 

water. Thus, actual water charges may be somewhat lower. 
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TABLE 4 

Summary of Ability to Pay Calculations 

Most Likely Maximum Production 
Description Scenario Scenario 

Returns/Acre 
With Project $73.93 $94.61 

Baseline Returns/ 
Acre 40.12 36.22 

Difference $33.81/Acre $58.39/Acre 

Land Improvements/ 
Acre* 4.81 17.50 

Difference $29.00/Acre $40.89/Acre 

Supplemental Water 
Requirement/Acre 1.26 AF 1.61 AF 

Ability to Pay 
($/AF) $23.02 $25.40 

* Costs amortized over 50 year project life. 

Source: Western Research Corporation, Laramie, Wyoming. 
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APPENDIX A 

AGRICULTURAL SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

IRRIGATION IMPROVEMENT SURVEY 

Project _________________________________________________ _ 

Interviewer ------------------------------------------------

1. Operators' name: 

Address: Phone: -----------------------------

2. Ranch name: ________________ F ami 1 y size: 

Elevation feet -----
Full time operation: Yes -- No --
Off Farm employment: 

3. Operator labor: 

Family labor: 

_____ man-months/year. 

man-months/year. ----
Hired labor: man-months/year. -----

4. Crop and Livestock Production: 

Type of 
Crop/Livestock 

On-Farm Use 
or Marketed 

Distance 
to Market 



CONFIDENTIAL 

5. Land Inventory (Acres) Owned 

Range or Grazing 

Irrigated 

Dryland 

Farmstead, Roads, 

Ditches 

Total Acres 

Private State 
Lease Lease 

CONFIDENTIAL 

BLM Forest 
Lease Lease 

6. Water rights (include all water rights adjudicated, 
unadjudicated, water permit, or other): 

Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

Adjudicated? Date # Acres 

7. During the past ten years how many would you consider to be --
average wet or dry? -- --



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

8. In an average year when do you apply irrigation water to your 

land? 

* 

Date Begin Date End # Acres 

Inches of 
Water 
Applied * 
Annually 

inches applied means how many inches do you divert at the 
headgate. 

9. In a wet year? 

* 

Date Begin Date End # Acres 

Inches of 
Water 
Applied * 
Annually 

inches applied means how many inches do you divert at the 

headgate. 



CONFIDENTIAL 

10. In a dry year? 

Date Begin Date End 

* 

# Acres 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Inches of 
Water 
Applied * 
Annually 

inches applied means how many inches do you divert at the 
headgate. 

11. 11 the water project is built, how would you use the additional 

water available to you? 

a. Increase the level of irrigation on existing acres. 

How many acres? (# of acres) owned -- leased. --
b. Bring new land under irrigation. How many acres? (# of 

acres) owned -- leased. --



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

12. a. How many years would it take you to get the water shortage 

or virgin acres into full production? 

Land with a water shortage: 

New Land: 

b. With respect to alfalfa, would you change the life of your 

stands with additional water? Current life years ----
New life years -----

c. With respect to hay meadows, would you change the life of 

your stands with additional water? 

Current life years ----
New life years -----

13. How would you irrigate these existing or new acres? (# of acres) 

Existing land: flood side roll center pivot. 

New land: flood side roll center pivot. 

14. What would you expect to grow the first few years on the water 

shortage or virgin acres? 

Year Acres 
Expected 
Yields 

Estimated 
Cost 

Water 
Shortage 

Land or 
New Land 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

15. Do you foresee any potential problems in applying more water 

throughout the irrigation season to your land? (Describe) 

Drainage 

Erosion 

Alkali or salt build-up 

Other 

Existing 
Land 

New 
Land 

16. What improvements would you make to new or existing lands if more 

water were available? 

Leveling 

Ditches 

Drainage 

Pump 

Other 

Estimated Cost ($s) 
Existing land New land 

17. Current Cropping Patterns (Average Year) 

Irr. 
Acres Yield 

Dryland 
Acres Yield Summerfallow 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

18. Purchased materials under existing cropping patterns (seed, 

fertilizer, herbicides, baling twine, etc.): 

Crop 
Materials 
Applied 

19. Potential Cropping Patterns 

Amount/Acre Cost/Unit 

(If 
applicable) 
Tenants·s 
Share (%) 

a. What crops would you plan to grow after irrigation 

improvements if they are developed? 

Acres 
Expected 
Yield 

Type of change in 
management (Increased 
water, intensified 

cropping or new land 

b. What crops would you plan to grow on new irrigated lands? 

Acres 
Expected 
Yield 

Type of change in 
management (Increased 
water, intensified 

cropping or new land 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

20. Purchased materials with the potential cropping pattern: 

Crop 
Materials 
Applied Amount/Acre Cost/Unit 

(If 
applicable) 
Tenants's 
Share (%) 

21. What would you do with your 'increased production? 

Sell 

Feed in present operation -------------------------------
Expand livestock operation _________________ _ 

22. Do you foresee any problems in marketing the additional crops 

grown as a result of the improvement project? 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

23. Annual Field 0Eerations 

Field Operation Machine Used 

Sequence Alfalfa Barley 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

24. List the field operations you would expect after the water 

improvement project is complete! NO CHANGE _______ _ 

Field Operation Machine Used 

Seguence Alfalfa Barley 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

25. Custom Operations 

a. Present (asterix if rate includes purchased materials) 

Custom Operation Rate per Acre ($) 
Tenant's Share 

(%) of Cost 

b. With additional water ( asterix if rate includes purchased 
materials) 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

26. Your Tractors 

Tractor # 1 2 3 4 5 

Make 

Model 

Year 

PTO Horsepower 

Fuel Cost ($/Gal) 

Diesel or Gasoline? 

Total Annual Use (Hours) 

Owned or Rented? 

(If Applicable) 

Tractor Rental Fee/Hour 

Present Value 

Expected Life 



CONFIDENTIAL 

27. Machinery Inventory 

Machine 
Used Tractor Used 

(Make/ With This 
Model/ Implement or Acres/ 
Year) Self-Propelled Hour 

28. Trucks 

Truck 
(Make/ 
Model/ 
Year) 

License & 
Insurance 
Costs ($) 

Fuel 
Mil eage 

MPG 

Machine 
Width 
(Feet) 

Total 
Annual 

Use (Acres) 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Owned or Present 
Rented Value 

Expected 
Life 

Annual 
Mil eage 

Truck Present Expected 
Capacity Value Life 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

29. What, if any, additional machinery or equipment would you have to 

purchase to operate the additional irrigated acres? 

30. Irrigation 

Irrigation System Description 

Annual Requirements for: 

Labor for Irrigation 

Labor for Ditching 

Labor for Other Maintenance 

Total Labor 

Materials 

31. Interest Rate on Operating Expenses 

Months your Money Tied up in this Crop 

Labor Cost ($/Hour Wage) 

Value of Grazing 

Annual Land Payment 

Private Lease Costs 

32. Acres Farmed Per Acre Harvested 
(Hail, Freeze, etc.) 

33. Annual Real Estate Taxes Irr. 

Non I rr. 



CONFIDENTIAL CONFIDENTIAL 

34. Livestock Operations (# of head) 

Type of operations 

__ stocker-yearl ing 
-- cow calf __ cow-yearl ing 

__ sheep 

Do you have ample winter feed for your operations in a 

normal year? Yes -- No. --
What months do you feed in a normal year? 

From to ------------- -------------

Do you purchase additional feed? __ bu grain --
of alfalfa/hay -- tons protein supplement. 

Do you use farmland/hayland for aftermath grazing in the 

fall? Yes No. -- --

How many months are the livestock on aftermath grazing? 

_~mos. 

How many acres are involved in aftermath grazing? 
# of acres 

__ Cropland -- Hayland. 

35. Overall, what would be the net benefit of an increased water 

tons 

supply for your operation? ____________________ _ 



APPENDIX B 

DETAILED CROP BUDGETS 



NPWD.JPB (L I TTLE SNAI<E) PRO.JECT 
NATIVE HAY PRESENT TYPICAL 

TcrrAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

525.0 
250.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

2.4 
0.5 

PI_IRCHASED 
MATERIALS 

AMOUNT COST 
/ACRE /UNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FI_IEL REP A I R 

ACRES 
/HIJLIR 

AND AND 
OPERATION LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPIKE TOOTH HARROW 
BROADCAST SPREADER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATION,DITCH 

26.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
SIDE tlELIVERY RAI<E 
BALER, REGULAR 

TWINE,BALE 
BALE WAGON AND STACKER 
TRUCK 

TOTAL::; 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CA:::;H C CIS; T:::; 
PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 

7.00 
CUSTOM 

2.31* 

120.00* 
3.30 
:3. ';'16* 
2.16 

2.:30 

REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

2.40 2.0() 

( 53.34 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

LABOR 
DIRECT LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 

( 3.4 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 
TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

0.55 

0.10 

0.0 
1.95 
0.21 
1.25 

1. :31 
~:. 79 

9.67 

FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD ANII MI3T. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 2.75 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

E:::;TIMATEII CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZINI3 RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

DO YOU WANT TCI RIJN, LIST, CHANGE, ADD, DELETE OR :::TOP7 

31.30 

O.O~. 0.43 

0.()5 0.15 

:3.75 0.0 
0.68 :3.01 
0.13 0.43 
CI. 6.~, 3.47 

0.';'18 5.28 
0.76 3. ()2: 

7.C)7 15.80 

4.80 
9.67 
7.07 

31.80 
:3.73 

20.69 

15.80 
2.1';> 
O.q 

2. E:5 
6.60 

1:~:2. 00 
4.50 

TOTAL 
CO:::;TS 

1.04 
:~:1. :30 

O. :'::0 

:~:. 75 
5. ':.4 
0.77 
5. :=:=:= 
4.:30 
:::.07 
7.5:::: 

57.07 

77.76 

17.98 
95.74 

9.45 
105.20 
4~:. 8:~: 

1:36.50 



NPWDJPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PROJECT 
IMPROVED HAY PRE::;ENT TYPICAL 

TOTAL CRCIPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

525.0 
1:30. <) 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

2.8 
0.5 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

ACRES AMOUNT COST 
IHOUR IACRE IUNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 
LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPIKE TCII)TH HARROW 
BROADCAST SPREADER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATION,DITCH 

34.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF -PRI)PELLEI:I WINDROWER 
SIDE DELIVERY RAKE 
BALER, REI:;ULAR 

TWINE,BALE 
BALE WAI30N AND STACKER 
TRUO:: 

TOTALS 

* - MINIJTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CA=:;H CCISTS 
PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 

7.00 
CUSTOM 
2.31* 

90.00* 
3.10 
5.50* 
2.00 

2.00 

REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

2.80 2.00 

( 54.47 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

LABOR 
DIRECT LABOR 

( 3.1 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 
TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

ESTABLISHMENT CHARGE/YEAR 

FIXEI:r COSTS 

0.55 

0.10 

0.0 
2.08 
0.28 
1.:35 

2.09 
3.79 

10.24 

FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD ANI:I MGT. 

I)VERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH CI)STS X 5. 00% ) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 2.75 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST F'ER UN I T OF PRODUCT I ON 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED· CROP RETtlRN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

DO YOU WANT TO RUN, LIST, CHANGE, ADD, DELETE OR STOP? 

47.74 

0.06 0.43 

0.05 0 .. 15 

3.75 0.0 
0.68 3.01 
O. I'? 0.59 
0.68 3.57 

1. 08 5.72 
0.76 3.04 

7.25 16.50 

5.60 
10.24 
7.25 

31.38 
3. :31 

4.61 

16.50 
2.1'? 
0.0 

2. '?1 
7.70 

154.00 
4.50 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

1.04 
31. 3::: 
0.30 

:3.75 
5.76 
1.06 
5.61 
5. ,~,O 
:::. ::::3 
7.59 

70.97 

58.28 

76.:35 

18.69 
100.15 

10.61 
110.76 
39.5';, 

158.50 



NPWD..JPB ( LITTLE SNAKE) PRO.JECT 
ALFALFA PRESENT TYPICAL 

TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

525.0 
60.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL IJNITS QF GRAZING 0.5 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

ACRES AMOUNT COST 
/HOLIR /ACRE /UNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FI.IEL REPA I R 
AND AND 

()PERATION LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPH~:E TOOTH HARROW 
BROADCAST $PREADER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATION,DITCH 

::::4.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
SItlE DELIVERY RAKE 
BALER, REI3ULAR 

TWINE,BALE 
BALE WAGON AND STACKER 
SELF-PRQPELLED WINDROWER 
BALER, j=\EGIJLAR 

TWINE, BALE 
BALE WAGQN AND STACKER 
TRUCK 

TOTALS 

* - l'1INUTES QF LABOR/ACRE 

CA:::H COSTS 
PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 

7.00 
CUSTOM 

2.:31* 

108.00* 
3 •. =.o 

16.50* 
2.40 

:3.00 
:3.6.(1 
2.-40 

3.00 

REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OF'ERATINI,3 EXF'ENSE 

1. '75 2.00 

1.95 2.00 

( 43.02 X 14.007. FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 
( 4.:3 HR~S X 5.00/HR X 1. 2 (OVERHEAD» 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

ESTABLISHMENT CHARGE/YEAR 

F I X Etf COSTS 

0.55 

0.10 

0.0 
1. 79 
0.:36 
1. 13 

1.39 
1.7';' 
1. 1:3 

1. 39 
5.05 

15.17 

FIXE!' MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTERE:ST AT 9.007.) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 7. X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($:3. 00 X EST I MATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODLICTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

EST I MATEtl TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

DO YOU WANT TO RUN, LIST, CHANGE, ADD, I:IELETE OR STOP? 

118.08 

0.06 0.4:3 

0.05 0.15 

3.75 0.0 
0.68 3.01 
0.55 1. 77 
0.63 3.35 

0.46 2. '?7 
0.68 ::;:.01 
0.6:':: 3.~:5 

0.46, 2.'?7 
1. 01 4.04 

8.96 25.04 

7.:30 
15.17 
8.96 

11.09 
:3.01 

25. S:7 

7.2'7 

25.04 
2.19 
0.0 

2. ;:::0 
11.70 

234.0(l 
4.50 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

1.04 
11.09 
0.30 

3.75 
5.47 
:3. 1::: 
5.11 
3.90 
4.82 
5.47 
5.11 
3.'70 
4.82 

10.10 

6.8.06 

46.03 

71.90 

27.22 
106.42 

14.00 
120.42 
30. :38 

238.50 



TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

OPERATION 

BLADE, :3 PT 
BLADE. :3 PT 
MOLDBOARD PLOW 
TANDEM DISC 
TANDEM DISC 
FLOAT 
FLOAT 
FLOAT 
ROW CRCtP CULTIVATOR 
SPIKE TCIOTH HARROW 
GRAIN DRILL 

SEEr., OATS 
DITCHER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATION,DITCH 

:33. () IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
BALER. REGULAR 

BALER TWINE 
BALE WAGON AND STACKER 
TRUC~~ 

NPWD~PB (LITTLE SNAKE) PRO~ECT 

OAT HAY PRESENT T:YP I C:AL 

525.0 
:35.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

1. :3 
0.0 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

ACRES AMOUNT COST 
I HOUR IACRE IUNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 
LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

3.18* 0.10 0.05 0.15 
3.1:3* 0.10 0.05 0.15 
2.00 2.09 7.52 1'''.13 
4.00 1.04 0.'''9 4.0:'=: 
4.50 0.'''3 0.95 :3.83 
3.50 1. 19 0.'''5 4.58 
3.50 1.19 0.95 4.58 
3.50 1. 19 0.95 4.58 
4.00 0.97 1.50 3.09 
7.00 0.55 0.11 0.65 
4.00 0.68 1.70 7.15 

80.00 0.12 
3.1:3* 0.10 0.05 0.15 
2.31* 0.10 0.05 0.15 

120.00* 0.0 3.75 0.0 
3.60 1.7'" 0.68 3.01 
2.40 1.13 0.57 3.07 

1.80 2.00 
3.10 1.35 0.85 4.69 

:3.80 0.76 3.04 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

O.::=:O 
0.30 

28.74 
6.07 
5.70 
6.73 
6.7:3 
Co. 7:3 
5.55 
1. 31 
'?5:3 
9.60 
0. ::=:() 
O. ;:::0 

:~:. 75 
5.47 
4.77 
3.60 
6.:39 
7.60 

TOTALS 18.29 22.43 66.05 119.97 

* - M I NIJTES CtF LABI)RI ACRE 

CASH COSTS 

LABOR 

PI.IRCHASED MATER I ALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 
REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTI)M HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

( 53.92 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 
( 5.7 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 
FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL CI)ST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH CI)STS X 5.00%) 
MANAI3EMENT CHARGE ($ 2.75 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TCITAL OVERHEArl AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURN::; 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

DO YOU WANT TO RUN, LIST, CHANGE, ADD. DELETE OR STOP? 

-6:3.88 

1:3.20 
1:3.29 
22.43 
0.0 
3.77 

34.12 

t,6.05 
2.19 
0.0 

2.88 
4.95 

9'''.00 
0.0 

57.69 

91. 81 

c,8.23 
160.05 

7.83 
167. :38 
93.27 

99.00 



NpWDJPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PROJECT 
ALFALFA HAY FUTURE MOST LIKELY 

TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

525.0 
240.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

4.4 
0.7 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

AMOUNT COST 
/ACRE /UNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 

ACRES 
/HOUR 

AND AND 
OPERATION LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPIKE TOOTH HARROW 7.00 0.55 0.00 0.43 
BROADCA~;T SPREADER CUSTOM 
DITCHER 2.31* 0.10 0.05 0.15 
IRRIGATION, DITCH 

50.0 IN. APPLIED 120.00* 0.0 3.75 0.0 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 4.00 1.61 0.80 3.16 
SIDE DELIVERY RAKE 15.00* 0.77 0.50 1.40 
BALER, REGULAR 2.40 1. 13 0.66 3.87 

TWINE, BALE 2.20 2.00 
BALE WAGCIN ANti STACKER 3.30 1.26 1. 14 5.77 
SELF -PI::,(OPELLED WINDROWER 4.00 1.61 0.86 3.16 
BALER, REGULAR 2.40 1. 13 0.66 3.87 

TWINE. BALE 2.20 2.00 
BALE WAC iON AND :::;TACKER :3.30 1.26 1. 14 5.77 
TRUCK 5.06 1. 01 4.05 

TOTALS 14.48 10.70 31.62 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CASH COSTS 

LABOR 

PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 
REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

( 48.07 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 
( 4.4 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

ESTABLISHMENT CHARGE/YEAR 

F I XEtl COSTS 
FIXED MACHINERY COSTS 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 

(INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 

TOTAL FIXED 
TOTAL COST. 

0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 
CO~;TS 

EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 3.00 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD ANti MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

DO YOU WANT TO RUN. LIST, CHANGE, ADD. DELETE OR STOP? 

1::::5.77 

8.80 
14.48 
10.70 
14.09 
3.36 

26.:22 

7.2'7 

31.62 
2.19 
0.0 

2.57 
13.20 

264.00 
6. :30 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

1.04 
14.09 
0.30 

3.75 
5.6:3 
2.67 
5.6t:, 
4.40 
:::.17 
5.6:3 
5.66 
4.40 
8.17 

10.12 

79.69 

51.44 

77.66 

33. :::1 
118.76 

15.77 
134. 5~: 
30.57 

270.30 



NPWD.JPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PROJECT 
NATIVE HAY MOST LIKELY 

TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

525.0 
245.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL LINITS OF GRAZING 

2.4 
0.7 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

ACRES AMOIJNT COST 
/HOUR /ACRE /UNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 

IjPERATION LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPIKE TOOTH HARROW 
BROADCAST SPREADER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATICIN, DITCH 

40.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
SIDE DI::LIVERY RAKE 
BALER 7 REI3ULAR 

TWINE. BALE 
BALE WAGON AND STACKER 
TRUCK 

TOTALS 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CA!:;H COSTS 
PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 

7.00 
CllSTOM 

2.31* 

105.00* 
3.80 
4.90* 
2.16 

2.90 

REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

2.40 2.00 

( 53.10 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 

( :3.1 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 
TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

0.55 

0.10 

0.0 
1. 69 
0.25 
1.25 

1. :39 
3.79 

9.03 

FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 2.75 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PROI)UCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CRljp RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM (,RAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

00 YOU WANT TO RUN, LIST, CHANGE. ADD. DELETE OR STOP? 

34.42 

0.06 0.43 

0.05 0.15 

3.75 0.0 
0.86 3.16 
0.16 0.46 
0.66 :3.83 

1. 17 5.87 
0.76 3.0:3 

7.4::: 16.9:3 

4.:30 
9.03 
7.48 

:31.80 
3.72 

1:3.50 

16.9:3 
2.19 
0 .• 0 

2. :::4 
6.6Q 

1:32.00 
6.30 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

1. (14 
::::1.80 
0.30 

:3.75 
5.71 
0.:::7 
5.74 
4.80 
:::.4:3 
7.58 

70.03 

56.82 

75.3:3 

19. 11 
';'14.44 

':;"1.44 
103.88 

4:3.28 

1:38. ~:O 



NPWDJPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PROJECT 
FEED BARLEY COVER CROP MOST LII<ELY 

TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

OPERATION 

BLADE,:3 PT 
BLADE, 3 PT 
MOLDBOAR[I PLCIW 
TANDEM DISC 
TANDEM [I I SC 
BROADCAST SPREADER 
FLOAT 
FLOAT 
FLOAT 
ROW CROP CULTIVATOR 
SPIKE TOOTH HARROW 
GRAIN DRILL 

!::EED 
DITCHER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATION,DITCH 

50.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
COMBINE,PICKUP 
BALER,REGULAR 

TWINE, BALE 
BALE WAGON AND STACKER 
TRUCK 
TRUCK (SIDE HOIST) 

525.0 
40.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZI~G 

70.0 

PURCHASED MACHINERY COSTS 
MATERIALS FUEL REPAIR 

ACRES AMOUNT COST AND AND 
/HOUR /ACRE /UNIT LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

::;:.18* 
:3. 18* 
2.00 
4.00 
4.50 

CUSTOM 
3.50 
3.50 
:3.50 
4.00 
7.00 
4.00 

:3.18* 
2. :31* 

150.00* 
4.00 

CUSTOM 
:3.00 

6.00 

:::0.00 0.11 

0.80 2.60 

0.10 
0.10 
2.01 
1. 01 
0.90 

1. 15 
1. 15 
1. 15 
1.04 
0.60 
0.65 

0.10 
0.10 

0.0 
1. 61 

0.87 

0.67 
3.78 
2.97 

0.05 0.15 
0.05 0.15 
6.63 16.97 
0.90 3.64 
0.85 :3.45 

0.:::6 4.14 
0.86 4.14 
0.86 4.14 
1.25 2.42 
0.06 0.43 
2.90 12.19 

0.05 0.15 
0.05 0.15 

3.75 0.0 
O. 8~. 3.16 

0.61 3.68 

O. ';"4 4.84 
O. 7~, 3.02 
0.59 2.38 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

0.30 
0.30 

25.61 
5.54 
5.20 

::;:0.18 
6.16 
6.16 
.~ .• 16 
4.71 
1.0:3 

15.75 
:3. :::0 
0.30 
0.30 

:3.75 
5.6:3 

18.00 
5.16 
2.08 
6.44 
7.56 
5.95 

TOTALS 19.96 22.89 69.22 171.13 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CASH COSTS 

LABOR 

PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 
REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

( 101.92 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 
( 5.9 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 
FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 0.11 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE -55.1::;: 

10. :::8 
19. ';/6 
22.:3';" 
4:3. 1:3 

7.1:3 

::;:5.52 

,:'9.22 
2.19 
0.0 

5.45 
7.70 

154.00 
20.00 

109.05 

144.57 

71.40 
215.97 

1:3.15 
229.13 

3.27 

174.00 



NPWDJPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PROJECT 
ALFALFA HAY FUTURE NEW LAND 

TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

~,25. 0 
350.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
AN1MAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

4.4 
0.7 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

ACRES AMOUNT COST 
/HOUR /ACRE /UNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 

OPERATION LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPIKE TOOTH HARROW 7.00 0.55 
BROADCAST SPREADER CllSTOM 
DITCHER 2.31* 0.10 
IRRIGATION,DITCH 

50.0 IN. APPLIED 120.00* 0.0 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 4.00 1.61 
S:IDE DELIVERY RAKE 4.00 0.68 
BALER, RECiULAR 2.40 1. 13 

TWINE,BALE 2.20 2.00 
BALE WAGON AN[I STACKER :3.30 1.86 
!:::ELF -PROPELLED WINDROWER 4.00 1. 61 
BALER , I~EGULAR 2.40 1. 13 

TWINE,BALE 2.20 2.00 
BALE WAGON ANI) STAO<ER :3. :30 1.86 
TRUCI< 5.06 

TOTALS 15.58 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CA!::H COSTS 

LABOR 

PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 
REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST I)N OPERATING EXPENSE 

( 48.24 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 
( 4.4 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD}) 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

ESTABLISHMENT CHARGE/YEAR 

F I X ED CO!::TS 
FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 3.00 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

0.05 0.30 

0.05 0.15 

3.75 0.0 
0.(:,8 2.70 
0.24 0.89 
0.52 3.20 

1. 13 5.:'::0 
0.68 2.70 
0.52 :3.2(J 

1.13 5.:30 
1. 01 4.05 

9.77 27. ::::1 

:3.80 
15.5:3 
9.77 

14.09 
3.38 

26.22 

7.29 

27.81 
2.1'7 
0.0 

2.58 
13.20 

264.00 
6.30 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 139.39 

DO YOU WANT TO RUN, LIST, CHANGE, ADD, DELETE OR STOP? 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

O.'~O 

14.0-;1 
O. :~:O 

3.75 
4.99 
1. 81 
4.85 
4.40 
:3.30 
4.9':;> 
4.:=:5 
4.40 
:3. ::::0 

10.12 

7/.:.,.05 

51. c,2 

77.:::4 

30.00 
115.1:3 

15.78 
130. '71 
29.75 

270.30 



NPWDJPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PROJECT 
NATIVE HAY NEW LAND 

TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES THIS CROP BUDGET 

625.0 
100.0 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

2.4 
0.7 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

ACRES AMOUNT COST 
/HOUR /ACRE /UNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 

OPERATION LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

SPIKE TOOTH HARROW 
BROADCAST SPREADER 
DITCHER 
IRRIGATION. DITCH 

40.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
BALER 1 REC;ULAR 

TWINE. BALE 
BALE WAGON ANI) STAC~~ER 
TRUCK 

TOTALS 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CASH COSTS 
PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 

7.00 
CUSTOM 
2.31* 

105.00* 
4.00 
2.40 

3.30 

REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
C0STOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

2.40 2.00 

( 52.58 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

LABOR 
DIRECT LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 

( 2.9 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 
TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

0.55 

0.10 

0.0 
1. 61 
1. 13 

1. 86 
:3.79 

9.04 

FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 2.75 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURN::; 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 

DO YOU WANT TO RUN. LIST, a~ANGE. ADD. DELETE OR STOP? 

:38.34 

0.05 O. :30 

0.05 0.15 

:3.75 0.0 
0.68 2.70 
0.52 :3.20 

1. 13 5. :;:0 
0.7t, 3. O:~: 

6.'~/4 14.69 

4.80 
9.04 
6.94 

31.80 
3./:'8 

17.41 

14.6'? 
2.19 
0.0 

2. E:l 
6.6e) 

132.00 
6. :~:O 

TOTAL 
COST:3 

O. ';/0 
:31. :30 

O. :~:O 

3.75 
4.';;";;1 
4.85 
4. :::0 
:::.30 
7.58 

67.27 

56.26 

16. :::::: 

'~/·;-I. '~':I 

41.65 

1:3:::.30 



TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES TH I S CROF' BUDGET 

OPERATION 

BLArIE. 3 PT 
BLADE, :~: PT 
MOLrlBOARD PLOW 
TANDEM DISC 
TANDEM DISC 
BROADCAST SPREADER 
FLOAT 
FLOAT 
ROW CROP CULTIVATOR 
SPII<E TOOTH HARROW 
GRAIN DRILL 

DITCHER 
DITCHER 
SPRAYER 
IRRIGATION. DITCH 

3~:.0 IN. APPLIED 
SELF-PROPELLED WINDROWER 
COMB I NE, P I C~~UP 
BALER , I~EGULAR 

TWINE,BALE 
BALE WAGON AND STACKER 
TRUCK 
TRUCK (SIDE HOIST) 

NPWD~PB (LITTLE SNAKE) PRO~ECT 
MALT BARLEY NEW LAND 

625.0 
117.0 

ACRES 
I HOIJR 

3.18* 
3.18* 
2.20 
5.80 
5.00 

CUSTOM 
4.00 
4.00 
4.00 
7.00 
4.00 

2.31* 
2.31* 

CUSTOM 

1:30.00* 
4.00 

CUSTCIM 
:3.00 

6.00 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

80.0 
0.8 

PIJRCHASED 
MATERIALS 

AMOUNT COST 
IACRE IUNIT 

100.00 0.14 

0.80 2.60 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 
LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

0.10 0.05 0.15 
0.10 0.05 0.15 
2.79 2.24 6.59 
1.06 0.78 :3.02 
1.23 0.83 3.22 

1.54 0.77 3.26 
1.54 0.77 3.26 
1.54 1.38 3.32 
0.55 0.05 0.30 
0.68 0.74 ~:. 05 

0.10 0.05 0.15 
0.10 0.05 0.15 

0.0 3.75 0.0 
1.61 0.68 2.70 

0.90 0.49 3.07 

1.02 0.86 4. :32 
:3.80 0.76 3.04 
:3.36 0.67 2.69 

TCITAL 
CO::;TS 

O.~:O 

0.30 
11. -=,:3 
4.:::6 
5.2:=: 

:34.23 
5.57 
5.57 
6.2:3 
0.';;/0 
4.46 

14.00 
O. :30 
o. ::::0 

17.13 

:3.75 
4.99 

19.20 
4.46 
2.08 
6.20 
7.60 
6.72 

TOTALS 22.01 14.98 42.42 166.05 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CASH CO::;TS 

LABOR 

PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 
REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

( 123.63 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABOR 
( 5.1 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 
FIXED MACHINERY COSTS (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ON LAND ($ 0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 

TOTAL FIXED COSTS 
TOTAL COST, EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 0.17 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETURNS 

TOTAL COST PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

ESTIMATED CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TOTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED NET RETURN PER ACRE 64.47 

16.08 
22.01 
14.98 
70.56 
8.65 

::::0.42 

42.42 
2.1'7 
0.0 

-=,.61 
13.60 

272.00 
20.00 

162.70 

44.61 
207. :31 

20.21 
227.5:3 

2.84 

292.00 



TOTAL CROPLAND ACRES 
ACRES TH I S CRI:IP BUDGET 

OPERATICIN 

NPWD.JPB (LITTLE SNAKE) PRO.JECT 
FEED BARLEY COVER CROP NEW LAND 

6:2!5.0 
58.0 

ACRES 
I HOLIR 

EXPECTED YIELD PER ACRE 
ANIMAL UNITS OF GRAZING 

70.0 
0.::: 

PURCHASED 
MATERIALS 

AMOUNT COST 
IACRE IUNIT 

MACHINERY COSTS 
FUEL REPAIR 
AND AND 
LUBE MAINT. FIXED 

TOTAL 
COSTS 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
BLADE, 3 PT 3.18* 0.10 0.05 0.15 0.30 
BLADE, ~: PT 3.13* 0.10 0.05 0.15 0.30 
MOLDBOARD PLCIW 2.20 2.7''9 2.24 6.5''9 11.63 
TANDEM DISC !5.00 1.23 0.83 3.22 5.28 
BROADCAST SPREADER CUSTOM ::::O.lE: 
FLOAT 4.00 1. 54 0.77 :3.26 5.57 
FLOAT 4.00 1.54 0.77 ~:. 26 5.57 
FLOAT 4.00 1.54 0.77 3.26 5.57 
RCIW CROP CULTIVATOR 4.00 1.54 1.38 :3.32 6.2:';: 
SPIKE TOOTH HARRClW 7.00 0.55 0.05 0.30 O. '?(l 

GRAIN DRILL 4.00 0.6,8 0.74 3.05 4.46 
SEED 80.00 0.11 :::.80 

DITCHER 2. :31* 0.10 0.05 0.15 0.30 
DITCHEI~ 2.31* 0.10 0.05 0.15 0.30 
IRRIGATION, DITCH 

50.0 IN. APPLIE!I 150.00* 0.0 :3.75 0.0 3.75 
SELF-PRClPELLED WINDROWER 4.00 1.61 0.41 1.62 :3.64 
CCIMB I NE, F' I CI<UF' CLISTOM 18.00 
BALER, REC;ULAR 3.00 0.''90 0.4''9 ::::.07 4.46 

TWINE, BALE 0.80 2.6.0 2.0::: 
BALE WAGQN AND STACKER 6.00 1.02 O. El6. 4.32 6.20 
TRUCK 3.78 0.76 :3.02 7.56 
TRUCK (SIDE HOI:::T) 2.'717 0.5''9 2. ~:::: 5.95 

TCiTALS 22.08 14.62 41.26 137.02 

* - MINUTES OF LABOR/ACRE 

CA:::H COSTS 

LABOR 

PURCHASED MATERIALS 
FUEL AND LUBE 
REPAIRS AND MAINTANANCE 
CUSTOM HIRE AND MACHINE RENTAL 
INTEREST ON OPERATING EXPENSE 

( 9!5.76 X 14.00% FOR 6.0 MONTHS) 
TOTAL CASH COSTS 

DIRECT LABIJR 
( !5.5 HRS X 5.00/HR X 1.2 (OVERHEAD» 

TOTAL CASH COSTS AND LABOR 

FIXED COSTS 
FI XED MACHINERY COST!:: (INCLUDES INTEREST AT 9.00%) 
REAL ESTATE TAXES 
INTEREST ClN LAND ($ 

TOTAL FIXED 
TOTAL COST, 

0.0 VALUE/A X 0.0 % X 1.0) 
COSTS 
EXCEPT OVERHEAD AND MGT. 

OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
OVERHEAD (TOTAL CASH COSTS X 5.00%) 
MANAGEMENT CHARGE ($ 0.11 X ESTIMATED YIELD) 

TOTAL OVERHEAD AND MANAGEMENT 
TOTAL COST PER ACRE 

ESTIMATED RETtIRN$ 

TOTAL cos'r 'PER UNIT OF PRODUCTION 
(BASED ON ESTIMATED YIELD) 

E$TIMATE!I CROP RETURN PER ACRE 
ESTIMATED AUM GRAZING RETURNS 

ESTIMATED TelTAL RETURN PER ACRE 
E!::T I MATED NET RETURN PER ACRE -17.62 

10. ::l8 
22.08 
14 •. :.2 
48.1::: 
6.70 

41.26 
2.19 
0.0 

5.12 
7.70 

154.00 
20.00 

102.46 

135.35 

4:';:.45 
17:::.79 

12. :::2 
191. c.2 

2.74 

174.00 



APPENDIX C 

CONSUMPTIVE WATER USE ANALYSIS 



Consumptive use calculations for the three scenarios presented in 

this report were based upon the publication Consumptive Use of 

Irrigation Water in Wyoming. l This document utilizes Blaney-Criddle 

methods of estimating consumption using climatological data from 

weather reporting stations throughout Wyoming. In this case, the 

consumptive use statistics are based upon data from the weather 

reporting station at Dixon, Wyoming. 

Table C-l depicts consumptive water use calculations for the 

baseline scenario, representing a current typical operation. The 

crops and cropping patterns are identical to those shown in Table 1 of 

the text. Based upon the 24 field interviews with current irrigators 

in the Little Snake drainage, a computation was made of the average 

dates for which water was available to irrigate various crops. 

Results of those computations are shown in the third column of Table 

C-l. Based upon those dates, consumptive use figures were computed, 

and a weighted overall consumption figure for the baseline case was 

determined to be 11.99 inches annually. 

Table C-2 presents a similar set of calculations for the most 

likely scenario. Again, the crops and cropping patterns are identical 

to those in Table 2 of the main report. This scenario assumes that a 

fall supplemental irrigation water would be available; therefore, it 

was assumed that irrigators would continue to alfalfa through the 

month of September, and native hay through the month of August. It 

lWater Resources Research Institute, Consumptive Use of Irrigation 
Water in Wyoming, Wyoming Water Planning Report No. 5, Water 
Resources Series No. 19, University of Wyoming, Laramie, July, 1970. 



was also assumed that feed barley would be irrigated through the end of 

September, since it would be used as a cover crop for newly reseeded 

alfalfa fields. Native hay meadows were assumed to be irrigated 

through the end of August to establish better aftermath grazing. 

The results in Table C-2 show that the weighted average water 

consumption for that scenario is 18.04 inches annually. This 

represents an increase of 6.05 inches over the baseline scenario 

depicted in Table C-1. 

Consumptive water use computations for the maximum production 

scenario are given in Table C-3. Again, crops and cropping patterns 

are identical to those displayed in Table 3 of the main report. 

Computations were carried out in a manner similar to those used to get 

the results in Tables C-1 and C-2. The overall results indicate that 

consumptive use requirements for the cropping patterns in Table C-3 

would be 17.82 inches annually; an increase of 5.83 inches over the 

baseline case. Consumptive water requirements for scenario three are 

slightly lower than those of the most likely scenario, because the 

introduction of malt barley into the cropping rotation as a cash crop 

reduces consumptive requirements below those that would be necessary 

for alfalfa or native hay. 



Table C-1 

Annual Consumptive Water Use - Baseline Scenario 

Cropping Irrigate Consumption Weighted 
Crop Pattern Throu~h {Inches~ ConsumEtion 
Native Hay .476 July 1 10.36 4.93 

Improved Hay .343 Aug. 7 13.47 4.62 

Alfalfa .114 Aug. 5 13.67 1.56 

Oat Hay . 067 Aug . 5 13.09 0.88 
(cover crop) 

11.99 

Table C-2 

Annual Consumptive Water Use - Most Likely Scenario 

Cropping Irrigate Consumption Weighted 
CroE Pattern Through (Inches) ConsumEtion 
Alfalfa .457 Sept. 30 19.77 9.03 

Native Hay .467 Aug. 30 16.06 7.50 

Feed Barley .076 Sept. 30 19.89 1.51 
(cover crop) 

18.04 

Table C-3 

Annual Consumptive Water Use - Maximum Production Scenario 

Cropping Irrigate Consumption Weighted 
CroE Pattern Through (Inches) ConsumEtion 

Alfalfa .560 Sept. 30 19.77 11.07 

Native Hay .160 Aug. 30 16.06 2.57 

Malt Barley . 181 Aug . 30 13.09 2.37 

Feed Barley .091 Sept. 30 19.89 1.81 
(cover crop) 

17.82 
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