
PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

City of Milwaukee

Meeting Agenda

City Hall

200 East Wells Street

Milwaukee, WI 53202

ALD. ROBERT BAUMAN, CHAIR

Ald. Joseph Dudzik, Vice-Chair

Ald. Willie Wade, Ald. Robert Donovan, and Ald. Robert Puente

Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald, 286-2233

Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: tmacdo@milwaukee.gov

Room 301-B, City Hall9:00 AMTuesday, March 9, 2010

1. 091431 Resolution relative to approving the levying of assessments and construction of 

assessable public improvement projects at various locations and appropriating funds 

for these purposes.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Official Notice Number 69

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

2. 091430 Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various assessable public 

improvements at various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the 

City engineering cost estimated to be $114,000 for a total estimated cost of these 

projects being $1,678,000.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Fiscal Note

Cover Letter

earing Notice List

Attachments:

3. 091432 Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various nonassessable public 

improvements at various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the 

City engineering cost estimated to be $2,180,000 for a total estimated cost of these 

projects being $31,809,000.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

4. 091433 Substitute resolution approving construction of nonassessable public improvements at 

various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the City construction 

cost estimated to be $3,341,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being 

$4,859,300.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR
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March 9, 2010PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE Meeting Agenda

Fiscal Note

Cover Letter

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

5. 091414 Resolution approving a Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions for the Port of 

Milwaukee.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Statement of Intentions

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

6. 091514 Resolution declaring the City-owned parking lot at 2353 North Farwell Avenue surplus 

to municipal needs and authorizing an Option to Purchase with Mercy Housing 

Lakefront, Inc. to purchase and develop the property with workforce housing, in the 3rd 

Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: Ald. Kovac

Fiscal Note.doc

Land Disposition Report

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

7. 091459 Resolution approving conveyance of the former Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 

North 37th Street by the Milwaukee Board of School Directors, in the 7th Aldermanic 

District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Proposed Substitute A.rtf

Fiscal Note.doc

Land Disposition Report.doc

Attachments:

8. 091495 Resolution authorizing acceptance of quit claim deeds dedicating land for public alley 

purposes, in the 8th Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: Ald. Donovan

Fiscal Note.doc

Exhibit A.pdf

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

9. 091362 An ordinance relating to depositing construction waste at city area sanitation yards and 

the size of trailers used to transport such waste.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Fiscal note

Hearing Notice List

Proposed Substitute A

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:
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10. 091528 An ordinance relating to commercial garbage receptacles.

Sponsors: Ald. Davis

Fiscal note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

11. 090072 Communication relating to the report and recommendations of the Recycling Task 

Force.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Final Report and Recommendations

Digital recording of the April 6 2009 meeting

April 6 2009 meeting minutes

Digital recording of the April 27 2009 meeting

April 27 2009 meeting minutes and exhibits

Letter to City Attorney requesting legal opinion

City Attorney's opinion

Digital recording of the May 18, 2009 meeting

May 18 2009 meeting minutes and exhibit

Digital recording of the June 8 2009 meeting

June 8 2009 meeting minutes and exhibit

6-8-09 email re letter from Mr. Lindquist Waukesha

June 29 2009 Notice of Recycling facility tours

7-21-09 email and attachment from Lisa Schaal regarding article Tracking trash from MIT News Office

Digital recording of the July 27, 2009 meeting

July 27 2009 meeting minutes and exhibits

8-6-09 Email and attachment from Mike Daun regarding MRF of the Month article

8-13-09 email and attachment from Lisa Schaal regarding Solar Powered Waste Compactors

Digital recording of the September 14 2009 meeting

September 14 2009 meeting minutes and exhibit

Digital recording of the October 26, 2009 meeting

October 26 2009 meeting minutes and exhibit

Digital recording of the December 16 2009 meeting

December 16 2009 meeting minutes and exhibits

Letter from FCR Recycling to Mr  Cole

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

12. 091357 Communication from the Department of Public Works relating to sanitary bypass 

pumps.

Sponsors: Ald. Murphy

Communication

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

13. 091417 Communication from the Department of Public Works relating to moveable bridges.
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Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Hearing Notice ListAttachments:

14. 091438 Resolution authorizing the transfer of funds from the Street Improvement-State and/or 

Federal Aid Program to the Street Reconstruct or Resurface Program - Regular City 

Program for funding of local street improvements under the Local Roads Improvement 

Program, with the City cost of $1,645,741.78, with a grantor cost of $1,006,258.22, for a 

total estimated cost of $2,652,000.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

15. 091457 Resolution authorizing the proper city officials to execute amended Utility Agreements 

with the State of Wisconsin, Department of Transportation (WISDOT) for work on City 

of Milwaukee facilities in conjunction with the North-South Mitchell Interchange and 

WISDOT Audit Agreement, with a total estimated cost of $2,903,054.77 with an 

estimated Grantor’s share of $2,532,791.61 and an estimated City of Milwaukee share 

of $370,263.16

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Comptroller's Certificate

Cost Analysis

Agreement Amendment 80

Agreement Amendment 79

Agreement Amendment 81

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

16. 091447 Resolution relative to the 2010 Capitol Improvement Program to provide funds for the 

maintenance of the underground conduit manholes at various locations.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

17. 091448 Resolution relative to the 2010 Capitol Improvement Program to provide funds for 

underground conduit work at various locations.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

18. 091415 Resolution authorizing the permanent removal of all traffic control signal equipment at 

the intersections of West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West Washington 
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Street and South 5th Street.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Letters from Wisconsin Department of Transportation

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

19. 091425 Resolution rescinding various special privileges that are no longer necessary.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

20. 091463 Resolution authorizing the installation of a new traffic control signal at the intersection of 

West Bolivar Avenue and South 13th Street in the 13th Aldermanic District at a cost of 

$61,000 for a total estimated cost of $61,000, 100% of which will be reimbursable from 

the Wisconsin Department of Transportation.

Sponsors: Ald. Witkowski

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

21. 091470 Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in 

Land, which will convey to the State of Wisconsin that part of a 20 foot wide sewer 

easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 

43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, 

located in the 13th Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Land Conveyance

Proper City Officers Signatures.doc

Map

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

22. 091471 Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in 

Land, which will convey to the State of Wisconsin Easement WE 398 & SE 2110 

located at West Mallory Avenue extended between South 15th Place extended and the 

existing easterly right of way line of Interstate Highway 94 in the 13th Aldermanic 

District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR
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Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Land Conveyance

Proper City Officers Signatures.doc

Map

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

23. 091472 Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in 

Land, which will convey to the State of Wisconsin that part of a 35 foot wide sewer 

easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 

43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, 

located in the 13th Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover letter

Fiscal Note

Land Conveyance

Proper City Officers Signatures.doc

Exhibit 5795885.PDF

Attachments:

The following files may be placed on file as no longer needed:

24. 081637 Substitute resolution approving Lease Agreement between Waters’ New Biotech 

Company and the Port of Milwaukee.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Port cover letter

Fiscal note

Lease agreement

Fiscal Analysis

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:

25. 090425 Resolution relative to the application, acceptance and funding of a 2009 Wisconsin 

Department of Natural Resources Aquatic Invasive Species Control Grant for the Port 

of Milwaukee and related work.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

26. 090528 Resolution approving an amendment to the lease agreement with the North American 

Salt Company.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Cover Letter

Fiscal Note

Amendment to Lease Agreement

Fiscal Analysis

Hearing Notice List

Attachments:
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27. 090894 Resolution to grant a special privilege to PJ's Real Estate - Milwaukee LLC to construct 

and maintain a ramp for the premises at 3000 W. Lincoln Avenue, in the 8th 

Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Special Privilege Petition and DrawingsAttachments:

This meeting will be webcast live at www.milwaukee.gov/channel25.

Members of the Common Council and its standing committees who are not members of this 

committee may attend this meeting to participate or to gather information.  Notice is given that 

this meeting may constitute a meeting of the Common Council or any of its standing committees, 

although they will not take any formal action at this meeting.

Upon reasonable notice, efforts will be made to accommodate the needs of persons with 

disabilities through sign language interpreters or auxiliary aids.  For additional information or to 

request this service, contact the Council Services Division ADA Coordinator at 286-2998, 

(FAX)286-3456, (TDD)286-2025 or by writing to the Coordinator at Room 205, City Hall, 200 E. 

Wells Street, Milwaukee, WI  53202.

Limited parking for persons attending meetings in City Hall is available at reduced rates (5 hour 

limit) at the Milwaukee Center on the southwest corner of East Kilbourn and North Water 

Street.  Parking tickets must be validated in Room 205, (City Clerk's Office) or the first floor 

Information Booth in City Hall.

Persons engaged in lobbying as defined in s. 305-43-4 of the Milwaukee Code of Ordinances are 

required to register with the City Clerk's Office License Division.  Registered lobbyists appearing 

before a Common Council committee are required to identify themselves as such.  More 

information is available at www.milwaukee.gov/lobby.
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Legislation Details (With Text)

File #:  Version: 0091431

Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Resolution relative to approving the levying of assessments and construction of assessable public 
improvement projects at various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Attachments: Cover Letter, Official Notice Number 69, Hearing Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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0091431  Version:File #:

Number
091431
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference

Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Resolution relative to approving the levying of assessments and construction of assessable public 
improvement projects at various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes.

Requestor
INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Drafter
MLD:dr
Report 9
02/19/10
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February 19, 2010 

 

File Number 

 

 

 

 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

 The Common Council has adopted preliminary resolutions which determined it 

necessary and in the public interest to make various public improvements and to make 

special assessments therefore. 

 

 The Commissioner of Public Works is filing this report consisting of a list of 

projects.  This report is subject to amendment at the next Public Works Committee 

Hearing.  The plans and specifications of said improvements are on file in the City 

Engineer's Office. 

 

 I am herewith submitting a report regarding the above matter and recommend 

adoption of the amended resolution approving same. 

 

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

  Special Deputy Commissioner 

    of Public Works 

 

MLD:dr 

Afr 9 

Report Appended 



OFFICIAL NOTICE NUMBER 69 
PUBLIC HEARING ON PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS 

AND SPECIAL ASSESSMENTS 
 
There will be a public hearing held by the Public Works Committee of the Common 
Council of the City of Milwaukee concerning the following improvements and special 
assessments.  The Commissioner of Public Works has determined these 
improvements are necessary and in the public interest. 
 
The hearing will be held at the date and time shown below: 
 

 TUESDAY 
 
 MARCH 9, 2010 
 
 ROOM 301-B – CITY HALL 
 
 9:00 A.M. 

 
8th Aldermanic District  

 
W. Pierce St. – S. 38th St. to S. 39th St. (ST211110120): 

Concrete pavement reconstruction, replace all curb and gutter, sidewalk and 
driveway approaches, sodding (4.0-foot width of tree border area), grading, and 
tree removal where necessary. 

 
S. 32nd St. – W. Drury Ln. to W. Oklahoma Ave. (ST211050104): 

Asphalt pavement resurfacing, replace all curb and gutter, replace sidewalk and 
driveway approaches where necessary, sodding (7.0-foot width of tree border 
area), and grading. 

 
13th Aldermanic District 

 
W. Kimberly Ave. – S. 18th St. to S. 20th St. (ST211090115): 

Asphalt pavement resurfacing, replace curb and gutter, sidewalk and driveway 
approaches where necessary, sodding (7.0-foot width of tree border area), and 
grading. 

 
W. Parnell Ave. – S. 27th St. to W. Ramsey Ave. (ST211090121): 

Asphalt pavement resurfacing, replace curb and gutter, sidewalk and driveway 
approaches where necessary, sodding (12-15-foot width of tree border area), 
and grading. 

 
S. 22nd St. – W. Bridge St. to W. Henry Ave. (ST211080107): 

Asphalt pavement reconstruction, replace all curb and gutter, replace sidewalk 
and driveway approaches where necessary, sodding (7.0-foot width of tree 
border area), and grading. 

 
 
 



 

 
 

 2 

You may examine a copy of the report recommending these projects in Room 908, 
841 North Broadway, Milwaukee, Wisconsin during the hours of 8:30 A.M. and 4:30 
P.M., Monday through Friday. 
 
This notice is published by authority of the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee in 
accordance with Section 66.0703 and any other pertinent sections of the Wisconsin 
Statutes and in the manner directed by Section 115-42 of the Milwaukee Code of 
Ordinances. 
 
Office of the City Clerk, Milwaukee 
 
  ________________________________ 
 Ronald D. Leonhardt, City Clerk 
February 22, 2010 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091431 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Mary Dziewiontkowski  Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Ald. Donovan  3/4/10 
   

Ald. Witkowski  3/4/10    

  
 

    

  
 

    

        

         

         

         

         

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

 



200 E. Wells Street
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202City of Milwaukee

Legislation Details (With Text)

File #:  Version: 1091430

Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various assessable public improvements at 
various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the City engineering cost estimated 
to be $114,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being $1,678,000.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS

Attachments: Fiscal Note, Cover Letter, earing Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

DRAFT SUBMITTEDCITY CLERK3/4/2010 1

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/5/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/5/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/5/2010 0
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1091430  Version:File #:

Number
091430
Version
SUBSTITUTE 1
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various assessable public improvements at 
various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the City engineering cost estimated 
to be $114,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being $1,678,000.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes engineering studies and directs the Commissioner of Public Works to 
determine any benefits or damages which would result if the projects were to be constructed.  After 
the Commissioner files his report, a Public Hearing will be held on those projects determined 
assessable.  A resolution will be submitted after the Public Hearing authorizing construction.  The 
City cost for engineering these projects is estimated to be $114,000 with the total cost estimated to 
be $1,678,000.
Body
Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that it is necessary and in the public 
interest to do the following described work according to City specifications, and that such public 
improvements and resulting special assessments be made pursuant to Section 66.0703 and any 
other pertinent sections of the Wisconsin Statutes and in the manner directed by Section 115-42 of 
the Milwaukee Code of Ordinances:

1st Aldermanic District

N. 20th St. (east roadway) - W. Purdue St. to W. Hampton Ave. (ST211120104): Paving the roadway 
with asphalt.  Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  Doing all the necessary 
grading pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving Fund -- $13,000).  The total 
estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $126,000.  This project is anticipated 
to be completed during the 2012 construction season.

2nd Aldermanic District

W. Stark St. - N. 64th St. to N. 68th St. (ST211110142): Paving the roadway with asphalt.  Laying a 
concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  Doing all the necessary grading pertaining to 
said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving Fund -- $16,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $174,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2011 construction season.

4th Aldermanic District

E. Erie St. - A point 600 feet east of N. Jackson St. to N. Jackson St. (ST211080128) File Number 
090969: Paving the roadway with asphalt.  Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete 
sidewalk.  Doing all the necessary grading pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction 
Paving Fund -- $7,000, Additional Funds).  The total estimated cost for this project including the 
requested amount is $432,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 
construction season.

6th Aldermanic District

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 2 of 4

powered by Legistar™



1091430  Version:File #:

6th Aldermanic District

N. 6th St. - W. Fiebrantz Ave. to a point 250 feet m/l north of W. Fiebrantz Ave. (ST2111210101): 
Paving the roadway with asphalt.  Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  
Doing all the necessary grading pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving 
Fund -- $6,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $41,000.  
This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2012 construction season.

10th Aldermanic District

N. 72nd St. - W. Locust St. to W. Burleigh St. (ST211100107) File Number 081266: Paving the 
roadway with asphalt.  Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  Doing all the 
necessary grading pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving Fund -- $15,000, 
Additional Funds).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is 
$180,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2011 construction season.

Alley between W. Adler St., W. Dixon St., S. 62nd St., and S. 63rd St. (ST212050114) File Number 
050224: Paving the alley with concrete.  Doing all the necessary grading pertaining to said work. 
(Nonassessable Alley Paving Fund -- $8,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the 
requested amount is $93,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 
construction season.

11th Aldermanic District

Alley between W. Leroy Ave., W. Plainfield Ave., S. 51st St., and S. 52nd St. (ST212030103): Paving 
the alley with concrete.  Doing all the necessary grading pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable 
Alley Paving Fund -- $5,000, Additional Funds).  The total estimated cost for this project including the 
requested amount is $121,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 
construction season.

13th Aldermanic District

S. 17th St. - W. Morgan Ave. to W. Ohio Ave. (ST211120102): Paving the roadway with asphalt.  
Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  Doing all the necessary grading 
pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving Fund -- $20,000).  The total 
estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $201,000.  This project is anticipated 
to be completed during the 2012 construction season.

S. 18th St. - W. Morgan Ave. to W. Holt Ave. (ST211120103): Paving the roadway with asphalt.  
Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  Doing all the necessary grading 
pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving Fund -- $9,000).  The total estimated 
cost for this project including the requested amount is $95,000.  This project is anticipated to be 
completed during the 2012 construction season.

14th Aldermanic District

S. Herman St. - E. Euclid Ave. to E. Oklahoma Ave. (ST211100117): Paving the roadway with 
asphalt.  Laying a concrete curb and gutter.  Laying concrete sidewalk.  Doing all the necessary 
grading pertaining to said work. (Nonassessable Reconstruction Paving Fund -- $5,000, Additional 
Funds).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $115,000.  This 
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Funds).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $115,000.  This 
project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 construction season.

Alley between E. Bennett Ave., S. Ellen St., S. Kinnickinnic Ave., and E. Oklahoma Ave. 
(ST212080110): Paving the alley with concrete.  Doing all the necessary grading pertaining to said 
work. (Nonassessable Alley Paving Fund -- $10,000).  The total estimated cost for this project 
including the requested amount is $100,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 
2010 construction season.

; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the abutting and adjacent properties be assessed a portion of the cost, said 
assessment to be recommended by the Commissioner of Public Works in his report; and, be it

Further Resolved, That all assessments and payments be made in accordance with Section 115-42 
of the Milwaukee Code of Ordinances; and, be it

Further Resolved, That all City departments are authorized to do engineering, surveying, preparing of 
plans, and estimates of cost thereof, to be utilized in the preparation of said report of the 
Commissioner of Public Works; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Department of Public Works is authorized to use the funding as specified 
in the above description of work; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the City Comptroller is authorized and directed to transfer such funds which 
are available for this purpose to the appropriate capital Project/Grant accounts.

Requestor
Infrastructure Services Division
Drafter
MLD:dr
Apr 9
03/04/10
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              CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

 
 

A) DATE: _       March 4, 2010                           FILE NUMBER:          091430     ____  

Original Fiscal Note     Substitute  

SUBJECT:  Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various assessable public improvements at various locations and appropriating funds 

for these purposes with the City engineering cost estimated to be $114,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being $1,678,000. 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (name/title/dept./ext.):  Mary Dziewiontkoski/Assessment Engineer/Public Works/X2460 
 

 
C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 
                                ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 
                                    LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
                                NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
 
               

 
D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
                                CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                   SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
                                PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)              GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
                                OTHER SPECIFY) 
 
 

 
E)        PURPOSE 

 
SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 
ACCOUNT 

 
EXPENDITURE 

 
REVENUE 

 
SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER   Paving               

        Street ST211  $91,000   

         Alley ST212  $23,000   

TOTALS: $114,000   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

   BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 

H) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION:  The total expenditure includes the cost of 

engineering, inspection, construction, and city forces.  The total cost of this project is $114,000. 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



February 19, 2010 

 

File Number 

 

 

 

 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

 Please find attached a “Title Only” resolution for determining it necessary to make 

various assessable public improvements to be introduced at the next Common Council 

Meeting.  It is our intent to insert the body of the resolution in this jacket prior to the 

meeting of the Public Works Committee of March 9, 2010. 

 

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

  Special Deputy Commissioner 

    of Public Works 

 

MLD:dr 

Title only 

Apr 9 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091430 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Mary Dziewiontkowski  Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Ald. Hamilton  3/5/10 
   

Ald. Davis  3/5/10    

Ald. Bauman  
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Coggs  
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Murphy   3/5/10     

Ald. Dudzik   
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Witkowski   
3/4/10 

    

Ald. Zielinski   
3/5/10 
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Number
091432
Version
SUBSTITUTE 1
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various nonassessable public improvements 
at various locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the City engineering cost 
estimated to be $2,180,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being $31,809,000.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes engineering studies on projects which by City Charter are nonassessable.  
After design plans and estimates of costs have been prepared, a resolution authorizing construction 
will be submitted to the Common Council.  The City cost for engineering these projects is estimated 
to be $2,180,000 with the total cost estimated to be $31,809,000.
Body
Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that it is necessary and in the public 
interest to do the following described improvements according to City specifications:

1st Aldermanic District

W. Lawn Ave. - 500 feet west of N. 13th St. to 800 feet west of N. 13th St. (WT410100024): Relaying 
water main. (Nonassessable Water Fund Budget Line 5010 -- $7,000; Nonassessable Water Fund 
Budget Line 6410 -- $8,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount 
is $60,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 construction season.

N. 31st St. - W. Glendale Ave. to W. Courtland Ave. (SM495100046): Relaying sanitary sewer. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $12,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $129,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2011 construction season.

2nd and 10th Aldermanic Districts

W. Capitol Dr. (north side) - N. 70th St. to N. 71st St. (SM495100045): Relaying sanitary sewer. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $12,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $65,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during 
the 2010 construction season.

3rd Aldermanic District

West bank of the Milwaukee River - 340 feet m/l south of E. Locust St. (Ext’d) to 275 feet m/l south of 
E. Chambers St. (Ext’d) (SM495100053): Combined sewer lining. (Nonassessable Sewer 
Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the 
requested amount is $725,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2011 
construction season.

N. Riverboat Rd. - N. Humboldt Ave. to E. North Ave. (SM495100054): Combined sewer lining. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $963,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2011 construction season.
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during the 2011 construction season.

3rd and 4th Aldermanic Districts

Juneau Avenue Bascule Bridge over the Milwaukee River (BR100100102): Design services for 
bridge replacement. (City Share Non-assessable Structure Fund -- $1,500,000).  The total estimated 
cost for this project including the requested amount is $18,800,000.  This project is anticipated to be 
completed during the 2011-2012 construction season.

4th Aldermanic District

Clybourn Street Vertical Lift Bridge over the Milwaukee River (BR100100103): Design services for 
mechanical, hydraulic, and electrical engineering. (City Share Non-assessable Structure Fund -- 
$300,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $8,450,000.  
This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010-2011 construction season.

W. Vliet St. - N. 14th St. to 138 feet m/l east of N. 15th St. (SM495100047): Relaying combined 
sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $12,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $56,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during 
the 2011 construction season.

5th Aldermanic District

Area bounded by W. Center St., W. Burleigh St., N. 82nd St., and N. 92nd St. (SM494100104): 
Sanitary sewer lining. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total 
estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $777,000.  This project is anticipated 
to be completed during the 2011 construction season.

N. 95th St. - W. Concordia Ave. to W. Auer Ave. (SM495100051): Sanitary sewer lining. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $12,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $66,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during 
the 2010 construction season.

7th Aldermanic District

N. 37th St. - W. Keefe Ave. to W. Nash St. (SM495100052): Relaying sanitary sewer. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $146,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2011 construction season.

10th Aldermanic District

W. Stevenson St. - N. 74th St. to N. 76th St. (SM495100048): Relaying sanitary sewer. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $148,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2011 construction season.

11th Aldermanic District

Area bounded by W. Beloit Rd., W. Oklahoma Ave., S. 99th St., and S. 95th St. (SM495100049): 

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 3 of 5

powered by Legistar™



1091432  Version:File #:

Area bounded by W. Beloit Rd., W. Oklahoma Ave., S. 99th St., and S. 95th St. (SM495100049): 
Sanitary sewer lining. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total 
estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $428,000.  This project is anticipated 
to be completed during the 2011 construction season.

Area bounded by W. Dakota St., W. Ohio Ave., S. 74th St., and S. 68th St. (SM495100050): Sanitary 
sewer lining. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $15,000).  The total estimated cost 
for this project including the requested amount is $466,000.  This project is anticipated to be 
completed during the 2011 construction season.

S. 63rd St. - 440 feet north of W. Harrison Ave. to W. Harrison Ave. (WT410101047): Relaying water 
main. (Nonassessable Water Fund Budget Line 5010 -- $7,000; Nonassessable Water Fund Budget 
Line 6410 -- $8,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is 
$80,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 construction season.

13th Aldermanic District

W. Edgerton Ave. - S. 23rd St. to S. 14th St. (SM495100043): Storm drain/inlets. (Nonassessable 
Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $12,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the 
requested amount is $100,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2011 
construction season.

Various Aldermanic Districts

Bridge Safety Inspection (BR100100101): (City Share Non-assessable Structure Fund -- $175,000).  
The total estimated cost of this project is $175,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed in 
2010.

City of Greenfield

S. 124th St. - W. Holmes Ave. to 175 feet north of W. Edgerton Ave. (WT410061125) File Number 
041695: Water main extension. (Nonassessable Water Fund Budget Line 5010 -- $3,000; 
Nonassessable Water Fund Budget Line 6410 -- $7,000).  The total estimated cost for this project 
including the requested amount is $175,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 
2010 construction season.

;and, be it

Further Resolved, That all City Departments are authorized to perform engineering, surveys, plan 
preparation, and determine an estimated cost thereof; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Department of Public Works is authorized to use the funding as specified 
in the above description of work; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the City Comptroller is authorized and directed to transfer such funds which 
are available for this purpose to the appropriate capital Project/Grant accounts.

Requestor
Infrastructure Services Division
Drafter
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Drafter
MLD:dr
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February 19, 2010 

 

File Number 

 

 

 

 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

 Please find attached a “Title Only” resolution for determining it necessary to make 

various nonassessable public improvements to be introduced at the next Common Council 

Meeting.  It is our intent to insert the body of the resolution in this jacket prior to the 

meeting of the Public Works Committee of March 9, 2010. 

 

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

  Special Deputy Commissioner 

    of Public Works 

 

MLD:dr 

Title only 

Npr 9 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE March 4, 2010  FILE NUMBER: 091432 

      
    Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Substitute resolution determining it necessary to make various nonassessable public improvements at various locations and 
appropriating funds for these purposes with the City engineering cost estimated to be $2,180,000 for a total estimated cost of these 
projects being $31,809,000. 

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Mary Dziewiontkoski/Assessment Engineer/Public Works/X2460 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE: 

 
ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 

   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
  NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

 Water WT410  $40,000   

 Sewer SM494  $15,000   

 Sewer SM495  $150,000   

OTHER: Bridges BR100  $1,975,000   

      

TOTALS   $2,180,000   

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE:  The total expenditure includes the cost of engineering, inspection,  

construction, and city forces.  The total cost of these projects is estimated to be $2,180,000. 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091432 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Mary Dziewiontkowski  Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Ald. Hamilton  3/5/10 
   

Ald. Davis  3/5/10    

Ald. Kovac  
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Bauman  
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Bohl   3/5/10     

Ald. Wade   
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Murphy   
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Dudzik   
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Witkowski   
3/4/10 
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Number
091433
Version
SUBSTITUTE 1
Reference
090762
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Substitute resolution approving construction of nonassessable public improvements at various 
locations and appropriating funds for these purposes with the City construction cost estimated to be 
$3,341,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being $4,859,300.
Analysis
This resolution directs the installation and construction of certain public improvements which have 
been determined to be nonassessable by the Commissioner of Public Works.  The City cost of the 
projects approved by this resolution is estimated to be $3,341,000.  The total estimated cost of these 
projects is $4,859,300.
Body
Whereas, The Common Council of the City of Milwaukee adopted preliminary resolutions determining 
it necessary and in the public interest to construct nonassessable improvements; and

Whereas, Plans, specifications and cost estimates have been prepared for the following described 
improvements:

3rd Aldermanic District

Riverside Backup Power Generation Project (WT450088100): (Nonassessable Water Fund Budget 
Line 6410 -- $200,000, Additional Funds).  The total estimated cost for this project including the 
requested amount is $1,562,300.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 
construction season.

4th Aldermanic District

E. Buffalo St. - N. Water St. to N. Milwaukee St. (WT410081012) File Number 070266: Relaying 
water main. (Nonassessable Water Fund Budget Line 5010 -- $29,000; Nonassessable Water Fund 
Budget Line 6410 -- $406,000).  The total estimated cost for this project including the requested 
amount is $450,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during the 2010 construction 
season.

N. 25th St. - W. Wells St. to W. State St. (SM495090071) File Number 090762: Relay combined 
sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $195,000).  The total estimated cost for 
this project including the requested amount is $210,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2010 construction season.

6th and 15th Aldermanic Districts

N. 8th St. - W. Hadley St. to W. Burleigh St. (SM495080036) File Number 080237: Relay combined 
sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $465,000).  The total estimated cost for 
this project including the requested amount is $477,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2010 construction season.
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during the 2010 construction season.

8th Aldermanic District

W. Montana St. - S. 29th St. to S. 33rd St. (SM495090096) File Number 090909: Relay sanitary 
sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $345,000).  The total estimated cost for 
this project including the requested amount is $357,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2010 construction season.

S. 38th St. - W. Branting Ln. to W. Mitchell St. (SM495090077) File Number 090762: Relay sanitary 
sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $237,000).  The total estimated cost for 
this project including the requested amount is $249,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2010 construction season.

8th and 11th Aldermanic Districts

S. 43rd St. - W. Cleveland Ave. to W. Forest Home Ave. (SM495090068) File Number 090762: Relay 
sanitary sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $308,000).  The total estimated 
cost for this project including the requested amount is $323,000.  This project is anticipated to be 
completed during the 2010 construction season.

11th Aldermanic District

W. Ohio Ave. - S. 25th St. to s. 27th St. (SM495090094) File Number 090762: Relay sanitary sewer. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $153,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $165,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2010 construction season.

12th Aldermanic District

S. 15th St. - W. Mitchell St. to W. Forest Home Ave. (SM495080032) File Number 080237: Relay 
combined sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $109,000).  The total estimated 
cost for this project including the requested amount is $121,000.  This project is anticipated to be 
completed during the 2010 construction season.

13th Aldermanic District

S. 17th St. - W. Ohio Ave. to W. Crawford Ave. (SM495090059) File Number 090194: Relay sanitary 
sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $664,000).  The total estimated cost for 
this project including the requested amount is $679,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed 
during the 2010 construction season.

S. 18th St. - W. Oklahoma Ave. to W. Euclid Ave. (SM495090057) File Number 090762: Relay 
sanitary sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $128,000).  The total estimated 
cost for this project including the requested amount is $140,000.  This project is anticipated to be 
completed during the 2010 construction season.

14th Aldermanic District

W. Ohio Ave. - 165 feet m/l west of S. 6th St. to S. 6th St. (SM495090075) File Number 090762: 
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W. Ohio Ave. - 165 feet m/l west of S. 6th St. to S. 6th St. (SM495090075) File Number 090762: 
Relay storm sewer. (Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $34,000).  The total 
estimated cost for this project including the requested amount is $46,000.  This project is anticipated 
to be completed during the 2010 construction season.

S. 6th St. - W. Ohio Ave. to W. Euclid Ave. (SM495100008) File Number 090971: Storm sewer lining. 
(Nonassessable Sewer Maintenance Relay Fund -- $68,000).  The total estimated cost for this 
project including the requested amount is $80,000.  This project is anticipated to be completed during 
the 2010 construction season.

now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that the Commissioner of Public Works 
is authorized and directed to proceed with said work; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Department of Public Works is authorized to use the funding as specified 
in the above description of work; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the City Comptroller is authorized and directed to transfer such funds which 
are available for this purpose to the appropriate capital Project/Grant accounts.

Requestor
Infrastructure Services Division
Drafter
MLD:dr
Nfr 9
03/04/10

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 4 of 4

powered by Legistar™



 

              CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

 
 

A) DATE: _      March 4, 2010             FILE NUMBER:           ____091433__    

Original Fiscal Note     Substitute  

SUBJECT:  Substitute resolution approving construction of nonassessable public improvements at various locations and appropriating funds for these 

purposes with the City construction cost estimated to be $3,341,000 for a total estimated cost of these projects being $4,859,300. 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (name/title/dept./ext.)  :Mary Dziewiontkoski/Assessment Engineer/Public Works/X2460   ______ 
 

 
C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 
                                ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 
                                    LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
                                NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
 
               

 
D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
                                CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                   SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
                                PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)              GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
                                OTHER SPECIFY) 
 
 

 
E)        PURPOSE 

 
SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 
ACCOUNT 

 
EXPENDITURE 

 
REVENUE 

 
SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

OTHER  Structure      

       Water            WT410  $435,000   

      Water WT450  $200,000   

      Sewer SM495  $2,706,000   

TOTALS: $3,341,000   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

   BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS   

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 

H) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION:  The total expenditure includes the cost of 

       engineering, inspection, construction, and city forces. 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



February 19, 2010 

 

File Number 

 

 

 

 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

 Please find attached a “Title Only” resolution for approving construction of 

nonassessable public improvements to be introduced at the next Common Council 

Meeting.  It is our intent to insert the body of the resolution in this jacket prior to the 

meeting of the Public Works Committee of March 9, 2010. 

 

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

  Special Deputy Commissioner 

    of Public Works 

 

MLD:dr 

Title only 

Nfr 9 
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Ald. Kovac  3/5/10 
   

Ald. Bauman  3/5/10    

Ald. Coggs  
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Donovan  
3/5/10 

    

Ald. Dudzik   3/5/10     

Ald. Witkowiak   
3/4/10 

    

Ald. Witkowski   
3/4/10 

    

Ald. Zielinski   
3/5/10 

    

Ald.Hines   
3/5/10 
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Number
091414
Version
Original
Reference

Sponsor
Chair
Title
Resolution approving a Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions for the Port of Milwaukee.
Analysis
The Wisconsin Dept. of Transportation, in accord with State Statute, requires a Statement of Project Intentions from 
Local units of government intending to apply for Federal and/or State aid for harbor-related work of benefit to 
commercial transportation within the next three years.
Body
Resolved, The Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions attached to this resolution describes proposed improvements 
which are in the best interest of the Port of Milwaukee, City of Milwaukee; and, be it

Further Resolved, The Port of Milwaukee has carefully reviewed the estimated project costs, funding sources, physical 
location and alternatives to the proposed projects; and, be it

Further Resolved, This Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions is used by the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation for planning purposes only and is not a petition for Federal and/or State aid; and, be it

Further Resolved, The Board of Harbor Commissioners approved the Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions at its 
meeting on February 11, 2010; and, be it

Further Resolved, All projects included in the three-year program are contingent upon future Common Council approval 
of each project prior to proceeding with the project; and, be it

Further Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that, the Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions 
attached to this file is approved.
Drafter
Lawrence E. Sullivan
Port of Milwaukee
2/7/2010

md/3yrst10ccres.doc
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LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU FISCAL ANALYSIS 
 

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 
MARCH 9, 2010      

Item 5,  File #091414 
 
File Number 091414 is a resolution approving a Three-Year Harbor Development Statement of 
Intentions for the Port of Milwaukee. 
 
 
Background
1. Pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WISDOT) 

requires each local unit of government that intends to apply, within the next 3 years, for 
State aid for harbor improvement projects under WISDOT’s Harbor Assistance Program 
to submit a “Three-Year Harbor Development Statement of Intentions” by April 1 each 
year.   

 
2. The Three-Year Harbor Development Statement of Intentions is used by WISDOT for 

planning purposes only and is not an application for Federal and/or State aid. 
 
3. The Port of Milwaukee has prepared a Three-Year Harbor Development Statement of 

Intentions for 2010 to 2012 that includes a project description, anticipated construction 
year, State/City cost distribution and estimated project cost for each major capital 
improvement planned for Milwaukee’s harbor during those years. 

 
Discussion
1. The Three-Year Harbor Development Statement of Intentions for 2010 to 2012 is as 

follows: 
 

Application 
Date 

Construction 
Year 

 
Project Description 

Funding 
State-City 

Estimated 
Cost 

2010 2010 – 2011 Fender Improvements (various locations) 80% - 20% $   100,000
2010 2010 – 2011 Terminal Paving Rehabilitation and Related 

Work (various locations) 
80% - 20% $   200,000

2010 2010 – 2011 Cargo Handling Equipment and Related 
Work 

80% - 20% $5,000,000

2011 2011 – 2012 Pier/Berth Channel Improvements 
(dredging & related work, various locations) 

80% - 20% $1,000,000

2011 2011 – 2012 Trans Load Terminal and Related 
Equipment 

80% - 20% $1,750,000

2011 2011 – 2012 City Heavy Lift Dock Improvements 80% - 20% $2,600,000
2012 2012 – 2013   Relocate Container Yard 80% - 20% $1,200,000
2012 2012 – 2013  Fender Improvements (various locations) 80% - 20% $500,000
2012 2012 – 2013  Pier/Berth Channel Improvements 

(dredging & related work, various locations) 
80% - 20% $1,000,000

2012 2012 – 2013  Cargo Handling Equipment & Related 
Work 

80% - 20% $2,500,000



 
2. This Statement of Intentions is similar to the 2009-2011 Statement of Intentions approved 

and submitted last year.   
 
3. The Board of Harbor Commissioners unanimously approved the Three-Year Harbor 

Development Statement of Intentions at its February 11, 2010 meeting. 
 
 
Fiscal Impact
1. Adoption of this resolution has no fiscal impact on the City. 
 
2. The Three-Year Harbor Development Statement of Intentions does not obligate the City 

to apply for or accept grant funds or to make any other financial commitment to harbor 
improvements.  The Statement of Intentions is used by WISDOT for planning and 
budgetary purposes only.  

 
 

Prepared by: Jeff Osterman, X2262 
LRB-Research & Analysis Section 

March 5, 2010 
 
cc: Eric Reinelt 
 Lawrence Sullivan 
 Hattie Billingsley 
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February 7, 2010 

 

Ref:  HAP/3 year statement 

To The Honorable 

The Common Council 

City of Milwaukee 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

In order to be eligible for future grants under the State Department of 

Transportation Harbor Assistance Program, an annual update of the Port’s Harbor 

Development Three Year Statement of Intentions is required to be submitted to the State 

Department of Transportation by April 1 each year. 

 

 The State Department of Transportation uses this listing of potential future 

projects for budgeting purposes.  It is neither an application for funding, nor does it 

represent, in any way, a financial commitment by the City.   

 

 The Port’s 2010 Harbor Development Three-Year Statement of Intentions was 

unanimously approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners at its last meeting on 

February 11, 2010 and we, therefore, respectfully request that your Honorable Body 

approve such so that we may transmit it to the State Department of Transportation by 

April 1, 2010. 

 

       Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

       LAWRENCE E. SULLIVAN 

       Harbor Engineer 

LES/dcl 

 
md:3yrst10ccltr.doc 

 

 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE February 7, 2010  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Resolution approving a 2010 Three-Year Harbor Statement of Intentions for the Port of Milwaukee 

 
 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Eric C. Reinelt, Municipal Port Director, Port of Milwaukee, 8130 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
 X ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
  NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:   None     

      

      

SUPPLIES:   None     

      

MATERIALS:   None     

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:  None     

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:   None     

      

OTHER:   None     

      

      

TOTALS      

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

        X 1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

        For State planning purposes only; not applicable. 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

         N/A 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 
 





PW FILE NUMBER: 091414 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Lawrence Sullivan  Port of Milwaukee 3/4/10 
  

Eric Reinelt Port Director 3/4/10 
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0091514  Version:File #:

Number
091514

Version
ORIGINAL

Reference

Sponsor
ALD. KOVAC

Title
Resolution declaring the City-owned parking lot at 2353 North Farwell Avenue surplus to 
municipal needs and authorizing an Option to Purchase with Mercy Housing Lakefront, Inc. 
to purchase and develop the property with workforce housing, in the 3rd Aldermanic 
District.

Analysis
This resolution authorizes the sale of City-owned Development Property according to the 
conditions in a Land Disposition Report pursuant to Section 304-49-7, Milwaukee Code of 
Ordinances.

Body
Whereas, Mercy Housing Lakefront, Inc. desires to develop affordable workforce housing in 
the vicinity Columbia St. Mary’s Hospital and has submitted an unsolicited offer to 
purchase for the City-owned parking lot at 2353 North Farwell Avenue for assemblage and 
development with the adjacent property; and

Whereas, Mercy Housing Lakefront, Inc. will create a limited liability company to take 
title to the properties and develop the project as summarized in a Land Disposition 
Report, a copy of which is attached to this Common Council File; and

Whereas, Development of workforce housing in the area will replace an underutilized City 
parking lot with a taxable investment that will complement recent neighborhood 
developments, including the new Columbia St. Mary’s Hospital and Prospect Medical 
Commons; and

Whereas, Section 304-49-7 of the Milwaukee Code of Ordinances allows the City to accept 
unsolicited offers to purchase property when the City receives fair compensation, whether 
monetary or non-monetary; and

Whereas, The Department of City Development (“DCD”) has reviewed the offer and the 
development proposal and has determined that the proposal represents fair compensation to 
the City in terms of the purchase price, investment in the neighborhood and provision of 
affordable housing; and

Whereas, The City Plan Commission has determined that said parking lot is surplus to 
municipal needs; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the City-owned parking lot 
at 2353 North Farwell Avenue is declared surplus to municipal needs and that the 
development proposal of Mercy Housing Lakefront, Inc. is accepted; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Commissioner of DCD, or designee, is authorized to close the 
transaction according to the terms of the Land Disposition Report and upon DCD approval 
of final construction plans and submission of firm financing; and, be it

Further Resolved, That Commissioner of DCD, or designee, is authorized to execute the 
offer, deed and all needed closing documents, including any needed easements and/or 
releases of deed restrictions; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the sale proceeds, less sale expenses and a 30 percent disposition 
cost reimbursement to the Redevelopment Authority of the City of Milwaukee, shall be 
credited to the Parking Fund.
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credited to the Parking Fund.

Drafter
DCD:EMM:bmm
03/02/10/A
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CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 

A) DATE March 2, 2010  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Resolution declaring the City-owned parking lot at 2353 North Farwell Avenue surplus to municipal needs and authorizing an Option to 
Purchase with Mercy Housing Lakefront, Inc. to purchase and develop the property with workforce housing, in the 3rd Aldermanic 
District. 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Rocky Marcoux, Commissioner 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
  NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER: Option to Purchase Parking Fund  $425,000 (less 
sale expenses 
and a 30% 
disposition cost 
reimbursement to 
RACM) 

 

TOTALS    $425,000  

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 



Historic Water Tower Neighborhood  P.O. Box 668  Milwaukee, WI 53201 

 

Historic 
Water 
Tower 
Neighborhood 
 
 
 

March 5, 2010 
 
 
Re: Common Council File #091458 - Mercy Housing Detailed Plan Development Zoning Change 
 Common Council File #091514 - 2353 N. Farwell - Land Sale 
 
 
 
Alderman Nik Kovac 
200 E. Wells St. 
Milwaukee, WI 53202 
 
 
Dear Ald. Kovac: 
 
We are writing to inform you that the Historic Water Tower Neighborhood  (HWTN) unanimously 
passed, with one abstention (and as president, I also do not vote), a motion this week expressing our 
concerns regarding the speed and lack of public disclosure and input related to the proposed sale of 
public land and re-zoning for the Mercy Housing project (between Murray, Thomas and North 
Avenues). 
 
HWTN shares other neighborhood groups’ strong interest in having time to consider and have input 
into the mass, height and aesthetic of any structure on this site, and the impact that the increased traffic 
and loss of parking will have in our neighborhoods. Some also have questions about any city support 
for additional new housing on the East Side in light of rampant vacancies and foreclosures. We had 
hoped these issues might be addressed in public forums and discussions with the developers and city 
officials well before the City officially considered any sale of public land or rezoning. 
 
Despite hearing at our February 3 meeting that this project was on hold, we learned this week that it 
has suddenly been scheduled for numerous votes, and that the City plans to formally consider selling 
public land, before it approves zoning changes. We are concerned that these actions are scheduled for 
Committee approval even before any public meetings, discussions and input occurs. We believe this 
process is contrary to established protocol and does not take into account the opinions and needs of 
property taxpayers in the area. 
 
We respectfully request your assistance in assuring HWTN and our neighbors that this project will 
honor established procedure and allow the opportunity for significant public input before proceeding. 
If the process is allowed to move too quickly, the developers and the City will not have time to adjust 
the proposal to accommodate neighborhood ideas and needs. 
 



Historic Water Tower Neighborhood  P.O. Box 668  Milwaukee, WI 53201 

HWTN Letter Regarding Mercy Housing Proposal 
Page Two 
March 5, 2010 
 
 
 
Thank you for your assistance. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeff Bentoff 

 
Jeff Bentoff 
President 
 
 
c:  Public Works Committee 

Zoning, Neighborhood & Development Committee 
City Plan Commission 
Rocky Marcoux, Commissioner, Department of City Development 
Vanessa Koster, City Planning Manager, Department of City Development 
Mayor Tom Barrett 
Greenwich Village Association 

  
 



LAND DISPOSITION REPORT 
COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

 
DATE 
March 9, 2010 
 
RESPONSIBLE STAFF 
Elaine Miller, Real Estate Manager 
 
PARCEL ADDRESS & DESCRIPTION 

2353 North Farwell Avenue:   
A City parking lot containing approximately 13,394 
SF.  The lot is slightly irregular with approximately 77 
feet along Farwell, 60 feet on Murray and 247 feet 
on Thomas. The lot has 46 parking spaces of which 
10 spaces are leased to US Bank. 
 
The lot will be combined with a portion of the US 
Bank parking lot to create a development site 
containing approximately 25,200 SF.  Because of 
the land assemblage, the site was not marketed.  
Certified survey maps may be required to divided 
and combine the property.  
 
In July 2000, the Common Council authorized 
marketing of this parking lot along with a portion of 
the East Library lot.  The action did not require 
replacement of the public parking.  Although a 
Request for Proposal was published, DCD did not 
recommend proceeding with sale at that time.   

 

 
The lot is in the East Side Business Improvement District and was identified for future development in 
the Near Area Plan.  The North Avenue commercial corridor has seen several recent developments 
include construction of the new Columbia St. Mary’s Hospital, Prospect Medical Commons/Whole 
Foods, Educators Credit Union, new retail shops and UWM dorms (Kenilworth Building and former 
Hometown Oil). 
 

 
 

Credit Union New Retail 

Development 
Site 



BUYER 
Mercy Housing Lakefront, Inc., a non-profit corporation that develops affordable and supportive 

housing.  Mercy’s efforts were focused in Chicago until 2009 when it began development of 
Johnston Center Residences, a 92-unit supportive housing effort at the City’s former Johnston 
Health Clinic at 1230 West Grant Street.  Mercy’s housing facilities often provide on-site supportive 
services, which include employment training programs, computer literacy classes, adult education, 
leadership development and children’s after-school activities.   
 
Mercy Housing Lakefront is affiliated with the nationwide Mercy Housing and the Daughters of 
Charity religious order that operates Columbia St. Mary’s Hospital and the national.  Overall, Mercy 
has developed over $1.9 billion in real estate and currently has over 15,000 housing units in 
development or constructed.  Cindy Holler is president Mercy Housing Lakefront. 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Construction of 83 units of affordable workforce housing.  The building will contain 75 apartments, 
eight townhouse, 85 garage spaces for residents and 30 garage spaces for US Bank and public 
use.  The units will be a mix of one, two and three-bedroom units.  Estimated construction costs are 
approximately $12.7 million with EBE participation projected to be 25%.  The buyer expects to 
pursue LEED certification.   
 

 
Conceptual rendering along Thomas 

 
Conceptual rendering looking NW on Farwell 

 
Preliminary Site Plan 

 



The project will be financed in part through federal housing tax credits from the Wisconsin Housing 
and Economic Development Administration (WHEDA).  Tax credit applications are due to WHEDA 
on March 26, 2010 and the buyer needs to demonstrate site control for its application.  Additional 
funding will be provided through conventional financing. 
 
OPTION TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
The purchase price will be $425,000 or slightly more than $30/SF and conveyance will be on an “as 
is” basis.  The City has provided the buyer with a Historic Land Use Investigation prepared by City 
staff and will provide an independent Phase I Environmental Site Assessment upon request.  A 
$4,500 Option Fee will be required upon Common Council approval and will be credited toward 
the purchase price if the sale closes on or before December 31, 2010.  Sale proceeds, less sale 
expenses and a 30% fee to the Redevelopment Authority, will be deposited in the Parking Fund. 
 
The total option period is two years so as to allow multiple applications for WHEDA tax credits.  The 
initial term will extend until December 31, 2010.  The Commissioner of DCD may extend the option 
for up to three six-month periods based upon Buyer submission of a $500 non-refundable renewal 
fee and satisfactory progress report on Buyer’s efforts to obtain financing and final building plans.  If 
the Buyer fails to make any required submissions to WHEDA, the option may be cancelled 
immediately by the Commissioner. 
 
City closing contingencies include DCD approval of final construction plans, evidence of firm 
financing, purchase of part of the US Bank lot as evidenced by a recorded deed, negotiation and 
execution of a Purchase and Sale Agreement that may contain reversion of title provisions for non 
performance, submission of a $10,000 performance deposit to be held until satisfactory completion 
of the project.  The final building plans must be consistent with preliminary plans the Buyer 
submitted to obtain the Option to Purchase and conform to Detailed Planned Development 
zoning.   
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0091459  Version:File #:

Number
091459

Version
ORIGINAL

Reference

Sponsor
THE CHAIR

Title
Resolution approving conveyance of the former Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 North 
37th Street by the Milwaukee Board of School Directors, in the 7th Aldermanic District.

Analysis
This resolution authorizes the City, on behalf of the Milwaukee Board of School 
Directors, to convey real property formerly used for school purposes and located at 3245 
North 37th Street, Jackie Robinson Middle School, Milwaukee, Wisconsin.

Body
Whereas, The Milwaukee Board of School Directors (“MBSD”) has declared the former Jackie 
Robinson Middle School at 3245 North 37th Street to be surplus to its needs and requested 
the assistance of the Department of City Development (“DCD”) to market the property; and

Whereas, The MBSD and DCD jointly prepared a request for proposal to solicit proposals 
for the purchase and redevelopment of the former school and specified that senior housing 
would be a preferred use for redevelopment; and

Whereas, Three proposals were received prior to the established deadline and after review 
by MBSD and DCD staff, Gorman and Company was recommended to redevelop the property as 
summarized in a Land Disposition Report, a copy of which is attached to this Common 
Council File; and

Whereas, The MBSD has authorized execution of a Purchase and Sale Agreement for the 
property with Gorman and Company for the proposed redevelopment; and

Whereas, Legal title to MBSD real property is held in the name of the City of Milwaukee, 
in trust for MBSD, and conveyance of surplus MBSD property requires adoption of a 
resolution by the Common Council approving such conveyance; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the conveyance of the 
former Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 North 37th Street by MBSD is approved; and, 
be it

Further Resolved, That the proper City officials are authorized to execute all documents 
necessary to effect closure, including easements and releases of City deed restrictions 
that interfere with development or easements to the City for any public facilities; and, 
be it

Further Resolved, That the proper City officials are authorized to execute an Emerging 
Business Enterprise Agreement with the buyer.

Drafter
DCD:MFH:mfh
03/02/10/A
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..Number 
091459 

..Version 
PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE A 
..Reference 
 
..Sponsor 
ALD. WADE 
..Title 
Substitute resolution declaring surplus and approving conveyance of the former 
Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 North 37th Street by the Milwaukee Board 
of School Directors, in the 7th Aldermanic District. 
..Analysis 
This substitute resolution authorizes the City, on behalf of the Milwaukee 
Board of School Directors, to convey real property formerly used for school 
purposes and located at 3245 North 37th Street, Jackie Robinson Middle School, 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 
..Body 
Whereas, The Milwaukee Board of School Directors (“MBSD”) has declared the 

former Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 North 37th Street to be surplus 
to its needs and requested the assistance of the Department of City 
Development (“DCD”) to market the property; and 
 
Whereas, The MBSD and DCD jointly prepared a request for proposal to solicit 
proposals for the purchase and redevelopment of the former school and 
specified that senior housing would be a preferred use for redevelopment; and 
 
Whereas, Three proposals were received prior to the established deadline and 
after review by MBSD and DCD staff, Gorman and Company was recommended to 
redevelop the property as summarized in a Land Disposition Report, a copy of 
which is attached to this Common Council File; and 
 
Whereas, The MBSD has authorized execution of a Purchase and Sale Agreement 
for the property with Gorman and Company for the proposed redevelopment; and 
 
Whereas, Legal title to MBSD real property is held in the name of the City of 
Milwaukee, in trust for MBSD, and conveyance of surplus MBSD property requires 

adoption of a resolution by the Common Council approving such conveyance; and 
 
Whereas, The City Plan Commission has determined that said property is surplus 
to municipal needs; now, therefore, be it 
 
Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that surplus 
declaration and conveyance of the former Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 
North 37th Street by MBSD is approved; and, be it 
 
Further Resolved, That the proper City officials are authorized to execute all 
documents necessary to effect closure, including easements and releases of 
City deed restrictions that interfere with development or easements to the 
City for any public facilities; and, be it 
 
Further Resolved, That the proper City officials are authorized to execute an 
Emerging Business Enterprise Agreement with the buyer. 
..Drafter 

DCD:MFH:mfh 
03/04/10 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE March 4, 2010  FILE NUMBER: 091459 

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Substitute resolution declaring surplus and approving conveyance of the former Jackie Robinson Middle School at 3245 North 37th 
Street by the Milwaukee Board of School Directors, in the 7th Aldermanic District. 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Rocky Marcoux, Commissioner, Department of City Development 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 X NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:      

TOTALS      

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 



LAND DISPOSITION REPORT 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

COMMON COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

DATE 

March 2, 2010 

 

RESPONSIBLE STAFF 

Matthew Haessly, Real Estate Section (286-5736) 

 

PROPERTY 

3245 North 37th Street:  The former Jackie Robinson Middle School.  Constructed in 1926, the building is 

three stories with approximately 118,754 SF and situated on a 4.56-acre parcel.  The building has not 

been used by MPS since 2004. 

 

MPS and DCD jointly marketed the property through a Request for Proposal.  Affordable housing 

developers were targeted after MPS received a development inquiry from a tax-credit developer.  

Three proposals were received and reviewed by MPS and DCD staff.  The proposals also were 

discussed with the Sherman Park Community Association.  After community input, the proponents 

were asked for clarifications and/or revisions.  Based on review of the additional submissions, the 

Gorman proposal was recommended for approval based on financial considerations. 

 

  

 

 

BUYER 

Gorman & Company, Inc., a firm founded by Gary J. Gorman in 1984 to develop, syndicate and 

manage multi-family housing properties throughout Wisconsin.  Gorman has completed a variety of 

urban community developments in Milwaukee such as the Dr. Wesley L. Scott Living Facility, 

Metcalfe Park Homes Owner Initiative, Windsor Court, Lindsay Commons, Blue Ribbon Lofts, Majestic 

Loft Apartments, Kunzelmann-Esser Lofts, Historic Fifth Ward Lofts and the Park East Enterprise Lofts.  

Mr. Gorman also has expertise in sustainable architecture and development, finance, tax credit 

investments, historic preservation, construction and supporting emerging businesses. 

 

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

Renovation and conversion of the existing school for 64-affordable senior living apartments.  The 

project also will include approximately 14 single-family home sites along Concordia that will be rent-



to-own units or may be developed directly as owner-occupied housing.  Portions of the existing 

asphalt parking lot and playground will be converted to gardens and green space.  On-site 

parking will be provided for the apartments and single-family units. 

 

The apartments will include a mix of one, two and three-bedroom units.  Unit amenities include 

washer and dryers.  Building amenities will include a community room, crafts area, exercise room, 

business center with computers, chapel, nurse’s room, hair care facility and tenant storage areas.  

Gorman will partner with SET Ministry, Inc. to provide a variety of supportive services to eligible 

residents.  SET associates are expected to be on-site regularly to help monitor residents for health 

changes. 

 

  

  
 

The homes along Concordia are expect to range in size from 1,400 SF to 1,600 SF and will all have 

three bedrooms and two baths and a parking pad or garage.  The homes will have fluorescent 

and/or CFL lighting, high-efficiency furnaces and water heaters, energy-star rated appliances, low 

flow showerheads and aerators on sinks and lavatories, and energy-star windows with lowE 

insulated glass.  Gorman has agreed to work with the City’s Planning staff to develop plans that are 

consistent with the context of the neighborhood and that have sustainable elements. 

 
Total development costs are about $16,500,000.  The project will be financed in part through federal 

affordable housing tax credits allocated by WHEDA and historic tax credits.  Additional funding will be 

provided through conventional financing.  The Buyer is committed to a strong EBE involvement and is 

aiming for 40% EBE participation. 

 

OPTION TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

The purchase price is $600,000.  A $6,000 non-refundable Option Fee is required within 10 days of 

Common Council approval and shall be credited toward the purchase price if the sale closes prior to 

December 31, 2010. 

 



If the Buyer requires additional time to sell the tax credits or obtain firm financing or final plans, the 

Commissioner of the Department of City Development in consultation with MPS, may extend the 

option until June 30, 2011, upon submission of a $500 non-refundable renewal fee and a progress 

report on the efforts to obtain financing and plans. 

 

Closing contingencies include DCD-approval of final construction plans and firm financing.  Prior to 

closing, an Agreement for Sale that may provide for reversion of title in the event of non-

performance will be negotiated with the Buyer.  A $10,000 Performance Deposit must be submitted 

at closing and shall be held until satisfactory renovation of the building and completion of the single-

family homes.  MPS has provided copies of the Asbestos Management Plan and Site Assessment 

Underground Storage Tank Assessment report.  The City will convey the property in “as is, where is” 

condition. 

 

OTHER ACTIONS 

The MPS Finance & Personnel Committee recommended approval of an Option to Purchase with 

Gorman & Company on February 23, 2010.  The Milwaukee Board of School Directors approved the 

option on February 25, 2010, contingent on approval by the Common Council. 

 

FUTURE ACTIONS 

Upon Council approval, the Buyer will apply for affordable housing tax credits or other affordable 

housing financing mechanisms provided by WHEDA.  Closing is contingent upon Buyer submission to 

DCD for review and approval of firm financing and equity and final construction/rehabilitation plans. 
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File #:  Version: 0091495

Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:
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HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 1 of 2

powered by Legistar™



0091495  Version:File #:

Number
091495

Version
ORIGINAL

Reference
010438

Sponsor
ALD. DONOVAN

Title
Resolution authorizing acceptance of quit claim deeds dedicating land for public alley 
purposes, in the 8th Aldermanic District.

Analysis
This resolution permits the City of Milwaukee to accept quit claim deeds to dedicate land 
for public alley purposes.

Body
Whereas, In 2002, the Prince of Peace-Principe de Pas Congregation petitioned the City of 
Milwaukee (“City”) to vacate the northerly half of the alley in the block bounded by West 
Mineral Street, West Scott Street, North 24th Street and North 25th Street; and

Whereas, On December 20, 2002, the Common Council adopted File No. 010438 approving the 
alley vacation; and

Whereas, The Prince of Peace-Principe de Pas Congregation has changed its development 
plans and wishes to rededicate the previously vacated alley for public alley purposes; 
and

Whereas, Prince of Peace-Principe de Pas Congregation and Elida R. Wilbrandt have agreed 
to quit claim to the City of Milwaukee for no monetary consideration the land illustrated 
in Exhibit A, a copy of which is attached to this Common Council File, for public alley 
purposes; and

Whereas, The legal description of the property to be acquired and dedicated is as 
follows:

Parcel 1 - The west 10.00 feet of Lots 1 through 4 inclusive, the west 10.00 feet of the 
north 15.00 feet of Lot 5, the east 10.00 feet of Lots 8 through 10 inclusive, and the 
east 10.00 feet of the north 15.00 feet of Lot 11, all in Block 24 of Clark’s Addition, a 
recorded subdivision, in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 31, Township 7 North, Range 22 
East, City of Milwaukee, County of Milwaukee, State of Wisconsin

Parcel 2 - The east 10.00 feet of Lot 7 in Block 24 of Clark’s Addition, a recorded 
subdivision, in the Southwest 1/4 of Section 31, Township 7 North, Range 22 East, City of 
Milwaukee, County of Milwaukee, State of Wisconsin

; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, is authorized to accept the 
quit claim deeds from Prince of Peace-Principe de Pas Congregation and Elida R. Wilbrandt 
dedicating land for the opening of the northerly half of the alley in the block bounded 
by West Mineral Street, West Scott Street, North 24th Street and North 25th Street as 
illustrated in Exhibit A and as legally described above.

Drafter
DCD/Real Estate
YSL:ysl
03/02/10/C
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CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE 03/02/10  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing acceptance of quit claim deeds dedicating land for public alley purposes, in the 8th Aldermanic District. 

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Rocky Marcoux, Commissioner, DCD 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 X NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:      

      

      

TOTALS      

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 





PW FILE NUMBER: 091495 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Yves LaPierre Dept. of City Development 3/4/10 
  

Ald. Donovan  3/4/10 
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HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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0091362  Version:File #:

Number
091362
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference

Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
An ordinance relating to depositing construction waste at city area sanitation yards and the size of 
trailers used to transport such waste.   

Sections
79-1-12-c  rc
79-14.5     rc
81-35.9-3 am
81-35.9-4 am

Analysis
Beginning in April 2010, the department of public works intends to charge for depositing construction 
waste at city area sanitation yards. This ordinance clarifies the definition of construction waste. The 
ordinance also limits the bed size of trailers transporting construction waste to no more than 4 feet by 
8 feet, rather than a single-axle trailer specified in the current code provisions, and also limits the 
amount of construction waste being transported in a trailer to no more than 4 feet in height.

Body
The Mayor and Common Council of the City of Milwaukee do ordain as follows:

Part 1. Section 79-1-12-c of the code is repealed and recreated to read:

79-1. Definitions. 12. SOLID WASTE consists of the following categories:

c. Construction waste is waste resulting from construction or demolition, alteration or repair, including 
excavated material. This includes, but is not limited to, roofing material, brick, stones, concrete, 
lumber, drywall, paneling and other construction material and is exclusive of any waste resulting from 
a fire, any painted bricks, blocks or concrete, any asphalt, or any concrete containing iron rods.

Part 2. Section 79-14.5 of the code is repealed and recreated to read: 

79-14.5 Depositing of Construction Waste in Area Sanitation Yards.   Any person that deposits 
or causes to be deposited, dropped, dumped, discharged or left any construction waste, as defined in 
s. 79-1-12-c,  in or about the area sanitation yards of the city shall be assessed a construction debris 
charge as provided in s. 81-35.9.

Part 3. Section 81-35.9-3 and 4 of the code is amended to read:
81- 35.9. Construction Debris Charges.
3. $15 for a passenger car or sport utility vehicle with a [[single-axle]] trailer >> not exceeding 4 feet 
by 8 feet in bed size, with debris not exceeding 4 feet in height<<.
4. $20 for a pickup truck or van (3/4 ton capacity or less) with a [[single-axle]] trailer >> not exceeding 
4 feet by 8 feet in bed size, with debris not exceeding 4 feet in height<<.

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 2 of 3
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0091362  Version:File #:

LRB:
APPROVED AS TO FORM

______________________
Legislative Reference Bureau
Date: ___________________
ATTORNEY
IT IS OUR OPINION THAT THE ORDINANCE
IS LEGAL AND ENFORCEABLE

_____________________________
Office of the City Attorney
Date: _________________________
Department
 Requestor
DPW-Operations Division
Drafter
LRB10054-2
JWC
2/3/10
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CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE 02/12/2010  FILE NUMBER: 091362 

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: An ordinance relating to depositing construction waste at city area sanitation yards and the size of trailers used to transport such 
waste. 

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Wanda Booker, Sanitation Services Manager, DPW Operations, X2332 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 X NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:      

      

      

TOTALS      

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091362 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 2/12/10 
  

Preston Cole Dept. of Public Works-Operations Div.,  2/12/10 
  

Wanda Booker Dept. of Public Works-Operations Div., Sanitation 2/12/10 
   

  
 

  

   
   

      

  
 

    

  
 

    

        

         

         

         

         

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

 



..Number 

091362 

..Version 

PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE A 

..Reference 

 

..Sponsor 

THE CHAIR 

..Tit le 

A substitute ordinance relat ing to deposit ing construct ion w aste at city area 

sanitat ion yards and the size of trailers used to transport such w aste.    

 

..Sections 

79-1-12-c  rc 

79-14.5     rc 

81-35.9     rc 

 

..Analysis 

Beginning in April 2010, the department of public w orks intends to charge 

for deposit ing construct ion w aste at city area sanitat ion yards. Under the 

ordinance implementing various provisions for the 2010 city budget , 

construct ion w aste charges range from $10 to $20, depending on the type 

of vehicle used for transport ing the w aste. This ordinance modif ies these 

charges and establishes a standard charge of $15 per load and limits the size 

of a construct ion w aste load to more than 8 cubic yards. This ordinance also 

clarif ies the definit ion of construct ion w aste. 

 

..Body 

The Mayor and Common Council of the City of Milw aukee do ordain as 

follow s: 

 
Part 1. Section 79-1-12-c of the code is repealed and recreated to read: 
 

79-1. Definitions. 12. SOLID WASTE consists of the following categories: 

c. Construction waste is waste resulting from construction or demolition, 
alteration or repair, including excavated material. This includes, but is not limited 
to, roofing material, brick, stones, concrete, lumber, drywall, paneling and other 
construction material and is exclusive of any waste resulting from a fire, any 
painted bricks, blocks or concrete, any asphalt, or any concrete containing iron 
rods. 

 

Part 2. Section 79-14.5 of the code is repealed and recreated to read:  
 

79-14.5 Depositing of Construction Waste in Area Sanitation Yards.                          
Any person that deposits or causes to be deposited, dropped, dumped, 



discharged or left any construction waste, as defined in s. 79-1-12-c,  in or about 
the area sanitation yards of the city shall be assessed a construction waste 
charge as provided in s. 81-35.9. 
 
Part 3. Section 81-35.9 of the code is repealed and recreated to read: 
81- 35.9. Construction Waste Charge. 
1. The construction waste charge charged under s. 79-14.5 shall be based on a 
load size not exceeding 8 cubic yards. 
2. The construction waste charge shall be $15 per load. 
 

..LRB: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 

 

______________________ 

Legislat ive Reference Bureau 

Date: ___________________ 

..ATTORNEY 

IT IS OUR OPINION THAT THE ORDINANCE 

IS LEGAL AND ENFORCEABLE 

 

 

_____________________________ 

Off ice of the City Attorney 

Date: _________________________ 

..Department  

.. Requestor 

DPW-Operations Division 

..Drafter 

LRB10054-3 
JWC 
3/3/10 
 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091362 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 2/12/10 
3/4/10  

Preston Cole Dept. of Public Works-Operations Div.,  2/12/10 3/4/10 
 

Wanda Booker Dept. of Public Works-Operations Div., Sanitation 2/12/10 3/4/10 
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0091528  Version:File #:

Number
091528
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference

Sponsor
ALD. DAVIS
Title
An ordinance relating to commercial garbage receptacles.
Sections
79-3-2 am
79-3-4-a rn
79-3-4-2-a-1 cr
Analysis
This ordinance requires commercial areas to provide waste receptacles.  The containers shall be 
maintained in good repair and shall be free and fully accessible at all times for handling and 
collection. Sufficient containers for not less than 2 weeks’ accumulation shall be required for the 
property or business, and collection shall be made at least weekly unless arrangements are made for 
more frequent collection as required by the department of public works.  The property owner or 
operator shall ensure that the waste is removed by a private entity.  The ordinance also clarifies that 
nuisance abatement procedure specified in s. 79-3-2 does not apply to commercial waste 
receptacles.  
Body

The Mayor and Common Council of the City of Milwaukee do ordain as follows:

Part 1.  Section 79-3-2 of the code is amended to read:

79-3. Waste Containers Required.
2.  NUISANCE ABATEMENT. Where a nuisance is found to exist due to insufficient containers, an 
order shall be directed to the property owner, where practical, to furnish sufficient approved 
containers as required in this section.  >>Except for receptacles required in sub. 4-a-1<< [[Where]] 
>>where<< the owner fails to provide such containers or where it is impractical to serve such an 
order, the city shall furnish the required containers and assess the cost thereof as a lien upon the lot 
or premises involved in the same manner as any tax on real estate.

Part 2. Section 79-3-4-a of the code is renumbered 79-3-4-a-2.

Part 3.  Section 79-3-4-a-1 of the code is created to read:

4.  FOR COMMERCIAL AREAS.
a-1.  Receptacles Required.  Containers as specified under s. 79-4 or as otherwise approved by the 
commissioner shall be provided by the property owner or operator.  Containers shall be maintained in 
good repair and shall be free and fully accessible at all times for handling and collection. Sufficient 
containers for not less than 2 weeks’ accumulation shall be required for the property or business, and 
collection shall be made at least weekly unless arrangements are made for more frequent collection 
as required by the department.  The property owner or operator shall ensure the waste is removed by 
a private entity.
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0091528  Version:File #:

LRB
APPROVED AS TO FORM

_________________________
Legislative Reference Bureau
Date:_____________________
Attorney
IT IS OUR OPINION THAT THE ORDINANCE
IS LEGAL AND ENFORCEABLE

________________________
Office of the City Attorney
Date:____________________
Requestor

Drafter
MET
3/2/10
LRB10046-1
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CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE 3/4/10  FILE NUMBER: 091528 

      
    Original Fiscal Note x  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: An ordinance relating to commercial garbage receptacles. 

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Don Schaewe/Environmental Code Enforcement Manger/DNS/5569 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 x NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)    

      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:      

      

      

TOTALS      

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 
 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091528 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
  

Preston Cole Dept. of Public Works-Operations Div.,  3/4/10  
 

Wanda Booker Dept. of Public Works-Operations Div., Sanitation 3/4/10  
  

Don Schaewe Dept. of Neighborhood Services 
3/4/10 
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Legislation Details (With Text)

File #:  Version: 0090072

Status:Type: Communication In Committee

File created: In control:5/5/2009 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Communication relating to the report and recommendations of the Recycling Task Force.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: COMMITTEES, RECYCLING, REPORTS AND STUDIES

Attachments: Final Report and Recommendations, Digital recording of the April 6 2009 meeting, April 6 2009 
meeting minutes, Digital recording of the April 27 2009 meeting, April 27 2009 meeting minutes and 
exhibits, Letter to City Attorney requesting legal opinion, City Attorney's opinion, Digital recording of 
the May 18, 2009 meeting, May 18 2009 meeting minutes and exhibit, Digital recording of the June 8 
2009 meeting, June 8 2009 meeting minutes and exhibit, 6-8-09 email re letter from Mr. Lindquist 
Waukesha, June 29 2009 Notice of Recycling facility tours, 7-21-09 email and attachment from Lisa 
Schaal regarding article Tracking trash from MIT News Office, Digital recording of the July 27, 2009 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The City of Milwaukee Common Council established the Recycling Task Force (RTF) on January 
16, 2009, with the adoption of Common Council File # 081212 and amended it with Common 
Council File 090233.  

 
 
MISSION STATEMENT 
 

This Task Force was charged with conducting a comprehensive study of the fiscal and operational 
impacts of a conversion to single-stream recycling in the City of Milwaukee. The task force was 
directed to submit those findings and recommendations to the Common Council by January 11, 
2010.  

 
 
MEMBERSHIP 
 

The Recycling Task Force members consisted of five members:  
 
Preston Cole, appointed by the Commissioner of Public Works as his designee and appointed as 
chair by the Common Council President 
 
Ald. Joe Dudzik, appointed by the Common Council President 
 
Lisa Schaal, citizen member appointed by the Common Council President with experience and 
knowledge of municipal public works operations 
 
Michael Daun, appointed by the Milwaukee Comptroller as his designee 
 
Erick Shambarger, appointed by the Budget and Management Director as his designee 
 

 
MEETING DATES 
 

The Task Force held the following public meetings in 2009: 
 
April 6, 2009 
April 27, 2009 
May 18, 2009 
June 8, 2009 
June 29, 2009 
July 27, 2009 
September 14, 2009 
October 26, 2009 
December 16, 2009  
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SUMMARY  
 

During the regular meetings of the task force, members discussed a series of issues, 
questions and recommendations by task force members, the Consultant Earth 
Tech/AECOM and others relating to: 
 

• Recycling citation process; 
• Single stream recycling; 
• Recycling programs of other cities; 
• The current recycling contract; 
• The type of equipment required for the recycling program and its cost; 
• The “Pay As You Throw” program; 
• The cost of converting to a single-stream collection process; 
• Feasibility and cost/benefit of depositing collected recyclables at the existing Germantown 

facility compared to the City upgrading and using its own facility; 
• Continuation of contracting out recycling collection; and 
• Impact of the weather on impact the recycling collection and processing. 

 
The following individuals appeared at one or more of the task force meetings to answer 
questions, offer suggestions and to provide legal advice: 
 

• Mr. Rick Meyers, Department of Public Works, Sanitation Division  
• Ms. Wanda Booker, Department of Public Works, Sanitation Division  
• Mr. Donald Stone with Department of Public Works, Sanitation Division  
• Ald. Nik Kovac  
• James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau 
• Jim Michalski, Comptroller's Auditing Division 
• Deputy City Attorney Linda Burke 
• Assistant City Attorney Jay Unora with the ordinance Enforcement Division 
• Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM Consultant Firm  
• Mr. Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager with Waukesha County 
 

During the task force meetings the following presentations were made:  
 
Mr. Rick Meyers, City of Milwaukee, Environmental Recycling Specialist, gave a PowerPoint 
presentation on the City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works' current recycling program 
(APPENDIX A). 
 
Member Erick Shambarger gave a brief summary of the La Follette School of Public Affairs 
(Madison, WI) policy study on the Pay-As-You-Throw program, which was done at the request 
of the City of Milwaukee’s Department of Administration, Budget & Management Division. The 
report is titled "Impacts of Pay-As-You-Throw Municipal Solid Waste Collection" and is attached 
to this report (APPENDIX B). A copy of the report can also be found at: 
http://www.lafollette.wisc.edu/publications/workshops/2009/waste.pdf 
 
Mr. Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager with Waukesha County, gave a PowerPoint 
presentation on the Waukesha County Recycling System Study (APPENDIX C). 

http://www.lafollette.wisc.edu/publications/workshops/2009/waste.pdf
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Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM, gave a series of 
PowerPoint presentations relating to a “Recycling Facility Alternatives Study."  The “Recycling 
Facility Alternatives Study” is attached to this report (APPENDIX D). 
 
The Recycling Task Force also attended tours of the City of Milwaukee Materials Recovery 
Facility (1313 W. Mount Vernon Ave) and the Waste Management Materials Recovery Facility 
(W132 N10487 Grant Dr., Germantown, WI) on June 29, 2009. 
 
The minutes of all meetings of the Task Force are accessible on the Internet at 
http://milwaukee.legistar.com/calendar.aspx and in Common Council File #090072. 
 
Given the breadth of recycling topics and areas of examination, the task force chose to focus 
its efforts on evaluating costs and benefits associated with single stream recycling and 
continuation/renegotiation of the existing recycling contract.  The results of this focus are 
the four recommendations stated below and the material contained in the four appendixes, 
which support these recommendations.   
 

 

http://milwaukee.legistar.com/calendar.aspx
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The recommendations may require further refinement and review and may require ordinance 
amendments or contract negotiation to be implemented. Time has not allowed for a complete 
review of their legality and enforceability. 
 
We, the members of the City of Milwaukee Recycling Task Force hereby recommend the 
following: 

 
1. Implement single stream recycling within the next 1-4 years as the recycling collection and 

processing system to serve the City of Milwaukee. 
 

According to the Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, prepared by AECOM 
(APPENDIX D, Page ES-2):  
 
 “A Single stream processing means all the recyclables are collected in a single 
undivided cart and then sorted at the Material Recycling Facility (MRF).  This 
approach is more user friendly and collection friendly resulting in more recyclables 
being placed at the curb by the public and more efficient collection by the recycling 
truck operation.  Single stream collection is more user friendly because the public can 
simply consolidate all recyclables in the home and place them all in one cart without 
further sorting.  The recycling industry is moving toward single stream recycling 
nationwide.  Single stream can accommodate fully automated collection, which 
improves efficiency by allowing carts to be serviced without the driver exiting the 
vehicle.” 

 
2. Include internal and external stakeholders in a detailed investigation of the Recycling Facility 

Study’s top two options: 
 i. Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
 ii. Alternative F – Regional Single Stream MRF at Existing City Facility 
 

According to the Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, prepared by AECOM 
(APPENDIX D, pages ES-2and ES-3): 

 
“Alternative D would consist of converting the existing City MRF into a recycling 
transfer station.  A compactor and related improvements would be added to the MRF.  
The transfer station would be operated by a third party, which would transport the 
recyclables by semi truck to a processing facility.  Transfer station capital equipment 
could be provided directly by the third party firm and are estimated for this study.  For 
this evaluation, the Waste Management Recycle America (WMRA) MRF in 
Germantown was used for the cost evaluation.” 

 
“Alternative F considers Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee 
developing a MRF at the City’s existing MRF on Mount Vernon.  The City’s current 
dual stream processing would be replaced with single stream processing equipment.  
The existing equipment would be replaced entirely due to its age, size, and condition.  
The structural aspects of the facility would remain basically the same.  A cost allowance 
is included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process 
equipment.  Staffing is expected to increase from the current level based on additional 
recycling tonnage and is estimated based on the Waukesha County Report.  The 
processing would be performed by a private firm as currently done.” 
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3. Immediately implement three-week recycling collection to increase recycling volumes and 
revenues.  Schedule recycling collection and require the cart to be located at the curb or alley 
line to improve collection efficiency.  End summer walk-up driveway service except for 
hardships. 

 
According to the Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, prepared by AECOM 
(APPENDIX D, Page ES-4): 
 
“The most cost-effective method was to collect the recyclables on a three-week 
frequency with placement of the cart at the curb by the resident.   Three week frequency 
is estimated to increase recyclables volume by ten percent.” 

 
 
4. Implement Pay-As-You-Throw features for garbage collection in conjunction with increased 

recycling collection service to optimize effectiveness of both programs. 
 

According to the Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, prepared by AECOM 
(APPENDIX D, Page ES-4): 
 
“There is increasing interest in managing municipal solid waste through "Pay-As-You-
Throw" (PAYT) programs.  The most common approach is for the user to pay for a 
certain size garbage container(s) and the recycling cart is free.  The PAYT program 
results in a decrease in the trash tonnage and increase in recycling tonnage.  A 16 to 
17 percent diversion from residential trash is the average, which is generally divided 
equally among recycling, yard waste and source reduction.” 
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APPENDIX A 
 

PowerPoint presentation on the City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works'  
current recycling program 



Recycling Task Force Meeting 
April 27, 2009

Agenda Item 4:
Presentation by DPW Sanitation staff on the City’s 

recycling program

Presented by Rick Meyers, Recycling Specialist



City of Milwaukee Residential Recycling

Program History:
• 1971: drop-off sites established for glass, 

tin-cans, and newspaper
• 1977: experiment with refuse-derived fuel 

plant
• 1989: curbside pilot program initiated
• 1995: city wide curbside program 

implemented
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City of Milwaukee Residential Recycling
Program Overview:
• 190,000 single family through 4-unit properties
• 34 recycling routes in winter, 31 in summer
• 85% of HH’s serviced with 95-gallon carts picked up 

monthly (2 summer routes 2X/month)
• 15% of HH’s serviced with 18-gallon bins picked up 

weekly



Recycling Collection Details
• Dual stream program, municipal collection
• Split carts and split recycling packers
• Semi-automated, single cart system
• Single person collection crew
• High material quality with dual stream collection



Recyclables Processing & Marketing

• City owns its Materials Recovery Facility (MRF)
• Contracts out its operation & marketing of 

recyclables
• July 1, 2009 entering first of up to 5 optional 

extension years
• Could continue contract through June 30, 2014
• Contract basics:

• Per ton processing fee, annually adjusted (CPI)
• 50% revenue share from sale of processed recyclables



Milwaukee’s Materials Recovery Facility

• Dual stream processing system
• Paper fibers
• Commingled containers



City of Milwaukee MRF        
Materials Processed by Weight 

2007

Paper 63%
Plastic 7%

Metal 3%

Glass 18%

Residue 10%



City of Milwaukee MRF               
Materials Processed by Weight (2007)

Baled OCC 4%

Baled #8 ONP 51%
Green Glass 1%

Clear Glass 5%

Amber Glass 3%

Three Mix Glass 9%

Misc. Metal 0%

Loose Residue 10%

Baled Phone Books 
2%

Baled Misc Fiber 
(carrier stock) 5%

Baled Steel Cans 2%

Baled PET Containers 
4%

HDPE-Color 2%

HDPE-Natural 1%

Baled Sorted Office 
Fiber 1%

Baled Used Beverage 
Cans UBC 1%



Financial Data

Revenue to City:  $7.4 mil. to General Fund (2004-2008)

2008:
Net Revenue:   $376,395   ($15.16/T)
Avoided disposal costs: $725,896   ($29.24/T)

Total net benefit: $1,102,291   ($44.40/T)



Education and Outreach
• UW Grant outreach
• EPA RCC Recycling With a Personal Touch
• Recycling DVD, 3 segments/age groups
• Recycle For Good

– New advertisements
– Website
– Neighborhood campaigns

• Recycle More Wisconsin
• MRF tours & educational programs (Keep Greater 

Milwaukee Beautiful)



New promotional campaign launched 
Sept 30, 2008





Looking forward

• Guaranteed schedule, biweekly
• Potential changeover of some bins to carts
• Single or dual stream collection?
• Public vs. private MRF?



Required components of an effective 
recycling program (NR 544.04)

•Public information and education program

•Ordinance reflecting State law

•System for collecting recyclables from single family and 2 to 4 unit 
residences

•Equipment and staff to implement the recycling program

•Require owners of multiple family dwellings and non−residential 
facilities and properties to provide recycling at their facilities and 
properties

•A means of adequately enforcing the requirements of the effective 
recycling program

•A compliance assurance plan

•Submittal of an annual program report



Compliance Assurance Plan

•City of Milwaukee’s CAP Created in July of 2006

•The CAP, at a minimum, shall contain the procedure to 
follow when addressing at least one specific compliance 
issue

Ours:  3 scenarios
–Violations by Businesses / >4-Unit Multifamily Dwellings / Institutions
–Violations by Residents—Example of contamination of recycling cart
–Violations by Residents, Single Family through 4-plex – Example of Non-
Participation 



Recycling Violations and Penalties 



Code Violation Violation 
Frequency (within 

12 months)

Penalty

1st Written Notice

2nd $20

3rd or more $40

1st & 2nd $50 - $200

3rd or more $100 - $500

79-40 Removal of Recyclables or 
Recycling Containers

1st or more $25 - $500

1st $10

2nd or more $25

79-25 Non-compliance with separation of 
recycling materials

79-33, 
79-35

Failure to provide containers for 
collection and provide removal of 

recyclable materials by Multi-
Family Dwellings and Non-

Residential Properties

79-29 Improper Sorting and Storage of 
Recyclable Materials



Properties Enforced in 2008

2008 Enforcement 
by Property Type
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Enforcement

• Recycling assistance integrated into enforcement process
• Compliance Summary through 2008

• 161 properties enforced (145 attained compliant status)
• 30 special charges issued totaling $3,850.64

• Compliance Summary 2008 alone
• 65 properties enforced (50 attained compliant status)
• 23 special charges issued totaling $3,047.38

• Cart contamination
• 2006: 315 notices issued resulting in 141 special charges 

totaling $2,775 
• 2007: 667 notices issued resulting in 379 special charges 

totaling $11,215
• 2008: 661 notices issued resulting in 353 special charges 

totaling $9,915



Recycling Tons, Wisconsin RUs

Data taken from Appendix 3 “Recycling Tons in Wisconsin 25 Largest Responsible 
Units”, of the Audit of the City of Milwaukee Recycling Program, June 2008

Top RUs by Population Total Household 
Recyclables per Capita 
(lbs.)

Rank                                   
(out of 25 largest RUs)

Milwaukee 86.4 24

Waukesha, County 157.6 7

Madison 137.7 11

Outagamie, County 187 1

Green Bay 146.5 10

Eau Claire, County 123.3 17

Kenosha 123.8 16

Racine 107.3 20



Residential Recycling in the U.S.
City Residential 

Recycling Rate
Frequency How collected

Columbus 12% Weekly Commingled

Austin 28% Weekly Source-Separated

Memphis 27% Weekly Commingled

Baltimore 27% Weekly Source-Separated

MILWAUKEE 25% Monthly Source-Separated

Fort Worth 20.6% Weekly Commingled

Charlotte 11.5% Weekly Commingled

El Paso 2% NA NA

Boston 23% Weekly Source-Separated

Data taken from Appendix 5 “Municipal Recycling in the U.S.- 30 largest cities by 
population”, of the Audit of the City of Milwaukee Recycling Program, June 2008



Possible Incentive Programs
• PAYT
• Recycle Bank

– Need at least 10,000 households on a set schedule to start a 
pilot program

– Some communities that utilize Recycle Bank also have a PAYT 
system
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APPENDIX B 
 

Impacts of Pay-As-You-Throw Municipal Solid Waste Collection Study
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This report was generated primarily for the educational benefit of its student 
authors. The purpose of the project was to improve their analytical skills by 
applying them to an issue with a substantial policy or management component. 
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School degrees in public affairs. 
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Executive Summary  

This report analyzes the possible implementation of a pay-as-you-throw (PAYT) 
user fee system for municipal solid waste (MSW) collection in the City of 
Milwaukee. PAYT collection systems serve more than 25 percent of the U.S. 
population and more than half of Wisconsin communities. These programs 
replace flat fees with charges based on the quantity of MSW generated per 
household. PAYT systems may cause residents to recognize the cost of their 
individual disposal habits and reduce their waste. Pay-As-You-Throw can also 
promote behavioral change in the form of greater recycling. Municipalities and 
residents find these systems to be equitable, since those who generate more  
waste pay more for collection services. PAYT revenue may also provide  
financial benefits to the city by fully compensating program costs.  

Milwaukee charges each household $150 per year for MSW and recycling 
services. This flat rate creates insufficient revenue for complete program  
cost recovery. Milwaukee wishes to pursue a PAYT user fee system that  
fully pays for the MSW and recycling programs, particularly as landfill  
rates charged for waste disposal continue to rise.  

Our analysis draws upon research from the U.S. Environmental Protection  
Agency (EPA), academic studies, City of Milwaukee MSW and recycling data, 
contacts with MSW equipment suppliers, and a survey of 10 comparable U.S.  
cities using PAYT systems. We assess three program options for Milwaukee:  
the status quo, a multiple cart system with pricing based on household waste cart 
size, and a weight-based program that charges per pound of refuse collected. We 
examine each alternative based on metrics of efficiency, effectiveness, equity, and 
ease of implementation to determine which MSW system best suits Milwaukee.  

We recommend a weight-based PAYT system for Milwaukee.  
The weight-based model offers the greatest efficiency and creates the greatest 
incentive to reduce waste. This alternative also scores highest in equity measures. 
In contrast, the current system and multiple carts allow greater disparities between 
the price per unit paid by households with low levels of MSW disposal and the 
prices paid by those with high levels. The weight-based system also requires less 
capital investment than a multiple cart system.  

We also recommend a series of implementation measures to ease the transition  
to a PAYT system. Recycling rates rise an average of 16–17 percent in PAYT 
communities. Increasing the frequency of recycling collection (as recommended 
in the 2008 Audit of the City of Milwaukee Recycling Program) before PAYT is 
instituted would prepare residents and city staff before the anticipated increase  
in recycling. In addition, Milwaukee should conduct a pilot program to review 
equipment performance, implement new billing software, and gauge program 
acceptance. Steps to enhance responsiveness to the PAYT program include 
education and outreach, billing comparisons to show customer savings for  
MSW reductions, and collection of program feedback from pilot households. 
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Introduction  
  
This report examines the City of Milwaukee’s solid waste and recycling 
collection structure and fees. Milwaukee charges each household an annual $150 
flat fee for municipal solid waste (MSW) and recycling collection. This fee does 
not fully cover Milwaukee’s cost for providing the services and charges each 
household the same rate, regardless of the amount of solid waste it generates.  
  
More than 7,000 U.S. communities operate pay-as-you-throw (PAYT) municipal 
solid waste collection systems as an alternative to traditional flat rates. This report 
includes a comparative analysis of PAYT implementation and impacts in U.S. 
cities similar to Milwaukee. The analysis also examines potential impacts of 
reduced solid waste generation should Milwaukee implement a variable price 
structure. To evaluate the policy alternatives, the report considers the efficiency, 
effectiveness, equity, and ease of implementation in the current program, a 
multiple cart PAYT alternative, and a weight-based PAYT alternative.  
 
Research Question  
Which PAYT garbage collection system, that can be practically implemented, 
most effectively covers Milwaukee’s solid waste and recycling costs while 
equitably charging residents for their solid waste output?  
  
Definitions  
The following definitions are used in this report:  
  

 Bin: A small container used for recycling collection, typically less than  
20 gallons in size.  

 Cart: A wheeled receptacle used for municipal solid waste, recycling, or 
yard waste collection. Typical cart sizes range from 30 to 128 gallons.  

 Municipal solid waste (MSW): Household garbage that is taken to a 
landfill or incinerator.  

 Pay-as-you-throw (PAYT): Any MSW collection system that charges 
users a variable price based on the amount of waste they dispose of. PAYT 
systems are typically volume-based, but some are weight-based.  

 Recycling: Any goods accepted by the municipal recycling program.  
It is illegal to dispose of recyclables in a landfill, although this is rarely 
enforced (Prohibitions on Land Disposal and Incineration 2008).  

 Tipping fee: The charge, typically in dollars per ton, for unloading  
solid waste at a landfill.  
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Background  
  
Traditional municipal solid waste programs charge households a flat fee for MSW 
collection and/or include garbage collection fees as part of the property tax levy. 
The rate per household applies uniformly regardless of the amount of waste gen-
erated. PAYT solid waste programs utilize variable rates that charge households 
for collection based on the amount of MSW they generate. PAYT systems fall 
into volume-based and weight-based categories, described in the following 
section (U.S. EPA 2008b).  
  
Volume-Based PAYT Systems  
These systems charge variable rates based on the volume of municipal solid waste 
a household generates. Volume-based PAYT systems commonly take three 
implementation forms: 
  

1. Prepaid bags: This system uses uniquely colored or marked trash bags for 
solid waste collection. Residents purchase the bags from the municipality 
or local retail outlets, and they must place all garbage in these bags. The 
cost per bag is set to cover all or part of the solid waste collection service 
plus a small fee for retail outlets distributing the bags.  
Advantages: Prepaid bag systems are relatively easy to administer, simple 
for customers to understand, and provide a strong incentive for customers 
to reduce their MSW. Prepaid bag systems are compatible with existing 
billing systems and may allow for the elimination of billing for MSW 
collection all together.  
Disadvantages: Prepaid bag systems are incompatible with the automated 
and semi-automated MSW collection trucks used by most mid-sized and 
large municipalities as they require collectors to manually check the bags 
and load them into the truck. Prepaid bag systems also result in unsteady 
revenue streams for the municipality since customers may purchase large 
numbers of bags at one time and then none for a number of months. Non-
compliant bags are generally not collected, which can lead to solid waste 
accumulation for households. 

 
2. Prepaid tags: This system functions similarly to prepaid bag systems, 

except residents purchase tags or stickers to attach to their own trash bags.  
Advantages: Prepaid tag systems have the same advantages as prepaid 
bag systems with the additional advantage that tags are smaller than bags 
and easier for retailers to handle.  
Disadvantages: Prepaid tags have the same disadvantages as prepaid bags.  

 
3. Multiple cart sizes: This system uses different sized MSW carts and 

charges residents based on the size of their cart. Most municipalities using 
this system offer two or three cart sizes, although some offer as many as 
six. Many communities using multiple carts also utilize a prepaid bag or 
tag system for MSW items exceeding the cart size.  
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Advantages: Multiple cart programs are compatible with automated and 
semi-automated MSW collection vehicles used in many municipalities. In 
municipalities moving from a single cart program to a multiple cart 
program, customers are already familiar with how the cart and collection 
system works. Multiple cart programs are relatively easy to administer 
once the billing system is established.  
Disadvantages: Multiple cart systems provide no economic incentive to 
customers to reduce their waste unless they can reduce it enough to move 
to a smaller cart size; this can be partially overcome by offering a large 
number of cart sizes. The purchase of a large number of carts to 
implement the program and billing administration can be costly for 
municipalities.  

  
Weight-Based PAYT Systems  
These systems weigh MSW during collection and bill residents per pound of 
MSW they generate.  
  

1. Truck-mounted scales: Most weight-based systems utilize carts and a 
scale on the collection vehicle. The collection vehicle scans a bar code or 
radio frequency tag on the cart, weighs the cart as it is emptied, and 
records the cart number and weight in an on-board computer. This 
information is then uploaded into the billing system.  
Advantages: Weight-based systems provide the greatest incentive for 
residents to reduce waste, as they can see a clear cost reduction with even 
small reductions in waste. Weight-based systems are compatible with 
automated and semi-automated collection vehicles when outfitted with the 
appropriate equipment. The systems are simple to understand and 
generally perceived as the most equitable form of PAYT (Skumatz 1995).  
Disadvantages: The equipment needed to accurately weigh MSW and bill 
residents may be complicated and more expensive than other options (U.S. 
EPA 1994). Additionally, billing administration can be more complex. To 
date, weight-based PAYT programs in the United States have been limited 
to a number of pilot programs and a handful of municipalities. 

  
Despite disadvantages in all PAYT systems, numerous communities nationwide 
have found it beneficial to adopt various forms of these systems to reduce solid 
waste output, promote greater equity, and increase recycling by residents 
(Miranda and Aldy 1996; Skumatz and Freeman 2006).  
 
PAYT Links to Recycling 
Successful PAYT programs operate in conjunction with comprehensive recycling 
programs. This allows residents to reduce much of their waste, and therefore their 
MSW bill, by increasing their recycling rates. The municipality benefits to the 
extent that recycling lowers landfill tipping fees and potentially increases revenue 
from the resale of recyclables.  
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Milwaukee operates a residential recycling program that collects recyclables 
monthly from the majority of households using 95-gallon carts, although a portion 
of the city uses 18-gallon bins and receives weekly collection. In 2008, the 
Milwaukee Comptroller conducted an audit of the city’s recycling program at the 
request of the Common Council. The audit highlighted anecdotal evidence that 
many households completely fill their recycling carts in less than one month 
(Morics 2008). This implies that residents have little opportunity to increase their 
recycling rates under the monthly collection schedule and, as a result, residents 
may encounter difficulty reducing their MSW output. The audit recommended 
that Milwaukee conduct feasibility studies of moving to biweekly recycling 
collection throughout the city (Morics 2008). Biweekly collection allows 
households that fill their recycling carts before collection to increase their 
recycling rates. Increased residential recycling presumably results in less solid 
waste, which in turn results in smaller MSW bills for households under a PAYT 
program and lower tipping fees for the city. 
 
To implement a successful PAYT program, the city must ensure that residents are 
able to recycle as much of their waste as possible. Monthly recycling collection 
provides inadequate opportunity for residents to increase recycling rates. 
Implementation of a PAYT system should be accompanied with an increase in 
residential recycling capacity, accomplished through increased collection 
frequency. 
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Rationale for PAYT  
  
More than 7,000 American communities operate PAYT systems, covering  
25 percent of the population and 30 percent of the nation’s largest cities.  
This has led to the diversion of 6.5 million tons of MSW per year from landfills. 
Wisconsin ranks among the states with the most communities using PAYT 
systems, with more than 500 programs (Skumatz and Freeman 2006).  
  
PAYT offers a market-based solution that encourages behavioral changes that 
serve the public welfare (Folz and Giles 2002). Economists often advocate unit-
pricing approaches like PAYT because of their efficiency (Van Houtven and 
Morris 1999). Residents frequently overuse solid waste services in a flat fee 
system because local tax levies or flat fees for solid waste collection remain 
largely invisible to consumers (Van Houtven and Morris 1999). Essentially, flat 
fees and property-tax-based MSW systems break the link between the act of 
discarding waste and the payment for collection services. Households face the 
same cost regardless of how much MSW they generate, with little or no incentive 
to produce less waste. This can lead people to generate more MSW than they 
would if charged a variable rate.  
  
In contrast, PAYT systems support efficiency and effectiveness goals by 
assigning proportional charges to various levels of service. A properly designed 
unit pricing system charges households based on the amount of waste 
management services they use (Van Houtven and Morris 1999). Many PAYT 
systems reduce overall MSW, allowing cities to extend collection routes, reduce 
the size and increase the automation of truck fleets, and reduce the number of 
collection crews or crew sizes. Less MSW may also reduce landfill tipping fees 
and the city’s transportation costs and extend landfill life (Folz and Giles 2002). 
Additionally, PAYT systems promote equity because they reflect individual 
MSW service usage and enable residents to exercise some control over their solid 
waste collection costs (Skumatz and Freeman 2006; Folz and Giles 2002).  
  
PAYT systems encourage recycling and composting. According to a Duke 
University study, communities experience a 20–35 percent increase in the weight 
of materials going through their recycling and composting programs after imple-
menting PAYT (Miranda and Aldy 1996). Milwaukee’s main recycling facility 
operates at only half capacity, ready to process additional recycling expected 
under a PAYT system (R. Meyers, personal communication February 26, 2009).  
  
Overall, PAYT provides a link between behavior and bills. Research shows that 
the average tonnage of waste disposed is 16–17 percent less in PAYT commu-
nities than comparable non-PAYT communities, with approximately one-third  
of this reduction attributable to source reduction, one-third to increased recycling, 
and one-third to composting. PAYT proves to be one of the most cost-effective 
methods to promote waste reduction (Harrison 2000).  
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Methodology  
 
This section describes the methods of our investigation of PAYT programs 
employed in United States cities comparable to Milwaukee. This section also 
describes the methods, data, assumptions, and limitations in developing our 
quantitative analysis of the policy alternatives.  
 
Comparable City Selection  
We investigated PAYT programs in American cities that are comparable to  
Milwaukee to better understand the potential costs, benefits, and other impacts  
of implementing PAYT in Milwaukee. Identification of eligible cities began with 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s website, which provides extensive 
resources on PAYT communities and programs (U.S. EPA 2008a). Initial criteria 
for comparable cities included populations between approximately 250,000 and 
750,000, although a few cities beyond this range were included to broaden the 
selection, including Eau Claire, the largest municipality in Wisconsin using PAYT.  
  
We also considered racial and ethnic composition, income and poverty data,  
and the ratio of owner- versus renter-occupied housing when selecting the most 
comparable cities. Finally, we included climate, particularly annual snowfall, 
because municipal snow removal equipment and labor needs overlap with that  
of MSW collection in Milwaukee. The additional data came from the U.S. Census 
Bureau’s American FactFinder webpage (http://factfinder.census.gov) and the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Satellite and Information 
Service webpage (http://cdo.ncdc.noaa.gov). From this research, we established 
an initial sample of 14 comparative cities.  
  
Comparable Cities Data Collection  
We collected PAYT program information specific to each city in the sample  
from each city’s official website. We eliminated Eau Claire from the comparison 
because the city uses a system of multiple private haulers, each offering slight 
variations of PAYT that would have little in common with a Milwaukee program.  
  
Next, in March 2009, we telephoned individuals working for each of the 
remaining 13 municipalities. Initial contact targets included directors of public 
works or solid waste or recycling management departments. If our first contacts 
were unable to provide specific information regarding PAYT, we asked them to 
direct us to a source better able to do so. Upon reaching the appropriate contact, 
we confirmed the details of the city’s PAYT program. At this point, we elimi-
nated Albuquerque, New Mexico, because the city’s program details did not 
represent full PAYT implementation, and Oakland, California, due to an inability 
to access data from the city’s private contractor. San Francisco, California, gave 
no response after repeated contact attempts, resulting in a final pool of 10 compar-
ative cities. Similarities to Milwaukee among the final sample of comparable 
cities are depicted in Table 1. Appendix A describes the criteria used to  
determine each city’s comparability to Milwaukee in given categories.  
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Table 1: Responding City Comparison 

City  Population 
Racial 
Composition

Median 
Household 
Income 

Families 
Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Owner‐
Occupied 
Housing  Climate 

Milwaukee, WI  602,782 

45% white/ 
55% non‐
white or 
mixed race  $35,233  21%  49% 

seasonal 
snow 

Most Comparable to Milwaukee 
Fort Worth, TX  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  No 
Lansing, MI  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 
Minneapolis, MN  No  No  Yes  Yes  Yes  Yes 
Sacramento, CA  Yes  Yes  No  Yes  Yes  No 

Moderately Comparable to Milwaukee 
Austin, TX  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes  No 
Grand Rapids, MI  No  No  Yes  Yes  No  Yes 
Portland, OR  Yes  No  No  Yes  Yes  No 

Least Comparable to Milwaukee 
Plano, TX  No  No  No  No  No  No 
San Jose, CA  No  Yes  No  No  No  No 
Seattle, WA  Yes  No  No  No  Yes  No 

Sources: Barrett (2007), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Satellite and 
Information Service (2009), U.S. Census Bureau (2005‐2007)  
  
We asked our final contact within each city to complete a survey administered 
electronically using SurveyMonkey (http://www.surveymonkey.com). The survey 
questions were designed to obtain a more detailed understanding of PAYT imple-
mentation, effectiveness, and other issues specific to each city. When possible,  
we created multiple choice questions based on our research of typical PAYT 
programs in order to make the survey more user-friendly. We also provided 
opportunities for the respondent to expand on answers in narrative form. Seven 
contacts responded immediately. The remaining three cities were resent the sur-
vey after seven to 10 days passed without response and each city subsequently 
responded. In total, we received 100 percent survey response from our 10 com-
parative city sample. See Appendix B for the complete survey and responses.  
  
Milwaukee MSW Generation Distribution  
The City of Milwaukee does not collect household level data regarding the 
amount of MSW residents generate. The finest level of data available for this 
analysis lists the average weight of solid waste collected per route during an 
eight-month period in 2007 (City of Milwaukee 2007). These data allow for 
analysis of routes and provide an overall average MSW weight per household. 
However, without more specific data, the distribution of average MSW weight  
per household remains unknown. In other words, we cannot know exact amounts 
of solid waste each household generates.  
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The lack of household-level MSW data presents particular problems with regard 
to the multiple cart PAYT program alternative. Knowing household MSW output 
allows us to estimate the number of households that will choose each cart size and 
appropriately set pricing for the different sizes. The lack of data also creates prob-
lems in determining an equity index for this project. The equity index serves as a 
measure of price paid per unit of MSW by households. To overcome these data 
limitations we made certain assumptions and produced multiple scenarios about 
the distribution of MSW in Milwaukee (see Appendix C for full details). 
  
Setting Prices for Each Alternative  
A program’s full cost recovery depends on accurate establishment of prices  
for MSW collection. Prices represent the total amount of money paid for col-
lection services, whether as a flat fee, volumetric charge, bag or tag price,  
or a combination of these charges. Costs that need to be recovered include 
personnel expenses, administrative costs, capital costs, collection expenses,  
and tipping fees.  
 
Of these expenses, only the tipping fee varies significantly with the amount  
of MSW collected. To illustrate this, consider two households. One household 
disposes of 1 pound of waste per week, while the other disposes of 100 pounds 
each week. Milwaukee’s collection costs for both households are the same, but 
disposing of the waste from the one pound household costs much less than from 
the 100 pound household. However, Milwaukee’s tipping fee constitutes only  
a fraction of the overall cost of the program. 
 
Given this, we determined that the PAYT alternatives should have a flat base  
fee with a variable fee added to it. The base prices described in this section 
partially cover the fixed collection costs to Milwaukee, while the variable fee 
reflects the amount of MSW disposed as well as some of the fixed costs.  
 
Pricing for the Status Quo was left at the 2009 rate of $150 per year.  
  
Pricing for Alternative I, Multiple Cart Sizes, was complex. For this 
alternative, we devised scenarios using the standard deviations described in 
Appendix C to find the maximum number of households that might change 
from their current 95-gallon cart to a 32- or 64-gallon cart. We set annual 
cart prices at $48 for a 32-gallon cart, $96 for a 64-gallon cart, and $144 for 
a 95-gallon cart; this represents a $4 difference per month between each cart 
size. The pricing differential of $4 per month is low relative to comparative 
cities but large enough to remain visible on residents’ bills. We placed these 
annual cart prices into a formula established to set the base price assuming 
full cost recovery. The base price plus the cart price equals the total cost  
for MSW collection per household. 
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Establishing pricing for Alternative II, the Weight-Based Program, was 
relatively straightforward: We placed the base price of $50 per year into  
a formula specifying both full cost recovery for the program and the amount 
of MSW generated each year. The formula produced the price per ton of 
MSW that the City would charge to customers based on those factors.  
This price could then be converted into a price per pound that customers 
understand is more easily.  
 
Sample budget and pricing tables for the status quo and each alternative  
are presented in Appendix D.  
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Comparative Cities Analysis  
  
Our survey results from comparable cities show that Milwaukee would be a 
relative pioneer in choosing to implement PAYT. Few similarly sized American 
cities with PAYT programs exist. Moreover, we find no PAYT systems in 
Midwest cities with population, climate, and demographics similar to Milwaukee. 
Given this, we identified cities using PAYT programs with roughly the same 
profile as Milwaukee. Although Milwaukee remains distinct within the profile  
of PAYT communities, experiences with the impacts of other PAYT systems 
nationwide provide valuable information, as many cities resemble Milwaukee in 
one or more of the comparable criteria categories (see Table 1 and Appendix A).  
  
Survey Responses  
The complete survey and survey responses are provided in Appendix B. 
 
Program Descriptions  
The PAYT systems surveyed function under varying conditions. All comparable 
programs service residential homes. In addition, 90 percent of these municipalities 
collect MSW from two- to four-unit multifamily residences; 30 percent include 
PAYT in multifamily homes beyond five units. Approximately 44 percent of  
the cities have unionized municipal employees. Another 22 percent employ  
non-unionized municipal collectors, and one-third utilize contract labor. 
 
Eight of the 10 survey cities operate with multiple cart systems. The remaining 
two cities use bag and tag systems only. Of the eight multiple cart communities, 
three cities use a three-cart system. Two additional cities began with three-cart 
systems, then later added 10–20 gallon “micro-can” sizes. Cities most comparable 
to Milwaukee, where at least four of the six criteria match “yes” in Table 1, 
include Fort Worth, Sacramento, and Minneapolis. Each uses multiple cart 
systems. 
 
Many cities using multiple cart systems identified customer choice and a variety 
of household family sizes as reasons for their cart size offerings. Eighty percent  
of responding communities identified increasing recycling as a goal tied to their 
programs. Seventy percent also wanted to increase their municipality’s diversion 
rates, decrease trash output, and promote equity by charging unit rates with 
variable pricing systems.  
  
Most comparable cities allow MSW in excess of the cart limit for an additional 
fee. Three cities require prepaid bags or tags for additional waste. These items  
are available for purchase at grocery stores or retail outlets. Three other cities 
collect MSW beyond the cart limit and bill the household for additional service. 
One city allows bulky waste set outs beyond the cart limit one time per month. 
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Program Implementations 
Two-thirds of the PAYT communities surveyed conducted pilot programs in their 
implementation process. Examples include a one-year pilot of 3,000 households 
in Austin and pilots with 17 neighborhoods in San Jose. Full-scale implemen-
tation varied by municipality. While Austin used a three year phase-in process  
for PAYT, five other communities moved directly from pilot programs to full 
implementation, and three cities moved directly from flat rate systems to full 
implementation without a phase-in period.  
  
Almost 90 percent of the comparable cities promoted their PAYT programs  
to residents through education and outreach efforts. Cities used a broad range  
of techniques, from information included with the utility bill to public service 
announcements on radio and television, press releases, advertising, and news 
articles.  
 
Seven cities identified a need for program change in conjunction with or 
subsequent to implementation. These include the introduction of smaller can sizes 
and changes such as switching recycling to carts from bins that are unrelated to 
the institution of PAYT. Six cities required administrative or billing changes for 
their MSW program. Necessary investments included software purchases; system 
adjustments for each new can size; expanded customer data, including tracking 
carts by serial number; and, in some cases, entire billing system overhauls. 
Specific cost estimates for enacting such changes were not specified by survey 
respondents and follow-up calls to comparable cities yielded no specific 
investment amounts.  
 
Program Results  
Seven of the 10 cities surveyed report decreases in MSW tonnage under their 
PAYT systems. Reductions varied in terms of landfilled tonnage and actual MSW 
collected. For example, Fort Worth reports a 12.5 percent tonnage decline and 25 
percent less in MSW collections. San Jose reports average weekly household 
MSW rates at approximately 96 gallons prior to PAYT and averages near 32 
gallons per household after program implementation. Austin reports an initial 
decrease in tonnage that leveled off in subsequent years. Three respondent cities 
indicate tonnage rates similar or higher under a PAYT system to that under flat 
rates. Respondents report total landfill diversion rates from 22 percent in Fort 
Worth to 52 percent in Sacramento and 60 percent in San Jose. 
 
These findings reinforce research that shows households alter disposal behaviors, 
purchasing habits, and recycling rates to reduce output with a PAYT system 
(Skumatz and Freeman 2006). The research and our comparable cities survey 
show no noticeable illegal dumping or additional littering as a method for 
residents to reduce the MSW in their carts (Van Houtven and Morris 1999; 
Skumatz 2008). Instead, the survey shows 80 percent of cities report recycling 
increases that complement MSW reduction. Fort Worth indicates an average 
weekly household increase in recycling from 3.92 pounds in 2002 before PAYT, 
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to 11.59 pounds the year after PAYT implementation, and 13.54 pounds in 2008. 
Other cities reflect similar results, with recycling tonnage rising from 12,000 tons 
per year to 40,000 tons per year in Sacramento and a 23 percent increase in 
Portland. The two municipalities without increases have recycling rates similar to 
those seen before PAYT. 
 
Some limitations of PAYT systems are apparent in the survey results. Only two-
thirds of responding municipalities achieve full cost recovery under their 
programs. Another 11 percent report higher revenues under PAYT, but fall short 
of cost recovery, and two cities, or 22 percent, indicate the same revenues now as 
they experienced prior to PAYT. However, these shortfalls represent a program 
design limitation and are not PAYT specific. Fort Worth initially experienced 
some difficulty with full implementation due to the large number of households 
served. Portland also notes the revenue difficulty for municipalities due to low 
recycling resale rates in current recessionary economic conditions. Austin finds 
inefficiency with the additional prepaid bags outside carts, due to incompatibility 
with a semi-automated collection system. Despite pricing structures to encourage 
the use of a larger bin size as opposed to extra bags, some residents continue to 
use additional bags. 
 
Comparative Cities Summary  
Overall, the majority of comparable cities with PAYT programs use multiple  
cart systems. These programs work with union and non-union labor hired by the 
municipality or a contractor. Sixty percent of municipalities reported a need to 
retrain collection employees on the new system, which generally included minor 
actions, not significant investments. Nearly all survey cities took steps to prepare, 
such as resident education efforts, pilot programs, or both, before introducing 
PAYT to their communities. Many cities also adjusted their billing systems to 
accommodate variable pricing, but respondents did not specify adjustments or 
associated costs. 
 
Once implemented, the comparable cities generally experienced MSW tonnage 
declines paired with recycling increases. Two multiple cart cities added more cart 
sizes in later years in the form of 10-20 gallon “micro-cans” in response to MSW 
reduction trends. Other cities reported only modest gains in terms of revenue and 
MSW reductions under PAYT, and a few results could be considered neutral. 
Other limitations under PAYT include insufficient pricing gaps to create incentive 
for cart size changes and inconveniences from manual pickup of additional bags 
or tagged items. 
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Policy Options and Analysis  
 
This section describes the three policy alternatives evaluated in this report: the 
status quo solid waste collection program, PAYT using multiple solid waste cart 
sizes, and PAYT using weight-based solid waste collection. The alternatives are 
analyzed in the context of the evaluative criteria of efficiency, effectiveness, 
equity, and ease of administration. 
 
Selecting Viable Alternatives  
The administrative and equipment capabilities of Milwaukee and information 
gathered from comparable cities narrow the list of appropriate PAYT policies for 
analysis. Among specific PAYT options, both weight-based and volume-based 
systems serve as feasible options.  
  
Within volume-based options, bag and tag PAYT programs are widespread 
throughout Wisconsin and the United States (U.S. EPA 1999a). These programs 
offer relatively simple administration and eliminate the need for a billing system 
(Folz and Giles 2002). However, bag and tag programs require manual collection 
of MSW to ensure residents’ proper use, along with a distribution system through 
local retailers or the municipality for selling the appropriate supplies. Manual 
collection aligns best with smaller communities. The largest bag or tag system in 
Wisconsin operates in Manitowoc, with a population of approximately 34,000; 
Milwaukee is approximately 18 times larger in population and faces significantly 
different logistical challenges relative to small communities (U.S. EPA 1999b). 
Many communities including Milwaukee have moved to automated or semi-
automated collection systems to speed MSW collection and reduce potential 
workers’ compensation claims stemming from lifting and moving trash bags into 
trucks. Bag and tag systems lack compatibility with automated or semi-automated 
collection vehicles, like those used in Milwaukee. Milwaukee’s size and semi-
automated collection system eliminate bag and tag programs from further 
consideration in our analysis.  
  
The remainder of this section compares the City of Milwaukee’s current MSW 
and recycling collection program with two alternatives: a weight-based program 
and a multiple cart system.  
  
Policy Criteria for Evaluation  
The following policy goals guide our evaluation of the alternatives. Appendix E 
provides a detailed description of the development of the criteria.  
  

 Efficiency: An efficient PAYT system diverts the greatest amount of 
MSW, while charging the lowest possible fee for customers and using the 
fewest taxpayer dollars in the long run. To evaluate this, we consider 
capital investments relative to potential savings and new benefits of the 
PAYT alternatives. Full program cost recovery also serves as an efficiency 
metric for Milwaukee. We define cost recovery as the percentage of 
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program expenses paid by program income.  
 

 Effectiveness: Guidelines for effectiveness include resident compliance 
with the collection program. Physical impacts, such as changes in MSW 
diversion and recycling rates, also measure effectiveness. A more effective 
program creates higher MSW diversion and recycling rates. 
 

 Equity: Equity measures the ability of a program to charge residents 
based on the amount of service they consume, or, in other words, the 
amount of solid waste they generate. We defined an equity index to 
consistently measure the relative fairness of each policy alternative. This 
index shows the ratio of the prices paid between those that generate the 
most MSW and those that generate the least. An index of 1.0 indicates  
the most equitable system possible, where all residents pay the same  
price for each unit of MSW they generate. By comparison, an index  
of 2.0 indicates that households generating the least MSW pay twice  
as much per unit of MSW as those generating the most waste.  
 

 Ease of implementation: This criterion examines the administrative 
requirements of the status quo and alternatives to compare the structural 
changes and information dissemination necessary for implementation.  

  
We also consider political feasibility in our analysis. Because the City of 
Milwaukee has expressed interest in a PAYT program, we believe a full  
analysis of benefits and limitations under various alternatives will yield  
an acceptable result for the client. Therefore, feasibility discussion within  
each alternative occurs within the cost and administrative aspects listed  
in our policy goals, rather than as a stand-alone criterion for evaluation. 
 
Status Quo: Current Milwaukee MSW and Recycling Collection Program  
Milwaukee’s solid waste program provides weekly collection of refuse from all 
single-family and multi-family homes with up to four units, totaling approxi-
mately 190,000 households. Recycling collection using 95-gallon carts occurs 
approximately once per month for most households, although 15 percent of 
households have weekly recycling collection using 18-gallon bins. Households 
pay a $150 annual flat fee for MSW and recycling collection, which covers 
approximately 91 percent of the $35.7 million combined program budgets for 
2009. Milwaukee covers remaining costs through revenue from the resale of 
recyclables, state recycling grants, and the local property tax levy. 
 
Households place their solid waste in 95-gallon carts, which two-person crews 
empty weekly using semi-automated collection trucks. The semi-automated 
system requires operators to connect the cart to the truck, which then automa-
tically empties the cart. Households may request a second cart at no additional 
charge if they consistently produce more than 95 gallons of MSW per week. 
Residents may also place up to 4 cubic yards of additional solid waste out  
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with the cart for collection at no charge. More than 4 cubic yards of waste  
or large items require special pickup at a $50 fee. Table 2 depicts the various 
services and charges under the status quo.  
  
Table 2: Description of Status Quo: Current Milwaukee MSW Collection System  
Type of System  Single cart size 
Size of MSW Carts  95‐gallons 
Charge for Single‐Cart Service  $150/year ($12.50/month) 
Charge for Additional Carts  $0  
Charge for Additional MSW (Not in Cart)  $0 (up to 4 cubic yards/week) 
Charge for Special Pickup (Large Items)  $50/pickup 
Charge for Recycling Collection  $0 (included in MSW collection fees) 

Source: R. Meyers, personal communication January 30, 2009 
  
Most Milwaukee households also use 95-gallon carts for recycling collection. 
These carts have a divided interior for separation of paper recyclables from glass, 
metal, and plastic recyclables. No set schedule exists, but Milwaukee collects 
recycling approximately once per month. Approximately 28,000 households use 
18-gallon bins for their recycling collection. Bin use occurs in central city areas 
that have a majority of rental properties and alley pick-up service rather than 
curbside collection. Milwaukee collects bin recyclables weekly on set days.  
  
Recycling markets continue to experience sharp variability with the recent 
economic downturn. Milwaukee contracts with Waste Management Recycle 
America to process and market recyclables at an annually adjusted fee of more 
than $40 per ton. The proceeds from the resale of recyclables are split evenly 
between the city and Waste Management Recycle America. In 2008, the City 
received resale revenue of $58 per ton, resulting in a net income of $18 per ton 
after paying the processing fee. The 2009 budget figures in Table 3 rely on 
projected recycling resale revenues of $40 per ton. Due to recycling resale 
declines, the City expects zero net revenue after paying for processing. Should 
recycling resale values drop below $40 per ton, the total cost and cost per 
household figures may rise for collection services. However, overall cost savings 
can still be achieved relative to landfilling as the landfill tipping fee is avoided. 
  
Table 3: Status Quo: Ongoing Income, Costs, and Cost Recovery  
Total Income/Revenue  +$33,165,000 
Total Expenses/Costs  ‐$36,325,385 
Net Income/Loss  ‐$3,160,385 
Percentage Cost Recovery  91.30% 

Source: E. Shambarger, personal communication February 16, 2009; authors’ calculations 
Note: Assumes standard deviation of 12.00 pounds, municipal tipping fee of $30/ton, and 0% 
MSW reduction; see Appendix C for more details  
  
Efficiency: Milwaukee’s current system presents several opportunities to improve 
efficiency. The status quo provides little incentive, beyond offering recycling 
services without additional charge, for residents to divert more MSW. Households 
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pay the same flat rate regardless of their waste output. As Table 3 shows, the 
status quo does not achieve full cost recovery. In 2009, Milwaukee expects  
$28.6 million in revenue from MSW user and special collection fees. State 
recycling grants and the resale of recyclables will generate an additional  
$4.5 million. These revenue streams cover approximately 91 percent of  
the total cost for the MSW and recycling programs, leaving a $3.1 million 
shortfall that must be covered by the local property tax levy. 
 
The status quo provides efficiency benefits with respect to financial feasibility. 
The current MSW and recycling system requires little capital investment, limited 
to regular annual maintenance and adjustments for existing budgetary 
considerations. 
 
The loss of value for recyclables due to economic recession and rising landfill 
fees are unfavorable economic trends that will make full cost recovery less 
attainable without increases in the flat fee. Continuing the current system rather 
than adopting PAYT maintains Milwaukee’s reliance on property taxes to balance 
the MSW budget. Without change, the combination of these two trends may 
increase pressure on the budget.  
  
Effectiveness: The status quo results in effective resident compliance. Milwaukee 
experiences no noticeable issues arising from illegal dumping (R. Meyers, 
personal communication February 26, 2009). However, this alternative shows less 
effectiveness due to a lack of incentive for households to divert MSW. 
  
Equity: Flat fee MSW systems lack equity. Under the status quo, all Milwaukee 
households pay the same rate despite the amount of waste. As a result, residents 
who create little waste pay a higher rate per pound than residents who generate 
significantly more solid waste. Using the equity index described in Appendix E, 
City of Milwaukee households with the lowest disposal rates pay a range of 1.5 to 
5.3 times as much per pound as households disposing the highest levels of MSW 
under the status quo. Appendix D provides detailed equity index calculations 
under different scenarios in the status quo.  
  
Ease of implementation: Milwaukee’s current system requires no implementa-
tion changes. Table 4 reflects the potential costs to implementing a different 
MSW program, but because the status quo is already in operation, there are no 
upfront costs to this program.  
 
Table 4: Status Quo: Program Startup Costs  
New Cart Purchases  $0 
Updated Billing System  $0 
Truck Modification  $0 
Education/Outreach  $0 
Total Startup Costs  $0 

Source: Authors’ calculations  
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Alternative I: Multiple Cart Sizes  
Introduction of additional cart sizes for MSW, with higher prices for larger carts, 
shifts toward a full cost recovery PAYT system by aligning user fees with the 
amount of MSW collected. Many possible permutations of numbers of carts, 
gallon capacity combinations, and fee differentials exist when designing an 
optimal multiple cart PAYT system. Our peer cities survey shows that eight  
of our 10 responding cities use a multiple cart PAYT system. Of these, three 
operate a three-cart model, including Fort Worth and Sacramento, two of the most 
comparable cities to Milwaukee demographically (See Table 1 and Appendix A). 
In a three-cart model, Milwaukee would maintain the current 95-gallon carts as  
the largest MSW size option and as the standard size for recycling at all non-bin 
residences. Two new cart options include 32- and 64-gallon sizes. 
 
By analyzing average tonnage rates for 2007 summer routes, we estimate a range 
of multiple cart pricing options. To achieve full cost recovery, we consider several 
scenarios to reflect data variance and two landfill fee scenarios for Milwaukee. 
Depending on the variables used, each household choosing a 32-gallon cart pays 
in the range of $116 to $136 annually under the multiple cart system. A household 
with a 64-gallon cart pays $164 to $184 per year. A household with a 95-gallon 
cart pays $212 to $232. These rates consist of a base rate plus a variable rate 
dependent upon the cart size each household chooses (see Setting Prices on page 
9 for base rate details and Appendix C for additional details). These charges are 
shown in Table 5. 
 
Table 5: Description of Alternative I: Multiple Cart Size MSW Collection  
Type of System  Multiple Cart 
Size of MSW carts  32, 64, and 95‐gallons 
Base charge  $68–$88/year 

Cart charge 

32‐gallon: $48/year 
64‐gallon: $96/year 
95‐gallon: $144/year 

Charge for additional carts  Same as cart charge for first cart 
Charge for additional MSW (not in cart)  $3/30‐gallon bag 
Charge for special pickup (large items)  $50/pickup 
Charge for recycling collection  $0 (included in MSW collection fees) 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
Beyond the regular cart fees, a multiple cart system commonly involves extra 
charges for excess waste beyond the cart size. Based on peer city responses and 
research, we find pricing for additional bags of MSW and special pickups to be 
critical. Per bag and special pickup pricing may influence the cart size a house-
hold selects, and reinforce diversion and recycling MSW behaviors. In this mul-
tiple cart model, residents pay a $3 charge for each 30-gallon garbage bag left 
outside the cart. Only distinct bags, sold through local retailers, will be collected. 
We assume that $1 of each bag’s cost will be used to cover administrative costs  
as well as reimburse retailers for distributing the bags. In addition, excess waste 
outside the cart, up to 4 cubic yards, costs $50 per pickup, the same as a special 
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pick-up request. A second cart costs each household the same amount (base  
fee not included) as the first cart of the same volume. As an example, a second 
64-gallon cart costs $96 per year in addition to the $166–$186 per year for the 
first 64-gallon cart. Table 6 outlines these charges. 
 
Table 6: Alternative I: Ongoing Income, Costs, and Cost Recovery Projections  
Total Income/Revenue  +$36,386,737 
Total Expenses/Costs  ‐$36,386,737 
Net Income/Loss  $0 
Percentage Cost Recovery  100.00% 

Source: Authors’ calculations  
Note: Assumes standard deviation of 12.00 gallons, municipal landfill/tipping fee of $30/ton, and 
0% MSW reduction; see Appendix C for more details  
 
Efficiency: The multiple carts alternative allows Milwaukee to introduce pricing 
incentives that influence household disposal behaviors. Using three set monthly 
rates achieves greater efficiency than the status quo. This alternative requires 
significant investment in new carts, however, which detracts from efficiency. 
Current average household MSW rates indicate that instituting a multiple cart 
system would result in the vast majority of households switching to 32-gallon or 
64-gallon carts. This reduces efficiency of the multiple cart system, because 
significant cart investments will be necessary to meet actual household disposal 
rates. Most households generate far less than 95 gallons of MSW on a weekly 
basis (authors’ calculations, see Appendix D). 
 
Non-binding price estimates from cart manufacturers Schaefer Systems and 
Rehrig Pacific Company create the basis for cart investment estimates. Schaefer 
Systems provides the lower price estimate at $35 per 32-gallon cart and $45 per 
64-gallon cart. Based on the assumption that households would select the least 
expensive cart option to meet their MSW needs, we estimate a need to purchase 
24,759 to 67,228 of the 32-gallon carts and 107,507 to 165,239 of the 64-gallon 
carts (see Appendix C). Zero to 15,265 households would keep the current  
95-gallon bin. This totals an estimated $5.7 million to $9.8 million in capital 
investment costs for carts alone, using the lowest estimated rates for carts.  
These costs are reflected in Table 7. 
 
Table 7: Alternative I: Program Startup Costs 
New Cart Purchases  $5,700,000–$9,800,000 
Updated Billing System  $0 
Truck Modification  $0 
Education/Outreach  $200,000 
Total Startup Costs  ~$5,900,000–$10,000,000 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
Potential exists for modest cost recovery on carts. Milwaukee can eliminate 
recycling bin costs for several years by reserving the unused 95-gallon carts  
for this purpose. Milwaukee may also possibly sell any excess cart overstock  



20 
 

back to the product distributor for $15–$20 each (Schaefer Systems, personal 
communication April 3, 2009). Milwaukee could also consider a phase-in period 
to reduce the financial impact of cart investments in any single budget cycle or 
consider requiring residents to purchase smaller carts with the recognition that 
households would recover the cost during the first year of the program. 
 
Effectiveness: A multiple cart system influences household disposal and MSW 
diversion rates more than the status quo. Multiple carts should garner effective-
ness in terms of residential compliance and acceptance because the cart rate 
remains consistent from one collection period to the next. 
 
Pricing drives diversion rates in this system. Austin uses a $5 per month gap 
between cart sizes, which is too small to motivate residents to switch to smaller 
carts (see Appendix B). Pricing carts and additional MSW services requires 
balance between incentives and revenues to find the threshold in each community 
for cart rates. 
 
Equity: Multiple cart options enhance the equity of MSW services. Variable 
pricing based on household waste output reflects Milwaukee’s goal of equitably 
establishing an MSW user fee system to a greater degree than the status quo, 
using common guidelines found in other U.S. cities. This alternative enhances 
both the process and perception of equity in municipalities. The equity index for 
multiple carts ranges from 1.22 to 4.40. This ranks more equitably than the status 
quo under all household disposal scenarios. 
 
Ease of implementation: Switching to a multiple cart system would require few 
changes in the physical collection process of MSW. This system would require 
notable changes elsewhere, however. For the multiple cart system to work 
effectively, Milwaukee would need to implement a bag or tag system for excess 
waste. This includes establishing a network of local grocers and retailers to sell 
the bags or tags. Billing administration requires investment for modifications as 
well, although changes would be minor and would primarily require data input 
time as opposed to actual software changes (E. Shambarger, personal communica-
tion April 13, 2009; D. Rasmussen, personal communication April 24, 2009). 
Billing needs to reflect extra cart charges and collection fees for up to 4 cubic 
yards of MSW. We anticipate a need for Milwaukee to hire one additional 
employee or to train a current employee to manage multiple cart billing.  
This cost is included in all budget scenarios depicted in Appendix D. 
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Alternative II: Weight-Based Program 
Weight-based programs use technology to measure weekly household MSW 
disposal. Under this alternative, Milwaukee would contract with a company  
to install weight measuring scales in the lift mechanism of the current semi-
automated MSW and recycling collection fleet. During collection, the truck 
calculates the MSW cart weight through the load cells outfitted in the lifting 
mechanism. Radio frequency identification transponder chips or bar code tags  
are attached to each customer’s cart. As the lifting mechanism empties the cart,  
a receiver detects the cart’s identification code and sends the registered weight 
information wirelessly to a computer in the truck. The computer decodes the 
identification number into a street address and records the average weight of 
several readings taken during the collection process (McLellan 1994). The data 
would be transmitted to Milwaukee’s MSW billing system. Overall, this process 
adds less than 10 seconds to the collection (Luken and Smith 1994).  
 
Unlike the multiple cart system, few examples of weight-based PAYT systems 
exist. In place of comparable cities data, we rely primarily on research and 
discussions with equipment vendors to evaluate this alternative. We find that 
Seattle and Minneapolis are among the most comparable communities with 
published results of weight-based pilot projects.  
 
Seattle conducted the first weight-based pilot program in two phases during 1989 
and 1990, with financing from a U.S. Environmental Protection Agency grant. 
The second phase of Seattle’s pilot used semi-automated trucks, like those found 
in Milwaukee, and electronic identification tags comparable to technology 
available today. Weights recorded during collection were included in mock billing 
given to residents as a supplement to their regular, non-pilot MSW fees. Post-
project analysis suggests that households accepted the system change and reduced 
their MSW rates by an average of 15 percent. This is significant because Seattle 
already operated under an established multiple cart PAYT system. The published 
case study identifies weight-based PAYT in Seattle’s long-term MSW plans. 
However, more than a decade later, Seattle still uses multiple carts (Skumatz 
1995; L. Skumatz, personal communication April 13, 2009).  
 
Minneapolis conducted a pilot test for weight-based systems in the spring and 
summer of 1993. They installed weight-reading load cells in the lift mechanisms 
of their semi-automatic MSW collection trucks and recorded household informa-
tion with electronic identification software. Minneapolis reported good accuracy 
and scale reliability in a post-pilot report, but ultimately decided against weight-
based PAYT due to the short-term nature of their pilot and concerns about an 
unfamiliar system creating dissatisfaction for customers (Skumatz 1995). 
 
Loadman On-Board Scales, a company based in Texas, specializes in weight-
based equipment for MSW collection and recycling trucks. Their representatives 
contributed cost and accuracy information used in our considerations. Although 
the technology continues to develop, details for the weight-based alternative 
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require some speculation beyond our research and interviews. The basic features 
of the weight-based PAYT alternative are described in Table 8. 
  
Table 8: Description of Alternative II: Weight‐Based MSW Collection  
Type of System  Weight‐based 
Size of MSW Carts  95 gallons 
Base Charge  $50/year 
Charge per Pound of MSW  7.7–11.1 cents 
Charge for Additional Carts  Charged at same rate per pound 
Charge for Additional MSW (Not in Cart)  Charged at same rate per pound 
Charge for Special Pickup (Large Items)  $50/pickup 
Charge for Recycling Collection  $0 (included in MSW collection fees) 

Source: Authors’ calculations  
 
In contrast with the current flat fee system, this alternative would include full  
cost recovery as a requirement when MSW collection charges are established. 
This results in income and revenue exactly equaling expenses and costs as  
shown in Table 9. 
 
Table 9: Alternative II: Ongoing Income, Costs, and Cost Recovery  
Total Income/Revenue  +$36,448,089 
Total Expenses/Costs  ‐$36,448,089 
Net Income/Loss  $0 
Percentage Cost Recovery  100.00% 

Source: Authors’ calculations  
Note: Assumes standard deviation of 12.00 pounds, municipal tipping fee of $30/ton, and 0% 
MSW reduction; see Appendix C for more details  
 
Efficiency: Weight-based PAYT offers the highest incentive for efficiency  
by tying charges to the amount of household MSW. Charging by the pound 
provides clear incentives for residents to divert the greatest amount of MSW.  
We project full cost recovery as a result (see Table 9). Moreover, Milwaukee  
pays fees to the landfill by the ton. A weight-based system creates consistency 
between the unit of measure the City charges to residents and pays to the landfill.  
 
Converting to a weight-based program would require capital investments in the 
loading equipment and software. This would include $14,500 to retrofit each of 
Milwaukee’s 173 rear-loading MSW and recycling fleet. An additional $570,000–
$950,000 investment would cover electronic tag installation on Milwaukee’s carts 
(D. Hoven, personal communication April 23, 2009). This totals $3 million to 
$3.5 million for fleet retrofitting, cart tags, and software investments. If Milwau-
kee refrained from retrofitting its 49 recycling trucks, capital investments would 
drop to $2.2 million to $2.6 million. However, retrofitting the recycling trucks 
might prove beneficial in the event that Milwaukee needed to deploy MSW  
trucks for other purposes. 
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This truck system also requires approximately $36,000 in expenditures to make 
Milwaukee’s billing system compatible with the weight-based equipment (D. 
Hoven, personal communication April 23, 2009; K. Klawitter, personal communi-
cation, April 24, 2009). In addition, two additional municipal staff positions may 
be required. These include one billing administrator for the weight-based system 
and a municipal technician for equipment service and maintenance. The price 
scenarios in Appendix C include two new employees, paid $40,000 each annually 
and the associated fringe costs. Alternatively, Milwaukee may invest in training 
current employees to manage these functions. For the weight-based system, 
capital and additional staff investments total significantly less than the multiple 
cart alternative, although future maintenance costs remain unclear. 
 
Effectiveness: Weight-based systems create little visible change in the physical 
process of collection services from residents’ perspective. The primary concern 
arises in the need for Milwaukee to explain cost changes, the purpose behind 
them, and the new billing method to which residents must adapt. Otherwise, 
problems may surface with resident compliance. Residents may find a different 
monthly MSW bill unacceptable, compared to a consistent rate under the status 
quo or multiple cart system. With the proper outreach and education, opportu-
nities under weight-based systems are extensive for diversion and recycling 
behavioral change. Milwaukee can charge a set rate per pound to achieve greater 
program cost recovery than under the status quo.  
 
One concern with this alternative is that residents may subvert the weight system 
by, for example, disposing of MSW in a neighbor’s cart. Research frequently 
examines this concern and consistently finds no evidence of this occurring (Folz 
and Giles 2002; Morris and Van Houtven 1999; Harrison 2000). Other concerns 
include “migrating” carts that do not remain with their assigned households. This 
may be best solved by stenciling the assigned address on each cart, although this 
complicates reuse of carts at other addresses. Electronic tagging can also tie each 
cart to a specific household, allowing Milwaukee to pinpoint carts that have been 
separated from their households. While using electronic tags without stenciling 
does not allow residents to know if they have their own carts, residents could 
label their own carts at their own expense. 
 
Equity: In terms of paying for service use, weight-based PAYT programs 
promote the greatest equity of any alternative, outscoring the status quo and 
multiple cart system in all but one scenario. The equity index for Milwaukee in 
the weight-based model ranges from 1.09 to 1.80. In theory, weight-based 
systems could achieve an ideal 1.0 equity rating, where all households pay the 
same rate per pound of MSW. However, our pricing operates with a $50 annual 
base fee, which makes a 1.0 equity rating unattainable. 
  
Ease of implementation: A weight-based MSW collection system would 
function nearly identically to the current system in use in Milwaukee. In fact, 
residents would likely only notice changes in their bills. Under this alternative, 
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semi-automated trucks would collect MSW from 95-gallon carts. Loadman On-
Board Scales sends technicians to install the weighing equipment between the city 
MSW truck bodies and the lifting mechanism. The trucks weigh the waste as it is 
emptied into the truck, and the weight is logged in the billing system. Because all 
MSW can be weighed, no additional fee would be charged for extra carts or for 
additional MSW outside the cart. Extra MSW would be placed into the household 
cart, weighed during a second emptying cycle, and included in the total weight 
billed for that week. Households that regularly generate excess MSW beyond 95-
gallons would receive another RFID-tagged cart to save the manual labor of 
loading extra bags for a second weigh cycle. Single, odd-shaped items that do not 
fit in the cart, but are not considered laborious special pick-up items, may be 
collected free of charge once per month. These items constitute only a negligible 
percentage of MSW collection. Table 8 depicts the various services and charges 
under the weight-based alternative. 
 
Equipment effectiveness relative to performance certification requirements is a 
concern with weight-based PAYT. A suburban Minnesota pilot encountered 
difficulties meeting state-mandated weight accuracy standards with its truck 
scales. When charging residents per pound of refuse, the scale needs to reflect the 
same accuracy as the fee structure. Streets on hills or sharply crowned roads may 
compromise some scale types when tilting more than 3 degrees (Luken and Smith 
1994). Loadman On-Board Scales guarantees scale accuracy within a 1.5 percent 
margin of error. For a home disposing of 30 pounds of MSW per week, this 
means the scales and recording equipment will register a weight between 29.55 
pounds and 30.45 pounds (K. Klawitter, personal communication April 3, 2009). 
The manufacturer claims that the scales maintain accuracy on uneven surfaces 
and guarantees the return of equipment failing to meet performance standards  
(K. Klawitter, personal communication April 3, 2009 and April 24, 2009). 
 
Loadman runs full testing with Bayne MSW collection vehicles, including the 
TaskMaster and TaskMaster Hi-Lift models used in Milwaukee. With this part-
nership and equipment familiarity, Milwaukee may avoid some of the implemen-
tation challenges other pilot programs faced in the 1990s. Currently, the equipment 
meets Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection 
guidelines for commercial maintenance accuracy. The agency’s initial equipment 
test uses more restrictive weight tolerances though, which may require the passage 
of legislation to allow the equipment’s use in Milwaukee. Overriding the initial 
tolerance does not detract from the regular truck scale performance requirements.  
The legislative action does, however, create an additional political acceptability 
consideration for the weight-based alternative.  
 
Weight-based systems also involve greater administrative complexity than the 
status quo or multiple carts. Weekly variability in billing rates per household 
requires more attention than a flat rate or established cart rate during the three-
month billing accrual period. Milwaukee may choose to adapt the current billing 
system, similar to the way water meter reading occurs, to accommodate weight-
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based billing (D. Rasmussen, personal communication April 24, 2009). This can 
be accomplished through the Loadman company’s software writing capabilities 
for a onetime fee (K. Klawitter, personal communication April 24, 2009). Rehrig 
Pacific Company could also replace the current billing software with a web-based 
system for a $36,000 annual fee (D. Hoven, personal communication April 23, 
2009). Table 10 reflects this and other costs for the weight-based alternative.  
 
Due to the relatively unprecedented use of weight-based PAYT systems, educa-
tion and outreach efforts to explain the purpose and goals of this system could 
make implementation easier and enhance the program’s effectiveness. Adoption 
of a weight-based system also would require corresponding changes to Milwau-
kee’s recycling systems, such as increased collection frequency or larger bins,  
to handle expected increases in recycling volume (Skumatz and Freeman 2006). 
 
Initial startup expenses are lower for this alternative than for the multiple cart 
alternative. An estimate of program startup costs is provided in Table 10. 
 
Table 10: Alternative II: Program Startup Costs  
New Cart Purchases  $0 
RFID Tags for Existing Carts  ~$570,000 ‐ $950,000 
Updated Billing System  ~$36,000 
Truck Modification  ~$2,500,000 
Education/Outreach  $200,000 
Total Startup Costs  ~$3,306,000 ‐ $3,686,000 

Source: Authors’ calculations  
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Recommendation and Conclusion 
  
Based on analysis of research, comparable cities, City of Milwaukee data, and 
various alternatives, we recommend the weight-based PAYT system. The weight-
based system creates the greatest efficiency and effectiveness with the least equity 
disparity among our alternatives. While less empirical information exists about 
the use of weight-based systems relative to other PAYT programs, Milwaukee 
benefits financially from substantially lower capital investment in weight-based 
equipment. The weight-based system presents implementation concerns to the 
extent that it requires more investment in maintenance, in the form of a municipal 
employee and potential equipment repairs. However, our calculations project that 
intermittent maintenance, staffing, and billing under a weight-based system 
require substantially less investment, even over a 10-year time horizon, than the 
additional millions of dollars in upfront costs necessary to implement a multiple 
cart system.  
 
To ease the implementation process, we recommend that Milwaukee conduct a 
one-year pilot program that encompasses approximately 10 percent of the city’s 
collection routes. Pilot programs for various aspects of MSW collection have been 
used in Milwaukee in the past (R. Meyers, personal communication February 26, 
2009). A comprehensive pilot program could verify efficiency and effectiveness 
of the equipment and billing systems prior to full-scale implementation. Addition-
ally, a one-year pilot would ensure that the equipment functions properly under all 
weather conditions. The lack of weight-based models and historical PAYT 
funding opportunities through the U.S. EPA may create possibilities for federal 
funding to support such a program (See Appendix B, Question 11). In addition, 
scale manufacturers have an economic incentive to provide equipment on 
favorable terms or at reduced prices to the extent that successful demonstration 
may open up new markets for them. Throughout the pilot process, detailed data 
tracking for waste collected per household will help to inform effectiveness of 
weight-based PAYT and contribute to Milwaukee’s knowledge of MSW and 
recycling trends in the current flat rate system. 
 
The new and generally unfamiliar weight-based program requires extensive 
education and outreach to residents to explain the transition to PAYT. These 
efforts could include information dissemination through billing statements,  
media outlets, advertisements on buses, and online resources. During the pilot 
period, Milwaukee might wish to institute a “dual billing” system to show 
residents their current flat fee monthly rates in comparison to the rates they would 
pay under a weight-based system. Milwaukee might consider sharing data with 
residents to show how their amount of garbage compares with other households 
on their route. Evidence from utility companies shows that social factors, such as 
neighbor comparisons, can add effectiveness to rolling out new programs. Some 
systems use graphics included with municipal service bills to demonstrate 
collection rates compared to the average and to those who throw away  
the lowest weight of solid waste (Ceniceros 2008; Kaufman 2009). 
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In conjunction with broad and effective communication enhancing political 
support for PAYT, some administrative changes can boost public acceptance. 
Communities attribute actions such as visibly removing the trash fee from the tax 
levy before imposing PAYT as being key to their success. Other communities 
attribute their success to receiving input from haulers when designing the PAYT 
program or using a pilot program or a phase-in approach for the PAYT program 
(Skumatz 2008).  
 
Implementation of a weight-based Pay-as-You-Throw system will allow 
Milwaukee to enhance the efficiency and cost effectiveness of its municipal solid 
waste collection. While the lack of a weight-based operation in the United States 
creates some concerns, this alternative promotes the greatest equity and requires 
the least upfront capital investment of the PAYT alternatives. This alternative also 
meets Milwaukee’s needs while making the greatest use of existing equipment 
and carts. Experts identify weight-based PAYT as the ideal system to reduce 
MSW generation, increase recycling, and create a sense of personal responsibility 
for households with respect to their waste. Implementing weight-based PAYT 
provides a genuine opportunity for Milwaukee to lead comparable cities and the 
rest of the United States in municipal solid waste service design and delivery. 
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Appendix A: Comparative City Selection Criteria 
  
We administered a survey to a sample of 10 U.S. cities with PAYT programs. 
Within the final sample of responding cities, we denoted in Table 1 whether  
these cities were sufficiently comparable to Milwaukee based on specific criteria, 
including population, racial composition, median household income, families 
below poverty level, type of housing occupancy, and climate. Table 11 depicts  
the data on which we based our comparisons. 
 
Table 11: Comparative Cities Data 

City  Population 
Racial 
Composition

Median 
Household 
Income 

Families 
Below 
Poverty 
Level 

Owner‐ 
Occupied 
Housing  Climate 

Milwaukee, WI  602,782 

45% white/ 
55% non‐
white or 
mixed race  $35,233  21%  49% 

Seasonal 
snowfall 

Austin, TX  725,306  64/36  $48,227  13%  47%  No 
Fort Worth, TX  635,612  62/38  $44,804  14%  59%  No 
Grand Rapids, MI  193,671  67/33  $38,792  17%  62%  Yes 
Lansing, MI  115,366  67/33  $35,990  20%  59%  Yes 
Minneapolis, MN  362,513  68/32  $44,478  16%  54%  Yes 
Plano, TX  255,591  76/24  $79,687  4%  67%  No 
Portland, OR  541,550  79/21  $45,512  11%  57%  No 
Sacramento, CA  446,721  50/50  $48,584  12%  52%  No 
San Jose, CA  898,901  49/51  $76,354  7%  62%  No 
Seattle, WA  565,809  71/30  $56,319  7%  51%  No 

Sources: Barrett (2007), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Satellite and 
Information Service (2009), U.S. Census Bureau (2005‐2007) 
 
Cities in Table 1 received a ranking of “Yes” in each respective category if the 
following standards were met relative to Milwaukee: 
  

 Population: Within 200,000 residents 
 Racial Composition: Within 10 percent of white and 10 percent of non-

white or mixed race residents 
 Median Household Income: Within $10,000 per household 
 Families Below Poverty Level: Within 10 percent of families 
 Owner-Occupied Housing: Within 10 percent of owner-occupied  

housing units 
 Climate: Experiences regular seasonal snowfall 

  
Cities that did not match the preceding standard received a “No” in the 
corresponding category. 



31 
 

Appendix B: Comparative City PAYT Survey Results 
 
To better understand the potential costs, benefits, and impacts of pay-as-you-throw 
programs, we surveyed 10 U.S. cities that use them: Austin, TX; Fort Worth, TX; 
Grand Rapids, MI; Lansing, MI; Minneapolis, MN; Plano, TX; Portland, OR; Sac-
ramento, CA; San Jose, CA; and Seattle, WA. They are comparable to Milwaukee 
in size, population, demographics, and climate. We asked a contact within each 
city’s government to complete a survey using SurveyMonkey (http://www. 
surveymonkey.com). We designed the questions to obtain more detailed under-
standing of PAYT implementation, effectiveness, and other issues specific to each 
city. When possible, we created multiple choice questions based on our research  
of typical PAYT programs. We also provided opportunities for respondents to 
expand on some answers in narrative form. This appendix provides the full 
comparative survey and results. 
 
Each respondent answered every question. The results below indicate the frequency 
that respondents chose an answer as well as the actual number of times the answer 
was chosen. The results also include verbatim text that were typed by respondents 
into “Other” or “Comments” text boxes as well as answers to open-ended questions.  
 
Question 1: What type of Pay‐As‐You‐Throw system is being utilized by your municipality? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Prepaid bags  0.0%  0 

Prepaid tags  0.0%  0 

Multiple cart sizes  80.0%  8 

Other (please specify)  20.0%  2 

 
Other: 

 Prepaid bags and multiple cart sizes 
 All above options are being used. 

 
Question 2: What cart sizes are used in your system? Check all that apply. 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
10 gallon  12.5%  1 

15 gallon  12.5%  1 

30/32/35 gallon  87.5%  7 

45 gallon  0.0%  0 

60/65 gallon  87.5%  7 

90/95 gallon  100.0%  8 

Other (please specify):  37.5%  3 

 
Other: 

 32, 64 & 96 gallon carts 
 20 gallon 
 20 gallon mini-cans. This size is not supplied by franchised haulers and 

must be purchased by the residential customer 
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Question 3: Why were these particular cart sizes chosen? 

Answer Options  Count 
 Open ended question  7 

 
Answers: 

 Pilot study indicated need for 95 gallon for once/week collection. 60-68 
gallon chosen as incentive for reducing waste. 32 gallons tested but we 
had problems with collection arm in servicing this size. 

 32 gal was std industry garbage can size. We pretty much worked off of 
multiples or fractions of that, although the Mini-can that was available is 
20 gallon and the micro-can size available is 10 gallon 

 Standard 32 gallon increments, Manufacturer Availability 
 Based on historical volumes. 
 Standard sizes used by cities in Bay Area (CA); also sufficient movement 

between sizes including the “mini” size of 22 gallons - also all still can 
receive automated collection 

 To provide standardized choice along with two frequencies of service 
(monthly and weekly) to meet a variety of residential needs. Roll carts 
supplied by the hauler result in a slightly higher cost than containers 
supplied by the customer. 

 It was a good range of sizes to accommodate all sizes of families. 
 
Question 4: Why was the specific number of cart offerings chosen  
(two cart sizes vs. three sizes...)? 

Answer Options  Count 
 Open ended question  7 

 
Answers: 

 Started with 32 gal, 64, 96 for customer choice. Then added mini (20 gal) 
and micro (10 gal) as folks recycled more 

 32 gallon carts for single person households 64 gallon carts for small 
families and 96 gallon carts for large families 

 To offer a wider range of savings to fit the customers’ needs. 
 Because we have found that there is a variety of needs throughout the 

community due to different family & household sizes, cultural practices, 
frequency of service, and other factors; and we wish to avoid the practice 
of extra set-outs when possible. Please note that recycling & yard debris 
containers are standardized to ONE size (65 gallon roll carts) and all are 
provided by the hauler. 

 We have a variety of family sizes in Austin. 
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Question 5: Are residents allowed to place out solid waste that does not fit in their cart? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Yes, and there is no additional charge  12.5%  1 

Yes, but waste must be in prepaid bags or have a prepaid tag on it  25.0%  2 

Yes, and residents are billed separately for additional waste  37.5%  3 

No, residents must take additional waste to the dump or hold it for 
later pickup 

0.0%  0 

No, residents must call for special pickup  0.0%  0 

Other (please describe)  25.0%  2 

 
Other: 

 No. Residents have the option of placing items that cannot fit into the cart 
for once monthly bulky waste collection or taking the items to the transfer 
stations (limited to 2x per month). We do collect items outside of cart the 
week after holidays. 

 Additional solid waste bags can be placed outside of the cart but each bag 
must have a $4.00 sticker which can be purchased at area grocery stores. 
There is an $8.00 per bag charge for each unstickered bag 

 
Question 6: Why was this specific type of program selected over other Pay As You 
Throw programs or alternative options? Check all that apply. 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Compatibility with existing collection equipment  60.0%  6 

Ease of implementation  50.0%  5 

Accurately charges users for their solid waste output  80.0%  8 

Politically feasible  60.0%  6 

Other (please specify)  30.0%  3 

 
Other: 

 We originally used prepaid stickers for “extra garbage” beyond the cart, 
but that proved to be a huge hassle. 

 Encourage recycling/diversion 
 Garbage collection & recycling service is not required for SFR homes 

unless they are a rental property (all rental property owners & managers 
are required to provide garbage & recycling to tenants). 

 
Question 7: What were the goals of the municipality in changing to a Pay As You Throw 
program? Check all that apply. 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Recovering a higher cost ratio for services provided  20.0%  2 

Increasing the solid waste diversion rate  70.0%  7 

Decreasing trash output  70.0%  7 
Promoting equity for residents by charging per unit rather than a 
flat fee 

70.0%  7 

Increasing recycling rates  80.0%  8 

Other (please specify)  0.0%  0 
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Question 8: Approximately how many households are served by the program? 

Answer Options  Count 
 Open ended question  10 

 
Answers: 

 14,750; 55,000; 68,000; 105,000; 130,000; 150,000; 150,000; 175,000; 
195,000; 202,000 

 
Question 9: What types of homes are served by the program? Check all that apply. 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Single family homes  100.0%  10 

Multifamily homes, 2‐4 units  90.0%  9 

Multifamily homes, 5+ units  30.0%  3 

Other (please specify)  20.0%  2 

 
Other: 

 Multifamily complexes (regardless of the number of units) currently have 
an option to choose individual carts or common bins. 

 Multi-family includes moorages, group homes, trailer parks, congregate 
care & retirement facilities, etc. 

 
Question 10: What year was the Pay As You Throw program implemented in? 

Answer Options  Count 
 Open ended question  10 

 
Answers: 

 1968; 1973; 1989; 1993; 1995; 1996; 1997; 1998; 2000; 2003 
 
Question 11: Were pilot programs conducted before full implementation of the 
program? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
No  33.3%  3 

Yes (describe the size and scope of the pilot program)  66.7%  6 

 
Answers: 

 8,000 homes with 32 and 68 gallon containers 
 Several thousand homes 
 There was a pilot cart program but it was not PAYT. Areas were selected 

based on varying demographics but all waste was collected with no 
additional cost. 

 From July 1991 thru July 1992 the Solid Waste Department conducted a 
one year PAYT pilot with 3000 households which tested all elements of 
the new approach, including different cart sizes and variable rates. 
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 The program began as part of a federal study to determine the feasibility 
of cost-per-unit collection systems as opposed to flat rate unlimited 
services in regard to their potential for limiting trash generation. 

 
Question 12: Was the program rolled out to all participants at one time, or was it 
phased in? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
All participants at one time  88.9%  8 

Phased in (please describe)  11.1%  1 

 
Answers: 

 City Council approved a three year, phased in conversion, of the entire 
city to begin in 1993. Service implementation began with Phase I in Aug 
1993, Phase II in June 1994, Phase III-A in Nov 1995, and Phase III-B in 
June 1996. 

 City Council adopted variable rates in July 1997, and all customers 
citywide were converted to PAYT in 1997. 

 
Question 13: Was there an education or outreach program targeted at citizens alerting 
them to the changes in solid waste collection and costs? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
No  11.1%  1 

Yes (describe education/outreach programs)  88.9%  8 

 
Answers: 

 Articles in citywide newsletter, press release, website 
 Direct mail, print and electronic media advertising 
 News articles, water bill inserts, mass mailing 
 Bill stuffers and mailers. 
 A comprehensive public outreach campaign aimed at single-family 

households explained the new variable rates being introduced, the new 
categories of recyclables being added to the services provided, and the 
benefits of participating. All materials were produced in three languages 
(English, Spanish, and Vietnamese). The campaign was guided by the 
information received during a series of focus groups in the three 
languages, baseline and follow-up telephone surveys, and shopping mall 
intercept surveys. More than 250 community meetings were held in 1993, 
and a block leader program and school education program were organized. 
See EPA case study at 
http://www.epa.gov/epawaste/conserve/tools/payt/tools/ssanjose.htm 

 At the time of implementation, we were bringing several complementary 
programs on-line. We were adding materials to our curbside recycling 
program, and expanding our yard trimmings program. Educating the 
public about PAYT was a comprehensive, multi-media approach to 
information which included paid advertisement and inserts about program 
guidelines in the Austin American Statesman, 14 billboards around town 
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with program guidelines, utility bill inserts about the new extra garbage 
stickers, radio advertisements and press releases about the message 
“Recycle or PAYT, it’s your choice”, direct communication with 
neighborhoods and new neighborhoods as they were added to the 
program, door hangers with program guidelines, and bi-monthly 
newsletters to neighborhood associations, and presentations at 
neighborhood meetings. To keep awareness of the new program high, 
messages using the tagline “Recycling Right” and “Take the bin to the 
curb” were also run during the early stages of the implementation. 

 Mailings and school students and advertisements. 
 Media releases and mailings 

 
Question 14: Have there been any significant changes to the program since its original 
implementation? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
No  30.0%  3 

Yes (please describe)  70.0%  7 

 
Answers: 

 Introduced mini can and micro can after initial rollout 
 Changed from bi-weekly to weekly. 
 No longer offer 128 gallon cart, now offer 22 gallon cart 
 Residential solid waste collection has been a franchised service 

historically in Portland. With the mandate that recycling be available to all 
residents, there have been multiple changes to the Portland Recycles! 
program with pilot programs and ongoing training & educational outreach 
to residents and businesses. 

 Garbage collection rates and extra garbage fees have gone up over the 
years, but recycling is still included in the base rate at no extra charge. 
Garbage collection is now fully automated. We have just over the last 
several months switched from the bin system for recycling to a 90 gallon 
cart based single stream recycling program. We accept more materials in 
the recycling program and materials can all be co-mingled in the recycling 
cart. 

 The addition of various sized carts was implemented in 1997. 21/32/65/95 
gallon carts. 

 Added the refuse cart program (various sizes). Added appliance stickers 
and bulk sticker items. 
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Question 15: Were major changes to the solid waste billing or administration program 
required with implementation of the PAYT program? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
No  40.0%  4 

Yes (please describe)  60.0%  6 

 
Answers: 

 Each time we added a size of can, we needed to modify the billing system 
 Varying pay rates had to be set up, cart tracking by serial number, new 

customer service tracking program implemented. The PAYT started at the 
same time the City of Fort Worth took control of customer service for 
solid waste collections; this was previously a function of the collections 
contractor. 

 Setup billing system and expand data on customer base. 
 Software required to bill residents appropriately 
 Our rates are adjusted annually through review by independent 

economists, and the most recent (2008) change to the recycling program 
(mandating hauler-provided roll carts for recycling & yard debris 
collection) resulted in a significant increase in residential rates and tipping 
fees (commercial rates are determined by the hauler & business customer 
in a non-franchised system). 

 Prior to implementing variable billing rates, the City of Austin had to 
update its entire billing system. 

 
Question 16: Did implementation of the PAYT program require retraining of solid waste 
collectors? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Yes  60.0%  6 

No  40.0%  4 

 
Comments: 

 A little bit when we introduced semi-automated carts 
 All services are contracted 
 City collects single family residential and some commercial customers. 
 Likely to some degree but still mainly just emptying carts regardless of 

what’s in them. 
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Question 17: Which statement best describes the status of solid waste collectors in your 
municipality? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Unionized municipal employees  44.4%  4 

Non‐unionized municipal employees  22.2%  2 

Unionized contract employees  22.2%  2 

Non‐unionized contract employees  11.1%  1 

 
Comments: 

 Private franchised haulers 
 They have the option to join the Municipal Employees Union which offers 

membership to all municipal, federal, state and county employees. 
Membership dues are deducted from employee paychecks. 

 Private haulers are permitted to acquire as many customers as they would 
like, no franchise agreements and these are almost all non-union 
employees that the municipality competes against. There are also no 
requirements on the days that areas are served. As a result there are many 
trucks in many areas on different days. We are working toward improving 
that as we write. 

 
Question 18: Per capita solid waste (garbage) tonnage collected has... 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Increased  10.0%  1 

stayed the same  20.0%  2 

Decreased  70.0%  7 

 
Please describe magnitude of change: 

 Have relatively few residents that have elected to participate with smaller 
container and lower fee. 68 GAL CARTS - 3,612; 95 GAL CARTS - 
65,349  

 Overall recycling rate across all waste streams has gone from 24% to 
48.4%. Increase is even greater for single family sector - now reaching 
near 60% recycling. This is due to introduction of curbside yard waste and 
curbside recycling collection as well as PAYT  

 Based on the information available the total tonnage was reduced by about 
12.5% & garbage collected was reduced by about 25%  

 disposal has deceased with recycling increasing significantly, from 12,000 
tons per year to over 40,000 tpy 

 Prior to PAYT and the cart-based recycling program, residents set out an 
average of three 32-gallon garbage carts per week. Now approx. 80% have 
one, 32-gallon garbage carts.  

 Unclear at this time - not enough data. Overall our recycling rates have 
increased from mid 40 percentile in mid-90s to 63% in 2007.  

 Solid Waste Services tracks performance measures by residential customer 
account, or household, not per capita. Our per household garbage tonnage 
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decreased since the beginning of the program, and then has leveled off and 
stayed consistent since.  

 For the city crews, we are not aware of the private sector experience. They 
own the landfill, we pay to tip there. 

 
Question 19: Per capita recycling tonnage collected has... 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Increased  80.0%  8 

Stayed the same  20.0%  2 

Decreased  0.0%  0 

 
Please describe magnitude of change: 

 .0194% increase  
 City -wide all waste streams we are at 48+% recycling as of 2007  
 02-03 - 3.92 pounds per household per week 03-04 - 11.59 pounds per 

household per week Last year 13.54 pounds per household per week  
 Increased from 12,000 tpy in 2000 to 36,000 tpy in 2004 to a little over 

40,000 tpy in 2008.  
 The volume of recyclables and yard trimmings being collected more than 

doubled the levels recorded prior to the cart-based recycling program and 
PAYT.  

 Solid Waste Services tracks performance measures by residential customer 
account, or household, not per capita. Before PAYT implementation, 
tonnage was low but increasing. Since implementation, levels have been 
static  

 
Question 20: Solid waste (garbage) diversion rates have... 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Increased  77.8%  7 

Stayed the same  22.2%  2 

Decreased  0.0%  0 

 
Please describe the magnitude of change: 

 Residential diversion increased from 39.8% to 41.1%. This number 
includes yard trimmings composting, HHW recycling and reuse, electronic 
recycling and appliance recycling. 

 up to 48+% 
 02-03 diversion rate was 5.48% 03-04 diversion rate was 19.3% The last 

couple of years we are running between 22 & 23% 
 Currently at approximately 52% 
 Diverted 60% in 2006 and 44% in 1995 according to the CIWMB 

(http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGTools/mars/JurDrSta.asp?VW=In) 
 Solid Waste Services defines diversion rate as the amount of yard 

trimmings and recyclables diverted as a percentage of the total amount of 
garbage, recyclables, and yard trimmings generated and collected through 
weekly curbside pickups. Through the PAYT program and enhancements 
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to the curbside recycling program, the diversion rate went up and has, with 
minor fluctuations, remained constant over the last twelve years or so. 

 
Question 21: Has there been any noticeable increase in littering or illegal dumping since 
implementing the PAYT program? 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
Yes  0.0%  0 

No  100.0%  10 

 
Comments: 

 Littering/illegal dumping is a chronic low-level problem, but has not gone 
up w/ PAYT 

 We opened citizen drop off stations along with the start of the PAYT 
program and have actually had a decrease in illegal dumping. 

 In the beginning we did have instances where extra bags came from 
neighbors, but that leveled off. 

 
Question 22: How has PAYT impacted solid waste revenues? Check all that apply. 

Answer Options  Frequency  Count 
The program is at full cost recovery  66.7%  6 

The program is at less than full cost recovery and revenues are 
higher under PAYT than previously 

11.1%  1 

The program is at less than full cost recovery and revenues are the 
same under PAYT as previously 

22.2%  2 

The program is at less than full cost recovery and revenues are 
lower under PAYT than previously 

0.0%  0 

 
Comments: 

 We have a profit sharing contract for our recycle processing and the 
revenue generated depends on the market. The last two quarters have  
seen drastic drops in commodity prices and our share of the revenue. 

 Recycling is subsidized by payment per ton by the processer. 
 Check back later 
 We are an enterprise fund and through the rates that we charge our 

customers, we generate excess money that goes to the general fund.  
Also, with PAYT we realize more money through charging for larger 
carts, extra carts and collection of extra garbage. 

 Just barely coming out even. 
 The refuse program is supplemented by a refuse millage 
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Question 23: Please describe any unanticipated problems or difficulties with the Pay As 
You Throw program. 

Answer Options  Count 
 Open ended question  9 

 
Answers: 

 None (x4) 
 Contamination in recycling is high. Full implementation at one time was 

difficult due to the number of households. 
 The cost savings are not difficult for the customer to see. 
 Sustained economic downturn has affected recycling markets - recycling 

subsidizes residential garbage rates in Portland, and this loss of income 
has negatively impacted haulers. Given that the changes to our recycling 
program were implemented less than a year ago, it’s hard to quantify how 
the changes have impacted our recovery rates, etc - simply not enough 
data AND too many variables. 

 Manual collection of extra garbage bags creates inefficiencies with a 
system designed to tip garbage carts with automated trucks. Also, there are 
households that regularly generate larger volumes of extra garbage, and its 
more desirable to all parties concerned, if they properly size their garbage 
carts, ie, go to a larger sized garbage cart. Although it goes against the 
philosophy of PAYT, its cheaper for these customers to upgrade to a 
larger sized cart, and more efficient for our collection. There are also 
administrative costs to tracking and billing for extra garbage. 

 We have to drive every street looking for the bags, there is no subscription 
requirement!! More fuel, more time, more cost! 

 
Question 24: Please describe any other major issues, benefits, or relevant points 
associated with the program. 

Answer Options  Count 
 Open ended question  7 

 
Answers: 

 The citizens get it. It is logical and is perceived as equitable. We are 
applying PAYT to our curbside yard waste/food waste composting 
collection with 13 gal, 32 gal and 96 gal options. 

 Increased diversion has resulted in decreased disposal, and therefore 
stabilized disposal rates. 

 There is some concern (and some anecdotal evidence) that, in order to 
save money, people will choose a smaller sized garbage bin and put their 
garbage into the larger recyclables cart. Some people do seem to do this 
but it’s not the majority of people and tagging carts for contamination 
rather than just picking them up. 

 The City of Portland currently provides commercial food generators with 
food composting - we hope to site a local composting facility to offer this 
service to residents in the next 18 months to 2 years. 
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 We found that if you allow for extra garbage, you must have a large 
enough rate gap between garbage cart sizes to incentivize recycling. 

 We hope with the upcoming conversion to single stream recycling, from 
sort separated at curb, that we begin to see volume of trash being 
landfilled decline. 

 None 
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Appendix C: Constructing a Distribution of MSW Production 
 
Milwaukee does not collect data on the amount of municipal solid waste each 
household in the city produces. The best data available show the average amount 
of MSW per collection route during an eight-month period in 2007 (City of 
Milwaukee 2007). This data can provide route-level information, but specific 
household data cannot be derived from it because the standard deviation of the 
data is unknown. The standard deviation describes how tightly all of the 
observations in a data set cluster around the mean (average) of the data. For 
example, if the mean of a data set is 40.00 and the standard deviation is 2, the 
majority of the data points fall between 38.00 and 42.00. 
 
If the standard deviation and mean of a data set are known, the distribution of data 
points can be known. In this case, the mean of the MSW is known, but the 
standard deviation for Milwaukee’s data is unknown. Therefore, the distribution 
of MSW generation by household cannot be generated from empirical records. 
The only relevant information that can be drawn from the available data is that the 
average household disposed of 43.16 pounds of MSW per week during this 
period. We converted this figure to an average weekly volume of 38.75 gallons 
using a standard conversion of 225 pounds per cubic yard of MSW. 
  
The distribution of household MSW determines the pricing structure for a 
multiple cart PAYT system by determining the number of households that may 
subscribe to each cart size. To develop reasonable estimates of the unknown 
distribution of households, standard deviations from 1.00 to 38.00 (just less than 
the mean of 38.75 gallons per household) were considered. This range produced 
wide variation in the number of households potentially using each cart size. Using 
a more plausible range of standard deviations from 6.00 to 18.00 also produced 
widely varying estimates of the number of households using each cart size. 
 
However, when these estimates were placed into the pricing formula, the range of 
prices for each cart size was fairly narrow and stable. In fact, the range of prices 
varied by only a few dollars for each cart size, even when the distribution of carts 
changed considerably. Given this, we examined the status quo and each 
alternative using theoretical distributions with standard deviations of 6.00, 12.00, 
and 18.00. The standard deviations were measured in either pounds or gallons 
depending on what was relevant for each alternative. 
 
Figures 1, 2, and 3 graphically depict these standard deviations. 
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Figure 1: Normal MSW Distribution with Standard Deviation of 6.00 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
Figure 2: Normal MSW Distribution with Standard Deviation of 12.0 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
Figure 3: Normal MSW Distribution with Standard Deviation of 18.0 

 
Source: Authors’ calculations 
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Appendix D: Alternative Budget and Pricing Development 
 
This section describes the method used to establish budgets and an equity index  
for the status quo and both alternatives. Because we did not know the standard 
deviation for household MSW distribution, we outlined scenarios using hypotheti-
cal standard deviations of 6.00, 12.00, and 18.00. We also hypothesized scenarios 
using a tipping fee of $30 per ton, the approximate rate Milwaukee pays in 2009  
to unload waste at the dump, and $35 per ton, which the client asked us to include. 
Finally, we projected scenarios using current levels of MSW generated by the city, 
a 10 percent reduction in total waste, and a 20 percent reduction in total waste. 
These waste reduction figures fall within the reasonable range of waste reduction 
reported by the comparative cities we surveyed and literature on cities moving  
to PAYT systems from flat-rate MSW collection.  
 
These considerations resulted in six status quo scenarios, where no waste 
reduction was analyzed; 18 Alternative I scenarios; and 18 Alternative II 
scenarios. For each alternative, only one budget scenario is presented in this 
appendix, demonstrating a standard deviation of 6.00, a tipping fee of $30,  
and zero reduction in MSW. 
 
We started with a budget for the status quo which was based on the 2009 
Milwaukee Solid Waste Budget (City of Milwaukee). This base budget was used 
for all of the pricing and equity index scenarios, with changes that are described 
below for each alternative. 
 
Tables 12, 14, and 16 show the prices and the equity index for each scenario of 
each alternative. These tables show the standard deviation, the tipping fee, the 
waste collection charge, the equity index, and the cost recovery percentage for 
each scenario. The tables also present the total annual price that would be paid by 
the median Milwaukee household under each scenario. 
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Status Quo Summary: Current MSW and Recycling Program  
Six scenarios were constructed for the status quo. These used standard deviations 
of 6.00, 12.00, and 18.00, each with a landfill tipping fee of $30 or $35 per ton. 
Because no municipal solid waste reduction is assumed under the status quo, the 
scenarios do not reflect any reduction in MSW. 
 
Under the status quo, the median household (in fact all households) pays $150  
per year for its MSW and recycling collection. This results in a program cost 
recovery of 88 to 91 percent depending on the tipping fee that is used. Table 12 
displays these summary results as well as the equity index for each scenario. 
 
Table 12: Status Quo Scenarios 

   Std.  Tipping 
0% MSW 
Reduction  % Cost 

Scenario  Dev.  Fee  Median Charge  Recovery 
SQ1  6.00  $30  $150  91.3% 
         Equity Index: 1.23   
SQ2  6.00  $35  $150  88.7% 
         Equity Index: 1.23   
SQ3  12.00  $30  $150  91.3% 
         Equity Index: 2.11   
SQ4  12.00  $35  $150  88.7% 
         Equity Index: 2.11   
SQ5  18.00  $30  $150  91.3% 
         Equity Index: 3.30   
SQ6  18.00  $35  $150  88.7% 
         Equity Index: 3.30   

Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
A sample status quo budget scenario is presented in Table 13. A number of 
assumptions are contained in this budget: 
 

 It is assumed that the long-run resale value of recyclables is $80 per ton 
(R. Meyers, personal communication, March 24, 2009). Of this amount, 
Milwaukee receives $40 in gross revenue. This amount is used in all 
budget scenarios. 

 The state recycling grant is assumed to be the same as the FY2008 grant. 
 “Overhead” excludes fringe benefits and depreciation expenses. 
 Standard deviations of 6.00, 12.00, and 18.00 were used in calculating the 

equity index. The standard deviations were not relevant for price 
determination in the status quo.  

 The tipping fee was set at $30 and $35 per ton as the client requested. 
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Table 13: Status Quo Sample Budget Scenario 
 

Status Quo: Current Milwaukee System Estimated Budget 
Scenario 1: Standard Deviation = 6, MSW Tipping Fee = $30 

       
       

INCOME/REVENUES            

       
MSW Program            

Number of Households  190,000 x Base Price  $150 $28,500,000 

Extra Collection            
Large Pickups (>4 Yards3)  2,500 x Charge per pickup  $50 $125,000 

Total MSW Income/Revenue          $28,625,000 

       
Recycling Collection            

Tons Collected  26,000 x Resale value per ton  $40 $1,040,000 

Recycling state grants          $3,500,000 

Total Recycling Income/Revenue      $4,540,000 
       

Total Income/Revenue          $33,165,000 
       
       

EXPENSES/COSTS            

       
MSW Program            

Labor      $11,334,141 
ODWs Salaries (77 routes)    $9,507,027  
OT (driver only)    $327,019  
Field Clerks/Cart Techs    $208,934  
San Workers    $493,630  
Supervisors       $797,532   

Fringe Benefit          $4,646,998 

Trucks      $3,779,577 
Maint/Repair/Fuel    $1,902,096  
Depreciation    $1,877,481  

Tonnage  190,000 x Tipping fee per ton  $30 $5,700,000 

Other operating expenses      $475,000 

Containers          $645,000 

Overhead (13.38%)      $2,683,525 

MSW Total          $29,264,241 

Continued on following page       
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EXPENSES/COSTS continued             

       
Recycling Program            

Labor      $2,306,512 
ODWs Salaries (34 routes)    $2,098,954  
OT    $144,398  
Supervisors    $265,884  
Recycling Manager    $63,160  

Fringe Benefit          $945,670 

Trucks      $1,471,882 
Maint/Repair/Fuel    $839,664  
Depreciation    $632,218  

Tonnage  26,000 x Processing fee per ton  $40 $1,040,000 

Other operating expenses      $250,000 

Containers          $400,000 

Overhead (13.38%)      $647,080 

Recycling Total          $7,061,144 
       

Total Expenses/Costs          $36,325,385 
       
       

COST RECOVERY            

Total Income/Revenue      $33,165,000 
Total Expenses/Costs      $36,325,385 

Net Income/Loss          ‐$3,160,385 

Percentage Cost Recovery      91.3% 
       
       

EQUITY MEASURE            

Resident  Charge      Price/pound 

10th Percentile Household  $150 ÷ Annual MSW Pounds  1,735 $0.086 
Median Household  $150 ÷ Annual MSW Pounds  2,158 $0.070 
90th Percentile Household  $150 ÷ Annual MSW Pounds  2,543 $0.059 

Equity Index  1.47 Ratio of low‐volume price to high‐volume price 
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Alternative I Summary: Multiple Cart Sizes 
Alternative I required the construction of 18 scenarios. As in the status quo, the 
standard deviation was 6.00, 12.00, and 18.00, each with a landfill tipping fee  
of $30 and $35. We assumed that some level of MSW reduction will occur when 
customers are charged based on their MSW output. We constructed scenarios to 
reflect 10 percent or 20 percent total reductions in MSW in addition to the other 
variables. 
 
Under Alternative I, the median household produces 38.75 gallons of MSW per 
week with no MSW reduction, 34.84 gallons with a 10 percent reduction, and 31 
gallons with a 20 percent reduction. We assume that under all of these scenarios 
the median household will use a 64-gallon cart. In this case, the median household 
will pay between $164 and $184 per year for MSW and recycling collection 
depending on the variables. Table 14 displays these summary results as well as 
the equity index for each scenario. 
 
Table 14: Alternative I: Multiple Carts Scenarios 

   Std.  Tipping 
0% MSW 
Reduction 

10% MSW 
Reduction 

20% MSW 
Reduction 

Scenario  Dev.  Fee  Median Charge  Median Charge  Median Charge 
MC1  6.00  $30  $171  $168  $164 
         Equity Index: 1.08  Equity Index: 1.07  Equity Index: 1.06 
MC2  6.00  $35  $177  $173  $169 
         Equity Index: 1.09  Equity Index: 1.08  Equity Index: 1.07 
MC3  12.00  $30  $178  $174  $171 
         Equity Index: 1.69  Equity Index: 1.68  Equity Index: 1.67 
MC4  12.00  $35  $184  $180  $176 
         Equity Index: 1.71  Equity Index: 1.70  Equity Index: 1.68 
MC5  18.00  $30  $178  $175  $171 
         Equity Index: 2.88  Equity Index: 2.86  Equity Index: 2.84 
MC6  18.00  $35  $184  $180  $176 
         Equity Index: 2.91  Equity Index: 2.89  Equity Index: 2.87 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
A sample multiple cart budget scenario is presented in Table 15. A number of 
assumptions are contained in this budget: 
 

 This alternative will require one new employee for billing, technical 
support and maintenance of the weighing system. This employee is 
budgeted at $40,000 annually, plus the associated fringe costs.  

 Full price recovery was specified for the alternative.  
 Cart charges were set at $48 per year for a 32-gallon cart, $96 per year for 

a 64-gallon cart, and $144 per year for a 95-gallon cart. Once these prices 
were established, a base charge could be set.  
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Table 15: Alternative I Sample Budget Scenario 
 

Alternative I: Multiple Cart System Estimated Budget 
Scenario 1: Standard Deviation = 6, MSW Tipping Fee = $30, MSW Reduction = 0% 

         
         

INCOME/REVENUES             

         
MSW Program             

Number of Households  190,000 x Base Price  $75 $14,290,073 

Cart Charge             
Number 32g Households  24,759 x Annual Charge  $48 $1,188,432 
Number 64g Households  165,239 x Annual Charge  $96 $15,862,944 
Number 95g Households  2 x Annual Charge  $144 $288 

Number additional carts  0 x Annual Charge  $0 $0 

Extra Collection         
Additional 30g Bags  190,000 x Charge per bag  $2 $380,000 
Large Pickups (>4 Yards3)  2,500 x Charge per pickup  $50 $125,000 

Total MSW Income/Revenue           $31,846,737 

         
Recycling Collection             

Tons Collected  26,000 x Resale value per ton  $40 $1,040,000 

Recycling state grants           $3,500,000 

Total Recycling Income/Revenue      $4,540,000 
         

Total Income/Revenue           $36,386,737 
         
         

EXPENSES/COSTS             

         
MSW Program             

Labor        $11,374,141 
ODWs Salaries (77 routes)    $9,507,027  
OT (driver only)      $327,019  
Field Clerks/Cart Techs      $208,934  
San Workers      $493,630  
Supervisors        $837,532   

Fringe Benefit           $4,662,998 

Trucks        $3,779,577 
Maint/Repair/Fuel      $1,902,096  
Depreciation      $1,877,481  

Tonnage  190,000 x Tipping fee per ton  $30 $5,700,000 

Other operating expenses        $475,000 

Containers           $645,000 

Overhead (13.38%)        $2,688,877 

MSW Total        $3,779,607 $29,325,593 

Continued on following page         
 
 



51 
 

EXPENSES/COSTS continued             

         
Recycling Program             

Labor        $2,306,512 
ODWs Salaries (34 routes)    $2,098,954  
OT      $144,398  
Supervisors      $265,884  
Recycling Manager      $63,160  

Fringe Benefit           $945,670 

Trucks        $1,471,882 
Maint/Repair/Fuel      $839,664  
Depreciation      $632,218  

Tonnage  26,000 x Processing fee per ton  $40 $1,040,000 

Other operating expenses        $250,000 

Containers           $400,000 

Overhead (13.38%)        $647,080 

Recycling Total           $7,061,144 
         

Total Expenses/Costs           $36,386,737 
         
         

COST RECOVERY             

Total Income/Revenue        $36,386,737 
Total Expenses/Costs        $36,386,737 

Net Income/Loss           $0 

Percentage Cost Recovery        100.0% 
         
         

EQUITY MEASURE             

Resident  Charge      Price/gallon 

10th Percentile Household  $123 ÷ Annual MSW Gallons  1,553 $0.079 
Median Household  $171 ÷ Annual MSW Gallons  1,937 $0.088 
90th Percentile Household  $171 ÷ Annual MSW Gallons  2,322 $0.074 

Equity Index  1.08 Ratio of low‐volume price to high‐volume price 
 
 



52 
 

Alternative II Summary: Weight-Based Program  
Alternative II included the same 18 scenarios used in Alternative I. 
 
Under Alternative II, the median household produces 43.16 pounds of MSW  
per week with no MSW reduction, 39.29 pounds with a 10 percent reduction,  
and 35.41 pounds with a 20 percent reduction. Given this, the median household 
will pay between $169 and $182 per year for MSW and recycling collection 
depending on the variables chosen. It is notable that this range is nearly identical 
to the range paid by the median household under Alternative I. Table 16 displays 
these summary results as well as the equity index for each scenario. 
 
Table 16: Alternative II: Weight‐Based Scenarios 

   Std.  Tipping 
0% MSW 
Reduction 

10% MSW 
Reduction 

20% MSW 
Reduction 

Scenario  Dev.  Fee  Median Charge  Median Charge  Median Charge 
W1  6.00  $30  $176  $172  $169 
         Equity Index: 1.11  Equity Index: 1.10  Equity Index: 1.10 
W2  6.00  $35  $182  $178  $174 
         Equity Index: 1.11  Equity Index: 1.10  Equity Index: 1.09 
W3  12.00  $30  $177  $172  $169 
         Equity Index: 1.25  Equity Index: 1.24  Equity Index: 1.22 
W4  12.00  $35  $182  $178  $174 
         Equity Index: 1.24  Equity Index: 1.23  Equity Index: 1.21 
W5  18.00  $30  $177  $172  $169 
         Equity Index: 1.47  Equity Index: 1.44  Equity Index: 1.41 
W6  18.00  $35  $182  $178  $174 
         Equity Index: 1.45  Equity Index: 1.43  Equity Index: 1.40 

Source: Authors’ calculations 
 
A sample weight-based budget scenario is presented in Table 17. A number of 
assumptions are contained in this budget: 
 

 This alternative will require two new employees for billing and technical 
support and maintenance of the weighing system. These employees are 
budgeted at $40,000 each annually, plus the associated fringe costs.  

 Full price recovery was specified for the alternative. 
 All customers pay a base fee of $50 per year, regardless of their actual 

MSW output. The base fee covers fixed costs borne by Milwaukee 
regardless of the amount of MSW generated by households for collection. 
Based on this base charge, the total amount of MSW generated and the 
expenses that had to be recovered, a charge per pound of MSW was 
established. 
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Table 17: Alternative II Sample Budget Scenario 

 
Alternative II: Weight‐Based System Estimated Budget 

Scenario 1: Standard Deviation = 6, MSW Tipping Fee = $30, MSW Reduction = 0% 

         
       

INCOME/REVENUES            

       
MSW Program            

Collection Charge  190,000 x Base Price  $50 $9,500,000 

Weight Charge  190,000 x Charge per ton  $117 $22,283,089 

Extra Collection       
Large Pickups (>4 Yards3)  2,500 x Charge per pickup  $50 $125,000 

Total MSW Income/Revenue          $31,908,089 

       
Recycling Collection            

Tons Collected  26,000 x Resale value per ton  $40 $1,040,000 

Recycling state grants          $3,500,000 

Total Recycling Income/Revenue      $4,540,000 
       

Total Income/Revenue          $36,448,089 
       
       

EXPENSES/COSTS            

       
MSW Program            

Labor      $11,414,141 
ODWs Salaries (77 routes)    $9,507,027  
OT (driver only)    $327,019  
Field Clerks/Cart Techs    $208,934  
San Workers    $493,630  
Supervisors       $877,532   

Fringe Benefit          $4,678,998 

Trucks      $3,779,577 
Maint/Repair/Fuel    $1,902,096  
Depreciation    $1,877,481  

Tonnage  190,000 x Tipping fee per ton  $30 $5,700,000 

Other operating expenses      $475,000 

Containers          $645,000 

Overhead (13.38%)      $2,694,229 

MSW Total       $3,779,607 $29,386,945 

Continued on following page       
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EXPENSES/COSTS continued             

       
Recycling Program            

Labor      $2,306,512 
ODWs Salaries (34 routes)    $2,098,954  
OT    $144,398  
Supervisors    $265,884  
Recycling Manager    $63,160  

Fringe Benefit          $945,670 

Trucks      $1,471,882 
Maint/Repair/Fuel    $839,664  
Depreciation    $632,218  

Tonnage  26,000 x Processing fee per ton  $40 $1,040,000 

Other operating expenses      $250,000 

Containers          $400,000 

Overhead (13.38%)      $647,080 

Recycling Total          $7,061,144 
       

Total Expenses/Costs          $36,448,089 
       
       

COST RECOVERY            

Total Income/Revenue      $36,448,089 
Total Expenses/Costs      $36,448,089 

Net Income/Loss          $0 

Percentage Cost Recovery      100.0% 
       
       

EQUITY MEASURE            

Resident  Charge      Price/pound 

10th Percentile Household  $154 ÷ Annual MSW Pounds  1,773 $0.087 
Median Household  $177 ÷ Annual MSW Pounds  2,158 $0.082 
90th Percentile Household  $199 ÷ Annual MSW Pounds  2,543 $0.078 

Equity Index  1.11 Ratio of low‐volume price to high‐volume price 
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Appendix E: Development of Policy Analysis Criteria 
  
We evaluated each policy option according to four criteria: efficiency, 
effectiveness, equity, and ease of implementation. These are summarized in the 
“Policy Criteria” section of this report. Our measurement and data collection 
methods for each are described here.  
 
Efficiency 
We measure efficiency through the percentage program cost recovery under each 
alternative. We calculate program using the following formula: 
 
% Cost Recovery = Program Income and Revenue / Program Expenses and Costs 
 
We used the spreadsheet template to total the income and expenses under a range 
of assumptions for six scenarios for each policy option. Additionally, each 
alternative scenario was run with 0 percent, 10 percent, and 20 percent MSW 
reductions, creating up to 18 scenarios for each alternative. Assumptions included 
the possibility of no reduction in the number of tons of MSW and, therefore, no 
expense reduction due to reduced tipping fees. To calculate the pricing structure 
needed for each scenario, we first determined the income needed to obtain full 
cost recovery. For PAYT options, this was weighted by the distribution of MSW 
per household given the base fees in each case.  
 
In addition, we evaluate efficiency by the additional budget expenses each 
alternative requires. We calculated costs of new PAYT system inputs, public 
outreach and education expenses, and additional staffing expenses from the 
alternatives. We conducted telephone interviews with vendors and potential 
contractors, reviewed our comparable cities survey results and telephone  
contacts, and relied on estimates given by City of Milwaukee staff. Due  
to lack of detailed response, we must estimate some budget items such as 
education and outreach for the multiple cart and weight-based alternatives. 
 
Effectiveness 
Effectiveness is quantifiable by MSW tonnage reduction resulting from  
residents’ disposal behavior under each alternative. Data in this category  
come from research studies and our comparable city survey responses.  
We also make relative comparisons of effectiveness regarding  
household acceptance of and compliance with the programs.  
  
The spreadsheet calculations were based on the approach and assumptions  
about pricing and distributions of waste per household described in the 
methodology section (see page 7 and Appendix C).  
  
We based these estimated tonnage inputs on three sources. First, the ranges  
of variation in tonnage found over time in Milwaukee prior to consideration  
of PAYT provided a magnitude of changes due to all non-PAYT factors.  
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Varying percentage reductions in solid waste from comparably sized PAYT 
municipalities act as a second benchmark. We also took into account averages 
from government and industry sources showing diversion rates and other impacts 
during the years following the introduction of PAYT. As most reductions in 
MSW following the introduction of PAYT came in the first year or two and then 
leveled off, our quantitative evaluations covered an entire single year and should 
be considered the long-run average. 
  
City of Milwaukee staff provided recycling revenues and landfill fees per ton  
for the current budget cycle. These are not modified to account for long-term 
forecasts of variations in recycling prices in our analysis.  
  
Equity 
We defined an equity index to consistently measure the relative fairness of each 
policy alternative. The index shows the ratio of the prices paid between those that 
generate the most MSW and those that generate the least. Specifically, the index 
compares the price paid per pound or gallon of MSW by the individual household 
10 percent from the bottom and 10 percent from the top of the MSW distribution 
range. This approach provides a single number to compare the equity of different 
systems and different scenarios. A score of 2.0 on the index indicates those 
generating the least MSW pay twice as much as those generating the most. An 
index of 1.0 indicates residents pay the same amount for MSW collection per unit, 
which we consider to be the most equitable system possible. In our calculations, 
we found 1.08 as the most equitable score in our alternatives, occurring under the 
weight-based system. The status quo scores the highest equity disparity at 4.8. 
This means that under one possible status quo scenario, households with the 
lowest amount of MSW pay nearly five times the rate per pound of households 
generating the most waste. 
 
Ease of Implementation 
Assessment of ease of implementation was a relative comparison between alter-
natives and considered issues such as education and billing changes. We also con-
sidered availability of new equipment and maintenance services, and whether the 
alternative requires substantial re-training of collection workers. We obtained this 
information from interviews with City of Milwaukee employees, our comparable 
cities survey results, and telephone contacts with vendors. We also used research 
on published PAYT information.  
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communities (up front County loan paid off)
• Revenues: material sales (50%), state grants & 

operator processing fees (up to $6.50/ton)
• Current fund balance = $11 million: 

– Good markets and competitive operating contracts
– Distributions to communities of $6.2 million in the last 9 

years + $1 million for 2010 (proposed)
– 2012 Projected Fund Balance: $11-13 million

• Assume continued state grants of $1 million/yr., material sales 
of $700K./yr. and community dividends of $1 million/yr. 

– Use to pay for future MRF investments
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Cost Savings Single Stream MRF Impacts

• Automation decreases personnel costs      
(workers comp claims, etc.) • Increases MRF labor and capital costs

• Large cart allows Every Other Week 
collection of recyclables 

• Increases residue level at MRF 
(non-recyclables)

• Flexibility: Can use compaction vehicles 
to reduce capital & trips to the MRF, more 
households per route – faster collection

• Potential for decreased quality of   
processed recyclables (glass/paper)

• Higher rates of recycling & reduced landfill 
disposal costs – easier for the general 
public to implement (no sorting)

• Higher recyclable volumes to process
• Increased net cost per ton processing
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All of these factors were built into the economic analysis
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– Trend is playing out nationwide 
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– Locally, only 1 of 3 private haulers (Veolia) still 

offers dual stream collection 
• Waste Mgt. and Johns already switched to SS
• 3 participating communities without hauling 

contracts already switched to SS (problem)
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in collection & disposal costs 
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• Needs all new MRF equipment/more space 
2. Recycling tons increase considerably with a 

Single Stream system – assumed + 25% 
• In-county data shows 45% increase/capita
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3. Doubling tonnage greatly improves the 
economics of a Single Stream MRF

• 2 shifts = much faster return on investment
• New site needed to double tonnage

4. National MRF data shows:
• SS paper/fiber is equally marketable
• Increased residue from SS depends on public 

education (projected increase from 3% to 10%)
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• Projected annual net revenues = $0.12 million
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owned/privately operated):

• Add tonnage for 2 shifts (76,066 tons - NP/Tosa/Milw)
• Estimated building costs = $8.25 million + land
• Projected annual net revenues = $1.7 million

3. Send recyclables to privately-owned MRF
• Costs unknown (RFP process)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 
The City of Milwaukee is under contract with Waste Management Recycle America (WMRA) to operate 
the City’s recycling facilities.  The City’s contract extended to June 30, 2009, plus the City has the sole 
option to renew the contract for up to five 1-year periods.  The existing dual stream processing equipment 
is at the end of its useful life at the City's Material Recycling Facility (MRF) and the City is interested in 
evaluating recycling alternatives. 
 
The following recycling alternatives were evaluated: 
 

• Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City Facility 
• Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City Facility 
• Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to Third Party 
• Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
• Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa 
• Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City Facility 

 
Alternative A involves a continuation of the current dual stream collection program.  Under all the other 
alternatives, recycling collection for the City of Milwaukee would be upgraded to reflect single stream 
operation.  One-person or two-person collection crews are possible.  The collection fleet can be upgraded 
over time to increase efficiency.  The existing 95-gallon carts can be reused and modified easily by 
removal of the divider within the cart. 
 
Under all the alternatives, the study addresses recycling collection for the City of Milwaukee under 
monthly, 3-week, and 2-week collection scenarios. 
 
The regional MRF would include the City of Milwaukee, Waukesha County, and City of Wauwatosa.  In 
2007, Waukesha County commissioned a study which included evaluating a regional MRF and the 
conclusion was that a regional MRF showed promise and should be further explored. 
 
Recycling collection for Waukesha County and City of Wauwatosa and transport to the City of Milwaukee 
MRF are not part of this study, but are recommended to be evaluated by Waukesha County and the City 
of Wauwatosa to develop the most cost-effective approach if this alternative is further considered.   
 
The six recycling facility alternatives are described as follows: 
 
Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City Facility 
 
Alternative A would consist of continuing the City’s current dual stream processing at the existing MRF.  
The existing equipment would be replaced entirely due to the age and condition of the processing 
equipment.  The structural aspects of the facility would remain basically the same.  A cost allowance is 
included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process equipment.  Staffing is 
projected to remain about the same and operation would continue by a private party.  There are options 
regarding implementing this alternative which include the City purchasing and installing the equipment, or 
having a third party design, build and operate the system.  If the City purchased and installed the 
equipment, a third party could operate it. 
 
Recycling collection would remain the same as the existing program.  Recycling trucks would be parked 
at the existing City MRF.  Separate cost estimates are prepared for monthly, every 3-week, and every 
2-week collection scenarios. 
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Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City Facility (City Only) 
 
Alternative B would consider single stream processing instead of the current dual stream.  Single stream 
processing means all the recyclables are collected in a single undivided cart and then sorted at the MRF.  
This approach is more user friendly and collection friendly resulting in more recyclables being placed at 
the curb by the public and more efficient collection by the recycling truck operation.  Single stream 
collection is more user friendly because the public can simply consolidate all recyclables in the home and 
place them all in one cart without further sorting.  The recycling industry is moving toward single stream 
recycling nationwide.  Single stream can accommodate fully automated collection which improves 
efficiency by allowing carts to be serviced without the driver exiting the vehicle. 
 
The existing recycling equipment would be removed and replaced with the new equipment.  A cost 
allowance is included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process equipment.  
Staffing is projected to remain about the same or less depending on the extent of automation as 
compared to the existing staff.  There are two options regarding implementing this alternative which 
include the City purchasing and installing the equipment and using a third party to operate, or having a 
third party design, build and operate the system. 
 
Recycling trucks would be parked at the existing City MRF.  Separate cost estimates are prepared for 
monthly, every 3-week, and every 2-week collection scenarios. 
 
Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to Third Party 
 
Alternative C pertains to constructing two new transfer stations for recyclables.  One station would be 
located at 3879 West Lincoln Avenue, which is the location of the current self-help center and solid waste 
transfer station.  The second transfer station would be located on the northwest side of the City.  Multiple 
locations are under consideration. 
 
Collection of recyclables would be taken to one of the transfer stations.  The recyclables would be placed 
in a compactor to crush the materials to increase the density, thereby allowing more recyclables to be 
placed in a semi tractor trailer.  This approach saves on the transportation cost for trucking recyclables to 
the MRF.  For this evaluation, the collection trucks are assumed to be located at the respective transfer 
station.  If this alternative is selected, parking accommodations for the recycling trucks need to be further 
confirmed regarding available space. 
 
Operation and maintenance costs for the transfer stations are estimated and based on a private firm 
performing the work.  Operation and maintenance costs for the hauling to the MRF and MRF operation 
are based on services performed by a third party.   
 
Recycling trucks would be parked at the transfer locations.  Recycling collection costs are identified for 
monthly, 3-week, and 2-week collection for single stream processing. 
 
Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
 
Alternative D would consist of converting the existing City MRF into a recycling transfer station.  This 
alternative was addressed in the October 2008 Draft No. 2 Recycling Facilities Study report prepared by 
Earth Tech AECOM. 
 
A compactor and related improvements would be added to the MRF.  The transfer station would be 
operated by a third party which would transport the recyclables by semi truck to a processing facility.  
Transfer station capital equipment could be provided directly by the third party firm and are estimated for 
this study.  For this evaluation, the WMRA MRF in Germantown was used for the cost evaluation. 
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Recycling collection addresses monthly, 3-week, and 2-week collection scenarios based on single stream 
collection. 
 
Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa 
 
Alternative E is based on Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee developing a 
new MRF located at West 116th Street and Walnut in Wauwatosa.  The Waukesha County Study will 
serve as the basis for this alternative with some additional input from vendors for updated equipment 
costs.  A single stream MRF is evaluated.  The operation would be by a third party. 
 
Recycling collection would be based on the City of Milwaukee recycling trucks being parked at the 
regional MRF.  This assumption needs to be further verified with the City of Wauwatosa and Waukesha 
County.  Another option is to park the City of Milwaukee recycling trucks at the existing City MRF though 
the collection costs would be somewhat higher, as discussed in the Earth Tech AECOM October 2008 
Draft No. 2 Report.  Preliminary discussions between the City of Milwaukee and City of Wauwatosa 
indicate there would be room for the City of Milwaukee trucks to be parked at the Wauwatosa site. 
 
Recycling collection addresses monthly, three-week, and two-week collection scenarios based on single 
stream collection. 
 
Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City Facility 
 
Alternative F considers Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee developing a MRF 
at the City’s existing MRF on Mount Vernon.  The City’s current dual stream processing would be 
replaced with single stream processing equipment.  The existing equipment would be replaced entirely 
due to its age, size, and condition.  The structural aspects of the facility would remain basically the same.  
A cost allowance is included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process 
equipment.  Staffing is expected to increase from the current level based on additional recycling tonnage 
and is estimated based on the Waukesha County Report.  The processing would be performed by a 
private firm as currently done. 
 
Cost Evaluation 
 
A present worth cost analysis was prepared to evaluate recycling facility alternatives and recycling 
collection alternatives.  The estimated capital, operation and maintenance costs were determined for 
each recycling facility alternative.  The estimated revenue from the sale of recyclables was determined.  
Four scenarios were evaluated: 
 

• Low Recyclables Price, Low Recyclable Volume 
• Low Recyclables Price, High Recyclable Volume 
• High Recyclables Price, Low Recyclable Volume 
• High Recyclables Price, High Recyclable Volume 

 
The revenue is based on a 50:50 share with the processing contractor, as currently done under the City's 
contract.  The benefit of avoided landfill tipping fees through increased recycling was also estimated. 
 
Increased frequency for collecting recyclables and single stream collection can improve the volumes of 
recyclables collected. 
 
The present worth analysis is based on a 15-year period.  The salvage value of new equipment is 
estimated at zero after 15 years.  The salvage value of structural facilities is estimated to be worth 
50 percent of its original value after 15 years. 
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Results of the Study 
 

• Collection Alternatives 
 
Collection of recyclables is currently performed on a monthly basis.  Some areas of the City collect 
recyclables by having City personnel walk up the driveway to collect the 95 gallon cart and then return the 
cart.  This service adds to the collection cost.  A more efficient approach is to have the cart placed by the 
resident at the curb to more efficiently serve the public and save the City on collection costs. 
 
The most cost-effective method was to collect the recyclables on a three-week frequency with placement 
of the cart at the curb by the resident.  Single stream collection is proposed using existing carts and 
trucks.  A partition in the cart will be removed.  Three week frequency is estimated to increase recyclables 
volume by ten percent. 
 
As the City implements this collection program, the goal will be to continually improve collection and 
eventually initiate collection on a two-week frequency in the future for added public convenience and 
increased recyclables volume. 
 
The recyclables collection would be accomplished by trucks with one person.  The City could employ 
some fully-automated trucks to improve collection time and also reduce manpower injuries.  Two person 
collection was found to increase recyclables collected but was offset by substantially greater labor costs 
and therefore was not cost-effective. 
 

• Recycling Facility Alternatives  
 
The most cost-effective alternative based on a present worth analysis was Alternative D - One Transfer 
Station at Existing City Facility.  This alternative provides the City with the least risk and lowest capital 
investment.  The transfer station would be operated by a third party.  The recycling processing also would 
be performed by a third party.  For this evaluation, the WMRA recycling facility in Germantown was 
considered. 
 

• Pay as You Throw 
 
There is increasing interest in managing municipal solid waste through "pay as you throw" (PAYT) 
programs.  The most common approach is for the user to pay for a certain size garbage container(s) and 
the recycling cart is free.  The PAYT program results in a decrease in the trash tonnage and increase in 
recycling tonnage.  A 16 to 17 percent diversion from residential trash is the average, which is generally 
divided equally among recycling, yard waste and source reduction. 
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Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations are made: 
 
1. Implement Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility, based on the economics.  

It presents the least investment and least risk to the City of Milwaukee.  Single stream collection 
offers the benefit of more efficient collection.  It maximizes the cart volume and improves 
convenience for residents. 

 
2. Negotiate with WMRA to implement Alternative D. 
 
3. Implement three-week recycling collection to increase recycling volumes and revenues.  Schedule 

recycling collection for the cart to be located at the curb (no walk up driveway) to improve collection 
efficiency.  Make improvements to the routes based on the new software for routing trucks. 

 
4. Implement Pay As You Throw features for garbage collection in conjunction with increased 

recycling collection service to optimize effectiveness of both programs. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This study was commissioned by the City of Milwaukee to compare capital, operation and maintenance, 
and collections costs for recycling facility alternatives to serve the City of Milwaukee.  The alternatives 
include upgrading the process equipment at the City’s existing recycling facility; developing one or two 
recycling transfer stations and transporting the materials to a third-party recycling center; and a regional 
recycling facility in Wauwatosa or at the City’s existing facility. 
 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
2.1 City-Owned Recycling Facilities 
 
The City of Milwaukee is under contract with Waste Management Recycle America LLC (WMRA) to 
operate the City’s recycling facilities at South 13th Street and West Mount Vernon Avenue in the 
Menomonee River Valley.  The City’s contract was awarded in July 2004 and extends to June 30, 2009.  
The City has the sole option to renew the contract for up to five 1-year periods.  This option shall be 
exercised by the City in writing and delivered to the Contractor a minimum of 6 months prior to the 
contract end date.  If the City does not notify the Contractor during this notification period, the contract is 
automatically extended for 1 year.  Currently, WMRA is operating the City’s recycling facilities under the 
first 1-year renewal period. 
 
The bidding of recycling services in January 2004 was a very competitive process.  There were five 
bidders which included FCR, Allied Waste, Newark Group, Onyx now known as Veolia, and Recycle 
America Alliance, now known as WMRA.  There were three bid options as follows: 
 

• Bid Option 1:  Operation of City-Owned Material Recovery Facility (MRF) 
• Bid Option 2:  Processing of Recyclables at an Alternate Location 
• Bid Option 3:  Processing of Recyclables at Two Alternate Locations 

 
All the bidders submitted prices for Bid Option 1.  Onyx and WMRA submitted on Bid Option 2, WMRA 
also submitted on Bid Option 3, and their pricing was the same for all three Bid Options.  Their proposed 
approach for alternate MRF locations was to use the A-1 Recycling Center located at 2101 West Morgan 
Avenue for the southern sector and use a proposed Milwaukee North MRF located at 9601 North 
Wausaukee Road in Germantown for the northern sector.  If these alternate MRF locations were 
selected, the bidder would have needed to submit an Operating Plan for the City review, input and 
approval within 10 days after the Bid date.  The result was the City accepted Bid Option 1 and continued 
to use the City-owned MRF. 
 
The bid provided by WMRA was a very competitive price resulting in long-term savings to the City for 
recycling.  Cost sharing of the recycling revenue is at 50 percent for the City and the Contractor, and 
recycling revenues have been increasing over the years due to a global demand for recyclable materials. 
 
Appendix A contains a draft letter to the bidders summarizing the MRF bid results.  In addition, excerpts 
from WMRA's bid regarding potential use of alternate MRF locations is also included in this Appendix. 
 
2.2 Existing and Proposed Regional Recycling Facilities 
 
Waukesha County had a study conducted in 2007 which included evaluating the potential of a regional 
recycling facility to serve Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee.  The report 
entitled "Waukesha County Recycling System and Capacity Study, Final Report" was prepared by RRT 
Design and Construction and GBB (Waukesha County Study).  The conclusion of the regional facility 
investigation was that the regional concept had merit and should be further explored.  One of the main 
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advantages for this regional facility is to provide a long-term competitive situation for recycling services.  
The regional facility is based on the premise that it would be government-owned and operated by a 
private firm.  After the Waukesha report, a preliminary MRF site was identified near West 116th Street 
and Walnut in Wauwatosa, and elected officials in Wauwatosa approved the site for consideration. 
 
WMRA recently constructed a recycling facility in Germantown which has the capacity to handle the 
recyclables from the City of Milwaukee and provides the City with another option in the future.  In this 
case, the City could convert the existing recycling facility into a transfer station or use other transfer sites. 
 
The WMRA facility currently receives recyclables at their facility in Germantown from Waste Management 
customers as far away as Green Bay, Madison and Janesville in addition to southeastern Wisconsin. 
 
 
3.0 EXISTING RECYCLING FACILITIES AND COLLECTION ROUTES 
 
The City of Milwaukee has 34 recycling routes which are served by 34 trucks.  In recent years, this 
number has been reduced to 31 crews during the seven months of the year from May through November, 
accomplished through eliminating up-the-driveway service in some routes.  Each of the trucks has 
1 driver on board who collects and dumps the recyclables as well as driving the truck.  Most routes have 
carts to collect recyclables.  Some routes have bins for recyclables.  The recycling trucks are parked at 
the recycling facility, also referred to as the Materials Recovery Facility or MRF, and travel to the 
designated recycling route to collect recyclables.  At the end of the day, the recycling truck brings the 
recyclables to the MRF for processing and the truck is parked. 
 
Currently recyclables are picked-up from each household one time each month, with some exceptions.  A 
pilot study by the City of Milwaukee and research from other cities has shown greater recycling rates 
when pick-up is more frequent than once per month.  The following are believed to be some of the 
reasons why collection more frequent than once per month is preferred: 
 

• The carts become full for many households before their next pickup, so they stop recycling until 
their cart is emptied, with overflow recyclables going in the garbage. 

• The carts can become too heavy for some residents to safely move so they stop recycling for the 
month before their cart becomes too heavy. 

• When collection is more frequent, it is more justifiable to require residents to roll out carts, 
allowing for considerable gains in collection efficiency versus up-the-drive service. 

 
Data has shown more frequent collection of recyclables can increase recycling volumes by 10 to 
20 percent.  This study investigates the costs of increasing the frequency of collection based on efficient 
pilot studies conducted in Milwaukee and looks at the costs versus the benefits.  It also looks at the costs 
of using two-person crews rather than one-person crews. 
 
Currently, recycling in Milwaukee is dual stream, meaning that the paper products are separated from the 
cans and bottles by the consumer.  The carts have a divider to keep the two streams separate.  The carts 
are rolled to the rear of the split-body recycler truck where a lifting mechanism dumps the cart so that the 
two waste streams fall into their respective side of the truck.  Although these split trucks are used today 
and are still being ordered, if single stream recycling is decided on for the future, the existing trucks and 
carts can still be utilized by removing the cart divider and tipping full carts into both sides of the truck.  
The tipping mechanism on the split packers allows for tipping carts on either side as well as in the middle 
as described above.  Also, until single stream trucks and carts would be purchased in the future, the 
trucks could be modified to add another cart tipper arm if two-person crews are decided on. 
 
The MRF’s equipment is in poor condition due to many years of operation.  Most of the equipment was 
installed in the early 1990s, and the manufacturer of the equipment is no longer in business.  This 
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situation makes it difficult for the contractor to maintain the equipment and has resulted in the contractor 
needing to pay a premium for custom-made equipment parts to keep the equipment operating.  WMRA 
recently shared a report with the City that was an assessment of the condition of the processing 
equipment in the existing City MRF.  The report recommends no further investment in the existing 
equipment other than routine maintenance.  This supports the conclusion that within the near future the 
City must either install a new system or have recyclables processed at another facility. 
Technology changes in recycling have been dramatic over the past 10 to 20 years, resulting in 
substantially more cost-effective and efficient processing equipment.  For example, modern processing 
equipment accommodates the prevalence of single serve plastic bottles that generally were not part of 
the recycling stream fifteen years ago, and thus are not efficiently sorted with older equipment.  The result 
is the existing processing equipment is both outdated and nearing the end of its useful life. 
 
 
4.0 RECYCLING FACILITY ALTERNATIVES 
 
The City of Milwaukee has several opportunities to continue to serve the city with recycling collection and 
processing.  Now is the time to assess these recycling options because the City’s existing MRF 
equipment is near the end of its life, and the City’s contract with WMRA can be extended for five 1-year 
periods allowing the City to plan and implement another recycling program if desired during this period. 
 
The recycling facility alternatives are as follows: 
 
Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City Facility 
Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City Facility (City Only) 
Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to Third Party 
Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa 
Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City Facility 
 
The description of each alternative is presented herein.  Estimated costs for each alternative are 
presented later in this report.  The cost estimates in this report assume that the “third party” is WMRA in 
Germantown.  For all alternatives, recycling collection costs are identified for monthly, 3-week, and 2-
week collection scenarios.  Only alternative A would continue the current dual stream collection program.  
Under all other alternatives, the City of Milwaukee would employ single stream collection. 
 
4.1 Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City Facility 
 
Alternative A would consist of continuing the City’s current dual stream processing at the existing MRF.  
The existing equipment would be replaced entirely due to the age and condition of the processing 
equipment.  The structural aspects of the facility would remain basically the same.  A cost allowance is 
included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process equipment.  Staffing is 
projected to remain about the same and operation would continue by a private party.  There are options 
regarding implementing this alternative which include the City purchasing and installing the equipment, or 
having a third party design, build and operate the system.  If the City purchased and installed the 
equipment, a third party could operate it. 
 
Recycling collection would remain the same as the existing program.  Recycling trucks would be parked 
at the existing City MRF.  Separate cost estimates are prepared for monthly, every 3-week, and every 
2-week collection scenarios. 
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4.2 Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City Facility (City Only) 
 
Alternative B would consider single stream processing instead of the current dual stream.  Single stream 
processing means all the recyclables are collected in a single undivided cart and then sorted at the MRF.  
This approach is more user friendly and collection friendly resulting in more recyclables being placed at 
the curb by the public and more efficient collection by the recycling truck operation.  Single stream 
collection is more user friendly because the public can simply consolidate all recyclables in the home and 
place them all in one cart without further sorting.  The recycling industry is moving toward single stream 
recycling nationwide.  Single stream can accommodate fully automated collection, which improves 
efficiency by allowing carts to be serviced without the driver exiting the vehicle. 
 
The existing recycling equipment would be removed and replaced with the new equipment.  A cost 
allowance is included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process equipment.  
Staffing is projected to remain about the same or less staff depending on the extent of automation as 
compared to the existing staff.  There are two options regarding implementing this alternative which 
include the City purchasing and installing the equipment and using a third party to operate, or having a 
third party design, build and operate the system. 
 
Recycling collection would be upgraded to reflect single stream operations, as it would under all the 
remaining alternatives as well.  One-person or two-person collection crews are possible.  The collection 
fleet can be upgraded over time to increase efficiency.  The existing 95-gallon carts can be reused and 
modified easily by removal of the divider within the cart.   
 
4.3 Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to Third Party 
 
Alternative C pertains to constructing two new transfer stations for recyclables.  One station would be 
located at 3879 West Lincoln Avenue, which is the location of the current self-help center and solid waste 
transfer station.  The second transfer station would be located on the northwest side of the City.  Multiple 
locations are under consideration. 
 
Collection of recyclables would be taken to one of the transfer stations.  The recyclables would be placed 
in a compactor to crush the materials to increase the density, thereby allowing more recyclables to be 
placed in a semi tractor trailer.  This approach saves on the transportation cost for trucking recyclables to 
the MRF.  For this evaluation, the collection trucks are assumed to be located at the respective transfer 
station.  If this alternative is selected, parking accommodations for the recycling trucks need to be further 
confirmed regarding available space. 
 
Operation and maintenance costs for the transfer stations are estimated and based on a private firm 
performing the work.  Operation and maintenance costs for the hauling to the MRF and MRF operation 
are based on services performed by a third party.   
 
Recycling collection costs are identified for monthly, 3-week, and 2-week collection for single stream 
processing. 
 
4.4 Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
 
Alternative D would consist of converting the existing City MRF into a recycling transfer station.  This 
alternative was addressed in the October 2008 Draft No. 2 Recycling Facilities Study report prepared by 
Earth Tech AECOM. 
 
A compactor and related improvements would be added to the MRF.  The transfer station would be 
operated by a third party which would transport the recyclables by semi truck to a processing facility.  
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Transfer station capital equipment could be provided directly by the third party firm and are estimated for 
this study. 
 
Recycling collection addresses monthly, 3-week, and 2-week collection scenarios based on single stream 
collection. 
 
4.5 Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa 
 
Alternative E is based on Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee developing a 
new MRF located at West 116th Street and Walnut in Wauwatosa.  The Waukesha County Study will 
serve as the basis for this alternative with some additional input from vendors for updated equipment 
costs.  A single stream MRF is evaluated.  The operation would be by a third party. 
 
Recycling collection would be based on the City of Milwaukee recycling trucks being parked at the 
regional MRF.  This assumption needs to be further verified with the City of Wauwatosa and Waukesha 
County.  Another option is to park the City of Milwaukee recycling trucks at the existing City MRF though 
the collection costs would be somewhat higher, as discussed in the Earth Tech AECOM October 2008 
Draft No. 2 Report.  Preliminary discussions between the City of Milwaukee and City of Wauwatosa 
indicate there would be room for the City of Milwaukee trucks to be parked at the Wauwatosa site. 
 
Recycling collection addresses monthly, three-week, and two-week collection scenarios based on single 
stream collection. 
 
4.6 Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City Facility 
 
Alternative F considers Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee developing a MRF 
at the City’s existing MRF on Mount Vernon.  The City’s current dual stream processing would be 
replaced with single stream processing equipment.  The existing equipment would be replaced entirely 
due to its age, size, and condition.  The structural aspects of the facility would remain basically the same.  
A cost allowance is included for some structural improvements to accommodate the new process 
equipment.  Staffing is expected to increase from the current level based on additional recycling tonnage 
and is estimated based on the Waukesha County Report.  The processing would be performed by a 
private firm as currently done. 
 
Recycling collection for Waukesha County and City of Wauwatosa and transport to the City of Milwaukee 
MRF are not part of this study, but are recommended to be evaluated by Waukesha County and the City 
of Wauwatosa to develop the most cost-effective approach if this alternative is further considered.   
 
Recycling collection for the City of Milwaukee addresses monthly, 3-week, and 2-week collection 
scenarios based on single stream collection. 
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5.0 COST ANALYSIS CONSIDERATIONS 
 
5.1 Sources for Cost Information 
 
AECOM attempted to obtain actual cost data when developing the budget costs.  The source of the cost 
data is noted when a cost is used for the first time.  When the data was well researched in a previous 
report and updating this data was not possible due to time constraints, or in the opinion of AECOM 
updating the data would not yield a different result, the previous report data was used.  If information was 
not available from either of the previously discussed sources, AECOM estimated these costs using their 
experience with historical data for similar projects.  A summary of references (footnotes) and additional 
detail about some of the cost data can be found in Appendix J.   
 
In all cases it is important to note that these are budget costs.  As budget costs they are based on many 
different assumptions.  The basis of these costs and the key assumptions are documented in this section. 
 
5.2 Common Assumptions and Cost Components 
 
There are several global assumptions and costs that will be used when determining the particular cost of 
each alternative.  This information is presented in this section.  
 
5.2.1 Volume of Recyclables 
 
The Waukesha County Study presented data which projected the volume of recyclable materials that 
would be generated by City of Milwaukee.  The Waukesha County Study also presents data projecting 
the volume of recyclable materials that would be generated by various communities within Waukesha 
County that are likely to use the services of a new MRF.1  In July of 2009, Perry Lindquist from Waukesha 
County updated these figures in his presentation to the City of Milwaukee.2  
 
The volume of recyclables for these two scenarios is presented in the following table: 
 

Scenario 

Waukesha 
Study1 

(tons/year) 

Perry 
Lindquist 

Presentation2 
(tons/year) 

Projected 
Volumes  

(tons/year)* 
City of Milwaukee  only 28,354 – 29,015 23,000 23,000 - 27,000 
City of Milwaukee, City of Wauwatosa, 
Waukesha County (County) 

76,000 – 80,817 52,000 52,000 - 60,000 

NOTES: 
 
*    Projected volumes used in this report’s cost analysis 
 

 
Mr. Lindquist explained during his presentation to the City of Milwaukee that some Waukesha County 
communities will probably not be part of a regional plan based on discussions with these parties.  
Therefore, Mr. Lindquist's tonnage estimates are viewed as more reasonable projections and therefore 
are incorporated into this report. 
 
5.2.2 Collection Frequency and Projected Volumes 
 
The Projected Volumes presented in the table above are based on the monthly collection schedule that 
the City is currently following.   
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If the City were to switch to single stream processing/collection a modest increase in the recycling volume 
will also be realized due simply to the fact that recycling is easier.  For purposes of the cost analysis a 4% 
increase will be added to the Projected Volume for those scenarios that utilize single stream 
processing/collection. 
 
As part of this report, AECOM will also evaluate the impact of increasing the collection to every three 
weeks, and every two weeks.  The various collection schedules and all the impacts are discussed later in 
Section 5 in this report.  The net result however is that increasing the frequency of the collection schedule 
should result in an increase in the Projected Volume of recyclable material. 
 
For purposes of the cost analysis, AECOM increased the total Projected Volume by 10% (of the monthly 
collection volume) for a three week collection schedule, and by 20% (of the monthly collection volume) for 
a two week collection schedule.  
 
5.2.3 Dual Stream Recycling 
 
Current trends in the recycled waste industry continue to move away from Dual Stream Recycling.  This is 
happening for a variety of reasons which have been well documented in previous reports. 
 
The Waukesha County Study concludes that: 
 

 “The body of evidence indicates that single stream recycling is here to 
stay and should be considered the state of the art when properly 
designed and operated. This conclusion is reached because of its 
obvious advantages to the user, the increase in collected tons, and that 
collection cost savings can be significant.”3 

 
This conclusion is well supported in various studies and trade journals.  As such, AECOM is using the 
cost information for Dual Stream Recycling and the associated equipment provided in the Waukesha 
Study, and applying an escalation factor.   
 
Dual Stream Recycling Capital Equipment Costs 
 
The Waukesha County Study estimates the cost of Dual Stream Equipment and Systems to be 
$3,500,000.4  
 
This cost is assumed to be for Dual Stream Equipment capable of processing 30,000 tons per year.  
These costs are presented in 2007 dollars.  Adjusting these costs for inflation, the installed cost of Dual 
Stream Equipment and Systems in 2009 dollars is $3,600,000.5    
 
As stated above AECOM did not research the cost of Dual Stream processing equipment.  The 
$3,600,000 figure above is still suspected to be low.  In order to come up with a more realistic number for 
the cost of dual stream equipment, AECOM estimated the cost using the following method:   
 
The cost for Single Stream equipment was researched (see section 5.2.4).  Using the Waukesha County 
Study, the ratio of dual stream equipment cost/single stream equipment cost was calculated to be 88% 
($3,500,000/$4,000,000)4.  This ratio was multiplied by the Single Stream Equipment Cost derived by 
AECOM (88% x $5,200,000) which resulted in a cost of $4,576,000.  This is the figure that AECOM used 
for the Dual Stream Equipment cost. 
 
The cost for equipment capable of processing 60,000 tons per year is not presented.  It is assumed that if 
the City were to build a facility to process more than their own recyclables that they would install a single 
stream system. 
 
The estimated costs for Dual Stream Equipment are presented in the following table. 
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Cost Item Estimated Cost Notes 

Dual Stream Equipment (30,000 tons/year) $4,576,000  

Engineering/Design and Constructions 
Services 

$549,000 12% of cost* 

Contingency $686,000 15% of cost 
Subtotal $5,811,000  
City Administrative Costs $174,000 Estimated at 3% of 

Subtotal 
Total $5,985,000  
NOTES: 
 
*    This percentage is based on AECOM historical data for engineering, development of bid 
documentation, and construction/start-up oversight.  
 

 
5.2.4 Single Stream Recycling Capital Equipment Costs 

 
In order to estimate the equipment cost of a single stream system, AECOM contacted several of the 
industry leading MRF equipment manufacturers for current budget numbers (see Appendix J for 
additional information).  In addition to soliciting information from equipment manufacturers, AECOM also 
obtained information from the public records about two recently installed systems that are approximately 
the same size.   

 
A brief summary of the information collected is presented in the table below:  

 
Information Source System Size Cost 

RRT Design and Construction 
Waukesha County Study 
Prices adjusted for inflation and presented in 
2009 dollars. 5,6

30,000 TPY 
 

$4,161,000 

Van Dyk Baler Corporation 
Van Dyk Baler is the distributor for Bollegraff 
turnkey systems. 

30,000 TPY 
 
80,000 TPY* 

 
did not respond 

Bulk Handling Systems 
Bulk Handling Systems provides turnkey systems 

30,000 TPY 
 
80,000 TPY* 

 
did not respond 

JWR Incorporated 
JWR Inc. 
Jerry Flickinger 
Equipment Sales Manager  

30,000 TPY 
 
 
80,000 TPY* 

 
 
 
$6,000,000 – $7,000,000 

Kent County, Michigan 
Calvin Brinks 
Purchasing Supervisor 
Kent County Purchasing Division 
provided public information about their recently 
awarded contracts for construction.  The facilities’ 
equipment was designed and installed by RRT 
Design and Construction 

15 -18 TPH or 
30,000 - 36,000 
TPY 

$5,205,000 

Outagamie County, Wisconsin 
Jill Haygood 
Outagamie County provided public information 

25 TPH or  
50,000 TPY 

$7,700,000 
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Information Source System Size Cost 
about their recently constructed facility.  The 
facilities’ equipment was designed and installed 
by Bulk Handling Systems 
NOTES: 
 
*    At the time the information was solicited 80,000 tons per year was still being considered. 
 

For purposes of this report, AECOM will use the figures presented in the table below for estimating the 
cost of an installed single stream processing system: 

 
Commodity 30,000 tons/year 80,000 tons/year 

Process Equipment  $5,200,000 $7,700,000 
Engineering Design and Construction Services (12%) $624,000 $924,000 
Contingency (15%) $780,000 $1,155,000 
Subtotal $6,604,000 $9,799,000 
City Administrative Costs (3%) $198,000 $293,000 
Total $6,802,000 $10,092,000 

 
An 80,000 ton per year system would not be required.  If the City were to purchase equipment for 
processing their recyclables the 30,000 ton per year system would be selected.  This system can be 
operated at a rate of 15 to 18 tons per hour therefore: 
 

15 tons/hour x 40 hours/week x 52 weeks/year = 31,200 tons per year 
18 tons/hour x 40 hours/week x 52 weeks/year = 37,440 tons per year 

 
If the City were to partner with Waukesha County, a 30,000 ton per year system would also be selected 
and a second shift would be added to achieve the 60,000 TPY processing rate. 
 
For purposes of the cost analysis, it is assumed that all costs and revenue related to operation of the 
MRF would be split on a percentage based on the total tonnage provided by each entity.  The City’s split 
percentage would be 44% of the cost and revenues.  Waukesha County and City of Wauwatosa would be 
44% and 12% respectively, for their share. 
 
If the City were to partner with Waukesha County and build a MRF somewhere other than at the existing 
City MRF then the additional cost of a building and the cost of site improvements would be required.  The 
cost of land is not considered because the Waukesha Study did not use a land cost in their analysis.  The 
Waukesha County Study estimates the cost of the building to be $3,500,000 and the cost of site 
improvements to be $750,000.6   When these two numbers are added and adjusted for 2009 dollars the 
total cost for a facility’s building and site improvements is $4,427,000.  As discussed in section 5.2.3, the 
Waukesha Study numbers are assumed to be on the low side.  Using the same scale up factor as in 
section 5.2.3 (88%) a cost of $5,000,000 is more realistic ($4,427,000/0.88).  As a final check this figure 
is compared to the building costs for the similarly sized facility that was constructed in Kent County 
Michigan that was discussed in the previous section.  The costs for the building and site improvements for 
that Kent County Michigan facility were $6,388,000 (see Appendix J). 
 
Taking all of these different numbers into consideration, and factoring in their own historical data AECOM 
will use a cost of $6,000,000 for the building and site improvements for the cost analysis.  This is aside 
from the process equipment costs listed in the table above. 
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5.2.5 MRF Operation and Maintenance 
 
Operation and Maintenance of a Dual Stream Recycling Facility  
 
The Waukesha Study estimates the annual cost of operation and maintenance of a Dual Stream Facility 
to be $42.96/ton7 (2010 dollars) for a 30,000 ton per year system.   
 
Operation and Maintenance of a Single Stream Recycling Facility  
 
The Waukesha County Study estimates the annual cost of operation and maintenance of a single stream 
facility to be $44.02/ton (2010 dollars) for a 30,000 ton per year system and $36.70 (2010 dollars) for an 
80,000 ton per year system.7
 
There is limited detail in the Waukesha County Study as to what went into the development of these 
costs.  General rules of thumb suggest that it costs approximately $50.00/ton to operate a large volume 
single stream facility which is also in the same range of costs.  A third party contract can be quite variable 
in its processing fee depending upon if they also receive a portion of the recyclables revenue. 
 
City Operation and Maintenance Costs 
 
The O&M cost is largely dependent on the system selected (the level of automation), the cost of local 
labor and a variety of other factors.  The City has historically contracted all of the Operation and 
Maintenance of their existing MRF to a third party for a negotiated rate per ton. For purposes of the Cost 
analysis in this report, AECOM will assume that the City will continue to contract this service. 
 
The O&M cost that AECOM used for each particular cost scenario is presented in the table below: 
 

Cost Scenario O&M Rate 
($/ton) 

Source 

Dual Stream Processing $43.00 Waukesha County Study 

Single Stream Processing $46.00 AECOM scaled up factor from current City rate of $41.94/ ton* 
NOTES: 
 
*    Phone conversation with Rick Meyers on 8-17-09.  AECOM assumes more people/equipment are 
required to operate a Single Stream MRF resulting in a higher O&M cost per ton. 
 
 
AECOM’s estimates for O&M are in line with data presented in the AECOM Recycling Facility Study that 
was presented in October of 2008.  The Waukesha County Study and the City’s own data confirm that 
these are reasonable estimates. 
 
The O&M Data is used in Costs analysis as part of the Revenue calculation. 
  
5.2.6 MRF Revenue 
 
The City’s contract with WMRA for processing recyclables is based on the current market rate for the 
processed material, and the current negotiated O&M cost.  There is also an adjustment to deduct the 
volume of mixed residue waste but for purposes of this report the mixed residue waste is assumed to be 
factored out in the recovery rate. 
 
The simplified formula for calculating the recycling revenue for MRF in the cost analysis is as follows: 
 
[(Recycled Material Market Price per ton) / 2 - (MRF O&M Cost per ton)] x (Pick-Up Schedule Volume in 
tons) 
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The avoided disposal costs can be added in order to provide a total net benefit per ton.  For scenarios 
that increase recovery of recyclables, this is used to calculate the full benefit of that scenario by applying 
the avoided disposal costs to any resulting additional recycling tons.  The avoided disposal cost formula is 
calculated as follows: 
 
(Trash Reduction Volume in tons) x (Trash Disposal Price per ton) 
 
Where:  
 
• Recycled Material Market Price = Current market price per ton for sellable materials recovered at the 

MRF  
• Pick-Up Schedule Volume = Volume of Recyclables picked up and brought to the facility for each 

collection scenario  
• MRF O&M Cost = Operation and Maintenance Cost of the MRF (see section 5.2.5) 
• Trash Reduction Volume = the volume of recyclable material that would otherwise go in the trash for 

landfill disposal (used in two and three week collection schedules only) 
• Trash Disposal Price = the City’s cost to dispose of trash ($35.00/ton) 
 
A positive result in this revenue formula represents an income to the City and a negative result in this 
formula represents a cost to the City.   
 
Recycled Material Market Price 
 
The Waukesha County Study estimates median net revenue of $77.78 per ton.  This number is based on 
data compiled by the County over 10 years from 1991 to 2006.8  It should be noted that this data is 
several years old and market conditions are constantly changing. 
 
In order to determine the Recycled Material Market Price, AECOM will use a figure that is based on 
revenues listed in the monthly contract reports from WMRA to the City.  The determination of this figure is 
based on data presented in the table below: 
 

Year 
Revenue Per Ton9 

($/ton) 
Average Revenue Per Ton* 

($/ton) 
2003 $74.97 $74.97 
2004 $95.43 $85.20 
2005 $96.80 $89.07 
2006 $88.61 $88.95 
2007 $108.56 $92.87 
2008 $116.58 $96.82 
2009 $46.69 $89.66 

NOTES: 
 
*    Sum of the current + previous year(s) revenue / total number of years 

 
The recycling market is based on a global economy.  The recent down turn in the economy directly 
impacts the recycling revenue.  The long-term forecast is for an improved economy and a return to higher 
values for recyclables. 
 
$90.00 per ton will be used as the Recycled Material Market Price for the “LOW Cost” scenarios. 
 
$110.00 per ton will be used as the Recycled Material Market Price for the “HIGH Cost” scenarios. 
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5.2.7 Modifications to Existing MRF 
 
Existing City MRF Demolition 
 
The existing City MRF dual stream processing equipment would be removed if the existing MRF is used 
in a particular cost scenario.  Some of the equipment may have some salvage value, and the equipment 
does have a scrap value, however the current price of scrap steel is relatively low.  A cost of $250,000 is 
included for the demolition of the equipment.  This cost assumes that any salvage/scrap value for the 
equipment will go to the demolition contractor as part of the $250,000 estimate.  If there is salvageable 
equipment (with a salvage value associated with it) this could lower the $250,000 cost estimate.  A cost of 
$100,000 is also included for some facility upgrades if the existing MRF structure is continued to be used.  
These are assumed to be the cost of some minor structural, floor, utility, and miscellaneous repairs 
following demolition. 
 
Some alternatives consider no longer using the City MRF.  In these cases the existing MRF may also be 
demolished.  The demolition cost of the MRF is not included in any of the alternatives because the future 
use of the existing MRF in these scenarios has not been determined. 
 
Using the existing MRF as a transfer station or as the location for the new recycling facility has several 
advantages: 
 
• There is sufficient space at the existing facility for either application. 
• The City currently owns this asset; new land acquisition is not an issue. 
• The use of the facility essentially remains unchanged (“not in my back yard” issues are avoided). 
• The City recently spent $320,000 on roof repairs that will be taken advantage of and building/facility 

costs will be minimized. 
• The haul routes to the facility are known and can be calculated. 
• The geographic location is easily accessible to/from major highways. 
 
AECOM estimates that it will cost $250,000 to demolish the equipment at the existing City MRF.  
The estimated costs to modify the existing MRF are presented in the table below.  The useful life of the 
new facility is estimated to be 15 years before major upgrades would need to be made (see section 
5.2.11). 
 
Although there are several advantages to utilizing the existing location, it is recognized that the existing 
MRF is located in an area where real estate values are on the rise, and as such this property is a valuable 
asset to the City for future planning. 
 
5.2.8 Waste Transfer Station Equipment 
 
For purposes of this report, AECOM will use the figures presented in the table below for estimating the 
cost of an installed/delivered piece of equipment. 
 

Commodity* Cost/unit Source 
Compactor $150,000 Stepp Equipment Corporation 
Transfer Trailers $110,000 Stepp Equipment Corporation 
Semi Tractor  $100,000 AECOM Recycling Facility Study 
Yard Truck $100,000 AECOM Recycling Facility Study 
Front-End Loader  $350,000 AECOM Recycling Facility Study 
NOTES: 
 
*   The City is not likely to purchase this equipment.  There is the option that all of the 
equipment will be provided by a third party as part of a design/build/operate scenario. 
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5.2.9 Transfer Facility Cost 
 
In developing an estimate for the costs associated with constructing a new Transfer Facility (TF), three 
separate scenarios were considered: 
 
• Constructing two new Transfer Facilities including the cost of two new buildings.  This is referred to 

the New North TF Scenario, and New South TF Scenario. 
 
• Constructing a new Transfer Facility at the existing MRF which includes the cost of modifying the 

existing building.  This is referred to as the Existing MRF Transfer Facility Scenario. 
 
The following assumptions were made about all three scenarios: 
 
• The cost of land was not considered.  All new Transfer Facilities are presumed to be located on 

property that the City already owns. 
 
• Each facility will need to have the following features: 
 

o Site improvements (paving, drainage, fencing, etc.) 
o Building with tipping floor and 3 truck bays (80’x80’x30’) 
o 1 compactor 
o 1 scale 
o 1 fuel station 
o Parking for a portion of the recycle truck fleet (including electrical stations for winter) 
o 1 yard truck 
o 1 end-loader 
o 1 semi tractor 
o Parking for 3 compacted waste hauling trailers and semi tractor 

 
Some of these features already exist at the assumed locations.  If this alternative is deemed feasible, 
additional evaluation should be performed to refine the costs such as relocating the scale to serve the 
New North TF, or use of the existing trash scale to serve the New South TF.  The current cost estimate is 
meant to be on the conservative side.  A cost for this feature will be included if the feature does not exist.  
 
Neither the cost of relocation of the satellite recycle drop off centers (Self Help Center on the Northwest 
side), or the cost of relocation of any waste processing equipment/operations have been included in these 
cost scenarios. 
 
AECOM will use the figures presented in the table below for estimating the construction costs of the New 
North Transfer Facility. 
 

Commodity Cost Source 
Site Improvements and new building $1,100,000 AECOM historical data (Fayette 

County Landfill – Iowa) 
Scale $  100,000 AECOM Estimate 
Fuel Station (underground tank assumed) $  100,000 AECOM Estimate 
Parking for a portion of the recycle truck fleet 
(10,000 square feet for 12 trucks and electrical 
outlets) 

$   75,000 
 

 

AECOM Estimate 

Subtotal $1,375,000  
Engineering/Design and Construction Services $   165,000 12% of cost 
Contingency $   206,000 15% 
Facility and Equipment Subtotal $1,746,000  
City Administrative Costs $     52,000 Estimated at 3% 
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Commodity Cost Source 
Total $1,798,000  

 
AECOM will use the figures presented in the table below for estimating the construction costs of the New 
South Transfer Facility. 
 

Commodity Cost Source 
Site Improvements and new building $1,100,000 AECOM historical data (Fayette 

County Landfill – Iowa) 
Scale $  100,000 AECOM Estimate 
Fuel Station (underground tank assumed) $  100,000 AECOM Estimate 
Parking for a portion of the recycle truck fleet 
(20,000 square feet for 24 trucks and electrical 
outlets) 
 

$   150,000 
 

 

AECOM Estimate 

Subtotal $1,450,000  
Engineering/Design and Construction Services $   174,000 12% of cost 
Contingency $   218,000 15% 
Facility and Equipment Subtotal $1,842 ,000  
City Administrative Costs $     55,000 Estimated at 3% 
Total  $1,897,000  

 
AECOM will use the figures presented in the table below for estimating the construction costs of a new 
Transfer facility located at the existing City MRF location. 
 

Commodity Cost Source 
Site Improvements for compactor installation $100,000 AECOM Estimate 

Engineering /Design and Construction Services $     12,000 12% of cost 
Contingency $     15,000 15% 
Subtotal $    127,000  
City Administrative Costs $      4,000 estimated at 3% 
Total  $   131,000  

 
5.2.10 Recyclables Transfer Facility Operation and Maintenance 
 
The City currently contracts the O&M of their waste transfer facilities to a third party, so it is assumed that 
they would do the same for a new Recyclables Transfer Facility.  It is also assumed that the O&M cost 
would include the processing fee at a third party MRF, and the cost of transportation to the MRF. 
 
The current industry trend is to include the non-subsidized processing cost in the fee along with some 
revenue sharing component.  This allows the third party MRF to cover their operating costs no mater what 
the market for recyclables is doing. 
 
The O&M cost that AECOM used for the Transfer Facility Scenarios are presented in the table below 
 

Cost Scenario O&M Rate 
($/ton) 

Source 

Two Transfer Facility 
Operations 

$60.00 $42.00/ton for O&M + $18.00/ton ($9x2) for transportation to MRF 

Single Transfer 
Facility Operations 

$52.00 $42.00/ton for O&M + $10.00/ton for transportation to MRF 
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AECOM’s estimates for O&M are in line with data presented in the AECOM Recycling Facility Study that 
was presented in October of 2008.   
 
The O&M Data is used in Costs analysis as part of the Revenue calculation. 
 
5.2.11 Transfer Facility Net Revenue 
 
The City currently does not have a contract for transferring Recyclables to a third party MRF for 
processing to use as a model. As stated above, the current trend is for the third party MRF to ensure that 
their processing costs are covered.  It is also reasonable to assume that the third party fee would also 
have some element of revenue sharing to it.  This provides financial incentive for the processor to try and 
obtain the best rate for the recyclables, and to operate as efficiently as possible.  
 
The formula for calculating the Net Revenue in the cost analysis for the Transfer Facility is as follows: 
 
[(Recycled Material Market Price per ton) / 2 - (Third Party O&M Cost per ton)] x (Pick-Up Schedule 
Product Volume in tons) 
 
The avoided disposal costs can be added in order to provide a total net benefit per ton.  For scenarios 
that increase recovery of recyclables, this is used to calculate the full benefit of that scenario by applying 
the avoided disposal costs to any resulting additional recycling tons.  The avoided disposal cost formula is 
calculated as follows: 
 
(Trash Reduction Volume) x (Trash Disposal Price) 
 
Where:  
 
• Recycled Material Market Price = Current market price per ton for sellable materials recovered at the 

Third Party MRF  
• Pick-Up Schedule Volume = Volume of Recyclables picked up and brought to the Transfer Facility for 

each collection scenario  
• Third Party O&M Cost = O&M Cost (see section 5.2.10) 
• Trash Reduction Volume = the volume of recyclable material that would otherwise go in the trash 

(used in two and three week collection schedules only) 
• Trash Disposal Price = the City’s cost to dispose of trash ($35.00/ton) 
 
A positive result in this revenue formula represents an income to the City and a negative result in this 
formula represents a cost to the City.   
 
5.2.12 Facility and Equipment Life Expectancy 

 
Buildings and grounds are generally expected to last 40 to 50 years.9   

 
Process equipment with routine maintenance and service can last for many years.  The waste recycling 
industry relies heavily on material handling equipment.  A reasonable estimate for the life expectancy of 
material handling equipment is 10 to 15 years.  This is also true for motors, controls, starters, and most 
electrical equipment.9, 10

 
Recycling commodities may change due to packaging, consumer trends, etc., it is reasonable to assume 
that in 15 years there will also be the need to change most of the equipment to adapt to the changing 
times.  This assumption holds true when looking at the City’s dual stream recycling equipment which is no 
longer considered optimal even though it was purchased and installed in the mid 1990’s.  
 
The equipment and building at the transfer facility is subjected to more severe service as such it has a 
shorter life expectancy. 
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AECOM will use the figures presented in the table below for estimating the useful life of a particular piece 
of equipment. 
 

Commodity Life Expectancy Source 
Buildings and Grounds 30 years EPA publication EPA 816-R-03-016 

September 2003 
Single Stream Process 
Equipment 

10 to 15 years AECOM/ Waukesha Study/JWR 
Incorporated 

Compactor 10 years Stepp Equipment Corporation 
Yard Truck 15 years AECOM / Stepp Equipment Corporation 
Front End Loader  15 years AECOM / Stepp Equipment Corporation 

 
Based on all of the information presented above, the life cycle of a transfer station or a MRF will be 
evaluated for no longer than 15 years.  This coincides with the assumptions in the Waukesha County 
Study.11   The salvage value of a new building (if required) will be assumed to be 50% if its original cost. 
 
5.2.13 Transportation Cost Estimates  
 
The transportation costs consist of collection and transport of recyclables.  Transport costs are included 
for taking compacted loads of recyclables from the two new transfer stations or from the downtown 
transfer station to the WMRA Germantown (third party) recycling center.  If the existing MRF is improved 
and used as a processing center or if the regional Wauwatosa recycling center is used there are no 
transport costs to the City because end-users pick up the sorted recyclables at the MRF.  
 
Collection of recyclables is based on 34 dual stream recycling trucks, each with a one-man crew, 
collecting within the 34 collection routes, or sectors.  In the summer there are typically 31 collection 
routes, and the City is considering going to 31 collection routes year round.  For simplicity, this study 
assumes 31 collection routes for the monthly collection alternative and 34 collection routes for the three 
and two week alternatives.  Costs associated with driving the collection trucks to the sectors in the 
morning from either of the MRFs or from the two Transfer Stations and back at the end of the day are 
included in the cost estimates.  This drive is assumed to occur only once per day per sector.  Driving 
within each of the 34 sectors is assumed to be common to all options so it is not evaluated as a separate 
cost item.  
 
Additional costs will be added to the collection options if additional personnel and additional trucks are 
required to carry out the scenario described.  For example, additional drivers and trucks are required to 
accomplish the scenario of one driver pickup up every 2 weeks (approximately 13 drivers and 13 trucks).  
Approximately 13 more employees are needed to staff the 2-person crew for pickup up every 3 weeks, 
while 2 trucks and 35 employees are needed for 2-person crew to pick up every 2 weeks.  Costs for 
single compartment trucks are assumed to be capital expenditures of $198,000.  Costs for the additional 
employees are included at their full cost including benefits for the full, 52-week year ($96,885).  Costs for 
all scenarios are shown on Tables 1 through 4.   
 
The City of Milwaukee performed a pilot study in which they collected data to determine what the crew 
requirements would be if they want to change from picking up recyclables once per month through up-
the-drive service to once every 3 weeks or once every 2 weeks with carts placed at the collection location 
by the resident.  They found that, on average, a typical one-person crew can service 350 households 
each day for dual stream recycling when the carts are set out at the collection location once per month.  
We assume the rate is the same for single stream, although it might be a little better.  A summer 2009 
analysis of the twice per month recycling pilot program showed that more frequent pickup results in more 
households per day served.  The main reason for this is probably because not as many carts are out 
every time when pickup is more frequent.  For twice per month pickup, on average, the 1-person crews 
pick up 372 households per day.  By dividing the total number of households that need recycling pick-up 
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each month by the pickup rate (number of HH/day) and by the number of pick-up days in the cycle, the 
number of crews needed to pick-up on that cycle can be determined.  This data and resultant information 
is shown on the spreadsheet included in Appendix K.  The costs are included in Tables 1 through 4. 
 
The City of Milwaukee collects recyclables from carts located either up the driveways, in alleys, or at the 
curb depending on the areas.  Some areas are also served using bins.  Retrieving carts up the driveway 
is time consuming.  The current rate of collection is about 270 households per day.  Based on a City of 
Milwaukee pilot study, the recycling collection rate was 350 households per day when the carts are 
placed at the curb, or are in the alley.  It is in the City's best interest to avoid as much as possible walking 
up driveways to retrieve carts for collection.  This time adds to the City's cost for recycling collection.  
Some cities charge a fee for those households that request the additional service of the City to going up 
the driveway to get the cart. 
 
The City of Milwaukee is also interested in determining what effect single stream recycling and two-
person crews would have on the recycling rates and collection costs.  The data available for garbage 
collection crews can be used to estimate the crew requirements if two-person crews are used on cycles of 
once per month, once every 3 weeks, or once every 2 weeks.  On average, a typical two-person crew can 
service 500 households each day.  By dividing the total number of households that need recycling pick-up 
each month by 500 HH/day and by the number of pick-up days in the cycle, the number of crews needed 
to pick-up on that cycle can be determined.  This data and resultant information is shown on the 
spreadsheet included in Appendix F.  The costs are included in Tables 1 through 4. 
 
Recyclable collection one time per month is not desirable for several reasons based on the City's survey 
of users.  Many users collect more recyclables than the 95-gallon cart can handle in a one month period 
so the surplus recyclables end up in the trash thereby reducing the City's recycling revenue and 
increasing the solid waste cost to the City.  Secondly, elderly people have complained about the weight of 
a filled cart after one month of collection.  More frequent collection would reduce the content weight in the 
cart.  Other users commented that monthly collection was too infrequent resulting in users forgetting to 
put out the cart and compounding the problem of an overfilled cart.  Studies performed by others also 
indicate more frequent collection improves recycling participation and increases tonnage. 
 
5.3 Present Worth Analysis 
 
A present worth analysis was performed to determine the project costs for the recycling alternatives.  The 
present worth is the theoretical amount of money needed to cover capital, operations and maintenance, 
and transportation costs over the term of the project.  It is based on investing the money today at a 
certain interest rate to cover all costs over the project term. 
 
For this project, a 15-year term is proposed to reflect the useful life of new processing equipment at the 
MRF.  An annual interest of seven percent is used.  
 
Present Worth Analysis: 
 
• Capital cost will be figured at the beginning of the period. 
• Annual costs will be calculated using uniform present worth calculation. 
• The “Salvage Value Cost” portion of the equation will only be used in scenarios where a new facility 

is required  
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Where: 

P   = Present worth 
Capital Cost  = Sum of the capital cost 
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A   = Sum of the annual Income and annual costs 
D   = Sum of the salvage values at the end of the period 
i   = Annual interest rate (7%) or (.07) 
n   = Period (15 years) 

 
Therefore, for all equations, the uniform present worth factor for annual costs will be the same. 
 
 

11.9
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For those equations that use depreciation, the present worth factor for the depreciation will be the same. 
 
 3624.0))07(.1( 15 =+ −

 
 
 
6.0 COST ANALYSIS  
 
The cost analysis for the respective alternatives is included in these Appendices: 
 
 Alternative Appendix 
 
 A - Dual Stream at Existing City Facility (City Only) D 
 
 B - Single Stream at Existing City Facility (City Only) E 
 
 C - Two Transfer Stations to Third Party F 
 
 D - One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility G 
 
 E - Regional MRF at Wauwatosa H 
 
 F - Regional MRF at City Facility I 
 
 
7.0 DISCUSSION OF RESULTS 
 
7.1 Discussion of Recycling Facility Alternatives Cost Comparison 
 
Tables 1 through 4 are a cost comparison of recycling facility alternatives addressing four scenarios of 
recycling tonnage and recycling revenue.  The table includes capital, operation and maintenance, 
transportation, and total present worth costs.  The following is a discussion of the alternatives addressing 
monetary and non-monetary considerations.  A discussion on the transportation options is presented later 
in this section for all the alternatives. 
 
As previously mentioned, City costs are shown as a negative number such as the annual O&M cost.  
Revenue to the City such as the revenue from recyclables is a positive number.  Therefore, the 
alternative with the largest positive number or least negative number is the most-cost effective solution for 
the City.  Alternative D - One Transfer Station at the Existing City Facility with single stream collection 
every three weeks using one person per truck is the most cost-effective solution and results in a total 
present worth revenue of approximately $-3,546,000 based on Table 1 - Low Volume, Low Price 
scenario, and $-892,000 based on Table 2 - Low Volume, High Price scenario.  Salvage values of new 
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facilities were incorporated into the analysis for scenarios C and E.  Salvage values are the worth of a 
structure or process equipment at the end of a cost analysis period and converted to a present worth.  
Based on a 15-year life processing equipment would have nearly zero salvage value.  Structures would 
have about 50 percent value based on a 30-year life.  Based on a general review of the alternatives, 
Alternative D is the most cost-effective because it has the least capital cost.   
 
The analysis considers revenue sharing at 50:50 between the third party and the City based on the City's 
current agreement. 
 
Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City Facility 
 
Dual stream processing is currently being performed by the City.  This alternative replaces the existing 
equipment with new equipment.  The MRF would only serve the City.  The industry trends are definitely 
moving away from dual stream processing because single stream collection of recyclables is more cost-
effective, and recycling volumes are higher with single stream collection because it is easier for the public 
to place all recyclables in one cart without presorting of materials. 
 
Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City Facility (City Only) 
 
Single stream processing at the existing City MRF was evaluated and would only serve the City.  The 
existing equipment would be replaced with single stream equipment.  Industry trends are toward single 
stream collection and processing.  Based on the present worth analysis, Alternative B was not the most 
cost-effective alternative. 
 
Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to Third Party 
 
Two transfer stations servicing the City of Milwaukee, one on the south side and one on the northwest 
side of the City would need to be constructed.  Collection trucks would need to be parked at the transfer 
stations and parking space for these trucks may not be available.  If parking space is not available at the 
transfer station(s), either one or more properties would need to be obtained or continue to park the trucks 
at the existing City MRF.  The cost assessment considered parking at the two transfer stations. 
 
Recyclables would be transported to a third party.  For this evaluation, transport to WMRA’s new MRF in 
Germantown was considered.  The costs to construct two transfer stations are significant.  These costs 
do not include the capital cost for the self-help center relocation for the northwest side of Milwaukee or 
the solid waste transfer station relocation.  Based on the present worth analysis, Alternative C was not the 
most cost-effective alternative. 
 
Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
 
The alternative considers converting the City’s MRF on Mount Vernon Avenue into a recycling transfer 
station.  The improvements could be provided by WMRA or another third party in the future, who would 
operate the facility.  Recyclables would be transported to a third party processor, such as WMRA's MRF 
in Germantown, for example. 
 
This alternative was addressed in the Earth Tech AECOM October 2008 recycling report with input from 
WMRA.  This approach would increase the City’s cost due to transporting the recyclables to Germantown 
by about $250 per semi truckload according to WMRA preliminary 2008 proposal.  Closing the City’s MRF 
and sending Milwaukee recyclables to the Germantown MRF would reduce WMRA labor costs associated 
with processing the City’s recyclables.  This situation may result in more savings passed on to the City, 
potentially offsetting the additional transportation costs.  These matters can be further negotiated with 
WMRA in the future. 
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Based on the present worth analysis, Alternative D was the most cost-effective alternative.  Alternative D 
results in the least capital investment to the City.  It also is the least risk to the City.  The City keeps the 
option available in the future, say 5 to 15 years from now, to relocate the transfer station if the City deems 
the property too valuable for operation as a transfer station.  Alternatively, the City also would also retain 
the option under Alternative D to install new recycling processing equipment in the building in the future if 
development of a new MRF becomes advantageous.  This study provides the City with estimated costs 
for transfer stations to better assess the economics of a new transfer station. 
 
In the future, the key to the City's success is to have a strong, favorable, and fair contract with a third 
party to continue to meet the City's needs in the years ahead.  Market volatility directly impacts the 
recycling pricing, and now is not a good time to obtain favorable rates for recycling.  The City's current 
contract is very fair to all parties, but more recent contracts for other communities such as Waukesha 
County and City of Wauwatosa have been more favorable, but were developed when the value of 
recyclables was substantially better. 
 
Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa 
 
This alternative was originally evaluated in the Waukesha County Study, though not specific to the 
Wauwatosa site later identified and then considered in this study.  AECOM has since gathered additional 
capital cost information on similar single stream MRFs constructed in 2008-2009.  The newly constructed 
MRFs tend to have higher construction costs than originally projected in the Waukesha County Study.  
For these reasons, AECOM’s projected capital costs for a regional MRF at Wauwatosa are significantly 
higher than indicated in the Waukesha Study.   
 
Implementing a regional MRF involving Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee 
can be a political and administrative challenge.  Winnebago, Outagamie, and Brown Counties 
successfully implemented joint landfill and single stream recycling MRF construction and operations. 
 
A government owned MRF which is privately operated does provide the communities with additional 
control because the operating contract can be bid out every 5 to 10 years to maintain competition.  On the 
other hand, Alternative D involving a transfer station and a third party for processing minimizes your 
capital investment.  In the future, if the communities no longer feel the contract is fair, the matter of 
building a new MRF can be re-evaluated at that time.  The business aspects of recycling are rapidly 
changing depending on the market for goods.  If recycling prices improve, other private businesses may 
move into the area providing more competition.  Secondly, recycling prices are dictated by a global 
economy.  Therefore, the pricing of a third party business in Wisconsin is primarily influenced by the 
global market.  The competitive nature of the recycling business should keep third party businesses 
providing fair, competitive services.   
 
The current third party contracts with the City of Milwaukee, Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa and 
other communities throughout southern Wisconsin present competitive fair rates for recycling services. 
 
The regional MRF would require additional discussions and negotiations by the affected governments to 
determine the contract requirements and allocation of capital, operation and maintenance costs, as well 
as recycling revenues. 
 
Alternative E Costs to the City are based on the City providing 44 percent of the recyclable tonnage.  
Capital costs likewise reflect the City's share.  Based on the present worth analysis, Alternative E is not 
the most cost-effective option. 
 
Alternate F – Regional MRF at Existing City Facility. 
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This alternative would replace the existing dual stream equipment with single stream equipment.  For 
regional operation including Waukesha County, City of Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee, a two-shift 
operation is proposed to reduce the capital cost for the equipment. 
 
The capital cost for this alternative is less than a regional MRF at Wauwatosa because the City of 
Milwaukee MRF already has the structure, scale, and parking facilities.  Highway access off of 
Interstate I-94 is very good using the 13th Street exit. 
 
The transportation costs from Waukesha County and City of Waukesha would need to be addressed.  
There may need to be a transfer station at Waukesha County, or possibly converting their existing MRF 
into a transfer station if feasible. 
 
Governmental coordination, negotiations, and contracts would need to be resolved by the affected parties 
similar to Alternative E, Regional MRF at Wauwatosa. 
 
The regional MRF would be operated by a third party such as WMRA.  Alternative F costs to the City are 
based on the City providing 44 percent of the recyclable tonnage.  Capital costs likewise reflect the City's 
share.  Based on the present worth analysis, Alternative F is not the most cost-effective option. 
 
7.2 Single Stream Recycling Benefits 
 
Single stream recycling is recommended for the following reasons: 
 

• Increased public participation is documented nationwide resulting in more recyclables processed. 
 
• The estimated increase in recyclables for the City of Milwaukee, estimated at 4% in this study, 

could reach 10 percent based on the Waukesha County Study. 
 

• Industry trends nationwide are toward single stream because of more efficient collection and 
improved public participation. 

 
• Maximize full cart volume without divider restricting contents of each side’s respective materials. 

 
• Existing City carts can be reused with a minor modification, and purchasing undivided carts in the 

future saves approximately 15-20% compared to the cost of split carts. 
 

• Existing packer trucks can be used, and purchasing single body recycling packers in the future 
saves approximately 15% compared to the cost of split-body trucks. 

 
7.3 Labor Impacts 
 
The most cost-effective alternative is Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility.  There 
would be no change in travel time for City collection trucks, and only modest labor savings can be 
achieved by tipping at two transfer sites instead of one.  A third party such as WMRA would operate the 
transfer station and transport the recyclables to Germantown where their MRF is a state-of-the-art single 
stream processing facility.  WMRA has offered to employ the existing WMRA staff from the City MRF for 
positions at the Germantown MRF.  The same labor contractor would be involved and the City’s 
contractual requirements for employment would still be enforced.  The proposed Alternative D would 
result in less WMRA employees than the current MRF.  There is the possibility that WMRA could offer a 
bus service to take the current Milwaukee MRF staff to Germantown. 
 
7.4 Transportation and Collection Alternatives 
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The collection of recyclables addressed one person and two person crews, and monthly, every three 
weeks, and every two weeks pick up.  Monthly collection and every three week collection can be cost-
effectively accomplished.  Collection every three weeks has the potential for more recyclables being 
collected based on a City survey, a City pilot program, and similar studies by others.  An estimated 
increase in recyclables of ten percent is projected with three week pickup as compared to monthly.  For 
three week pickup to be cost effective, the carts need to be placed at the curb.  The City would no longer 
provide walk up the driveway service, unless reimbursed by the customer for this extra effort.  This is 
based on a one person crew.  DPW research shows that Milwaukee residents would consider it a service 
improvement to have scheduled, more frequent, and guaranteed dates of collection requiring them to set 
out carts versus having driveway service on unknown dates about once per month. 
 
Two week pickup was evaluated and an increase of about 20 percent in recyclables is estimated over 
monthly pickup.  The two week frequency required additional personnel and trucks which cost more than 
the direct financial benefit of receiving more recyclables.  Therefore, this approach does not appear cost-
effective at this time. 
 
Two-person crews were not cost-effective.  The analysis showed that two-person crews collected from 
approximately 40 percent more households per day than one-person crews.  This increase is not enough 
to justify the cost of additional personnel.  Also, the trucks might fill up in less than one day, meaning they 
would travel more distance in order to empty the load during the day and return to collecting. 
 
An expanded pilot program could be implemented for three week collection to further refine the collection 
program.  The City also plans to either purchase or develop software to evaluate collection routes for 
potentially better collection efficiency. 
 
However, every other week collection is a goal worth pursuing in future years because it provides a 
greater customer service level that is more comparable to that of other communities, both regionally and 
throughout the country.  The increased recovery of recyclables that comes with more collection also 
provides the public with greater environmental benefits.  Furthermore, anticipated City efforts to reduce 
residential garbage disposal will likely result in increased demand for more recycling collection capacity.  
While it may not be deemed cost-effective to move to every other week collection presently, it is clear that 
once per month collection will not be sufficient for a large percentage of households served.  AECOM 
strongly recommends increasing recycling collection to at least every third week collection at this time. 
 
8.0 OTHER RECYCLING CONSIDERATIONS 
 
8.1 Measures to Reduce Tonnage to Landfill and Benefits 
 
There are a number of measures the City can do to reduce tonnage to the landfill.  These items include 
the following: 
 

• Public Education 
 
 Public education in the form of news releases, media events, flyers and related information can 

inform the public regarding measures to be taken to reduce solid waste and increase recycling 
revenue.  Waste diverted from landfills is equally beneficial to the user and City.  DPW’s Recycle 
For Good promotion campaign is a prudent investment in public outreach and education. 

 
• Recycling Collection Frequency 

 
 The City's pilot study in addition to other studies throughout the nation show a positive trend 

toward increased recyclables when the collection frequency increases.  For the City of 
Milwaukee, this study indicates three week frequency collection is possible with existing staff and 
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trucks if the carts are placed at the curb and staff no longer needs to walk up the driveway to 
obtain the cart.  Some of the cities have added a surcharge to users where staff needs to walk up 
the driveway to obtain a cart. 

 
• Pay as You Throw 

 
 There is increasing interest nationwide in a "pay as you throw" (PAYT) program.  The most 

common approach is for the user to pay for a certain size garbage container(s) and the recycling 
cart is free.  The more items recycled the less garbage which benefits the user as well as the 
City.  Lisa Skumatz of Skumatz Economic Research Associates, Inc. (SERA) has studied PAYT 
and surveyed over 700 communities about recycling and PAYT.  The results are very positive in 
favor of PAYT. 

 
 Appendix L of this report contains technical literature from SERA summarizing the results of their 

findings.  About 25 percent of the communities nationwide have PAYT.  The PAYT program 
results in a decrease in the trash tonnage and increase in the recycling tonnage.  They found 
PAYT has the single biggest impact on diversion and can result in 16 to 17 percent diversion from 
residential trash which is generally divided equally among recycling, yard waste and source 
reduction.  Additional information is contained in Appendix L.   

 
 
9.0 SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
9.1 Summary 
 
The City of Milwaukee is under contract with WMRA to operate the City’s recycling facilities.  The City’s 
contract extended to June 30, 2009, plus the City has the sole option to renew the contract for up to five 
1-year periods.  The existing dual stream processing equipment is at the end of its useful life and the City 
is interested in evaluating recycling alternatives. 
 
The following recycling alternatives were evaluated: 
 

• Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City Facility 
• Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City Facility 
• Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to Third Party 
• Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
• Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa 
• Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City Facility 

 
The regional MRF would include the City of Milwaukee, Waukesha County, and City of Wauwatosa.  In 
2007, Waukesha County commissioned a study which included evaluating a regional MRF and the 
conclusion was a regional MRF showed promise and should be further explored. 
 
The following recycling collection options were evaluated for the City of Milwaukee: 
 

• Dual Stream – one-person crew 
• Single Stream 

o One-person operation 
o Two-person crew 

 
Other recycling considerations addressed in the study included potential measures to reduce tonnage 
going to landfills.  Single stream collection is viewed as one way to increase public participation in 
recycling programs.  With single stream, it is easier to recycle because there is only one cart and no 
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required sorting between different types of recyclables.  In the case of the City of Milwaukee, an 
estimated 4 percent increase in recyclables is expected and as high as a 10 percent increase may be 
possible using single stream collection.  Pay as you throw is an approach which has increased 
recyclables and decreased waste tonnage based on results from other communities.  PAYT has been 
shown to be the single most effective method of diverting materials from the waste stream. 
 
Recycling collection frequency was evaluated to address the capital and operating expenses for the 
following: 
 

• Monthly 
• 3 Weeks 
• 2 Weeks 

 
9.2 Conclusions 
 
Based on the findings in this study, the following conclusions are made: 
 
1. Alternative D – One Transfer Station At Existing City Facility, is the most cost-effective approach.  

Processing would be performed by a third party such as WMRA at their new MRF in Germantown.  
For the sake of discussion, in the fall of 2008 WMRA suggested the same per ton billing rates as 
the current plus the additional cost to operate the transfer station and transport the recyclables.  
The additional cost is about $250 per semi truckload.  Less staff would be needed, but WMRA 
indicated they would offer jobs at the Germantown MRF to their employees currently working at the 
City’s MRF. 

 
2. Single stream collection offers the benefit of more efficient collection.  It maximizes the cart volume 

and improves convenience for residents.  One-person crews are more cost-effective at this time.  
While the City currently employs a semi-automated collection program with cart lifters on the back 
of trucks, single stream allows the possibility of using fully-automated vehicles where the driver 
does not have to exit the truck.  A one person operation with a collection truck with arm 
attachments to pick up a cart results in an efficient operation and less workmen compensation 
claims because the heavy lifting is performed entirely with mechanical means. 

 
3. Recycling collection frequency can have an effect on the amount of recyclables obtained.  Two-

week collection frequency is ideal as compared to the current monthly pick-up, but was not cost-
effective.  Three-week collection is the most cost-effective while also expected to increase recycling 
volume.  Recycling collection scheduled with a set out date at the collection point (no driveway walk 
up) is the most cost-effective and efficient operation.  Public information and refrigerator magnets 
with a calendar may help improve participation.  Two-week collection results in higher collection 
costs due to more recycling trucks and more staff.  The benefits of additional recycling revenue 
must be balanced against the added collection cost.   

 
4. Pay As You Throw has been successfully implemented throughout the nation and has been proven 

to increase the recycling tonnage as well as to reduce waste. 
 
9.3 Recommendations 
 
The following recommendations are made: 
 
1. Implement Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility, based on the economics.  

It presents the least investment and least risk to the City of Milwaukee. 
 
2. Negotiate with WMRA to implement Alternative D. 
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3. Implement three-week recycling collection to increase recycling volumes and revenues.  Schedule 

recycling collection for the cart to be located at the curb or alley line (no walk up driveway) to 
improve collection efficiency.  Make improvements to the routes based on new software for routing 
trucks. 

 
4. Implement Pay As You Throw features for garbage collection in conjunction with increased 

recycling collection service to optimize effectiveness of both programs. 
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TABLE 1
COST COMPARISON OF RECYCLING ALTERNATIVES LOW VOLUME - LOW PRICE

System Schedule Cost / Income
Alternative A – Dual 

Stream at Existing City 
Facility

Alternative B – Single 
Stream at Existing City 

Facility (City Only)

Alternative C – Two 
Transfer Stations to 

Third Party

Alternative D – One 
Transfer Station at 

Existing City Facility

Alternative E – 
Regional MRF at 

Wauwatosa

Alternative F – 
Regional MRF at 

Existing City Facility

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $46,000
Collection Costs ($/Yr) $0
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$5,816,037

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $80,500
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $50,600
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$7,509,195

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$9,141,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $161,000
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $55,200
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,395,912
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$19,885,699

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$23,920 -$358,800 -$167,440 -$22,880 -$22,880
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$247,088 -$188,735 -$247,088 -$306,353 -$247,088
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$9,520,316 -$8,078,873 -$4,156,482 -$8,200,653 -$5,701,724

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $83,720 $83,720 $83,720 $80,080 $80,080
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$26,312 -$358,800 -$184,184 -$26,058 -$26,058
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000 -$207,000 -$271,000 -$336,000 -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$8,997,375 -$7,809,504 -$3,764,257 -$7,770,262 -$5,219,096

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $83,720 $83,720 $83,720 $80,080 $80,080
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$26,312 -$394,680 -$184,184 -$26,058 -$26,058
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$20,473,329 -$19,285,458 -$15,240,211 -$19,246,216 -$16,695,050

Capital ($) -$9,958,000 -$6,601,000 -$3,287,000 -$8,538,880 -$6,148,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $167,440 $167,440 $167,440 $80,080 $160,160
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$28,704 -$430,560 -$200,928 -$29,420 -$29,420
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$22,638,601 -$21,755,736 -$17,536,200 -$21,453,469 -$18,902,304

Capital ($) -$7,499,000 -$4,142,000 -$828,000 -$6,079,880 -$3,689,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $167,440 $167,440 $167,440 $160,160 $160,160
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$28,704 -$430,560 -$200,928 -$29,420 -$29,420
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$3,662,000 -$3,598,000 -$3,662,000 -$3,727,000 -$3,662,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$39,588,536 -$38,705,671 -$34,486,135 -$38,403,404 -$35,852,239

*  Monthly refers to the schedule of the current program, mostly non-guaranteed with up-the-driveway service for households not on alleys.
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TABLE 2
COST COMPARISON OF RECYCLING ALTERNATIVES HIGH VOLUME - LOW PRICE

System Schedule Cost / Income
Alternative A – Dual 

Stream at Existing City 
Facility

Alternative B – Single 
Stream at Existing City 

Facility (City Only)

Alternative C – Two 
Transfer Stations to 

Third Party

Alternative D – One 
Transfer Station at 

Existing City Facility

Alternative E – 
Regional MRF at 

Wauwatosa

Alternative F – 
Regional MRF at 

Existing City Facility

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $54,000
Collection Costs ($/Yr) $0
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$5,743,173

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $94,500
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $59,400
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$7,301,535

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$9,141,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $189,000
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $64,800
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,395,912
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$19,543,242

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$28,080 -$421,200 -$196,560 -$2,640 -$2,640
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$247,088 -$188,735 -$247,088 -$306,353 -$247,088
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$9,558,205 -$8,647,206 -$4,421,704 -$8,016,309 -$5,517,380

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $98,280 $98,280 $98,280 $92,400 $92,400
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$30,888 -$421,200 -$216,216 -$30,067 -$30,067
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000 -$207,000 -$271,000 -$336,000 -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$8,906,441 -$8,302,059 -$3,923,390 -$7,694,565 -$5,143,400

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $98,280 $98,280 $98,280 $92,400 $92,400
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$30,888 -$463,320 -$216,216 -$30,067 -$30,067
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$20,382,395 -$19,778,013 -$15,399,344 -$19,170,519 -$16,619,354

Capital ($) -$9,958,000 -$6,601,000 -$3,287,000 -$8,538,880 -$6,148,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $196,560 $196,560 $196,560 $92,400 $184,800
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$33,696 -$505,440 -$235,872 -$33,946 -$33,946
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$22,418,846 -$22,172,513 -$17,589,245 -$21,270,274 -$18,719,108

Capital ($) -$7,499,000 -$4,142,000 -$828,000 -$6,079,880 -$3,689,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $196,560 $196,560 $196,560 $184,800 $184,800
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) -$33,696 -$505,440 -$235,872 -$33,946 -$33,946
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$3,662,000 -$3,598,000 -$3,662,000 -$3,727,000 -$3,662,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$39,368,781 -$39,122,448 -$34,539,180 -$38,220,209 -$35,669,043

*  Monthly refers to the schedule of the current program, mostly non-guaranteed with up-the-driveway service for households not on alleys.

3 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

HIGH  Volume (27,000 TPY) - LOW Recycled Material Price ($90.00/Ton) Processing

C
ol

le
ct

io
n

D
ua

l S
tre

am

Monthly*

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not ApplicableNot Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Not Analyzed

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

2 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable

2 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Analyzed Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable
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Monthly*

Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable

2 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable

2 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable
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TABLE 3
COST COMPARISON OF RECYCLING ALTERNATIVES LOW VOLUME - HIGH PRICE

System Schedule Cost / Income
Alternative A – Dual 

Stream at Existing City 
Facility

Alternative B – Single 
Stream at Existing City 

Facility (City Only)

Alternative C – Two 
Transfer Stations to 

Third Party

Alternative D – One 
Transfer Station at 

Existing City Facility

Alternative E – 
Regional MRF at 

Wauwatosa

Alternative F – 
Regional MRF at 

Existing City Facility

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $276,000
Collection Costs ($/Yr) $0
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$3,721,220

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $80,500
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $303,600
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$5,204,897

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$9,141,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $161,000
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $331,200
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,395,912
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$17,371,919

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $215,280 -$119,600 $71,760 $205,920 $205,920
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$247,088 -$188,735 -$247,088 -$306,353 -$247,088
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$7,341,706 -$5,900,263 -$1,977,872 -$6,116,765 -$3,617,836

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $83,720 $83,720 $83,720 $80,080 $80,080
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $236,808 -$131,560 $78,936 $234,524 $234,524
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000 -$207,000 -$271,000 -$336,000 -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$6,600,904 -$5,413,033 -$1,367,786 -$5,396,903 -$2,845,738

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $83,720 $83,720 $83,720 $80,080 $80,080
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $236,808 -$131,560 $78,936 $234,524 $234,524
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$18,076,858 -$16,888,987 -$12,843,740 -$16,872,857 -$14,321,692

Capital ($) -$9,958,000 -$6,601,000 -$3,287,000 -$8,538,880 -$6,148,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $167,440 $167,440 $167,440 $160,160 $160,160
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $258,336 -$143,520 $86,112 $264,776 $264,776
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$20,024,270 -$19,141,404 -$14,921,869 -$18,773,969 -$16,222,803

Capital ($) -$7,499,000 -$4,142,000 -$828,000 -$6,079,880 -$3,689,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $167,440 $167,440 $167,440 $160,160 $160,160
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $258,336 -$143,520 $86,112 $264,776 $264,776
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$3,662,000 -$3,598,000 -$3,662,000 -$3,727,000 -$3,662,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$36,974,205 -$36,091,339 -$31,871,804 -$35,723,904 -$33,172,738

*  Monthly refers to the schedule of the current program, mostly non-guaranteed with up-the-driveway service for households not on alleys.

3 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

LOW  Volume (23,000 TPY) - HIGH Recycled Material Price ($110.00/Ton) Processing
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Not Applicable Not Applicable
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Not ApplicableNot Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable
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Not Applicable Not Applicable
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2 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable
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(2 persons / truck)
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Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable

2 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable

2 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable
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TABLE 4
COST COMPARISON OF RECYCLING ALTERNATIVES HIGH VOLUME - HIGH PRICE

System Schedule Cost / Income
Alternative A – Dual 

Stream at Existing City 
Facility

Alternative B – Single 
Stream at Existing City 

Facility (City Only)

Alternative C – Two 
Transfer Stations to 

Third Party

Alternative D – One 
Transfer Station at 

Existing City Facility

Alternative E – 
Regional MRF at 

Wauwatosa

Alternative F – 
Regional MRF at 

Existing City Facility

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $324,000
Collection Costs ($/Yr) $0
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$3,284,040

Capital ($) -$6,235,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $94,500
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $356,400
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$4,596,489

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$9,141,000
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $189,000
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $388,800
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,395,912
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$16,592,282

Capital ($)
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr)
Recyclable Income ($/Yr)
Collection Costs ($/Yr)
Total Pres. Worth ($)

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $252,720 -$140,400 $84,240 $237,600 $237,600
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$247,088 -$188,735 -$247,088 -$306,353 -$247,088
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$7,000,706 -$6,089,707 -$1,864,205 -$5,828,227 -$3,329,298

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $98,280 $98,280 $98,280 $92,400 $92,400
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $277,992 -$154,440 $92,664 $270,605 $270,605
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$271,000 -$207,000 -$271,000 -$336,000 -$271,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$6,093,193 -$5,488,811 -$1,110,142 -$4,956,075 -$2,404,909

Capital ($) -$7,052,000 -$3,695,000 -$381,000 -$5,632,880 -$3,242,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $98,280 $98,280 $98,280 $92,400 $92,400
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $277,992 -$154,440 $92,664 $270,605 $270,605
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$17,569,147 -$16,964,765 -$12,586,096 -$16,432,029 -$13,880,863

Capital ($) -$9,958,000 -$6,601,000 -$3,287,000 -$8,538,880 -$6,148,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $196,560 $196,560 $196,560 $184,800 $184,800
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $303,264 -$168,480 $101,088 $305,510 $305,510
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$1,531,000 -$1,467,000 -$1,531,000 -$1,596,000 -$1,531,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$19,349,848 -$19,103,515 -$14,520,247 -$18,178,542 -$15,627,377

Capital ($) -$7,499,000 -$4,142,000 -$828,000 -$6,079,880 -$3,689,880
Trash Reduction Income ($/Yr) $196,560 $196,560 $196,560 $184,800 $184,800
Recyclable Income ($/Yr) $303,264 -$2,021,760 -$1,752,192 $305,510 $305,510
Collection Costs ($/Yr) -$3,662,000 -$3,598,000 -$3,662,000 -$3,727,000 -$3,662,000
Total Pres. Worth ($) -$36,299,783 -$52,932,939 -$48,349,670 -$35,128,477 -$32,577,312

*  Monthly refers to the schedule of the current program, mostly non-guaranteed with up-the-driveway service for households not on alleys.

3 Weeks
(1 person / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

3 Weeks
(2 persons / truck)

Not Applicable Not Applicable

Not Applicable

HIGH Volume (27,000 TPY) - HIGH Recycled Material Price ($110.00/Ton) Processing
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About Earth Tech  
Earth Tech is a global  
provider of consulting, engineering,  
construction and operations services to  
the water/wastewater, environmental,  
transportation and facilities markets.   
Headquartered in Long Beach, CA,  
the company was acquired by AECOM  
Technology Corp. in July 2008.   
More information on Earth Tech can  
be found at www.earthtech.aecom.com. 

  

About AECOM 
AECOM is a global provider of  
professional technical and  
management support services to a  
broad range of markets, including  
transportation, facilities, environmental  
and energy. With more than 41,000  
employees around the world, AECOM is  
a leader in all of the key markets that it  
serves. AECOM provides a blend of  
global reach, local knowledge, innovation,  
and technical excellence in delivering  
solutions that enhance and sustain the  
world's built, natural, and social  
environments. AECOM serves clients  
in more than 100 countries and had  
revenue of $4.7 billion during the 12-month  
period ended June 30, 2008. More  
information on AECOM and its services  
can be found at www.aecom.com. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Earth Tech AECOM 
300 Oceangate, Suite 700 
Long Beach, California 90802 
T 562.951.2000 
F 562.951.2100 
www.earthtech.aecom.com 
 
 
 

 

http://www.earthtech.aecom.com/
http://www.aecom.com/


200 E. Wells Street

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

53202

City of Milwaukee

Meeting Minutes

RECYCLING TASK FORCE
PRESTON COLE, CHAIR

Ald. Joe Dudzik, Michael J. Daun, Lisa Schaal, and Erick Shambarger

Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald

Phone:  (414)-286-2233; Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: tmacdo@milwaukee.gov

1:30 PM Room 301-A, City HallMonday, April 6, 2009

Meeting convened: 1:31 P.M.

1.      Introduction of Members

Members introduced themselves.

Cole, Daun, Dudzik, Shambarger and SchaalPresent 5 - 

Also present:

Rick Meyers, Environmental Recycling Specialist, James Carroll, Legislative 

Reference Bureau, Jim Michalski, Comptroller's Auditing Division

2.      Presentation given by Jim Owczarski, Deputy City Clerk, relative to meeting rules, 

procedures and the open records laws

Deputy City Clerk Jim Owczarski appeared and discussed various aspects of the 

state Open Records and Open Meetings laws.

Mr. Cole asked if this body is required to use the Robert Rules of Order?

Mr. Owczarski replied in the affirmative.
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April 6, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

3.      Discussion of the purpose, responsibilities and goals of the Task Force

Mr. Cole said Common Council resolution File #081212 created this task force and 

directs it to do a number of things that were recommended in the recycling audit done 

by the City Comptroller's Office.  It also directs the task force to submit its findings to 

the Common Council within six months and the six months began on January 16, 

2009, and ends on July 16, 2009.  He said, if needed, the time period to submit the 

findings can be extended.  

Mr. Shambarger asked if there is any expectation as to the timeline for the 

submission of the recommendations as it relates to the 2010 Budget?

Mr. Cole replied that the resolution doesn't say anything related to that issue, but it 

would be up to this task force to determine if there are issues that could be 

considered and recommendations made that would affect the City's 2010 budget.     

Mr. Daun said that the resolution lists a number of recommendations and asked 

which recommendations will this task force need to look at? 

Mr. Cole replied that it is his understanding that this task force will need to review 

several of the audit recommendations, which will include the fiscal and operational 

impacts of a conversion to single stream recycling as well as an overview of the 

current recycling program. He said he will prepare a list of all the issues this task 

force will need to take a look at and have Ms. MacDonald forward it to all the 

members.  

Mr. Cole said this task force could also do a review of the recycling audit. 

Mr. Cole said he will have Mr. Rick Meyers, recycling specialist, appear before the 

task force to give an overview of the City's current recycling program. 

Ald. Dudzik said the Council's main reason in creating this task force is to take a look 

at a single stream recycling program. He said the other recommendations listed in 

the resolution are to be addressed by the Department of Public Works.  

Mr. Shambarger asked if the recycling enforcement is going to be considered by this 

task force?

Mr. Cole said he has had a number of conversations with the City Attorney's office 

regarding section 79 of the Milwaukee Code of Ordinances and feels that this task 

force should look at the enforcement process of the City's Recycling program.

Mr. Daun suggested that it may be useful, once DPW staff conduct a review of the 

enforcement process, for DPW to give this task force an overview of the recycling 

enforcement process and then the task force can determine if it needs to be dealt 

with further.   

All the task force members confirmed that they know what a single stream recycling 

program is.  

Mr. Cole said he will provide the task force with an overview of the City's current 

recycling waste hauler contract. 

Mr. Shambarger asked if DPW can provide information on the staffing implications as 

it relates to dual stream system compare to a single stream recycling program?
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April 6, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

Mr. Cole replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Daun asked if DPW could provided information on other cities recycling program?  

Mr. Meyers appeared at the table and said that there are other large cities that use a 

single stream recycling program.  

Ald. Dudzik asked if DPW could provide data on the volume of recyclables the city 

has collected per year?  

Mr. Meyers replied in the affirmative. 

Mr. Cole said that the task force members could also plan to take a tour of a single 

stream recycling program.  He said Germantown has a single stream recycling 

program. 

Mr. Meyers offered to provide a virtual tour.   

Mr. Daun commented that the City of Milwaukee recycling educational brochure 

indicates that plastic containers with the numbers one or two are recyclable, but 

plastic containers that have the numbers three through seven are not and he was 

wondering if other Cities have that same requirement. 

Ald. Dudzik said that he was at a recycling presentation in either another City in 

Wisconsin or Illinois and it was stated that if there is a question as to if an item is 

recyclable, just put it in the recyclable bin and the City will determine if it is recyclable. 

Mr. Cole said that the question is, how can the City get the residents to recycle more, 

because the more recyclable collected the more money the City makes. 

Ald. Dudzik asked when does the current recycling contract expire?

Mr. Meyers replied that the current contract expires in July 1, 2009 and there is 

extension of every two years thereafter.  

Ald. Dudzik said there may be a gas savings in using a single steam recycling 

program.

Mr. Cole ask Mr. Meyers to bring pictures and any other information on what type of 

equipment the City uses in its dual-stream recycling program.

Ald. Nik Kovac appeared and suggested that this task force consider looking at 

incentives or reward system for recycling.  He said the City could give a refund by 

weight for all recyclables picked up.  

Mr. Cole asked the task force members if they would like to look at the “Pay As You 

Throw” program?  All members replied in the affirmative. 

Ms. Schaal asked how does MPS handling its recyclables?

Mr. Meyers replied that MPS has a private contract and it is a cost saving for MPS to 

do it that way.

Page 3City of Milwaukee



April 6, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

4.      Set next meeting agenda

Agenda items for future meetings:

1. Discussion relating to task force role

2. Presentation given by Dept. of Public Works, Sanitation Division staff on the City's 

current recycling program  

3. Overview of the single stream recycling operation

4. Overview of the "Pay As You Throw" program

5. Report on how the City of Milwaukee recycling program compares to other 

Wisconsin cities

6. Discussion on how the weather can impact the recycling program

5.      Set next meeting date(s)

Future meeting dates:

April 27, 2009

May 18, 2009

June 8, 2009

June 29, 2009, at this meeting it will be determined if an extension of time will be 

needed for the submission of the final recommendations to the Common Council.

All meetings will begin at 1:30 P.M.

Meeting adjourned: 2:24 P.M.

Terry J. MacDonald

Staff Assistant
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RECYCLING TASK FORCE 
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Ald. Dudzik moved approval of the minutes, Mr. Shambarger seconded. There were no 
objections. 

2.      Approval of the minutes of the May 18, 2009 meeting 

Also present: James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau, Wanda Booker, Dept. of 
Public Works, Sanitation Manager and Rick Meyers, Dept. of Public Works, Recycling 
Specialist 

1.      Roll call 

5 -  Present Cole, Daun, Dudzik, Shambarger and Schaal

Meeting convened: 1:38 P.M. 

Monday, June 8, 2009 Room 301-A, City Hall1:30 PM

PRESTON COLE, CHAIR
Ald. Joe Dudzik, Michael J. Daun, Lisa Schaal, and Erick Shambarger 

 
Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald 

Phone:  (414)-286-2233; Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: tmacdo@milwaukee.gov 



RECYCLING TASK FORCE June 8, 2009Meeting Minutes

3.      Discussion relating to a consultant study on a single stream recycling operation vs. dual 
system recycling operation 

Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, P.E., Senior Engineer and Consultant for Earth Tech/AECOM 
appeared on this matter. 
 
Mr. Daun moved that the RECYCLING TASK FORCE convene into closed session, 
pursuant to s. 19.85(1)(e), Wis. Stats., for the purpose of formulating competitive 
bargaining strategies in respect to item #3: discussion relating to a consultant study on a 
single stream recycling operation vs. dual system recycling operation. 
 
 
Roll call taken at 1:40 P.M.:  
Present: 5 - Mr. Cole, Ms. Schaal, Mr. Daun, Ald. Dudzik and Mr. Shambarger 
Excused: 0 
 
Also present: James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau, Wanda Booker, Dept. of 
Public Works, Sanitation Manager and Rick Meyers, Dept. of Public Works, Recycling 
Specialist 
 
 
Roll call taken at 2:33 P.M.:  
Present: 4 - Mr. Cole, Ms. Schaal, Mr. Daun and Ald. Dudzik  
Excused: 1 - Mr. Shambarger 
 
 
Mr. Daun moved that the committee reconvene in open session. 
 
Roll call taken at 2:50 P.M. 
Present: 4 - Mr. Cole, Ms. Schaal, Mr. Daun and Ald. Dudzik  
Excused: 1 - Mr. Shambarger 

4.      Set next meeting date and agenda 

Mr. Cole said Ms. MacDonald talked to Ald. Dudzik regarding extending the deadline for 
the submission of recommendations by this task force to the Common Council for six 
months.  
 
Mr. Cole said that the tour of the recycling facilities will take place on June 29, 2009 from 
1:00 P.M. to 5:00 P.M. 
 
Mr. Daun referred to the letter from Mr. Perry Lindquist with Waukesha County regarding 
a joint recycling study (Exhibit 1) that Mr. Shambarger sent to all the task force members 
by e-mail and asked Mr. Cole if Mr. Lindquist will be invite to appeared before this task 
force?  
 
Mr. Cole replied in the affirmative.  
 
Mr. Cole said the next two meeting dates will be July 27, 2009 and August 17, 2009 at 
1:30 P.M. 
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Meeting adjourned: 3:00 P.M. 
 
Terry J. MacDonald 
Staff Assistant 
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Via e-mail 
 
Date: June 5, 2009 
 
To: Eric Shambarger 

Mayor’s Office 
City of Milwaukee 

 
From: Perry Lindquist 
 Dept. of Parks and Land Use    

Waukesha County 
 
RE: Joint Recycling Study 
 
 
Dear Mr. Shambarger, 
 
Waukesha County completed a recycling system study in September 2007, which strongly 
recommended that we switch to a single stream recycling system. It is my understanding that the 
Milwaukee Recycling Task Force, of which you are a member, is also considering this type of 
recycling system.  I would appreciate the opportunity to present the results of our study to your 
Task Force. I believe they will find the information valuable, especially as it relates to the 
economics of a single stream system based on the tonnage processed.  The study demonstrated a 
much better return on investment if we pursued additional community partnerships. 
 
During and after the completion of the 2007 study, we have been gathering input from the 25 
participating communities in Waukesha County, as well as from staff of the Milwaukee Public 
Works Department.  Our participating communities are asking that we make a decision soon on 
the future direction of our recycling program so that proper planning can be completed, including 
a revision to private collection contracts in each community.  However, to make this decision, 
additional analysis is needed on new community partnerships, transportation issues and the 
potential location offered by the City of Wauwatosa for a regional recycling facility. We 
encourage the City of Milwaukee to join us in studying these issues, and any others that may be 
involved.  We would appreciate a commitment to such a joint study by August 1. 
 
I could explain the above noted issues in more detail at a future Task Force meeting if there is 
interest.  If so, please contact me directly at 262-548-7867 to make arrangements.  Thank you for 
your consideration of my request.   
 
 
cc: Rick Meyers, Milwaukee Public Works Dept. 
 Bill Kappel, Wauwatosa Public Works Dept. 
 



file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/tmacdo/Desktop/Recycling%20Task%20Force.htm

From: Shambarger, Erick 
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 8:54 AM 
To: MacDonald, Terry 
Subject: Recycling Task Force 
Hi Terry,

 
I received the following email from Mr. Lindquist.  He had originally made contact with Ann Beier, who 

referred him to me.  Please circulate this through the Task Force under the appropriate procedure. 

 

From: Lindquist, Perry [mailto:PLindquist@waukeshacounty.gov]  
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 8:43 AM 
To: Shambarger, Erick 
Cc: Bill Kappel (bkappel@wauwatosa.net); Meyers, Rick 
Subject: Joint Recycling Study 
 
Mr. Shambarger,
Attached is a memo regarding a request to join Waukesha County in a joint 
recycling study. Please confirm that you received this in time for today’s Task 
Force meeting. Thank you.
Perry
 
Perry Lindquist
Land Resources Manager
Waukesha County Dept. of Parks & Land Use
515 W. Moreland Blvd.
Room 260 - Administration Center
Waukesha WI 53188
262-548-7867
www.waukeshacounty.gov/landandparks 
 

file:///C|/Documents%20and%20Settings/tmacdo/Desktop/Recycling%20Task%20Force.htm6/8/2009 3:25:02 PM

http://www.waukeshacounty.gov/landandparks
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OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      June 12, 2009 

 
 
 
 You are hereby notified that the Recycling Task Force will attend Tours of the 
Milwaukee Recycling Facility (1313 W. Mount Vernon Ave) and Waste Management Regional 
Recycling Facility (W132 N10487 Grant Dr., Germantown, WI) on June 29, 2009 from 1:00 
P.M. – 5:00 P.M. 
 

A majority of the Recycling Task Force members may be present for the tours.  
However, no formal action will be taken relating to the tours or any other matters pending before 
the Recycling Task Force. 
 
       Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
       Ronald D. Leonhardt 
       City Clerk 
 
JRO:RDL:dkf 

    
c.c. Press  
 Posting 
 Ronald Leonhardt 
  

 



From: lschaal@sbcglobal.net
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2009 6:00 PM
To: MacDonald, Terry
Subject: Tracking trash - MIT News Office

http://web.mit.edu/newsoffice/2009/trash-0715.html

Hi Terri,
Can you send this to the members of the Recycling Task Force Please?
Interesting article out of MIT.
Thanks,

UrbanRe Vitalization Group LLC
3260 N Humboldt Blvd
Milwaukee WI 53212
414-231-3291
414-364-5422(cell)
www.urbanrevitalizationgroupllc.com
info@urevitalize.org

Lisa Schaal
President
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Tracking trash
Project aims to raise awareness of how 
garbage impacts the environment
July 15, 2009

What if we knew exactly where our trash was going and how much energy it 

took to make it disappear? Would it make us think twice about buying bottled 

water or "disposable" razors?

A team of MIT researchers today announced a major project called Trash 

Track, which aims to get people thinking about what they throw away. Trash 

Track relies on the development of special electronic tags that will track 

different types of waste on their journey through the disposal systems of New 

York and Seattle. The project will monitor the patterns and costs of urban 

disposal and create awareness of the impact of trash on our environment - 

revealing the last journey of our everyday objects. 

"Trash is one of today's most pressing issues - both directly and as a 

reflection of our attitudes and behaviors," says Professor Carlo Ratti, head of 

the MIT SENSEable City lab. "Our project aims to reveal the disposal process 

of our everyday objects, as well as to highlight potential inefficiencies in 

today's recycling and sanitation systems. The project could be considered the 

urban equivalent of nuclear medicine - when a tracer is injected and followed 

through the human body.

"The study of what we could call the 'removal chain' is becoming as important 

as that of the supply chain," the lab's associate director, Assaf Biderman, 

explains. "Trash Track aims to make the removal chain more transparent. We 

hope that the project will promote behavioral change and encourage people 

to make more sustainable decisions about what they consume and how it 

affects the world around them."

Trash Track will enlist volunteers in two target cities - New York and Seattle - 

who will allow pieces of their trash to be electronically tagged with special 

wireless location markers, or "trash tags." Thousands of these markers, 

attached to a waste sample representative of the city's overall consumption, 

will calculate their location through triangulation and report it to a central 

server, where the data will be analyzed and processed in real time. The 

public will be able to view the migration patterns of the trash online, as well as 

in an exhibit at the Architectural League in New York City and in the Seattle 

Public Library, starting in September 2009. 

 
Trash Track was initially inspired by the Green NYC Initiative, the goal of 
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which is to increase the rate of waste recycling in New York to almost 100 

percent by 2030. Currently, only about 30 percent of the city's waste is 

diverted from landfills for recycling. "We hope that Trash Track will also point 

the way to a possible urban future: that of a system where, thanks to the 

pervasive usage of smart tags, 100 percent recycling could become a reality," 

says project leader, Musstanser Tinauli. 

"Carlo Ratti and his team have come up with a visionary project to help 

people take ownership of their pollution," says Roger Highfield, editor of New 

Scientist magazine, which will be helping to deploy a third batch of tags in 

London, U.K. "It's all too easy to throw something in the garbage and wash 

your hands of it if you don't know what effect you are directly having on the 

environment."

With this project, the MIT SENSEable City Laboratory seeks to couple high-

tech, rapidly evolving technology with an everyday human activity: trash 

disposal. Trash Track builds on some of the lab's previous projects - including 

Real Time Rome and the New York Talk Exchange - gathering, assessing 

and analyzing real-time data to improve urban functionality.

The Trash Track team at the SENSEable City Lab is composed of Carlo 

Ratti, Assaf Biderman, Rex Britter, Stephen Miles, Musstanser Tinauli, E. 

Roon Kang, Alan Anderson, Avid Boustani, Natalia Duque Ciceri, Lorenzo 

Davolli, Jennifer Dunnam, Samantha Earl, Lewis Girod, Srabjit Kaur, Armin 

Linke, Eugenio Morello, Sarah Neilson, Giovanni de Niederhausern, Jill 

Passano, Renato Rinaldi, Francisca Rojas, Louis Sirota and Malima Wolf. 

MIT News Office 

Phone: 617-253-2700 

E-mail: prichards@mit.edu 
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200 E. Wells Street
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53202

City of Milwaukee

Meeting Minutes

RECYCLING TASK FORCE
PRESTON COLE, CHAIR

Ald. Joe Dudzik, Michael J. Daun, Lisa Schaal, and Erick Shambarger

Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald

Phone:  (414)-286-2233; Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: tmacdo@milwaukee.gov

1:30 PM Room 301-A, City HallMonday, July 27, 2009

Meeting convened: 1:32 P.M.

1.      Roll call

Cole, Daun, Dudzik, Shambarger and SchaalPresent 5 - 

Also present: James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau, Jim Michalski, 

Comptroller's Auditing Division, Wanda Booker, Dept. of Public Works and Rick 

Meyers, Dept. of Public Works

2.      Approval of the minutes of the June 8, 2009 meeting

Ald. Dudzik moved approval of the minutes, Mr. Daun seconded. There were no 

objections.
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3.      Presentation give by Mr. Perry Lindquist, Waukesha, County, Dept. of Parks and Land 

Use relating to a Waukesha County Recycling System Study

Mr. Cole introduced Mr. Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager with Waukesha 

County.

Mr. Lindquist gave a PowerPoint presentation titled: Waukesha County Recycling, 

Looking Ahead (Exhibit 1). The presentation consisted of Background on Waukesha 

County’s recycling program; Waukesha County's MRF - Options for the future (2007 

study findings/recommendations) and on the similarities between Waukesha County 

and the City of Milwaukee's recycling programs.

Mr. Daun asked what Mr. Lindquist thinks the timeframe would be to design a 

recycling facility?

Mr. Lindquist replied that realistically it could take until the year 2012 to get 

something up and running.

Mr. Shambarger asked how did Mr. Lindquist decide on the Wauwatosa site as a 

potential site for the consolidation?

Mr. Lindquist replied that the Wauwatosa site that is available seems like a good site 

because it was conveniently located, but once the study takes place the researchers 

may find another site that may work better.

Mr. Daun asked if Mr. Lindquist has an idea what the cost of the study would be?

Mr. Lindquist replied in the negative.

Mr. Shambarger asked Mr. Lindquist if he knows what the distances are from the  

Waukesha's current site to the site located in Wauwatosa and to the Germantown 

facility?

Mr. Lindquist replied in the negative.

Mr. Cole asked Mr. Lindquist what are the problems that  Waukesha has with hauling 

to a privately run recycling facility? 

Mr. Lindquist replied that the cost for Waukesha to a haul to a private facility would be 

high. He said if a partnership doesn't happen between Waukesha, Milwaukee, etc. 

Waukesha would probably have to go with hauling to a private recycling facility. 

Mr. Meyers appeared and asked Mr. Lindquist if the existing Waukesha recycling 

facility would become a transport facility?

Mr. Cole thanked Mr. Lindquist for coming and said that it isn't in the purview of this 

task force to approve entering into a partnership contract.  He said it may be a 

recommendation by this task force to the City of Milwaukee Common Council.

Roll call taken at 2:45 P.M.

Cole, Daun, Shambarger and SchaalPresent 4 - 

DudzikExcused 1 - 
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4.      Discussion relating to the Milwaukee and Waste Management Regional Recycling 

facilities

Mr. Cole asked the task force members if there are any questions or comments 

regarding the recycling facilities tours. 

There were none.

5.      Discussion relating to the scope of work for the consultant study on a single stream 

recycling operation vs. dual system recycling operation

Mr. Cole called Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, P.E., Senior Engineer and Consultant for Earth 

Tech/AECOM to come to the table to give an overview of the scope work for a 

recycling study.  

Mr. Pirrung handed out an overview of the scope of work that he prepared for a City 

of Milwaukee Recycling Facility Study (Exhibit 2).

Mr. Pirrung explained each of the following recycling alternatives: A. Evaluate Dual 

Stream Recycling at City's Milwaukee Recycling Facility (MRF); B. Evaluate Single 

Stream Recycling at the City's MRF; C. Evaluate Two City Transfer Stations with 

direct hauling to Germantown and No City-owned processing facility and D. 

Evaluation regional MRF in Wauwatosa to Serve Waukesha County, City of 

Wauwatosa and City of Milwaukee.

Mr. Pirrung said the study would also review the impacts that implementing the 

measures to reduce landfill tonnage will have on a residential recycling program.

And, lastly, Mr. Pirung explained the time schedule of a study.

Mr. Cole said that if there is no substantive changes or objections, he and the 

Comptroller's Office will pursue entering into a service order agreement with Earth 

Tech/AECOM to begin doing a City of Milwaukee Recycling Facility Study.  There 

were no changes offered.  There were no objections by task force members.

Meeting adjourned: 2:51 P.M.

Terry J. MacDonald

Staff Assistant
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Waukesha County RecyclingWaukesha County Recycling

Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager 

Waukesha County Dept. of Parks & Land Use 

July 27, 2009 
Milwaukee Recycling Task Force

Looking AheadLooking Ahead

• EXHIBIT 1



Presentation OutlinePresentation Outline

• Background on county recycling program
• County MRF - Options for the future

– 2007 study findings/recommendations
• Similarities to City of Milwaukee

– How can we work together/next steps
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Background on County ProgramBackground on County Program

• Waukesha County is “Responsible Unit” for 
25 communities (since 1990)
– Pool state grants ($1 million/yr)
– Coordinate education program 
– Pay for blue recycle bins
– MRF investment/risk, oversight, maintenance

• County-owned/privately operated MRF
– Dual-stream system (paper & containers separate)
– Average 23,000 tons/year of recyclables
– Last expansion in 1995
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• 25 Participating Communities must:
– Collect dual stream recyclables  

• 88,000 households (pop. 270,000) 
• $12 million/yr. in private contracts ($3.5 mil. recycle)

– Deliver recyclables to county MRF 
– Report program costs to county/annual grants
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County MRF: “Enterprise Fund”County MRF: “Enterprise Fund”
• Self-sustaining – no tax levy or processing fees to 

communities (up front County loan paid off)
• Revenues: material sales (50%), state grants & 

operator processing fees (up to $6.50/ton)
• Current fund balance = $11 million: 

– Good markets and competitive operating contracts
– Distributions to communities of $6.2 million in the last 9 

years + $1 million for 2010 (proposed)
– 2012 Projected Fund Balance: $11-13 million

• Assume continued state grants of $1 million/yr., material sales 
of $700K./yr. and community dividends of $1 million/yr. 

– Use to pay for future MRF investments
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• Can handle future dual stream program for 
the short term

• However, some major issues need to be 
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– Sort line
– Tipping floor
– Bale storage
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Study: Existing Dual Stream 
MRF Capacity (cont.)
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• Must expand MRF or build new in future 
• Cannot expand MRF on current 2-acre 

site, because…
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Possible MRF ExpansionPossible MRF Expansion

• If 1 acre site to the north purchased, limited 
expansion is possible
– Tipping/storage areas/new equipment
– Could also convert to single stream

• Industry trends & community pressures to 
switch to Single Stream will influence future 
decisions
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Possible MRF Expansion (cont.)Possible MRF Expansion (cont.)

• Estimated costs:
– Dual stream: $6.5 million + property/business
– Single stream: $7.0 million + property/business

• However, the expanded site could not
handle a very large increase in tonnage 

• Estimated costs:
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Recyclables Collection
Dual Stream   vs.   Single Stream

Recyclables Collection
Dual Stream   vs.   Single Stream

Industry trend (cart)
(automated/all recyclables mixed)
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(manual/paper & containers separated)



Single Stream Collection 
Cost Savings Single Stream MRF Impacts

• Automation decreases personnel costs      
(workers comp claims, etc.) • Increases MRF labor and capital costs

• Large cart allows Every Other Week 
collection of recyclables 

• Increases residue level at MRF 
(non-recyclables)

• Flexibility: Can use compaction vehicles 
to reduce capital & trips to the MRF, more 
households per route – faster collection

• Potential for decreased quality of   
processed recyclables (glass/paper)

• Higher rates of recycling & reduced landfill 
disposal costs – easier for the general 
public to implement (no sorting)

• Higher recyclable volumes to process
• Increased net cost per ton processing

SS Pros (Collection) vs. Cons (MRF Impacts)SS Pros (Collection) vs. Cons (MRF Impacts)

All of these factors were built into the economic analysis



Collection Trends/PressuresCollection Trends/Pressures

• Private haulers are pushing for Single 
Stream collection to save money 
– Trend is playing out nationwide 

• >100 SS MRFs (25% in 2008)
– Locally, only 1 of 3 private haulers (Veolia) still 

offers dual stream collection 
• Waste Mgt. and Johns already switched to SS
• 3 participating communities without hauling 

contracts already switched to SS (problem)

• More communities want to switch to SS
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Scenarios for Future Projections:Scenarios for Future Projections:

• Tonnage
– Participating county municipalities (25) 
– Adding non-participating communities (12)
– Adding Milwaukee & Wauwatosa 

• Single vs. Dual Stream
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Key Study Findings & RecommendationsKey Study Findings & Recommendations

1. Switching to Single Stream is strongly 
recommended

• Pros far outweigh the cons  
• Could save partic. communities >$700,000/year  

in collection & disposal costs 
• 10% or $12.36/HH/Year savings (minus cart $)

• Needs all new MRF equipment/more space 
2. Recycling tons increase considerably with a 

Single Stream system – assumed + 25% 
• In-county data shows 45% increase/capita
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Key Study Findings & Recommendations
(continued)

Key Study Findings & Recommendations
(continued)

3. Doubling tonnage greatly improves the 
economics of a Single Stream MRF

• 2 shifts = much faster return on investment
• New site needed to double tonnage

4. National MRF data shows:
• SS paper/fiber is equally marketable
• Increased residue from SS depends on public 

education (projected increase from 3% to 10%)
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Single Stream Options
(2007 Costs & 2010 Projected Tonnage)

Single Stream Options
(2007 Costs & 2010 Projected Tonnage)

1. Expand/Convert Current MRF:
• Participating Municipalities only (30,565 tons)
• Acquire/relocate Lithoprint
• Estimated bldg. costs = $7 million + Lithoprint costs
• Projected annual net revenues = $0.12 million

2. Build New Regional MRF (publicly-
owned/privately operated):

• Add tonnage for 2 shifts (76,066 tons - NP/Tosa/Milw)
• Estimated building costs = $8.25 million + land
• Projected annual net revenues = $1.7 million

3. Send recyclables to privately-owned MRF
• Costs unknown (RFP process)
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County Response to Private MRF OptionCounty Response to Private MRF Option

• Existing County MRF is already privatized
– Public ownership of the facility (40% nationally)
– Private operation & marketing/good competition

• Public/private partnership has been very 
successful 

• Privately-owned MRF does not ensure long-
term competition/price stability for 
communities

• Having a publicly-owned/privately operated MRF 
in SE helps keep costs down for all communities
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Single Stream Economic Summary 
(Revenues & expenses to be prorated to participating communities)

Single Stream Economic Summary 
(Revenues & expenses to be prorated to participating communities)

• Projected 2010 NET revenues from a Regional 
Single Stream MRF are 14.5 times larger than 
converting county MRF to single stream

$1.7 million (regional/76,066 T) vs. $0.12 million (county/30,565 T)
6 times larger for Waukesha Co./Milwaukee (44%)

• Payoff of capital costs ($8.25 million) for a new 
Regional Single Stream MRF = 5 years

• Payoff of capital costs ($7 million) for converting 
county MRF to single stream = 58+ years
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Summary Look at the SS SystemSummary Look at the SS System

• Collection: Savings in collection costs and 
landfill disposal costs (reduced trash)

>$700,000 per year for partic. municipalities

• MRF: It’s all about the tons!
2.5 times tonnage = 10 times faster return on 
investment 
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Similarities:
Waukesha Co. & City of Milwaukee

Similarities:
Waukesha Co. & City of Milwaukee

• Publicly-owned dual stream MRFs
• Tonnage processed (23,000/yr.)
• Aging facilities facing costly updates
• Pressures to improve program efficiencies
• Pressures to switch to Single Stream:

– Reduce collection & landfill disposal costs
+ Increase recycling rate

• Concerns about future price stability 
• 14-year history of coordinating education efforts
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Why Work Together?
(Regional Single Stream MRF)
Why Work Together?
(Regional Single Stream MRF)

1. Lower costs/ton - capital and O & M 
2. Better return on investments/reduced risk
3. Long-term price stability 
4. Good example of regional cooperation
5. Both MRFs already publicly-owned and 

privately operated
• no threat to private sector
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Next Steps, Issues & TimelinesNext Steps, Issues & Timelines

• Commit to joint study (ASAP):
– Milwaukee, Waukesha Co. & Wauwatosa 

• Establish scope of study/write RFP (fall 2009): 
– Refine & update economic analysis
– I.D. financial options (sharing costs & revenues)
– Technical investigation of Tosa site
– Transportation issues
– Concept plan/budget
– Institutional options (ownership, contracting, etc.)
– Collection or other issues? 

• Release RFP & hire consultant – early 2010
• Complete study by end of 2010
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Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager
Waukesha County - Dept. of Parks and Land Use

Room 260 Administration Center
515 W. Moreland Blvd., Waukesha WI 53188

plindquist@waukeshacounty.gov
262-548-7867
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Single Stream Collection 
Cost Savings Single Stream MRF Impacts

• Automation decreases personnel costs      
(workers comp claims, etc.) • Increases MRF labor and capital costs

• Large cart allows Every Other Week 
collection of recyclables 

• Increases residue level at MRF 
(non-recyclables)

• Flexibility: Can use compaction vehicles 
to reduce capital & trips to the MRF, more 
households per route – faster collection

• Potential for decreased quality of   
processed recyclables (glass/paper)

• Higher rates of recycling & reduced landfill 
disposal costs – easier for the general 
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• Higher recyclable volumes to process
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All of these factors were built into the economic analysis







From: Daun, Michael 
Sent: Thursday, August 06, 2009 10:23 AM 
To: MacDonald, Terry 
Cc: 'Steve Brachman'; Daun, Michael 
Subject: FW: MRF of the Month 
Terry,

I received the attached from Steve Brachman, who currently works at the UW (and formeerly City of 

Milwaukee).  Would you please forward to the members of the Recycling Task Force?  It's an 

interesting piece on what some Wisconsin counties have done with a regional Recycling facility.

thx,

Mike Daun

 
Michael Daun

Deputy Comptroller

City of Milwaukee

414-286-2302

mdaun@milwaukee.gov

 
 

From: Steve Brachman [mailto:steve.brachman@ces.uwex.edu]  
Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 4:27 PM 
To: Resick, Jim H. 
Cc: Daun, Michael; Murphy, Michael (Alderman); Morics, Wally 
Subject: Re: MRF of the Month 
 
Our pleasure and great work, Jim! The tri-counties is the WI model for integrated solid waste management 
and collaboration, particularly important since we have so few others doing it! Wouldn’t it be swell if 
Milwaukee and Waukesha could do the same??? I bet there is big money to be saved... 
 
 
On 8/5/09 4:04 PM, "Resick, Jim H." <ResickJH@co.outagamie.wi.us> wrote: 
 

Steve, Joe and Mary, 
  
Hey, the OC and its partner counties (Brown and Winnebago) have hit the big time with 
their new single-stream facility!  Local Extension’s contribution was to facilitate a series of 
group discussions between the county SW Departments and their stakeholder groups in 
2007-08, to make sure everyone was on board.  You were each called at various points for 
consultation, as well.  Thanks to you all for helping make this a successful launch! 
  
Jim 
  
 
From: Bocik, Barbara A. On Behalf Of Paltzer, Toby N. 

file:///H|/Terry/ResickJH@co.outagamie.wi.us


Sent: Wednesday, August 05, 2009 9:00 AM 
To: ALL COUNTY USERS 
Subject: MRF of the Month 
 
Good Morning: 
Attached please find an article regarding our Single Stream Recycling facility being named 
MRF of the Month.  We are very proud of this facility.  Congratulations to all those 
involved in the project! 
  
  

Toby 
 
Toby Paltzer 

Outagamie County Executive 

410 S. Walnut Street 

Appleton, WI  54911 

Phone:  920-832-1684 

Fax:  920-832-1534 

 
  
  
 

 
Steve Brachman, Waste Reduction Specialist 
UW-Extension Solid & Hazardous Waste Education Center 
161 W. Wisconsin Ave., Suite 6000 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53203 
414-227-3160 
steve.brachman@ces.uwex.edu 
http://shwec.uwm.edu 
 

file:///H|/Terry/steve.brachman@ces.uwex.edu
http://shwec.uwm.edu/


14  RR | August 2009

The brand 
spanking new Tri-County Single-

Stream Recycling (TCSSR) facility, located in Appleton, Wisconsin, is a 
byproduct of the newly-combined recycling programs of Brown, Outagamie and Winne-
bago counties.  The largest public-sector single-stream MRF in the Badger State and one 
of the larger publicly owned and operated single-stream plants in the U.S., the TCSSR 
presently serves some 60 communities (over 200,000 households) within the three coun-
ties, handling both residential and commercial recyclables.
  "We have brought a new era of recycling to Wisconsin," says Philip Stecker, Out-
agamie County's director of solid waste.  "This facility allows us to serve some 500,000 
residents in Northeastern Wisconsin; that's 10 percent of the state's total population."
  Operated by Outagamie County, the $9.9 million regional facility includes a 
state-of-the-art single-stream processing system designed, engineered, manufactured and 
installed by Bulk Handling Systems.  Outfitted with the latest in screening, optical and 
air-separation technologies, the system was created by BHS to process an average of 25 tons per hour, all while generating minimal residual 
material.  
  According to company representatives, the single-stream system employs the use of integrated processes that emphasize mechanization, 
and the extraction of recoverable materials, all on the first pass.  As a result, this technology allows the TCSSR to experience a high-value 
material capture rate of nearly 100 percent, and produce an end-product with extremely low residue values (projected to be less than three 
percent).  In addition to including a large old corrugated cardboard separator and steel disc debris roll screen, in order to remove virtually all 
glass at the front end (currently, glass content is approximately 25 percent of the overall material flow), the processing system also includes a 
unique filtration system that provides a cleaner, dust-free working environment for the plant's 20 total employees. 
  The system's main sorting stations include presort, paper post-sort and container sort, with three other smaller sorting stations located 

MRF of the Month

Tri-County Single-Stream Recycling Facility 

echnical
Specifications*

Tri-County Single-
Stream Recycling Facility

Location: 
Appleton, Wisconsin

Start-up date: 
July 2009

Number of processing lines: 
One (single-stream)

Throughput:
Single-stream:  
25 tons per hour

Estimated tons of material  
to be processed: 
Designed with an 80,000-ton 
capacity, MRF will initally pro-
cess 50,000 tons annually

Residue rate:  
Projected to be less than  
three percent

2007-2008 Materials Processing and Recycling in the United States:  Yearbook and Directory
5th Edition — Print or CD-ROM
The 1,300 page Yearbook is the only comprehensive guide to Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) in the United States, providing information on 583 operating, planned and shut projects. A nationally 
recognized resource, it provides a strategic analysis of the post-consumer recycling industry and a database of U.S. Material Recovery Facilities. It is an invaluable reference tool for solid waste decision 
makers, planners, consultants, and organizations interested in the present and future of recycling.

Governmental Advisory Associates, Inc.
203.226.3238  •  203.226.3239 (fax)  •  gaa@governmentaladvisory.com  •  www.governmentaladvisory.com GAA, Inc.
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along the processing line.  Altogether, 17 
sorters work under one shift to handle 
material coming into the facility.  
  And, though the TCSSR is pro-
jected to process 50,000 tons per year, 
initially, BHS actually designed the 
system to handle up to 80,000 tons an-
nually, thus allowing the MRF to serve 
larger portions of Wisconsin as more 
single-stream programs come on-line.  
"There are no firm plans yet, but we 
are talking with several other munici-
palities and counties," says Stecker.
  "For our grand opening and 
open house, we had between 700 
and 800 community and business 
officials, as well as members of the 
public, visit and tour the facility," 
says Stecker.  "The level of interest 
for this facility has far exceeded our 
expectations."

*Know of a North American-based materials recovery facility that you feel 
Resource Recycling readers should know about?  If so, e-mail your recom-
mendation, with hi-resolution pictures, to justin@resource-recycling.com, 
and your facility may just be highlighted in a future "MRF of the Month" 
column.



From: lschaal@sbcglobal.net 
Sent: Thursday, August 13, 2009 2:36 PM 
To: MacDonald, Terry 
Cc: lschaal@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: FW: [focus_solar] Solar-Powered Waste Compactors [2 Attachments] 
Terry,
Please forward to Recycling Task Force members- thanks hope all is well.
 
Hmmm interesting- now were talking business! Solar, recycling and waste management all rolled 
into one and they are eligible for Cash Back Rewards by Focus on Energy!! Right up my alley… 
J 
Not to mention they are a WI owned company- Milwaukee Shines maybe interested in this also.
 
 
UrbanRe Vitalization Group LLC
3260 N Humboldt Blvd
Milwaukee WI 53212
414-231-3291
414-364-5422(cell)
www.urbanrevitalizationgroupllc.com
info@urevitalize.org
 
Lisa Schaal
President
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See attached for some solar powered waste compactors. 
 
They, like off grid lighting systems, would be eligible for a Focus on Energy Cash Back reward if:

●     there is an electric meter paying into the Focus Program at the installation site 
●     the total module capacity installed at one site is more than 500 watts 
●     all our other normal requirements 

The compactors are sold by at least one company in WI, J-MEC Equipment, which is located in 
Lake Mills.   
They contacted us.   
 



 
Contact information for them: 
Ryan Simmons  
Sales Manager
 J-Mec Inc.
Cell: (920) 605-0061 |  Fax: (920) 648-6649
Web site: www.jmecinc.com
 
 

2 of 2 File(s) 

GreenBuilt-Full_Product_Line.pdf WM Solar Trash Compactor Sales Sheet 4-29-09.pdf__,_.
_,___

No virus found in this incoming message. 

Checked by AVG - www.avg.com 

Version: 8.5.392 / Virus Database: 270.13.45/2286 - Release Date: 08/06/09 18:17:00

http://www.jmecinc.com/
http://d.yimg.com/kq/groups/7451144/393238847/name/GreenBuilt-Full_Product_Line%2Epdf
http://d.yimg.com/kq/groups/7451144/424249789/name/WM%20Solar%20Trash%20Compactor%20Sales%20Sheet%204-29-09%2Epdf


GreenBuilt
®

Marathon Leads the Way...
with environmentally friendly options, our

solution for reducing energy consumption

and noise pollution

t Solar Power Units

t 5 HP High Efficiency

Submerged Power Unit

t Cushioned Ground Rollers

t Biodegradable Hydraulic Fluid

MARATHON EQUIPMENT COMPANY • 800-633-8974 • MARATHONEQUIPMENT.com

                           



Cushioned
ground
rollers for
reduced
noise.

by Marathon Equipment

"Marathon makes exceptional compactors, and our solar powered
power units exceed our expectations. They allow us to reduce our util-
ity costs, reduce the number and frequency of pickups and provide
flexibility in how we use the compactors and where we place them."

– Dave Miller, Illinois National Guard, Environmental Branch

GreenBuilt Self-Contained Compactors

t 5 HP High Efficiency Submerged Power
Unit or Solar Power Unit

t Biodegradable hydraulic fluid 

t Cushioned ground rollers

t Other features: Universal 37" Double-End
Pick-Up Understructure; Programmable
PLC; Push Button Controls mounted in
Panel Box Face; CYCON Life-Xtender®

System; Quick Disconnects; Full Door Seal;
Qwik Clean® Tank flushes area behind ram;
12" deep sump area for liquid retention.

*Except HT models

GreenBuilt Stationary Compactors

t 5 HP High Efficiency Submerged Power
Unit or Solar Power Unit

t Biodegradable hydraulic fluid 

t Other features: Push Button Control
Station mounted on 13' Sealtite; Ratchets
with Grab Claws; and External Reset
Button in Panel Box Face.

                        



Marathon Equipment is aware of global sustainability and environmental impact with
regard to our products. With each new product we have made measurable strides in
reducing energy and fuel consumption while continuing to offer superior compaction for
maximum payloads. Marathon sets the standard with GreenBuilt ® product options.

Motor compartment
of a GreenBuilt VIP

GreenBuilt Vert-I-Pack®

t Solar Power Unit

t Biodegradable hydraulic fluid 

t Other features: Reversible Compactor
Assembly with Interchangeable
Leg/Platform Assembly*; Full Container
Light; and Container.

*4-, 6-, & 8 - cubic yard FL only

GreenBuilt PAK'NTAINER®

t Solar Power Unit

t Biodegradable hydraulic fluid 

GreenBuilt 
Vertical Baler

t 5 HP High Efficiency
Submerged Power Unit 

t Biodegradable hydraulic fluid 

t Other features: Automatic Feed Door for
hands-free loading; Side-mounted Power
Unit for easy access and maintenance;
Redundant Interlock System; Programmable
PLC; Front Facing Push Button Control
Panel; Conventional Bale Tie-Off System;
and Heavy-Duty Structure. Available option-
al wire guides for front tie-off and automatic
bale ejector.

                             



Solar Power Unit
t Solar panels for up to 100% of

power requirements*

t DC powered
hydraulics

t Performance is
comparable to
comparable
10 HP power
units 

t No three phase
power required

t Environmentally
friendly biodegrad-
able hydraulic fluid

* 120 VAC backup charger
used to charge batteries
when needed

5 HP High Efficiency -
Variable Displacement
Power Unit
t 5 HP energy efficient unit with sub-

merged variable displacement pump

t Environmentally friendly biodegrad-
able hydraulic fluid

t Offers speed and performance com-
parable to 10 HP units while using
50% less power

GreenBuilt Dual Recycling Compactor

t 5 HP High Efficiency Submerged Power
Unit or Solar Power Unit

t Biodegradable hydraulic fluid 

t Cushioned ground rollers

t Other features: Multi-purpose compactor
with two variable capacity compartments
for two types of waste/recyclables;
Patented Flex-D-Vider®, a pivoting steel
wall that automatically adjusts the compart-
ments' capacity during loading; Four indi-
vidual doors for controlled discharge of
compacted material.

                               



GreenBuilt Specifications

GreenBuilt Self-Contained Compactor Specifications
Container *Charge Box Feed System System Force Force 5 HP Cycle Solar Cycle

Model Capacities* Capacity Opening Pres-Norm. Pres-Max. Rate-Norm Rate-Max Time Time**

RJ-88 SC 15, 20, & 24 cy. 0.7 cy. 30 1/2" x 48" 1,700 psi 2,000 psi 36,600 lbs. 43,100 lbs. 25 sec. 34 sec.
RJ-88 HT 16, 20, & 24 cy. 0.7 cy. 30 1/2" x 48" 1,700 psi 2,000 psi 36,600 lbs. 43,100 lbs. 25 sec. 34 sec.
RJ-100 SC 30, & 34 cy. 1.32 cy. 35" x 60" 1,850 psi 2,300 psi 36,300 lbs. 45,200 lbs. 36 sec. 50 sec.
RJ-250 SC 15, 20, 25, 30, 34, & 39 cy. 1.31 cy. 41" x 58" 1,850 psi 2,300 psi 39,900 lbs. 49,500 lbs. 32 sec. 43 sec.
RJ-250 HT 25, & 29 cy. 1.31 cy. 41" x 58" 1,850 psi 2,300 psi 39,900 lbs. 49,500 lbs. 32 sec. 43 sec.
DRC II 8.4 – 19.6 cy. per compart. 1.79 cy. 34 1/2" x 48" 2,000 psi 31,800 lbs. 36 sec. 49 sec.

*Charge Box Feed System System Force Force 5 HP Cycle Solar Cycle
Model Capacity Opening Pres-Norm. Pres-Max. Rate-Norm Rate-Max Time Time**

RJ-225 1.55 cy. 40 1/2" x 60" 1,650 psi 1,950 psi 46,700 lbs. 55,100 lbs. 69 sec. 95 sec.
TC-220T TANK 1.44 cy. 42" x 58" 2,000 psi 2,000 psi 54,500 lbs. 54,500 lbs. 49 sec. 67 sec.
TC-225T TANK 1.82 cy. 53 1/2" x 58" 2,000 psi 2,000 psi 54,500 lbs. 54,500 lbs. 59 sec. 81 sec.

Collection Container Charge Box Feed System System Force Force Solar Cycle 
Model Vehicle Type Capacities Capacity* Opening Pres-Norm. Pres-Max. Rate-Norm Rate-Max Time**

Front Feed VIP FL 3, 4, 6 & 8 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
Rear Feed VIP FL 4, 6 & 8 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
Side Feed VIP FL 3, 6 & 8 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
Front Feed VIP RL 4 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
Rear Feed VIP RL 4 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
Untouchable VIP FL 2.5 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
VIP FL/3 FL 3 cy. 0.54 cy. 23 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 26,400 lbs. 30,200 lbs. 24 sec.
PAK'NTAINER FL/RL 4 & 6 cy. 0.5 cy. 22 1/2" x 46" 2,100 psi 2,400 psi 19,800 lbs. 19,800 lbs. 22 sec.

GreenBuilt Stationary Compactor Specifications

GreenBuilt Vert-I-Pack® & PAK'NTAINER® Specifications

Bale Feed System System Platen Platen 5 HP Cycle 
Model Bale Size Weight (OCC) Opening Pressure Pres-Max. Force Pressure Time

V-6030HD 60"W x 30"D x 48"H Up to 1,100 lbs. 60" x 25" 2,000 psi 2,200 psi 56,550 lbs. 34 psi 54 sec.
V-7230HD 72"W x 30"D x 48"H Up to 1400 lbs. 72" x 25" 2,000 psi 2,200 psi 56,550 lbs. 29 psi 54 sec.

GreenBuilt Vertical Baler Specifications

FL = Front Loader collection trucks RL = Rear Loader collection trucks

Electric Motor 3/60/208-230/460 – 5 HP (3.7 kW)

Electric Control Voltage – 120 VAC

Key Operated Control Station – All Circuits Fused

Hydraulic Pump – 11 GPM HiLo (41.6 L/min)

Pressures & Forces – same as standard units

Hydraulic Fluid – Biodegradable 

Electric Motor – 24 Volt DC
(2 for SC's and 1 for VIP and PAK'NTAINER)

Batteries – Powered stored in 4 premium deep
cycle batteries (2 for VIP)

Charger – 120 VAC backup charger used to charge
batteries when needed

Key Operated Control Station – All Circuits Fused

Hydraulic Pump(s) – 4 GPM Each Motor
(Variable)(15.2 L/min)
(2 for SC's and 1 for VIP)

Pressures & Forces – same as standard units

Hydraulic Fluid – Biodegradable 

GreenBuilt Solar Power Unit Specs

GreenBuilt 5 HP Power Unit Specs

* WASTEC Rating
** Cycle time may vary because of battery charge level.
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Pictures in this literature are illustrative only. Specifications are subject to change without notice in order to accommodate improvements
to the equipment. Certified in compliance with ANSI Regulation Z245.2, all OSHA standards, and certified under WASTEC's Stationary
Compactor Certification Program. Products must be used with safe practice and in accordance with said regulations and standards.

MARATHON EQUIPMENT COMPANY

P.O. Box 1798 • Vernon, AL 35592-1798 USA • (205) 695-9105 fax (205) 695-7250  1-800-633-8974

130 Hwy. 339 • Yerington, NV 89447 USA • (775) 463-4030 fax (775) 463-4531 1-800-624-5724

1102 Industrial Park Rd. • Clearfield, PA 16830 USA • (814) 765-0200 fax (814) 765-2072 1-800-922-7062

This major retailer is one of the first to adopt a "green"
policy that included compaction equipment. This instal-
lation features a RJ-100 SC with a Solar Power Unit
and Cushioned Ground Rollers.

The solar panels for this GreenBuilt RJ-250SC
is mounted on the roof. Solar panels can be
placed as much as 100 feet from the power unit.

This solar powered power unit runs a Vert-I-Pack (VIP)
at a national fast food restaurant. The solar energy is
used to recharge two premium deep cycle batteries.

This GreenBuilt® 5 HP high efficiency submerged
power unit runs a RAMJET 3 cubic yard TANK® located
at a manufacturing facility. It provides the same speed
and performance as its 10 HP predecessor.

This GreenBuilt RJ-250SC has a 5 HP high efficiency
power unit and is located inside. Pulling the compactor
is made easy with the double-end pickup feature.

MarathonEquipment.com

                     



200 E. Wells Street

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

53202

City of Milwaukee

Meeting Minutes

RECYCLING TASK FORCE
PRESTON COLE, CHAIR

Ald. Joe Dudzik, Michael J. Daun, Lisa Schaal, and Erick Shambarger

Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald

Phone:  (414)-286-2233; Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: tmacdo@milwaukee.gov

1:30 PM Room 301-A, City HallMonday, September 14, 2009

Meeting convened: 1:36 P.M.

Cole, Dudzik, Shambarger and SchaalPresent 4 - 

DaunExcused 1 - 

Roll call1.

Also present: James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau, Jim Michalski, 

Comptroller's Auditing Division, Wanda Booker, Dept. of Public Works, Rick Meyers, 

Dept. of Public Works and Craig Kammholz, Comptroller's Office

Approval of the minutes of the July 27, 2009 meeting2.

Ald. Dudzik moved approval of the minutes, Ms. Schaal seconded. There were no 

objections.
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September 14, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

Presentation given by Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, P.E., Consultant for Earth 

Tech/AECOM relating to a Recycling Facility Study for the City of 

Milwaukee

3.

Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM appeared to 

give the presentation.

Mr. Pirrung handed out a copy of his presentation. (Exhibit 1)

Ald. Dudzik moved and seconded by Ms. Schaal that the RECYCLING TASK FORCE 

convene into closed session, pursuant to s. 19.85(1)(e), Wis. Stats., for the purpose 

of formulating competitive bargaining strategies relating to recycling facility contracts 

in respect to item #3...Presentation given by Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, P.E., Consultant 

for Earth Tech/AECOM relating to a Recycling Facility Study for the City of 

Milwaukee.

Roll call taken at 1:44 P.M.:

Present: 4 - Erick Shambarger, Lisa Schaal, Ald. Dudzik and Preston Cole 

Excused: 1 - Michael Daun

Mr. Shambarger moved and seconded by Ms. Schaal that the committee reconvene 

in open session.

Roll call taken at 2:44 P.M.

Present: 4 - Erick Shambarger, Lisa Schaal, Ald. Dudzik and Preston Cole 

Excused: 1 - Michael Daun

Set next meeting date, time and agenda4.

Mr. Cole recommended that the next Recylcing Task Force meeting take place on 

October 26, 2009 at 1:30 P.M. There were no objections.

Mr. Cole suggested that the following item be discussed by the task force at its next 

meeting:

Discussion relating to the changes in the Department of Public Works, Operations 

Division 2010 proposed budget that may impact the City of Milwaukee's recycling 

operations

Meeting adjourned: 2:46 P.M.

Terry J. MacDonald

Staff Assistant
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Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Recycling Facility Alternatives Study
City of Milwaukee
September 14, 2009

Prepared by:
Don Pirrung, PE

Paul Matz
AECOM

Exhibit 1



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Project Background

− City owns recycling facilities
− Under contract with Recycle 

America (Waste Management)
− City shares in recycling revenue, 

50:50 split
− Contract period

July 2004 through June 30, 2009
City has sole option to extend contract 
for up to five one-year periods



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Existing and Proposed Regional Recycling 
Facilities

− City’s facility: South 13th Street and 
Mount Vernon

− Waste Management (Recycle 
America)

New facility in Germantown
− Proposed facility in Wauwatosa

Would serve Waukesha County, City of 
Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Executive Summary

Processing Alternatives
A. Dual stream at existing City facility
B. Single stream at existing City facility 

(City only)
C. Two transfer stations to third party
D. One transfer station at existing facility
E. Regional MRF at Wauwatosa
F. Regional MRF at existing City facility



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− Monthly – current practice
− 3 weeks (1 person/truck)
− 3 weeks (2 persons/truck)
− 2 weeks (1 person/truck)
− 2 weeks (2 person/truck)



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Evaluation Based on:

− Total present worth over 15 years
− State of practice

Dual stream
Single stream



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Findings

− Processing
First: Alternative D – one transfer station 
at existing facility
Second: Alternative C – two transfer 
stations to third party

− Collection
First: - 3 week – 1 person/truck
Potential in future for 2 week – 1 
person/truck as City fine tunes the 
program



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Recommendations

1. Implement single stream processing
2. Implement Alternative D – one transfer 

station at existing facility
3. Potential to implement Alternative C – two 

transfer stations to third party in future if 
recycling compaction is done during second 
shift, thereby avoiding capital costs

4. Consider “pay as you throw” to improve 
recycling and reduce solid waste

5. Implement collection 3 week 1 person/truck, 
fine tune thereafter



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City 
Facility

− Continue same processing
− Replaces old equipment
− Serve only the City
− Industry trend is single stream because 

collection is more cost-effective, 
increased recyclables, more user friendly

− Not most cost-effective



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City 
Facility (City only)

− Single stream processing
− Industry trend is toward single 

stream
− Not most cost-effective



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to 
Third Party

− Lincoln Avenue site
− New northwest site
− Two new transfer stations – higher 

capital cost than Alternative D
− Need room to park recycling trucks
− Potential solution in future if 

recyclables compacted during 
second shift to reduce capital cost 
and use solid waste transfer station

− Second lowest cost alternative



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative D – One Transfer Station at 
Existing Facility

− Lowest cost alternative
− Converts City MRF into transfer 

station
− Smallest City investment, 

lowest risk
− Single stream processing at 

third party



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa

− Regional MRF for Waukesha County, City 
of Wauwatosa and City of Milwaukee

− Highest cost alternative
− Recent MRF construction projects indicate 

higher costs than Waukesha County study
− More costs, more risks
− More challenges to implement with more 

government bodies involved



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City 
Facility

− Regional MRF for Waukesha County, City of 
Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee

− Third most cost-effective alternative
− More costs, more risks than transfer station 

alternatives
− More challenges to implement with more government 

bodies involved



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− Monthly – 1 person/truck
Continues existing program
City survey and literature indicates more frequent collection is
desirable

− 3 weeks – 1 person/truck
Most cost effective and efficient if cart is at curb or alley on a 
set pick up schedule
No more up the driveway service
10% increase in recyclables expected over monthly
Requires public information
View as next step in continuing improvement process



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− 3 weeks – 2 persons/truck
Not cost-effective
Increased labor cost is not offset by increased recyclables volume
10% increase in recyclables over monthly

− 2 weeks – 1 person/truck
Not cost-effective yet, but may be in future as City fine tunes 
program
Best approach, user friendly
Increases recyclables by 20 percent over monthly

− 2 weeks – 2 persons/truck
Increased labor cost is not offset by increased recyclables volume



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Total Present Worth Analysis Summary

− Capital cost: processing, structures
− Operation & maintenance cost: 

processing
− Recycling revenue
− Transportation cost: trucks and 

labor
− Avoided cost (revenue) for 

recyclables formerly sent to landfill



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternatives and Total Present Worth

A. Dual stream at existing City facility $-5,559,000
B. Single stream at existing City facility $-9,536,000

(City only)
C. Two transfer stations to third party $-2,428,000
D. One transfer station at existing facility $1,225,000
E. Regional MRF at Wauwatosa $-10,985,000
F. Regional MRF at existing City facility $-6,242,000

Based on low volume, low recycling price
Negative is a cost, a plus is a revenue
Alternative D is always profitable (4 cases)



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Cost Analysis

− Bracketed recycling material price and 
recycling volume

− 4 scenarios
− Low volume, low recycling material price
− Low volume, high recycling material price
− High volume, low recycling material price
− High volume, high recycling material price

Results: most cost-effective alternative was consistent 
throughout



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Other Recycling Considerations

− Public education
− Recycling collection frequency
− Pay as you throw program

16 to 17% diversion from trash among 
recycling, yard waste and source 
reduction

Richmond, IN sample public 
informational flyer



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Summary

− Recycling program is a continuing 
improvement process

− Collection will evolve from monthly to 
3 weeks to possibly 2 weeks in 
future

− Processing becomes more efficient 
over time

− Recycling markets are global and 
improved markets are expected

− Contract negotiations are key to 
success

− Single transfer station is cost 
effective. Potential for two transfer 
stations, with innovative operations



200 E. Wells Street

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

53202

City of Milwaukee

Meeting Minutes

RECYCLING TASK FORCE
PRESTON COLE, CHAIR

Ald. Joe Dudzik, Michael J. Daun, Lisa Schaal, and Erick Shambarger

Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald

Phone:  (414)-286-2233; Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: tmacdo@milwaukee.gov

1:30 PM Room 301-A, City HallMonday, October 26, 2009

Meeting convened: 1:34 P.M.

Roll call1.

Cole, Daun, Dudzik and SchaalPresent 4 - 

ShambargerExcused 1 - 

Also present: James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau, Jim Michalski, 

Comptroller's Auditing Division, Wanda Booker, Dept. of Public Works and Rick 

Meyers, Dept. of Public Works

Approval of the minutes of the September 14, 2009 meeting2.

Ald. Dudzik moved approval of the minutes, Ms. Schaal seconded. There were no 

objections.

Roll call taken at 2:08 P.M.

Cole, Dudzik, Shambarger and SchaalPresent 4 - 

DaunExcused 1 - 
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October 26, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

Discussion and crafting of the recommendations of the Task Force3.

Mr. Cole said today's discussion will revolve around the fine-tuning of the 

recommendations that the consultant Earth Tech/AECOM is recommending as a 

result of its study.  He said he will then convene one more task force meeting, within 

the next two weeks, to review and vote on the final recommendations.

Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM and Mr. 

Meyers, City's Recycling Specialist appeared to give an update on the study titled 

"Recycling Facility Alternatives Study."

Mr. Meyers said the report is not final yet. He said the consultants and City staff have 

been working together to revisit some of the assumptions to make the numbers more 

realistic.    

Mr. Pirrung gave an update on the Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, by 

PowerPoint presentation (Exhibit 1).  

Ald. Dudzik said that he thought the ordinance directed this task force to consider a 

bi-weekly pick-up.

Mr. Meyers replied that bi-weekly pick-up was considered in the study. 

Ms. Schaal asked what are the reasons that make Alternative D the lowest risk?

Mr. Pirrung replied that Alternate D requires the least amount of capital investment, it 

can be implemented relatively easily by using the existing facility, parking lot and 

scale; and the City would only be required to obtain a compactor and it would be 

ready to go. 

Mr. Daun asked if the alternatives that dealt with purchasing a new facility include the 

cost of the land?

Mr. Pirrung replied that the land improvement costs were included, but not the cost of 

the land itself. He said in the alternatives that dealt with purchasing a new facility the 

City and Wauwatosa already own the land on which the facility would be located. 

Mr. Daun asked if there is any certainty on what the level of cost the City will be 

facing when it's time to enter into it new recycling agreements?

Mr. Cole replied that he feels that there will not be any more long-term recycling 

agreements in the future. He said future agreements will probably be no more than 

3-5 years in length. 

Ald. Dudzik asked when looking at the cost effectiveness in using a transfer station 

does the cost include the fuel? 

Mr. Pirrung replied in the affirmative.

Ald. Dudzik referred to Alternative C where it refers to “Potential solution in future to 

have the recyclables compacting done during a second shift at a transfer station" and 

asked if this is saying this will be done at only one of the transfer station? 

Mr. Pirrung replied that there would be two transfer stations, there is one on the 

southside already and the other the location needs to be determined and there would 
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October 26, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

be a second shift at both locations. 

Mr. Michalski said the cost noted in the study for switching from a monthly pickup to 

every three weeks is inaccurate. 

Mr. Meyers replied that the study used 34 routes when figuring the cost for a three 

week pickup.  He said due to budget cuts, etc., those numbers will need to be 

revisited. He asked Mr. Cole if the study should use 31 routes for the basis to figure 

the cost?

Mr. Cole replied in the affirmative.

Ald. Kovac appeared to question the task force on its finding relating to a three week 

recycling pick-up cycle, because he would like to offer a couple of amendments to the 

Mayor’s 2010 proposed budget. 

Mr. Cole advised Ald. Kovac to work with budget office staff and Dept. of Public 

Works recycling staff to come up with a more accurate cost for the number of routes 

that would be needed for a three week pick-up cycle. 

Ald. Dudzik asked if the tipping fee is applied to recyclables or just garbage?

Mr. Cole replied that the tipping fee is applied to just garbage, but it is considered a 

part of the savings for recyclables.

Mr. Carroll said that he has been working with the Budget Office in creating the 

amendment for the three week recycling pick-up cycle for Ald. Kovac and there are 

also additional costs for HMO and pension benefits for each additional full-time 

employee (FTE) needed for the additional routes. 

Mr. Pirrung continued his presentation by explaining the collection alternatives.

Mr. Meyers said that newer recycling collection equipment can be used for certain 

routes and would allow for more frequent collection with fewer resources in the 

future. 

Mr. Pirrung said that alternative D, using one transfer station at the existing facility, 

would be the most cost effective.

Mr. Pirrung said some of the other recycling issues the study considered were: Public 

education, recycling collection frequency and Pay-As-You-Tthrow program. 

Lastly, Mr. Pirrung gave a summary of his study’s findings.

Mr. Shambarger asked Mr. Pirrung if he can provide a spreadsheet with all the 

scenarios so that the City can review and use when negotiating contracts.

Mr. Pirrung replied in the affirmative. He said that the tables with all the scenarios will 

be included in the final copy of the study.

Ald. Dudzik asked if this task force is charged with the developing recycling 

enforcement policy?

Mr. Cole replied in the negative. He said the legislation directs the Dept. of Public 

Works to develop and implement a recycling enforcement policy.
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October 26, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

Next meeting date, time and agenda4.

Mr. Cole recommended that the next Recycling Task Force meeting take place on 

November 16, 2009 at 1:30 P.M. There were no objections.

Mr. Cole said that at the next meeting the task force will discussion and approve the 

final recommendations.

Meeting adjourned: 2:50 P.M.

Terry J. MacDonald

Staff Assistant
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Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Recycling Facility Alternatives Study
City of Milwaukee
October 26, 2009

Prepared by:
Don Pirrung, PE

Paul Matz
AECOM

EXHIBIT 1



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Project Background

− City owns recycling facilities
− Under contract with Recycle 

America (Waste Management)
− City shares in recycling revenue, 

50:50 split
− Contract period

July 2004 through June 30, 2009
City has sole option to extend contract 
for up to five one-year periods



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Existing and Proposed Regional Recycling 
Facilities

− City’s facility: South 13th Street and 
Mount Vernon

− Waste Management (Recycle 
America)

New facility in Germantown
− Proposed facility in Wauwatosa

Would serve Waukesha County, City of 
Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Executive Summary

Processing Alternatives
A. Dual stream at existing City facility
B. Single stream at existing City facility 

(City only)
C. Two transfer stations to third party
D. One transfer station at existing facility
E. Regional MRF at Wauwatosa
F. Regional MRF at existing City facility



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− Monthly – current practice
− 3 weeks (1 person/truck)
− 3 weeks (2 persons/truck)
− 2 weeks (1 person/truck)
− 2 weeks (2 person/truck)



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Evaluation Based on:

− Total present worth over 15 years
− State of practice

Dual stream
Single stream



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Findings

− Processing
First: Alternative D – one transfer station 
at existing facility
Second: Alternative C – two transfer 
stations to third party

− Collection
First: - 3 week – 1 person/truck
Potential in future for 2 week – 1 
person/truck as City fine tunes the 
program



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Recommendations

1. Implement single stream processing
2. Implement Alternative D – one transfer 

station at existing facility
3. Potential to implement Alternative C – two 

transfer stations to third party in future if 
recycling compaction is done during second 
shift, thereby avoiding capital costs

4. Consider “pay as you throw” to improve 
recycling and reduce solid waste

5. Implement collection 3 week 1 person/truck, 
fine tune thereafter



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative A – Dual Stream at Existing City 
Facility

− Continue same processing
− Replaces old equipment
− Serve only the City
− Industry trend is single stream because 

collection is more cost-effective, 
increased recyclables, more user friendly

− Not most cost-effective



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative B – Single Stream at Existing City 
Facility (City only)

− Single stream processing
− Industry trend is toward single 

stream
− Not most cost-effective



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative C – Two Transfer Stations to 
Third Party

− Lincoln Avenue site
− New northwest site
− Two new transfer stations – higher 

capital cost than Alternative D
− Need room to park recycling trucks
− Potential solution in future if 

recyclables compacted during 
second shift to reduce capital cost 
and use solid waste transfer station

− Second lowest cost alternative



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative D – One Transfer Station at 
Existing Facility

− Lowest cost alternative
− Converts City MRF into transfer 

station
− Smallest City investment, 

lowest risk
− Single stream processing at 

third party



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative E – Regional MRF at Wauwatosa

− Regional MRF for Waukesha County, City 
of Wauwatosa and City of Milwaukee

− Highest cost alternative
− Recent MRF construction projects indicate 

higher costs than Waukesha County study
− More costs, more risks
− More challenges to implement with more 

government bodies involved



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative F – Regional MRF at Existing City 
Facility

− Regional MRF for Waukesha County, City of 
Wauwatosa, and City of Milwaukee

− Third most cost-effective alternative
− More costs, more risks than transfer station 

alternatives
− More challenges to implement with more government 

bodies involved



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− Monthly – 1 person/truck
Continues existing program
City survey and literature indicates more frequent collection is
desirable

− 3 weeks – 1 person/truck
Most cost effective and efficient if cart is at curb or alley on a 
set pick up schedule
No more up the driveway service
10% increase in recyclables expected over monthly
Requires public information
View as next step in continuing improvement process



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− 3 weeks – 2 persons/truck
Not cost-effective
Increased labor cost is not offset by increased recyclables volume
10% increase in recyclables over monthly

− 2 weeks – 1 person/truck
Not cost-effective yet, but may be in future as City fine tunes 
program
Best approach, user friendly
Increases recyclables by 20 percent over monthly

− 2 weeks – 2 persons/truck
Increased labor cost is not offset by increased recyclables volume



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Total Present Worth Analysis Summary

− Capital cost: processing, structures
− Operation & maintenance cost: 

processing
− Recycling revenue
− Transportation cost: trucks and 

labor
− Avoided cost (revenue) for 

recyclables formerly sent to landfill



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternatives and Total Present Worth

A. Dual stream at existing City facility $-5,559,000
B. Single stream at existing City facility $-9,536,000

(City only)
C. Two transfer stations to third party $-2,428,000
D. One transfer station at existing facility $1,225,000
E. Regional MRF at Wauwatosa $-10,985,000
F. Regional MRF at existing City facility $-6,242,000

Based on low volume, low recycling price
Negative is a cost, a plus is a revenue
Alternative D is always profitable (4 cases)



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Cost Analysis

− Bracketed recycling material price and 
recycling volume

− 4 scenarios
− Low volume, low recycling material price
− Low volume, high recycling material price
− High volume, low recycling material price
− High volume, high recycling material price

Results: most cost-effective alternative was consistent 
throughout



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Other Recycling Considerations

− Public education
− Recycling collection frequency
− Pay as you throw program

16 to 17% diversion from trash among 
recycling, yard waste and source 
reduction

Richmond, IN sample public 
informational flyer



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Summary

− Recycling program is a continuing 
improvement process

− Collection will evolve from monthly to 
3 weeks to possibly 2 weeks in 
future

− Processing becomes more efficient 
over time

− Recycling markets are global and 
improved markets are expected

− Contract negotiations are key to 
success

− Single transfer station is cost 
effective. Potential for two transfer 
stations, with innovative operations



200 E. Wells Street

Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

53202

City of Milwaukee

Meeting Minutes

RECYCLING TASK FORCE
PRESTON COLE, CHAIR

Ald. Joe Dudzik, Michael J. Daun, Lisa Schaal, and Erick 

Shambarger

Staff Assistant, Terry MacDonald

Phone:  (414)-286-2233; Fax: (414) 286-3456, E-mail: 

tmacdo@milwaukee.gov

3:00 PM Room 301-A, City HallWednesday, December 16, 2009

Meeting convened: 3:02 P.M.

Roll call1.

Cole, Daun, Dudzik, Shambarger and SchaalPresent 5 - 

Also present: Ted Medhin, Legislative Reference Bureau, Jim Michalski, 

Comptroller's Auditing Division, Wanda Booker and Rick Meyers, Dept. of 

Public Works, Environmental Services Section

Review and Approval of the minutes of the October 26, 2009 meeting2.

Mr. Shambarger moved approval of the minutes, Ms. Schaal seconded. There were 

no objections.
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December 16, 2009RECYCLING TASK FORCE Meeting Minutes

Review and approval of the recommendations3.

Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM gave an 

update on the Recycling Facility Alternatives Study (Exhibit 1).  He said there has 

been some changes to the study since the final draft was given to each of the 

members.  He said the changes that were made are to the income from recyclables, 

salvage value, and to the collections cost. 

Ald. Dudzik said the study recommends using a a three week collection cycle and 

asked if it is cost effective regardless of where the transfer station is located? 

Mr. Pirrung replied that the report assumes the use of the existing station.

A motion was made by Ald. Dudzik and seconded by Mr. Daun that the City 

recommends implementation of a single stream recycling collection and processing 

system. There were no objections.

Mr. Daun referred to his memo, dated December 14, 2009 (Exhibit 2) and said the 

memo was put together in response to the draft recommendations by the Dept. of 

Public Works and its consultant AECOM. He asked the Task Force to consider 

modifying the recommendations to include the examination of both Alternatives D and 

F simultaneously.

Ms. Schaal asked what would be the difference between Alternative D and 

Alternative F as far as how the current jobs would be affected at the recycling 

facilities?

Mr. Meyers replied that there would be job losses if the City's MRF becomes a 

transfer station instead of continuing as a processing facility.  

Mr. Michalski said he reviewed the letter from Waukesha County, dated December 8, 

2009 (Exhibit 3), and he got the sense that there was an urgency on their behalf to 

move to a regional single stream process, because their recycling contracts are going 

to expire at the same time as the City of Milwaukee's recycling contract.

Mr. Daun referred to Mr. Meyers' modified recommendations (Exhibit 4) and asked if 

recommendation #4 - implement a bi-weekly recycling collection within 1-4 years will 

involve a pilot program or is there enough data to go ahead with it citywide?

Mr. Cole replied that the department still needs to look at the cost of the fully 

automated truck that is needed and to also complete a survey of the City to find out 

what areas could be done with that type equipment. He thinks the bi-weekly with a 

fully automated truck could be done for about 1/2 of the City.       

A motion was made by Mr. Daun to approve the following recommendations as 

suggested by the Department of Public works:

1. Implement single stream recycling within the next 1-4 years as the recycling 

collection and processing system to serve the City of Milwaukee.

2. Include internal and external stakeholders in a deeper investigation of the 

Recycling Facility Study’s top two options:

i. Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility

ii. Alternative F – Regional Single Stream MRF at Existing City Facility
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3. Immediately implement three-week recycling collection to increase recycling 

volumes and revenues.  Schedule recycling collection and require the cart to be 

located at the curb or alley line to improve collection efficiency.  End summer walk up 

driveway service except for hardships.

4. Implement bi-weekly recycling collection within 1-4 years as greater collection 

efficiencies are achieved through improved routing methods and prescriptive use of 

fully-automated collection vehicles.

5. Implement Pay-As-You-Throw features for garbage collection in conjunction with 

increased recycling collection service to optimize effectiveness of both programs.

Mr. Shambarger said he is opposed to recommendation 4 - Implement bi-weekly 

recycling collection within 1-4 years. 

Mr. Daun moved to amend his motion by removing recommendation #4. 

A motion was made by Mr. Daun and seconded by Ald. Dudzik to approve 

recommendations 1, 2, 3 and 5 as listed above.  There were no objections.

Review and approval of the Recycling Task Force report4.

A motion was made by Mr. Daun and seconded by Ms. Schaal to approve the draft 

Recycling Task Force Report (Exhibit 5).  There were no objections.

Meeting adjourned: 3:50 P.M.

Terry J. MacDonald

Staff Assistant
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Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Changes to Study between Draft and Final

− The formula for “Income from Recyclables”
was modified to better reflect how the 
City’s contract is currently structured.

− A figure for the “Salvage Value” of a facility 
was used in the Present Worth calculation 
for the two alternatives (C and E) that 
require construction of new facilities.

− The “Collection Costs” were revised to 
reflect 31 routes versus 34 routes for 
monthly pick-up.



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Executive Summary

Processing Alternatives
A. Dual stream at existing City facility
B. Single stream at existing City facility 

(City only)
C. Two transfer stations to third party
D. One transfer station at existing facility
E. Regional MRF at Wauwatosa
F. Regional MRF at existing City facility



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Collection Alternatives

− Monthly – current practice
− 3 weeks (1 person/truck)
− 3 weeks (2 persons/truck)
− 2 weeks (1 person/truck)
− 2 weeks (2 person/truck)



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Cost Analysis

− Bracketed recycling material price and 
recycling volume

− 4 scenarios
− Low volume, low recycling material price
− Low volume, high recycling material price
− High volume, low recycling material price
− High volume, high recycling material price

Results: most cost-effective alternative was consistent 
throughout



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Total Present Worth Analysis Summary

− 15 year analysis
− Capital cost: equipment, structures
− Annual Recycling Income (includes 

O&M/Processing Costs)
− Annual Collection cost: trucks and 

labor
− Annual Avoided cost (income) for 

recyclables formerly sent to landfill
− Facility Salvage Value (only for 

Alternatives needing new facility)



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternatives and Total Present Worth

Example
Based on 3 Weeks (1 person / truck)
Low volume - Low recycling price
Negative is a cost, a plus is a revenue

A. Dual stream at existing City facility $-7,509,000
B. Single stream at existing City facility $-8,997,000

(City only)
C. Two transfer stations to third party $-7,810,000
D. One transfer station at existing facility $-3,764,000
E. Regional MRF at Wauwatosa $-7,700,000
F. Regional MRF at existing City facility $-5,219,000

In all comparisons “Alternative D” is always has the 
best Present Worth



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Alternative D – One Transfer Station at 
Existing Facility

− Lowest cost alternative
− Converts City MRF into transfer 

station
− Smallest City investment, 

lowest risk
− Single stream processing at 

third party



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Findings

− Processing
First: Alternative D – one transfer station 
at existing facility

− Collection
First: - 3 week – 1 person/truck
Potential in future for 2 week – 1 
person/truck as City fine tunes the 
program



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Recommendations

1. Implement single stream processing
2. Implement Alternative D – one transfer 

station at existing facility
3. Consider “pay as you throw” to improve 

recycling and reduce solid waste
4. Implement collection 3 week 1 person/truck, 

fine tune thereafter



Recycling Facility Alternatives Study, City of Milwaukee

Summary

− Recycling program is a continuing 
improvement process

− Collection will evolve from monthly to 
3 weeks to possibly 2 weeks in 
future

− Processing becomes more efficient 
over time

− Recycling markets are global and 
improved markets are expected

− Contract negotiations are key to 
success

− Single transfer station is cost 
effective
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INTRODUCTION 
 

The City of Milwaukee Common Council established the Recycling Task Force (RTF) on 
January 16, 2009, with the adoption of Common Council File # 081212 and amended it with 
Common Council File 090233.  

 
 
MISSION STATEMENT 
 

This Task Force was charged with conducting a comprehensive study of the fiscal and 
operational impacts of a conversion to single-stream recycling in the City of Milwaukee. The 
task force was directed to submit those findings and recommendations to the Common 
Council by January 11, 2010.  

 
 
MEMBERSHIP 
 

The Recycling Task Force members consisted of five members:  
 
Preston Cole, appointed by the Commissioner of Public Works as his designee and appointed 
as chair by the Common Council President 
 
Ald. Joe Dudzik, appointed by the Common Council President 
 
Lisa Schaal, citizen member appointed by the Common Council President with experience 
and knowledge of municipal public works operations 
 
Michael Daun, appointed by the Milwaukee Comptroller as his designee 
 
Erick Shambarger, appointed by the Budget and Management Director as his designee 
 

 
MEETING DATES 
 

The Task Force held the following public meetings in 2009: 
 
April 6, 2009 
April 27, 2009 
May 18, 2009 
June 8, 2009 
June 29, 2009 
July 27, 2009 
September 14, 2009 
October 26, 2009 
December 16, 2009  
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SUMMARY  
 

During the regular meetings of the task force, members discussed a series of issues, 
questions and recommendations by task force members, the Consultant Earth 
Tech/AECOM and others relating to: 
 

• Recycling citation process 
• What is a single stream recycling program 
• What kind of recycling program other cities are using 
• The current recycling contract 
• What type of equipment is required and what is the cost for such equipment 
• “Pay As You Throw” program 
• What the cost would be to the City to convert to a single-stream collection process 
• Determine whether the City would bring the collected recyclables to the Germantown 

facility or would the City purchase its own equipment and use its own facility 
• Will the City contract out the recyclables processing like it is doing now 
• How the weather can impact the recycling program  

 
The following individuals appeared at one or more of the task force meetings to answer 
questions, offer suggestions and to provide legal advice: 
 

• Mr. Rick Meyers, Department of Public Works, Sanitation Division  
• Ms. Wanda Booker, Department of Public Works, Sanitation Division  
• Mr. Donald Stone with Department of Public Works, Sanitation Division  
• Ald. Nik Kovac  
• James Carroll, Legislative Reference Bureau 
• Jim Michalski, Comptroller's Auditing Division 
• Deputy City Attorney Linda Burke 
• Assistant City Attorney Jay Unora with the ordinance Enforcement Division 
• Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM Consultant 

Firm  
• Mr. Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager with Waukesha County 
 

During the task force meetings the following presentations were made:  
 
Mr. Rick Meyers, City of Milwaukee, Environmental Recycling Specialist, gave a 
PowerPoint presentation on the City of Milwaukee Department of Public Works' current 
recycling program (APPENDIX A). 
 
Member Erick Shambarger gave a brief summary of the La Follette School of Public Affairs 
(Madison, WI) policy study on the Pay-As-You-Throw program, which was done at the 
request of the City of Milwaukee’s Department of Administration, Budget & Management 
Division. The report is titled "Impacts of Pay-As-You-Throw Municipal Solid Waste 
Collection" (APPENDIX B). A copy of the report can also be found at: 
http://www.lafollette.wisc.edu/publications/workshops/2009/waste.pdf 
 
 

http://www.lafollette.wisc.edu/publications/workshops/2009/waste.pdf
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Mr. Perry Lindquist, Land Resources Manager with Waukesha County, gave a PowerPoint 
presentation relating to a Waukesha County Recycling System Study (APPENDIX C). 
 
Mr. Donald F. Pirrung, PE and Mr. Paul Matz with Earth Tech/AECOM, gave a series of 
PowerPoint presentations relating to a “Recycling Facility Alternatives Study" (APPENDIX 
D). 
 
The Recycling Task Force also attended tours of the City of Milwaukee Materials Recovery 
Facility (1313 W. Mount Vernon Ave) and the Waste Management Materials Recovery 
Facility (W132 N10487 Grant Dr., Germantown, WI) on June 29, 2009. 
 
The minutes of all meetings of the Task Force are accessible on the Internet at 
http://milwaukee.legistar.com/calendar.aspx and in Common Council File #090072. 

 

http://milwaukee.legistar.com/calendar.aspx
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

The recommendations may require further refinement and review and may require ordinance 
amendments or contract negotiation to be implemented. Time has not allowed for a complete 
review of their legality and enforceability. 
 
 
We, the members of the City of Milwaukee Recycling Task Force hereby recommend 
the following: 

 
1. Implement single stream recycling within the next 1-4 years as the recycling collection 

and processing system to serve the City of Milwaukee. 
 
2. Include internal and external stakeholders in a deeper investigation of the Recycling 

Facility Study’s top two options: 
 i. Alternative D – One Transfer Station at Existing City Facility 
 ii. Alternative F – Regional Single Stream MRF at Existing City Facility 
 
3. Immediately implement three-week recycling collection to increase recycling volumes 

and revenues.  Schedule recycling collection and require the cart to be located at the curb 
or alley line to improve collection efficiency.  End summer walk-up driveway service 
except for hardships. 

 
4. Implement Pay-As-You-Throw features for garbage collection in conjunction with 

increased recycling collection service to optimize effectiveness of both programs. 
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January 15, 2010  
 

Preston Cole 
Chair, Recycling Task Force 
City of Milwaukee Dept of Public Works 
841 N Broadway, Rm 501 
Milwaukee, WI  53202 
preston.cole@milwaukee.gov 

  

Re: Letter of Interest in the design, build, retrofit, and/or operation of a recycling 
facility for the City of Milwaukee 
 

Dear Mr. Cole: 
 
FCR, LLC is pleased to submit this Letter of Interest to you and the City of Milwaukee’s Recycling 
Advisory Board.  We understand that the City is in the process of investigating the next step in 
developing the future of recycling for Milwaukee and its residents.  We understand that your task 
force has been working on options for the City’s future in recycling, and that several scenarios have 
been discussed.  We are very interested in the opportunity of submitting proposals detailing plans to 
operate your existing MRF, to retrofit the current MRF with new Single Stream equipment, or develop 
a regional municipal processing facility with the City and surrounding communities.  There may be 
other initiatives that we may explore together to further expand and improve the recycling initiatives 
currently in place.  We would like the opportunity to offer our expertise and experience to the City as 
it takes the next step in its efforts to create a world class recycling program. We take great pride in 
our track record of building mutually beneficial partnerships with municipalities throughout the 
country.  
 
By way of introduction, FCR is a wholly owned subsidiary of Casella Waste Systems, Inc., a publicly 
held company listed on the NASDAQ stock exchange, “CWST”. Casella’s substantial operational and 
MIS systems, as well as financial resources, support all of FCR’s endeavors. As the “recycling arm” of 
Casella, FCR brings a wealth of design, project management, and operational experience to projects.  
Our parent company brings the same level of expertise in solid waste management services and 
business development.   
 

 Experience - FCR has been in the recycling business since 1981.  We currently operate 24 
Materials Recovery Facilities (MRFs) which are processing over 1,400,000 tons per year of 
mixed curbside-collected recyclables including glass bottles, metal cans, plastic containers, 
aseptic containers, corrugated cardboard, magazines, junk mail, phone books and newspaper.  
We are proud of our record and we encourage you to contact any and all of the 
contract/project managers who are our major customers.  We are confident that our customer 
references will establish our industry leading credibility.  

 
 Processing - FCR operates 7 single stream MRFs.  Within the year, two more of our facilities 

will be converted to single stream, and there are current plans to convert three others.  Our 
approach to single stream has been deliberate; concentrating on product quality and 
maximum recovery, and responding to our customers’ needs.  We have listened carefully to 
the paper mills and have taken careful steps toward single stream processing because of their 
concerns.  We have identified challenges in glass markets as more facilities convert to single 
stream collection and processing and continue to pursue glass recycling initiatives.  We have 

mailto:preston.cole@milwaukee.gov


nurtured partnerships and developed our own capacity to make furnace-ready cullet for the 
bottle makers to improve the value we can gain from recyclable glass.  We have responsibly 
expanded our recyclable material specifications to include more plastic items- all without 
losing our focus on our core priorities: 

1. Safety 
2. Product Quality 
3. Productivity 

 
 Design – Half of the facilities that FCR operates required furnishing a new facility. FCR was 

responsible for the design and construction of the original MRF from the ground up.  The 
other half existed when FCR took the operation over.  In these cases, FCR was responsible for 
the extensive retrofit of equipment and buildings so that the facilities would meet our needs 
and the demands of our municipal customers.  We are fully prepared to offer you design 
recommendations, procure the equipment system, manage the building expansion project, 
and oversee the construction and installation of the processing equipment.   

 

 Project Approach –   We would like the opportunity to sit down, meet with you and walk 
through in more detail our accomplishments, current municipal deal structures and the 
mutually beneficial partnerships which make us the premier municipal recycling partner in the 
United States.  

 
 Operations Management – FCR’s organizational structure has been developed carefully to 

provide all the oversight and support from corporate management to make the local facility 
manager successful.  Plant Managers report to Area Managers, who report directly to FCR’s 
Vice-President of Operations.  Corporate functions that support the facility include commodity 
marketing, safety policy and training, environmental compliance and permitting, accounting, 
human resources, and equipment maintenance.  Detailed, professional maintenance 
procedures, including planned maintenance schedules and reporting requirements, are an 
integral part of operations. 
 
Operations are scrutinized on a daily, weekly, and monthly basis through a series of 
management reports that are systematically generated by our Controllers.  Area Managers 
routinely review these reports so that Plant Managers are never without a support system to 
keep plants running the way they were intended.  These, and other strategic policies, are why 
FCR has earned such an excellent reputation for residential MRF operations throughout the 
eastern and central U.S.   

 
 Commodity Marketing - FCR markets over one million tons per year of recyclable commodities 

to export and domestic markets.  FCR’s marketing knowledge and clout provides our 
customers with two assurances:  they will earn the maximum value for their recyclables and 
they will be assured of product movement, even in the worst of market conditions. 

 
Because the operation of MRFs is essentially FCR’s only business, our success depends on the 
satisfaction of our municipal customers.  The City can be assured that FCR will apply the highest 
standards of design, project management, and operations management to your facility.  We want to 
continue to earn your business for the long-term; and, the best way to do that is to be the best 
partner we can be on your recycling team. 
 
Sincerely, 
 



 
 
Stephen Klemann 
Area Manager Business Development 
FCR Recycling 
Casella Waste Systems 
 

Daniel Kurtz 
Area Manager 
FCR Recycling 
Casella Waste Systems 
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Jeffrey J. Mantes
Commissioner of Public Works

Preston D. Cole
Dhoclor ot ODsrations

Jeffrey S. Polenske
City EngineerDepartment of Public Works

Infrastructure Services Division

October 19,2009

Honorable Michael J. Murphy
Alderman, 1Oth Aldermanic District
Room 205, City Hall

Subject: Sanitary Bypass Pumps in the
I 0* Aldermanic District

Dear Alderman Murphy:

This is in response to your request during the September 17,2009 Finance and Personnel
meeting for additional information about City of Milwaukee sanitary bypass pumps.

The City of Milwaukee has 83 permitted sanitary bypass pumps, located throughout the
City. These are broken down by aldermanic district in the enclosed table. Bypass pumps
are located in the sanitary sewer and are designed to protect property owners adjacent to
the pumps from basement backwaters during large rain events by pumping excess
sanitary flow to the storm sewer.

Bypass pumps are individually programmed to engage at predetermined elevations based
on surveys of low basements in the vicinity of the pump. Generally they are set to turn
on approximately two to four feet below the low basement. Setting this elevation too low
(fuither below the low-basement elevation) increases the likelihood that the pump will
run more frequently. While pumps are in place to protect property owners, their
operation becomes a Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO), which is a violation of the City's
Water Pollution Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permit with the Department of
Natural Resources (DNR). These violations can also result in financial penalties to the
City if the DNR determines the overflows are in occurring in storm events that are not
considered extreme.

As stated above, the pumps are designed to engage at predetermined levels that are
programmed into each pump station. This means that the pumps respond only to the
actual water level in the pump manhole, and not to the specific rain event recurrence
intervals (1O-year, 100-year, 500-year event). Sanitary systems in the City have different
levels of inflow and infiltration (VI), and therefore do not react the same way during the
same event, or even from rain event to rain event. Large rain events will impact each

841 N. Broadway, Room 701, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202
Phone (414) 286-2400,Fax(414) 286-5994, TDD (414) 286-2023



Michael J. Murphy
October 19,2009
Page2

sanitary system differently, which results in water levels in individual pump manholes to
vary.

The specific pump at West Potomac Avenue and North Chapman Place utilizes an
electronic level sensing device. This device did not function properly and has since been
replaced. There is also a mechanical float located in this manhole (and many others) that
is not part of the pump control system, but is an additional tool we use to monitor how
sanitary systems perform during rain events.

The City has contracted with ASC Pumping Equipment to perform monthly checks of all
bypass pumps. They submit to us a report each month noting 15 electrical readings and
observations at each site, along with recommendations (see enclosed summary and
detailed reports). We use this information to prioritize work for City forces to investigate
and troubleshoot the pumps. We also selectively perform a more comprehensive
evaluation of the pumps by simulating a high water condition in the pump manhole. This
form of investigation consumes significant time and man power and is only done as
needed. We are in the process of working with the DNR to prepare a more
comprehensive testing procedure that can be done more efficiently. While we are
confident in the results provided by ASC, they only provide a preliminary electrical
evaluation of the pumps, and are not able to perform the more comprehensive testing.

If you would like to discuss any of this further, please contact my office.

If you have any questions please contact Mr. Martin A. Aquino at (4I4) 286-2462.

Very truly yours,

Pl4tr
City Engineer

httr rrr' n'
Enclosures

KRS:1-3
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City of Milwaukee

By-Pass Sewer Pump Station Inspection Report

June 2009
Permit No. Site Location Alm. Circ. Entered By Inspection Personal Review Date San Manhole Condition Discharge Pipe Pump Power Cable Wiring Float Level Transmitter Shear Gates Pump Control Cabinet Voltage Phase Voltage Amperage Thermal Protection Meg Readings Pump Operation Work Requirements Comments

214 N 072nd St & W Hope Ave 01 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 241/243/241 3-Phase 12.3/13.2/13.6 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

215 N 072nd St & W Capitol Dr 01 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good needs paint 245/245/243 3-Phase 14.5/13.8/14.1 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none multi ranger

216 W Potomac Ave & W Chapman Pl 01 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 some loose brick good good good good none good good 243/243/242 3-Phase 12.5/13.5/12.3 .1/.1/.1 39.8/40.0/40.3 good none bricks loose in manway

220 N 049th St & W Luscher Ave 01 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip no panel

223 N 066th St & W Ruby Ave 01 Tom & Kyle 15-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 241/239/239 3 Phase 7/6.2/6.5 .1/.1/.1 237/246/255 good none pump noise on shut down

041 N 037th St & W Kiley Ave 02 Tom & Kyle 15-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 243/242/242 3 Phase 11.9/13/13.5 .1/.1/.1 44.2/44.2/44.0 good none mini ranger reads short

042 N 053rd St & W Silver Spring Dr 02 Tom & Kyle 15-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 238/236/236 3 Phase 20.6/19.7/19.5 .2/.2/.2 354/360/326 good none None

069 N 061st St & W Sheridan Ave 02 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 good good good good good none gppd good 242/242/242 14/16.5/13.6 .1/.1/.1 10.8/10.4/11.0 good none gates multi ranger

072 N 055th St & W Custer Ave 02 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 does not operate do no operate does not operate does not operate does not operate does not operate none does not operate does not operate does not operate does not operate does not operate does not operate

do not 

operate none line loss, panel smells burnt

200 N 035th St & W Oriole Dr (40' n/o) 02 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

040 S Burrell St & W Van Norman Ave 03 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

048 W Green Ave & W Ramsey Ave 03 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 241/241/240 3-Phase 13.2/13.6/12.7 .1/.1/.1 .57/.57/.57 good none mini ranger/cabinets leaning

050 S Pine Ave & E Cudahy Ave 03 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 245/245/245 1-Phase 10.7/11.1 .1/.1/.1 1.64/1.61 good none no gates

077 S Whitnall Ave (400' w/o) & E Waterford Ave 03 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

205 S Quincy Ave & E Ohio St 03 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 485/485/486 3-Phase 21.6/22.3/22.3 .1/.1/.1 .9/.9/.9 good none no gates/miniranger/test@1000v

211 S 001st Pl & W Bolivar Ave (S/S) 03 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 244/246/246 3-Phase 13.6/13.3/15 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none mini ranger/no gates

032 S 046th St & W Cleveland Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 excellent good good good good none None good 244/244/244 3-Phase 7.5/7.2/7.2 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none mini ranger

033 S 036th St (170' w/o) & W Lincoln Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 240/240/240 3-Phase 6.4/6.8/7.0 .1/.1/.1 282/296/302 good none called in to r. c. talley

037 S 077th St & W Oklahoma Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 242/243/242 3-Phase 18.2/16.8/17.8 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none mini ranger/no gates

038 S 054th St & W Midland Dr 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good good good good good none None good 240/239/239 3-Phase 20.6/19.7/19.2 .1/.1/.1 4.38/4.48/4.44 good none no gates

039 S 092nd St & W Howard Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 241/242/242 3-Phase 26.3/23.7/25.8 .1/.1/.1 6.37/6.42/6.46 good none mini ranger/no gates

045 S 086th St & W Ohio Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 246/248/247 3-Phase 13.3/12.9/13.3 .1/.1/.1 no reading good Possible bad ground Possible bad ground

074 S 099th St & W Oklahoma Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 247/247/248 3-Phase 27.7/29.4/27.6 .1/.1/.1 no reading good Possible bad ground Possible bad ground

209 S 057th St & W Euclid Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 some loose brick good good good good none None good 236/237/237 3-Phase 20.7/20.3/20.6 .1/.1/.1 184/183/186 good none some loose and cracked bricks

225 S 072nd St & W Honey Creek Dr (N/E) 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None very good 246/245/246 3-Phase 12/13.2/12.4 .1/.1/.1 68.2/66.5/65.6 good none None

230 S Honey Creek Dr & W Riverbend Dr (S/W) 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 some loose brick good good good good none None very good 246/245/245 3-Phase 12.3/13.8/12.5 .1/.1/.1 55.8/56.1/56.4 good none loose bricks

240 S 094th St & W Howard Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good good good good good none None very good 242/242/242 3-Phase 9.5/9.4/9.4 .1/.1/.1 .94/.95/.97 good none no gates

241 W KK River Pkwy & W Cleveland Ave 04 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 cover tarred shut good good good good none None good 243/243/243 3-Phase 23.4/25.5/24.0 .1/.1/.1 296/316/320 good none manhole shut could not open

025 N 060th St (W/S) & W Custer Ave 05 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 good good good good good none None good 241/241/241 9.6/9.4/9.6 .1/.1/.1 16.3/17.3/18.4 good none noise on shut down

026 N 060th St (E/S) & W Custer Ave 05 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 242/242/242 10.4/7.5/10.1 .1/.1/.1 11.8/11.7/12.0 good none None

027 N 061st St & W Lawn Ave 05 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 246/245/245 3-Phase 28.3/28.4/27 .1/.1/.1 no reading good Possible bad ground Possible bad ground

028 N 060th St (W/S) & W Custer Ave (150' s/o) 05 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 241/241/242 5.9/6.1/5.6 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none none

029 N 060th St (Center) & W Custer Ave (320' s/o) 05 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 242/242/242 15.2/16.5/18.2 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none none

030 N 063rd St & W Fairmount Ave (95' w/o) 05 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

073 N 056th St & W Villard Ave 05 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 241/239/239 3 Phase 15/15.6/16.0 .1/.1/.1 118/121/126 good none echo multi ranger / no gates

232 N 062nd St & W Fairmount Ave 05 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 skip skip pump locked-up skip  smells burned none  unknown None skip 242/239/240 skip 8.5/7.7/7.8 .1/.1/.1 24.3/24.3/23.7 None  electrical burned smell in control cabnet

238 N 049th St & W Rohr Ave 05 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 240/240/240 3-Phase 21.6/19.3/19.3 .3/.3/.2 550/550/550 good none echo multi ranger/hang elect.box

046 N 107th St & W Lawn Ave 06 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 243/243/243 16.4/16.9/16.6 .1/.1/.2 530/530/530 good none None

047 N 107th St & W Silver Spring Dr (100' s/o) 06 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good very good 239/239/239 3-Phase 10.7/16.3/12.9 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

075 N 110th St & W Harvest Ln 06 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 241/241/241 3-Phase 32.6/28.6/28 .1/.1/.1 .48/.53/.55 good None no gates

226 W Crossfield Ave & W Monrovia Ave 06 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 seal rough good good good good none good good 236/236 1-Phase 2.9/2.8 .2/.2 4.57/4.55 good None manhole seal rough

008 N 089th St & W Townsend St 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 excellent excellent  good good good none None excellent 245/243/245 3- Phase 16.3/17.4/17.8 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 excellent none None

009 N 090th St & W Townsend St 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None excellent 244/244/245 3-Phase 13.3/12.8/12.5 .1/.1/.1 550/550/500 good none none

016 N 095th St & W Metcalf Pl 07 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

031 N 096th St & W Auer Ave 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 238/238/238  3 -Phase 9.1/8.6/9.4 .1/.1/.1 442/426/436 good none None

060 N 088th St & W Concordia Ave 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good leaning 244/245/244 3-Phase 12.2/11.8/12.1 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none cabinet still leaning

061 N 080th St & W Townsend Ave 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 excellent excellent good excellent good none None excellent 243/242/243 3-Phase 11.1/11.4/10.7 .1/.3/.1 550/550/550 excellent none None

062 N 075th St & W Hadley St 07 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

199 N 086th St & W Center St 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 239/240/240 3-Phase 19.2/19.4/19.2 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

201 N 088th St & W Center St 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 237/238/238 3-Phase 17.4/16.4/16.7 .1/.1/.1 502/535/544 good none None

203 N 089th St & W Center St (N/S) 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 238/237/237 3-Phase 15.6/15.9/16.2 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

204 N 087th St & W Center St 07 Tom &Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None Fair 242/243/243 3-Phase 11.2/13.8/14.1 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

210 N 089th St & W Center St (S/S) 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None leaning 239/239/239 3-Phase 10.9/11.1/10.7 .1/.1/.1 .60/.60/.60 good none No display on mini-ranger

237 N 067th St & W Center St 07 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 loose brick good  good good good none good good 242/242/241 3-Phase 28.9/28.9/27.9 .1/.1/.1 508/528/550 good none pump noise on shut down

002 N 020th St & W Fairmount Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 good good good good good none good good 240/239/239 3-Phase 5.2/5.8/5.6 .5/.5/.5 550/550/550 good none mini ranger gates

034 N Milwaukee River Pkwy & W Lawn Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 excellent good good good good none  None good 240/240/241 3-Phase 13.2/13.1/12.9 .1/.1/.1 124/125/128 good none mini ranger no gates

035 N Milwaukee River Pkwy & W Lawn Ave (340' ne/o) 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 248/249/248 3-Phase 9.4/8.8/9.0 .1/.1/.1 72.4/73.5/74 good none mini ranger gates

055 N 023rd St & W Villard Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 236/238/239 no-power 14.5/16.1/15.6 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 None unknown mini ranger gates

056 N 024th St & W Villard Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 15-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good no reading no reading no reading no reading no reading none good tripped breaker/ elec. Problem

057 N 024th Pl & W Villard Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 good excellent good good good none None good 240/237/237 3-Phase 20.0/19.9/23.0 .7/.7/.7 550/550/550 good none mini ranger 

063 N 027th St & W Villard Ave 09 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip Station turned off

064 N 028th St & W Villard Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 245/245/245 3-Phase 21.2/18.4/20.5 .1/.1/.1 3.90/3.93/3.95 good unknown pump control was in off position, Ran pump made test 

065 N 029th St & W Villard Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 246/247/247 3-phase 21.8/20.5/20.9 .3/.3/.4 2.73/2.88/2.88 good none none

066 N 027th St & W Villard Ave (300' n/o) 09 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip Station turned off

198 N 031st St & W Villard Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 some decay good good good good none None good 245/245/245 3-Phase 30.6/33.8/39.1 1.1/1.1/1.3 70.0/71.1/72.0 good none cord broke on top of pump

207 N Green Bay Rd & W Fairmount Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09

cannot hear pump 

run cant hear pump cant hear pump can't hear pump cant hear pump none

cant hear 

pump None cannot hear pump

cannot hear 

pump

cannot hear 

pump cannot hear pump cannot hear pump cannot hear pump

cant hear 

pump cannot hear pump cannot hear pump run

208 N 019th Pl & W Fairmount Ave 09 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 good good good good good none good good 244/245/244 3-Phase 16.7/17.5/18.6 .6/.6/.6 108/123/129 good none mini ranger gates

023 N 020th St & W Hampton Ave (N/S) 10 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 238/238/237 3-Phase 7.6/7.0/7.9 .5/.5/.5 61.0/61.0/60.0 good none mini ranger gates

024 N 020th St & W Hampton Ave (S/S) 10 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 241/239/239 3-Phase 7.5/7.8/7.0 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none mini ranger gates/ reading ok

058 N 020th St & W Hampton Ave (680' s/o) 10 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 good good good good good none good good 481/479/483 3-Phase 8.0/8.8/8.8 .1/.1/.1 2.3/2.3/2.8 good none float switch sonar

059 N 021st St & W Hampton Ave 10 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good good good good good none good good 238/238/237 3-Phase 10.6/10.9/10.5 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

233 W Olive St & W Roosevelt Dr (440 ' se/o) 10 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none good good 241/243/243 3-Phase 8.6/8.7/9.1 .1/.1/.1 226/237/245 good none selec switch in off/runs in auto

001 N 041st St & W Congress St (S/S) 11 skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

003 N 031st St & W Capitol Dr (N/S) 11 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good very good  good good good none None good 243/243/243 3-Phase 5.0/4.9/4.6 .1/.1/.1 22.4/22.6/22.8 good none None

004 N 031st St & W Capitol Dr (S/S) 11 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 242/243/243 3-Phase 7.7/7.5/7.2 .1/.1/.1 550/550/550 good none None

014 N 041st St & W Congress St (N/S) 11 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good good good good good none None very good 248/250/248 3-Phase 9.2/8.2/9.4 .1/.1/.1 2.15/2.19/2.25 good none no gates

219 N 027th St & W Hope Ave (404' s/o) 11 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 243/243/243 3-Phase 17.1/16.3/16 .1/.1/.1 8.6/8.68/8.8 none none None

242 N 036th St & W Toronto St 11 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good good good good good none None good 240/239/240 3-Phase 14.9/15/13.5 .1/.1/.1 21.7/22.1/23.1 good none shear gates

243 N 030th St & W Hope Ave 11 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good good good good good none None good 242/242 3-Phase 15.8/15.0 .1/.1 247/267 good none mini ranger / no gates

052 W Medford Ave & W Grantosa Dr 12 Skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip skip

234 N 076th St (W/S) & W Glendale St 12 Tom & Kyle 16-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 239/239/239 15.6/16.4/16.3 overload set @ 28A 550/550/550 good none gates overload set/multi-ranger

236 N 083rd St & W Hope Ave 12 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 246/244/245 3-Phase 23.7/23.1/24.2 .1/.1/.1 11.0/12.4/14.7 good none None

239 W Potomac Ave & W Glendale (350' nw/o) 12 Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 Good good good good good none None good 249/247/247 3 Phase 17.9/18/17 .1/.1/.1 196/195/192 good none None

901 N 035th St & W Hopkins St (Pumps To Mis) Tom & Kyle 12-Jun-09 very good very good good good good none None good 485/484/486 3-Phase 16.9/17.4/15.9 overload set @ 40A 2.6/3.0/3.1 good none none

A N Lincoln Memorial Dr. & W Belleview Tom & Kyle 24-Jun-09 excellent good good good good not used ok none good

N: 229/229/229  

S: 238/238/238 3 Phase

N: 67.1/68.7/68.7 

S: 68.7/68.7/68.7 N/A

N: 550/550/550   

S: 550/550/550 none H2 Balder Inverter Drive Mini-Ranger

B N Lincoln Memorial Dr. & W Lafayette St. Tom & Kyle 24-Jun-09 excellent good good good see comments not used ok None good

N: 247/247/247 

S: 247/247/247 1 Phase

N: 31.9/30.6/31.5 

S: 30.9/32.4/31.3

N: .1/.1/.1           S: 

.1/.1/.1

N: 550/550/550   

S: 550/550/550 good none Wires hang out of panel, can't close pump door, MR

C N Lake Dr. & W Newport Ct. Tom & Kyle 24-Jun-09 excellent good good good good no longer needed ok None good

N: 241/249/244  

S: 244/247/243 1 Phase

N: 6.1/4.8/5.6     

S: 5.7/5.7/5.1

N: .1/.1/.1           S: 

.1/.1/.1

N: 41.7/42.3/41.7 

S: 56.5/56.0/55.6 good none Handle on  pit door broken  Mini Ranger

D N 91st St. & W County line Rd. Tom & Kyle 24-Jun-09 Good good good good good not used ok None good N: 490/491/491 3 Phase N: 10.2/10.5/11.0 N: .1/.1/.1           N: 11.0/11.0/11.0 good none South pump turned off due to plug valve failure

E N 124th St. & W Brown Deer Rd. Tom & Kyle 24-Jun-09 Good good good good good not used ok None good

N: 243/243/243  

S: 243/243/243 3 Phase

N: 10.2/9.9/10.0  

S: 8.6/8.9/8.8

N: .1/.1/.1          S: 

.1/.1/.1

N: 243/251/253   

S: 550/550/550 none South pump guide rail vibrates when running, MR



PW FILE NUMBER: 091357 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Jeff Mantes Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 2/12/10 3/4/10 
 

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 2/12/10 3/4/10 
 

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 2/12/10 3/4/10 
  

Martin Aquino Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 2/12/10 3/4/10 
 

Robert Brooks Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 2/12/10 3/4/10 
  

All Council members Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 2/12/10 3/4/10   

  
 

    

  
 

    

        

         

         

         

         

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

          

 



200 E. Wells Street
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202City of Milwaukee

Legislation Details (With Text)

File #:  Version: 0091417

Status:Type: Communication-Report In Committee

File created: In control:2/9/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Communication from the Department of Public Works relating to moveable bridges.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: BRIDGES, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

Attachments: Hearing Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL2/9/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE2/15/2010 0

HELD IN COMMITTEEPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE2/18/2010 0 Pass 4:0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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Communication from the Department of Public Works relating to moveable bridges.
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Drafter
CC-CC
tjm
2/15/10

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 2 of 2

powered by Legistar™



PW FILE NUMBER: 091417 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 2/15/10 3/4/10 
 

Jeff Polenske DPW-Infra. City Engineer 2/15/10 3/4/10 
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Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Resolution authorizing the transfer of funds from the Street Improvement-State and/or Federal Aid 
Program to the Street Reconstruct or Resurface Program - Regular City Program for funding of local 
street improvements under the Local Roads Improvement Program, with the City cost of 
$1,645,741.78, with a grantor cost of $1,006,258.22, for a total estimated cost of $2,652,000.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR
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Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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Number
091438
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference
090815
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Resolution authorizing the transfer of funds from the Street Improvement-State and/or Federal Aid 
Program to the Street Reconstruct or Resurface Program - Regular City Program for funding of local 
street improvements under the Local Roads Improvement Program, with the City cost of 
$1,645,741.78, with a grantor cost of $1,006,258.22, for a total estimated cost of $2,652,000.
Analysis
This resolution directs the transfer of $1,645,741.78 of City funds and $1,006,258.22 of grantor funds 
to the Street Reconstruct or Resurface Program.  The total cost of the program is estimated to be 
$2,652,000.
Body
Whereas, State Statute 86.31 established a Local Roads Improvement Program (LRIP) to provide up 
to 50% reimbursement by the State of eligible costs for local street improvements; and

Whereas, In 2010-2011, under the LRIP Program, the City of Milwaukee is entitled to receive 
reimbursement up to a maximum amount of $1,006,258.22 for local street improvements; and

Whereas, Resolution 090815 authorized the agreement, but did not set up the funding; and

Whereas, Funds for projects to be undertaken under the LRIP Program are budgeted in the Street 
Improvement - State and/or Federal Aid Program Fund in the 2010 Capital Improvement Program 
(Fund 0333); and

Whereas, It is advantageous and necessary that these funds be transferred to the Street Reconstruct 
or Resurface Program - Regular City Program (Fund 0333); and

Whereas, The projects funded with this program area anticipated to be constructed in the 2010 
construction season; and

Whereas, The Street Reconstruct or Resurface  - Regular City Program (Fund 0330) has sufficient 
funds to cover the assessable portion of these projects; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the City Comptroller is hereby 
authorized to transfer appropriations to Infrastructure Services Division Account No. 0333-
ST211100000; Street Reconstruct or Resurface Program - Regular City Program from the accounts 
as follows for the LRIP Program;

Infrastructure Services Division Account

Grantor’s Share
Account No. 0306-SP032100100
Cost - $1,006,258.22

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 2 of 3

powered by Legistar™



0091438  Version:File #:

Major Streets Improvement -
Authorized Borrowing
Account No. 0333-ST320100000
Cost - $1,645,741.78

; and, be it

Further Resolved, That only project contractual expenditures are to be billed toward the LRIP 
program grant amount; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the City Comptroller will make a memorandum entry at the completion of the 
LRIP program projects to record the transaction back to the Street Improvement - State and/or 
Federal Aid Program for grant audit purposes; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Commissioner of Public Works has the authority to apply for LRIP 
Discretionary Funds for projects which meet the program criteria as he deems appropriate.

Requestor
Infrastructure Services Division
Drafter
MLD:dr
LRIP 2010
Cycle 9
02/23/10
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February 23, 2010 

 

File Number 

 

 

 

 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Subject:  Local Roads Improvement Program 

    Funding and Application 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

 Resolution Number 090815 authorized and directed the Commissioner of Public 

Works to submit a project application and to execute the agreement with the WISDOT for 

funding for local street improvements under the LRIP Program. 

 

 The executed agreement has been received from the Wisconsin Department of 

Transportation.  We have prepared and recommend adoption of the attached resolution 

which authorizes the transfer of funds from the Street Improvement – State and/or Federal 

Aid Program accounts in the proposed Capital Improvement Program for 2010 to the Street 

Reconstruct or Resurface Program – Regular City Program. 

 

  Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

 

  Special Deputy Commissioner 

    of Public Works 

 

MLD:dr 

LRIP Transfer of Funds 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE February 23,2010  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note   Substitute x 

 

SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing the transfer of funds from the Street Improvement-State and/or Federal Aid Program to the Street Reconstruct or 
Resurface Program – Regular City Program for funding of local street improvements under the Local Roads Improvement Program, with 
the City cost of $1,645,741.78 for a total estimated cost of $2,652,000. 

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Mary Dziewiontkoski/Assessment Engineer/Public Works/X2460 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
  NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER: Grantor Reimbursable Paving SP032100100 $1,006,258.22 $1,006,258.22  

 City Non-Assessable Paving ST320100000 $1,645,741.78   

      

TOTALS   $2,652,000.00 $1,006,258.22  

 
 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS Expenditures - $2,652,000 
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS Revenue – $1,006,258.22 
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  
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On agenda: Final action:
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Title: Resolution authorizing the proper city officials to execute amended Utility Agreements with the State 
of Wisconsin, Department of Transportation (WISDOT) for work on City of Milwaukee facilities in 
conjunction with the North-South Mitchell Interchange and WISDOT Audit Agreement, with a total 
estimated cost of $2,903,054.77 with an estimated Grantor’s share of $2,532,791.61 and an 
estimated City of Milwaukee share of $370,263.16

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: AGREEMENTS, EXPRESSWAY, SANITARY SEWERS, UTILITIES, WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION

Attachments: Cover Letter, Fiscal Note, Comptroller's Certificate, Cost Analysis, Agreement Amendment 80, 
Agreement Amendment 79, Agreement Amendment 81, Hearing Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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Number
091457
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title

Resolution authorizing the proper city officials to execute amended Utility Agreements with the State of Wisconsin,
Department of Transportation (WISDOT) for work on City of Milwaukee facilities in conjunction with the North-South
Mitchell Interchange and WISDOT Audit Agreement, with a total estimated cost of $2,903,054.77 with an estimated
Grantor’s share of $2,532,791.61 and an estimated City of Milwaukee share of $370,263.16
Analysis

This resolution authorizes the Commissioner of Public Works and the Comptroller to execute the amended Utility
Agreement Nos. 79, 80, 81 and the WISDOT Audit Agreement for Milwaukee Water Works, Environmental Engineering,
City of Milwaukee cable and City of Milwaukee conduit, for the utility work in conjunction with the North-South Mitchell
Interchange (NSMI), with a total estimated cost of $2,903,054.77 with an estimated Grantor’s share of $2,532,791.61
and an estimated City of Milwaukee share of $370,263.16.
Body

Whereas, The State of Wisconsin, Department of Transportation (WISDOT) scheduled the rehabilitation of the North-
South Mitchell Interchange (NSMI) in the City of Milwaukee; and

Whereas, The Department of Public Works (DPW) has worked with the WISDOT over the past year in planning the
design and construction phasing of the project to best meet the needs of the citizens of the City of Milwaukee (CITY)
and of the region as a whole; and

Whereas, Work on the NSMI has been phased in four major phases, being Phase I (South 27 th Street; Airport Spur I;
West Grange Avenue; West College Avenue) scheduled for 2009, Phase II (North Leg; West Layton Avenue; Airport Spur
II) scheduled for 2010, and Phases III & IV (Mitchell Interchange) scheduled for 2011 and 2012; and

Whereas, There will be substantial work required on CITY utilities as a result of the design and construction associated
with these NSMI contracts; and

Whereas, Wisconsin Statute 84.295(4m) indicates that the WISDOT will pay 90 percent of the cost alteration,
rehabilitation and relocation of municipal utilities with the responsible jurisdiction liable for the remaining 10 percent of
the cost and WISDOT will pay 100 percent of compensable costs to the responsible jurisdiction; and

Whereas, It has been estimated that for the NSMI project, scheduled for 2010 within the CITY a total of approximately
$2,903,054.77 in CITY utility alterations will be necessary; and

Whereas, Utility Agreements were executed by the WISDOT and the CITY for work on City of Milwaukee facilities in
conjunction with NSMI (South 27 th Street; West Grange Avenue; West College Avenue; Bolivar Avenue realignment and
collector distributor roads/West Layton Avenue; 2009 Advanced Utilities) in accordance with Common Council
Resolution File Numbers 080400, 081307, 081420 and 090892, adopted on August 14, 2008, February 10, 2009, March
11, 2009 and December 10, 2009, respectively; and

Whereas, It has been estimated that for the relocation of the South 21 st Street and Louisiana Avenue sewers crossing I-
894 and relocating, reconstructing and adjusting of CITY OF MILWAUKEE water facilities and cable facilities of South 20 th

Street contract amendments for Environmental Engineering will be $1,415,806.17 with a Grantor share of
$1,274,225.55 and a CITY OF MILWAUKEE share of $141,580.62; Water will be $120,000.00 with Grantor share of
$1,080,000.00 and CITY OF MILWAUKEE share of $120,000.00; City of Milwaukee cable will be $80,000.00; City of
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$1,080,000.00 and CITY OF MILWAUKEE share of $120,000.00; City of Milwaukee cable will be $80,000.00; City of
Milwaukee Conduit will be $100,682.54 with a Grantor share of $0 and a City of Milwaukee share of $100,682.54; and

Whereas, It has been estimated that for relocation of an existing sanitary sewer, a portion of which is on private land,
west of 23 rd Street and south of North-South Freeway is a compensable cost for Environmental Engineering, which will
be at 100% State cost of $106,566.86; and

Whereas, In order for the CITY to be reimbursed for the 90 percent share of the utility alteration cost and 100 percent
of compensable costs on the NSMI contract, the WISDOT requires the entering into the Amended Utility Agreements
and the WISDOT Audit Agreement in accord with relocation assistance policy; and

Whereas, The WISDOT has provided the CITY with the necessary Amended Utility Agreements and an Audit Agreement
to facilitate reimbursement of the CITY costs in the alteration of CITY water, environmental engineering, cable and
conduit facilities for the relocation of the South 21 st Street and Louisiana Avenue sewers crossing I-894, relocating,
reconstruction and adjusting of CITY OF MILWAUKEE water and cable facilities and for relocation of existing sanitary
sewer, a portion of which is on private land, west of South 23 rd Street and south of North-South Freeway, which is 100
percent compensable; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the Commissioner of Public Works is hereby
authorized and directed to execute the “Amended Agreements” Nos. 71, 80, 81 and the WISDOT Audit Agreement for
Milwaukee Water Works, Environmental Engineering, Cable and Conduit, all attached to this resolution by reference as
though set forth in full; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Commissioner of Public Works is hereby authorized and directed to review and/or prepare
plans as necessary to accomplish the required utility alterations associated with the NSMI relocation of the South 21 st

Street and Louisiana Avenue sewers, crossing I-894, relocating, reconstructing and adjusting of CITY OF MILWAUKEE
water and cable facilities and for relocation of existing sanitary sewer, a portion of which is on private land, west of
South 23 rd Street and south of North-South Freeway, which is 100 percent compensable, and is authorized to allow the
WISDOT to include CITY utility work in the 2010 award contracts for CITY utility work and/or have the necessary utility
work associated with the 2010 contracts accomplished by CITY forces, whichever is deemed to be in the best interest of
the city and NSMI project; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the funding to cover the 10 percent CITY cost of the NSMI contract utility alterations for water,
environmental engineering, conduit, and cable facilities estimated to be $120,000.00, $141,580.62, $8,000.00, and
$100,682.54, respectively, are and/or will be placed in Department of Public Works Departmental Accounts as part of
the CITY budget process in budget years as necessary to accommodate the projects scheduling and the WISDOT
invoicing system; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the CITY Comptroller is hereby authorized and directed to create within the Capital
Improvement Fund, Grant and Aid projects, the necessary Project/Grant Chartfield Values for engineering and
construction for the projects (expenditure) and transfer to any of these accounts the amounts required under the grant
agreement and City Accounting Policy but not to exceed a 10 percent increase of the total amounts reserved for the
Grantor’s share and local share or $5,000.00, whichever is greater, as follows:

Water Works Department Account Numbers

North-South/I-94 - Mitchell Interchange (College Avenue to Howard Avenue) (1030-20-72)

ID 1030-21-46

City Share

WT410100501
Fund 0420 (department 6410)
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Fund 0420 (department 6410)

$110,000

Fund 0420 (department 5010)

$10,000

Grantor Reimbursable Share

SP032100100 (ST320083446)

Fund 0333

$88,073.31

Grantor Reimbursable Share

$991,926.69

Previously authorized for Water Utility: $6,135,000.00

Current estimated Water Utility, including this resolution: $7,335,000.00

Original estimated Water Utility: $2,175,000.00

Environmental Engineering Account Number

North-South/I-94 - Airport Freeway Sanitary Sewer (1030-10-73)

ID 1030-21-47

City Share

SM495100099

Fund 0491

$141,580.62

Grantor Reimbursable Share

SP032100100 (ST320083447)

Fund 0333

$161,670.11

Grantor Non-Reimbursable Share

$1,112,555.44

North-South - Airport Freeway Sanitary Sewer (Audit Agreement) (1030-10-73)
ID 1030-21-44

Grantor Reimbursable Share
SP032100100 (ST320083447)
Fund 0333
$13,520.80

Grantor Non-Reimbursable Share
$93,045.26

Previously authorized for Sewer Utility: $889,877.21
Current estimated Sewer Utility, including this resolution: $2,412,249.45
Original estimated Sewer Utility: $1,233,000.00

Cable Account Numbers

North-South/I-94 Mitchell Interchange (College Avenue to Howard Avenue) (1030-20-72)
ID 1030-21-48

City Share
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City Share
ST270080799
Fund 0333
$8,000.00

Grantor Reimbursable Share
SP032100100 (ST320083448)
Fund 0333
$5,023.26

Grantor Non-Reimbursable Share
$66,976.74

Previously authorized for Cable Utility: $ 672,000.00
Current estimated Cable Utility, including this resolution: $752,000.00
Original estimated Cable Utility: $300,000.00

Conduit Account Numbers

North-South Bolivar Avenue Realignment (Betterment) (1030-21-74)
ID 1030-21-49

City Share
ST280080210
Fund 0333
$18,837.00

North-south/I-94 Mitchell Interchange (Betterment) (College Avenue to Howard Avenue) (1030-20-72)
ID 1030-21-49

City Share
ST280080213
Fund 0333
$56,230.00

North-South/I-94 Layton Collector Distributor (Betterment) (1030-20-71)
ID 1030-21-49

City Share
ST280080212
Fund 0333
$25,615.54

Previously authorized for Conduit Utility: $962,100.00
Current estimated Conduit Utility, including this resolution: $1,062,782.54
Original estimated Conduit Utility: $735,000.00

Previously authorized for Utility Agreements: $8,658,977.21
Current estimated Utility Agreements: $11,562,301.99
Original estimated Utility Agreements: $4,443,000.00

; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the City Engineer is hereby authorized and directed to make periodic payments as necessary to accommodate
the work requested for the NSMI Contract utility alterations as required under the aforementioned Amended Utility Agreements and
WISDOT Audit Agreement.

Requestor
Department of Public Works
Drafter
Infrastructure Services Division
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Infrastructure Services Division
AYH:amh
February 23, 2010
Reso N-S Mitch Ichang Amen Utils Agree & Audt 021110.rtf
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February 23, 2010 
 
 
To the Honorable, the Common Council 
 
Subject:   North-South Mitchell Interchange (IH-94) 

Municipal Utility Agreements 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WISDOT) is currently reconstructing the North-South 
Mitchell Interchange (NSMI) within the City of Milwaukee for the period from spring 2009 through 
2012.  The project is to be accomplished in four major phases, being the (South 27th Street; West 
Grange Avenue; West College Avenue) scheduled for 2009, (North Leg; West Layton Avenue) 
scheduled for 2010, and Mitchell Interchange scheduled for 2011 and 2012.  The Department of 
Public Works has assisted the WISDOT in the design and construction phasing of the contracts to 
best meet the needs of the citizens of the City of Milwaukee and the region as a whole and has 
worked diligently to minimize costs. 
 
Common council resolution file numbers 080400, 081307, 081420 and 090892 adopted August 14, 
2008, February 10, 2009, March 11, 2009 and December 10, 2009, respectively, approved and 
authorized the execution of utility agreements with WISDOT for work on City of Milwaukee facilities 
in conjunction with the NSMI (South 27th Street; West Grange Avenue; West College Avenue; Bolivar 
Avenue Realignment and collector distributor roads West Layton Avenue and 2009 Advanced 
Utilities) contracts.  The utility agreements provided funding participation of 90 percent 
federal/state with 10 percent City of Milwaukee share. 
 
The WISDOT is requesting amendments to the original utility agreements previously executed by the 
City of Milwaukee to include the utility work for the relocation of the South 21st Street and Louisiana 
Avenue sewers crossing I-894 and relocation, reconstruction and adjustments of City of Milwaukee 
water facilities and cable facilities at South 20th Street.  The amendments include necessary 
alterations to city water, sewer, cable and conduit facilities.  State statute § 84.294(4m) requires 
that the City of Milwaukee accommodate these types of freeway projects and that WISDOT pay 90 
percent of the cost for alterations to municipal facilities with remaining 10 percent being the 
responsibility of the affected municipal jurisdiction.  In addition WISDOT is requesting a WISDOT 
Audit Agreement to pay for relocation of an existing sanitary sewer, a portion of which is on private 
land, west of South 23rd Street and south of the North-South Freeway, which is necessary for 
reconstruction of the North-South Mitchell Interchange at 100% State compensable cost. 
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In order to be reimbursed for the WISDOT share of the work, it is necessary for the City of 
Milwaukee to enter into amended utility agreements and the Audit Agreement, which define the 
work and the process for cost sharing on the project.  The WISDOT has provided the City of 
Milwaukee with the necessary agreements and estimates. 
 
The Department of Public Works has reviewed the estimates and find them to accurately reflect the 
required utility alterations in conjunction with the 2010 portion of the contracts.  As such we have 
prepared the attached resolution which if adopted will approve the utility agreements associated 
with Amendment Nos. 79, 80, 81 and the WISDOT Audit Agreement and will allow for the City of 
Milwaukee’s participation in the alteration of Water, Environmental Engineering, City of Milwaukee 
Cable, and City of Milwaukee Conduit facilities as necessary and will provide for 90 percent cost 
share and 100% as applicable by the WISDOT.  Said resolution will also authorize the Commissioner 
of Public Works to execute the various agreements as well as take actions as necessary to 
accomplish the work and will authorize the City Engineer and the Comptroller to make periodic 
payments and billings in accord with established procedures to properly account for the costs 
associated with said work.  We respectfully recommend adoption of the resolution. 
 
Very truly yours, 
 
 
 
Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E. 
City Engineer 
 
 
 
Jeffrey J. Mantes 
Commissioner of Public Works 
 
AYH:amh 
 
Attachments 
 
c: Mr. W. Martin Morics (with attachments) 

Ms. Lila Gorney (with attachments) 
Ms. Cynthia Wisneski (with attachments) 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
A) DATE February 23, 2010  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 
SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing the proper city officials to execute amended Utility Agreements with the State of Wisconsin, Department 

of Transportation for work on City of Milwaukee facilities in conjunction with the North-South Mitchell Interchange and WISDOT 
Audit Agreement, with a total estimated cost of $2,903,054.77 with an estimated Grantor’s share of $2,532,791.61 and an 
estimated City of Milwaukee share of $370,263.16 

 

 
B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Jeffrey S. Polenske, PE/City Engineer/Infrastructure Services Division/extension 2400 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE: X ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
  NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
  X PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF) X 

 
GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

OTHER: Water Main Project (Fund 0420) WT410090000 $120,000.00   

 Grantor Reimbursable Water (Fund 0306) SP032090100 88,073.31 $88,073.31  

 Grantor Non-Reimbursable Water  991,926.69 991,926.69  

 Relief & Relay Sewers (Fund 0491) SM495090000 141,580.62   

 Grantor Reimbursable Sewers (Fund 0306) SP032090100 175,190.91 175,190.91  

 Grantor Non-Reimbursable Sewers  1,205,600.70 1,205,600.70  

 Public Safety Committee (Fund 0333) ST270080000 8,000.00   

 Grantor Reimbursable Cable (Fund 0306) SP032090100 5,023.26 5,023.26  

 Grantor Non-Reimbursable Cable   66,976.74 66,976.74  

  Underground Conduit (Fund 0333) ST280080000 100,682.54   

        

         

TOTALS   $2,903,054.77 $2,532,791.61  

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

       
 X 1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS Expenditure = $2,903,054.77 
               X 1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS Revenue =       $2,532,791.61 
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        
 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 
 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE:   

The total expenditure includes the cost of engineering, inspection, construction and city forces.   

 

 PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 

 





































































PW FILE NUMBER: 091457 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Alhaji Hassan Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
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Number
091447
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Resolution relative to the 2010 Capitol Improvement Program to provide funds for the maintenance of the 
underground conduit manholes at various locations.

Analysis

This resolution provides funds for the repair and/or the replacement of underground conduit manholes at 
various locations due to the age and condition of the manholes, and it authorizes the transfer of the remaining 
2009 funds for the general purposes indicated: 

Body

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the Department of Public Works is hereby 
authorized and directed to repair and/or replace underground conduit manholes at various locations; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Comptroller's office is authorized and directed to transfer $200,000 from the 
Underground Conduit Manhole Reconstruction budget, Account Number ST285100000 to the general purpose 
sub-account indicated below:

Manhole Maintenance
Account Number: ST285100100

Total 2010 Funds Authorized:  $200,000

Requestor
Department of Public Works
Drafter
Infrastructure Services
MGL:slm
February 23, 2010
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February 23, 2010 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Subject: Underground Conduit Manhole Reconstruction 

 2010 Capitol Improvements Program 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

Please find attached a resolution for introduction at the next Common Council meeting.  We 

have prepared and recommend the adoption of the attached resolution pertaining to the 2010 

Capitol Improvements Program.  This resolution provides funding for underground conduit 

manhole maintenance at various locations throughout the City.  It also authorizes and directs 

the City Comptroller to transfer funds into the general purpose sub-account for this initiative. 

 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

Jeffrey Polenske, P.E. 

City Engineer 

 

 

 

Jeffrey J. Mantes 

Commissioner of Public Works 

 

MGL:slm 

 

Attachment 

 

 



CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 
 

A) DATE:  February 23, 2010 FILE NUMBER    

 Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Resolution relative to the 2010 Capitol Improvement Program to provide $200,000 

 in funds for the maintenance of the underground conduit manholes at various 

 Locations. 

  

 
B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/Title/Dept/Ext.): Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E./City Engineer/Infrastructure Services Division/2400 

 

 

C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 

                 ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 

                 LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 

                 NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 

 

               

 

D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 

                 CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 

                 PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)                GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

                 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 

 

 

E)        PURPOSE 

 

SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 

ACCOUNT 

 

EXPENDITURE 

 

REVENUE 

 

SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER: Underground Conduit 

Manhole Reconstruction 

Funds 

ST285100000 $200,000   

      

      

TOTALS:   $200,000   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

   BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 

H COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



PW FILE NUMBER: 091447 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Marcia Cornnell Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
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Number
091448
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Resolution relative to the 2010 Capitol Improvement Program to provide funds for underground conduit work 
at various locations.

Analysis

This resolution provides funds for Underground Conduit installations and alterations at various locations in 
response to communication needs and paving projects, and it authorizes additional 2009 fund transfers for the 
general purposes indicated: 

Body

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that the Department of Public Works is hereby 
authorized and directed to modify and/or install underground conduit at various locations; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the Comptroller's office is authorized and directed to transfer $1,000,000 from the 
Underground Conduit budget, Account Number ST280100000 to the general purpose sub-accounts indicated 
below:

General Engineering
Account Number:  ST280100100

Major Conduit Installations
Account Number:  ST280100200

Conduit Alterations and Adjustments
Account Number:  ST280100300

Manhole Maintenance Required for Paving Projects
Account Number:  ST280100400

Total 2010 Funds Authorized:  $1,000,000

Requestor
Department of Public Works
Drafter
Infrastructure Services
MGL:slm
February 23, 2010
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February 23, 2010 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Subject: Underground Conduit Installations and Alterations 

 2010 Capitol Improvements Program 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

Please find attached a resolution for introduction at the next Common Council meeting.  We 

have prepared and recommend the adoption of the attached resolution pertaining to the 2010 

Capitol Improvements Program.  This resolution provides funding for underground conduit 

improvements, modifications and facility installation at various locations throughout the City 

in conjunction with paving and other facility improvement initiatives.  It also authorizes and 

directs the City Comptroller to transfer funds into the appropriate general purpose sub-

accounts for these initiatives. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

Jeffrey Polenske, P.E. 

City Engineer 

 

 

 

Jeffrey J. Mantes 

Commissioner of Public Works 

 

MGL:slm 

 

Attachment 

 

 



CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 
 

A) DATE:  February 23, 2010 FILE NUMBER    

 Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Resolution relative to the 2010 Capitol Improvement Program to provide $1,000,000 

 in funds for underground conduit work at various locations. 

  

  

 
B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/Title/Dept/Ext.): Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E./City Engineer/Infrastructure Services Division/2400 

 

 

C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 

                 ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 

                 LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 

                 NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 

 

 

 

D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 

                 CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 

                 PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)                GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

                 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 

 

 

E)        PURPOSE 

 

SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 

ACCOUNT 

 

EXPENDITURE 

 

REVENUE 

 

SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER: Underground Conduit 

Capitol Products Funds 

ST280100000 $1,000,000   

      

      

TOTALS:   $1,000,000   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

   BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 

H COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 

 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



PW FILE NUMBER: 091448 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Marcia Cornnell Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
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File #:  Version: 0091415

Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Resolution authorizing the permanent removal of all traffic control signal equipment at the 
intersections of West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West Washington Street and South 5th 
Street.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: TRAFFIC CONTROL SIGNALS

Attachments: Cover Letter, Letters from Wisconsin Department of Transportation, Hearing Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally
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0091415  Version:File #:

Number
091415
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference

Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Resolution authorizing the permanent removal of all traffic control signal equipment at the intersections of 
West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West Washington Street and South 5th Street.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes the permanent removal of all traffic control signal equipment at the intersections of 
West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West Washington Street and South 5th Street.
Body
Whereas, The traffic signals at the intersections of West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West 
Washington Street and South 5th Street are no longer warranted following the two-way conversion of South 5th

and South 6th Streets from West Washington to West Florida Streets; and

Whereas, The Common Council authorized the Commissioner of Public Works to shut down and cover the 
traffic control signal at West Mineral Street and South 5th Street under Common Council File Number 080729; 
and

Whereas, The Common Council authorized the Commissioner of Public Works to shut down and cover the 
traffic control signal at West Washington Street and South 5th Street under Common Council File Number 
080730; and

Whereas, Affected portions of South 5th Street and West Washington Street are currently on the State 
Connecting Highway System; and

Whereas, The Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WISDOT) has granted approval for removal of both 
signals; and

Whereas, The traffic control signals at the intersections of West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West 
Washington Street and South 5th Street have been shut down and covered since November 10, 2008; and

Whereas, Sufficient time has passed for an engineering evaluation and safety study to be performed following 
the shut down and covering of the traffic control signals at the intersections of West Mineral Street and South 5
th Street, and West Washington Street and South 5th Street; and

Whereas, The results of the engineering evaluation and safety study indicate that the shut down and covering of 
the traffic control signals at the intersections of West Mineral Street and South 5th Street, and West Washington 
Street and South 5th Street have not adversely affected safety, and has resulted in improved traffic flow and 
reduced traffic congestion; and

Whereas, Permanent removal of all traffic control equipment is recommended; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, That the Commissioner of Public Works is 
authorized to permanently remove traffic control signal equipment at the intersections of West Mineral Street 
and South 5th Street, and West Washington Street and South 5th Street.
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0091415  Version:File #:

and South 5th Street, and West Washington Street and South 5th Street.
Requestor
Department of Public Works    
Drafter
Infrastructure Services Division
RWB: ns
February 3, 2010
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February 3, 2010 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Subject:  Permanent Removal of Traffic Control Signal Equipment 

    West Mineral Street and South 5
th

 Street and 

    West Washington Street and South 5
th

 Street 

 

Dear Council Members: 
 

The Commissioner of Public Works was authorized to shut down and cover the traffic control 

signals at the subject intersections under Council Files 080729 and 080730. On November 10, 

2008, the traffic control signals at the subject intersections were shut down and covered and 

sufficient time has passed for an engineering evaluation and safety study to be performed. The 

results of the engineering evaluation and safety study indicate that permanent removal of the 

traffic control signals at the subject intersections will not result in reduced safety and will 

improve traffic flow and reduce congestion. 

 

We have, therefore, prepared the attached resolution authorizing the Commissioner of Public 

Works to permanently remove traffic control signal equipment at the intersections of West 

Mineral Street and South 5
th

 Street and West Washington Street and South 5
th

 Street in the 12
th

 

Aldermanic District. 
 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E.  

City Engineer  

 

 

 

Jeffrey J. Mantes  

Commissioner of Public Works  
 

RWB: ns 
 

Attachment 

c:  Honorable James N. Witkowiak, Alderman 12
th

 District 







PW FILE NUMBER: 091415 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Bob Bryson Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
    

Ald. Witkowiak  
3/4/10 
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Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: SPECIAL PRIVILEGE PERMITS
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0091425  Version:File #:

Number
091425
Version
ORIGINAL
Reference
Sponsor
THE CHAIR
Title
Resolution rescinding various special privileges that are no longer necessary. 
Analysis
This resolution rescinds various special privileges granting permission for items to encroach into the public right-of-way 
because said items have been removed from the public right-of-way.
Body
Whereas, Said special privileges granted permission for various encroachments in the public right-of-way; and

Whereas, The special privileges listed below are no longer necessary because the subject items have be removed from the 
public right-of-way by the owner; and

Whereas, Property owners notified the Department of Public Works that they no longer need the special privilege granted 
them because the items had been removed from the public right-of-way; and 

Whereas, In order to release property owners from the insurance and annual special privilege fee requirements placed on 
the property owner as part of the granting of a special privilege, the Common Council needs to pass a resolution 
rescinding special privileges which are no longer needed; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that the following special privilege resolutions are hereby 
rescinded:

1.    Common Council Resolution File Number 75-1807 granted to Pizza Man Inc for an excess door swing for the 
premises at 1800-1814 East North Avenue.

2.    Common Council Resolution File Number 83-1570 granted to Pabst Brewing Company for two pipelines, 
underground conduit and an additional pipeline system for the premises at 917 West Juneau Avenue.

3.    Common Council Resolution File Number 890469 granted to Pabst Brewing Company for an underground steam 
pipe for the premises at 901 West Juneau Avenue. 

4.    Common Council Resolution File Number 951219 granted to KPH Investments LLC for a fence for the premises at 
1214 South 6th Street.

5.    Common Council Resolution File Number 981123 granted to Bulk Petroleum Corporation for four monitoring wells 
for the premises at 2306 West Fond du Lac Avenue.

6.    Common Council Resolution File Number 040926 granted to Pyramax Bank F.S.B. for an excess mansard structure 
projection for the premises at 1605 West Mitchell Street. 
Requestor
Department of Public Works
Drafter
Infrastructure Services Division
MDL:ns
January 29, 2010
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January 29, 2010 
 

To the Honorable, the Common Council 

 

Dear Council Members: 

 

Attached please find a resolution which rescinds special privileges that are no longer necessary 

because the items have been removed from the public right-of-way.  

 

The Department of Public Works has received notification that special privilege items have been 

removed from the public right-of-way. Field visits have been made to confirm that all special 

privilege items have been removed or abandoned to the satisfaction of the Commission of Public 

Works.  

 

Only the Common Council can rescind its resolutions. Thus, in order to release the special privilege 

grantees from the annual fee and insurance requirements of their special privileges, which are no 

longer needed, the attached resolution has been drafted. Additionally, the attached resolution, if 

passed, will allow for efficient management of special privileges.  

 

Very truly yours, 

 

 

 

Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E. 

City Engineer 

 

 

 

Jeffrey J. Mantes 

Commissioner of Public Works 

 

 

 

Art Dahlberg, Commissioner  

Department of Neighborhood Services 

 

MDL:ns 

 

Attachment 

c: City Clerk, License Division 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

 

 
 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 
 

A) DATE January 29, 2010  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Resolution rescinding various special privileges that are no longer necessary.  
 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): JEFFREY S. POLENSKE, P.E./CITY ENGINEER/INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICES DIVISION/2400 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 X NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:      

      

TOTALS      

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

         1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  

 
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

 

 

 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

 

 

 
PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 
 



PW FILE NUMBER: 091425 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Michael Lourghran Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
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File #:  Version: 0091463

Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Resolution authorizing the installation of a new traffic control signal at the intersection of West Bolivar 
Avenue and South 13th Street in the 13th Aldermanic District at a cost of $61,000 for a total estimated 
cost of $61,000, 100% of which will be reimbursable from the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation.

Sponsors: ALD. WITKOWSKI
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Attachments: Cover Letter, Fiscal Note, Hearing Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally
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0091463  Version:File #:

Number
091463
Version
Original
Reference

Sponsor
Ald. Witkowski
Title
Resolutionauthorizingthe installationof a new traffic control signal at the intersectionof West Bolivar Avenue
and South 13 th Street in the 13th AldermanicDistrictat a cost of $61,000 for a total estimatedcost of $61,000,
100% of which will be reimbursable from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes the Commissioner of Public Works to install a new traffic control signal at the
intersectionof West BolivarAvenue and South 13 th Street at a total estimated cost of $61,000, with 100% of
those funds to be reimbursable from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. This resolution also
authorizesthe Comptroller to transfer the funds to the appropriate accounts for the project. The total estimated
cost of the entire project is $61,000.
Body
Whereas, The Wisconsin Department of Transportation, in reconstructingthe I-94 North-South Freeway, will
be closing the Layton Avenue bridge over I-94 for at least 6 months; and 

Whereas, The bridge closure will cause an increase in trafficon South 13 th Street and the intersectionof West
Bolivar Avenue and South 13th Street will likely warrant the installation of a traffic signal; and

Whereas, The total estimated cost of installing a traffic signal at the intersection is $61,000; and

Whereas, One hundred percent of the total cost of the traffic signal is reimbursable from the Wisconsin
Department of Transportation and should be earmarked for this project in the 2010 Capital Grant and Aid
Projects Account, Project/Grant Number SP032100100; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that the Commissioner of Public Works is
authorized to install a new traffic control signal at the intersection of West Bolivar Avenue and South 13 th

Street; and, be it

Further Resolved, That the City Comptroller is authorized to create within the Capital Grant and Aid Projects
Fund the appropriate Project/Grant ChartfieldValue for this project; and transfer to these accounts the amount
required under the agreement and City accountingpolicy, but not to exceed a ten percent increase of the total
amounts reserved for the grantor’s share and local share or $5,000, whichever is greater as follows:

Location:
West Bolivar Avenue and South 13th Street

Grantor Reimbursable Cash - Traffic Control
Fund Number-0306
Project/Grant Number-SP032100100
$61,000

Total $61,000
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0091463  Version:File #:

Previously Authorized for Improvements-$0.
Current Estimated Cost of the Total Project Including this Resolution-$61,000.
Original Estimated Cost of the Total Project-$61,000.
Requestor
Department of Public Works
Drafter
Infrastructure Services Division
RWB: ns
February 23, 2010
New Traffic Control Signal at West Bolivar Ave and South 13th St
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February 23, 2010 

 

To the Honorable, the Common Council  

 

Subject:  New Traffic Signal Installation at  

West Bolivar Avenue and South 13
th

 Street 

Infrastructure Services Division  

 

Dear Council Members:  

 

Attached is a resolution pertaining to the installation of a new traffic control signal at the 

intersection of West Bolivar Avenue and South 13th Street in conjunction with the I-94 North-

South Freeway Project in the 13th Aldermanic District.  

 

This resolution authorizes the installation of these traffic signals with a cost of $61,000, 100% of 

which is reimbursable from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation.  

 

Very truly yours,  

 

 

 

Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E.  

City Engineer  

 

 

 

Jeffrey J. Mantes  

Commissioner of Public Works  

 

RWB: ns 

  

Attachment 

 

c:  Alderman Terry L. Witkowski 



 

              CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 
Ref: GEN\FISCALNT.MST 

 

A) DATE:  February 23, 2010                                           FILE NUMBER:                       

Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing the installation of a new traffic control signal at the intersection of West Bolivar Avenue 

and South 13
th
 Street in the 13th Aldermanic District at a cost of $61,000 for a total estimated cost of $61,000, 100% of 

which will be reimbursable from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation. 

 
B) SUBMITTED BY  (NAME/TITLE/DEPT./EXT.): Jeffrey S. Polenske, City Engineer, DPW, ext. 2400 
 

 

C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 

                 ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 

                 LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 

                 NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 

 

               

 

D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 

                 CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 

                 PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)                GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

                 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 

 

 

E)        PURPOSE 

 

SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 

ACCOUNT 

 

EXPENDITURE 

 

REVENUE 

 

SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:      

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER: Grantor Reimbursable Cash 

Traffic Control 

SP032100100 $61,000 $61,000  

      

TOTALS:   $61,000 $61,000  

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

   BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS Expenditures $61,000          Revenue $61,000 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

None 

 

 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

Unit Prices 

 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



PW FILE NUMBER: 091463 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Bob Bryson Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
    

Ald. Witkowski  
3/4/10 
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File #:  Version: 0091470

Status:Type: Resolution In Committee

File created: In control:3/2/2010 PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

On agenda: Final action:

Effective date:

Title: Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will 
convey to the State of Wisconsin that part of a 20 foot wide sewer easement located between the 
existing southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of 
way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13th Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR

Indexes: CITY PROPERTY, SEWER EASEMENTS

Attachments: Cover Letter, Fiscal Note, Land Conveyance, Proper City Officers Signatures.pdf, Map, Hearing 
Notice List

Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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0091470  Version:File #:

Number
091470
Version
Original
Reference

Sponsor
The Chair
Title
Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to the State 
of Wisconsin that part of a 20 foot wide sewer easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of 
Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13th

Aldermanic District.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes the proper City Officers to execute a Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to the
State of Wisconsin that part of a 20 foot wide sewer easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of
Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13 th

Aldermanic District.
Body
Whereas, On February 21, 1966, an easement 20 feet in width centered on an existing sanitary sewer was reserved to the
City of Milwaukee in a Quit Claim Deed recorded as document number 4245766 at the Milwaukee County Register of
Deeds; and

Whereas, The rights to be conveyed are located between the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway
43/894 and the existing southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, between South 23 rd Street extended and
South 27th Street; and 

Whereas, The right to use, maintain and repair the sewer located within the easement area to be conveyed willbe retained
as long as the use, maintenance or repair is not in conflict with the use of the area for highway purposes; and 

Whereas, The rights to be conveyed will no longer be necessary for sewer purposes; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that the proper City Officers are hereby authorized and 
directed to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, a draft copy of said Conveyance of Rights in Land is attached to this 
Common Council Resolution File Number 091470, said Conveyance of Rights in Land document being incorporated in 
this resolution by reference as though set forth in full; and, be it

Further Resolved, That after said Conveyance of Rights in Land has been executed by the proper City Officers, it shall be 
forwarded to the office of the City Attorney for approval as to form and execution and then to the Department of Public 
Works for recording and proper distribution.

Drafter
Department of Public Works
Environmental Engineering Section
TJT/rtp
February 22, 2010
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Citv
ofu

Milwaukee

Commissioner of Public Works

*,TJT:rtR
0

Attachment

RTP: 3-5

Jeffrey J. Mantes
Commissioner of Public Works

Preston D. Cole
Director of Operations

Jeffrey S. Polenske
City EngineerDepartment of Public Works

I nfrastructure Services Division

February 23, 2010

To the Honorable. the Common Council

Dear Council Members:

Attached is a resolution authorizing and directing the proper City officers to execute a
Conveyance of Rights in Land document which will convey to the State of Wisconsin
sewer easement rights reserved to the City in a Quit Claim Deed recorded as document
number 4245766 at the Milwaukee County Register of Deeds. The City will retain rights
to use, maintain and repair the existing sewer in the Conveyance of Rights in Land
document, therefore, the easement to be conveyed is no longer necessary for City
purposes.

We recommend adoption of the resolution.

Very truly yours,

^1 ,  { ) 7 ' I  ; l\ l  t i  /r ' / , '  / l
/4/'utt /t4*,a12'

{t"{u{.Btr(n ue. P.E. ./4)o''
City ingineer

Transmittal letter Conveyance ofRights in Land 27th east.3-5

841 N. Broadway, Room 701, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202
Phone (41 4) 286-2400, Fax (41 4) 286-5994, TDD (41 4\ 286-2021



                  CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 
Ref: GEN\FISCALNT.MST 

 

A) DATE: February 23, 2010               FILE 

NUMBER:                     

Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to 

the State of Wisconsin that part of a 20 foot wide sewer easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of 

Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13
th
 

Aldermanic District. 
 

B) SUBMITTED BY  (NAME/TITLE/DEPT./EXT.):  Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E./City Engineer/Public Works/2400 
 

 

C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 

                 ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 

                 LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 

                 NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 

 

               

 

D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 

                 CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 

                 PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)                GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

                 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 

 

 

E)        PURPOSE 

 

SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 

ACCOUNT 

 

EXPENDITURE 

 

REVENUE 

 

SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES: N/A     

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:   $   

      

      

TOTALS:   $   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

    

                    N/A 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

.                   N/A 

 

 

H) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

                    N/A 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



Document Number 

CONVEYANCE OF RIGHTS IN LAND 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Exempt from fee s.77.25(2r) Wis. Stats. 
DT1660     12/2005     (Replaces ED660) s.84.09(1) Wis. Stats. 
 

City of Milwaukee GRANTOR, for and in consideration of the sum of One ($1.00) 

and other good and valuable consideration, grants and conveys any and all rights and 
interest which, by virtue of prior title, easement, license, or other legal devices, 
GRANTOR holds in the land described below to the State of Wisconsin, Department of 
Transportation, GRANTEE, for the purposes of constructing, operating, and maintaining a 
public highway and appurtenant facilities on, over, under, or across the said land; 
provided, however that GRANTOR reserves to itself the subordinate right to cross, 
traverse, or otherwise occupy said land with its present and future overhead or 
underground transmission lines, appurtenant facilities, and supporting structures in a 
manner consistent with the purposes of this conveyance and in a manner which will not 
interfere with normal highway maintenance and operation; provided, further, that the costs 
of any relocation or alteration, now or in the future, of the transmission lines, appurtenant 
facilities, or supporting structures when required by the GRANTEE for any reason, 
including accommodating future expanded or additional highway facilities on, over, under 
or across said land, will be paid by the GRANTEE; provided, however, that the costs of 
such relocation or alteration, or of the installation of new or additional facilities when done 
at the instance of and for the purposes of the GRANTOR, will be defrayed by the 
GRANTOR. 
 
This conveyance shall be binding on the GRANTOR, GRANTEE, and their respective 
successors and assigns. 
 
Any person named in this conveyance may make an appeal from the amount of 
compensation within six months after the date of recording of this conveyance as set forth 
in s.32.05(2a) Wisconsin Statutes.  For the purpose of any such appeal, the amount of 
compensation stated on the conveyance shall be treated as the award, and the date the 
conveyance is recorded shall be treated as the date of taking and the date of evaluation. 
 

Other persons having an interest in record in the property:  None 
 
Legal Description 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This space is reserved for recording data 

Return to 

Sandy Ratz 

SE Freeways Utility Coordinator  

WisDOT SE Region 

Waukesha, WI. 53187-0798 

Parcel Identification Number/Tax Key Number 

5989980211 

 

 
Those portions of the Grantor’s easements for sanitary sewer facilities that lie within the highway right-of-way limits as shown on the plat of RW 

Project Number 1030-20-20, sheet 4.28, prepared by Milwaukee Transportation Partners, labeled “I-94, including I-43 & I-894, College Ave. to Howard 
Ave., S. 35

th
 Street.to S. 3

rd
 Street”, dated 5/15/08, and all subsequent revisions thereto, as filed with the Milwaukee County Office of the Register of 

Deeds, as follows:  
 

Easement interest in lands located in parts of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 19, in Township 6 North, Range 22 East, in the City of 
Milwaukee, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. Said easement interests being further described as follows:  

 
 Easement recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds for Milwaukee County, Wisconsin in Reel 300 of Deeds on Pages 1575 to 1576 as 

Document No. 4245766

The undersigned certify that this instrument is executed pursuant to a resolution of the Board of Directors (or shareholders, stockholders, or members, if 
authorized by law) of GRANTOR corporation or cooperative. 

 

Acknowledgement 

 

             SEE SIGNATURE PAGES ATTACHED        

(Grantor Name)  (Date) 

  State of       ) 

(Signature) 

      

  ) ss. 
       County ) 

(Title) 

      

 On the above date, this instrument was acknowledged before me by the 
named person(s). 

(Print Name) 

 

  

   
(Signature)  (Signature, Notary Public) 

             
(Title)  (Print or Type Name, Notary Public) 

             
(Print Name)  (Date Commission Expires) 

 

Utility or R/W Project ID  1030-20-20This instrument was drafted by  Wisconsin Department of Transportation R/W Parcel No.  527 



 



 

 

Conveyance of Rights in Land for Easement Document No. 4245766 
 

City of Milwaukee’s release and conveyance of rights in land are to the State of Wisconsin only. In addition 

to City’s reserved rights hereunder, City retains all right, title, and interest it had vis-a vis parties other than 

the State of Wisconsin. 

 

 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

By:        

Thomas M. Barrett, Mayor 

 

By:        

Ronald D. Leonhardt, City Clerk 

 

 

COUNTERSIGNED 

 

By:        

W. Martin Morics, Comptroller 

 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20 , Thomas 

M. Barrett, Mayor, of the above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who executed 

the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such Mayor of said municipal corporation and 

acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY ) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20 , Ronald 

D. Leonhardt, City Clerk, of above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such City Clerk of said municipal corporation and 

acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 



 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20        , W. 

Martin Morics, Comptroller, of the above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such Comptroller of said municipal corporation 

and acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 
This instrument was drafted by the City of Milwaukee.  

 

Approved as to contents  
 

 

                 _____________ 

CITY ENGINEER, Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E.                     Date 

 
Approved as to form and execution     

  

 

  _____________  

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY, Gregg C. Hagopian        Date 
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PW FILE NUMBER: 091470 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Tim Thur Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
    

Ald. Witkowski  
3/4/10 
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convey to the State of Wisconsin Easement WE 398 & SE 2110 located at West Mallory Avenue 
extended between South 15th Place extended and the existing easterly right of way line of Interstate 
Highway 94 in the 13th Aldermanic District.

Sponsors: THE CHAIR
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ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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0091471  Version:File #:

Number
091471
Version
Original
Reference

Sponsor
The Chair
Title
Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to the State 
of Wisconsin Easement WE 398 & SE 2110 located at West Mallory Avenue extended between South 15th Place 
extended and the existing easterly right of way line of Interstate Highway 94 in the 13th Aldermanic District.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes the proper City Officers to execute a Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to the
State of Wisconsin Easement WE 398 & SE 2110 located between at West Mallory Avenue extended between South 15 th

Place extended and the existing easterly right of way line of Interstate Highway 94 in the 13th Aldermanic District.
Body
Whereas, On February 14, 1975, the City of Milwaukee was granted an easement for a sewer and water main located at
West Mallory Avenue extended between South 15 th Place extended and the existingeasterly right of way line of Interstate
Highway 94; and

Whereas, The easement to be conveyed is located between the centerline of West Mallory Avenue extended and the north
line of West Mallory extended, said easement is 20 feet wide and extends from 118± feet West of South 15 th Place to
163± feet West of South 15th Place; and 

Whereas, The portions of the sanitary sewer and water main located within the easement to be conveyed willbe re-routed
out of the existing easement; and

Whereas, The sewer and water easement to be conveyed will no longer be required for sewer or water facilities; now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that the proper City Officers are hereby authorized and 
directed to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, a draft copy of which is attached to this Common Council Resolution 
File Number 091471, said Conveyance of Rights in Land being incorporated in this resolution by reference as though set 
forth in full; and, be it

Further Resolved, That after said Conveyance of Rights in Land has been executed by the proper City Officers, it shall be 
forwarded to the office of the City Attorney for approval as to form and execution and then to the Department of Public 
Works for recording and proper distribution.

Drafter
Department of Public Works
Environmental Engineering Section
TJT/rtp
February 22, 2010

City of Milwaukee Printed on 3/5/2010Page 2 of 2

powered by Legistar™
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Department of Public Works
I nfrastructure Services DivisionMilwaukee

February 23, 2010

To the Honorable. the Common Council

Dear Council Members:

Attached is a resolution authorizing and directing the proper City officers to execute a
Conveyance of Rights in Land document which will convey to the State of Wisconsin
Sewer and Water Easement WE 398 & SE 2110 located at West Mallory Drive extended
between South l5th Place extended and Interstate Highway 94. The sewer and water
mains will be re-routed and the easement to be conveyed is no longer required for City
purposes.

We recommend adoption of the resolution.

Jeffrey J. Mantes
Commissioner of Public Works

Preston D. Cole
Director ol Operations

Jeffrey S. Polenske
City Engineer

City Engineer

Commissioner of Public Works

a'ftJT:rtp'0

Attachment

RTP: 3-5

Transmittal letter Convevance of Rishts in [-and Mallorv

841 N. Broadway, Room 701, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202
Phone (414) 286-2400, Fax (414) 286-5994, TDD (414) 286-202s



                  CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 
Ref: GEN\FISCALNT.MST 

 

A) DATE: February 23, 2010                   FILE 

NUMBER:                     

Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to 

the State of Wisconsin Easement WE 398 & SE 2110 located at West Mallory Avenue extended between South 15
th
 Place 

extended and the existing easterly right of way line of Interstate Highway 94 in the 13
th
 Aldermanic District. 

 
B) SUBMITTED BY  (NAME/TITLE/DEPT./EXT.):  Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E./City Engineer/Public Works/2400 
 

 

C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 

                 ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 

                 LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 

                 NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 

 

               

 

D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 

                 CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 

                 PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)                GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

                 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 

 

 

E)        PURPOSE 

 

SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 

ACCOUNT 

 

EXPENDITURE 

 

REVENUE 

 

SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES: N/A     

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:   $   

      

      

TOTALS:   $   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

    

                    N/A 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

.                   N/A 

 

 

H) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

                    N/A 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



Document Number 

CONVEYANCE OF RIGHTS IN LAND 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Exempt from fee s.77.25(2r) Wis. Stats. 
DT1660     12/2005     (Replaces ED660) s.84.09(1) Wis. Stats. 
 

City of Milwaukee GRANTOR, for and in consideration of the sum of One ($1.00) 

and other good and valuable consideration, grants and conveys any and all rights and 
interest which, by virtue of prior title, easement, license, or other legal devices, 
GRANTOR holds in the land described below to the State of Wisconsin, Department of 
Transportation, GRANTEE, for the purposes of constructing, operating, and maintaining a 
public highway and appurtenant facilities on, over, under, or across the said land; 
provided, however that GRANTOR reserves to itself the subordinate right to cross, 
traverse, or otherwise occupy said land with its present and future overhead or 
underground transmission lines, appurtenant facilities, and supporting structures in a 
manner consistent with the purposes of this conveyance and in a manner which will not 
interfere with normal highway maintenance and operation; provided, further, that the costs 
of any relocation or alteration, now or in the future, of the transmission lines, appurtenant 
facilities, or supporting structures when required by the GRANTEE for any reason, 
including accommodating future expanded or additional highway facilities on, over, under 
or across said land, will be paid by the GRANTEE; provided, however, that the costs of 
such relocation or alteration, or of the installation of new or additional facilities when done 
at the instance of and for the purposes of the GRANTOR, will be defrayed by the 
GRANTOR. 
 
This conveyance shall be binding on the GRANTOR, GRANTEE, and their respective 
successors and assigns. 
 
Any person named in this conveyance may make an appeal from the amount of 
compensation within six months after the date of recording of this conveyance as set forth 
in s.32.05(2a) Wisconsin Statutes.  For the purpose of any such appeal, the amount of 
compensation stated on the conveyance shall be treated as the award, and the date the 
conveyance is recorded shall be treated as the date of taking and the date of evaluation. 
 

Other persons having an interest in record in the property:  None 
 
Legal Description 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This space is reserved for recording data 

Return to 

Sandy Ratz 

SE Freeways Utility Coordinator  

WisDOT SE Region 

Waukesha, WI. 53187-0798 

Parcel Identification Number/Tax Key Number 

64319511006 

 

 
Those portions of the Grantor’s easements for sewer and water main facilities that lie within the highway right-of-way limits as shown on the plat of RW 
Project Number 1030-20-20, prepared by Milwaukee Transportation Partners, labeled “I-94, including I-43 & I-894, College Ave. to Howard Ave., S. 35

th
 

Street.to S. 3
rd

 Street”, dated 5/15/08, and all subsequent revisions thereto, as filed with the Milwaukee County Office of the Register of Deeds, as 
follows:  
Easement interest in lands located in parts of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of Section 30, in Township 6 North, Range 22 East, in the City of 
Milwaukee, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. Said easement interests being further described as follows:  
 

 Easement recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds for Milwaukee County, Wisconsin in Reel 854 of Deeds on Pages 672 to 677 as 
Document No. 4918291. 

 

The undersigned certify that this instrument is executed pursuant to a resolution of the Board of Directors (or shareholders, stockholders, or members, if 
authorized by law) of GRANTOR corporation or cooperative. 

 

Acknowledgement 

 

             SEE SIGNATURE PAGES ATTACHED        

(Grantor Name)  (Date) 

  State of       ) 

(Signature) 

      

  ) ss. 
       County ) 

(Title) 

      

 On the above date, this instrument was acknowledged before me by the 
named person(s). 

(Print Name) 

 

  

   
(Signature)  (Signature, Notary Public) 

             
(Title)  (Print or Type Name, Notary Public) 

             
(Print Name)  (Date Commission Expires) 

 

Utility or R/W Project ID  1030-20-20This instrument was drafted by  Wisconsin Department of TransportationR/W Parcel No.  UA516-UA517 



Conveyance of Rights in Land for Easement Document No. 4918291 
 

City of Milwaukee’s release and conveyance of rights in land are to the State of Wisconsin only. In addition 

to City’s reserved rights hereunder, City retains all right, title, and interest it had vis-a vis parties other than 

the State of Wisconsin. 

 

 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

By:        

Thomas M. Barrett, Mayor 

 

By:        

Ronald D. Leonhardt, City Clerk 

 

 

COUNTERSIGNED 

 

By:        

W. Martin Morics, Comptroller 

 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20 , Thomas 

M. Barrett, Mayor, of the above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who executed 

the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such Mayor of said municipal corporation and 

acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY ) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20 , Ronald 

D. Leonhardt, City Clerk, of above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such City Clerk of said municipal corporation and 

acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 



STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20        , W. 

Martin Morics, Comptroller, of the above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such Comptroller of said municipal corporation 

and acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 
This instrument was drafted by the City of Milwaukee.  

 

Approved as to contents  
 

 

                 _____________ 

CITY ENGINEER, Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E.                     Date 

 
Approved as to form and execution     

  

 

  _____________  

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY, Gregg C. Hagopian        Date 
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PW FILE NUMBER: 091471 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Tim Thur Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
  

Clark Wantoch Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Mantes Commissioner of Public Works 3/4/10 
   

Jeff Polenske Dept. of Public Works – Infra. 3/4/10 
    

Ald. Witkowski  
3/4/10 
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Action ByDate Action ResultVer. Tally

ASSIGNED TOCOMMON COUNCIL3/2/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0

HEARING NOTICES SENTPUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE3/4/2010 0
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0091472  Version:File #:

Number
091472
Version
Original
Reference

Sponsor
The Chair
Title
Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to the State 
of Wisconsin that part of a 35 foot wide sewer easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of 
Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13th

Aldermanic District.
Analysis
This resolution authorizes the proper City Officers to execute a Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to the
State of Wisconsin that part of a 35 foot wide sewer easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of
Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13 th

Aldermanic District.
Body
Whereas, On September 30, 1984, an easement 35 feet in width was granted to the City of Milwaukee in an easement
document recorded as document number 5795885 at the Milwaukee County Register of Deeds; and

Whereas, The part of the easement to be conveyed is located between the proposed southerly right of way line of
Interstate Highway 43/894 and the existing southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, between South 23 rd

Street extended and South 27th Street; and 

Whereas, The right to use, maintain and repair the sewer located within the easement area to be conveyed willbe retained
as long as the use, maintenance or repair is not in conflict with the use of the area for highway purposes; and 

Whereas, The rights to be conveyed will no longer be necessary for sewer purposes; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee that the proper City Officers are hereby authorized and 
directed to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, a draft copy of said Conveyance of Rights in Land is attached to this 
Common Council Resolution File Number 091472, said Conveyance of Rights in Land document being incorporated in 
this resolution by reference as though set forth in full; and, be it

Further Resolved, That after said Conveyance of Rights in Land has been executed by the proper City Officers, it shall be 
forwarded to the office of the City Attorney for approval as to form and execution and then to the Department of Public 
Works for recording and proper distribution.

Drafter
Department of Public Works
Environmental Engineering Section
TJT/rtp
February 22, 2010
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Citv
ofu

Department of Public Works
I nfrastructure Services DivisionMilwaukee

February 23, 2010

To the Honorable, the Common Council

Dear Council Members:

Attached is a resolution authonzing and directing the proper City officers to execute a
Conveyance of Rights in Land document which will convey sewer easement rights
granted to the City in an easement recorded as document number 5795885 at the
Milwaukee County Register of Deeds. The City will retain rights to use, maintain and
repair the existing sewer in the Conveyance of Rights in Land document, therefore, the
easement rights to be conveyed are no longer necessary for City purposes.

We recommend adoption of the resolution.

Very truly yours,

ommrssioner of Public Works

Jeffrey J. Mantes
Commissioner of pubfic Works

Preston D. Cole
Director ol Operations

Jeffrey S. potenske
City Engineer

{)r It);C-.*fr-t'
,rt", ,.U. 

'ftt '

1trfrn:rtn
Attachment

RTP: 3-5

Transntittal letter Conveyance of Rights in Land 27th u,est l-5

_. 841 N. Broadway, Room 701, Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202
Phone (414) 286-2400, Fax (414) 286_5994, TDD gtn12g[_2g2g



                  CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE                      CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 
Ref: GEN\FISCALNT.MST 

 

A) DATE: February 23, 2010               FILE 

NUMBER:                     

Original Fiscal Note   Substitute  

SUBJECT: Resolution authorizing the proper City Officers to execute Conveyance of Rights in Land, which will convey to 

the State of Wisconsin that part of a 35 foot wide sewer easement located between the existing southerly right of way line of 

Interstate Highway 43/894 and the proposed southerly right of way line of Interstate Highway 43/894, located in the 13
th
 

Aldermanic District. 

 
B) SUBMITTED BY  (NAME/TITLE/DEPT./EXT.):  Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E./City Engineer/Public Works/2400 
 

 

C) CHECK ONE:    ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES. 

                 ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION NEEDED. 

                 LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 

                 NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 

 

               

 

D) CHARGE TO:    DEPARTMENTAL ACCOUNT (DA)                    CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 

                 CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)                  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 

                 PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)                GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 

                 OTHER (SPECIFY) 

 

 

 

E)        PURPOSE 

 

SPECIFY TYPE/USE 

 

ACCOUNT 

 

EXPENDITURE 

 

REVENUE 

 

SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES: N/A     

      

      

SUPPLIES:      

      

MATERIALS:      

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:      

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:      

      

OTHER:   $   

      

      

TOTALS:   $   

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE APPROPRIATE BOX 

    

                    N/A 

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 1-3 YEARS  3-5 YEARS  

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

.                   N/A 

 

 

H) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

                    N/A 

 

PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  



Document Number 

CONVEYANCE OF RIGHTS IN LAND 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
Exempt from fee s.77.25(2r) Wis. Stats. 
DT1660     12/2005     (Replaces ED660) s.84.09(1) Wis. Stats. 
 

City of Milwaukee GRANTOR, for and in consideration of the sum of One ($1.00) 

and other good and valuable consideration, grants and conveys any and all rights and 
interest which, by virtue of prior title, easement, license, or other legal devices, 
GRANTOR holds in the land described below to the State of Wisconsin, Department of 
Transportation, GRANTEE, for the purposes of constructing, operating, and maintaining a 
public highway and appurtenant facilities on, over, under, or across the said land; 
provided, however that GRANTOR reserves to itself the subordinate right to cross, 
traverse, or otherwise occupy said land with its present and future overhead or 
underground transmission lines, appurtenant facilities, and supporting structures in a 
manner consistent with the purposes of this conveyance and in a manner which will not 
interfere with normal highway maintenance and operation; provided, further, that the costs 
of any relocation or alteration, now or in the future, of the transmission lines, appurtenant 
facilities, or supporting structures when required by the GRANTEE for any reason, 
including accommodating future expanded or additional highway facilities on, over, under 
or across said land, will be paid by the GRANTEE; provided, however, that the costs of 
such relocation or alteration, or of the installation of new or additional facilities when done 
at the instance of and for the purposes of the GRANTOR, will be defrayed by the 
GRANTOR. 
 
This conveyance shall be binding on the GRANTOR, GRANTEE, and their respective 
successors and assigns. 
 
Any person named in this conveyance may make an appeal from the amount of 
compensation within six months after the date of recording of this conveyance as set forth 
in s.32.05(2a) Wisconsin Statutes.  For the purpose of any such appeal, the amount of 
compensation stated on the conveyance shall be treated as the award, and the date the 
conveyance is recorded shall be treated as the date of taking and the date of evaluation. 
 

Other persons having an interest in record in the property:  None 
 
Legal Description 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This space is reserved for recording data 

Return to 

Sandy Ratz 

SE Freeways Utility Coordinator  

WisDOT SE Region 

Waukesha, WI. 53187-0798 

Parcel Identification Number/Tax Key Number 

5980471000 

 

 
Those portions of the Grantor’s easements for storm sewer facilities that lie within the highway right-of-way limits as shown on the plat of RW 

Project Number 1030-20-20, sheet 4.28, prepared by Milwaukee Transportation Partners, labeled “I-94, including I-43 & I-894, College Ave. to Howard 
Ave., S. 35

th
 Street.to S. 3

rd
 Street”, dated 5/15/08, and all subsequent revisions thereto, as filed with the Milwaukee County Office of the Register of 

Deeds, as follows:  
 

Easement interest in lands located in parts of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section 19, in Township 6 North, Range 22 East, in the City of 
Milwaukee, Milwaukee County, Wisconsin. Said easement interests being further described as follows:  

 Easement recorded in the Office of the Register of Deeds for Milwaukee County, Wisconsin in Reel 1735 of Deeds on Pages 852 as 
Document No. 5795885

 

The undersigned certify that this instrument is executed pursuant to a resolution of the Board of Directors (or shareholders, stockholders, or members, if 
authorized by law) of GRANTOR corporation or cooperative. 

 

Acknowledgement 

 

             SEE SIGNATURE PAGES ATTACHED        

(Grantor Name)  (Date) 

  State of       ) 

(Signature) 

      

  ) ss. 
       County ) 

(Title) 

      

 On the above date, this instrument was acknowledged before me by the 
named person(s). 

(Print Name) 

 

  

   
(Signature)  (Signature, Notary Public) 

             
(Title)  (Print or Type Name, Notary Public) 

             
(Print Name)  (Date Commission Expires) 

 

Utility or R/W Project ID  1030-20-20This instrument was drafted by  Wisconsin Department of Transportation R/W Parcel No.  UA517 



 

 

Conveyance of Rights in Land for Easement Document No. 5795885 
 

City of Milwaukee’s release and conveyance of rights in land are to the State of Wisconsin only. In addition 

to City’s reserved rights hereunder, City retains all right, title, and interest it had vis-a vis parties other than 

the State of Wisconsin. 

 

 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

By:        

Thomas M. Barrett, Mayor 

 

By:        

Ronald D. Leonhardt, City Clerk 

 

 

COUNTERSIGNED 

 

By:        

W. Martin Morics, Comptroller 

 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20 , Thomas 

M. Barrett, Mayor, of the above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who executed 

the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such Mayor of said municipal corporation and 

acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY ) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20 , Ronald 

D. Leonhardt, City Clerk, of above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such City Clerk of said municipal corporation and 

acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 



 

 

STATE OF WISCONSIN ) 

 ) SS 

MILWAUKEE COUNTY) 

 

 Personally came before me this    day of      A.D., 20        , W. 

Martin Morics, Comptroller, of the above-named municipal corporation, to me known to be the person who 

executed the foregoing instrument and to me known to be such Comptroller of said municipal corporation 

and acknowledged that he executed the foregoing instrument as such officer as the deed of said municipal 

corporation, by its authority, and pursuant to Resolution File Number    adopted by its Common 

Council on    . 

 

         

 Notary Public, State of Wisconsin 

 My Commission Expires      

 

 
This instrument was drafted by the City of Milwaukee.  

 

Approved as to contents  
 

 

                 _____________ 

CITY ENGINEER, Jeffrey S. Polenske, P.E.                     Date 

 
Approved as to form and execution     

  

 

  _____________  

ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY, Gregg C. Hagopian        Date 
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1081637  Version:File #:

Number
081637
Version
Substitute 1
Reference
Sponsor
The Chair
Title:
Substitute resolution approving Lease Agreement between Waters’ New Biotech Company and the Port of 
Milwaukee.
Analysis
This resolution would approve lease agreement with Waters’ New Biotech for 3.7 acres of real property located 
on the South Harbor Tract of the Port of Milwaukee.  The term of the lease is for 15 years commencing May 1, 
2009 and terminating April 30, 2024; and
Body
Whereas, Waters’ New Biotech is an operating and manufacturing entity for the production, storage, and 
distribution of wood pellet products, an alternative biomass fuel source; and 

Whereas, Waters’ New Biotech desires a waterfront location to construct and operate wood pellet 
manufacturing and export facility at the Port of Milwaukee; and 

Whereas, The Board of Harbor Commissioners at their meeting of April 9, 2009 acted by vote of the Board to 
approve this lease agreement; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, By the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee, that said Common Council hereby ratifies and 
approves the Lease Agreement between Waters’ New Biotech and the City of Milwaukee, by and through its 
Board of Harbor Commissioners for the period of May 1, 2009 through April 30, 2024; and, be it  

Further Resolved, That the designated officers of said government and of said Board of Harbor Commissioners 
are hereby authorized and directed to execute an agreement to carry out this purpose.

Drafter:
Port of Milwaukee
ECR

i:watersbiotechlseccres.doc
4/15/09
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April 15, 2009 

 

Ref:  Waters Biotech/Lease 
 

To The Honorable  
The Common Council 
City of Milwaukee 

 
Dear Council Members: 

 
 The Port of Milwaukee is requesting approval for a lease agreement with Waters’ 
New Biotech for certain real property on the Port’s South Harbor Tract.  

 
 The property consists of 3.7 acres with a Lease term of May 1, 2009 through 

April 30, 2024. 
 
 The lease agreement was approved by the Board of Harbor Commissioners at its 

meeting on April 9, 2009.  It is therefore, placed before your Honorable Body for its 
ratification of the Board's action.  We respectfully request that your Honorable Body 

approve this Agreement and authorize its execution by adopting the attached resolution.  
 
       Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

 
       ERIC C. REINELT 
       Municipal Port Director 

 
ECR/dcl 

 
i:watersbiotechlseccltr.doc 
 

 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 

               

  

A) DATE April 15, 2009  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Approve lease agreement w ith Waters’ New  Biotech for 3.7 acres of land 

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Eric C. Reinelt, Municipal Port Director, Port of Milw aukee, 8130 xt. 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 X NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 

 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 

 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES:    None     

      

      

SUPPLIES:   “     

      

MATERIALS:   “     

      

NEW EQUIPMENT:   “     

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR:   “     

      

OTHER:   “     

      

      

TOTALS   None     

 

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

        X 1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS   See attached sheet 

                 1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

          None 

 

 

 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 



         Wharfage is set by Port tariff  at $.54/ton w ith a 100,000 ton minimum.  Dockage is set by tariff  @ $1,000 per day for 5 ships  per year w ith 

estimated 2 days each in port. 

 

 

 PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 

(F) Rent during first 3 years is set at a reduced rate of $46,433.36 annually to compensate 

Tenant for their demolition costs of City-owned building.  Thereafter, annual base rent 

returns to $85,100. 

 

 Dockage at $10,000 

 Wharfage at $54,000 



 

 

LEASE AGREEMENT 

 

Between 

 

WATERS’ NEW BIOTECH 

 

and the  

 

BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSONERS 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE  

 
 

                            For lease of 3.7 acres located on the Ports South Harbor Tract 

                            Initial Term:  May 1, 2009 through April 30, 2024 
                                                   (See Section 1B for further extension terms) 
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LEASE AGREEMENT 

 Lease Agreement made as of the           day of _____, 2009, by and between WATERS’ NEW 

BIOTECH INC., a Wisconsin corporation, (hereinafter referred to as "Tenant"), and the CITY OF 

MILWAUKEE, a Wisconsin corporation, by and through its Board of Harbor Commissioners 

(hereinafter collectively referred to as the "City"). 

 W I T N E S S E T H : 

 City hereby leases, demises and lets unto Tenant the real property comprised of approximately 

3.7 acres (hereinafter referred to as the "Property"), located on the South Harbor Tract of the City of 

Milwaukee.  The Property is more particularly described in Exhibit A, which is affixed hereto and 

incorporated into this document by this reference.  This Lease is to be considered a bare ground lease.  

The building and other improvements upon the Property left by the previous tenant belong to City.  

These are to be removed by Tenant on or before September 1, 2009 and City will reimburse Tenant for 

the cost of this removal as described in Section 2(B), below. 

 This Lease is entered into by the parties under the following terms and conditions: 

 1.  Term.   

      (A) Initial Term.  The Initial Term of this Lease shall be for a period of fifteen (15) years (the 

“Initial Term”) commencing 12:00 a.m. May 1, 2009 and terminating at 11:59 p.m. April 30, 2024, 

subject to the City’s right to terminate earlier pursuant to Sections 5(D) and 8, below. 

      (B) Extension Terms.  Provided that no event of default then exists, Tenant shall have the 

right to extend the term of this Lease for two (2) successive periods of five (5) years each (the “First 

Extension Term” 12:00 a.m. May 1, 2024 to 11:50 p.m. April 30, 2029 and the “Second Extension 

Term” 12:00 a.m. May 1, 2029 to 11:59 p.m. April 30, 2034).  In order to exercise each option, Tenant 

shall provide City with written notice of its intent to do so no less than twelve (12) months prior to the 

expiration of the Initial Term or of the First Extended Term.  After the conclusion of the Second 

Extension Term and upon mutual written agreement between City and Tenant, this Lease may be 

amended and extended for additional extension terms.  Should Tenant wish to extend this Lease after the 

conclusion of the Second Extension Term and subsequent extension terms, Tenant shall provide written 

notice of such intent to City at least twenty-four (24) months prior to the expiration date of the Second 

Extension Term and subsequent extension terms. 
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 2.  Rent.   

      (A) Base Rent.  The base rental rate for the Property (3.7 acres) shall be $23,000 per acre per 

year or Eighty Five Thousand One Hundred Dollars ($85,100) per year (the “Base Rent”) for the total 

Property payable monthly in advance on the first day of each month in the amount of $7,091.67. 

      (B) Demolition Credit.  In consideration of Tenant’s commitment to remove at its sole cost 

and expense all existing City-owned improvements now located on the Property, the annual Base Rent 

during the years 2009, 2010, and 2011 shall be reduced to $46,433.36, payable monthly at $3,869.45 to 

compensate Tenant for those demolition costs (estimated at $116,000).   Tenant shall provide the City 

with true and complete copies of all invoices evidencing its complete actual demolition costs, within 

thirty days after completing the demolition. If actual demolition costs differ more or less by more than 

20% from the above estimate of $116,000, Base Rent for the years 2009, 2010, and 2011 will be 

adjusted accordingly to reflect the difference by a written amendment to this Lease.   

      (C) Base Rent Increases.  Beginning on January 1, 2012 and continuing on each second 

January 1 thereafter (in 2014, 2016, etc.) for the term of this Lease and any extensions thereto, the Base 

Rent for the Property shall be adjusted to the amount determined by applying the percentage increase, if 

any, in the “All Commodities line (Code 2500) of the “Producer Price Indexes”  published by the Unites 

States Bureau of Statistics (or its successor organization) (1982=100) for the two-year period prior to the 

beginning of the new 2-year rental period to the annual rent payable during the previous 2-year period of 

this Lease; provided, however, that in no event shall the new Base Rent, as adjusted by the foregoing 

method, be decreased to an amount below that for the Base Rent during the preceding year. 

      (E) Wharfage.  In addition to the Base Rent, Tenant shall also pay City wharfage according to 

the current Municipal Port Tariff, Item 215 “Bulk Commodities – Dry” during the terms of this Lease 

for cargo, product, or ingredients shipped from the Property by vessels, barges, rail cars, trucks or other 

conveyances, wharfage will be charged quarterly in arrears on January 1, April 1, July 1, and October1 

each year.  Each wharfage payment shall be for the immediately preceding quarter.  Minimum billable 

wharfage (except during 2009, 2010 and 2011) shall be 100,000 metric tons on product shipped out of 

the facility. If any quarter during the Initial Term or any extension thereto tonnage shipped from the 

Property exceeds 50,000 metric tons wharfage shall be charged at 80% of current Port tariff rate. 

      (F) Upon mutual consent and agreement between City and Tenant the rental terms of this 

lease may be renegotiated in the future. 

 3.  Records.  Tenant shall maintain completed, accurate and verifiable books and records of its 

business conducted on the property relative thereto, the form of such books and records to be subject to 
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the approval of the Board of Harbor Commissioners and the City Comptroller and to be made available 

to properly accredited representatives of the Board of Harbor Commissioners and of the City of 

Milwaukee, at any reasonable time after request at Tenant’s office, for audit or for such other inspection 

as may be deemed desirable by the City.  Tenant shall maintain adequate books and records for 

determination of all amounts due City under this Lease; such books and records shall be kept in 

accordance with generally-accepted accounting principles.  Tenant’s books and records are its private 

property, and City shall endeavor to keep confidential all information which it derives therefrom to the 

fullest extent allowed by law. 

 4.  Financial Guarantees.   

      (A) Performance Guaranty.  Upon the commencement of the term of this Lease, Tenant shall 

furnish either a bond or a standby bank letter of credit or an equivalent financial guarantee instrument in 

a form approved by the City, in the amount of $100,000, which shall be sufficient to fully cover one 

year’s total Base Rent (before demolition credit), estimated wharfage fees, and other financial 

obligations of the Tenant payable to the City (the “Performance Guaranty”).  In the event Tenant is 

unable, after exercising every reasonable effort, to procure the Performance Guaranty, Tenant, at the 

sole option of the City, may furnish to City written personal guarantees of its shareholders in a form and 

amount approved by the City.  In the event that the Performance Guaranty expires under its terms or in 

the event that City ever draws upon the Performance Guaranty furnished under this Section, Tenant shall 

immediately post a new or equivalent Performance Guaranty in the form and amount specified by this 

Section.  

      (B) Removal Guaranty.  In addition to the Performance Guaranty, upon receiving 

construction permits from permitting authorities, Tenant shall also furnish another bond or a standby 

bank letter of credit or an equivalent financial guarantee instrument in a form approved by the City, in 

the amount of $200,000, which amount the parties agree shall be sufficient at the commencement date of 

this Lease, to guaranty the removal of all improvements constructed on the Property by Tenant upon 

termination or expiration of this Lease (the “Removal Guaranty”).  In the event that the Removal 

Guaranty expires under its terms or in the event that City reasonably determines (not more than once in 

any five year period) that the amount of the Removal Guaranty is insufficient to pay for the removal of 

all improvements constructed on the Property by Tenant, Tenant shall immediately post a new or 

equivalent Performance Guaranty in the amount required by City and in the form and specified by this 

Section.  
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 5.  Use of the Property.   

      (A) Permitted Use.  Tenant shall use the Property for the construction and operation of a 

wood pelleting and gasification facility including related fixtures necessary for the receiving of raw 

materials, and handling, storage and delivery of final precuts.    

      (B) Protection of City Infrastructure.  Tenant agrees that storage of piled materials shall be 

restricted to locations at a distance from the edge of the dock (dock setback) designated by the City 

Harbor Engineer in order to assure dockwall stability and as depicted in Exhibit A.  Tenant further 

agrees to provide suitable protection to any existing water lines, power lines or other underground 

installations that are now in place to protect them from damage.  The kind and quality of said 

installations are subject to the approval of City. Tenant will take all necessary precautions to prevent the 

spillage of products on both land and water surfaces. 

      (C) Other Uses.  Additional uses of the Property are not permitted without the prior written 

approval of the Municipal Port Director.  Tenant acknowledges the suitability of the Property for its 

intended uses and bears sole responsibility for making any determination with respect thereto. 

      (D) Construction of New Facilities and Operation of Business.  To facilitate Tenant’s 

permitted use of the Property, Tenant, at its sole cost and expense, shall demolish all existing 

improvements on the Property, construct one or more new buildings on the Property, install bulk 

loading/unloading systems and conveyors intended to handle cargo from rail cars and/or trucks to or 

from vessels and/or trucks to the new building and construct such other improvements as may be 

necessary for Tenant’s permitted use (collectively the “Project”).  Tenant acknowledges and agrees that 

its timely completion of the entire Project in a good and workmanlike manner is an essential condition to 

its on-going right to occupy the Property under the terms of this Lease.  Accordingly, regardless of 

Tenant’s timely payment of Base Rent and full compliance with all other terms and conditions of this 

Lease, Tenant acknowledges and agrees that, in the event that Tenant fails to timely complete any of the 

following benchmarks, at any time thereafter (but prior to Tenant’s achievement of such benchmark), 

City may terminate this Lease by giving written notice to Tenant, without providing Tenant with any 

right to cure:  

       (i) on or before September 1, 2009, completion of the demoltion of all existing 

improvements now located on the Property and removal of all debris from the Property 

following demolition; 

      (ii) on or before September 1, 2009, submission to and approval by City, which shall not be 

unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed, of detailed architectural plans and 
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specifications, prepared by a Wisconsin licensed architect using generally accepted trade 

practices, which are complete in all respects and contain all details requisite for 

completion of the Project in a form sufficient to allow Tenant to operate the Project for 

the permitted use thereof;  

     (iii) on or before September 1, 2009, submission to and approval by City, which shall not be  

 unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed, of fully executed fixed price contract(s)  

 with a reputable general contractor(s) and equipment supplier(s) for all labor, materials  

 and equipment required by the plans and specifications for completion and operation of  

 the entire Project;  

  (iv) on or before December 1, 2009, completion of all foundation work for the Project; 

       (v) on or before March 1, 2010, completion of all framing and roof work for the Project; 

(vi) on or before June 1, 2010, completion of all bulk loading/unloading systems and  

 conveyors and all other improvements necessary for the Project and Tenant’s permitted  

 use of the Property; 

    (vii) on or before September 1, 2010, installation of all equipment necessary for the Project  

 and Tenant’s permitted use of the Property; and 

 (vii) on or before November 1, 2010, commencement of Tenant’s business operations.  

      (E) Vessel Berthing.  Tenant shall have preferential, but not exclusive use of berthing space 

in the inner harbor alongside Tenant’s leasehold.  Tenant recognizes that this space is a shared docking 

area with other Port tenants.  Tenant will give City a forty-eight (48) hour prior notice Monday through 

Friday during normal business hours of vessel arrivals.  Tenant shall provide access to vessels, which 

may moor along such harbor dock whenever such access is required in the judgment of the City upon 

request by City.  It is understood and agreed that City regularly uses the Municipal Mooring Basin 

adjoining and adjacent to the Property as a vessel berth and for incidental dock and navigation uses.  

Tenant agrees to conduct its operations in such manner as to not interfere with such mooring operations, 

dock operations or storage operations of City.  In case of conflict over docking space, the City’s Harbor 

Master authority for assigning berths will apply.   

6. Occupancy Subject to Existing Easements and Restrictions.  Tenant's occupancy  

of the Property is subject to any recorded easements and restrictions of record. 
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 7.  Termination and Vacation.   

      (A) Termination and Vacation Date.  Tenant shall vacate the Property on or before the 

expiration of this Lease.  The Property shall be returned to City by Tenant in substantially the same 

condition in which it was received, except for the existing improvements, which Tenant shall demolish 

on or before September 1, 2009 in accordance with Section 5 (D) (i) above, and the new Project, which 

Tenant shall construct in accordance with Section 5(D), (ii through vii) above, and which Tenant shall 

either demolish or leave intact on the Property in accordance with Section 7(C), below.  In the event that 

Tenant fails to vacate the Property in a timely fashion, City shall have the option to do any or all of the 

following: (1) cause the Property to be vacated; (2) charge Tenant twice (2x) the Base Rent set forth in 

Section 2 of this Lease for all periods subsequent to the date of expiration of this Lease or of any agreed 

extension thereof; and (3) to assess and recover against the Tenant the actual costs of such vacation and 

any damages sustained by the City as a consequence of the Tenant’s failure to timely vacate the 

Property.  

      (B) Optional Month-to-Month Extensions.  City may at its sole option extend the Lease term 

on a month-to-month basis and on the same terms and conditions in the event additional time is required 

for Tenant to vacate Property under this section.   

      (C) Surrender or Removal of Improvements.  As City shall elect and direct in writing, within 

ninety (90) days prior to the expiration date of this Lease or within ninety (90) days after the earlier 

termination date of this Lease, Tenant shall either leave intact or demolish and vacate the Property free 

and clear of all of the Project and all of related materials, equipment, improvements, and installations in 

place or constructed upon the Property, in accordance with Sections 5 and 15, and shall return the 

Property to City as bare ground.  In the event that Tenant fails to vacate the Property in the prescribed 

state of clearance, as determined by City, after ten (10) days' written notice to Tenant, City shall have 

the option to have such clearance and clean-up conducted as in its reasonable judgment is necessary in 

order to bring the Property to the prescribed state of clearance and to assess the costs of such action 

against Tenant.  In no event shall City have any right to any of Tenant’s trade fixtures; and, except as 

otherwise set forth in this Lease, Tenant may remove such trade fixtures upon the termination of this 

Lease, provided Tenant repairs any damage caused by such removal. 

 8.  Default.  The occurrence of one or more of the following events shall be considered events of 

default under the terms of this Lease: 

      (A) Tenant shall be adjudged a bankrupt, or a decree or order, approving as properly filed, a 

petition or answer asking reorganization of Tenant under Federal Bankruptcy Laws as now or hereafter 
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amended, or under the laws of this State, shall be entered, and any such decree, judgment or order shall 

not have been vacated, stayed or set aside within sixty (60) days from the date of the entry or granting 

thereof; City may at its sole option extend the Lease term on a month-to-month basis in the event 

additional time is required for Tenant to vacate Property under this Section; or 

      (B) Tenant shall file or admit the jurisdiction of the court and the material allegations 

contained in any petition in bankruptcy or any petition pursuant or purporting to be pursuant to the 

Federal Bankruptcy Laws as now or hereafter amended, or Tenant shall institute any proceedings or 

shall give its consent to the institution of any proceedings for any relief of Tenant under any bankruptcy 

or insolvency laws or any laws relating to the relief of debtors, readjustment of indebtedness, or 

reorganization; or 

      (C) Tenant shall make an assignment for the benefit of creditors or shall apply for or consent 

to the appointment of a receiver for Tenant; or 

      (D) Tenant shall abandon the Property for a period of thirty (30) days.  

      (E) Tenant shall be delinquent in any rental or other payments due under this Lease and such 

delinquency shall continue for five (5) days after notice thereof in writing to Tenant; or 

      (F) Tenant shall default in any of the other covenants or agreements herein contained to be 

kept, observed and performed by Tenant, and such default shall continue for ten (10) days after notice 

thereof in writing to Tenant; or   

      (G) Tenant shall make any assignment, sublease, transfer, conveyance or other disposition of 

its interest in the Property without the express written consent of City; or 

      (H) Tenant shall fail to timely meet any of the benchmarks set forth in Section 5(D), above. 

Upon occurrence of any one or more of such events of default, it shall be lawful for City, at its election 

in the manner and terms herein provided, to declare this Lease ended, and to recover possession of the 

Property, either with or without process of law, to enter and to expel, and remove Tenant and all agents, 

employees and representatives of Tenant engaged in operating the Property or occupying the Property, 

using such force as may be necessary in so doing.  If default shall be made in any covenants, 

agreements, conditions or undertakings herein contained, to be observed and performed by Tenant, 

which cannot with due diligence be cured within a period of ten (10) days, and if notice thereof in 

writing shall have been given to Tenant, and if Tenant prior to the expiration of said ten (10) days from 

and after the giving of such notice, commences to eliminate the cause of such default and proceeds 

diligently and with dispatch to take all steps and do all work required to cure such default and thereafter 

does so cure such default, then City shall not have the right to declare the term of the Lease as ended; 



 9

however, that the curing of any default in such manner shall not be construed to limit or restrict the right 

of City to declare this Lease ended and terminated, and to enforce all of City's rights and remedies 

hereunder for any other default not so cured. 

 9. Maintenance and Housekeeping.   

      (A) Routine maintenance, housekeeping and cleanliness shall be the responsibility of Tenant.  

City retains the right to have any of its officers, agents or employees inspect the Property at all 

reasonable time and Tenant shall be required to grant full access to the Property at such times. 

      (B) Since the Property is vacant at the inception of this Lease, any and all buildings, fixtures 

or other improvements thereon that may be constructed or placed upon Property shall be constructed or 

placed at the Tenant’s sole cost and expense.  Except for damage caused by fire or other casualty, as 

specified in Section 16 of this Lease, Tenant, at Tenant’s sole cost and expense, shall have the 

affirmative duty to periodically inspect, maintain, service, repair and replace, if necessary, all portions of 

the Property including all buildings and improvements thereon, and including, but not limited to, all 

building elements, branch plumbing and fixtures, pest extermination, fences and rail track up to and 

including the railroad switch leading onto Tenant’s spur.  In addition thereto, Tenant shall keep the 

Property and any dock area servicing the Property in a clean and sanitary condition shall take all 

necessary measures to prevent pollutants and hazardous wastes from being discharged onto or beneath 

the Property or into navigable waterways, shall keep the common parking areas, driveways and loading 

docks free of Tenant’s debris, and shall control weeds and maintain landscaping.  Tenant shall not store 

materials, waste or pallets outside of the Property, and shall timely arrange for the removal and/or 

disposal of all pallets, crates and refuse owned by Tenant which cannot be disposed of in the 

dumpster(s) servicing the Property. 

      (C) Tenant shall perform all repairs and maintenance in a good and workmanlike manner, 

using materials and labor of the same character, kind and quality as originally employed within the 

Property; and all such repairs and maintenance shall be in compliance with all governmental and quasi-

governmental laws, ordinances and regulations, as well as all requirements of City’s insurance carrier.  

In the event Tenant fails to properly perform any such repairs or maintenance within a reasonable period 

of time, City shall have the option to perform any such repairs on behalf of Tenant, in which event 

Tenant shall reimburse to City, as Additional Rent, the costs thereof within thirty (30) days after receipt 

of City’s invoice for same. 

 10. Utilities.  Tenant shall be solely responsible for the installation and purchase of all utility 

services required by Tenant during the term of this Lease. 
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 11. Assignment and Subleasing.  Tenant shall not assign or sublet the Property or any portion 

thereof, nor allow the same to be used or occupied by any other person or for any other use than herein 

specified, without the prior written consent of City.  For purposes of this Section, the transfer of any 

majority interest in any corporation or partnership shall be deemed to be an assignment of this Lease.  In 

the event City consents to any sublease or assignment, the same shall not constitute a release of Tenant 

from the full performance of Tenant’s obligations under this Lease.  Further, in the event of any such 

sublease or assignment, Tenant shall reimburse City for all reasonable attorneys’ fees in connection with 

reviewing and/or drafting any appropriate documents to affect such transfer of Tenant’s interests.  

Further, Tenant shall pay to City as Additional Rent under this Lease, 50% of any profit, rental or other 

compensation received in excess of the rental specified in Section 2 of this Lease by Tenant as a 

consequence of any assignment or sublease hereunder. 

 12. Indemnification.  Tenant hereby agrees to indemnify and save harmless City from and 

against all liabilities, claims, demands, judgments, losses and all suits at law or in equity, costs and 

expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees, for injury to and/or death of any person or persons and/or 

loss and/or damage to the property of any person, firm or corporation whomsoever, including both 

parties hereto and their employees, arising from the construction, maintenance or operation of Tenant's 

improvements and equipment, or in the carrying on of its business as hereinbefore set forth, except when 

such liability, claim, demand, judgment or loss arises solely from a negligent act of the City, its agents, 

contractors or employees. 

 13. Insurance. Tenant shall maintain in full force and effect throughout the currency of this 

Lease, the following insurance covering any and all liability or obligations which may result from 

operations by Tenant, Tenant’s employees, agents, contractors or subcontractors as aforesaid in this 

Lease: 

      (A) Property insurance coverage protecting against physical damage (including but not  

limited to fire, lightning, extended coverage perils, vandalism, sprinkler leakage, water damage, collapse 

and other special extended perils) to the extent of the replacement cost of Tenant’s personal property and 

improvements as well as goods or property in Tenant’s care, custody and/or control. 

      (B) Comprehensive General Liability Insurance (including but not limited to Products  

and Completed Operations and Contractual Liability, as applicable to Tenant’s obligations under this 

Lease) with limits not less than: 

  Each Occurrence Limit:     $2,000,000 
  Products/Completed Operations Aggregate:  $2,000,000 
  General Policy Aggregate:     $2,000,000 
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      (C) Automotive Liability Insurance with Limits not less than: 

Bodily Injury and Property Damage  
Combined Single Limit:     $1,000,000 per occurrence 

 
      (D) Worker’s Compensation Insurance in accordance with Chapter 102, Wisconsin Statutes  
  and any applicable Federal law. 
 
      (E) Umbrella Coverage:    $10,000,000 in aggregate 

      (F) Environmental Impairment Liability Coverage to be continued for a period of 4 years  
  after Lease expiration.  
 

 Each Occurrence Limit   $2,000,000 
 Aggregate Coverage    $4,000,000 

 

      (G) The requirements of Subsection (C) and (D) above will be met once Tenant obtains one 

or more motor vehicles and once Tenant acquires one or more employees.  Both acquisitions must be 

reported to City immediately in wiring.  Failure to comply with this requirement will result in the 

termination of this Lease. 

      (H) All such policies shall be of a form and content satisfactory to City.  In addition, the  

Board of Harbor Commissioners of the City of Milwaukee and the City of Milwaukee will be designated 

on the General Liability, Property Insurance, Automobile and Umbrella policies as Additional Named 

Insureds.  All policies shall be with companies licensed to do business in the State of Wisconsin and 

rated A or better in the most current issue of Best’s Key Rating Guide.  Tenant shall furnish City with 

certificates of insurance for all policies showing that insurance has been written as required.  Such 

evidence shall be provided by Tenant at least thirty (30) days prior to occupancy; and further, such 

policies shall provide that no less than thirty (30) days written notice be given to City before any such 

policies are cancelled or substantially changed to reduce the insurance provided thereby.  Said 

certificates of insurance shall remain in effect for the duration of this.  Tenant shall not act in any 

manner that may make void or voidable any insurance required herein.  Upon written demand, Tenant 

shall provide City full, complete and accurate copies of the insurance policies required by this Lease.  

Once in every three (3)-year period during the term of this Lease, City shall review the extent and limits 

of the insurance coverage required herein.  After said review, should City determine an increase in the 

extent and/or limits of insurance coverage is required, Tenant shall be so notified in writing and Tenant 

shall cause such increases to be placed in effect within thirty (30) days of receiving such notice.  In no 

event shall the extent and limits of insurance coverage be reduced from the amounts shown herein. 
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       (I) The attorney in fact or agent of any insurance company furnishing any policy of 

insurance shall sign and furnish an affidavit setting forth that no City official or employee has any 

interest, direct or indirect, or has received any premium, commission, fee or other thing of value on 

account of furnishing said policy of insurance. 

 14. Taxes.  Tenant shall pay and discharge when due all taxes, if any, assessments, levies and 

other charges, general and special, that are or may be during the term hereof levied, assessed, imposed 

or charged on the Property or the improvements thereon or hereafter placed thereon. 

 15. Alterations & Improvements.  Tenant shall not make any alterations, additions, buildings 

or improvements to the Property without the prior written consent of City except as specified in this 

Lease.  Improvements shall be constructed in a good and workmanlike manner, and in compliance with 

all applicable governmental and quasi-governmental laws, ordinances and regulations, Tenant shall 

furnish, upon City’s request, plans, specifications, drawings and/or renderings of any proposed 

alterations, additions, buildings or improvements. Tenant or its contractors agree to properly secure all 

necessary permits and licenses required by any state, federal or local departments or agencies for the 

construction and operation of Tenant’s business and improvements.  A copy of each such permit or 

license shall be sent to the Port of Milwaukee for its record file. 

 16. Destruction.  If the project or other improvements upon the Property are damaged in whole 

or in part by casualty, Tenant shall be solely responsible for the repair or replacement of the same within 

one hundred eighty (180) days from the date of said casualty. There shall be no rent abatement during 

such period.  If Tenant does not rebuild in 180 days or such other period of time as Tenant and City 

mutually agree upon in writing, City may immediately terminate this Lease. 

 17. Compliance with Laws and Orders.   

      (A) Laws.  Tenant agrees to observe fully and to comply with any laws, statutes, regulations, 

ordinances, rules, requirements or directives now in force or which shall emanate from any state, federal 

or local departments or agencies having jurisdiction.  Tenant also agrees to be fully bound and to 

observe the provisions of the Municipal Port Tariff in effect as of the date of commencement of this 

Lease and of any successor or equivalent document issued by the Board of Harbor Commissioners of the 

City of Milwaukee during the term of this Lease. 

      (B) Licenses and Permits.  Tenant or its contractors agree to properly secure all necessary 

permits and licenses required by any state, federal or local departments or agencies for the construction 

and operation of Tenant’s business and improvements.  A copy of each such permit or license shall be 

sent to the Port of Milwaukee for its record file. 
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  18. Security Compliance.  

      (A) Homeland Security.  Tenant agrees to conform to all national security requirements 

imposed be the U.S. Department of Homeland Security, the Marine Transportation Security Act and its 

implementing regulations, as well as any applicable state and local security rules and regulations.  

      (B) Port Consortium.  Tenant also agrees to comply with any measures and obligations 

imposed by a Port of Milwaukee tenant consortium formed to administer security requirements.  Tenant 

will become a member of any such consortium and pay any fees or levies imposed by that consortium or 

by the Port of Milwaukee to cover security costs.  

      (C) Definition.  “Security,” as that term is used herein shall mean “Measures designed to 

safeguard personnel; to prevent unauthorized access to equipment, property, buildings, harbor facilities, 

installations, materials, and documents; and to safeguard against espionage, sabotage, damage, and theft, 

or to prevent persons or organizations from engaging in any activity or using Port properties, equipment 

and material in a manner that would aid an effort to harm vital interests of the City of Milwaukee, the 

State of Wisconsin or the United States of America.” 

 19. Environmental Compliance and Obligations. 

       (A) Compliance with Environmental Regulations.  Tenant shall fully comply with all statutes, 

regulations, or other applicable requirements imposed by any federal, state, or municipal agency with 

respect to the environmental condition of the Property and/or with respect to any activities or operations 

that Tenant may conduct upon the Property (hereinafter referred to as "Environmental Requirements").  

Tenant shall not cause, permit or suffer the existence or commission by Tenant, its agents, employees, 

contractors or invitees, or by any other person of any violation of any Environmental Requirements 

upon, about or beneath the Property or any portion thereof. 

       (B) Hazardous Material; Environmental Liens.  Except to the extent commonly used in the 

day-to-day operation of the Property, and in strict compliance with all Environmental Requirements 

(including those relating to storage, use and disposal), Tenant shall not cause, permit or suffer any 

"hazardous material" or "hazardous substance" (as defined by applicable Federal or State statutes or 

regulations) to be brought upon, treated, kept, stored, disposed of, discharged, released, produced, 

manufactured, generated, refined, or used upon, about, or beneath the Property or any portion thereof by 

Tenant, its agents, employees, contractors, tenants or invitees, or any other person without the prior 

written consent of the City.  Any request by Tenant for such consent by the City shall be in writing and 

shall demonstrate to the reasonable satisfaction of the City that such "hazardous material" or "hazardous 

substances" is necessary to the conduct of the business of Tenant and will be stored, used, and disposed 
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of in a manner that complies with all applicable Environmental Requirements.  Tenant shall not create or 

suffer to exist with respect to the Property any lien, security interest, or other charge or encumbrance of 

any kind relating to the environmental condition of the Property, including (without limitation) any lien 

imposed pursuant to Sec. 107(f) of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 1986 (42 

U.S.C. § 9607(L)) or any similar State Statute. 

       (C) Obligation to Investigate and/or Remediate.  Tenant shall, upon demand of the City, and 

at its sole cost and expense, promptly take all actions to investigate and/or remediate the environmental 

condition of the Property which may be required by any federal, state or local governmental agency or 

political subdivision which remediation is necessitated from, or attributable to, the presence upon, about, 

or beneath the Property of any "hazardous material" or "hazardous substances" or any violation of 

Environmental Requirements caused by the Presence of and/or activities or operations conducted by the 

Tenant upon the Property.  Any such investigation and/or remediation shall be performed by and under 

the direction of a qualified environmental consulting or engineering firm approved by City in advance of 

the commencement of the work.  Tenant agrees to allow entry upon the Property by the City, or agents, 

contractors or employees of the City for purposes of conducting environmental audits and/or other tests 

for the purpose of determining the impact of Tenant's presence and/or activities or operations upon or 

with respect to the Property upon the environmental condition thereof.  In the event that Tenant 

performs any such environmental audit and/or test on its own behalf, it shall promptly provide to the 

City full and complete copies of any results and/or reports that are generated in connection with the 

above activities. 

       (D) Survival of Obligations.  Tenant's obligations with respect to the environmental condition 

of the Property (as more fully set forth in Subsections (A) through (C) above) shall survive the 

expiration or termination of this Lease. 

       (E) “Baseline Environmental Survey.”  Tenant and City will equally share the cost to conduct 

a Phase I comprehensive environmental survey of the Property (“Baseline Environmental Survey”), 

which shall describe in detail the environmental condition of the Property existing as of the 

commencement date of this Lease.  Tenant acknowledges that any environmental issues, conditions or 

problems not specifically identified and described in the Baseline Environmental Survey would be 

attributable to the activities and/or operations of the Tenant and, therefore, within the scope of the 

Tenant’s obligations under this Section. 
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 20. Liens.  Tenant shall not mortgage or otherwise encumber or allow to be encumbered its 

interest herein without obtaining the prior written consent of City.  Should Tenant cause any mortgage, 

lien or other encumbrance (hereinafter singularly or collectively referred to as “Encumbrance”) to be 

filed, against the Premises or the Property, Tenant shall dismiss or bond against same within fifteen (15) 

days after the filing thereof.  If Tenant fails to remove said Encumbrance within said fifteen (15) days, 

City shall have the absolute right to remove said Encumbrance by whatever measures City shall deem 

convenient including, without limitation, payment of such Encumbrance, in which event Tenant shall 

reimburse City, as Additional Rent, all costs expended by City, including reasonable attorney’s fees, in 

removing said Encumbrance.  All of the aforesaid rights of City shall be in addition to any remedies 

which either City or Tenant may have available to them at law or in equity. 

 21. Time of the Essence.  It is expressly understood and agreed to by the parties hereto that time 

is of the essence for each term and provision of this Lease. 

 22. Waiver.  One or more waivers by any party of any covenant or condition of this Lease shall 

not be construed as a waiver of a subsequent breach of the same or of any other covenant or condition.  

The consent or approval given by any party with respect to any act by the other party requiring such 

consent or approval shall not be deemed to waive or render unnecessary further consent or approval of 

any subsequent similar act by such party. 

 23. Sole Agreement and Amendment.  This shall be binding upon the parties hereto and their 

respective successors and assigns, and may not be modified orally or in any other manner other than by 

agreement, in writing, signed by each of the parties to this Lease.  Each person signing this Lease 

warrants that this is the full, entire and complete Lease between the parties; that the terms of this Lease 

supersede and nullify any and all prior discussion, negotiations or agreements between the parties and/or 

any of the parties’ respective officers, employees or agents relating in any manner to the subject matter 

of this Lease; and that no promise or inducement not expressed in this Lease has been made or exists to 

cause or influence each such person to execute this Lease.  Each person signing this Lease warrants their 

ability to bind the party on whose behalf each signs. 

 24. Notice.  Any notice provided for herein or given pursuant to this Lease, shall be deemed in 

compliance herewith if in writing and sent by United States certified or registered mail, postage prepaid, 

return receipt requested, or by receipted personal delivery to the parties as follows: 
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     To the City: 

  BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 
  2323 S. Lincoln Memorial Drive 
  Milwaukee, WI 53207 
  Attention:  Municipal Port Director 
 
     To The Tenant: 

  Edward L. Waters 
  Waters’ New Biotech, Inc. 
  1393 Meadowcreek Dr. #8 
  Pewaukee, WI 53072 
 
 25. Governing Law.  This Lease shall be governed by the internal laws of the State of 

Wisconsin.  If any term or provision of this Lease or any exhibits hereto, or the application thereof to 

any person or circumstance, shall to any extent be declared invalid or unenforceable, then the remainder 

of this Lease and exhibits, or the application of such term or provision to persons or circumstances other 

than those as to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each term and 

provision of this Lease shall be valid and be enforced to the fullest extent permitted by applicable law.  

   26. Public Records Law.   Both parties understand that the City is bound by the Wisconsin 

Public Records Law, and as such, all of the terms of this Lease are subject to and conditioned on the 

provisions of Wis. Stat. §19.21, et seq.  Tenant acknowledges that it is obligated to assist the City in 

retaining and producing records that are subject to Wisconsin Public Records Law, and that the failure to 

do so shall constitute a material breach of this Lease, and that the Tenant must defend and hold the City 

harmless from liability under that laws.  Except as otherwise authorized, those records shall be 

maintained for a period of seven years after receipt of final payment under this Lease. 

 27. Nondiscrimination.  Tenant hereby agrees that in its use of the Property and in its activities 

undertaken pursuant hereto it shall not discriminate, permit discrimination or restriction on the basis of 

race, sexual orientation, creed, ethnic origin or identity, color, gender, religion, marital status, age, 

handicap or national origin. 

 28. Counterparts.  This Lease may be executed in any number of counterparts, each of which 

shall constitute an original and all of which shall constitute one and the same Lease.  The terms "Board 

of Harbor Commissioner" and "City" whenever used herein shall mean and include the Board of Harbor 

Commissioners of the City of Milwaukee and/or its successors and assigns in authority, as the context 

may require. 
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 29. Approval.  IT IS FURTHER AGREED AND UNDERSTOOD that this Lease must be 

submitted to the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee and that the same must be approved by the 

Common Council and its execution authorized. 

     IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have by their duly authorized officers executed 

this Lease under seal as of the day and year first above written. 

  
 CITY OF MILWAUKEE  
 
____________________________                     
Thomas A. Barrett , Mayor 
 
___________________________________   
Ronald D. Leonhardt, City Clerk 
 
 COUNTERSIGNED: 
 
___________________________________   
W. Martin Morics, City Comptroller 
 
  
 BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 
 
___________________________________ 
Timothy K. Hoelter, President 
 
___________________________________ 
Donna Luty, Secretary 
 
  

WATERS’ NEW BIOTECH INC. 
 
___________________________________ 
Edward L. Waters, CEO & President 
 
 
 
STATE OF ______________ 
________________COUNTY 
 
 Personally came before me this ______day of ______________, 20___, Edward L. Waters, CEO 
& President, and _________ the ____________, of Waters New Biotech Inc., who by its authority and 
on its behalf executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged the same. 
 
_________________________________ 
NOTARY PUBLIC, State of Wisconsin 
My Commission Expires _____________ 
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APPROVED as to Form and Execution this  
_____ day of ________________, 20____ 
 
__________________________________ 
Assistant City Attorney   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
i:watersbiotechlse09.doc 





LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU FISCAL ANALYSIS 

 

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 

APRIL 22, 2009      

Item 5,  File #081637 

 

File Number 081637 is a resolution approving a Lease Agreement between the City of 
Milwaukee (Board of Harbor Commissioners) and Waters’ New Biotech, Inc. for 3.7 acres on 

the Port of Milwaukee’s South Harbor Tract.  
 

Background 
1. The Port of Milwaukee has negotiated a Lease Agreement with Waters’ New Biotech, 

Inc. for 3.7 acres of unused Port property on the Port”s South Harbor Tract, adjacent to 

the Inner Harbor.  This is a “bare ground” lease; the buildings and other improvements 
left on the property by the previous tenant belong to the City.  

 
2. Waters’ New Biotech intends to use this property for construction and operation of a 

wood pelleting and gasification facility, including fixtures and equipment necessary for 

receiving raw materials and for handling, storage and delivery of finished products. 
 

3. The Board of Harbor Commissioners approved this Lease Agreement at its meeting of 
April 9, 2009. 

 

Discussion 

1. This resolution approves the Lease Agreement, which is for a 15-year term (May 1, 2009 

through April 30, 2024).  The tenant, Waters’ New Biotech, has the right to extend the 
lease for 2 additional 5-year terms. 

 

2. The Lease Agreement requires the tenant to remove the building and other improvements 
currently located on the site by September 1, 2009.  The estimated total cost of removing 

these City-owned improvements is $116,000. 
 
3. As part of the lease, Waters’ New Biotech agrees to construct or install all improvements 

necessary for its use of the property as a wood pelleting and gasification facility, 
including one or more buildings and bulk loading/unloading systems and conveyors to 

transfer cargo to and from rail cars, vessels, trucks and the new building(s). 
 
4. The Lease agreement sets forth a timeline for construction of the tenant’s facility and 

requires the business to be operational by November 1, 2010.  
 

5. The wood pelleting and gasification facility is the only permitted use of the leased 
property.  Additional uses require the prior written approval of the Municipal Port 
Director. 

 
6. The Lease Agreement gives Waters’ New Biotech preferential, but not exclusive, use of  

the vessel berthing space adjacent to the leased property. 
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Fiscal Impact 
1. Under the Lease Agreement, Waters’ New Biotech will pay the City a base annual rent of  

$85,100 ($23,000 per acre).  Rent is payable monthly and in advance.  
 

2. In consideration of the tenant’s commitment to remove, at its own expense, all City 
improvements located on the property, the annual rental rate for 2009, 2010 and 2011 
will be reduced to $46,433. 

 
3. Beginning January 1, 2012, and continuing on January 1 of subsequent even-numbered 

years, the annual base rent will be adjusted for inflation. 
 
4. Waters’ New Biotech will also pay the City a wharfage fee based on the current 

Municipal Port Tariff for cargo, products or ingredients shipped from the leased property 
by ship, barge, railcar or truck.  Annual wharfage fee revenues are estimated at $54,000. 

 
5. Because the Port of Milwaukee operates as an enterprise fund, approval of this Lease 

Agreement has no direct or immediate fiscal impact on the City.  However, given that 

this lease will increase the Port’s revenues and that the Port’s surplus revenues are 
transferred to the City’s General Fund, approval of this resolution will likely have a 

positive fiscal impact on the City.  
 
 

Prepared by: Jeff Osterman, X2262 
LRB-Research & Analysis Section 

April 20, 2009 
 
cc: Eric Reinelt 

 Lawrence Sullivan 
 Hattie Billingsley 

 Marianne Walsh 



PW FILE NUMBER: 081637    

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Larry Sullivan Harbor Engineer 4/16/09   

Donna Luty Port 4/16/09 
  

Eric Reinelt Port Director 
4/16/09 
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August 24, 2009 

 

Ref:  NAS/Lease 
 

To The Honorable  
The Common Council 
City of Milwaukee 

 
Dear Council Members: 

 
 The Port of Milwaukee is requesting approval of Amendment to Lease Agreement 
with North American Salt Company which will add approximately 2 acres of bare ground 

at the Port’s South Harbor Tract to their lease dated April 1, 2005 and terminating March 
31, 2025. 

 
 At its meeting of August 13, 2009, the Board of Harbor Commissioners approved 
the Amendment to Lease Agreement and authorized Port staff to notify the Common 

Council.  We therefore, respectfully request that your Honorable Body approve this 
Amendment to Lease Agreement and authorize its execution by adopting the attached 

resolution. 
 
       Respectfully submitted, 

 
 

 
       ERIC C. REINELT 
       Municipal Port Director 

 
ECR/dcl 

 
mw/i:NASlseamendP8ccltr.doc 
 

 



CC-170 (REV. 6/86) 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE FISCAL NOTE 

 

               

A) DATE August 24, 2009  FILE NUMBER:  

      
    Original Fiscal Note X  Substitute  

 

SUBJECT: Approve Amendment to Lease Agreement w ith North American Salt Company for approximately 2 acres  

 
 

 

B) SUBMITTED BY (Name/title/dept./ext.): Eric Reinelt, Municipal Port Director, Port of Milw aukee, 8130 xt. 

 

   
C) CHECK ONE:  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE AUTHORIZES EXPENDITURES 
   
  ADOPTION OF THIS FILE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE EXPENDITURES; FURTHER COMMON COUNCIL ACTION 
  NEEDED.  LIST ANTICIPATED COSTS IN SECTION G BELOW. 
   
 X NOT APPLICABLE/NO FISCAL IMPACT. 
   
 

 

      
D) CHARGE TO:  DEPARTMENT ACCOUNT(DA)  CONTINGENT FUND (CF) 
      
   CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND (CPF)  SPECIAL PURPOSE ACCOUNTS (SPA) 
      
   PERM. IMPROVEMENT FUNDS (PIF)  GRANT & AID ACCOUNTS (G & AA) 
      
   OTHER (SPECIFY)   
      
 

 

E) PURPOSE SPECIFY TYPE/USE ACCOUNT EXPENDITURE REVENUE SAVINGS 

SALARIES/WAGES: N/A     

      

      

SUPPLIES: N/A     

      

MATERIALS: N/A     

      

NEW EQUIPMENT: N/A     

      

EQUIPMENT REPAIR: N/A     

      

OTHER: N/A     

      

      

TOTALS N/A     

 

 

F) FOR EXPENDITURES AND REVENUES WHICH WILL OCCUR ON AN ANNUAL BASIS OVER SEVERAL YEARS CHECK THE  

 APPROPRIATE BOX BELOW AND THEN LIST EACH ITEM AND DOLLAR AMOUNT SEPARATELY. 

  

        X 1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS $39,321 rent, $11,250 w harfage, $2,000 dockage 
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS Total annual revenue: $52,571 
                1-3 YEARS   3-5 YEARS  
        

 

G) LIST ANY ANTICIPATED FUTURE COSTS THIS PROJECT WILL REQUIRE FOR COMPLETION: 

        N/A 

 

 

 

H) COMPUTATIONS USED IN ARRIVING AT FISCAL ESTIMATE: 

       Annual rent is set in the Lease Amendment 



       Wharfage at $.45/ton for estimated 25,000 tons/year 

       Dockage estimated at $1,000 for 2 ships per year 

 PLEASE LIST ANY COMMENTS ON REVERSE SIDE AND CHECK HERE  

 

 



 

 
 

 
AMENDMENT TO LEASE AGREEMENT 

 

Between 
 

NORTH AMERICAN SALT COMPANY 

 
And the 

 

BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 
 

City of Milwaukee 

 
   

 
Parcel 8 consisting of approximately 2.3 acres is to be added to the 

existing 7 parcels for Lease dated October 3, 2005.  
 

Term: October 1, 2009 through March 31, 2025 
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AMENDMENT TO LEASE AGREEMENT 
 
 This Amendment to Lease Agreement (hereinafter referred to as the “Amendment”), is 
made and entered into at Milwaukee, Wisconsin as of this _____day of __________, 20__ by 

and between NORTH AMERICAN SALT COMPANY, a Delaware corporation and a Compass 
Minerals company (hereinafter referred to as the “Tenant”), and the CITY OF MILWAUKEE, a 

Wisconsin municipal corporation, by and through its Board of Harbor Commissioners 
(hereinafter collectively referred to as the “City”).  
 

WITNESSETH 
 

 WHEREAS the City and the Tenant have entered into a Lease Agreement (hereinafter 
referred to as the “Lease Agreement”) for the lease of seven (7) parcels of real property totaling 
approximately 10.214 acres and a building located on the Port’s South Harbor Tract in the City 

of Milwaukee, executed by Tenant on October 3, 2005; and 
 

 WHEREAS neither the Tenant nor the City has at any time elected to terminate the Lease 
Agreement and consequently, the Lease Agreement has continued to be, and remains, in full 
force and effect; and 

 
 WHEREAS the City and the Tenant have agreed to amend the terms of the Lease 

Agreement as further specified in this Amendment of the Lease Agreement.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and conditions set forth 

herein, the City and the Tenant agree to amend the Lease Agreement as follows:  
 
 1.   Purpose of Amendment. Permitted Use; Improvements.  City hereby leases, demises, 

and lets unto Tenant the real property comprised of one parcel of bare ground as more 
particularly described in Section 2 below (“Parcel 8”).  The “Permitted Use” for Parcel 8 is the 

receiving, handling, storage, processing and delivery of rock salt and a low temperature deicing 
agent to be blended with the rock salt, including tarping and loading/unloading trucks.  Tenant 
may construct an asphalt pad over the entire Parcel 8 or a portion thereof and erect a fabric 

building of approximately 20,000 square feet in which Tenant will conduct its Permitted Use 
operations.  All such improvements shall be the sole property of Tenant.  Other operations may 

be performed and other improvements may be constructed with the written consent of the Port 
Director. 
 

 2.   Property.  The Lease is hereby amended to include approximately 2.313 acres of bare 
ground located at the southwest corner of the intersection of E. Bay Street and S. Lincoln 

Memorial Drive in Milwaukee, Wisconsin.  Said real property is hereby added to the Lease 
Agreement as “Parcel 8,” thus constituting a Parcel and a portion of the Property (all capitalized 
terms used herein but not defined shall have the meanings given them in the Lease Agreement).  

A diagram depicting the location of Parcel 8 is affixed hereto as Exhibit A and is inco rporated 
into this Amendment by reference.  Parcel 8 is subject to certain load limitations set forth on the 

attached Exhibit A. 
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       Tenant warrants that Parcel 8 in its present condition is suitable for Tenant’s intended 
use.  Tenant’s occupancy of the Property is subject to the easements and restrictions of record as 

shown on the depiction of Parcel in Exhibit A attached hereto.  City represents and warrants that 
should additional easements and restrictions be placed upon the Property, City will provide 

Tenant with advance notice thereof.  
 
 3.   Term.  The term of this Amendment in reference to Parcel 8 shall be as follows, 

subject to Tenant’s right to terminate the Lease Agreement as provided in the Lease Agreement 
or in this Amendment: 

 
      A) Initial Term. An initial term beginning October 1, 2009 commencing at 12:00 A.M. 
and ending at 11:59 P.M. on March 31, 2025 (the “Initial Term”).  

 
      B) Extension of Term.  The term of this Amendment shall be extended automatically 

for two successive periods of five (5) years each unless Tenant or City delivers written notice to 
the other of the termination of this Amendment at least 360 days prior to the expiration of the 
Initial Term, or in the case of the second period, at least 360 days prior to the expiration of the 

first successive period.  If this Amendment extends beyond the Initial Term, the terms and 
provisions of the Lease Agreement shall automatically extend with respect to Parcel 8.  

 
      C) No Early Termination.  Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in the 
Lease Agreement, City may not exercise its right to terminate the Lease Agreement with respect 

to Parcel 8 on any Early Termination Dates (as such term is defined in the Lease Agreement) or 
otherwise as contemplated by Section 2 of the Lease Agreement.  

        
 4.   Rent. 
 

       A) Tenant shall pay, as base rental, for Parcel 8 a rental rate of $17,000 per acre per 
annum, for a total sum of $39,321 per annum ($3,276.75 per month).  Rent shall commence on 

October 1, 2009. 
 
      B) Rent for Parcel 8 shall be subject to the escalation provisions of Section 3. Rent of 

the Lease Agreement, except that such rent shall not be subject to escalation until April 1, 2015 
and each fifth anniversary thereafter.  

 
 5.  Permits.  Tenant may terminate this Amendment on or before Jun 1, 2010 upon sixty 
(60) days advance written notice to the City if Tenant does not receive all construction permits 

and approvals it requests from time to time from any state, federal or local departments or 
agencies having jurisdiction for purposes of operating Parcel 8 in accordance with its Permitted 

Use. 
 
 6.   Termination and Vacation.  Except as provided below, Tenant shall vacate Parcel 8 in 

accordance with the terms and conditions of the Lease Agreement Section 9. Termination and 
Vacation with the land being returned to the City in essentially the same condition in which it 

was received, free and clear of all Tenant’s improvements; provided, however, at City’s sole 
election in lieu of removal, such improvements or portions of them may be turned over to the 
City in an “as is” condition without any warranty whatsoever, Tenant shall remove all 

improvements within 30 days following its receipt of the City’s notice that the City desires that 
Tenant remove such improvements. 
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 7.   Condemnation.  In the event that the Federal or State government condemns all or 
part of the property subject to the Lease Agreement (i.e. Parcels 1 through 8), the Tenant may 

terminate the Lease Agreement with respect to those Parcels upon Ninety (90) days advance 
written notice to the City subject to total or partial condemnation.  In that event, rent (including 

escalations) shall cease with respect to those Parcel(s) no longer subject to the Lease Agreement.  
 
 8.  Parcel 8 Amendment.  With the exception of Sections 7 and 11 hereof (which shall 

apply to the Lease Agreement as a whole), this Amendment shall apply only to Parcel 8 and it 
shall not apply to Parcels 1 through 7 as they are identified in the Lease Agreement.  

 9.  Ratification.  Except as otherwise expressly provided for in this Amendment, all other 
terms and conditions of the Lease Agreement shall remain unchanged and continue in full force 
and effect and apply to Parcel 8.  

 
         10.   Approval.  IT IS FURTHER AGREED AND UNDERSTOOD that this Amendment 

must be submitted to the Common Council of the City of Milwaukee and that the same must be 
approved by the Common Council and its execution authorized.  If the City does not obtain 
approval before October 1, 2009, then Tenant shall have the right to terminate this Amendment 

upon notice to the City. 
 

         11.  Notice.  The address for notices to Tenant pursuant to Section 28 of the Lease 
Agreement is hereby amended to read: 
 

     NORTH AMERICAN SALT COMPANY 
                9900 West 109th Street, Ste, 600 

                Overland Park, KS 66210 
     ATTN:  Director of Logistics - Highway 
 

      IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have by their duly authorized officers 
executed this Lease Amendment as of the day and year first above written. 

 
In the Presence of: 
 

CITY OF MILWAUKEE 

 

______________________________ 
Tom Barrett, Mayor 

 

______________________________ 
Ronald D. Leonhardt, City Clerk 

 
 
COUNTERSIGNED : 

 
________________________________ 

W. Martin Morics, City Comptroller 
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BOARD OF HARBOR COMMISSIONERS 

 

________________________________                                                           
Timothy K. Hoelter, President 

 
________________________________                                                           
Donna Luty, Secretary 

 
 

NORTH AMERICAN SALT COMPANY 

 
________________________________                                                           

By:  ____________________________ 
Print Name:  _____________________ 

Title:  __________________________ 
 
 

STATE OF KANSAS 

JOHNSON COUNTY 

 

 Personally came before me this ___ day of ______________, 20____, Michael E. 
Ducey, the President, of North American Salt Company., who by its authority and on its behalf 

executed the foregoing instrument and acknowledged the same.  
 

       
NOTARY PUBLIC, State of Wisconsin 
My Commission Expires:      

 
 

PLEASE NOTE: TENANT MUST COMPLETE THE FOLLOWING: 
(Note: Someone other than the individual who executed this Lease must certify the following):  
 

CERTIFICATE RE: CORPORATION 
 

I, __________________________ certify that I am the _____________________ of the  
                 (print name)         (print title)  

above TENANT named herein; that _____________________, who executed this  
     (print signator of tenant) 

Lease on behalf of the TENANT was then ______________________ of said  
             (official capacity of signator) 

corporation, and in said capacity, duly signed said Lease for and on behalf of said corporation, 

being duly authorized so to do under is bylaws or is authorized so to do by action of its duly 

constituted board, all of which is within the scope of its corporate powers.  

 

Dated at __________________ this _________ day of _______________ 20 ___ 
                      (location)        

__________________________________ 
           (signature) 
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APPROVED as to Form and Execution this  
_____ day of ________________, 20____ 

 
__________________________________ 
Assistant City Attorney   
 

i:naslseamendp8.doc  



LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE BUREAU FISCAL ANALYSIS 

 

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 

SEPTEMBER 10, 2009      

Item 4,  File #090528 

 

File Number 090528 is a resolution approving an amendment to the City of Milwaukee’s lease 

agreement with North American Salt Company. for real property located on the South Harbor 
Tract of the Port of Milwaukee. 

 
Background 
1. On October 3, 2005, North American Salt Company (“NASC”) and the City of 

Milwaukee entered into a Lease Agreement under which NASC leases 7 parcels totaling 
10.2 acres, and including one building, located on the Port of Milwaukee’s South Harbor 

Tract.   
 
2. NASC uses the leased property to load, unload and store road salt. 

 
3. NASC desires additional space to store a new salt product that is capable of melting ice at 

lower temperatures than conventional road salt.  The Port of Milwaukee has available for 
lease a 2.3-acre bare-ground parcel in close proximity to NASC’s existing parcels.  

 

 
Discussion 

1. This resolution approves an amendment to the existing North American Salt Company’s 
existing lease agreement with the City of Milwaukee for land on the Port of Milwaukee’s 
South Harbor Tract.  The amendment would add an 8th, 2.3-acre parcel to the lands leased 

by NASC from the City.   
 

2. The Board of Harbor Commissioners recommended approval of this amendment at its 
meeting of August 13, 2009. 

 

3. The 2.3-acre parcel has not been used in approximately 15 years. 
 

4. The amendment to the lease agreement states that the tenant’s permitted use of this 
property is “the receiving, handling, storage, processing and delivery of rock salt and a 
low-temperature deicing agent to be blended with the rock salt, including tarping and 

loading/unloading trucks.”  The amendment also allows NASC to install an asphalt pad 
over part or all of the parcel and to erect a fabric building of approximately 20,000 square 

feet for its operations. 
 
5. The initial term of this lease amendment is October 1, 2009, through March 31, 2025.  

The lease document provides for automatic extension of the lease for 2 additional, 
successive 5-year periods. 
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Fiscal Impact 
1. The amendment to lease agreement stipulates that NASC shall pay a base rent of $17,000 

per acre per year (for a total of $39,321).  This rental rate may be subject to escalation on 
April 1, 2015 and each 5th anniversary thereafter.   

 
2. In addition to these rental revenues, the Port projects that NASC’s use of the leased 

property will generate $11,250 in wharfage revenues and $2,000 in dockage revenues per 

year, for total annual revenues of $52,571. 
 

3. Since the Port of Milwaukee operates as a self-supporting “enterprise fund,” these 
revenues are used to cover the Port’s operating expenditures; when the Port’s revenues 
exceed its expenditures, the surplus revenue is transferred to the City’s General Fund.    

 
 

Prepared by: Jeff Osterman, X2262 
LRB-Research & Analysis Section 

September 4, 2009 

 
 

c: Eric Reinelt 
 Lawrence Sullivan 
 Hattie Billingsley 

 Marianne Walsh 



PW FILE NUMBER: 090528 

NAME ADDRESS DATE SENT 

Eric Reinelt Port of Milwaukee 9/4/09 9/24/09  

Larry Sullivan Port of Milwaukee 
9/4/09 

 x   

Donna Luty Port of Milwaukee 9/4/09 
 x   
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