
OFFICIAL NOTICE AND AGENDA 
 

There will be a Regular meeting of the City of Stoughton Utilities Committee on Monday, November 18, 2013 

to be held at 5:00 p.m. in the Edmund T. Malinowski Board Room of the Stoughton Utilities Administration 

Office in the Stoughton Utilities Building, 600 S. Fourth Street, Stoughton, WI 53589.   

 

AGENDA: 

 

Call To Order. 

Stoughton Utilities Committee Consent Agenda.  (All items are considered routine and will be enacted 

upon by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Stoughton Utilities 

Committee member so requests, in which event the item will be removed from the consent agenda and be 

considered on the regular agenda.)  (Action.)  (5 Minutes.) 

a) Stoughton Utilities Payments Due List Report.   

b) Draft Minutes of the October 14, 2013 Regular Stoughton Utilities Committee Meeting.   

c) Stoughton Utilities September 2013 Financial Summary.   

d) Stoughton Utilities September 2013 Statistical Information.   

e) Stoughton Utilities Communications.   

f) Stoughton Utilities Committee Annual Calendar.   

g) Stoughton Utilities October 2013 Activities Report. 

 

BUSINESS: 

 

1. Status of the Stoughton Utilities Committee Recommendation(s) to The Stoughton Common 

Council. (Discussion.)  (1 Minute.) 

2. Stoughton Utilities Proposed Filling Of The Vacant Utilities Water Operator Position.  (Action.)  

(8 Minutes.) 

3. Stoughton Utilities Customer Collections Status Report.  (Discussion.)  (10 Minutes.) 

4. MSA Professional Services (MSA) 2013 Wastewater User Charge Survey.  (Discussion.)  (10 

Minutes.) 

5. Stoughton Utilities Governance.  (Discussion.)  (1 Minute.) 

6. Cancellation Of The December 16, 2013 Stoughton Utilities Committee Meeting.  (Action.)  (3 

Minutes.) 

7. Stoughton Utilities Committee Future Agenda Item(s).  (Discussion.)  (2 Minutes.) 

   

ADJOURNMENT 

 

Mayor Donna L. Olson,  

Stoughton Utilities Committee Chairperson 

November 12, 2013 

 

Notices Sent To: 

Mayor Donna L. Olson, Chair 

Alderperson Eric Hohol, Vice-Chair, Common Council Liaison 

Alderperson Paul Lawrence, Alternate Liaison 

Alderperson Elvin (Sonny) Swangstu 

Stoughton Utilities Committee Citizen Member David Erdman 

Stoughton Utilities Committee Citizen Member Jonathan Hajny 

Stoughton Utilities Citizen Member Alan Staats 

Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent Sean Grady 

Stoughton Utilities Director Robert P. Kardasz, P.E.  

 



 

 

cc: Stoughton Common Council Members 

 Stoughton City Media Services Director William H. Brehm 

 Stoughton City Attorney Matthew P. Dregne 

 Stoughton Utilities Wastewater System Supervisor Brian G. Erickson 

 Stoughton Utilities Billing and Consumer Services Technician Erin N. Goldade 

 Stoughton Utilities Office and Information Systems Supervisor Brian R. Hoops 

Stoughton Acting City Clerk Maria P. (Pili) Hougan 

 Stoughton Utilities Finance and Administrative Manager Kim M. Jennings, CPA 

 Stoughton Utilities Lead Lineman John V. McLain 

 Stoughton Utilities and Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin Safety Coordinator Andrew Paulson 

 Stoughton Utilities and WPPI Energy Services Representative Cory Neeley. 

 Stoughton Leadership Team 

Oregon Observer 

Stoughton Newspapers  

Wisconsin State Journal 

 

IMPORTANT:  FIVE MEMBERS ARE NEEDED FOR A QUORUM:  If a Stoughton Utilities Committee 

member encounters a situation that may affect your scheduled participation, please contact Robert Kardasz or 

Sean Grady at 877-7423 or 877-7416 respectively prior to 5:00p.m. or via e-mail at 

bkardasz@stoughtonutilities.com. 

 

It is possible that members of, and possibly a quorum of members of other committees of the Common Council 

of the City of Stoughton may be in attendance at the above-mentioned meeting to gather information.  No action 

will be taken by any such group(s) at the above-mentioned meeting other than the Stoughton Utilities Committee 

consisting of Mayor Donna Olson, Alderperson Eric Hohol, Alderperson Paul Lawrence, Alderperson Elvin 

(Sonny) Swangstu, Citizen Member David Erdman, Citizen Member Jonathan Hajny, and Citizen Member Alan 

Staats.     

 

Please note that items taken on the Consent Agenda will not be discussed.  Any individual Stoughton Utilities 

Committee member may request an item be removed from the consent. 

 

Upon reasonable notice, efforts will be made to accommodate the needs of disabled individuals through 

appropriate aids and services.  For information or to request this service, please contact the Stoughton Utilities 

Director at (608) 877-7423. 

 

An expanded meeting may constitute a quorum of the Common Council. 

 

Current and past Stoughton Utilities Committee documents, including meeting notices, meeting packets, and 

meeting minutes, are available for public download at http://uc.stoughtonutilities.com. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:bkardasz@stoughtonutilities.com




 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 


  Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Status Of The Stoughton Utilities Committee Recommendation(s) To The 


Stoughton Common Council. 


 


The following items from the October 22, 2013 Regular Stoughton Utilities Committee 


Meeting were recommended and approved or placed on file by the Common Council:  


 


Business Agenda: 


 


 Rental of the Stoughton Utilities agricultural land in 2014 to the Stoughton FFA 


and Alumni. 


  


Consent Agenda: 


 


 Stoughton Utilities Payments Due List. 


 Stoughton Utilities Committee September 16, 2013 Regular Meeting Minutes. 


 Stoughton Utilities August 2013 Financial Summaries. 


 Stoughton Utilities August 2013 Statistical Worksheets. 
 


cc: Sean O Grady 


Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


 


 


 








 


600 South Fourth Street 
P.O. Box 383 


Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Sean O Grady 


  Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


 


Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 


  Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Stoughton Utilities Proposed Filling Of The Vacant Utilities Water Operator Position. 


 


The Stoughton Utilities Water Operator position became vacant on October 28, 2013.  It is proposed 


that as this position effects safe drinking water efforts and the office at Stoughton Utilities, the position 


should be filled at this time. 


 


We are requesting that the Stoughton Utilities Committee approve the refilling of the vacant Stoughton 


Utilities Water Operator position at the present hourly wage of $19.17 - $23.23. 


 


Encl. 
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600 South Fourth Street 
P.O. Box 383 


Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 18, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Brian R. Hoops - Stoughton Utilities Office and Information Systems Supervisor 


  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. - Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Stoughton Utilities Customer Collections Status Report 


 


Stoughton Utilities’ efforts in working with our customers to meet their financial obligations continue 


to be successful.  Decreases in delinquent balances can be seen compared to all past years.  Due 


diligence in soliciting initial customer information, strong collection perseverance, active partnerships 


with landlords where applicable, and working with financial assistance agencies all support this 


success. 


 


As of November 1, 2013, amounts owed on outstanding utility account balances (active and closed) are 


as follows:   


 When compared to: 


Days Past 


Due 


Amount 


Outstanding 


April 1,  


2013 


November 1, 


2012 


November 1,  


2011 


November 1, 


2008 


30-60 $ 29,325 Down 75% Up 20% Up 14% Down 235% 


61-90 $ 10,466 Down 111% Up 15% Up 6% Down 163% 


90+ $ 34,915 Down 25% Down 28% Down 76% Down 132% 


    


 
Figure 1- Historical Delinquent Balances – October 2011 through present. 
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Currently, there are 30 accounts that remain disconnected for unpaid balances or at the owner’s 


request, holding balances totaling $5,250.  Of these, two accounts were disconnected at the customer’s 


request due to vacancy, 14 are vacant due to foreclosure with no party requesting service, and 14 


accounts are due to non-payment.  Five of these accounts were included in this year’s tax roll process, 


with balances totaling $2,742.  We will continue to monitor these accounts and will make all possible 


attempts to collect these balances, including placement on future tax rolls if required.   


There are currently five accounts holding delinquent balances totaling $899 that are uncollectable due 


to the customer filing for bankruptcy.  These customers did not have deposits on their accounts, and 


their balances cannot be collected from the customer or through the property tax roll, and will be 


recommended to be written off at a later date. 


In 2012, Stoughton Utilities mailed notices of delinquent utility balances to 121 property owners for 


235 delinquent accounts with balances totaling $52,073 to begin the tax roll process.  We have 


decreased that number quite a bit for 2013, and on October 15 we mailed notices to 98 property owners 


(down 23%) for 193 delinquent accounts (down 22%) with balances totaling $34,334 (down 52%).  As 


of November 5, 2013, 36 property owners have paid 73 accounts totaling $12,397. 


Stoughton Utilities is currently holding customer deposits totaling $152,719 for 205 accounts that have 


had a past history of unreliable payments.  Residential customer deposits are held until the customer 


has either made prompt payment for 12 consecutive months (24 months for non-residential accounts) 


or when they cease to be a customer.  Delinquent balances are only paid from a customer’s deposit 


upon closure of their account. 


In past years, we have partnered with an outside collection agency to collect delinquent balances, as 


well as utilized the Tax Refund Intercept Program (TRIP) made available by the Wisconsin 


Department of Revenue (DOR).  Beginning this winter, Stoughton Utilities will cease using both of 


these options, and will instead utilize the DOR’s State Debt Collection Initiative (SDC).  Through the 


SDC, the DOR will attempt to collect all submitted balances that are 90+ days delinquent, via tax 


refund intercept, payroll or other garnishments, bank account levy, cash executions, court liens and 


judgments, or any other option available to the DOR.  Accounts submitted to the SDC will be assessed 


an additional $35 fee. 


   


  







 


 
Figure 2- Historical Delinquent Balances – July, 2008 through present. 
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600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 


  Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Stoughton Utilities Committee Governance. 


 


No progress was made on this subject. 


 


Encl. 
 


cc: Sean O Grady 


 Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


 


 


 
 








 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 


  Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Cancellation Of The December 16, 2013 Stoughton Utilities Committee 


Meeting. 


 


Last year, the December 17, 2013 Stoughton Utilities Committee Meeting was cancelled 


due to the lack of pressing business and the pending holidays.  This year, only a tour of 


Well No. 5 is scheduled.  It is recommended that if pressing business does not come 


forward, the December 16, 2013 Stoughton Utilities Committee Meeting be cancelled 


and the Well 5 tour be rescheduled to the January 21, 2014 Stoughton Utilities 


Committee Meeting.   


 


cc: Sean O Grady 


Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


 


 








 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 


  Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Stoughton Utilities Committee Future Agenda Item(s). 


 


This item appears on all agendas of Committees of the City of Stoughton.   


 


cc: Sean O Grady 


Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


 


 








AmountCheck


Nbr Type Date Vendor ID / NamePaid


Date:


Time:


User:


12:40PM


SGUNSOLUS


Page:


Report:


Company:


1 of 5


03699W.rpt


7430


Stoughton Utilities


Check Register Summary - Standard


Period: - As of: 11/5/2013


Tuesday, November 05, 2013


Description


7430Company:


VO for check batch: 305445EP000767 516 WELLS FARGO BANK10/10/2013  18,097.82


Alliant-Oct Ach/Alliant-Oct Ach/Alliant-Oct 


Ach/Alliant-Oct Ach/Alliant-Oct Ach/Alliant-Oct 


Ach/Alliant-Oct Ach


HC000768 003 Alliant Energy - Ach10/30/2013  342.38


Federal Taxes-Oct Ach/Federal Taxes-Oct 


Ach/Federal Taxes-Oct Ach/Federal Taxes-Oct Ach


HC000769 025 Payroll Federal Taxes- Ach10/30/2013  29,195.21


State Taxes-Oct Ach/State Taxes-Oct AchHC000770 008 Payroll  State Taxes - Ach10/30/2013  6,085.60


UBS Fin-Oct Ach/UBS Fin-Oct AchHC000771 016 UBS Financial Service Incoming-Ach10/30/2013  400,000.00


Assoc Bank-Oct AchHC000772 015 Associated Bank-Ach10/30/2013  34,937.50


St-Env Impro-Oct Ach/St-Env Impro-Oct AchHC000773 017 State of WI-Enviromental Improve. Fund-Ach10/30/2013  46,030.50


A T C Co - Oct AchHC000774 014 A T C Company - Ach10/30/2013  2,152.00


Dept Of Rev-Oct Ach/Dept Of Rev-Oct AchHC000775 010 WI Dept. of Revenue Taxpayment-Ach10/30/2013  61,079.95


E B C - Oct Ach/E B C - Oct Ach/E B C - Oct Ach/E 


B C - Oct Ach


HC000776 002 Employee Benefits Corp - Ach10/30/2013  415.36


Wells Fargo Bank-Oct Ach/Wells Fargo Bank-Oct 


Ach/Wells Fargo Bank-Oct Ach/Wells Fargo 


Bank-Oct Ach


HC000777 020 Wells Fargo Bank-Ach10/30/2013  3,218.51


Delta Dental - Oct Ach/Delta Dental - Oct Ach/Delta 


Dental - Oct Ach


HC000778 001 Delta Dental - Ach10/30/2013  561.79


WPPI-Renewable energy/WPPI-Buy Back Solar 


Credit/WPPI-Shared Savings/WPPI-Large Power


HC000779 009 WPPI10/30/2013  1,030,087.76


D Hess-ReimbursementCK022580 078 DUSTIN HESS10/3/2013  114.00


J Chandler-Construction RefundCK022581 126 JASON CHANDLER10/9/2013  34.69


City Stoton-Alliance Retainage/City Stoton-Alliance 


Retainage/City Stoton-Alliance Retainage/City 


Stoton-Auxiant Claims/City Stoton-Auxiant 


Claims/City Stoton-Oct Rent/City Stoton-Oct 


Rent/City Stoton-Oct Rent/City Stoton-Oct Life 


Ins/More...


CK022582 131 CITY OF STOUGHTON10/9/2013  10,910.34
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Company:
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03699W.rpt


7430


Stoughton Utilities


Check Register Summary - Standard


Period: - As of: 11/5/2013


Tuesday, November 05, 2013


Description


Diggers-Sept LocatesCK022583 143 DIGGERS HOTLINE, INC.10/9/2013  340.35


Utility Svc-3rd Qtr MaintCK022584 362 UTILITY SERVICE CO., INC10/9/2013  6,439.97


Resco-InventoryCK022585 400 RESCO10/9/2013  289.00


Wi State Lab-Fluoride testsCK022586 675 WI STATE LABORATORY OF HYGIENE10/9/2013  20.00


Energy Pref-LightingCK022587 811 ENERGY PERFORMANCE LIGHTING10/9/2013  4,295.33


C Kieffer-Customer RefundCK022588 947 CODY KIEFFER10/9/2013  357.68


City Stoton-East Main Const/City Stoton-East Main 


Const/City Stoton-East Main Const


CK022589 131 CITY OF STOUGHTON10/9/2013  94,611.37


C Baaken-Const RefundCK022590 158 CURT BAAKEN10/9/2013  779.99


City Stoton-Sept StormwaterCK022591 131 CITY OF STOUGHTON10/10/2013  35,060.94


Olson-Mayville CheckCK022592 918 OLSON MANAGEMENT10/15/2013  2,400.00


Us Cellular-Cell Phone/Us Cellular-Cell Phones/Us 


Cellular-Cell Phones


CK022593 123 US CELLULAR10/17/2013  187.04


Stoton Elec-Petty Cash/Stoton Elec-Petty CashCK022594 146 STOUGHTON ELECTRIC UTIL.10/17/2013  75.14


Mid-West-Trenching/Mid-West-TrenchingCK022595 290 MID-WEST TREE & EXCAVATION, INC10/17/2013  866.50


Border States-Inventory/Border 


States-Inventory/Border States-Inventory/Border 


States-Inventory


CK022596 327 BORDER STATES ELECTRIC SUPPLY10/17/2013  1,366.57


Resco-Inventory/Resco-InventoryCK022597 400 RESCO10/17/2013  313.87


Rosenbaum-Dump fees/Rosenbaum-Dump 


fees/Rosenbaum-Dump fees


CK022598 405 ROSENBAUM CRUSHING & EXCAV.10/17/2013  1,235.94


Frontier-Fuel/Frontier-Fuel/Frontier-FuelCK022599 451 FRONTIER-SERVCO FS10/17/2013  661.89


Woodward-AdsCK022600 474 WOODWARD COMMUNITY MEDIA10/17/2013  98.50


Public Svc-Assessments/Public Svc-AssessmentsCK022601 491 PUBLIC SVC. COMM. OF WI.10/17/2013  15,936.77
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Stoughton Utilities


Check Register Summary - Standard
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R Mauer-Tree IncentiveCK022602 595 ROBERT MAUER10/17/2013  100.00


Jf Ahern-Pay Req 8-finalCK022603 860 J.F. AHERN CO.10/17/2013  6,779.15


WI DNR-wa operator certificateCK022604 956 WI DNR10/17/2013  45.00


Speedway-Pay Req 4/Speedway-Pay Req 


4/Speedway-Pay Req 4


CK022605 062 SPEEDWAY SAND & GRAVEL, INC.10/17/2013  5,000.00


Arbor Day-Tree LineCK022606 917 ARBOR DAY FOUNDATION10/22/2013  75.00


DW Nelson-Curb & GutterCK022607 130 D.W. NELSON INCORPORATED10/23/2013  500.00


City Stoton-Oct Retirement/City Stoton-Oct 


Retirement/City Stoton-Oct Retirement


CK022608 131 CITY OF STOUGHTON10/23/2013  14,705.20


Mid West-Trenching/Mid West-Trenching/Mid 


West-Trenching/Mid West-Trenching/Mid 


West-Trenching


CK022609 290 MID-WEST TREE & EXCAVATION, INC10/23/2013  3,859.20


United Way-Oct ContributionCK022610 293 UNITED WAY OF DANE COUNTY10/23/2013  64.00


Elec Testing-Glove TestingCK022611 324 ELECTRICAL TESTING LAB., LLC.10/23/2013  54.95


IBEW-Oct Union DuesCK022612 549 IBEW LOCAL 96510/23/2013  468.89


Vinings Sparks-SafekeepingCK022613 584 VINING SPARKS IBG, L.P.10/23/2013  108.00


GLS Utility-Sept Locates/GLS Utility-Sept 


Locates/GLS Utility-Sept Locates


CK022614 727 GLS UTILITY LLC10/23/2013  4,278.80


D Sperloen-Construction RefundCK022615 765 DANIEL SPERLOEN10/23/2013  180.16


Dep of Comm-WW Elec ImproveCK022616 276 WI DEPT OF COMMERCE10/29/2013  175.00


B Wangerin-Construction RefundCK022617 064 BENJAMIN WANGERIN10/31/2013  173.27


Remax-Customer RefundCK022618 099 REMAX PREFERRED10/31/2013  25.00


K Slack-Customer RefundCK022619 189 KRISTIN SLACK10/31/2013  188.71


WPA-Customer Refund-tax rollCK022620 206 WPA LLC10/31/2013  27.61
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Holtan-Construction RefundCK022621 298 HOLTAN BROTHERS10/31/2013  432.08


D Martens-Customer RefundCK022622 300 DENNIS & MARY MARTENS10/31/2013  45.52


Blatterman-Customer RefundCK022623 321 BLATTERMAN HOMES10/31/2013  90.95


R Wrase-ctc fundsCK022624 342 ROBERT WRASE10/31/2013  150.00


1905 Erickson-Customer RefCK022625 541 1905 ERICKSON LLC10/31/2013  84.59


J Scheller-Solar Credit RefundCK022626 647 JOHN & REBECCA SCHELLER10/31/2013  1,205.75


P Schwenzfeier-Customer RefCK022627 849 PETER SCHWENZFEIER10/31/2013  83.10


C Harkins-Customer RefundCK022628 858 CASEY HARKINS10/31/2013  811.86


Remax-Customer RefundCK022629 933 REMAX PREFERRED10/31/2013  12.47


L Pavlue-Customer RefundCK022630 942 LOIS PAVLUE & VELMA STRANDLER10/31/2013  16.31


S Felio-Solar Credit RefundCK022631 964 STEVE FELIO10/31/2013  704.24


Seera-Focus on EnergyCK022632 603 SEERA10/31/2013  4,997.53


D Zweep-13 Glasses/D Zweep-13 Glasses/D 


Zweep-13 glasses


CK100800 061 DAVID ZWEEP10/9/2013  400.00


Hanson-Pest Maint.CK100801 310 HANSON PEST MANAGEMENT10/9/2013  27.00


Great-West-Oct A Def CompCK100802 463 GREAT-WEST10/9/2013  2,275.00


N Shore Bank-Oct A Def CompCK100803 731 NORTH SHORE BANK FSB10/9/2013  200.00


INfosend-Pub Power ad/INfosend-Pub Power 


ad/INfosend-Billing & Mail/INfosend-Billing & 


Mail/INfosend-Billing & Mail/INfosend-Billing & Mail


CK100804 852 INFOSEND, INC10/9/2013  5,685.34


Sun Dance-Oct Cleaning/Sun Dance-Oct 


Cleaning/Sun Dance-Oct Cleaning


CK100805 322 SUN DANCE CLEANING SVCS LLC10/23/2013  250.00


Great West-Oct B Def CompCK100806 463 GREAT-WEST10/23/2013  2,275.00


N Shore Bank-Oct B Def CompCK100807 731 NORTH SHORE BANK FSB10/23/2013  200.00
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Company Total  1,865,354.94







Date:


Time:


User:


Thursday, October 10, 2013


01:02PM


SGUNSOLUS
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 7.35921 000000  - STAPLES352 09/02/2013USB Flash drives for employee use 52507430


 2.67921 000000  - STAPLES352 09/02/2013USB Flash drives for employee use 52507450


 3.36851 000000  - STAPLES352 09/02/2013USB Flash drives for employee use 52507460


 74.98926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/02/2013Uniforms 40007430


 17.55854 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/02/2013Uniforms 40007460


 9.70926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/02/2013Uniforms 40007450


 33.80833 003611  - BADGER WATER390 09/02/2013Lab Water 83007460


 5.99584 000000  - STOUGHTON LUMBER436 09/02/2013phl screwdriver 52857430


 71.98584 000000  - SEARS.COM 9300770 09/02/20133/8 SOCKET SET 2 52857430


 125.98583 000000  - SEARS.COM 9300770 09/02/20131/2 SOCKET SET 2 52857430


 10.89143 000000  - SEARS.COM 9300770 09/02/2013SALES TAX TO BE REIMBURSED - JMCLAIN 52857430


 119.00850 000000  - ROGANS SHOES INC MADISON440 09/02/2013Safety shoes for Kevin Hudson 87007460


 155.00932 000000  - MONONA PLUMBING331 09/02/2013Fire inspection. 41007430


 197.50921 000000  - SPECTER INSTRUMENTS512 09/04/2013SCADA DIALER SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE CONTRACT RENEWAL 52507450


 197.50851 000000  - SPECTER INSTRUMENTS512 09/04/2013SCADA DIALER SOFTWARE MAINTENANCE CONTRACT RENEWAL 52507460


 29.97903 000000  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing -- Recurring, desktop CC, and E-Pay by phone 52507430


 10.79903 000000  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing -- Recurring, desktop CC, and E-Pay by phone 52507450


 14.38840 000000  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing -- Recurring, desktop CC, and E-Pay by phone 52507460


 4.81233 001099  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing -- Recurring, desktop CC, and E-Pay by phone 52507430


 28.79903 000000  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing - Online E-Pay 52507430


 10.35903 000000  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing - Online E-Pay 52507450


 13.81840 000000  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing - Online E-Pay 52507460


 4.60233 001099  - PAYFLOW/PAYPAL419 09/05/2013Credit card processing - Online E-Pay 52507430


 1.99107 000000 130900 - 1KWIK TRIP  73800007385894 09/05/2013Ice for samples. 52757450


-10.89143 000000  - SEARS.COM 9300770 09/06/2013TAX REMOVED FROM PREVIOUS CHARGE. 52857430


 18.00584 000000  - FOSDAL BAKERY LLC601 09/06/2013Safety School. 52007430


 2,986.06232 001099  - CRESCENT ELECTRIC 130134 09/06/20131/0 URD cable 40007430


 101.28926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/09/2013Uniforms 40007430


 17.55854 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/09/2013Uniforms 40007460


 9.70926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/09/2013Uniforms 40007450


 464.89833 000000  - FASTENAL COMPANY01148 09/09/20132 cases of disposable gloves 82007460


 227.30921 000000  - TDS METROCOM980 09/09/2013Office PRI phone circuit 52507430


 81.82921 000000  - TDS METROCOM980 09/09/2013Office PRI phone circuit 52507450


 109.10851 000000  - TDS METROCOM980 09/09/2013Office PRI phone circuit 52507460


 36.38233 001099  - TDS METROCOM980 09/09/2013Office PRI phone circuit 52507430


 147.89833 003607  - SHERWIN WILLIAMS #3833748 09/10/2013Paint for final clarifier project 82007460


 327.07833 003611  - NCL OF WISCONSIN INC830 09/10/2013Lab Supplies 83007460


 33.80833 003611  - BADGER WATER390 09/11/2013Lab Water 83007460


 1,119.25592 000000  - AC ENGINEERING COMPANY496 09/11/2013Repaired oil leak at the East Substation located on the north XF temp at the port.  Also repaired two regulator drag hands.40007430


 360.00920 000000  - FASTENAL COMPANY01148 09/11/2013Software annual fee on vending machine. 40007430


 152.45921 000000  - STAPLES352 09/11/2013Office supplies - Copy paper and meeting supplies 52507430


 54.88921 000000  - STAPLES352 09/11/2013Office supplies - Copy paper and meeting supplies 52507450
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 73.17851 000000  - STAPLES352 09/11/2013Office supplies - Copy paper and meeting supplies 52507460


 24.41233 001099  - STAPLES352 09/11/2013Office supplies - Copy paper and meeting supplies 52507430


 31.83920 000000  - KAESER AND BLAIR INC779 09/11/2013Adjustment for actual shipping charges - PPW Lantern Lights 33007430


 15.75107 000000 130020 - 1STOUGHTON LUMBER436 09/12/2013Wood used for pole key at 105 Lincoln Ave. 67007430


 265.55586 000000  - ATT CONS PHONE PMT952 09/12/2013Analog phone lines - Large power metering 52507430


 22.39921 000000  - ATT CONS PHONE PMT952 09/12/2013Analog phone lines - SCADA dialers 52507450


 32.01851 000000  - ATT CONS PHONE PMT952 09/12/2013Analog phone lines - SCADA dialers and generator 52507460


 416.66856 000000  - HOTELS.COM US894 09/12/2013WEFTEC HOTEL IN CHICAGO TWO ROOMS. 82007460


-296.00232 001099  - HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS 233492 09/13/2013Credit from previous double charge 41007430


 296.00232 001099  - HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS 233492 09/13/20134 Hymac cpl tps 41007450


 296.00232 001099  - HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS 233492 09/13/2013Double charge from previous invoice. 41007430


 90.09673 000000  - MOYER'S LANDSCAPE SERV468 09/16/2013Lawn seed. 73007450


 90.08675 000000  - MOYER'S LANDSCAPE SERV468 09/16/2013Lawn seed. 73007450


 78.28926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/16/2013Uniform 40007430


 14.55854 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/16/2013Uniforms 40007460


 30.70834 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/16/2013cleaning supplies 40007460


 9.70926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/16/2013Uniforms 40007450


 102.49921 000000  - CHARTER COMM432 09/16/2013Office internet service 52507430


 36.89921 000000  - CHARTER COMM432 09/16/2013Office internet service 52507450


 49.19851 000000  - CHARTER COMM432 09/16/2013Office internet service 52507460


 16.42233 001099  - CHARTER COMM432 09/16/2013Office internet service 52507430


 70.37921 000000  - OFFICE DEPOT #1105267 09/16/2013General office/meeting supplies 52507430


 25.59921 000000  - OFFICE DEPOT #1105267 09/16/2013General office/meeting supplies 52507450


 32.00851 000000  - OFFICE DEPOT #1105267 09/16/2013General office/meeting supplies 52507460


 4.96583 000000  - FASTENAL COMPANY01148 09/17/20135/16 X 6 nut set. 52007430


 10.12920 000000  - WAL-MART #1176507 09/17/2013PPW prize drawing supplies 33007430


-118.39143 000000  - FRAUD- GRADY 5642994 09/17/2013FRAUD CREDIT 41007430


 438.60232 001099  - HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS 233492 09/17/2013Wat rubber main valve for hydrants 41007430


 4.29921 000000  - FOSDAL BAKERY LLC601 09/18/2013Meeting expense - UC 36507430


 1.56921 000000  - FOSDAL BAKERY LLC601 09/18/2013Meeting expense - UC 36507450


 1.95851 000000  - FOSDAL BAKERY LLC601 09/18/2013Meeting expense - UC 36507460


 60.01143 000000  - WAL-MART #1176507 09/19/2013Supplies for 2013 Public Power Walk 35507430


 412.00833 003603  - CRANE ENGINEERING SALES I855 09/19/2013West greaser parts for screw pump 82007460


 1,750.16641 000000  - HAWKINS INC309 09/19/2013Chemicals 73007450


 7.96920 000000  - KWIK TRIP  73800007385894 09/20/2013Ice for Power Walk. 52757450


 17.38833 003604  - 663 STOUGHTON BUMPER TO B626 09/20/2013Oil seal for primary clarifier 84007460


 12.10920 000000  - DEAKS PUB & GRILL994 09/20/2013ADMIN EXPENSE - CVMIC SITE VISITS 10007430


 4.40920 000000  - DEAKS PUB & GRILL994 09/20/2013ADMIN EXPENSE - CVMIC SITE VISITS 10007450


 5.50850 000000  - DEAKS PUB & GRILL994 09/20/2013ADMIN EXPENSE - CVMIC SITE VISITS 10007460


 12.18583 000000  - MCDONALD'S F6020894 09/20/2013MEAL EXPENSE FROM STORM ON 9-20-13.  LARRY AND DAVE. 51507430


 3.94851 000000  - WAL-MART #1176507 09/20/2013Frames for lab certs 82007460


 286.50921 000000  - DOC JAMS894 09/20/2013PRINTER REPAIR AND PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE -- ACCOUNTING AND FRONT OFFICE 4250S52507430


 103.14921 000000  - DOC JAMS894 09/20/2013PRINTER REPAIR AND PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE -- ACCOUNTING AND FRONT OFFICE 4250S52507450


 137.52851 000000  - DOC JAMS894 09/20/2013PRINTER REPAIR AND PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE -- ACCOUNTING AND FRONT OFFICE 4250S52507460
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 45.84233 001099  - DOC JAMS894 09/20/2013PRINTER REPAIR AND PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE -- ACCOUNTING AND FRONT OFFICE 4250S52507430


 78.28926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/23/2013Uniforms 40007430


 3.00834 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/23/2013Cleaning supplies 40007460


 14.55854 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/23/2013Uniforms 40007460


 9.70926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/23/2013Uniforms 40007450


 21.10920 000000  - VZWRLSS PRPAY AUTOPAY498 09/23/20133G service - IPad 33007430


 724.12833 003608  - XYLEM WATER SOLUTIONS USA927 09/24/2013BALLAST AND 4 LIMIT SWITCHES FOR DISINFECTION SYSTEM 82007460


 33.23833 000000  - OPTICS PLANET INC894 09/25/2013LATEREN FLASH LIGHTS - TWO 82007460


 22.24833 003607  - FASTENAL COMPANY01148 09/25/2013Parts for final clarifier South 87007460


 7.49107 000000 130304 - 1ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013Painting supplies for final clarifier 87007460


 14.77833 000000  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW 87007460


 13.85833 003603  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013Fittings for west screw greaser 84007460


 2,404.80107 000000 130300 - 1STAFFORD ROSENBAUM LLP186 09/26/2013Legal services - WWTP contract and bid opening 33007460


 4.47586 000000  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013Keys for Apt. building on E. South St. 52007430


 47.96583 000000  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013Bar oil for chain saws. 67007430


 29.99583 000000  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013Step stool for storage bin located in large truck room. 52857430


 19.27833 003610  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013Water line parts for GBT 82007460


 14.47833 003607  - ASLESON'S TRUE VALUE HDW108 09/26/2013painting supplies 82007460


 15.51921 000000  - GORDON FLESCH COMPANY856 09/26/2013Copy machine monthly maintenance contract 52507430


 5.58921 000000  - GORDON FLESCH COMPANY856 09/26/2013Copy machine monthly maintenance contract 52507450


 7.44851 000000  - GORDON FLESCH COMPANY856 09/26/2013Copy machine monthly maintenance contract 52507460


 2.49233 001099  - GORDON FLESCH COMPANY856 09/26/2013Copy machine monthly maintenance contract 52507430


 16.64920 000000  - USPS 56797007232510315824 09/27/2013POSTAGE FOR RP3 APPLICATION PACKET 36507430


 572.19933 000000  - LAKESIDE INTERNATIONAL184 09/27/2013Transmission fluid changed on Trk 12. 40007430


 142.65232 001099  - WESCO - # 7862521 09/27/2013O.H. tension splices 40007430


 114.61903 000000  - U.S. CELLULAR123 09/27/2013Cell phones 40007430


 41.68903 000000  - U.S. CELLULAR123 09/27/2013Cell phones 40007450


 52.10840 000000  - U.S. CELLULAR123 09/27/2013Cell phones 40007460


 108.81583 000000  - STOUGHTON LUMBER436 09/27/2013Wood for material storage rack located in the large truck room. 64007430


 33.99828 000000  - 663 STOUGHTON BUMPER TO B626 09/27/2013Batterey switch for truck #18 87007460


 59.44675 000000  - USA BLUE BOOK571 09/27/2013Locating paint 73007450


 59.44673 000000  - USA BLUE BOOK571 09/27/2013Locating paint 73007450


 59.44677 000000  - USA BLUE BOOK571 09/27/2013Locating paint 73007450


 383.70652 000000  - USA BLUE BOOK571 09/30/2013Well No. 4.  Chemical injector replacement parts. 73007450


 77.95675 000000  - USA BLUE BOOK571 09/30/2013Service line shears 1-1/2 CTS. 73007450


 8.14833 000000  - STOUGHTON LUMBER436 09/30/2013Board for final clarifier scum paddle 87007460


 32.00933 000000  - D   M SERVICE 07010168240 09/30/2013Forklift gas. 52757450


 34.49933 000000  - FASTENAL COMPANY01148 09/30/2013Bolts for wood chipper blades 65007430


 78.28926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/30/2013Uniforms 40007430


 3.00834 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/30/2013Cleaning supplies 40007460


 14.55854 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/30/2013Uniforms 40007460


 9.70926 000000  - CINTAS 446809 09/30/2013Uniforms 40007450


 7.93920 000000  - FOSDAL BAKERY LLC601 09/30/2013Interview expense 36507430


 236.99833 000000  - FASTENAL COMPANY01148 09/30/2013New drill for plant 82007460
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 20.34921 000000  - STAPLES352 09/30/2013General office supplies -- accounting and office 52507430


 7.32921 000000  - STAPLES352 09/30/2013General office supplies -- accounting and office 52507450


 9.76851 000000  - STAPLES352 09/30/2013General office supplies -- accounting and office 52507460


 3.26233 001099  - STAPLES352 09/30/2013General office supplies -- accounting and office 52507430


 18,097.82Total:








 


DRAFT STOUGHTON UTILITIES COMMITTEE REGULAR 
MEETING MINUTES 
Monday, October 14, 2013 – 5:00 p.m. 
Edmund T. Malinowski Board Room 
Stoughton Utilities Administration Office 
600 S. Fourth St. 
Stoughton, Wisconsin 
 
Members Present: Citizen Member David Erdman, Citizen Member 


Jonathan Hajny, Alderperson Eric Hohol, Alderperson 
Paul Lawrence, Mayor Donna Olson, Citizen Member 
Alan Staats, and Alderperson Elvin (Sonny) Swangstu. 


. 
Excused: None. 
 
Absent: None. 
 
Others Present: Stoughton Utilities Office and Information Systems 


Supervisor Brian Hoops, Stoughton Utilities Finance 
and Administrative Manager Kim Jennings, CPA, 
Stoughton Utilities Director Robert Kardasz, P.E., and 
Marty Seffens.  


 
Call To Order:  Mayor Donna Olson called the regular Stoughton Utilities 
Committee Meeting to order at 5:00 p.m.  
 
Stoughton Utilities Committee Consent Agenda: Stoughton Utilities Director 
Robert Kardasz presented and discussed the Stoughton Utilities Committee 
Meeting Consent Agenda items and emphasized the “Joint-Action Efforts 
Communicate the Value of Public Power” article in the July 2013 issue of the 
Electricity Journal referencing comments from Mayor Olson and Utilities Director 
Kardasz.  Discussion Followed.  Motion by Citizen Member David Erdman,  the 
motion seconded by Citizen Member Jonathan Hajny, to approve the following 
consent agenda items as presented:  Stoughton Utilities Payments Due List, Draft 
Minutes of the September 16, 2013 Regular Stoughton Utilities Committee 
Meeting, Stoughton Utilities August 2013 Financial Summary, Stoughton Utilities 
August 2013 Statistical Information, Stoughton Utilities Communications, 
Stoughton Utilities Committee Annual Calendar, and the Stoughton Utilities 
September 2013 Activities Reports.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Status Of The Stoughton Utilities Committee Recommendation(s) To The 
Stoughton Common Council:  Stoughton Utilities Director Robert Kardasz 
presented and discussed that the following items from the Stoughton Utilities 
Committee and placed on file by the Stoughton Common Council: 
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 Stoughton Utilities Payments Due List. 
 


 Stoughton Utilities Committee August 19, 2013 Regular Meeting Minutes. 
 


 Stoughton Utilities July 2013 Financial Summaries. 
 


 Stoughton Utilities July 2013 Statistical Worksheets. 
 
Stoughton Utilities Proposed 2014 Ten-Year (2014-2023) Capital Projects 
Program:  Stoughton Utilities Director Robert Kardasz presented and discussed 
the proposed Stoughton Utilities 2014 Ten-Year (2014-2023) Capital Projects 
Program removing the Park Street water and sanitary sewer replacement mains 
project.  Discussion followed.  Motion by Alderperson Paul Lawrence, the motion 
seconded by Alderperson Elvin (Sonny) Swangstu, to approve the Stoughton 
Utilities 2014 Ten-Year (2014-2023) Capital Projects Program, and recommend it 
to the Stoughton Common Council.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Request To Rent The Stoughton Utilities Agricultural Land In 2014:  
Stoughton Utilities Director Robert Kardasz presented and discussed the proposed 
rental of 12.2 acres of agricultural land to the Stoughton Future Farmers of 
America (FFA) and Alumni in 2014.  Discussion followed.  Motion by Alderperson 
Eric Hohol, the motion seconded by Alderperson Paul Lawrence, to approve the 
rental of the Stoughton Utilities 12.2 acres of land located at 3291 McComb Road 
to the Stoughton FFA and Alumni in 2014 For $100 - $125 per acre, and 
recommend the approval and the adoption of the corresponding resolution to the 
Stoughton Common Council on October 22, 2013.  The motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
Stoughton Utilities Proposed Filling Of The Vacant Utilities 
Water/Wastewater/Meter Technician Position:  Stoughton Utilities Director 
Robert Kardasz presented and discussed the rationale behind filling the vacant 
Water/Wastewater/Meter Technician at this time.  Discussion followed.  Motion by 
Alderperson Paul Lawrence, the motion seconded by Alderperson Elvin (Sonny) 
Swangstu, to fill the vacant Utilities Water/Wastewater Meter Technician at the 
present hourly wage of $20.89 - $23.23.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
Proposed Modifications To Stoughton Utilities’ Customer Deposits Policies 
For Residential And Commercial Accounts As A Result Of Wisconsin’s 2013 
Act 25:  Stoughton Utilities Office and Information Systems Supervisor Brian 
Hoops and Stoughton Utilities Director Robert Kardasz presented and discussed 
the proposed modifications to the Stoughton Utilities’ deposit policies for  
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residential and commercial customers.  Discussion followed.  Motion by 
Alderperson Eric Hohol, the motion seconded by Citizen Member David Erdman, 
to modify the Stoughton Utilities’ customer deposits policies for residential and 
commercial customers.  The motion carried unanimously. 
  
Stoughton Utilities Committee Governance:  Stoughton Utilities Director 
Robert Kardasz presented and discussed the Stoughton Utilities Committee 
governance.  Discussion followed.   


 
WPPI Energy Orientation:  Stoughton Utilities Robert Kardasz presented and 
discussed the October 22, 2013 WPPI Energy Orientation to be conducted at 
their headquarters in Sun Prairie, WI and requested the Stoughton Utilities 
Committee members to participate.  Mr. Kardasz also presented and discussed 
the November 14, 2013 Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin Dinner Meeting 
to be held in Waunakee, WI and requested the Stoughton Utilities Committee 
members to participate.  Discussion followed. 
 


  Stoughton Utilities Committee Future Agenda Items: 


 
 Stoughton Utilities customer collections status report on November 18, 2013. 


 


 Stoughton Utilities Governance on November 18, 2013. 
 


 Stoughton Utilities Financial Forecasts. 
 


 Adjournment:  Motion by Alderperson Paul Lawrence, the motion seconded by 
Citizen Member Jonathan Hajny, to adjourn the Regular Stoughton Utilities 
Committee Meeting at 5:27 p.m.  The motion carried unanimously. 
 
 


 Respectfully submitted, 
 
Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 
Stoughton Utilities Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 








Highlights-Comparison to prior month


I have no concerns with the utility's financial status.  The following items are


meant to illustrate significant changes in the financial summary from prior periods.


Financial results are as expected through September 2013.


Revenues and expenses are in line with budgeted amounts through September.


In the last quarter of 2013, expect to see a drop in the wastewater replacement fund.


The fund will be used to pay for some of the initial costs incurred for the WWTP electrical


upgrade.  Once the Clean Water Fund Loan is closed, proceeds will be used to


reimburse the replacement fund.


Amounts shown in Construction Work in Progress will be finalized and closed to


Plant In Service accounts over the next few months.  These are large values that include


budgeted water/sewer main replacements and electric distribution system upgrades.


Submitted by: 


 Kim M. Jennings, CPA


Stoughton Utilities
Financial Summary


September 2013-YTD







Stoughton Utilities
Income Statement


September 2013-YTD


Electric Water Wastewater Total


Operating Revenue:


Sales 11,577,925$       1,285,772$       1,511,400$          14,375,097$      


Other 123,277              32,810              23,825                 179,911             


Total Operating Revenue: 11,701,201$       1,318,582$       1,535,225$          14,555,008$      


Operating Expense:


Purchased Power 9,060,867$         -$                  -$                    9,060,867$        


Expenses 1,016,279           529,676            587,708               2,133,662          


Taxes (Including PILOT) 338,451              273,753            -                      612,204             


Depreciation 704,997              285,003            502,497               1,492,497          


Total Operating Expense: 11,120,593$       1,088,432$       1,090,205$          13,299,230$      


Operating Income 580,608$            230,150$          445,020$             1,255,778$        


Non-Operating Income 162,331              (2,024)               7,412                   167,719             


Non-Operating Expense (212,420)             (75,382)             (64,503)               (352,306)            


Net Income 530,519$            152,744$          387,929$             1,071,192$        







Stoughton Utilities
Rate of Return


September 2013-YTD


Electric Water


Operating Income (Regulatory) 580,608$            230,150$          


Average Utility Plant in Service 23,008,865         11,592,574       


Average Accumulated Depreciation (10,449,413)        (3,752,473)        


Average Materials and Supplies 134,742              34,840              


Average Regulatory Liability (232,684)             (359,398)           


Average Customer Advances (8,035)                 


Average Net Rate Base 12,453,475$       7,515,544$       


Actual Rate of Return 4.66% 3.06%


Authorized Rate of Return 6.50% 6.50%







Stoughton Utilities
Cash & Investments


Electric Sep-13


Unrestricted (3.5 months O&M) 4,419,586      


Bond Reserve 704,728         


Redemption Fund (P&I) 228,466         


Designated 1,143,907      


Total 6,496,687      


Water Sep-13


Unrestricted (1.6 months O&M) 194,524         


Bond Reserve 274,005         


Redemption Fund (P&I) 103,222         


Designated 501,679         


Total 1,073,431      


Wastewater Sep-13


Unrestricted (3.2 months O&M) 435,010         


DNR Replacement 1,281,837      


Redemption Fund (P&I) 117,747         


Designated 134,762         


Total 1,969,357      


 4,419,586 , 68%  704,728 , 11% 


 228,466 , 3%  1,143,907 , 18% 


Electric Cash - September 2013 


Unrestricted (3.5 months O&M) Bond Reserve Redemption Fund (P&I) Designated 


 194,524 , 18% 


 274,005 , 25% 


 103,222 , 10% 


 501,679 , 47% 


Water Cash - September 2013 


Unrestricted (1.6 months O&M) Bond Reserve Redemption Fund (P&I) Designated 


 435,010 , 22% 


 1,281,837 , 65% 


 117,747 , 6% 
 134,762 , 7% 


Wastewater Cash - September 2013 


Unrestricted (3.2 months O&M) DNR Replacement 
Redemption Fund (P&I) Designated 







Stoughton Utilities
Balance Sheet


September 2013-YTD


Assets Electric Water WW Total


Cash & Investments 6,496,687$         1,073,431$       1,969,357$         9,539,474$       


Customer A/R 352,880              33,852              46,921                433,652            


Other A/R 122,133              4,556                1,548                  128,237            


Other Current Assets 672,473              56,166              15,627                744,266            


Plant in Service 23,564,162         11,720,262       23,410,413         58,694,837       


Accumulated Depreciation (10,961,833)        (3,958,266)        (8,948,683)          (23,868,782)      


Plant in Service - CIAC 2,698,964           6,115,456         -                      8,814,420         


Accumulated Depreciation-CIAC (770,372)             (1,568,485)        -                      (2,338,858)        


Construction Work in Progress 392,434              429,615            925,727              1,747,775         


Total Assets 22,567,527$       13,906,585$     17,420,909$       53,895,021$     


Liabilities + Net Assets


A/P 1,214,834$         1,552$              3,267$                1,219,653$       


Taxes Accrued 292,500              273,753            -                      566,253            


Interest Accrued (24,101)               34,163              31,664                41,727              


Other Current Liabilities 340,738              125,275            112,349              578,362            


Long-Term Debt 5,591,819           2,169,659         2,903,455           10,664,933       


Net Assets 15,151,736         11,302,183       14,370,175         40,824,093       


Total Liabilities + Net Assets 22,567,527$       13,906,585$     17,420,909$       53,895,021$     








Total Sales Total KwH Total Sales Total KwH Demand Demand
2012 KwH Purchased 2012 2013 KwH Purchased 2013 Peak 2012 Peak 2013


January 11,868,378 12,433,320 12,980,664 12,941,309 22,832 24,115


February 11,038,451 11,343,024 11,093,150 11,375,749 21,427 21,962


March 10,781,022 11,051,000 11,543,832 11,836,441 20,035 20,777


April 9,801,894 10,146,958 10,772,745 11,060,756 18,344 20,308


May 10,992,903 11,341,846 10,907,515 11,197,328 24,382 23,887


June 13,399,947 13,426,960 11,623,657 11,924,266 34,390 29,282


July 15,754,708 16,708,338 13,560,729 13,975,228 36,046 34,267


August 12,996,901 13,415,185 13,050,697 13,286,048 31,821 32,943


September 10,578,091 10,957,566 11,170,152 11,653,432 31,173 32,273


October


November


December


TOTAL 107,212,295 110,824,197 106,703,141 109,250,557


Total Sales Total Gallons Total Sales Total Gallons Max Daily High Max Daily Highs
2012 Gallons Pumped 2012 2013 Gallons Pumped 2013 2012 2013


January 39,638,000 47,363,000 41,148,000 42,597,000 1,875,000 1,736,000


February 37,722,000 44,248,000 35,083,000 37,233,000 1,810,000 1,525,000


March 39,713,000 46,316,000 36,890,000 39,698,000 1,784,000 1,682,000


April 38,594,000 43,557,000 36,540,000 40,108,000 1,758,000 1,541,000


May 43,980,000 47,288,000 39,256,000 43,554,000 1,915,000 1,683,000


June 50,968,000 52,914,000 43,180,000 42,766,000 2,185,000 1,806,000


July 50,622,000 55,906,000 43,138,000 45,738,000 2,554,000 1,918,000


August 43,267,000 46,106,000 46,730,000 48,153,000 1,997,000 2,529,000


September 41,576,000 43,042,000 41,560,000 45,206,000 2,068,000 1,856,000


October


November


December


TOTAL 386,080,000 426,740,000 363,525,000 385,053,000


Total Sales Total Treated Total Sales Total Treated Precipitation Precipitation
2012 Gallons Gallons 2012 2013 Gallons Gallons 2013 2012 2013


January 26,040,000 34,934,000 28,637,000 34,646,000 1.48 2.80


February 24,529,000 33,123,000 24,392,000 31,119,000 1.10 3.00


March 26,282,000 36,976,000 26,650,000 35,066,000 2.20 2.11


April 24,934,000 28,915,000 25,354,000 44,444,000 1.48 7.07


May 28,563,000 38,855,000 27,514,000 41,166,000 3.10 5.16


June 33,975,000 36,914,000 27,342,000 45,242,000 0.29 11.99


July 34,774,000 36,743,000 28,794,000 43,754,000 3.84 3.88


August 28,451,000 33,358,000 29,791,000 38,874,000 2.17 1.74


September 27,607,000 32,943,000 28,685,000 37,245,000 2.09 2.75


October


November


December


TOTAL 255,155,000 312,761,000 247,159,000 351,556,000 17.75 40.50


2013 Statistical Worksheet
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600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


         


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E.  


  Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Stoughton Utilities Communications. 


 


 September 2013 “things you should KNOW” memorandum from WPPI Energy 


President and CEO Michael W. Peters. 


 


 October 2013 “things you should KNOW” memorandum from WPPI Energy 


president and CEO Michael W. Peters. 
 


 October 2013 American Public Power Association (APPA) magazine “Public 


Power”. 
 


 October 2013 Customers First Coalition newsletter “The Wire.” 
 


 November 2013 Customers First Coalition newsletter “The Wire.” 
 


 November 8, 2013 Economic Development Considerations memorandum to Mayor 


Donna Olson. 
 


 WPPI Energy newsletter “Power Report.” 
 


 2013-2014 APPA Annual Directory and Statistical Report. 


 


Encl. 
 


cc: Sean O Grady  


 Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent  







 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SEPTEMBER 2013 
 
Things You Should Know is my monthly wrap-up for members of all things related to WPPI Energy.  
As always, I welcome your feedback. Hearing directly from you is critical to our ability to serve our 
members. If you have any questions, comments or concerns, please contact me at 608-834-4557 or 
mpeters@wppienergy.org.  
 
The State of WPPI Energy. This month at the Annual Meeting, Board Chair Jeff Feldt and I shared the 
stage for the State of WPPI presentation. For those who weren’t able to attend the meeting, highlighted 
below are some key points from our discussion. 
 


• WPPI Energy successfully completed a $180 million bond issuance in April. Along with an early 
refunding of $65 million related to ’03 and ’05 bonds, the proceeds will be used to fund the 
environmental upgrades at Boswell Energy Center Unit 4, which, after completion, will remain 
our lowest-cost baseload resource. They will also pay for our investment in new transmission 
through our participation in CapX2020. And, finally, the bond proceeds will allow for several 
smaller projects to move forward at the Elm Road Generating Station, which we anticipate will 
result in lower fuel costs upon completion.  


• We have made significant advancements on delivering on our technology commitment to 
members with the advanced metering infrastructure/customer information system/meter data 
management system rollout. We now have four members that have a fully integrated system and 
are now able to get detailed interval data for all customers. This allows these members to better 
refine their rates to customers, more rapidly identify and correct metering and billing errors, 
consider innovative rate options, be more responsive to customers questions about their usage, 
and meet upcoming challenges to their business that will come with advances in other 
technologies, such as distributed generation.  


• We have restructured and consolidated our IT/IS department, now referred to as our Business 
and Technology Solutions department. This configuration better aligns our staff resources, 
allows for more cross training, and ultimately will result in better service for our member 
systems.  


• We have stepped up our advocacy game as we worked closely with the Municipal Electric 
Utilities of Wisconsin to pass legislation to protect customer usage data from public release. We 
created the WPPI Policy and Communications Leadership Council to engage on critical policy 
issues going forward, such as the attacks on tax-exempt financing, cyber security, and 
greenhouse gas regulations.  
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• As for power supply, we are positioned extremely well to meet our members’ load in a cost-
effective manner for several years to come, as well as meet the economic challenges posed by 
anticipated EPA regulations. I reminded our members that as the result of proactive leadership 
and planning, WPPI has reduced our greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by more than 30% since 
2005. This compares to the President’s stated goal of reducing emissions economy wide by 17% 
from 2005 emissions levels by the year 2020.  


• Finally, I cautioned members that we still have significant challenges ahead, including how the 
“rules” get written to address GHG emissions. We anticipate distributed generation and 
particularly third-party ownership of behind-the-meter generation will present a significant 
challenge for WPPI and our members over the next several years as costs for this type of small-
scale generation continue to drop. We have already seen a renewed focus on deregulation, at 
least in Michigan, and anticipate discussions among some parties will increase in Wisconsin as 
well. And, there is an ever increasing expectation of improved service and lower costs by 
customers throughout our member systems service areas. All of these will continue to unfold 
against a backdrop where we have seen significant turnover among elected and appointed leaders 
at our member systems and 25 new directors at the WPPI board table in the last five years. 
Despite these changes, WPPI Energy and our members working together through joint action 
will meet these and other challenges just as we have for the past 33 plus years.  


ERGS Warranty Settlement. As reported in my previous updates to you, in late 2011 a warranty 
inspection at the Elm Road Generating Station revealed turbine blade deposits requiring repairs. At the 
time the deposits were discovered, the unit was under warranty. WPPI worked together with our co-
owners of the plant, We Energies and Madison Gas & Electric, to seek payment for the repairs from 
Bechtel, the contractor that built the plant, to the extent that Bechtel was responsible. WPPI’s share of 
any remaining costs would be in proportion to our 8.33% ownership of the plant. 
 
I am pleased to report that We Energies, on behalf of the owners, received from Bechtel a check for 
$26.78 million to settle the warranty claims. In proportion to our ownership, WPPI’s share of the 
settlement is approximately $2.23 million. The settlement was seen by the owners as a very successful 
outcome to the claim. In turn, WPPI paid its share – $416,500 – owed to Bechtel for the final payment 
of the engineering, procurement and construction contract to build the plant. The settlement payment 
was more than expected, covering about 80 cents on the dollar.  
 
Boswell Emission Reduction Plan Approved. On September 25, the Minnesota Public Utilities 
Commission (MPUC) approved Minnesota Power’s (MP) emission reduction plan for Boswell Energy 
Center Unit 4. Under the Minnesota Mercury Emissions Reduction Act, MP was required to submit a 
plan to reduce the plant’s mercury emissions by 90%. After a review process lasting more than a year, 
the MPUC approved MP’s plan to retrofit the Boswell unit with a dry scrubber and baghouse to 
significantly reduce emissions of mercury, particulate matter and sulfur dioxide. Construction on the 
retrofit project began in July and is expected to be completed by the end of 2015. The Public Service 
Commission of Wisconsin approved WPPI’s participation in the project in February. The MPUC’s 
action was the final regulatory approval needed by MP or WPPI. 
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CO2 Standards for New Power Plants. The Environmental Protection Agency on September 20 issued 
strict carbon limits for new power plants that burn fossil fuels. From now on, any utility that plans to 
build a power plant in the United States that burns either natural gas or coal will be required to meet 
separate standards for those fuels that were set by EPA.  
 
The effort is the Obama administration’s second stab at regulations on the amount of carbon pollution 
power plants can emit. The New Source Performance Standards for fossil-fueled power plants are a 
revised version of a rule the agency issued in the spring of 2012, which proposed a limit of 1,000 pounds 
of carbon dioxide per megawatt-hour for any new natural gas- or coal-fired plants.  
 
The re-proposed rule sets separate emissions standards for coal-fired and natural gas-fired power plants. 
Large new natural gas-fired power plants will have to meet an emissions limit of 1,000 pounds of CO2 
per megawatt-hour, while smaller gas-fired plants will be held to a limit of 1,100. New coal-fired power 
plants have to meet an emissions limit of 1,100 pounds CO2/MWh, a limit that could be met only with 
the use of carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology.  
 
The EPA said only partial capture of carbon emissions — 30% to 50% of a plant's CO2, depending on 
the plant's design — would be needed. However, utility industry coalitions have pointed out that, 
because the required CCS technology is not commercially available, mandating the technology would 
amount to an effective ban on new coal power plants. 
 
Public comments will be due 60 days from the date on which the proposal is published in the Federal 
Register. The American Public Power Association plans to file comments. We anticipate that the EPA 
regulations will again be a key topic for our grassroots outreach in the year to come. 
 
October Member Business Plan Meeting. As you know, the WPPI Executive Committee and senior 
staff members have spent significant time on the road this year to gather your input regarding the 
priorities and initiatives on which we should focus in our 2014-2016 business plan. In October, we have 
set aside a full day, prior to the monthly EC meeting, to review with members our current business plan 
draft. The meeting will take place from 9 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Thursday, October 24 at the Heidel House in 
Green Lake, Wis. Friday will be the regularly scheduled EC meeting. Everyone is welcome to attend the 
EC dinner on Thursday evening and the EC meeting on Friday. If you planned on participating but did 
not RSVP, please let us know right away. Contact Mary Beth Weidenfeller at 
mweidenfeller@wppienergy.org or 608-834-4577. 
 
Michigan Energy Policy Developments. We have been carefully monitoring energy policy 
developments in Michigan, where in 2012 Governor Rick Snyder introduced an initiative to gather 
public input regarding the state’s energy future. The administration convened six public participation 
opportunities co-chaired by the chair of the Public Service Commission, John Quackenbush, and the 
head of the Michigan Energy Office, Steven Bakkal. The chairs were then charged with overseeing the 
development of reports on the information received. Governor Snyder intends to rely on the reports 
when making his recommendations regarding Michigan's energy future in December of 2013. It is the 
governor’s aim for the Legislature to respond with a comprehensive energy policy package.  
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Renewable Portfolio Standard. On September 20, the chairs released a 90-page draft report on 
the state’s current renewable portfolio standard, which requires 10% renewable energy use by 2015. 
While the report does not include a firm recommendation, it does include the following point: “Under 
these assumptions, all evaluated scenarios (ranging from 15% by 2020 to 30% by 2035) are achievable.”  
 
The draft renewable energy report is the first of four, the rest of which are anticipated to be released in 
October. The others will cover energy efficiency, electric choice and additional areas related to energy 
policy. Although it is not certain at this point which level of increase may ultimately pass, it does appear 
likely that the Legislature will move to change the RPS target next year. As the policy debate unfolds, 
we will be monitoring the process closely and working with the Michigan Municipal Electric 
Association to protect the interests of our public power utilities and their customers in Michigan. 
 


Retail Choice. Another forthcoming draft report involves the topic of electric industry 
deregulation, sometimes referred to as “retail choice.” Recently, we saw a very costly example of the 
inherent (if unintended) negative consequences of such “choice” programs when We Energies lost its 
largest customer in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula. 
 
In July, mining company Cliffs Natural Resources Inc. notified We Energies that it would begin buying 
electricity from Integrys Energy Services to serve its Empire and Tilden mines in the U.P. Cliffs spent 
$120 million with We Energies last year, according to a filing with the Michigan Public Service 
Commission. The Michigan “utility choice” law allows customers of investor-owned utilities, and 
municipal utilities that elect to implement retail choice, to choose their own electric provider. Although 
the number of customers that can move to a new supplier is capped at 10% of a utility’s sales, mines are 
exempted.  
 


Why it Matters to WPPI Members. Why is this tale of Michigan’s deregulation woes of interest 
to the entire WPPI membership? First, we are likely to see cost impacts as a result. Having lost nearly 
85% of its load in the area, We Energies is no longer willing to invest in its power plant located in the 
U.P., Presque Isle. However, generation resources in that area are slim. If our independent transmission 
system operator, the Midcontinent Independent System Operator (MISO), decides that the plant is vital 
to the reliability of the regional grid, it may offer “system support resource payments” (SSR) in 
exchange for keeping the plant in operation. In other words, MISO could pay We Energies to continue 
to run the plant despite the utility’s decision to shut it down.  
 
If MISO grants SSR payments to We Energies for keeping Presque Isle open, WPPI as well as all other 
utilities serving load in eastern Wisconsin and the U.P will be paying a share of these costs. And, for the 
long term, we can also expect higher energy market costs and ultimately higher transmission costs to 
serve our load in the U.P.  
 
A second, more general reason for concern is that any moves toward deregulation by any state in our 
region could present a potential threat to all our members’ municipal utility business model. As 
Michigan’s Legislature considers such comprehensive energy policy questions, we can expect marketers 
who want even easier access to more customers to press hard for expanded deregulation in the state. Not 
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only could such a shift be problematic for our Michigan members, but talk by proponents of 
deregulation can easily bleed over into other states in the region. 
 


Advocacy Work Ahead. Although Governor Snyder’s administration remains supportive overall 
of what it calls the state’s “hybrid” approach to deregulation, at last week’s MMEA Fall Conference, 
PSC Chair Quackenbush did acknowledge grave concerns about the loss of load for We Energies and its 
potential impact on reliability and costs in the region. The chairman noted that a fix is needed to prevent 
such hardships for customers in the state, and that the problems contributing to this situation would be 
detailed in the soon-to-come retail choice draft report. We will work closely with MMEA to review and 
respond to the draft report and to ensure that these concerns aren’t lost in the significant energy policy 
conversations to come in the next year. 
 
Building Community Connections. On Tuesday, October 15, WPPI will host the annual Building 
Community Connections Workshop, which is aimed at supporting member efforts to connect with their 
customers and their local communities. Sessions will include updates on state energy efficiency 
programs, joint-action support for your communication and local promotion needs, a member panel on 
program promotions and customer service, an update on the technology changes impacting customer 
communications now and in the future, and a brainstorming and best practices session to foster idea 
sharing among member utility staff peers. Please RSVP by October 11 by visiting 
www.wppienergy.org/bcc, or by contacting Kayla Pierce at 608-834-4537 or kpierce@wppienergy.org  
 
EC Officer Elections. At the September 26 meeting of the EC, the following officers were re-elected 
for one-year terms: Jeff Feldt (Kaukauna), Chair; Jim Stawicki (Sturgeon Bay), Vice Chair; Tim 
Herlitzka (Waunakee), Treasurer; and Mike Reynolds (Boscobel), Secretary. 
 
Staff Update. Finally, I want to announce the retirement of Bob Collins, effective December 31, 2013. 
Bob is the Energy Services Representative for Crystal Falls, Eagle River, Florence and Norway. We 
appreciate his 14+ years of service.  
 
I am always open to suggestions and feedback from WPPI members. If you have any questions,  
comments or concerns about WPPI or the updates I’ve provided here, contact me at 608-834-4557 or 
mpeters@wppienergy.org. 



http://www.wppienergy.org/bcc
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OCTOBER 2013 
 
Things You Should Know is my monthly wrap-up for members of all things related to WPPI Energy.  
As always, I welcome your feedback. Hearing directly from you is critical to our ability to serve our 
members. If you have any questions, comments or concerns, please contact me at 608-834-4557 or 
mpeters@wppienergy.org.  
 
Board of Directors Takes Up WPPI Business Plan. I greatly appreciated the excellent turnout by WPPI 
members at our recent Board of Directors business plan meeting in Green Lake, Wis. Thank you to all who 
attended and engaged in this important conversation about our member-driven, joint-action agency’s future 
business objectives. As you know, WPPI exists for the purpose of serving your communities well. Our 
business plan is your plan, and your participation helps ensure that we remain on the right track.  
 
Based on your feedback, we are now making final updates to the 2014-2016 business plan, which is on the 
agenda for final consideration at the Board of Directors meeting on Dec. 13. There are several critical issues 
identified in the business plan that will need to be addressed very soon, including a review and possible 
revision to our new member policy, how WPPI and our members will respond to distributed generation, and 
our strategy to address pending greenhouse gas regulations. We also identified a number of “bread and 
butter” issues, such as ensuring we maintain a reliable, flexible, competitively priced power supply for the 
long term, the continued rollout of our comprehensive customer information strategy, and continuing to 
promote the municipally-owned business model.  
 
As a member driven organization your input in developing this business plan has been critical as will your 
ongoing involvement with and support of WPPI and our vision to be the joint action agency of choice.  At 
the December board meeting we will also cover other key business items including power supply, services 
and financial updates and consideration of the budget and wholesale rate for 2014. I look forward to seeing 
you there. 


 
Groundbreaking at Boswell Energy Center. 
On Oct. 31, WPPI Board Chair Jeff Feldt and 
a number of WPPI Energy staff attended the 
groundbreaking ceremony for our emissions-
reduction construction project at Boswell Unit 
4 in Cohasset, Minn. Various local leaders and 
government representatives were on hand for 
the event, along with company officials from 
Minnesota Power, the plant’s majority owner, 
and ALLETE, MP’s parent company.  
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Since WPPI purchased a 20-percent share of the plant in 1989, we have enjoyed a strong partnership with 
MP, resulting in a well-run, reliable and affordable base load power plant. In fact, Boswell 4 was WPPI’s 
first owned generation resource, and it is a workhorse that serves our members well. It has been and will 
continue to be the lowest-cost base load generation in our portfolio for the long-term. The emissions-
reduction construction project is slated for completion at the end of 2015. 
 
Pictured above at the groundbreaking event are: (l-r) ALLETE board member Jim Hoolihan, Cohasset Mayor 
Greg Hagy, WPPI Energy President/CEO Mike Peters, ALLETE President and CEO Al Hodnick, Minnesota 
Pollution Control Agency Commissioner John Linc Stine, Minnesota Power Vice President of Generation 
Operations Jeff Paulseth, and Josh Skelton, manager of Boswell Unit 4. 
 
Celebrating the Value of Public Power. October 6-12 was Public Power Week, an opportunity for 
communities and customers to celebrate the benefits of having a locally owned, not-for-profit electric utility. 
From cook-outs to prize drawings, and energy fairs to a centennial celebration for Broahead Water & Light, 
this year 25 utilities across the WPPI membership held events showcasing the excellent hometown service, 
reliable, affordable power, and local control that 
come with having a public power utility.  
 


A Story Worth Telling. “Tooting one’s own 
horn” hasn’t always been an area of focus for public 
power utilities. We know that our members are most 
often happiest in the background, quietly keeping the 
lights on and powering local homes and businesses 
with affordable, reliable electricity. But, because 
they recognize the importance of preserving the 
public power business model for the benefit of the 
communities they serve, WPPI members have made 
a concerted effort in recent years to get out the word 
about the value of public power.  


 
Moving the Needle. WPPI members are increasingly telling the story of how the community benefits 


from owning its own utility through annual Public Power Week events, year–round advertising and outreach 
to local newspapers, sponsorship of local business development efforts, charitable contributions and more. 
And, while awareness is something that takes time to build, I’m pleased to report that these outreach efforts 
are making a difference. Our biennial customer research shows that WPPI members’ customers today are 
significantly more aware of the local utility story than they were two years ago. 


 
Planning for the Future. We’re making good progress, but there is more work ahead. In the years to 


come, we anticipate that the public power business model will continue to face threats such as possible 
moves within states toward deregulation, rates and competitiveness challenges, and political and budget 
pressures within local governments. Now more than ever, it is important to continue building a bank account 
of good will with customers, keeping them informed about the ways in which the local utility helps make the 
community a great place to live and work. For this reason, the WPPI business plan will continue to 
emphasize support for members in telling their public power story. 
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Resources and Support Available. As you consider your local utility’s 2014 outreach plans for 
Public Power Week and the whole year round, please keep an eye on the WPPI member intranet site, 
mywppi.wppienergy.org, where you will find a wide array of resources and ideas to showcase the benefits of 
your local utility. Our staff is here to help as well. For more information, contact Kelanie Davis at 
kdavis@wppienergy.org or 608-834-4519. 


 
Public Power Mourns the Loss of Dean Larson. This month we were deeply saddened by the loss of 43 
year-old Dean Larson, a veteran lineman and employee of Florence Utilities. Dean, who was fatally injured 
while conducting line work following an outage, is survived by his wife Gina, and his 11 year-old son Bryce. 
He previously worked for the Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin, Hartford Utilities, and Dairyland 
Power. 
 
Following this tragic loss, Florence’s neighboring municipal utilities came out in force to show their support, 
providing back up to help maintain excellent service for the community. It is during difficult times like this 
that we are reminded public power truly is a family. As we mourn Dean’s loss, we will keep his loved ones, 
friends, and co-workers at Florence Utilities in our thoughts and prayers.  
 
Memorials for Dean may be sent to the Bryce Larson Scholarship Fund, c/o Gina Larson, 5177 N. 28th Ave., 
Apt. 3, Wausau, WI 54401. 
 
Coming Soon: Metering & Billing Best Practices Workshop Videos. In early October, WPPI staff 
wrapped up the final live presentation of our 1 ½-day Metering and Billing Best Practices Workshop. Built 
upon the work of the member Metering & Billing Task Force, this very popular workshop provides “best 
practices” instruction to help employees broaden their knowledge of the entire metering and billing process.  
 
Although the live workshop sessions have now concluded, I’m pleased to report that your utility staff can 
still benefit from this training event online. Our workshop presenters recently completed recordings of each 
workshop session. We will let you know as soon as the videos are available for viewing on the WPPI 
member intranet site, mywppi.wppienergy.org.  
 
Staff Update. Finally, I am pleased to introduce three new employees to WPPI. Mike Saugstad joined the 
Business and Technology Services (BTS) staff as a support analyst on Oct. 15. Also on the 15th, Joseph 
Greene joined our Power Supply Operations team as a real-time desk operator. Finally, Troy Tadych, a 
programmer analyst, joined the BTS staff on Nov. 5. Mike, Joseph and Troy all were hired to fill vacancies 
in existing positions on our team.  
 
I am always open to suggestions and feedback from WPPI members. If you have any questions,  
comments or concerns about WPPI or the updates I’ve provided here, contact me at 608-834-4557 or 
mpeters@wppienergy.org. 



https://mywppi.wppienergy.org/UtilityServices/RetailMeteringBilling.aspx
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 Last month we reported that the Arizona 
Corporation Commission was reviewing public 
comments on the concept of introducing retail 
electric competition. In that same story we noted 
that the commission’s website prominently listed 
nine energy-related topics under the heading of 
“Top Issues” and that retail electric competition 
wasn’t one of them.
 Less than two weeks after we published 
that story the commission decided—on a 4–1 
vote—that it really, really didn’t regard retail 
electric competition as one of its “top issues.” 
In a decision the Arizona Capitol Times de-
scribed as “sudden,” the commission concluded 
that the change would likely violate the state’s 
constitution.
 Undaunted, or at least claiming they’re 
undaunted, proponents of the scheme were 
said to be “regrouping.” The Times however, 
didn’t characterize them 
as undaunted, but rather, 
“stunned.”
 A regulatory specialist 
with Tucson Electric Power 
was quoted calling the deci-
sion “correct” and “a good 
outcome for our customers.”
 But Arizonans for Electric Choice and 
Competition (AECC)—which at least appears to 
include significant numbers of actual Arizonans, 
though its biggest affiliates are energy marketers 
based in other states—said it would keep up its 
efforts.
 AECC President Stan Barnes said, “Ari-
zona families and businesses deserve the clear 
benefits that competition would bring,” add-
ing, “This discussion is not over, and we look 
forward to continuing to pursue a path that will 
lead to the opening of Arizona’s electricity mar-
ket to retail competition.”
 A consultant to the state’s Residential 


Utility Consumer Office 
pointed out that changes 
to Arizona’s electricity mar-
kets could still be taken up by the 
commission but pronounced large-
scale restructuring “dead” and sug-
gested customers can expect piecemeal 
changes including the adoption of new 
technologies and unconventional rate 
plans on a utility-by-utility basis.
 A spokesman for the free-market Goldwa-
ter Institute reportedly called the decision a mi-
nor and temporary setback and said retail choice 
is inevitable.
 In Wisconsin during the 1990s, use of the 
word “inevitable” was believed to signify deep 


 Electric utility customers are filing new com-
plaints of being preyed upon by con artists, and 
while The Wire has noted similar situations in 
the past, increasingly aggressive tactics now raise 
public safety concerns. WE Energies has made 
detailed reports available, and though the scam appears to be operating nationwide, the crooks are hit-
ting closer to home, in larger cities and in rural northwest Wisconsin.
 There are new variants on the pattern of scammers pretending to be utility employees and threat-
ening disconnection if a payment is not made immediately.
 One variant is the phony story that the electric meter is defective and could explode or set the 
house on fire. Payment for replacing the meter is demanded, with the promise of a refund after the 
work is done. Another variant is the false claim that the customer’s last payment was rejected by “the 
bank” and that immediate payment is the only alternative to immediate disconnection.
 A new and more dangerous tactic being employed by scammers is to appear in person rather 
than attempt the con by telephone. In Milwaukee, South Milwaukee, Muskego, and Ellsworth, custom-
ers have reported people knocking on their doors, claiming to be WE Energies employees, and asking 
to be let inside the home to check or change the gas meter. At least two customers reported scammers 
arriving in vehicles with what appeared to be a WE Energies logo on the door. Some customers have 
been cool-headed enough to refuse admittance and point out that the gas meter is located outside. In 


Scam Alert


What part of no…?


knowledge of utility restructuring. But then it 
didn’t happen, and free-market advocates are 
well-advised to consider that utility deregula-
tion schemes have consistently delivered more 
regulated, more complicated, and more ex-
pensive electricity markets than the ones they 
replaced.    
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 Fall is here but there’s still some nice 
weather ahead. Make good use of it by getting 
outside and enclosing the exposed parts of wall-
mounted air conditioners with plastic film or 
other airtight covers. Install storm windows or 
interior plastic film. And remember that closing 
windows might not be enough. Make sure to 
latch them to make sure weather seals are fully 
effective.


 More than a dozen years after their 
electric restructuring experiment imploded, 
Californians are arguably still paying the price 
for their utilities being distracted from their 
core mission of providing reliable, affordable 
electricity.
 Last month Southern California Edison 
agreed to a $1.8 million settlement with the 
federal government for causing a 2007 fire that 
scorched more than 1,300 acres in the Sequoia 
National Forest. Poorly maintained hardware on 
a power pole was identified as the trigger.
 From the beginning, opponents identified 
corner-cutting on maintenance as a predictable 
consequence of electric restructuring schemes, 


Utility settles in forest fire lawsuit


 Wisconsin lawmakers returned to the State Capitol last month to the news that two veteran mem-
bers of the State Assembly are moving on.
 Rep. Scott Suder (R–Abbotsford), the Assembly’s majority leader—the chamber’s  second most 
powerful position—resigned September 3 to become administrator of the Division of Water, Compli-
ance and Consumer Affairs at the Public Service Commission. Two weeks later, Rep. Mark Honadel 
(R–South Milwaukee) announced he’s leaving public office to return to the private sector. Honadel 
was a longtime member of the Assembly’s Energy and Utilities Committee and had served as chair-
man since 2011. Assembly Republicans elected Rep. Bill Kramer (R–Waukesha) as their new majority 


leader and Rep. Tyler August (R–Lake Geneva) as speaker pro tempore, 
Kramer’s prior post. The new chair of the Energy and Utilities Commit-
tee had not been named before we went to print.
       The resignations will likely slow down the Legislature’s work for a 
while. The new majority leader and committee chair(s) will need to get up 
to speed in their new roles, and the two special elections to be held later 
this fall to fill the vacant seats will be the primary focus of the state’s po-
litical leaders. A reduced legislative schedule may not be that big a deal in 
any case. Most of the major policy initiatives were dealt with in the huge 
biennial state budget bill that passed in June, and there’s likely little ap-
petite among lawmakers to tackle highly controversial issues right before 
next year’s legislative and gubernatorial elections.


 One proposal that caught the eye of those in the energy community, however, is Assembly Bill 
345 introduced by Rep. Jeremy Thiesfeldt (R–Fond du Lac). The bill prohibits utilities and cooperatives 
from installing a “smart meter” on the premises of a customer or co-op member who objects to the 
installation. The bill comes in response to claims by a few people that the wireless technology used in 
a smart meter poses a risk to health, safety, and privacy. Others say the technology helps customers 
save energy, reduce costs, and improve reliability—all words we like to hear. In addition, proponents 
of advanced metering technology point to the fact that the levels of radio-frequency energy emitted 
from smart meters are significantly less than those from cell phones and microwave ovens. Proponents 
also say current scientific evidence shows there is no known risk associated with radio-frequency emis-
sions. The fate of the bill will likely depend on the level of interest it gets from the new chair of the 
Energy and Utilities Committee. At this time the chair, and his or her level of interest in the legislation, 
remains unknown. 


a warning that’s been validated—especially in 
California—by costly experience. 







Continued from page 1...


 For the fourth time this year, a U.S. 
nuclear generating unit is being retired ahead of 
its scheduled license expiration, as the “nuclear 
renaissance” that fueled speculation over the 
past decade edges farther in the direction of a 
nuclear retreat.
 New Orleans-based Entergy Corp., owner-
operator of one of the nation’s largest nuclear 
generation fleets, has announced it will close 
and decommission its Vermont Yankee plant, 
with shutdown expected in the fourth quarter of 
next year.
 A company statement cited three factors 


Yanking the plug on Yankee


 Like electricity providers everywhere, those in Texas urge their customers to conserve energy—
and when the customers follow that advice, nearly three-fourths of the retailers charge a penalty. It’s 
just one of the “money for nothing” arrangements Lone Star customers are complaining about.
 Late this summer the Dallas Morning News reported that 29 of 44 energy retailers surveyed 
were charging penalties ranging from $7 to $20 per month if customers fail to use 1,000 kilowatt-
hours of electricity per month.
 A spokesman for one of the energy companies explained that the penalties, called “mini-


mum usage fees,” indemnify the 
company against the risk that it 
might buy more power than its 
customers use.
  Illustrating some of the joys of 
retail electric competition, a Public 
Utilities Commission spokes-
man explained that such add-on 
fees are generally allowed, but 
that the company is required to 
identify them in its contracts with 
customers.
  The survey was conducted by 
Texas ROSE (Ratepayers’ Organi-


zation to Save Energy), and the head of the organization is quoted calling the fees “a profit center” and 
saying energy companies should be required to disclose what they contribute to the bottom line.
 “Airlines are deregulated, but we know how much they make on baggage fees,” said Carol 
Biedrzycki, according to the News.
 Another apparent revenue-generator is the wide disparity in disconnection and reconnection fees 
charged by energy marketers who are served by the distribution company Oncor.
 One charges $15 to disconnect and $50 to reconnect, or double that for an “expedited” recon-
nection. Another charges only $2.30 to disconnect and $2.70 to reconnect, while a fourth company 
charges $45 to disconnect and $15 to reconnect, and a fifth company duns customers $5 for sending 
out a disconnection notice and $65 to reconnect. Ironically, the News points out, smart meters make 
it unnecessary for anyone to travel to a residence to disconnect or reconnect service; the fees are 
charged for an action that “amounts to pushing a few buttons by Oncor.”
 The News adds that the key point is there’s no standardization. In the retail electric marketplace, 
customers are on their own to detect charges they may find objectionable.


Savings they can’t afford 


at least one case the victim let the scammers 
into his home and was lucky enough to lose only 
money.
 A standard tactic is to refuse payment by 
check and insist the victims go to a retail store 
and purchase a VISA Green Dot card for the 
required amount, then call the scammer and give 
him the card number. At that point, the victim’s 
money is gone.
 Under Wisconsin law, it’s a Class I felony to 
impersonate a utility employee, whether or not 
any money changes hands. With the escalating 
aggressiveness of the scammers’ tactics, an im-
mediate 9-1-1 call is warranted. 


Scam alert


in the early closure: sustained low prices 
for natural gas and correspondingly low 
prices for wholesale electricity, a high cost 
structure for the Vermont plant including 
investment of more than $400 million for 
safety and reliability purposes over the 
past 11 years, and “wholesale market de-
sign flaws that continue to result in artificially low 
energy and capacity prices in the region.”
 Low natural gas prices and the resulting 
inability to compete in wholesale power markets 
also led reasons for the early shutdown of Wis-
consin’s Kewaunee plant by Virginia’s Dominion 


Resources this spring. Like Kewaunee, Vermont 
Yankee had received an extension of its operat-
ing license within the past two years.
 Entergy’s statement on the closing indi-
cated the plant was expected to break even 
financially this year, with earnings to decline 
thereafter.
 With a rated capacity of 1,912 megawatts, 
Vermont Yankee was originally licensed in 
1972 and with the recent extension could oper-
ate until 2032.
 Permanently closed this year in addition to 
Kewaunee were the two units at Southern Cali-
fornia Edison’s San Onofre plant and Duke En-
ergy’s Crystal River plant in Florida, both victims 
of structural or mechanical problems and high 
repair costs.
 Early in July, the U.S. Energy Information 
Administration said the loss of capacity from 
early retirements was expected to be offset by 
the completion of five new nuclear units under 
construction and uprates at other units. That 
was before the unexpected announcement at 
the end of August that Vermont Yankee would 
close. 
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Quotable Quotes 


—Stan Barnes, president of Arizonans for Electric Choice 
and Competition, reacting to state regulators saying their 
discussion of retail electric competition is over, quoted in 


the Arizona Capitol Times, September 16, 2013 


 “This discussion is not over, and we look forward to 
continuing to pursue a path that will lead to the opening 
of Arizona’s electricity market to retail competition.”
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 Wisconsin’s Public Service Commission 
said no to Highland Wind last winter but soon 
agreed to rehear its proposal for a 42-turbine 
facility in St. Croix County. Seven months after 
turning down the application, the commission 
reversed itself and the result could be the state’s 
fourth-largest wind-generation project.
 Two of the commission’s (PSC) three mem-
bers held to their original positions throughout 
the long-running drama, but Chairman Phil 
Montgomery’s moves from initial opposition 
to reopening the case and finally to approving 
a certificate of public convenience and neces-
sity were the deciding factors in permitting the 
102-megawatt facility to be built.
 Each of three crucial votes by the com-


 Midterm resignations have created va-
cancies in the state Assembly, shuffling the 
leadership and committee chairmanships. The 
chairmanship of the Assembly Committee on 
Energy and Utilities has changed hands, but it 
will still be held by a Republican from the Mil-


waukee suburbs.
 In mid-October, 
Assembly Speaker 
Robin Vos (R–Bur-
lington) appointed 
State Rep. Mike 
Kuglitsch (R–New 
Berlin) to succeed 
former Rep. Mark 
Honadel (R–South 
Milwaukee) as chair-


man of the Committee on Energy and Utilities.
 Honadel resigned earlier this fall to take a 
then-undisclosed position in the private sector. 
At the end of October, it was revealed that Hon-
adel had taken the post of business development 


Assembly energy chair named


New wind farm gets PSC nod 


manager for the Talent Bridge division of Good-
will Industries of Southeastern Wisconsin.
 Two other Assembly vacancies are at least 
somewhat utility-related. Former Majority Lead-
er Scott Suder (R–Abbotsford) resigned this fall, 
initially to become a division administrator with 
the Public Service Commission. But the day he 
was to begin those duties, it was announced 
that Suder would instead become a lobbyist for 
the Wisconsin Paper Council. State Rep. Jeff 
Stone (R–Greendale) then resigned from the 


Assembly to fill the 
PSC slot.
 That set more 
dominoes in mo-
tion: State Rep. 
Gary Tauchen 
(R–Bonduel) is 
taking over for 
Stone as chairman 
of the Committee 
on Small Business 


mission, the first taken in February, 
hinged on a 2–1 majority. Commis-
sioner Eric Callisto voted in favor of 
the project throughout. Commission-
er Ellen Nowak voted consistently in 
opposition.
 In every phase of the conten-
tious case, before the PSC since the 
summer of 2011, arguments over the project’s 
ability to comply with state-prescribed limits on 
audible noise took center stage. And while it ul-
timately played no role in the Highland decision, 
a preliminary acoustical study of infrasound and 
low-frequency—inaudible or near-inaudible—
noise (ILFN) at a separate, Brown County facility 
found its way into the discussions, leading to a 


PSC commitment to further study the question 
whether ILFN might affect human health. What 
eventually comes of that PSC initiative could 
have important implications for future projects.
 Highland Wind’s developers, Hubertus-
based Emerging Energies of Wisconsin, say they 
can program their turbines to automatically cur-
tail operation as required by weather conditions, 
so audible noise limits aren’t exceeded.  


Stone


Development, and State Rep. Chad Weininger 
(R–Green Bay) takes over the chairmanship 
of the Committee on Government Operations 
and State Licensing, succeeding Rep. Tyler 
August (R–Lake Geneva), who became speaker 
pro tempore in September leadership elections 
prompted by Suder’s departure.
 Special elections to fill Honadel’s and 
Suder’s vacant seats will be held November 19. 
A special election for Stone’s seat will take place 
December 17.


Kuglitsch







THE WIRE is a monthly 


publication of the Customers 


First! Coalition—a broad-based 


alliance of local governments, 


small businesses and farmers, 


environmental groups, labor 


and consumer groups, retirees 


and low-income families, 


municipal electric utilities, rural 


electric cooperatives, wholesale 


suppliers, and an investor-owned 


utility. Customers First! is a 


coalition dedicated to preserving 


Wisconsin’s reliable and 


affordable electricity.


If you have questions or 


comments about THE WIRE or 


the Customers First! Coalition, 


please call 608/286-0784.


With CFC Executive Director Matt Bromley


KEEPING CURRENT


Bromley


 The Pewaukee-based American Transmis-
sion Company (ATC) has announced its 10-year 
plan for the transmission grid serving most of 
Wisconsin, and with new construction and up-
grades factored in, the price tag over the coming 
decade could reach $3.6 billion.
 The low-end estimate is $3 billion, ATC 
reported in an October announcement that said, 
“Evolving energy markets and increased use of 
renewable energy are driving the need.”
 ATC’s estimates include the cost of im-
provements and additions to the company’s 
transmission network ($1.2 billion), maintenance 
($1.1 billion), and $.5 billion for regional proj-
ects whose costs will be spread across energy 
systems spanning the Upper Midwest. Other 


ATC plans could top $3 billion 


 Like many of the states that restructured their electric utilities in the late 1990s and early 2000s, 
Michigan continues to question whether retail choice is the best way to provide affordable and reli-
able power for its citizens and businesses. The latest inquiry comes from Governor Rick Snyder, who 
directed the Michigan Public Service Commission and Michigan Department of Energy to review the 
state’s electric choice law as part of a broader look at the state’s energy future.  
 Last month, the agencies released a draft report that describes Michigan’s history of electric re-
structuring and summarized the public comments received on the topic.
 Michigan partially deregulated its utilities when the “Customer 
Choice and Electric Reliability Act” was signed into law in 2000. The 
law allowed all retail electricity customers in Michigan to choose between 
a regulated utility rate and an unregulated rate offered by an alternative 
supplier. This system left utilities not knowing how many customers they 
would be serving or how much power those customers would need. The 
high level of uncertainty made it difficult for utilities to secure financing 
for major projects and improvements needed to serve customers.
 To give utilities the certainty they needed, a law was passed in 
2008 that capped at 10 percent the amount of a utility’s load that was 
allowed to choose an alternative electric supplier. Much of the cur-
rent debate in Michigan, and the focal point of the agencies’ draft report, is centered on whether the 
10-percent cap should be lifted or left alone.
 Michigan’s two major incumbent utilities, DTE Energy and Consumers Energy, argue that the cur-
rent cap protects customers. The utilities say that alternative suppliers tend to cherry-pick high volume 
customers, shifting fixed costs to lower volume residential and business customers who remain with the 
utilities. The 10-percent cap, the utilities claim, has already shifted about $300 million in fixed costs to 
customers getting full service from DTE and Consumers. Proponents of lifting the cap say that custom-
ers who were able to switch have saved approximately $350 million.
 Although the report did not offer any recommendations, some policy options were noted. One 
would be to give the Public Service Commission authority to adjust the 10-percent cap or adjust it for 
different classes of customers. Other options would be a return to full deregulation (no regulated-rate 
option) or a return to full regulation.
 Public comment on the draft report was due by November 1, with a final report due by November 
20. You can read the report online at:  http://www.michigan.gov/energy.


capital projects will account for the remaining 
$.2 to $.8 billion.
 More than 70 projects are contemplated 
over the 10-year period. Three of the largest 
include a proposed new 345-kilovolt line from 
Dubuque County, Iowa, to the Cardinal substa-
tion just west of Madison, to be in service in 
2020; a 345- and 138-kilovolt line from North 
Appleton to the Morgan substation in Oconto 
County to be in service in 2017; and the Badger 
Coulee 345-kilovolt line between La Crosse and 
Middleton, planned for service in 2018.
 According to ATC, both the Badger Coulee 
and Dubuque–Cardinal projects are needed to 
serve reliability, economic benefits, and public 


Continued on next page...







Energy saver tip


Continued from page 2...


 Did you know your ceiling fan is probably 
capable of rotating in two directions, and that 
it can be changed by flipping one switch? For 
greater wintertime comfort and to stretch home-
heating dollars, set the rotation to clockwise, so 
warm air that’s risen to the ceiling will circulate 
downward through the room. (In the summer-
time, you can flip the switch to counterclockwise 
and keep cooler air moving.)


 We haven’t heard anyone else make this argument, but it’s still early. Two state subsidy programs 
for new power-plant construction ran afoul of the U.S. Constitution this fall, and it looks to us like the 
kind of thing that would never have happened if New Jersey and Maryland had kept traditional utility 
regulation instead of trying to reduce electricity prices by embracing a system that rewards scarcity.
 The two states were among those that embraced electric restructuring in the 1990s and the be-
ginning of the past decade, hoping retail competition would hold prices down. The flaw in that reason-


ing proved to be that volatile fuel prices thinned the 
ranks of competitive power suppliers and those who 
remain have—not illogically—been less than eager 
to add generation capacity: They could sustain heavy 
losses if demand falls or fuel prices spike, and they 
can get the best possible price for their product if 
there’s just barely enough electricity to go around.
 So fearing power shortages and hoping greater sup-
ply would drive retail prices lower, Maryland and New 
Jersey decided to subsidize power-plant construction 
by guaranteeing a long-term contract price for power 
regardless of what prices were doing in the regional 
wholesale market.
 But in September and October two federal courts, 


ruling in lawsuits brought by plaintiffs who would face extra cost arising from the subsidy programs, 
said the states are thwarted by the Supremacy Clause of the U.S. Constitution, which prohibits state 
regulation of a field over which the federal government has taken jurisdiction—in this case, wholesale 
energy prices.
 Which brings us back to our initial contention. In a state with traditional utility regulation, public 
utility commissioners can order regulated utilities to see to it that they build or acquire access to sufficient 
generation capacity to meet their customers’ needs. To compensate them for submitting to this regulation 
and possibly having more capacity than they need, they are granted a guaranteed rate of return.
 If that seems to put the regulators’ thumbs on the scales in favor of the utilities, keep in mind that 
retail rates in the states that have kept traditional regulation still tend to be lower than rates paid by 
customers where retail competition is in place.
 Maryland and New Jersey would have been unlikely to find themselves worrying about adequate 
generation capacity—and thus unlikely to have resorted to a subsidy program and ending up in a losing 
court battle—if they’d retained the traditional model of a vertically integrated, regulated public utility.


Restructuring “surprise”


 The Citizens Utility Board (CUB) is one of 
the organizations that make up the Customers 
First! Coalition and Charlie Higley has been 
CUB’s executive director for the past 10 years.
 Near the end of October, CUB announced 
that Higley was moving on. CUB President 
Russell Wallace credited him with a “superb” 
performance as executive director, saying, “Over 
Charlie’s tenure, CUB’s advocacy on behalf of 
citizens and small businesses before the Public 
Service Commission helped bring about deci-
sions that saved Wisconsin customers over two 
billion dollars on their utility bills.”
 Higley said he was proud of his service, 
noting that CUB’s advocacy at the commission 


Changing of the guard at CUB


policy goals, the latter meaning primarily de-
livery of Great Plains wind energy to Eastern 
population centers. The North Appleton–Mor-
gan lines are to help remedy overloads and low 
voltages, the company said.
 Project costs, ATC says, will be largely 
balanced by the economic benefits of easing 
congestion and improving access to lower-cost 
power supplies. ATC estimates that over the 
life of the projects, 99 percent of the cost of its 
improvements during the past three years will be 
offset by energy-cost savings.


ATC plans


and in the Legislature “has proven over and over 
again to be a vital service in shaping more equi-
table rates and policies.”
 Kira Loehr, a University of Wisconsin Law 
School graduate and CUB’s general counsel since 


2010, has been 
appointed acting 
executive director. 
She serves as chair 
of the Energy and 
Telecommunica-
tions Section of the 
Wisconsin State 
Bar and has repre-
sented CUB before 


the Public Service Commission since 2005. She 
will also continue to serve as general counsel.
 Customers First! Executive Director Matt 
Bromley was among Higley’s well-wishers. 
“We’d like to thank Charlie for his dedication 
and commitment to Wisconsin utility custom-
ers,” Bromley said. “Although we will miss 
Charlie’s participation in the Customers First 
Coalition, we look forward to continuing our 
strong relationship with the Citizens Utility 
Board.” The Wire bids a fond farewell to our 
friend Charlie and extends a sincere welcome to 
Kira Loehr.


Higley


Loehr
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Quotable Quotes 


 “The report presents a balanced presentation 
of both sides of this issue, but it also reveals significant 
data to show the clear trend has been away from 
deregulation. Why? Because it has failed wherever it has 
been tried.”


—Policy Director Steve Transeth, saying his Michigan Jobs 
and Energy Coalition favors continuing to cap retail electric 
competition at 10 percent of a utility’s total load, quoted in 


Crain’s Detroit Business, October 16, 2013







 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


Date:  November 8, 2013  
             
To:  Mayor Donna Olson 
   
From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E.  
  Stoughton Utilities Director 
 
Subject: Stoughton Economic Development Considerations As Of January 1, 2013. 
 
The following information is provided for consideration: 


 Construction of the new Nelson Global Products International Headquarters. 


 Initiation of the construction of the Zalk Josephs Fabricators, LLC expansion project. 


 Initiation of the construction of the new Summit Credit Union. 


 Initiation of the construction of the new Norwegian Heritage Center. 


 Initiation of the construction of the Cummins Filtration expansion project. 


 Initiation of the construction of the Stoughton Utilities Wastewater Treatment Facility upgrades 
project. 


 Initiation of the design of the Stoughton Hospital expansion project. 


 Initiation of the design of the Uniroyal Engineered Products, LLC expansion project. 


 The City of Stoughton acquired lands for development along Williams Drive and CTH A. 


 Stoughton Utilities owns approximately 10.683 acres of land located within the City and 
adjacent to STH 138 that is available for development. 


 Stoughton Utilities installed 2,425 feet of replacement water mains and 1,319 feet of replacement 
sanitary sewer mains on Fourth Street, Hillside Avenue, Milwaukee Street and Ridge Street. 


 Design efforts are underway for Stoughton Utilities to install new water and sanitary sewer 
mains west of USH 51, and for replacement mains on Church Street, Forton Street and Ridge 
Street.   


 46 new electric, 30 new wastewater and 29 new water customers have been added to the 
Stoughton Utilities distribution and collection systems as of November 1, 2013.  


 No Stoughton Utilities electric, wastewater or water rate adjustments occurred. 


 Three new solar arrays were installed within the Stoughton Utilities distribution system. 


 As of October 1, 2013, 146 Stoughton Utilities residential customers, 22 customers participating 
in the Small Business Program, and 8 customers participating in the Chains and Franchise 
Program have saved 986,112 kilowatt-hours at a cost of $114,470.24 from the Stoughton 
Utilities, Wisconsin Public Power Energy, and Wisconsin Focus on Energy partnership. 


 Electric, wastewater and water capacity is available for growth from the Stoughton Utilities three 
electric substations, four production wells, three water storage facilities and the wastewater 
treatment facility. 
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Wisconsin
Algoma
Black River Falls
Boscobel
Brodhead
Cedarburg
Columbus
Cuba City
Eagle River
Evansville
Florence
Hartford
Hustisford
Jefferson
Juneau
Kaukauna
Lake Mills
Lodi
Menasha


Mount Horeb
Muscoda
New Glarus
New Holstein
New London
New Richmond
Oconomowoc
Oconto Falls
Plymouth
Prairie du Sac
Reedsburg
Richland Center
River Falls
Slinger
Stoughton
Sturgeon Bay
Sun Prairie
Two Rivers
Waterloo


Waunakee
Waupun
Westby
Whitehall


Michigan
Alger Delta CEA
Baraga
Crystal Falls 
Gladstone
L’Anse
Negaunee
Norway


Iowa
Independence
Maquoketa
Preston


members


WPPI Energy is a regional power company 
serving 51 consumer-owned electric utilities. 
Through WPPI Energy, these public power 
utilities share resources and own generation 
facilities to provide reliable, affordable electricity 
to more than 200,000 homes and businesses  
in Wisconsin, Upper Michigan and Iowa.


Changes are coming 
in the electric utilities 
industry, and virtually all 
of them will depend upon 
customer information.


That customer information 
will take the form of interval 
data, which is energy-
usage information that is 
“time-stamped” in evenly 
spaced periods of time.


Measuring electricity 
usage in small increments 
lets customers see how 
their own usage varies 
by day and time and 
lets them make changes 
accordingly. 


For example, while many WPPI Energy members have collected 12 data points per year (a 
once-a-month meter reading) from residential customers, now some of them are collecting 
8,760, based on one-hour intervals. For commercial and industrial customers, the number 
of data points is expanding from 36 to 35,040, if collected in 15-minute intervals. Utilities 
that have already installed advanced meters for some or all of their customers are among 
the first to make this change. 


As a system, WPPI Energy’s members will increasingly rely upon customer information 
to predict future power-supply needs and allocate resources in a way that can mitigate 
wholesale costs. 


The more detailed data can help to improve grid efficiency and reliability by calculating 
actual loads on equipment such as transformers. 


In addition, members can analyze the data to validate the impact of customers’ energy-
efficiency improvements and other efforts to reduce usage.


“Collecting, managing and using interval data is the single most important initiative impacting 
WPPI’s ability to provide high-quality, cost-effective services to members,” said Senior Vice 
President – Member and Customer Services Tom Paque. 


“It’s also the single most important initiative impacting our members’ ability to meet future 
customer needs and expectations,” he added.


Detailed Energy-Use Data Will Benefit 
Customers, Utilities and WPPI Energy


continued on page 7


Expanding the use of interval data will help WPPI Energy and member utilities meet 
customer demands for instant access to energy-use information.
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Comment Letter Submitted to EPA


WPPI Energy submitted comments to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) in early November as the agency 
prepares to begin drafting proposed new rules on greenhouse 
gas emissions from existing power plants. 


In requesting comments, EPA asked stakeholders to address 
several key questions, including “What action are states, utilities 
and power plants taking today to reduce carbon emissions?”


System-wide, WPPI Energy already has reduced emissions by 
more than 30 percent from 2005 levels, the comments explained.


Stakeholders who have already made significant reductions, 
such as the ones completed by WPPI Energy, should receive 
credit for early action. The customers and communities we 
serve have already invested in significant reduction efforts, and 
their leadership has helped to clear the path for others to follow, 
according to WPPI Energy.


At the same time, states must have the flexibility to set their own 
plans. Significant region-by-region differences exist in current 


generating fleets, which requires that states have the flexibility 
they need to strike a careful balance between sustainability, 
affordability and reliability, according to WPPI Energy.


Boswell Construction Begins 


WPPI Energy staff members and Board Chair Jeff Feldt were 
among the company officials, local leaders and government 
representatives who gathered on Oct. 31 at the Boswell Energy 
Center in Cohassett, Minn., to break ground on an emissions-
reduction construction project for Boswell Unit 4. 


WPPI Energy purchased a 20 percent share of the 585-megawatt 
plant in 1989. The resource provides a significant portion of the 
energy needed to serve member communities at a competitive cost. 


“Today, not only do we break ground on a major environmental 
retrofit, but we also celebrate a great partnership with Minnesota 
Power that has resulted in a well-run, reliable and affordable base 
load power plant for the members and customers we serve,” 
WPPI Energy President and CEO Mike Peters said at the event.


The project is slated for completion at the end of 2015.


At the WPPI Energy Annual Meeting in September, 
I highlighted examples of the ways in which 
members used joint action to accomplish shared 
goals. Over the past year, we have:


•  Completed a successful municipal bond sale to finance required 
environmental upgrades to Boswell Energy Center Unit 4, ensuring 
access to economical baseload energy for another 20-plus years. 
The funds also will pay for our investment in new transmission 
through our participation in CapX2020, which will tie western 
Wisconsin into Minnesota to help offset transmission costs, which 
now make up 13% or more of wholesale power costs. Finally, 
the bond proceeds will allow for several smaller projects to move 
forward at Elm Road Generating Station (ERGS);


•  Started a fuel-blending initiative that will help reduce coal costs 
at ERGS;


•  Made significant advancements on delivering on our technology 
commitment to members with the advanced metering infrastructure/
customer information system/meter data management system 
rollout. We now have four members who have a fully integrated 
system and are now able to get detailed interval data for all 
customers. (See story, p. 1);


•  Restructured and consolidated our information technology/
information systems department – now referred to as our Business 
and Technology Solutions department. This configuration better 
aligns our staff resources, allows for more cross training and will 
result in better service for our members;


•  Acted on the recommendations of the member-led Metering 
and Billing Best Practices Task Force to develop a series of 


workshops, a reference manual and training videos that highlight 
metering and billing best practices;


•  Worked with Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin and others 
to pass a Wisconsin law to protect customers’ energy usage from 
being released to third parties; and


•  Created the WPPI Energy Policy and Communications Leadership 
Council to engage on critical policy issues going forward, such as 
tax-exempt financing, cyber security and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
regulations; 


Going forward, our discussions on emissions will take on greater 
importance. As the result of proactive leadership and planning, 
we’ve reduced our system-wide GHG emissions by more than 30% 
since 2005. This compares to President Obama’s stated goal of 
reducing emissions by 17% from 2005 levels by the year 2020. 
(See news brief below.)


We have significant challenges ahead, including how the rules 
get written to address GHG emissions. We anticipate distributed 
generation, particularly third-party ownership of behind-the-meter 
generation, to present both a significant challenge and opportunity 
for WPPI Energy and members over the next several years as the 
costs for this type of small-scale generation continue to drop. 
We have already seen a renewed focus on deregulation, at least 
in Michigan, and anticpate discussions among some parties will 
increase in Wisconsin as well. 


Just as it has been for the the past 33-plus years, we expect our 
members’ legacy of innovation through joint action will continue to 
be a source of strength.


From the CEO: State of WPPI Energy mpeters@wppienergy.org
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A new $68 million, 115-acre hospital 
campus now occupies a stretch of land 
with a view of wooded hills in Prairie 
du Sac. Construction crews work 
steadily both inside and outside the 
140,000-square-foot building, and a 
network of nature trails is taking shape 
around the perimeter.


The Prairie du Sac Department of Public 
Works & Utilities recently completed a 
$500,000 project to install twin 3,000-
amp service to the new facility, which is 
scheduled to open in Spring 2014. While 
the local linemen did all the electrical 
work, other public works employees 
helped out where needed to install 
40,000 feet of 500-MCM cable and new 
switchgears. Soon they will install new 
1,600-amp service to another medical 
offi ce building on the site.


Nearby, workers are framing yet more 
new homes, adding to the subdivisions 
that have steadily expanded the village’s 
north side.


Farther up Highway 78, a trio of modern, 
prairie-style offi ce buildings overlooks 
the Wisconsin River in the North Ridge 
Business Park. The headquarters of the 
Culver’s Franchising System, Schwartz 


Insurance and the Badgerland Financial 
operations center now occupy what 
was an empty fi eld four years ago, with 
vacant lots still available to others.


The population has increased by more 
than 20% since 2000, to about 4,000 
people today, in the village about 25 
miles northwest of Madison. 


In the adjacent community of Sauk City 
— which shares a municipal boundary, 
school district, police department and 
the hospital with Prairie du Sac – the 
population has grown about 10% during 
the same period. The two communities 
maintain separate electric and water 
utilities, fi re departments and libraries.


Village Administrator Alan Wildman said 
he expects Prairie du Sac to continue to 
grow. This year, the village even earned 
national distinction, winning the Golden 
Medal Award for having the best-tasting 
water in the nation at the Rural Water 
Rally in Washington, D.C.


Hands-on Work Ethic


The ongoing expansion has created 
plenty of work for the locally owned, 
not-for-profi t utility, which serves 2,000 
electric and water meters.


prairie du sac, 
wisconsin fast facts


County: 
Sauk 


Number of Customers:
2,033 electric and water


Member Website: 
www.prairiedusac.net  


Did you know? 


•  Prairie du Sac’s electric utility 
was formed in 1914.


•  This past August, Prairie du 
Sac hosted its 39th Annual 
Wisconsin State Cow Chip 
Throw & Festival. The event 
draws more than 40,000 people 
every year, with hundreds of 
competitors, plus an art fair, 
concerts and a 10K run.


WPPI Energy member since 2001.


continued on next page


Prairie du Sac, Wisconsin 


The Highway 60 bridge in Prairie du Sac crosses the Wisconsin River. This stretch of the Wisconsin River, from the 
Prairie du Sac Dam to the Mississippi River, is one of Wisconsin’s most popular canoe and kayak routes.







Member Spotlight: Prairie du Sac, Wisconsin continued


Public Works & Utilities Director Patrick Drone started 
working at the utility as a lineman in 1977. Since he became 
superintendent in 1991, he and his crew have had many 
opportunities to be involved directly with planning and 
constructing the village’s electrical and water systems.


“Because of our size, we all have to work together as our load 
continues to grow,” Drone said. 


Under his supervision, the village has put in new overhead 
lines, the new Tower Street Substation and a new well, in 
addition to extending electric, water, sewer and stormwater 
services to new homes and businesses. 


Creating redundancy has been important. In 2004, the utility 
constructed the new Tower Street substation, building all of 
their own ties between Prairie du Sac’s two substations. Now 
either can carry the village’s full load, explained lead lineman 
Troy Murphy, who has done much of the expansion work in his 
16 years with the village. Today his electric utility crew includes 
Paul Kippley and Gregg Coenen.


In fact, the department’s staff of nine has only grown by two 
positions over the years, which Drone attributes to the quality of 
his employees and the fact that everyone wears multiple hats. 
Public Works employees, including Drone, share responsibilities. 


The village’s largest customer, Milwaukee Valve, comprises 
about half the electric utility’s load. The management has 
been receptive to energy-efficiency changes, most recently by 
installing new controls. It’s one of the many practices the company 
details on a separate website devoted its sustainability efforts,  
www.milwaukeevalve-green.com.


Other companies based in Prairie du Sac include American 
Data, founded in 1984 by a nursing home administrator 
to provide software to the health care industry; Ganser 
Construction, which has been in the business of building 


homes since 1977; and Wollersheim Winery, which got its 
start in 1972.


Energy Services Representative Jim Schieble has taken a 
proactive role with helping customers identify and implement 
energy-efficiency improvements. With the utility’s assistance, 
Sauk Prairie High School and Grand Avenue Elementary 
School have earned ENERGY STAR® certification. The high 
school has replaced its lighting, added variable speed controls 
to its heating and ventilation systems and installed automated 
controls. It also has a 4.18 kW fixed solar photovoltaic system 
that was installed in coordination with the utility, Focus on 
Energy and WPPI Energy.


Upgrade Planned


The utility’s programs for residential customers include Tree 
Power, AC Tune-Up, lamp recycling and offerings through 
Focus on Energy. During Public Power Week, the village 
invited customers to stop into the office for treats, gifts and 
prize giveaways.


In the year ahead, Drone and his staff will work toward 
upgrading to advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) for both 
electric and water.


As with all projects, he has done his research. He and long-
time Village Board member Eldor Fruehling have visited other 
communities to learn more about implementing AMI, recently 
selecting Elster electric meters and Sensus water meters. 


In the meantime, Drone – who was honored with the American 
Public Power Association’s Larry Hobart Seven Hats Award 
for outstanding management of a small public power system 
in 2008 – says he looks forward to getting up at 1 a.m. to help 
plow the village streets when it snows, as he does every year. 


Prairie du Sac Department of Public Works & Utilities Director Pat Drone started working in the 
village as a lineman in 1977.


Prairie du Sac’s Public Works & Utilities staff recently did much of the work to extend service to 
the new hospital. Pictured, from left, are Steve Haas, Gregg Coenen, Paul Kippley, Troy Murphy, 
Tom Meyer, Arlyn Oetzman, Kim Foye, Mark Young, Rick Rothman and Pat Drone.
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MPSC Issues Energy Reports


Following a series of public listening sessions, 
Michigan Gov. Rick Snyder’s administration has 
begun issuing a series of draft reports on energy.


The first report reviews the state’s current renewable portfolio 
standard, which requires 10% renewables by 2015. Without 
making a firm recommendation, the report says that the state could 
increase its RPS without sacrificing reliability. 


A second draft report covers reliability, rates and ratemaking, and 
natural gas infrastructure. 


A third report focuses on “electric choice.” In the report, the 
Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC) detailed several 
policy options on modifying the state’s 2008 law that allows 10% 
of a utility’s customers to switch to an another electricity provider. 


A fourth report, on energy efficiency, shows that electric utilities 
achieved 116% of their targets in 2011, and initial results show that 
2012 targets were met. For each dollar spent on utility efficiency 
programs during 2012, customers gained an estimated $3.83 in 
avoided energy costs on a net present value basis, according to 
the report. 


The full reports are available at www.michigan.gov/energy. 


 


IAMU Director to Retire 


Bob Haug, executive director of the Iowa Association 
of Municipal Utilities, will retire in early 2014. During 
his 27 years at IAMU, he has developed many member 
programs and led efforts related to energy efficiency 


and renewable energy. A national search is under way for his 
successor.


Attorney Joins Iowa Utilities Board 


Sheila K. Tipton has been appointed to the Iowa Utilities Board, 
beginning her term on Aug. 19. Tipton was an attorney at Belin 
McCormick in Des Moines. She replaces Swati Dandekar, who 
resigned from the board.


New Committee Chair Named


Rep. Mark Honadel (R-South Milwaukee) has left the 
state Legislature for the private sector, leaving a seat 
that will be filled via a special election Nov. 19. Rep. 
Mike Kuglitsch (R-New Berlin) has been appointed to 


replace Honadel as chair of the Assembly Committee on Energy 
and Utilities.  


Opt-Out Bill Stalls


WPPI Energy – along with the Citizens Utility Board, Municipal 
Environmental Group – Water Division, Wisconsin Rural Water 
Association, and several investor-owned utilities – have registered in 
opposition to a bill introduced by Rep. Jeremy Thiesfeldt (R-Fond 
du Lac) that would require public utilities to offer an opt-out measure 
for advanced meters (AB 345). The bill has been referred for a 
committee hearing, but so far one has not been scheduled. 


Awards Honor Individuals


WPPI Energy presented awards to three individuals this fall:


Dave Mikonowicz, former general manager of the Reedsburg 
Utility Commission, was recognized for his long-time service to 
public power and joint action. 


New London Utilities’ General Manager Steve Thompson was 
honored for his active participation in WPPI Energy since its 
inception in 1980 and for continually seeking new ways to serve 
community needs during his 40-year public power career.


New Holstein Mayor Dianne Reese received an award for her 
extensive involvement in community projects and her efforts to 
showcase the value of public power. 


Members Earn NREL Honors


The U.S. Department of Energy’s National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory (NREL) has recognized four WPPI Energy members 
for their leadership in renewable energy:


•  Waterloo Utilities was first in the nation for green power sales 
as a percentage of total retail electricity sales.


•  River Falls Municipal Utilities and Stoughton Utilities were 
among the top 10 utilities in the nation for customer participation 
in voluntary renewable energy programs and for green power 
sales as a percentage of total retail electricity sales.


•  Cuba City Light & Water received recognition for the first time 
for being in the top 10 in the nation for customer participation.


In addition, WPPI Energy was recognized for being among the 
top 10 green power providers nationally for its net price premium 
for renewable energy.
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Why Promote Energy Effi ciency? It’s a $6.4 Million Question 


The annual cost savings achievable 
through energy-effi ciency improvements – 
such as upgrading lighting or refrigeration 
systems – can have a signifi cant impact 
on a local business’ bottom line.


“When we think of economic development, 
we often think of attracting a new business 
to town – but for locally owned utilities, it’s 
equally or more important to help existing 
businesses stay competitive,” said WPPI 
Energy’s Vice President-Energy Services 
Jake Oelke. 


WPPI Energy members offer energy-
effi ciency programs as a customer service, 


offering customers savings that would be 
very diffi cult to achieve otherwise given 
the slim profi t margins under which many 
businesses operate. The result: more 
money and jobs stay local.


But energy effi ciency has a broader 
impact, too.


Collectively, WPPI Energy members far 
exceeded their 2012 goal for energy 
effi ciency, saving customers across all 
classes $6.4 million in electricity costs. 


By reducing electric energy waste, 
businesses can help displace the need for 


additional generation from power plants. 
A reduction in electricity demand means 
a reduction in costs, both short- and 
long-term, as well as in greenhouse gas 
emissions.


“Energy effi ciency is our least-cost 
resource long term. Over the past decade, 
customers have made improvements that 
have reduced demand on the system by 
more than 50 megawatts,” Oelke said. 
“Without it, we’d have to invest hundreds 
of millions of dollars in another power 
plant or purchased power.”


&
News


Game Teaches Families to Make “Cool Choices” at Home
Utilities Sponsor Energy Challenge Among Local Schools 


A simple game co-sponsored by Menasha 
Utilities and Kaukauna Utilities helped more 
than 300 families in Wisconsin’s Fox Valley 
make signifi cant energy-saving changes over 
12 weeks. If continued over a year, together 
they’ll save enough energy to power 43 
Wisconsin homes – in addition to other 
resources saved and emissions reduced. 


The goal of the game is to change behaviors, 
hopefully in a way that will last a lifetime.


In 2012, Sustainable Fox Valley partnered 
with the two utilities, plus University 
of Wisconsin-Extension Community 
Development and the K–12 Energy 
Education Program (KEEP).


The utilities’ energy services representatives, Jeff Forbes and 
Lisa Miotke, served on a committee to explore options for a web-
based tool to use for the challenge. They found Cool Choices, 
a Madison-based not-for-profi t organization that had already 
created and tested a web-based game.


Seven participating schools kicked off the Fox Cities Energy 
Challenge in February. Families who took the 
challenge pledge chose specifi c 
actions to take, such as “Turn off the 
water when you brush your teeth,” from 
a set of Cool Choices cards. Families 
logged their actions online through early 
May, competing with the other schools in 
their communities. Certain cards, labeled 
CREATE and STEP, could be played 


repeatedly, while others labeled FOCUS and 
LEAP could be played only once.


“The participation levels were great, 
considering this was our fi rst year,” said 
Jessa Green of Sustainable Fox Valley.  


In all, the elementary-age players and their 
families took 16,500 actions during the 12 
weeks. Through the online reporting tool, all 
households could track how their actions 
were adding up. Weekly prizes, such as 
reusable water bottles and LED nightlights, 
kept students motivated.


“I’ve heard back from a number of the 
participating families saying how much they 
enjoyed making their daily ‘cool choices,’ ” 


Green said. “It created something fun and educational for families 
to talk about and work on together.”


Forbes and Miotke tracked the schools’ progress throughout the 
game and visited the schools to award prizes. Each utility donated 
$1,500 toward energy-effi ciency upgrades to the winning 
schools, St. Mary’s in Menasha and Park Community Charter 
School in Kaukauna. 


To gauge whether the game helped families enact ongoing 
sustainability practices, a third-party research fi rm will check in 
with participants one year after the end of the challenge.


Organizers plan to launch an eight-week game again in 
January 2014.


More than 300 families in the Kaukauna and Menasha 
school districts participated in a utility-sponsored energy 
challenge, which rewarded specifi c actions like turning 
down the thermostat.


Challenge in February. Families who took the 


logged their actions online through early 
May, competing with the other schools in 
their communities. Certain cards, labeled 
CREATE and STEP, could be played 
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WPPI Energy/Energy Center of Wisconsin Webinars
The Energy Center of Wisconsin  I  www.ecw.org/wppienergycatalog
A new bundle of webinars will be available on demand each quarter, 
made possible by WPPI Energy’s sponsorship of the Energy 
Center. Those who would like to receive continuing education 
credits can go to www.ecw.org/university/ecuonline-forcredit.php.


•  October–December will feature topics geared toward home 
building professionals and best building and ventilation practices.


•  January–March webcasts will focus on commercial 
lighting technology and solutions. 


Free On-Demand Webinars
The Energy Center of Wisconsin  I  www.ecw.org/university 
These and other webinars are available at any time:


•  Implementation of successful daylighting control systems
•  Subslab ventilation systems for moisture control
•  Ventilation systems and the ASHRAE 62.2 standard
•  Enhancements for new and existing RTUs
•  Evolving lighting: technology and human factors
•  Exploring LED lighting technology for facilities


Better Buildings: Better Business Conference
Energy Center University  I  www.ecw.org/university
• December 10–11  I  Illinois
• March 5–7  I  Wisconsin


Individual utilities will be able to provide a 
higher level of service to customers. They’ll 
use interval data to perform important 
billing accuracy procedures and to offer 
rates that are more cost-based, such as 
time-of-use pricing that refl ects the true 
cost of serving customers during times of 
higher and lower demand.


At the same time, with access to detailed 
energy-usage information, customers 
will be able to examine their power 
consumption and evaluate changes that 
will lead to greater energy effi ciency and 
cost savings.


“Utilities are no longer asking, ‘Should we 
be doing this?’ but rather, ‘How can we 
best do this for our utility?’ ” Paque said.


WPPI Energy’s member-led Customer 
Information Strategy will provide a 
roadmap for communities ready to move 
in this direction. Member utilities that need 
to replace outdated electric meters and 
want to be able to collect interval data may 
choose to upgrade to advanced metering 
infrastructure (AMI). WPPI Energy can 
help members save on purchasing the 
new meters through joint purchasing and 
provide assistance such as technical 
expertise and customer communications.


To date, six WPPI Energy member utilities 
are in various stages of AMI upgrades in 
their communities and several more are 
ready to begin in 2014 – each at their 
own pace and with their own unique 
circumstances.


For those not yet ready to make a 
community-wide shift to new metering 
systems, the membership has made it a 
priority to be able to collect, validate and 
use interval data for its largest commercial 
and industrial customers across the 
system. 


A joint-action investment is making it 
possible for utilities and WPPI Energy to 
use the data effectively. Together through 
WPPI Energy, members have access to a 


meter data management system (MDM) 
that helps utilities validate, store, analyze 
and bill from interval data. In the future, 
members also will be able to offer customers 
access to their usage information online, 
courtesy of another shared investment in 
technology through WPPI Energy.


“Together, we’re well positioned to adopt 
wider use of interval data in ways that 
benefi t customers, utilities and WPPI 
Energy as a system,” Paque said.


Detailed Energy Use continued


DATEBOOK: Winter/Spring


WPPI Energy and its 51 members in Wisconsin, Upper Michigan and Iowa sponsor and provide support for energy education 
conferences and technical workshops benefi ting commercial and industrial utility customers.  


“Collecting, managing and using 
interval data is the single most 
important initiative impacting WPPI’s 
ability to provide high-quality, cost-
effective services to members.”


Tom Paque, senior vice president 
- Member and Customer Services


Subscribe Online 


If you would prefer to receive Power 
Report by e-mail, please send a request 
to PowerReport@wppienergy.org. 
Include your name, organization and 
mailing address, and you’ll be added to 
the electronic distribution list.
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Ask the Experts


     Why was the new customer privacy law 
   (Wisconsin Act 25) needed?  


 Municipal utilities have always closely protected customer 
information. In fact, it’s been a requirement for many years.


The Wisconsin Public Service Commission’s administrative code 
(Chapter 113) clearly states that utilities cannot release “any 
information received from individual customers which serves to 
identify them individually, by usage or status.” 


Public power utilities in Wisconsin worked hard to bolster this 
customer protection this year by advocating for the passage of 
new legislation. In fact, WPPI Energy’s Policy and Communications 
Leadership Council made it a priority to enact Act 25, which was 
signed into law last July. The law was needed to:


•  Resolve a potential discrepancy between the Public Service 
Commission’s Administrative Code Chapter 113 and Wisconsin 
open records laws. The law now ensures for municipal electric 
utility customers – more than 250,000 homes, farms and 
businesses – the same privacy protections as other regulated 
utilities in Wisconsin. 


•  Prevent out-of-state companies and marketers from obtaining 
customer details. Without the law, third parties could attempt to 
access private customer usage and billing information through 
open records requests.


•  Protect the privacy of individuals. The new law has encouraged 
municipal utilities to review their business practices to ensure 
that private customer account information, status and usage 
are not released to anyone other than the account holder. That 
can include a balance inquiry by an individual who wishes to 
pay another person’s utility bill, for example, and may require a 
customer to fill out a consent form if they want the information to 
be released in those cases.


•  Protect the trade secrets of industrial customers. 
Manufacturers and others can be assured that any potentially 
sensitive business data is not accessible. 


New bill provides technical clarifications


On Oct. 23, Gov. Scott Walker signed into law additional legislation 
(SB 315) ensuring that municipal utilities will still have the ability 
to release customer information required by federal securities laws 
when issuing new long-term debt, refinancing of existing debt or 
complying with annual disclosure requirements. The bill includes an 
amendment that allows a limited release of information to landlords, 
title companies and banks when properties are in foreclosure.


Q:  
A:


Your questions answered: Have a question you’d like answered 
by one of WPPI Energy’s experts? E-mail your inquiry to 
powerreport@wppienergy.org.


Jeff Feldt is general manager at Kaukauna Utilities, chair of 
the WPPI Energy Board of Directors and chair of the WPPI 
Energy Policy and Communications Leadership Council.








 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 


  Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Stoughton Utilities Committee Annual Calendar. 


 


The following calendar is provided for information and discussion. 


 


November 18, 2013 Regular Meeting 


 


November 26, 2013 WPPI Energy President and CEO Michael Peters is 


scheduled to make a presentation to the Common 


Council  


 


December 16, 2013 Regular Meeting - Well No. 5 Tour 


 


January 15-17, 2014 Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin (MEUW) 


Superintendents Conference in Wisconsin Dells 


 


January 21, 2014 Regular Meeting - Stoughton Utilities RoundUp 


Donation - Annual Stoughton Utilities Goals 


Discussion and Approval - Discuss Stoughton 


Utilities 2012 and 2013 Accomplishments 


 


February 21, 2014   Regular Meeting - Declaration(s) of Official Intent 


 


March 9-12, 2014 American Public Power Association (APPA) 


Legislative Rally in Washington, D.C. 


 


March 17, 2014 Regular Meeting - - Write Off’s - Review Drinking 


Water Consumer Confidence Report (CCR) 


 


March 25, 2014 Common Council Meeting – Approve Write Off’s 


 


March 25-27, 2014 Wisconsin Rural Water Association (WRWA) 


Annual Conference in Green Bay 







 


April 6-9, 2014 American Public Power Association (APPA) 


Engineering and Operations Conference in 


Oklahoma City, OKLA 


 


April 14, 2014 Regular Meeting - Stoughton Utilities 2013 Annual 


Audit and Management Letter presentation, 


discussion, approval and recommendation to the 


Common Council - Stoughton Utilities Tax 


Stabilization Dividends discussion, approval, and 


recommendation to the Common Council - Review 


Wisconsin Public Service Commission (WPSC) 


Annual Electric and Water Reports 


 


April 22, 2014 Common Council - Stoughton Utilities 2013 Annual 


Audit and Management Letter Presentation and 


Approval - Accept Stoughton Utilities Tax 


Stabilization Dividends Recommendation  


  


May 4-10, 2014 Drinking Water Week 


 


May 19, 2014 Regular Meeting - First Regular Meeting after the 


Common Council Reorganization Meeting - Elect 


Committee Chair and Vice Chair - Elect Committee 


Liaison and Alternate Liaison - Establish Meeting 


Time and Monthly Meeting Date  


 


June 5, 2014 WPPI Energy Orientation Meeting in Sun Prairie 


 


June 9-13, 2014 American Water Works Association (AWWA) 


National Conference 


 


June 16-20, 2014 American Public Power Association (APPA) 


National Conference 


 


June 16, 2014 Regular Meeting - Approve and recommend the 


Wastewater Compliance Maintenance Annual 


Report (CMAR) and Resolution to the Common 


Council on June 24, 2014 - Approve Stoughton 


Utilities Ten Year (2015-2024) Capital Projects 


Program and recommend it to the Stoughton 


Common Council  


 


June 24, 2014 Common Council Meeting - Approve the CMAR  


  


June 26-27, 2014 Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin (MEUW) 


Annual Conference in Manitowoc 


 


 







July 14, 2014 Regular Meeting - Approve the Stoughton Utilities 


2015 Budget including the Non-Represented 


employees wage adjustments and recommend to the 


Stoughton Common Council - Stoughton Utilities 


RoundUp Donation - Tour Stoughton Utilities 


Building   


 


August 18, 2014 Regular Meeting - Annual Stoughton Utilities 


Studies Discussion - Tour the Wastewater 


Treatment Facility  


  


September 10,2014 WPPI Energy (WPPI) Annual Conference in 


Wisconsin Dells 


 


September 15, 2014 Regular Meeting  


 


September 17-20, 2014 Wisconsin Water Federation (AWWA) Annual 


Conference in Wisconsin Dells 


 


September 17, 2014 Stoughton Utilities Public Power Week Celebration  


 


October 20, 2014 Regular Meeting -  North Electric Substation Tour 


 


October 22-24, 2014 Wisconsin Wastewater Operators Association 


Annual Conference in Stevens Point 


 


October 22, 2014 WPPI Energy Orientation Meeting in Sun Prairie 


 


November 12, 2013 Common Council action on the Stoughton Utilities 


2014 Budget and CIP 


 


November 14, 2014 Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin (MEUW) 


District Dinner Meeting in Waunakee 


 


 


cc: Sean O Grady 


      Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent  








 Stoughton Utilities Activities    
Reports 


  
 
            October 2013 
 


 
ADMINISTRATION – Utilities Director Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. 
 
Electric crews continued with distribution system upgrades and field inspections 
performed in conformance with Wisconsin Public Service Commission requirements.  
Water and wastewater crews remained involved with water system maintenance, 
distribution system flushing, sanitary sewer cleaning and televising, treatment facility 
maintenance, GIS work, and patching excavations prior to the blacktop plant shutdowns 
for the season.  Several projects scheduled for 2013 are proceeding as planned.  Efforts 
on working with customers to meet their financial obligationscontinued along with 
service disconnections culminated with the winter moratorium on electric service 
disconnections.  Efforts now move to water service disconnections.  
 
ACCOUNTING – Utilities Accounting and Administrative Manager Kim M. 
Jennings, CPA 
 
Accomplishments: 
 


 Local Government Insurance Fund – updates, 2014 renewal and itemized photos 


 WPPI Energy Billing/Metering Best Practices Training – October 3-4 


 Finalized United Way campaign forms 


 MEUW Financial Oversight Committee Meeting – October 15 


 2014 Budget Presentation for Committee of the Whole meeting – October 17 


 WPPI Rates & Delivery Service Committee Meeting – October 28 


 Close work orders and prepare details for invoicing 


 A/P, CCER, payroll and treasury management approvals 


 Investment sales/purchases and income tracking.   


 Monthly account reconciliation, reporting and billing statistics for September 2013 
 
In Progress: 
 


 Dynamics Work Order/Bill of Materials -implementation 


 Application for Clean Water Program funding for Wastewater Treatment Plant 
(WWTP) project 


 Merchant services review – discuss options with Wells Fargo/Associated Bank 


 Preliminary audit work papers/schedules for Baker Tilly visit on December 17 


 Monthly account reconciliation and reporting for October 2013 







CUSTOMER SERVICES AND INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES DIVISION – Utilities 
Office and Information Systems Supervisor Brian R. Hoops 
 
Activities & Accomplishments: 


 Staff processed 9,150 payments totaling $1.721 million, including 2,265checks, 
2,487 lockbox payments, 722 credit cards, 941 online E-Pay payments, 1,861 
automated bank withdrawals, 623 direct bank payments, and over $23,400 in 
cash.  


 Staff pursued electric service disconnections of all delinquent accounts twice 
during the month of October, in preparation for the beginning of the winter 
electric disconnection moratorium which runs from November 1 through April 15.   


As of October 1, there were 1,565 active accounts carrying delinquent balances 
totaling $236,730, and 196 final-billed accounts carrying delinquent balances 
totaling $36,210.  Of the total amount delinquent, $63,198 was 30 or more days 
past-due.   


o On October 7, we mailed out 10-day notices of pending disconnection to 
933 customers.   


o On October 16, we made 339 automated phone calls to customers 
warning them of impending disconnection and delivered printed tags to an 
additional 50+ customers.   


o On October 17, we disconnected 28 accounts for continued nonpayment. 
o On October 21, we mailed out 10-day notices of pending disconnection to 


27 customers.   
o On October 22, we disconnected an additional four accounts for continued 


nonpayment. 
o On October 30, we made 15 automated phone calls to customers warning 


them of impending disconnection and delivered printed tags to an 
additional seven customers.   


o On October 31, we disconnected four accounts for continued nonpayment. 


We ended the month of October with $74,706 remaining 30 or more days past-
due, of which $10,198 was being carried by inactive accounts.  $10,466 was 61-
90 days past-due, which is the period we target for disconnections. 


October was our final month of summer collections, and from this point forward 
we will only disconnect residential water services except in limited 
circumstances.  We expect to see delinquent amounts continue to increase 
throughout the winter months until we can once again target all electric 
customers for disconnection in April. 


There are currently 30 accounts that remain disconnected, carrying a combined 
balance of $5,250.  Eight of these accounts are occupied residences while 22 
have been confirmed to be vacant.  We will continue to work with the eight 
occupied accounts to establish a suitable payment arrangement to get their 
services restored before the weather gets dangerously cold. 


 







 Staff prepared the annual list of delinquent accounts that are subject to 
placement on the City’s property tax roll.  All accounts with delinquent balances 
as of October 1 are included.  Letters were mailed to 98 property owners for 193 
delinquent accounts totaling $34,334.   


As of November 1, there were 122 accounts totaling $22,454 that remained 
delinquent and were assessed a combined penalty of $2,245.  All accounts that 
remain unpaid as of November 15 will be submitted to the City Treasurer for 
placement on the property tax roll.  


 Two customer complaints were reported to the Wisconsin Public Service 
Commission (PSC) during the month of October.  Both were determined by the 
PSC to be “Not Justified.” 


o The first was regarding a customer who had been billed for only one-half 
of their actual consumption going back to May 2004.  SU back-billed the 
customer to recoup the difference for the maximum allowable 24-months.  
The PSC reviewed our back-bill calculations and duration, and determined 
them to be compliant with the PSC administrative code. 


o The second was regarding a customer who had defaulted on a deferred 
payment arrangement (DPA), and then contacted us the day before 
scheduled disconnection to request a two-day extension.  We granted the 
customer’s request, but they then contacted the PSC requesting a longer 
extension.  Based on the customer’s payment history, we granted the 
customer’s revised request. 


 Office & Information Systems Supervisor Brian Hoops worked with SU staff to 
assist in the development of a plan to bring our sewer televising data into our GIS 
system, worked to convert our POSM asset ID’s to an ESRI match, obtained a 
proposal from LaForce to upgrade our existing electronic door lock hardware and 
system, worked with ESI to resubmit 32 WHEAP applications for winter heating 
assistance, made changes to our tax roll generation software to accommodate 
for stormwater services and other fixes, prepared the annual tax roll report and 
letters, worked with a number of property owners on follow-up inquiries to the tax 
roll letters, reviewed and updated our software licensing information with WPPI 
Energy, worked with PSC staff on compliance with the PSC’s Fall Reconnection 
Program, worked with N-Dimension Solutions to provide the data from our 
intrusion detection system for inclusion in their cyber security study, finalized 
details for this year’s LED Holiday Light Exchange, and general billing and 
collections supervision.   


 Billing Technician Erin Goldade attended a two-day WPPI Energy Metering & 
Billing Best Practices workshop, worked on a multi-year account billing refund for 
the Public Safety Building due to an incorrect meter multiplier, submitted our 
triennial Reliable Public Power Provider (RP3) award application, trained Jennifer 
Rigdon on numerous tasks, completed the pre and post processing of the 
automatic meter reading system to obtain the current month’s readings, 
processed and calculated the monthly utility billing and submitted the data to 
Infosend for mailing, calculated and mailed 139 final billing statements for 
customers who have moved from their prior addresses, worked with WPPI 







Energy on several Northstar CIS issues, selected and edited our monthly 
statement insert and messages, and issued notices to properties for which the 
current owner/occupant is unknown. 


 Accounts Specialist Shannon Gunsolus attended the WPPI Energy Dynamics 
User’s Group meeting, kept busy with general accounting tasks, including payroll, 
accounts payable, accounts receivable, customer account corrections, daily cash 
deposits, and general customer service. 


 G.I.S. Technician Louis Rada officially completed the initial GPS collection of our 
water and sewer infrastructure and the subsequent verification and updates to 
our database.  A total of 7,798 GPS points were collected and 9,009 system 
features were digitized.  Lou also worked with POSM to gain more information 
about bringing our sewer televising data and observations into ESRI and 
developed a plan and timeline to do so, scheduled and attended a webinar with 
the President and Lead Developer at ESRI for SU staff, attended a half-day ESRI 
seminar to sharpen his GIS skills, and developed a GIS/mapping project 
document and timeline which will take us through the end of 2014. 


 Customer Service Technician Jennifer Rigdon trained with Erin Goldade on 
numerous daily tasks, including processing payments received in the night box, 
applying the daily credit card payment batch, applying the lockbox payment file 
received from Associated Bank, applying the internet bill payments file received 
from Wells Fargo, and processing the monthly recurring credit cards.  She also 
actively participated in the various collections processes throughout the month, 
researched parcel numbers for the tax roll spreadsheet, and general customer 
service. 


 Accounts Receivable Technician Enecia Sabroff acted as the main point of 
contact for all customers with delinquent accounts, negotiated numerous 
deferred payment arrangements with customers, issued disconnect warnings and 
collected payments from customers that issued checks returned by their banks 
and monitored/invalidated deferred payment arrangements where the customer 
defaulted on their scheduled payments.  In addition, she continued to review and 
request mandatory customer deposits, and to waive those requests for 
customers that provided low-income eligibility verification.  


 
ELECTRIC DIVISION, PLANNING DIVISION AND WATER DIVISION – Utilities 
Operations Superintendent Sean O Grady 


 


MEUW Safety Coordinator:  Andrew Paulson from Edgerton was hired by the 
Municipal Electric Utilities of Wisconsin (MEUW) as our new safety coordinator for the 
Southwest Regional Safety Group.  Andrew started his training with MEUW in October 
and should be on site with us sometime in early November.  Andrew is responsible for 
safety programs at Columbus, Evansville, Sun Prairie, and Waupun Utilities. 
 
 







New Apprentice Lineman:   Dustin Hess, formerly from Wisconsin Dells started his 
career with us on October 14, 2013.  Dustin has completed the 9-month Power Line 
Distribution Program at the Moraine Park Technical College and is registered to start 
the State Indentured Apprenticeship Program next fall in the second year of a four year 
program. 
     
After Hour Trouble Calls:  We had 10 trouble calls this month. Outages ranged from 
wildlife contacts, equipment defects, URD cable failures, to tree vs. wires.  The 
Stoughton Fire Department requested us to disconnect power to safely fight a structure 
fire, a contractor removing a private property tree, lost control of a limb over an 
overhead service drop ripping it off the home along with the customer’s metering 
equipment.  Moral of the story; hire licensed tree trimming contractors who are trained 
and insured in tree removal. 
 
Electric Reconstruction Projects:  Crews are working on distribution upgrades found 
during annual field inspections of our system.  These projects mainly consist of pole 
replacements, code clearance violations, hardware upgrades, and cable replacement 
projects.  We are also working closely with our contractors on closing out as many 
construction projects as we can before winter arrives when we have to impose winter 
construction fees on construction projects.  Staff is also spending a fair amount of time 
field inspecting metering installations and comparing them with the billing system for our 
larger electric customers.  Some of these locations have probably never been inspected 
in the field and we are now finding and updating records and billing information. 
 
Private Pole Attachments:  Staff recently completed an inspection for private pole 
attachments.  57 locations were found to have private yard lights installed on our poles.  
The customers at these locations will be billed an annual pole rental fee and will be 
inspected for code compliance.  Customers found not meeting minimum clearance will 
be sent a letter asking the owners to remove or make modifications to meet those 
minimum code requirements.  
  
RP-3 Application:  Staff recently completed our RP-3 application and routed it off to 
American Public Power Association (APPA) for their review and scoring.  This program 
grades our utility on safety, reliability, system improvements, and work force 
development against other municipal utilities located throughout the Nation.  There are 
over 2,000 Municipal Utilities ranging in size from a few hundred to several hundred 
thousand customers in Los Angeles. 
        
Pole Attachments:  We continue to struggle with Charter and AT&T on timely pole 
transfers to newly placed utility poles.  If we don’t see any progress from them by early 
next month, we’ll have no other option than to enforce our pole attachment agreement 
and issue daily fines until the facilities have been transferred.  
  
 
 
 
 







Substation Inventory:  We are working with staff from Forster Electrical Engineering 
on developing a schedule for replacing aging equipment located in our three 
substations.  Our oldest substation is pushing 30 years of service.  This plan will provide 
us with goals and objectives for maintaining a safe, reliable and affordable service to 
our customer for years to come and will be included in our 2014 Capital Improvements 
Program (CIP). 
 
Wastewater and Water Geographical Information System (GIS) Project:  Staff 
recently finished collecting field locations for over 7,500 collection points that included 
hydrants, valves, curb-stops and manholes.  We also used this time to inventory our 
system and graded plant that will require repair work.  Repairs include things such as 
broken curb-stop tops, valve boxes cracked or broken curb-stops buried under anything 
you can imagine.  If not corrected, these items could cause significant water damage to 
private properties. 
  
Wells No. 6:  The flow meter at the well tested higher than normal this year.  We are 
working with Mike Forslund at Strand Associates, Inc. and exploring options to correct 
the metering issue. 
   
Furseth Road Water Tower:  Utility Sales and Service was on site this month and 
completed a chemical wash on the inside of the tank.  This process cleans and removes 
sediment that builds up over time.  An inspection of the facility was also completed and 
we should receive a copy of the report by December. 
 
Race Track Road Water Tower:  This tower was chemically treated last year and only 
required a facility inspection this year.  The inspection report should be available in 
December. 
 
Fire Hydrant Flushing:  Staff completed our annual fall water main flushing program.  
I’m happy to report we were able to complete this program before the leaves dropped 
from the trees and would have washed into the receiving waters.  This year we also had 
assistance from the electric division to remain on schedule. 
 
Well House Lighting Upgrades:  Journeyman Lineman Don Hanson recently 
completed a lighting retrofit upgrade located inside our four production wells.  The 
existing T-12’s were upgraded to T-8’s by replacing the ballasts, refractors and 
fluorescent bulbs. Production of T-12 bulbs was discontinued in 2012 and as soon as 
store inventories are sold out the owners of T-12 fluorescent fixtures will have no other 
options than to retrofit or replace the fixture.  Next month, we will be helping the 
Wastewater Treatment Facility with a lighting upgrade project in their equipment storage 
garage.  
     
Asphalt Street Patching:  Water and Wastewater staff worked together this month and 
completed our road patches created over the past 6 months. 
  
Water Leaks:  I’m happy to report we didn’t have a leak this month on the water 
distribution system.  We did have a few after hour alarms staff responded too with 
nothing causing any service disruptions to our customers. 







Schools/Training for the Month: 
 


 Stoughton was the host sight for area municipal lineman to attend a ½-day 
MEUW safety session.  


 Wisconsin Wastewater Operators Association (WWOA) Annual Conference. 


 Water staff received policy and procedures training on installing portable stand-
by generators at all of our sanitary sewer lift stations.  This training was provided 
by our wastewater staff. 


  
Statistical Numbers for the Past Month: 
 


 New Customers-6 


 Service Upgrades-8 


 Temporary Services-1 


 Service Repairs-1 
 
 
WASTEWATER DIVISION – Utilities Wastewater System Supervisor Brian G. 
Erickson 
 
2013 WWTP projects:  We continue to move forward on the major plant improvement 
project that will include all of the plant electrical equipment and digester mixing 
equipment.  The contractor has signed the contracts and we anticipate a start date 
sometime in November.    
 
Final Clarifiers:  Phil Linnerud completed painting the south final clarifier.  Phil will paint 
the north clarifier next year and the west clarifier in 2015.  Phil will also be painting all 
the new equipment for the upcoming project. 
 
GIS Program:  Staff continues to work with Louis Rada with the implementation of our 
GIS system. The progress of this project is moving along great.    
 
Staff continues to work on plant maintenance projects throughout the plant. Staff 
completed flushing sanitary sewers for the season.  
 
Scott Gunsolus and I attended a wastewater trade show in Chicago.  The trade show 
was the largest show in the world.  The technology came from all over the world and we 
brought back a lot of ideas that may work for our plant. 
 
Sean Grady and I attend the annual Wastewater Operators Conference held in Stevens 
Point.  We both walked away with a lot if information and better understanding changes 
in the wastewater field. 
 
We are working with some students from U.W. Madison.  They are sampling our waste 
operations for several projects they are working on.  
 







Wastewater staff continues to assist water division with miscellaneous projects and 
repairs.  
 
The wastewater treatment facility processed an average flow of 0.923 million gallons 
per day with a monthly total of 28.625 million gallons.   
 
ENERGY SERVICES SECTION OF THE PLANNING DIVISION – Stoughton 
Utilities/WPPI Energy Energy Services Representative (ESR) Cory Neeley: 
 


 I contacted Zalk Josephs Fabricators (Zalk) and Uniroyal Engineered Products 
(Uniroyal) about possible expansions and informed them about the New 
Construction Design Assistance program.  Zalk has expressed interest in the 
program and I am still waiting to hear back from Uniroyal. 
 


 I have worked with several small business customers this month to guide them 
towards the Focus on Energy Small Business Program.  One of these customers 
is the Baywash Carwash and he could see substantial savings as he upgrades 
his lighting due to the fact that he has fluorescent lighting or wall pack lighting on 
24-7. 
 


 We placed our second advertisement for the 100% club members.  This ad was 
for Saving Thyme and ran in the Courier Hub near the beginning of the month. 
 


 We ordered holiday lights and plan on doing another holiday light exchange.  
This year,  the customers will be able to swap out 2 strands of lights for new ones 
and have the option of bringing non-perishable food items for the Stoughton 
Food Pantry in exchange for a 3rd strand. 
 


 We processed $800 worth of Tree power incentives this year.  This is up from $0 
we spent last year and $432 that we processed in 2011.  I believe this growth in 
participation is because we took brochures out to the local tree nurseries and 
involved them in the process as well as the increased visibility that comes with 
our billing inserts.  
 


 I met with the Mark Miller from Cummins to go over the Power Profiler portal. He 
was having trouble getting into the portal and we believe that it is because of a 
firewall issue at Cummins. Cummins is putting in a generator in the front of the 
building and should be done with this soon. 
 


 Focus on Energy met with us late last month to discuss the Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (WWTP) Project and custom incentives tied to the upgrade for 
the Digester Mixer.  The project grant submitted for approval by focus was for 
$6103.10. 
 


 I reached out to Stoughton Hospital’s new facilities director, Dwayne Strandlie.  
He will be taking over for Martin Briggs. 







 I contacted a Summit Credit Union representative about their new construction 
project in Stoughton. 
   


 Sean Grady and I will be attending the Fab Lab presentation next month.  Sean 
has an idea to use our Community Contribution this year to donate money for 
materials for the students to build a sign for one of Stoughton’s parks. 
 


  We will have WPPI Energy CEO Mike Peters down next month for a 
presentation at the November 26 Common Council Meeting. 
 


 We will be meeting next month to go over our plans for next year’s Wisconsin 
Commitment To Community (WCTC) funds.  These funds are important to fund 
energy efficiency projects, develop community ties and spread the word about 
the positive role Public Power plays in the community. 


 
Dates in Stoughton in October 
1,3,8,10,14,15,22,24,25,29,31 
 
Please visit us on our website at www.stoughtonutilities.com to view current events, 
follow project schedules, view meeting notices and minutes, review our energy 
conservation programs, pay your utilities bill via the internet, or to learn more 
about your Stoughton Utilities Electric, Wastewater and Water services.  
 


 
 
 
 



http://www.stoughtonutilities.com/






 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. - Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: Recommended Actions At The November 18, 2013 Regular Stoughton 


Utilities Committee Meeting. 


 


AGENDA: 


 


CONSENT AGENDA: 


 


a) Stoughton Utilities Payments Due List Report.  (Review, discuss and accept the 


Stoughton Utilities Payments Due List Report via the consent agenda 


approval.) 


b) Draft Minutes of the October 14, 2013 Regular Stoughton Utilities Committee 


Meeting. (Approve the Draft Minutes of the October 14, 2013 Regular 


Stoughton Utilities Committee Meeting via the consent agenda approval.) 


c) Stoughton Utilities September 2013 Financial Summary.  (Discuss and accept 


the Stoughton Utilities September 2013 Financial Summary via the consent 


agenda approval.) 


d) Stoughton Utilities September 2013 Statistical Information.  (Discuss and accept 


the September 2013 Stoughton Utilities Statistical Information via the 


consent agenda approval.) 


e) Stoughton Utilities Communications.  (Discuss and accept the Stoughton 


Utilities Communications via the consent agenda approval.) 


f) Stoughton Utilities Committee Annual Calendar.  (Discuss and accept the 


Stoughton Utilities Committee Annual Calendar via the consent agenda 


approval.) 


g) Stoughton Utilities October 2013 Activities Report.  (Discuss and accept the 


Stoughton Utilities October 2013 Activities Report via the consent agenda 


approval.) 







BUSINESS: 


 


1. Status of the Stoughton Utilities Committee Recommendation(s) to The 


Stoughton Common Council. (Discussion.) (Review and discuss the 


Stoughton Utilities Committee recommendation(s) to the Stoughton 


Common Council.) 


2. Stoughton Utilities Proposed Filling Of The Vacant Utilities Water 


Operator Position.  (Action.)  (Review, discuss and approve the filling of 


the vacant Utilities Water Operator position.) 
 


3. Stoughton Utilities Customer Collections Status Report.  (Discussion.)  


(Review and discuss the Stoughton Utilities Customer Collections 


Status Report.) 
 


4. MSA Professional Services (MSA) 2013 Wastewater User Charge Survey.  


(Discussion.)  (Review and discuss the MSA 2013 Wastewater User 


Charge Survey.) 
 


5. Stoughton Utilities Governance.  (Discussion.) 


 


6. Cancellation Of The December 16, 2013 Stoughton Utilities Committee 


Meeting.  (Action.)  (Review, discuss, and take action on the 


cancellation of the December 16, 2013 Stoughton Utilities Committee 


Meeting.) 
 


7. Stoughton Utilities Committee Future Agenda Item(s).  (Discussion.) 


 


cc: Sean O Grady 


 Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


   


 


 








 
600 South Fourth Street 


P.O. Box 383 
Stoughton, WI  53589-0383 


Serving Electric, Water & Wastewater Since 1886 


 


Date:  November 12, 2013 


 


To:  Stoughton Utilities Committee 


 


From:  Robert P. Kardasz, P.E. - Stoughton Utilities Director 


 


Subject: MSA Professional Services (MSA) 2013 Wastewater User Charge Survey. 


 


MSA conducts a comprehensive survey of wastewater charges throughout Wisconsin 


approximately every three years.  As the survey results are quite voluminous, a few 


salient pages are attached.  Significant findings include: 


 


 Average daily potable water use has decreased approximately 2.5% per year since 


2006. 


 


 Prime factors that impact wastewater rates are the age of the wastewater treatment 


facility (WTF), the use of connection (impact) fees, the time since the last rate 


adjustment, and charges to industries.  I believe WPDES Permit requirements and 


the timing of WTF construction projects also impact wastewater rates. 


 


 Regulators believe an affordability wastewater rate threshold of 2% of a 


community’s Median Household Income (MHI) is reasonable.  Yet only 19 out of 


433 communities’ meet or exceed that threshold. 


 


 Within Dane County, Stoughton Utilities annual wastewater and water rates per 


household of $320 and $180 are $1 and $22 below the county average 


respectively. 


 


 For communities with populations from 10,001 - 50,000 throughout Wisconsin, 


Stoughton Utilities’  annual household wastewater rates of $320 rank 24
th


 and 


annual household combined wastewater and water rates of $500 rank 31
st
 of 51 


communities.     


 


Encl.   


 


cc: Sean O Grady - Stoughton Utilities Operations Superintendent 


Brian G. Erickson - Stoughton Utilities Wastewater System Supervisor 


Brian R. Hoops - Stoughton Utilities Office and Information Systems Supervisor 


Kim M. Jennings, CPA - Stoughton Utilities Finance and Administrative Manager 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


 


Background 


The information outlined in this report has been collected and analyzed by MSA Professional Services, 


Inc. (MSA). This is the seventh study of this nature performed by MSA over the past 17 years. The 


purpose of this report is to document the cost of sanitary sewer service in Wisconsin and to provide 


communities with the ability to compare their current and proposed sewer rates with the rates of similar 


communities. It is the hope of MSA that communities with access to this information will be empowered 


to make the best decisions for a healthy and sustainable future. 


 


This report contains data from 433 Wisconsin communities that operate sanitary sewer collection 


systems. This represents of approximately 64% of the publicly owned collection systems in the state. 


Approximately 73% of them include a publicly owned wastewater treatment facility; the other 27% are 


connected to a regional treatment facility owned by another entity.  


 


Findings 


The most consistent relationship observed is that between annual sewer rates and population. Even 


though residents of the largest communities consume the most water, they pay less for their sewer 


service. The economy of the scale works greatly to the advantage of larger communities. The highest 


sewer rates occur in the range of 1,001-2,000 population, which can be ascribed to the economy of the 


scale and the treatment technologies necessary to serve communities of this size. Communities with 


populations 2,000 or less represent the majority of the sewered communities in Wisconsin. The average 


difference in monthly sewer cost between the smallest and largest communities is nearly $20 a month. 


This average difference in 2010 was $15 per month.  This difference between small and large 


community sewer rates is still growing and shows no sign of leveling off.  Based on survey data since 


1996, sewer rates are increasing at a rate of 3.5% per year, while sewer connection fees appear to have 


stabilized since 2007.  


 


A new trend that was observed in this survey was a decrease in average daily potable water usage.  


Potable water use reductions of nearly 3% per year have been observed since 2006.   Factors leading to 


reduced statewide potable water use include the use of water saving plumbing fixtures and possibly 


water conserving measures in response to increased water and sewer rates. 


 


The prime factors in sewer charges are population and treatment type. Other factors that impact the cost 


of sewer service, including: 


 


 Age of treatment facility 


 Use and cost of sewer connection and/or impact fees 


 Time since last rate increase 


 Charges to industry and waste haulers 


 


Affordability and Funding 


Over the years covered by this report, funding for wastewater treatment projects has been declining. 


This document outlines the decline in grant dollars available from three major state and federal agencies.  
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Major funding agencies rely upon a measure of the affordability of sewer service for determining grant 


eligibility. A commonly used affordability threshold is 2% of a community’s Median Household Income 


(MHI). This study documents that a few (19 out of 433) communities’ rates are at or above 2% of 


current MHI, suggesting that the “affordability threshold” used by some agencies may not be a realistic 


expectation.  


 


The American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009 or “economic stimulus” funds provided a 


temporary shake up to this cycle. While this additional funding was a benefit to some utilities in 2010, 


the amount of grant funding quickly decreased to “pre-stimulus” levels in 2011. In general, grant dollars 


can be expected to continue to decline. This will continue to put pressure on municipalities to raise their 


rates sufficiently to fund an increasing share of the cost of providing sewer service. 


 


Conclusions 


While communities can have control over some factors that influence sewer rates, they are largely at the 


mercy of their economy of scale. While some communities have a large commitment to being 


environmentally responsible, others do all they can just to be affordable to their users; it begs the 


question: What is the most fair and equitable way to balance environmental responsibilities and 


affordability for all residents of Wisconsin? It is a question with no easy answer. Only when the true 


cost of providing clean water and reliable wastewater treatment services is reflected in the user fees will 


the rate-paying public appreciate the value of these resources.  
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 


 


A. Welcome 


Welcome to the MSA Professional Services, Inc. (MSA) 2013 Wisconsin Sewer User Charge 


Survey! This continued effort has proven to be a valued tool to many of Wisconsin’s municipalities, 


as well as state and federal agencies. With approximately a 64% response rate. It would not be 


possible without the all support communities have shown over the past 17 years. MSA would like to 


thank all of these respondents for making this survey a complete and reliable source of information. 


 


B. Background 


With the cost of everything going up, and sewer project funding generally going down the tubes, the 


cost of sewer service is volatile, but ever climbing. Communities are striving for the most fair and 


representative user charges, while maintaining enough revenue to maintain their infrastructure.  


 


C. The 2013 MSA Survey 


Survey forms were distributed to 801 individual and general WPDES discharge permit holders in 


Wisconsin in January 2013. There were 433 respondents, including communities that operate their 


own wastewater treatment facilities, as well as communities operating a sanitary collection system 


and sending waste to other community for treatment. Copies of the 2013 survey forms are provided 


in the Summary section. 


 


The 2013 survey is modeled after the 2010 survey. For communities treating their own wastewater, 


information pertaining to sludge handling was solicited. Communities who did not treat their own 


waste were asked information about the age of their collection system, and if they were doing 


anything to clean and televise it on a regular basis. These trends, along with some new exploration of 


regularly collected data, are included in this report. 
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D. Demographics 


 


The responses have been broken down into 


statistically significant sample sizes in order 


to representatively characterize trends on 


order of magnitude. The figures shown will 


be of community breakdowns by population 


and treatment type. 


 


This report will use seven population 


categories intended to provide a large enough 


sample size for the integrity of data, as well 


as group communities with similar situations. 


The representation of population categories 


can be seen in Figure 1. As all attempts were 


made to survey all applicable communities, 


this representation is taken to be a fairly 


accurate representation of the community 


populations throughout the state.  


 


 


 


This report also breaks down respondents into 


ten treatment type categories to find trends 


relating to the type of facility utilized by 


communities.  


 


 22% use a pond based treatment facility 


(stabilization pond and aerated lagoon) 


 39% use a form of activated sludge (package 


plant, oxidation ditch, sequencing batch 


reactor (SBR), and conventional activated 


sludge) 


 12% use a fixed film treatment facility 


(recirculating sand filter (RSF), trickling 


filter, and rotating biological contactor 


(RBC)) 


 27% without a wastewater treatment facility 


(WWTF) who send their wastewater to a 


different regional facility (No WWTF).   


 


These trends are demonstrated by Figure 2 
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Figure 1 
Breakdown of Respondents by 


Population 
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Breakdown by Treatment Type 
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From 2004 through 2010 the number of survey responses increased.  However in 2013 this 


number decreased.  The reduction in responses may be related a change in the method of 


soliciting survey responses via email instead of fax and mail.  The general trend of response 


increase can be demonstrated by Figure 3. 


 


 
 


E. Key Assumptions 


For comparison purposes, 55,000 gallons per household used annually was assumed to represent 


residential use. The average statewide usage per household in 2012 was calculated to be 41,332 


gallons/household used annually (note that the communities with the most households use the most 


on average); noticeably, average usage is much lower in the smaller population categories, and tends 


to increase with community population. The key value was chosen for several reasons: 


 A uniform volume assists rate comparison at the same level of service 


 Previous studies assume 55,000 gallons/household used annually, and a consistent usage 


allows a comparison to previous years 
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Breakdown of Responses by Treatment Type 
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Figure 4 
Average Volume of Water Used Annually per Customer by 


Population  
 Statewide Average = 41,332 


 


 


 


 


 


Average annual water use has decreased over the past 10 years statewide.  This reduction may 


require us to use a lower uniform volume in future studies.  The reasonableness of the key 


assumption is illustrated in Figure 4. 


 


F. Errata 


 


While every effort has been taken to verify the data in the responses are correct and to eliminate 


errors in processing it, errors will undoubtedly occur.  Please call or send notification of substantive 


errors to: 


 


Tom Fitzwilliams 


MSA Professional Services, Inc. 


1230 South Boulevard 


Baraboo, WI 53913 


Phone: (608) 355-8864 


E-Mail: tfitzwilliams@msa-ps.com  


 


We will issue errata sheets to all registered report recipients in the event there are a significant 


number of changes. 


  


55,000 gallons:  
Average annual 
consumption used for 
rate comparison 
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II. SEWER RATES PRESENTATION 


 


Myriad factors influence a community’s sewer user charges. Listed below is a prime factor to be 


addressed in this report that affects sewer charges, and communities have little to no control over: 


 


 Population 


 


In addition, there are factors that affect the cost of sewer rates for residents that each community 


does have the power to influence.  They are as follows: 


 


 Type of Treatment 


 Frequency of Rate Increases 


 Billing Frequency 


 Other Sources of Revenue 


1. Property Taxes 


2. Connection and Impact Fees 


3. Hauled and High Strength Waste Charges 


 Sewer Budget 


 


This report attempts to isolate each factor in order to present information that may help communities 


compare their size, treatment type and options to the rest of the state. In an attempt to be the least 


biased, the average for each population category is used in conjunction with the median to verify the 


validity of the average value, the idea being that with the variability of sewer rates, an average value 


can be skewed by an exceptionally high or low value. As the absolute middle response value, the 


median can provide more validity to relationships found in this report. 


 


 


A. Population 


 


Population and Cost of Sewer Service 


Generally speaking, larger communities are able to charge lower sewer rates than smaller 


communities. This can be attributed to the principle of economy of scale: as facility size and 


population increases, the unit cost associated with construction and operation of a treatment facility 


decreases. While large communities often require a more complex form of treatment, there is still a 


point at which the amount of individuals sharing in costs outweighs the higher cost associated with 


operating a larger/more complex treatment facility. As Figure 5 demonstrates, communities of up to 


2,000 residents have the highest average and median annual sewer charge. 
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Variability of sewer rates is bound to 


occur for communities with special 


situations. As demonstrated by Figure 6, 


more notable variability occurs within 


the population category of 1001-2000 


residents.  


 


For this reason, looking at charges 


associated with actual usage, the 


category of 1001-2000 appears less 


stable in average and median charges 


than the other categories. Even still, a 


trend and peak can be clearly identified 


in the median charge, as shown in 


Figure 7. 
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Figure 5 
Average and Median Annual Residential Sewer Charge 


by Population 
(Based on 55,000 gallons per household annually) 
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Observably, the same general trend is visible in Figures 5-7, providing some further validation to the 


key assumption. 


 


The average annual charge of sewer service has been increasing over the past 17 years. The increasing 


cost of electricity, fuel, chemicals and labor all contribute to this increase in sewer rates, as do new debt 


payments on capital improvements needed to deal with stricter environmental standards and aging 


infrastructure. Figure 8 shows that nearly all population categories are seeing sewer rate increase in 


2013, but the smallest communities continue to see the highest increases in terms of dollars. 
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Average And Median Annual Sewer Service Rates 
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To further demonstrate this trend of rising sewer costs, Figure 9 shows the increase in sewer user 


charge from 1996 to 2013 in dollars and percent. 


 


 
As demonstrated, the charge trend is consistently upwards, and with exception of population 


category 50,001+, the same pattern observed in average and median rates (Figures 5-7) is again 


visible. What should be noted is that not only does it seem the closer you are to a population between 


1,001-2,000, the more you can expect to pay, but the increase in charge you can expect year to year 
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Figure 8 
Average Annual Sewer Cost for 1996-2013 by Population 


Based on 55,000 Gallons / Customer 
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Figure 9 
Monetary and Percentage Increase Annually in Residential 


Sewer Charge by Population from 1996-2013 
Based on 55,000 gallons per household per year 
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is also greater. The departure from this trend can be observed within the largest population category, 


50,001+. A simple point to make on the subject can be observed in treatment facility age, shown in 


Figure 10. This population category saw the greatest decrease in average age, meaning that more 


facilities underwent upgrades in the last 5 years as compared to other categories. It is important to 


note that communities with the largest populations represent our smallest data set, and are therefore 


prone to much more variability from one sewer system to the next. 


 
This begins to explain some dramatic rate increases. In general, it can be assumed that population 


categories showing a decrease of average facility age contain communities that have undergone a 


facility upgrade since the previous 


study. It is reasonable to assume that 


communities having just undergone 


facility upgrades must collect more 


from their users. Another way to look 


at the situation is that within a 


population category, a difference can 


be observed in annual charge between 


communities with and without 


wastewater treatment facilities 


(WWTF). Figure 11 shows the 


differences in average annual charge 


associated with communities with and 


without WWTsF. Overall, there is a 


similar trend between systems with 


and without WWTFs, relative to 


population, and the statewide averages 


are nearly equal (within $3 per 


month). This would seem to indicate 


that connecting to a larger sewer 


system offers no clear cost advantage. 
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Figure 10 
Average Age of Treatment Facility by Population 


1998-2013 
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Figure 13  
Treatment Type vs. Age of Treatment Facility 
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B. Treatment Type 


 


The technology a community uses 


for treating wastewater is an 


important factor in sewer charge. 


Figure 12 shows the relationship 


between average annual sewer 


charge and treatment type. Figure 


12 would suggest that the least 


expensive treatment types are 


lagoon systems, with SBRs and 


RSFs the most expensive; however, 


the age of the facility and the size of 


the community appropriate for each 


treatment type may have greater 


impact than the technology itself. 


Figure 13 shows the average ages 


of treatment facilities by type for 


years 2001-2013 and Figure 14 


shows the percentages of 


communities using different 


treatment types by population 


category. 
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Some types of treatment, such as lagoon systems, require a less complicated operation, allowing for 


lower rates. Figure 13 shows that the younger the facility, the higher the annual sewer charge, 


accounting for the cost of recent construction. Comparing Figure 14 to Figure 12, the further a 


population is from the 1,001-2,000 category, the more likely they are to use the least expensive 


forms of treatment. Looking back to Figure 8, a trend begins to emerge about the relations between 


population, treatment type and average charge. This, compounded with the effect of the economy of 


the scale, greatly helps to explain why larger communities can sustain themselves with the lowest 


sewer charges.  


1-500 501-1,000
1,001-
2,000


2,001-
5,000


5,001-
10,000


10,001-
50,000


50,001+


Aerated Lagoon 16% 29% 15% 10% 2% 0% 0%


Stabilization Pond 26% 8% 4% 1% 0% 0% 0%


Conventional Activated Sludge 3% 12% 19% 20% 51% 35% 71%


Oxidation Ditch 3% 8% 32% 22% 10% 18% 0%
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Figure 14 
Percent of Communities with Treatment Type by Population  
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The 2013 Survey asked communities 


questions about sludge handling. Figure 15 


shows the percent of respondents that use 


land application, landfill, and public 


distribution to handle their sludge.  


 


By far, the most common type of sludge 


handling is by land application, with 95% of 


the respondents. 


 


 


Figure 16 shows the percentage of respondents 


that produce class A and class B sludge by 


treatment type. Statewide, only 9% of the 


respondents were producing a class A sludge. 


When asked if communities foresee a need to 


move towards class A, only about 5% answered 


that they did. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


C. Communities without Wastewater Treatment Facilities 


 


For communities without their own wastewater treatment facility, questions were asked pertaining to 


the age and maintenance of their sanitary collection system. Figure 17 shows the average age of the 


oldest sewers by population category. The figure shows that the largest communities were the first to 


install sewer systems, and now have the oldest sewers. Statewide the average age, with sewer pipes 


often assigned a nominal design life of 50 years, it is clear that we are approaching a time when 


many of the original collection systems will require rehabilitation or replacement. This effort will 


place a further burden on the rate payers.  
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Figure 15 
Sludge Handling by Treatment Type 
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Figure 18 shows the average percent of communities that have made some effort to televise their 


sewers regularly and the approximate percent that is televised annually. It appears that communities 


are recognizing this need, with about 60% of the communities doing some televising annually. Of 


those responding, the average community is televising just under 30% of their sewers each year, 


which would provide for a complete inspection of the collection system over a 4-year period. With 


the coming of collection system maintenance requirements in Wisconsin, we expect to see the 


televising percentage increase in future surveys. 


 


 
 


 


 


D. Last Rate Increase 


 


To ensure enough revenue and to keep facilities up to date, communities must adjust rates 


accordingly. As seen in the largest communities, frequent rate updates can prevent communities 


from falling behind and can help to sustain healthy operations. Figure 19 displays the average 


years since last rate increase by population.  
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Average Percent of Sewer Televised 
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Figure 19 
Average and Median Years Since Last Rate Increase 


by Population 
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Figure 17 
Average Age of Oldest Sewer 


by Population 
Communities without WWTF 
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In general, the communities that have the largest 


populations have the most frequent rate increases. 


With many smaller communities, when there is 


not a facility upgrade in recent years or in the 


immediate future, rates remain constant for 


longer. This typically leads to a much larger 


increase when the time comes. 


 


Figure 20 shows the average years since last rate 


increase by population category for years 2010 


and 2013. All population categories other than 1-


500 exhibit an increase in the average time since 


the last rate increase. On possible reason for 


communities to delay sewer rate increases could 


be related to the economic recession that has been 


experienced since 2009.   


 


 


 


 


 


E. Billing Frequency 


 


A majority of communities use a quarterly 


billing frequency, followed by a small 


percentage relying on other frequencies.  


Figure 21 demonstrates the percentages of 


communities billing quarterly, monthly or 


another frequency by populaton category.  


 


There is an interesting pattern shown in 


Figure 21. While on one hand, a more 


frequent billing cycle can help residents 


deal with higher sewer rates, the smaller 


communities may not be equipped to 


handle a more frequent bill schedule. The 


peak use of monthly billing occurs in the 


1001-2,000 population category.  
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Figure 20 
Average Years Since Last Rate Increase 


by Population 
2010 vs. 2013 
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Figure 21 
Billing Frequency Type Percentages 


by Population 
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F. Other Sources of Revenue 


 


Property Tax 


In addition to sewer rates, some 


communities opt to allocate a portion of 


property taxes to the sewer utility. About 


11% of all communities surveyed allocate a 


property tax component. Figure 22 shows 


the percentage of communities within a 


population category that utilize a property 


tax for sewer utility and Figure 23 shows 


the average monetary property tax 


contribution per household by population. 


 


Figures 22 & 23 show that a larger percentage 


of smaller communities allocate property taxes 


for their sewer rates.  However, more property 


tax dollars per customer were allocated to the 


sewer utility in the population category 


10,001-50,000 in 2013. 


 


Figure 24 shows the percent of communities 


with a property tax component has on average 


increased by about 2% from 2001 to 2013. 


 


An issue of concern to users is that pay-ins for 


utility service based on property tax is not 


representative of what a person consumes, but 


of the value of their property. However, this 


system does offer tax deductibility, and now 


becomes grouped with other community costs 


such as road repair and school funding. In the 


case of communities without a metered water 


system, property taxation may be more valid 


than a flat fee for all users, assuming the value 


of a property may be proportional to the 


number of people residing there.  


 


Figure 25 demonstrates how the average 


annual sewer charges are impacted by the 


addition of property taxes to yield the true cost 


of sewer service. 
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Figure 22 
Percent of Communities with a Property 


Tax Component by Population 
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Figure 23 
Average Annual Property Tax 


Contributions 
per Customer 
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Figure 24 
Percent of Communities with a 


Property Tax Component 
by Population, 2001 vs. 2013 
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Figure 26 
Percent of Communities that Require a Connection Fee 


Both
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Figure 25 
Average Annual Sewer Charge Including Property Tax by Population 


Based on Actual Water Usage 


User Charge


User Charge
with Tax


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Connection Fees  


Many communities charge for the privilege of connecting to their sewer system. This charge can be 


seen as a type of reimbursement to those existing customers who paid for the collection system and 


treatment facility that is available for new customers to connect to, or a payment for any future 


updates/expansions that will eventually occur due to the increase of customers. Connection fees can 


help a community to generate revenue and save for future expenses, reducing the impact of growth 


on the existing residents.  


 


The two types of connection fees are hook-up and impact fees. Simply put, a hook-up fee is a sum of 


money collected for a new connection that is not based on funding specific improvements, and as 


such, the money can be placed in the general fund. An impact fee is held to a higher statutory 


standard, collecting money for specific growth related improvements and depositing it into a 


restricted use account. Figure 26 shows the percentage of communities charging connection fees by 


population.  
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Figure 28 
Range and Median Hook-up Fee by Population 


Cost


Median


Figure 26 shows that the most common 


connection fee for a community to 


charge is a hook-up fee. The trend in 


2013 shows that the smaller 


communities with populations less than 


2000 are the least likely to charge a 


connection fee. This could be due to the 


overall reduction in residential 


development.  Nearly all of the 


communities surveyed in the 5001-


10,000 category charge a connection fee 


 


Figure 27 shows the average and 


median hook-up fee by population 


category, and Figure 28 shows the 


range and median hook-up fee.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Because impact fees are much less 


common than hook-up fees, the pattern 


is much less predictable. Figure 29 


shows the average and median impact 


fee by population category.  
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Figure 27 
Average and Median Hook-up Fee 


by Population 


Average


Median


$0


$1,000


$2,000


$3,000


$4,000


$5,000


Figure 29 
Average and Median Impact Fee 


by Population 


Average


Median







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 


 
 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. Page 23 


In the years that this survey has been conducted, connection fees have generally been increasing. 


Figures 30 & 31 demonstrate the average monetary and percent change in statewide connection 


fees since 2001.  A notable trend on Figure 30 is the continued decrease in impact fee amounts 


since 2007.  This can be directly attributed to the reduction in residential development in all 


communities. 


 


 


Hauled Waste and High Strength 


Waste Charges 


The largest communities are most 


likely to accept hauled waste and 


charge for high strength waste. 


Figure 32 shows the percent of 


communities that accept holding 


and septic tank waste. 


 


 


 


 


  


 


 


The disposal of septic tank waste costs more 


due to its much more concentrated nature. 


Figure 33 shows the average cost per 1,000 


gallons of hauled waste by population 


category. 
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Figure 30 
Statewide Average 


Hook-up and Impact Fees 
2001-2013 
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Figure 31 
2001-2013 Annual Percent Increase 


in Connection Fees and User Charges 
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Figure 32 
Percent of Communities Accepting Hauled Waste 


by Population 
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Figure 33 
Average Cost per 1,000 Gallons of Hauled 


Waste 
by Population 
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In addition to, or sometimes 


instead of, charging per 1,000 


gallons of waste accepted, 


some communities charge a 


fixed administrative fee per 


load for accepting the waste. 


Figure 34 shows the average 


charge administered for 


accepting holding and septic 


tanks by population category. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 
 


Larger communities are more likely to have some major commercial and industrial dischargers 


producing high strength waste. Figure 35 shows the percent of communities who charge for high 


strength waste by population category and Figures 36 & 37 show the average charge per pound 


above a domestic strength limit by population category.  Phosphorus continues to be the most 


expensive component of wastewater to treat.  With the coming of stricter phosphorus limits, it is 


expected that this surcharge will increase at a higher rate over the next 10 years. 
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Figure 35 
Percent of Communities with High-Strength Surcharges 
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Figure 34 
Average Administrative Charge for Hauled Waste 


by Population 
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Figure 37 


Average Surcharge of High Strength Waste by Population 


 


  BOD TSS Nitrogen Phosphorus 


Population 


Unit 
Cost over mg/L 


Unit 
Cost over mg/L 


Unit 
Cost over mg/L 


Unit 
Cost 


over 
mg/L 


$/lb $/lb $/lb $/lb 


1-500 $0.35  175 $0.50  0 $0.00  0 $0.00  0 


501-1,000 $0.63  246 $0.47  259 $0.00  0 $0.00  0 


1,001-2,000 $0.80  249 $0.75  252 $2.46  30 $7.03  8 


2,001-5,000 $0.63  229 $0.55  251 $1.47  41 $7.75  8 


5,001-10,000 $0.50  271 $0.45  269 $1.03  38 $5.76  8 


10,001-50,000 $0.60  242 $0.41  250 $1.10  32 $5.15  8 


50,001+ $0.31  213 $0.20  279 $0.66  10 $3.75  22 


Statewide Average $0.67  243 $0.50  256 $1.32  34 $6.24  9 
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Figure 36 
Average Surcharge per Pound Over Limit 


For High Strength Waste 
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G. Budget Information 


 


For the benefit of funding agencies and community administrators, information was collected on 


sewer budget in an attempt to find a meaningful trend. Figure 38 shows community sewer budgets 


by population, with a best-fit line and equation. A similar figure is included in each population tab at 


the end of this report.  


  


y = 134.92x + 330033 
R² = 0.8398 
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Figure 38 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 
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Figure 41 
Average Annual Cost of Water and Sewer by 


Population 
Based on 55,000 Gallons / Customer 


Sewer


Water


III. WATER RATES 


 


Provided by the Public Service Commission of 


Wisconsin are water rates for the communities 


that responded to the 2013 Sewer User Charge 


Survey. Figures 39 & 40 show the average 


annual cost of water by population category. As 


shown in Figure 40, water costs from 2004 to 


2012 have increased in all population 


categories, with the highest rate of increase in 


the 1-1,000 population categories.  The 


statewide average increase in water rates for 


residential users is 4%  per year since 2004. 


 


 


 
 


 


Figure 41 shows the combined sewer and 


water utility cost by population category. 


Unlike the cost of sewer service, there is 


much less variability in the cost of water 


service between population categories. 


The smallest communities still have the 


highest total utility (water and sewer) 


costs.  
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Figure 40 
2004-2013 Annual Cost of Water by Population 


Based on 55,000 Gallons / Customer 
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Figure 39 
Average Annual Cost of Water by Population  


Based  on 55,000 Gallons / Customer 
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IV. AVAILABILITY OF FUNDING 


 


The Federal Clean Water Act amendments of 1972 were responsible for many wastewater treatment 


facility upgrades from the late 1970’s through the mid 1980’s. The USEPA provided grant funds that 


paid the majority of construction costs for many treatment facilities built during that era. 


Unfortunately, in 1990, the program was phased out and replaced by state-provided low interest 


loans. The American Reinvestment and Recovery Act (ARRA) of 2009 or “economic stimulus” 


funds provided a temporary relief to this cycle. $6 billion was set aside for wastewater and drinking 


water infrastructure of the total $80.9 billion invested in infrastructure.  


 


Three major sources of grant funding have historically taken the place of the USEPA’s grant 


program: 


 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Rural Development 


 Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) Clean Water Fund 


 Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation (WEDC) Community Development Block 


Grants 


 


Since 1966, the USDA’s Rural Development Program has been providing grants for wastewater 


treatment projects. The program serves communities of populations of 10,000 and less with 40 year 


loans. Some grants may be available to communities with sewer rates of 2% of census median 


household income (MHI) data (currently year 2000). Figure 42 shows the USDA Wisconsin Water 


& Wastewater Grant Obligation dollars by year since 1997.  This chart shows the increase and 


decrease in grant dollars related to the ARRA funds of 2009. 


 


 
Wisconsin’s low interest revolving loan program, the Clean Water Fund, has provided subsidized 


interest rates on eligible wastewater treatment plant projects for the last 20 years. A small grant 


program known as the Hardship Assistance Grant has been available to assist low-income 


communities that have notable difficulty paying for treatment facility projects. To qualify, a 


community’s MHI must be 80% of the state’s median, and sewer rates must exceed 2% of the 
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Figure 42 


USDA Wisconsin Water and Wastewater Grant Obligations  
1997 - 2012 







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 


 
 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. Page 29 


community’s most recent MHI (currently 2010). In addition, since 2010 the Clean Water Fund 


program has been providing Principle Forgiveness (grants) to eligible projects.  Figure 43 shows the 


total DNR Hardship and Principle Forgiveness Grant dollars provided by year. 


 


 
 


The Wisconsin Economic Development Corporation through the Department of Administration 


provides a Community Development Block Grant program for Public Facilities (CDBG-PF) that has 


funded numerous wastewater treatment facilities in low to moderate income communities. Figure 44 


shows the amount of CDBG-PF dollars that went to wastewater treatment projects since 1997.  This 


grant funding program shows an increasing trend since 2008 


 
 


While the additional ARRA funding was a benefit to some utilities in 2010, the amount of grant 


funding quickly decreased to “pre-stimulus” levels in 2011 and 2012. In general, grant dollars 
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Figure 43 
DNR Hardship and Principle Forgivenss Grants 


1991-2012 


*Prior to 2010 Principle Forgiveness Grants were not available 
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Figure 44 
CDBG-PF Grants in Dollars to WWTF Projects 


1997 - 2012 
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can be expected to continue to decline. This will continue to put pressure on municipalities to 


raise their rates sufficiently to fund an increasing share of the cost of providing sewer service. 
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V. AFFORDABILITY 


 


Grant programs will largely look 


at affordability when determining 


grant eligibility. Different grant 


programs will base affordability 


on median household income 


(MHI). Figure 45 shows the 


average 2000 and 2012 


community MHI by population 


category. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


Affordable sewer or water service is 


often determined as being 2% or less 


of the community’s MHI. Figure 46 & 


47 show the average percent of MHI 


spent on sewer cost by population 


category and the range of percent MHI 


by population. As seen in previous 


years, smaller communities continue to 


contribute a higher percentage of their 


annual income to sewer rates. 
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Figure 45 
Average Median Household Income 


By Population 
2000 vs. 2012 
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Figure 46 
Average Percent of MHI Spent on Sewer Costs 


by Population 
2000 vs. 2012 
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It is also interesting to note that out of 411 communities appearing in Figure 47, only one 


community has rates high enough to meet the WDNR standards to qualify for Hardship funding. 
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Figure 47 
Percentage of 2012 MHI Spent on Sewer Costs by Population 
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VI. FUTURE NEEDS EVALUATION 


 


Data was collected on the future need 


for rate increases. Figures 48 & 49 


show the percent of communities 


anticipating a rate increase in 2013 by 


population category and the average 


percent of rate increase anticipated.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


It is of no surprise that sewer rates 


will continue to climb, and that 


they will continue to be 


disproportional with regards to 


community size. While a larger 


percent of the largest communities 


can expect a rate increase, the 


smallest communities continue to 


experience the largest percent 


increases.  
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Figure 48 
Percent of Communities with Anticipated Rate 


Increase 
by Population 
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Figure 49 
Average Percent of Anticipated Rate Increase 


by Population 







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 


 
 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. Page 34 


VII. UTILITY COMPARISON 


 


While sewer utility costs vary greatly from community to community, on average, it is still one of 


the least expensive utilities an ordinary household utilizes. Figure 50 shows the average monthly 


cost of common utilities. 
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Figure 50 
2012 Average Monthly Utility Cost  


2012 Utility Rates 


Telephone 
Mobile/Data 
Landline 


 
$115: Average of 3 leading providers for average family (2.6 members), mid plan minutes with texting  
$30: Average of 4 leading providers for basic plans with long distance 


Gasoline 12,000 mi/year @20 mpg x $3.70/12 months 


Electric Power DOE numbers: 710 kWh/household/month* $.11092/kWh 
 


Cable TV http://www.saveologyhomeservices.com/CompareOffers 
 


Natural Gas DOE numbers: 112,651 cf/year/household *$8.88/1000 cf /12 months 


Satellite TV Direct TV, Choice Package 


Sewer MSA 2013 Wisconsin Sewer User Charge Survey (based on 55,000 gallons per year) 


Water PSC data on water rates (based on 55,000 gallons per year) 



http://www.saveologyhomeservices.com/CompareOffers
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VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


 


Sewer rates continue to be extremely variable. When surveying a large sample, and by asking the 


right questions, certain patterns do arise. By observing these patterns, we can begin to understand 


some of the larger factors influencing sewer rates across the state, and more importantly, we begin to 


predict where these trends are leading. The primary cause still seems to be the economy of the scale, 


resulting in higher costs to smaller communities. Another large factor is still the decrease in funding 


from the state and federal agencies. All of this points to communities needing to prepare to self-fund 


the renewal of their aging infrastructure. It is imperative that every community evaluates whether 


they are collecting sufficient revenue not only to meet current demands, but also for the future 


improvements. 


 


In all the years MSA has conducted this study, a series of conclusions have been drawn 


 Average annual sewer cost is greatest in smaller communities and lowest in larger communities. 


 While customers in larger communities on average use more water than customers in smaller 


communities, they still pay less for service. 


 Residential water use has decreased by 2.5% per year since 2006. 


 Sewer rates in small communities have large variance. 


 Small communities utilize property taxes for sewer utility more than large communities. 


 Even with the ARRA grants of 2009, grant funding has been decreasing, and can be expected to 


decrease in the future.   


 On average, sewer rates cost nearly twice as much as water rates. 


 


IX. APPENDICES 


 


The appendices show a portion of the data collected in the survey shown by County or Population 


Tab (such as 1-500). The Population Tabs contain the following additional graphs: 


 


 Figure 1: Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 


 Figure 2: Average Annual Sewer Cost by Last Facility Upgrade 


 Figure 3: Average Annual Sewer Cost by Last Rate Increase 


 Figure 4: Sewer Budget by Population 


 Figure 5: Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge for Each Individual Municipality 


 Figure 6: Table of Respondents 


 







 


 


2013 WISCONSIN SEWER USER CHARGE SURVEY 
WPDES PERMITTEES 


Please fill out to the best of your ability and return by January 18, 2013 


CONTACT INFORMATION 


COMMUNITY INFORMATION 


1. Current population served by wastewater treatment facility: 
(Number of people, not number of households) 


2. Does your facility treat wastewater from other communities? 
List all other Cities, Villages, and Sanitary Districts from which wastewater  
is accepted (attach a separate page if necessary) 
 


 


 


RATE INFORMATION Please attach rate card. 


3. What is your Billing Frequency? 
     Monthly  Bi-Monthly 
      Quarterly  Annually 


4. What are your Sewer Rates as of 1/1/13? 
a. Fixed Charges 


i. Residential Fixed Fee (per bill): $   


ii. Volume Included in Fixed Fee, if any: 


            CF   or      Gallons 
b. Volume Charge   $ 


            Per 1,000 Gallons  OR Per 100 cu. Ft. 
 


5. Effective Date Last Rate Increase: 
 


6. Do You Anticipate a Rate Increase in 2013? 
      No Yes: Approx. % Increase: 


 


 


 


7. Residential Sewer Connection Fees: 


a.  Residential Hookup-Up Fee:  $         per  


   -OR-                                         Eg. House, REU, EDU, etc.  
b.  Impact Fee:                $         per 


8. Hauled Waste                                Eg. House, REU, EDU, etc. 


a. Holding Tanks 


   Don’t Accept  Do Accept: 
If Accept:  Per 1,000 Gallons  Per Load 


b. Septic Tanks 


   Don’t Accept  Do Accept: 
If Accept:  Per 1,000 Gallons  Per Load 


9. High Strength Waste Charges 


    $        Per lb. BOD above_____mg/l    $          Per lb. Nitrogen above_____mg/l   


     $      Per lb. TSS above______mg/l   $               Per lb. Phosphorus above_____mg/l   


 


 


 


BUDGET INFORMATION 


10. What is your projected sewer utility budget for 


2013? (or Actual Expenditures for 2012) $ 


(Include Operation, Maintenance, Replacement, and Debt) 


         


 


 
 


  


 


TREATMENT FACILITY INFORMATION 


12. Type of Treatment Facility? (check all that apply) 
a. Lagoon System 


     Aerated Lagoon 
     Stabilization Pond 


b. Activated Sludge System 
     Conventional Activated Sludge 
     Oxidation Ditch 
     Package Plant 
     Sequencing Batch Ractor (SBR) 


c. Fixed Film System 
     Trickling Filter/Bio-Tower 
     Rotating Biological Contactor (RBC) 
     Recirculating Sand Filter 


 


d. Effluent Filtration 
      Deep Bed Sand Media 
            Travelling Bridge Sand Media 
            Cloth Media 
e.    Other 


13. Sludge Handling (if applicable) 
         a.   Sludge Disposal 
                  Land Application 
                  Landfill 
                  Incineration 
                  Public Distribution 


b. Do you produce a Class A or Class B Sludge? 
  Class A             Class B 
 Both                 Neither 
c. Do you foresee the need to move towards Class A? 
     Yes                   No 


14 Discharge/Disposal Method 
     Surface Water (rivers, lakes, wetland, etc.) 
     Groundwater (seepage cells, etc.) 
     Land Application (spray irrigation, etc.) 


15. Design Capacity (MGD):     
16. Approx. Average Daily Flow (MGD): 


17. Year of Last Major Facility Upgrade: 
 


 


 


Please return by January 18, 2013 via email to ratesurvey@msa-ps.com  © 2013 MSA Professional Services. All rights reserved. 


  


  


 


Email:  


11. Are any General Fund Revenues (derived from 


property tax levy) allocated to the sewer utility? 
     No Yes:  If so, how much: $           


OR mill rate          


 


 
 


 


 


  


Phone #:  


 


 


 


 


Name / Title: 


Company: 


Address: 


 City, State, Zip: 







 


 


2013 WISCONSIN SEWER USER CHARGE SURVEY 
SATELLITE COLLECTION SYSTEMS 


Please fill out to the best of your ability and return by January 18, 2013 


CONTACT INFORMATION 


COMMUNITY INFORMATION 


1. What entity treats your community’s sewage? 


 


RATE INFORMATION Please attach rate card. 


3. What is your Billing Frequency? 
     Monthly  Bi-Monthly 
      Quarterly  Annually 


4. What are your Sewer Rates as of 1/1/13? 
a. Fixed Charges 


i. Residential Fixed Fee (per bill):   $ 
ii. Volume Included in Fixed Fee, if any: 
                   CF   or      Gallons 


 


b. Volume Charge   $ 
 


      Per 1,000 Gallons  OR Per 100 cu.ft. 


 


 


BUDGET INFORMATION 


8. What is your projected sewer utility budget for  


 2013? (or Actual Expenditures for 2012) $ 


(Include Operation, Maintenance, Replacement, and Debt) 


 
9. Are Any General Fund Revenues (derived from 


property tax levy) allocated to the sewer utility? 
     No Yes:  If so, how much: $    


 OR                              mill


 


 


 


 


10. COLLECTION SYSTEMS 
  1.  Approximate Length of Collection System _____ miles  
  (if known) 


 


  2.  Approximate Age of Oldest Sewers: ____ years    
 
 


 


  3.  Are You Regularly Televising a Portion of Your Collection          
System? 


             No          Yes:    
 Approximately % Each Year________ 


 


© 2013 MSA Professional Services. All rights reserved. 


2. Current population from your community 


served by your sanitary sewer system: 
(Number of people, not number of households) 


5. Effective Date Last Rate Increase: 


6.   Do you anticipate a rate increase in 2013? 
        No           Yes:   Approx % Increase 


 


7. Residential Sewer Connection Fees: 


a.  Residential Hookup-Up Fee:  $          per 


 


      Eg. House,  


  -OR-              REU, EDU, etc. 
 


b.  Impact Fee:               $         per 


 
 


 


       Eg. House,  


      REU, EDU, etc. 


 


Comments 


 


THANK YOU! 


Email: 


 


  


  


 


Questions?? 


Contact Tom Fitzwilliams at 608.355.8864 or via email at tfitzwilliams@msa-ps.com 


Please return by January 18, 2013 via email to ratesurvey@msa-ps.com 


 Phone #: 


 


 


 


 


Name / Title: 


Company: 


Address: 


 City, State, Zip: 







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 
 


 © September 2013   MSA Professional Services, Inc. 
 


 


 


MSA 2013 Sewer User Charge Survey Summary 


         
 


Statewide 1-500 501-1,000 1,001-2,000 2,001-5,000 5,001-10,000 10,001-50,000 50,001+ 
Number of Respondents 433 85 73 73 92 52 51 7 
Annual Usage Charge:                 


High $1,028 $975 $955 $1,028 $926 $625 $827 $288 
Average $398 $413 $437 $456 $403 $319 $330 $230 


Low $60 $130 $153 $137 $132 $60 $75 $150 


Annual Percent Change Since 1996 
3.5% 3.6% 3.8% 4.1% 3.6% 2.9% 3.3% 4.1% 


(55,000 gal/house/yr) 
Hook-Up Fee                 


Percent of Communities Charging 62% 67% 62% 62% 67% 60% 55% 57% 
Average $1,722  $2,097  $1,816  $1,401  $1,680  $1,977  $1,349  $303  
High $15,510  $15,510  $10,500  $5,864  $6,000  $7,690  $4,481  $500  


Impact Fee                 


Percent of Communities Charging 9% 2% 4% 5% 13% 23% 14% 14% 


Average $1,695  $765  $4,183  $1,879  $993  $2,212  $1,477  $500  
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Adams 


Community  Population  


Average 
Annual 
Sewer 
Charge 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Average 
Annual 
Water 
Charge 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


When 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Adams, City of                        2,683  $188 $209 $188 $397 


Friendship, Village of                          725  $396 $275 $396 $671 


Average                       1,704  $292 $242 $292 $534 


      


      
      Ashland 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Butternut, Village of                          370  $192 $207 $192 $398 


Madeline Sanitary District *                       2,000  $408 $0 $458 $458 


Average                       1,185  $300 $207 $325 $428 


  
 


   


      
      Barron 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Charge 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Almena, Village of                          677  $164 $131 $164 $295 


Barron, City of                       5,210  $306 $100 $306 $407 


Cameron, Village of                       1,787  $322 $235 $322 $557 


Chetek, City of                        2,221  $340 $163 $340 $503 


Crystal Lake Sanitary District                          112  $436 $0 $436 $436 


Haugen, Village of                          287  $375 $145 $375 $521 


Prairie Farm, Village of                          460  $180 $0 $180 $180 


Rice Lake, City of                       8,438  $187 $140 $187 $326 


Average                       2,399  $289 $152 $289 $403 
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Bayfield 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bayfield, City of                          487  $593 $245 $593 $838 


Drummond Sanitary District 1                            96  $334 $178 $334 $512 


Iron River Sanitary District 1                          695  $355 $229 $355 $584 


Mason, Village of                            80  $384 $0 $384 $384 


Port Wing Sewerage District                          200  $513 $0 $513 $513 


Washburn, City of                       2,109  $510 $284 $510 $794 


Average                          611  $448 $234 $448 $604 


      


      
      Brown 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Ashwaubenon, Village of                     17,777  $260 $259 $260 $519 


Denmark, Village of                       2,152  $299 $278 $299 $578 


Green Bay, City of                   104,250  $288 $274 $288 $562 


Hobart, Village of                       2,960  $532 $373 $532 $905 


Lawrence Utility District                       2,800  $442 $344 $442 $786 


Ledgeview Sanitary District 2 *                       6,339  $320 $456 $452 $908 


Morrison Sanitary District No. 1                          500  $557 $0 $557 $557 


New Franken Sanitary District 1                          438  $600 $0 $600 $600 


Royal Scot Sanitary District                       1,000  $360 $0 $360 $360 


Scott Sanitary District 1                       2,500  $252 $182 $252 $434 


Wrightstown, Village of                       2,755  $678 $237 $678 $915 


Average                     13,043  $417 $300 $429 $648 
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Buffalo 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Fountain City, City of                          900  $280 $121 $280 $401 


Mondovi, City of                       2,777  $273 $172 $273 $444 


Waumandee Sanitary District #1                            47  $603 $0 $603 $603 


Average                       1,241  $385 $146 $385 $483 


      


      
      Burnett 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Grantsburg, Village of - Sewer Utility                       1,341  $328 $159 $328 $487 


Siren, Village of                          806  $464 $166 $464 $631 


Average                       1,074  $396 $162 $396 $559 


      


      
      Calumet 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Brillion, City of                       3,183  $352 $150 $352 $501 


Chilton, City of                       3,932  $256 $178 $256 $434 


Forest Junction Sanitary District                          500  $273 $257 $273 $530 


Hilbert, Village of                       1,130  $469 $342 $469 $810 


New Holstein, City of                       3,234  $326 $234 $326 $560 


Sherwood, Village of                       2,710  $358 $480 $358 $838 


Average                       2,448  $339 $273 $339 $612 
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Chippewa 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Boyd, Village of *                          549  $662 $186 $818 $1,004 


Cadott, Village of                       1,410  $240 $182 $240 $422 


Cornell, City of                        1,300  $180 $320 $180 $500 


New Auburn, Village of                          515  $394 $292 $394 $686 


Average                          944  $369 $245 $408 $653 


      


      
      Clark 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Abbotsford, City of                       2,300  $501 $278 $501 $779 


Colby, City of                       1,837  $432 $286 $432 $718 


Average                       2,069  $466 $282 $466 $748 


      


      
      Columbia 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Cambria, Village of                          767  $437 $223 $437 $660 


Columbus, City of                       6,800  $456 $291 $456 $747 


Fall River, Village of                       1,714  $688 $134 $688 $822 


Friesland, Village of                          356  $406 $365 $406 $771 


Lodi, City of                       3,053  $493 $237 $493 $729 


Pardeeville, Village of                       2,015  $386 $199 $386 $585 


Portage, City of                     10,800  $263 $215 $263 $478 


Poynette, Village of                       2,529  $513 $152 $513 $665 


Randolph, Village of                       1,800  $298 $296 $298 $594 


Wisconsin Dells, City of                       2,664  $301 $133 $301 $434 


Average                       3,250  $424 $225 $424 $649 
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      Crawford 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bridgeport Sanitary District                          390  $274 $150 $274 $424 


Ferryville, Village of                          177  $372 $0 $372 $372 


Prairie du Chien, City of                       7,000  $274 $113 $274 $387 


Prairie du Chien, Town of                          180  $242 $0 $242 $242 


Soldiers Grove, Village of                          587  $313 $150 $313 $464 


Average                       1,667  $295 $138 $295 $378 


      


            Dane 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Blooming Grove, Town of                          150  $136 $0 $136 $136 


Blue Mounds, Village of                          855  $359 $235 $359 $595 


Cottage Grove, Village of                       6,600  $339 $224 $339 $563 


Dane, Village of                       1,015  $507 $309 $507 $816 


Deerfield, Village of                       2,354  $672 $242 $672 $914 


DeForest, Village of                       8,965  $294 $140 $294 $434 


Dunn, Town of - Sanitary District 4                       5,577  $230 $0 $230 $230 


Fitchburg, City of                     25,260  $220 $149 $220 $369 


Madison, City of                   236,000  $265 $150 $265 $415 


Madison, Town of                       6,278  $139 $0 $139 $139 


Marshall, Village of                       3,864  $448 $219 $448 $668 


Morrisonville Sanitary District *                          390  $396 $212 $506 $718 


Mount Horeb, Village of                       7,400  $520 $204 $520 $724 


Oak Springs Sanitary District                          145  $180 $0 $180 $180 


Oregon, Village of                       9,408  $346 $205 $346 $551 


Stoughton, City of                     12,400  $320 $180 $320 $500 


Sun Prairie, City of                     29,430  $279 $131 $279 $410 


Verona, Town of                          280  $130 $0 $130 $130 


Waunakee Utilities                     12,277  $320 $219 $320 $539 


Average                     19,403  $321 $202 $327 $475 
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      Dodge 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Beaver Dam, City of                     16,000  $132 $143 $132 $274 


Brownsville, Village of                          800  $443 $324 $443 $767 


Clyman, Village of                          422  $847 $153 $847 $1,000 


Fox Lake Inland Lake District                       1,000  $460 $0 $460 $460 


Fox Lake, City of                       1,519  $863 $227 $863 $1,090 


Herman, Town of/ Sanitary District 1 *                          105  $659 $0 $719 $719 


Horicon, City of                       3,655  $345 $230 $345 $576 


Hubbard Hustisford Sanitary District 1 *                          750  $420 $0 $510 $510 


Hustisford, Village of                       2,408  $592 $565 $592 $1,157 


Iron Ridge, Village of                          929  $517 $217 $517 $734 


Juneau, City of                       2,686  $377 $234 $377 $611 


Kekoskee, Village of                          160  $636 $0 $636 $636 


Leroy Sanitary District 1                          320  $504 $149 $504 $653 


Lomira, Village of                       2,430  $488 $280 $488 $768 


Lowell, Village of *                          317  $867 $137 $1,302 $1,439 


Mayville, City of                       5,300  $413 $169 $413 $582 


Reeseville, Village of                          709  $291 $211 $291 $502 


Theresa, Village of                       1,252  $401 $142 $401 $543 


Watertown, City of                     23,936  $397 $205 $397 $602 


Waupun, City of                     11,000  $224 $359 $224 $583 


Average                       3,785  $494 $234 $523 $710 
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Door 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bailey's Harbor WWTP *                       1,100  $318 $0 $352 $352 


Egg Harbor, Village of                       3,000  $295 $0 $295 $295 


Ephraim, Village of *                          288  $420 $0 $1,227 $1,227 


Fish Creek Sanitary District 1                       1,600  $782 $0 $782 $782 


Sturgeon Bay Utilities                       9,500  $163 $205 $163 $368 


Average                       3,098  $396 $205 $564 $605 


      


      
      Douglas 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Brule Sanitary District 1 *                          330  $344 $0 $553 $553 


Poplar, Village of                       1,225  $816 $0 $816 $816 


Solon Springs, Village of                       1,211  $300 $0 $300 $300 


Superior, City of                     27,244  $620 $0 $620 $620 


Superior, Village of *                          550  $204 $0 $386 $386 


Upper St. Croix Lake Sanitary District                          527  $400 $0 $400 $400 


Average                       5,181  $447 $0 $512 $512 


      


      
      Dunn 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Colfax, Village of                       1,158  $305 $289 $305 $594 


Elk Mound, Village of                          867  $479 $286 $479 $766 


Menomonie, City of                     16,098  $211 $97 $211 $308 


Average                       6,041  $332 $224 $332 $556 
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      Eau Claire 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Augusta, City of                        1,532  $417 $171 $417 $587 


Fall Creek, Village of                       1,300  $572 $410 $572 $982 


Average                       1,416  $495 $290 $495 $785 


      


      
      Florence 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Florence Utility District                       1,200  $314 $246 $314 $560 


Average                       1,200  $314 $246 $314 $560 


      


      
      Fond du Lac 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Eden, Village of                          881  $360 $0 $360 $360 


North Fond du Lac, Village of                       5,014  $625 $208 $625 $834 


Ripon, City of                       7,706  $215 $183 $215 $398 


Rosendale, Village of                       1,064  $616 $0 $616 $616 


St. Cloud, Village of                          477  $285 $354 $285 $639 


Average                       3,028  $420 $248 $420 $569 
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Forest 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Laona Sanitary District                          850  $274 $113 $274 $387 


Average                          850  $274 $113 $274 $387 


      
            Grant 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bagley, Village of                          379  $445 $165 $445 $610 


Boscobel, City of                       3,247  $297 $193 $297 $489 


Cassville, Village of                          936  $238 $138 $238 $376 


Fennimore, City of                       2,505  $331 $246 $331 $577 


Kieler Sanitary District 1 *                          500  $162 $256 $312 $568 


Lancaster, City of *                       3,868  $424 $210 $440 $650 


Livingston, Village of                       1,600  $315 $240 $315 $555 


Montfort, Village of                          715  $471 $259 $471 $730 


Muscoda, Village of                       1,400  $271 $132 $271 $403 


Platteville, City of                     11,338  $435 $246 $435 $681 


Average                       2,649  $339 $208 $356 $564 


            Green 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Albany, Village of                       1,018  $398 $184 $398 $581 


Brodhead, City of                       3,200  $410 $157 $410 $567 


Brooklyn, Village of *                       1,407  $876 $213 $936 $1,149 


Browntown, Village of                          252  $470 $184 $470 $654 


Juda Sanitary District                          450  $376 $0 $376 $376 


Monroe, City of                     10,811  $298 $122 $298 $421 


Monticello, Village of                       1,207  $519 $188 $519 $707 


Average                       2,621  $478 $175 $487 $637 
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      Green Lake 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Berlin, City of                       5,400  $282 $192 $282 $474 


Green Lake, City of                       1,100  $235 $144 $235 $379 


Markesan, City of                       1,396  $137 $98 $137 $235 


Average                       2,632  $218 $145 $218 $363 


      


      


      Iowa 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Arena, Village of                          824  $685 $247 $685 $932 


Barneveld, Village of                       1,232  $519 $209 $519 $728 


Dodgeville, City of                       1,980  $176 $215 $176 $391 


Highland, Village of                          840  $377 $201 $377 $579 


Average                       1,219  $439 $218 $439 $657 


      


      
      Iron 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Hurley, City of                       1,547  $593 $380 $593 $974 


Mercer Sanitary District 1 *                          500  $326 $257 $415 $672 


Average                       1,024  $460 $319 $504 $823 
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Jackson 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Alma Center, Village of                          503  $316 $316 $316 $631 


Black River Falls Municipal Utilities                       3,600  $259 $231 $259 $490 


Hatfield Sanitary District                          273  $256 $0 $256 $256 


Melrose, Village of *                          520  $250 $572 $299 $870 


Merrillan, Village of                          590  $404 $419 $404 $823 


North Bend Sanitary District 1                            70  $360 $0 $360 $360 


Average                          926  $307 $384 $316 $572 


      


      
      Jefferson 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Fort Atkinson, City of                     12,368  $236 $122 $236 $358 


Ixonia Sanitary District 1                       2,421  $926 $0 $926 $926 


Jefferson, City of                       8,200  $345 $190 $345 $535 


Johnson Creek, Village of                       2,806  $351 $225 $351 $575 


Lake Mills, City of                       5,200  $447 $203 $447 $651 


Palmyra, Village of                       1,781  $409 $204 $409 $613 


Portland Sanitary District                          140  $875 $207 $875 $1,081 


Sullivan, Village of                          668  $520 $0 $520 $520 


Waterloo Utilities                        3,312  $392 $205 $392 $598 


Average                       4,100  $500 $194 $500 $651 
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      Juneau 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Camp Douglas, Village of                          601  $292 $187 $292 $478 


Elroy, City of                       1,450  $461 $267 $461 $728 


Mauston, City of                       4,500  $329 $241 $329 $569 


Necedah, Village of                          925  $621 $147 $621 $768 


New Lisbon, City of                       2,441  $524 $310 $524 $834 


O'Dell's Bay Sanitary District 1                       1,419  $335 $0 $335 $335 


Union Center, Village of                          200  $382 $166 $382 $548 


Average                       1,648  $420 $220 $420 $609 


      


      
      Kenosha 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bristol Utility District 1                       4,924  $480 $329 $480 $809 


Bristol Utility District 3 
 


$601 $0 $601 $601 


Bristol Utility District 4 
 


$744 $0 $744 $744 


Paddock Lake, Village of                       2,990  $842 $309 $842 $1,150 


Pleasant Prairie, Village of                     19,790  $533 $397 $533 $930 


Salem Utility District                       9,000  $432 $0 $432 $432 


Twin Lakes, Village of                       5,993  $384 $0 $384 $384 


Average                       8,539  $574 $345 $574 $721 
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Kewaunee 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Casco, Village of                          588  $584 $0 $584 $584 


Kewaunee, City of                       2,051  $464 $207 $464 $671 


Luxemburg, Village of                       2,562  $302 $177 $302 $479 


Average                       1,734  $450 $192 $450 $578 


      


      
      La Crosse 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bangor, Village of                       1,478  $399 $265 $399 $664 


Campbell, Town of *                       4,325  $220 $0 $512 $512 


La Crosse, City of                     85,000  $150 $146 $150 $295 


Onalaska, City of                     18,000  $308 $138 $308 $446 


Shelby, Town of                       2,500  $432 $307 $432 $739 


West Salem, Village of                       4,852  $278 $147 $278 $425 


Average                     19,359  $298 $201 $347 $514 


      


      
      Lafayette 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Belmont, Village of                          988  $374 $171 $374 $546 


Benton, Village of                       1,012  $505 $228 $505 $733 


Blanchardville, Village of                          825  $554 $421 $554 $975 


Darlington, City of                       2,443  $484 $200 $484 $684 


Gratiot, Village of *                          235  $372 $126 $610 $735 


Shullsburg, City of                       1,226  $412 $162 $412 $574 


South Wayne, Village of *                          489  $591 $152 $609 $761 


Average                       1,031  $470 $209 $507 $715 
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      Langlade 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Antigo, City of                       8,234  $221 $171 $221 $392 


White Lake, Village of                          384  $225 $237 $225 $462 


Average                       4,309  $223 $204 $223 $427 


      


      
      Lincoln 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Merrill Water Utility                       9,962  $284 $142 $284 $426 


Tomahawk, City of                       3,470  $444 $133 $444 $577 


Average                     6,716  $364 $137 $364 $501 
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Manitowoc 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Cleveland, Village of                       1,514  $653 $218 $653 $872 


Francis Creek, Village of                          700  $400 $0 $400 $400 


Kellnersville Water & Sewer                          352  $393 $146 $393 $539 


Kiel, City of                        3,650  $263 $135 $263 $398 


Liberty Sanitary District 1 *                          260  $300 $0 $542 $542 


Manitowoc, City of                     34,500  $281 $132 $281 $413 


Mishicot, Village of                       1,422  $623 $111 $623 $734 


Reedsville, Village of *                       1,200  $591 $246 $953 $1,200 


Rockland Sanitary District 1                          190  $528 $0 $528 $528 


St Nazianz, Village of *                          783  $572 $0 $731 $731 


Two Rivers, City of                     13,079  $429 $274 $429 $704 


Valders, Village of                          962  $511 $186 $511 $697 


Average                       4,884  $462 $181 $526 $646 


      


      
      Marathon 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Athens, Village of                       1,050  $353 $401 $353 $755 


Kronenwetter, Village of                       4,812  $214 $233 $214 $447 


Marathon City, Village of                       1,500  $339 $249 $339 $588 


Milan Sanitary District                          105  $300 $0 $300 $300 


Mosinee, City of                       4,200  $404 $236 $404 $640 


Rib Mountain Sanitary District 1                       6,500  $60 $184 $60 $244 


Rothschild, Village of                       5,390  $203 $261 $203 $464 


Schofield, City of                       2,310  $403 $158 $403 $561 


Spencer, Village of                       1,925  $488 $218 $488 $706 


Stratford, Village of                       1,500  $218 $255 $218 $474 


Wausau, City of                     42,200  $218 $132 $218 $349 


Weston, Village of                     14,500  $247 $188 $247 $435 


Average                       7,166  $287 $229 $287 $497 
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      Marinette 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Coleman, Village of                       1,100  $380 $149 $380 $529 


Marinette, City of                     11,800  $827 $226 $827 $1,053 


Pound, Village of *                          400  $584 $199 $815 $1,014 


Wausaukee, Village of                          570  $277 $173 $277 $450 


Average                       3,468  $517 $187 $575 $761 


      


      
      Marquette 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Endeavor, Village of                          467  $400 $0 $400 $400 


Neshkoro, Village of *                          420  $471 $0 $489 $489 


Oxford, Village of                          604  $300 $0 $300 $300 


Westfield, Village of                       1,217  $304 $0 $304 $304 


Average                          677  $369 $0 $373 $373 


      


      
      Milwaukee 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Greendale, Village of                     14,046  $75 $188 $75 $264 


Greenfield, City of                     36,600  $202 $0 $202 $202 


Hales Corners, Village of                       7,683  $257 $0 $257 $257 


Shorewood Utilities                     13,360  $339 $196 $339 $536 


South Milwaukee, City of                     21,000  $318 $229 $318 $547 


West Milwaukee, Village of                       4,200  $331 $0 $331 $331 


Average                     16,148  $254 $204 $254 $356 
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      Monroe 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Cashton, Village of                       1,230  $653 $187 $653 $841 


Kendall, Village of                          474  $445 $148 $445 $594 


Norwalk, Village of                          638  $533 $212 $533 $745 


Oakdale, Village of                          334  $479 $226 $479 $705 


Sparta, City of                       9,200  $219 $193 $219 $413 


Tomah, City of                       9,174  $308 $207 $308 $515 


Wilton, Village of                          503  $389 $180 $389 $569 


Average                       3,079  $432 $193 $432 $626 


      


      
      Oconto 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Brazeau, Town of (Sanitary District)                          379  $340 $0 $340 $340 


Kelly Lake Sanitary District 1 *                       1,500  $400 $0 $575 $575 


Oconto Falls Municipal Utilities                       2,891  $612 $230 $612 $841 


Oconto, Town of (Sanitary District 1) *                          450  $428 $0 $498 $498 


Suring, Village of                          544  $330 $336 $330 $665 


Average                       1,153  $422 $283 $471 $584 


      


      
      Oneida 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Lakeland San Dist 1 Woodruff Minocqua *                       2,500  $277 $114 $565 $679 


Average                     2,500  $277 $114 $565 $679 
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      Outagamie 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Appleton WWTP                     72,810  $171 $283 $171 $454 


Black Creek, Village of                       1,316  $613 $232 $613 $845 


Combined Locks, Village of                       3,372  $573 $269 $573 $842 


Darboy Joint Sanitary District 1                     13,000  $353 $207 $353 $560 


Grand Chute, Town of                     22,000  $245 $300 $245 $545 


Greenville, Town of (Sanitary District 1)                       7,468  $307 $164 $307 $471 


Hortonville, Village of *                       2,711  $562 $195 $604 $799 


Kaukauna, City of                     15,519  $383 $260 $383 $643 


Little Chute, Village of                     10,432  $345 $233 $345 $577 


Nichols, Village of *                          271  $194 $136 $618 $754 


Seymour, City of                       3,500  $404 $207 $404 $611 


Shiocton, Village of                          921  $466 $123 $466 $590 


Average                     12,777  $385 $218 $423 $641 


      


      
      Ozaukee 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Cedarburg, City of                     11,419  $446 $253 $446 $699 


Fredonia, Village of                       2,160  $366 $104 $366 $470 


Grafton, Village of                     11,459  $349 $206 $349 $555 


Port Washington, City of                     11,000  $349 $221 $349 $570 


Saukville, Village of                       4,460  $163 $205 $163 $368 


Thiensville, Village of                       3,238  $552 $0 $552 $552 


Average                       7,289  $371 $198 $371 $536 
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      Pepin 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Arkansaw Sanitary District                          300  $266 $0 $266 $266 


Durand, City of                       1,938  $360 $175 $360 $535 


Pepin, Village of                          828  $408 $154 $408 $562 


Average                       1,022  $344 $165 $344 $454 


      
      
      Pierce 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Ellsworth, Village of *                       3,284  $437 $134 $462 $596 


Elmwood, Village of                          815  $406 $189 $406 $595 


Maiden Rock, Village of *                          119  $449 $309 $528 $837 


Prescott, City of                       4,258  $436 $125 $436 $561 


River Falls Municipal Utility                     15,000  $498 $123 $498 $620 


Average                       4,695  $445 $176 $466 $642 


      
      
      Polk 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Amery, City of                       2,902  $348 $109 $348 $457 


Balsam Lake, Village of                        1,136  $285 $229 $285 $514 


Centuria, Village of                          937  $342 $192 $342 $534 


Dresser, Village of                          895  $759 $111 $759 $870 


Luck, Village of                       1,101  $269 $154 $269 $423 


St. Croix Falls, City of                       2,133  $258 $118 $258 $376 


Average                       1,517  $377 $152 $377 $529 
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      Portage 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Almond, Village of                          450  $188 $0 $188 $188 


Plover, Village of                     12,373  $230 $251 $230 $480 


Rosholt, Village of                          507  $379 $0 $379 $379 


Average                       4,443  $265 $251 $265 $349 


      
      


      Price 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Fifield Sanitary District                          350  $294 $202 $294 $496 


Ogema Sanitary District *                          250  $276 $0 $401 $401 


Park Falls, City of                       2,525  $353 $275 $353 $628 


Average                       1,042  $308 $239 $349 $508 


      
      Racine 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Burlington, City of                     10,500  $265 $209 $265 $474 


Eagle Lake Sewer Utility                       1,800  $400 $0 $400 $400 


North Bay, Village of *                          239  $246 $0 $351 $351 


Norway, Town of (Sanitary District 1) *                       6,500  $360 $0 $477 $477 


Rochester, Village of                       2,154  $332 $0 $332 $332 


Sturtevant, Village of                       6,900  $453 $0 $453 $453 


Waterford Sanitary District 1                       4,933  $814 $0 $814 $814 


Western Racine Co Sewer Dist                     12,000  $139 $0 $139 $139 


Wind Point, Village of                       1,800  $456 $357 $456 $813 


Yorkville Sewer Utility District 1                          500  $360 $0 $360 $360 


Average                       4,733  $382 $283 $405 $461 
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      Richland 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Germantown Sanitary District                            45  $405 $0 $405 $405 


Richland Center, City of                       5,085  $463 $174 $463 $637 


Viola, Village of                          700  $411 $223 $411 $633 


Average                       1,943  $426 $198 $426 $558 


      
      
      Rock 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Beloit, City of                     36,000  $269 $153 $269 $421 


Consolidated Koshkonong SD *                       2,200  $332 $0 $591 $591 


Edgerton, City of                       5,350  $423 $233 $423 $656 


Evansville, City of                       5,051  $68 $177 $68 $245 


Plymouth Town Sanitary Dist 1 *                          180  $360 $0 $450 $450 


Janesville, City of                     63,575  $272 $148 $272 $420 


Average                     18,726  $287 $178 $346 $464 


      
      
      Rusk 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bruce, Village of                          778  $407 $184 $407 $591 


Conrath, Village of                          125  $300 $0 $300 $300 


Hawkins, Village of                          303  $187 $131 $187 $318 


Ladysmith, City of                       3,383  $293 $161 $293 $454 


Sheldon, Village of *                          245  $428 $249 $549 $797 


Average                          967  $323 $181 $347 $492 
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      Saint Croix 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Baldwin, Village of                       3,580  $300 $129 $300 $429 


Hammond, Village of *                       1,922  $1,028 $238 $1,051 $1,289 


New Richmond, City of                       8,600  $314 $173 $314 $487 


Roberts, Village of                       1,651  $610 $187 $610 $797 


Somerset, Village of                       2,647  $575 $181 $575 $756 


Star Prairie, Village of *                          558  $188 $260 $208 $468 


Average                       3,160  $502 $195 $510 $704 


      
      
      Sauk 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Baraboo, City of                     14,500  $278 $152 $278 $429 


Christmas Mountain Sanitary District WWTF                       1,650  $480 $0 $480 $480 


La Valle, Village of                          362  $240 $182 $240 $422 


Lake Delton, Village of                       2,914  $194 $272 $194 $466 


Loganville, Village of                          300  $255 $301 $255 $555 


Prairie du Sac, Village of                       3,999  $204 $175 $204 $379 


Reedsburg, City of                       9,200  $329 $100 $329 $429 


Roxbury Sanitary District 1 *                          350  $480 $0 $930 $930 


Sauk City, Village of                       3,424  $177 $150 $177 $327 


Spring Green, Village of                       1,632  $258 $150 $258 $408 


West Baraboo, Village of                       1,414  $469 $265 $469 $734 


Average                       3,613  $306 $194 $347 $506 
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      Sawyer 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Radisson, Village of                          241  $430 $173 $430 $604 


Average                          241  $430 $173 $430 $604 


      
      Shawano 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bonduel, Village of                       1,475  $664 $280 $664 $944 


Bowler, Village of                          350  $310 $250 $310 $560 


Gresham Municipal Utilities                          600  $547 $353 $547 $900 


Shawano Lake Sanitary District                       4,500  $257 $85 $257 $341 


Shawano, City of                       8,900  $354 $143 $354 $497 


Average                       3,165  $426 $222 $426 $648 


      
      Sheboygan 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Adell, Village of                          517  $352 $207 $352 $559 


Elkhart Lake Sanitary District *                       1,000  $500 $132 $615 $747 


Gibbsville Sanitary District *                          420  $840 $0 $997 $997 


Greenbush Sanitary District 1 *                          400  $440 $0 $465 $465 


Kohler, Village of                        2,000  $191 $188 $191 $378 


Lyndon, Town of (Sanitary District 1)                          190  $680 $0 $680 $680 


Plymouth Utilities, City of                       8,424  $227 $155 $227 $382 


Sheboygan, Town of (Sanitary District 2) *                       6,832  $151 $191 $158 $349 


Sheboygan, City of                     68,000  $193 $103 $193 $295 


Sheboygan Falls, City of                       7,900  $173 $210 $173 $383 


Waldo Water & Sewer Utility *                          503  $908 $223 $1,422 $1,646 


Average                       8,744  $423 $176 $498 $626 
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      Taylor 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Chelsea Sanitary District                            95  $545 $0 $545 $545 


Gilman, Village of                          189  $573 $303 $573 $876 


Medford, City of                       4,338  $155 $205 $155 $360 


Rib Lake, Village of                          898  $409 $235 $409 $643 


Stetsonville, Village of *                          940  $540 $226 $688 $914 


Westboro Sanitary District #1                          178  $528 $469 $528 $997 


Average                       1,106  $458 $288 $483 $723 


      
      
      Trempealeau 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Arcadia, City of                       2,925  $254 $263 $254 $517 


Osseo, City of                       1,701  $415 $243 $415 $659 


Trempealeau, Village of                        1,576  $288 $287 $288 $575 


Whitehall, City of *                       3,100  $243 $316 $272 $589 


Average                       2,326  $300 $277 $308 $585 
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      Vernon 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Chaseburg, Village of                          282  $133 $133 $133 $266 


Coon Valley, Village of                          765  $257 $178 $257 $435 


De Soto, Village of                          250  $384 $0 $384 $384 


La Farge Municipal Utilities *                          700  $325 $160 $334 $494 


Ontario, Village of                          554  $572 $173 $572 $746 


Readstown, Village of                          421  $414 $131 $414 $545 


Viroqua Utilities                       4,362  $132 $185 $132 $317 


Westby, City of                       2,250  $287 $92 $287 $380 


Average                       1,198  $313 $150 $314 $446 


      
      


      
      Walworth 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Bloomfield, Village of (Pell Lake Sanitary District No. 1)                       5,000  $277 $191 $277 $468 


Darien, Village of                       1,640  $716 $243 $716 $958 


Delavan Lake Sanitary District *                       4,800  $396 $0 $585 $585 


Delavan, City of                       8,442  $407 $206 $407 $613 


East Troy, Town of (Sanitary District 2) *                       1,200  $420 $0 $608 $608 


East Troy, Village of                       4,281  $759 $263 $759 $1,022 


Elkhorn, City of                     10,000  $279 $270 $279 $550 


Geneva National Sanitary District                       2,100  $497 $0 $497 $497 


Lake Como Sanitary District 1                       3,000  $415 $256 $415 $671 


Lake Geneva, City of                       8,200  $175 $106 $175 $281 


Lyons Sanitary District 2                       1,500  $1,020 $0 $1,020 $1,020 


Whitewater, City of                     14,110  $407 $177 $407 $584 


Williams Bay, Village of                       2,577  $318 $217 $318 $535 


Average                       5,142  $468 $214 $497 $645 
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Washburn 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Birchwood, Village of                          441  $441 $156 $441 $597 


Minong, Village of                          521  $153 $514 $153 $666 


Average                          481  $297 $335 $297 $632 


      
      
      Washington 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Allenton San District 1 *                          800  $450 $271 $782 $1,053 


Germantown, Village of                     18,236  $524 $188 $524 $712 


Hartford, City of                     15,000  $345 $393 $345 $738 


Hilldale Sanitary District                          800  $955 $0 $955 $955 


Jackson, Village of                       6,779  $408 $199 $408 $607 


Kewaskum, Village of                       3,998  $499 $222 $499 $721 


Pike Lake Utility District                          600  $519 $0 $519 $519 


West Bend, City of                     35,000  $169 $185 $169 $354 


Average                     10,152  $484 $243 $525 $708 


      


   


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  
      







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 
 


 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. 
 


Waukesha 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Blackhawk Area Sanitary District                          134  $895 $0 $895 $895 


Brookfield, Town of (Sanitary District 4)                       6,102  $199 $0 $199 $199 


Brookfield, City of *                     48,000  $519 $248 $735 $983 


Butler, Village of                       1,837  $522 $219 $522 $741 


Delafield, City of                       7,095  $623 $379 $623 $1,002 


Dousman, Village of                       2,303  $434 $241 $434 $675 


Elm Grove, Village of *                       5,930  $291 $0 $947 $947 


Hartland, Village of                       9,115  $530 $253 $530 $783 


Lake Pewaukee Sanitary District *                       7,750  $376 $0 $405 $405 


Lannon, Village of                       1,110  $585 $273 $585 $858 


Mary Lane Area Sanitary District *                          600  $780 $0 $1,138 $1,138 


Menomonee Falls, Village of                     30,000  $583 $259 $583 $842 


Mukwonago, Village of                       7,390  $385 $333 $385 $717 


Nashotah, Village of                       1,000  $336 $0 $336 $336 


Oconomowoc, City of                     20,732  $304 $289 $304 $593 


Sussex, Village of                     15,000  $347 $296 $347 $642 


Waukesha, City of                     71,020  $270 $266 $270 $535 


Average                     13,830  $469 $278 $543 $723 
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Waupaca 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Clintonville, City of                       4,543  $257 $295 $257 $552 


Fremont, Village of                          679  $520 $0 $520 $520 


Iola, Village of                       1,280  $440 $143 $440 $583 


Manawa, City of                       1,347  $338 $249 $338 $587 


Marion, City of                       1,250  $542 $181 $542 $723 


New London, City of                       7,295  $252 $244 $252 $496 


Roland Enterprises                       1,800  $480 $0 $480 $480 


Scandinavia, Village of                          350  $204 $0 $204 $204 


Waupaca, City of                       6,069  $446 $172 $446 $618 


Weyauwega, City of                       1,900  $288 $128 $288 $416 


Wolf River Sanitary District                          350  $975 $0 $975 $975 


Average                       2,442  $431 $202 $431 $560 


      
      
      Waushara 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Plainfield, Village of                          860  $585 $185 $585 $770 


Wautoma, City of                       2,200  $725 $279 $725 $1,004 


Average                       1,530  $655 $232 $655 $887 
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Winnebago 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Algoma Sanitary District (Algoma, Town of)                       7,500  $300 $348 $300 $648 


Algoma Sanitary District (Omro, Town of)                          880  $691 $199 $691 $890 


Edgewood/ Shangri-La Sanitary District                          140  $415 $0 $415 $415 


Island View Sanitary District                          861  $360 $0 $360 $360 


Clayton - Winchester Sanitary District                          800  $609 $144 $609 $753 


Menasha, City of                     13,200  $282 $394 $282 $676 


Menasha, Town of                     18,500  $267 $273 $267 $540 


Neenah, Town of (Sanitary District 2)                       2,500  $360 $0 $360 $360 


Neenah Public Works and Utilities                     25,100  $204 $353 $204 $557 


Omro, City of                       3,520  $358 $171 $358 $529 


Poygan Poysippi Sanitary District 1 *                          735  $300 $0 $348 $348 


Winneconne, Village of                       2,460  $506 $225 $506 $731 


Average                       6,350  $388 $263 $392 $567 


      
      
      Wood 


Community  Population  


Annual 
Sewer 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Water 
Cost 


(Based 
on 


Usage) 


Annual 
Sewer Cost 


(With 
Property Tax 


Where 
Applicable) 


Total 
Annual 
Utility 
Cost 


Arpin, Village of                          350  $400 $0 $400 $400 


Biron, Village of                          800  $464 $252 $464 $716 


Marshfield, City of *                     19,451  $403 $186 $612 $798 


Wisconsin Rapids, City of                     20,000  $349 $207 $349 $556 


Average                     10,150  $404 $215 $456 $617 
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Description: 


This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Points: 


• Communities with a population of 1-500 use lagoon systems (aerated lagoons and 
stabilization ponds) most frequently.  


 
Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by the last facility upgrade. 
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Figure 1-A 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 


Population: 1-500 
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Figure 2-A 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 1-500 
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Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by last rate increase. 


 


 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
 


 
 


$0.00 


$200.00 


$400.00 


$600.00 


$800.00 


$1,000.00 


$1,200.00 


$1,400.00 


0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 


Av
er


ag
e 


An
nu


al
 C


os
t 


Last Rate Increase (Years) 


Figure 3-A 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 1-500 
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Figure 4-A 
Sewer Budget by Population  


Population: 1-500 
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Kellnersville Water & Sewer 
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Endeavor, Village of 
Germantown Sanitary District 


Friesland, Village of 
Readstown, Village of 


Edgewood/ Shangri-La Sanitary District 
Ephraim, Village of * 
Sheldon, Village of * 


Oconto, Town of (Sanitary District 1) * 
Radisson, Village of 


Crystal Lake Sanitary District 
Greenbush Sanitary District 1 * 


Birchwood, Village of 
Bagley, Village of 


Kendall, Village of 
Maiden Rock, Village of * 


Browntown, Village of 
Neshkoro, Village of * 


Oakdale, Village of 
Roxbury Sanitary District 1 * 


Leroy Sanitary District 1 
Port Wing Sewerage District 
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Rockland Sanitary District 1 


Chelsea Sanitary District 
Morrison Sanitary District No. 1 
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Pound, Village of * 


South Wayne, Village of * 
Bayfield, City of 


New Franken Sanitary District 1 
Waumandee Sanitary District #1 


Kekoskee, Village of 
Herman, Town of/ Sanitary District 1 * 


Lyndon, Town of (Sanitary District 1) 
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Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-A (chart 1) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 1-500 


* Indicates communiites that have an 
additional property tax contribution to sewer 
utility budget (not included in annual sewer 
rate) 







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 
 


 
 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. 


 


$130 
$133 
$136 


$162 
$180 
$180 
$187 
$188 
$192 
$194 
$204 


$225 
$240 
$242 
$246 
$255 
$256 
$266 
$273 
$274 
$276 
$285 
$294 
$300 
$300 
$300 
$310 
$326 
$334 
$340 
$344 
$360 
$360 
$360 
$364 
$372 
$372 
$375 
$376 
$382 
$384 


$0 $200 $400 $600 $800 $1,000 $1,200 


Verona, Town of 
Chaseburg, Village of 


Blooming Grove, Town of 
Kieler Sanitary District 1 * 


Oak Springs Sanitary District 
Prairie Farm, Village of 


Hawkins, Village of 
Almond, Village of 
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Bridgeport Sanitary District 
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Brazeau, Town of (Sanitary District) 
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Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-A (chart 2) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 1-500 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility 
budget (not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge @ 
55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Almond, Village of 450 $0 $0 $188 $188 $0 $188 $188 
Arkansaw Sanitary District 300 $0 $0 $266 $266 $0 $266 $266 
Arpin, Village of 350 $0 $0 $400 $400 $0 $400 $400 
Bagley, Village of 379 $120 $4 $580 $445 $165 $445 $610 
Bayfield, City of 487 $147 $10 $851 $593 $245 $593 $838 
Birchwood, Village of 441 $98 $11 $706 $441 $156 $441 $597 
Blackhawk Area Sanitary District 134 $0 $0 $895 $895 $0 $895 $895 
Blooming Grove, Town of 150 $0 $0 $136 $136 $0 $136 $136 
Bowler, Village of 350 $144 $5 $430 $310 $250 $310 $560 
Brazeau, Town of (Sanitary District) 379 $0 $0 $340 $340 $0 $340 $340 
Bridgeport Sanitary District 390 $74 $4 $208 $274 $150 $274 $424 
Browntown, Village of 252 $76 $4 $546 $470 $184 $470 $654 
Brule Sanitary District 1 * 330 $0 $0 $344 $344 $0 $553 $553 
Butternut, Village of 370 $102 $1 $219 $192 $207 $192 $398 
Chaseburg, Village of 282 $65 $0 $133 $133 $133 $133 $266 
Chelsea Sanitary District 95 $0 $0 $545 $545 $0 $545 $545 
Clyman, Village of 422 $102 $11 $1,037 $847 $153 $847 $1,000 
Conrath, Village of 125 $0 $0 $300 $300 $0 $300 $300 
Crystal Lake Sanitary District 112 $0 $0 $436 $436 $0 $436 $436 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge @ 
55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
De Soto, Village of 250 $0 $0 $384 $384 $0 $384 $384 
Drummond Sanitary District 1 96 $99 $0 $334 $334 $178 $334 $512 
Edgewood/ Shangri-La Sanitary District 140 $0 $3 $415 $415 $0 $415 $415 
Endeavor, Village of 467 $0 $0 $400 $400 $0 $400 $400 
Ephraim, Village of * 288 $0 $0 $420 $420 $0 $1,227 $1,227 
Ferryville, Village of 177 $0 $0 $372 $372 $0 $372 $372 
Fifield Sanitary District 350 $114 $5 $424 $294 $202 $294 $496 
Forest Junction Sanitary District 500 $98 $3 $327 $273 $257 $273 $530 
Friesland, Village of 356 $180 $3 $455 $406 $365 $406 $771 
Germantown Sanitary District 45 $0 $0 $405 $405 $0 $405 $405 
Gibbsville Sanitary District * 420 $0 $0 $840 $840 $0 $997 $997 
Gilman, Village of 189 $166 $14 $934 $573 $303 $573 $876 
Gratiot, Village of * 235 $68 $6 $505 $372 $126 $610 $735 
Greenbush Sanitary District 1 * 400 $0 $0 $440 $440 $0 $465 $465 
Hatfield Sanitary District 273 $0 $0 $256 $256 $0 $256 $256 
Haugen, Village of 287 $81 $4 $467 $375 $145 $375 $521 
Hawkins, Village of 303 $89 $5 $321 $187 $131 $187 $318 
Herman, Town of/ Sanitary District 1 * 105 $0 $7 $659 $659 $0 $719 $719 
Juda Sanitary District 450 $0 $0 $376 $376 $0 $376 $376 
Kekoskee, Village of 160 $0 $0 $636 $636 $0 $636 $636 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge @ 
55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Kellnersville Water & Sewer 352 $81 $3 $418 $393 $146 $393 $539 
Kendall, Village of 474 $72 $7 $579 $445 $148 $445 $594 
Kieler Sanitary District 1 * 500 $40 $0 $162 $162 $256 $312 $568 
La Valle, Village of 362 $101 $0 $240 $240 $182 $240 $422 
Leroy Sanitary District 1 320 $60 $11 $677 $504 $149 $504 $653 
Liberty Sanitary District 1 * 260 $0 $0 $300 $300 $0 $542 $542 
Lime Ridge, Village of 150 $0 $0 $364 $364 $0 $364 $364 
Loganville, Village of 300 $78 $3 $255 $255 $301 $255 $555 
Lowell, Village of * 317 $72 $8 $1,016 $867 $137 $1,302 $1,439 
Lyndon, Town of (Sanitary District 1) 190 $0 $0 $680 $680 $0 $680 $680 
Maiden Rock, Village of * 119 $240 $3 $547 $449 $309 $528 $837 
Mason, Village of 80 $0 $0 $384 $384 $0 $384 $384 
Mercer Sanitary District 1 * 500 $162 $7 $585 $326 $257 $415 $672 
Milan Sanitary District 105 $0 $0 $300 $300 $0 $300 $300 
Morrison Sanitary District No. 1 500 $0 $0 $557 $557 $0 $557 $557 
Morrisonville Sanitary District * 390 $96 $6 $435 $396 $212 $506 $718 
Neshkoro, Village of * 420 $0 $0 $471 $471 $0 $489 $489 
New Franken Sanitary District 1 438 $0 $0 $600 $600 $0 $600 $600 
Nichols, Village of * 271 $99 $1 $212 $194 $136 $618 $754 
North Bay, Village of * 239 $0 $3 $246 $246 $0 $351 $351 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge @ 
55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
North Bend Sanitary District 1 70 $0 $0 $360 $360 $0 $360 $360 
Oak Springs Sanitary District 145 $0 $0 $180 $180 $0 $180 $180 
Oakdale, Village of 334 $99 $10 $696 $479 $226 $479 $705 
Oconto, Town of (Sanitary District 1) * 450 $0 $0 $428 $428 $0 $498 $498 
Ogema Sanitary District * 250 $0 $0 $276 $276 $0 $401 $401 
Plymouth Town Sanitary Dist 1 * 180 $0 $0 $360 $360 $0 $450 $450 
Port Wing Sewerage District 200 $122 $0 $513 $513 $0 $513 $513 
Portland Sanitary District 140 $118 $13 $1,146 $875 $207 $875 $1,081 
Pound, Village of * 400 $88 $7 $748 $584 $199 $815 $1,014 
Prairie du Chien, Town of 180 $0 $3 $242 $242 $0 $242 $242 
Prairie Farm, Village of 460 $0 $0 $180 $180 $0 $180 $180 
Radisson, Village of 241 $132 $6 $608 $430 $173 $430 $604 
Readstown, Village of 421 $57 $8 $600 $414 $131 $414 $545 
Rockland Sanitary District 1 190 $0 $0 $528 $528 $0 $528 $528 
Roxbury Sanitary District 1 * 350 $0 $0 $480 $480 $0 $930 $930 
Scandinavia, Village of 350 $0 $0 $204 $204 $0 $204 $204 
Sheldon, Village of * 245 $188 $8 $634 $428 $249 $549 $797 
South Wayne, Village of * 489 $54 $12 $859 $591 $152 $609 $761 
St. Cloud, Village of 477 $186 $5 $367 $285 $354 $285 $639 
Union Center, Village of 200 $108 $3 $469 $382 $166 $382 $548 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge @ 
55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Verona, Town of 280 $0 $0 $130 $130 $0 $130 $130 
Waumandee Sanitary District #1 47 $0 $0 $603 $603 $0 $603 $603 
Westboro Sanitary District #1 178 $264 $0 $528 $528 $469 $528 $997 
White Lake, Village of 384 $144 $0 $225 $225 $237 $225 $462 
Wolf River Sanitary District 350 $0 $9 $975 $975 $0 $975 $975 
Yorkville Sewer Utility District 1 500 $0 $0 $360 $360 $0 $360 $360 
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Description: 


• This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Points: 


• Communities with a population of 501-1,000 use a variety of treatment types. 
 


 
Description:  


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by the last facility upgrade. 
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Figure 1-B 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 


Population: 501-1,000 
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Figure 2-B 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 501-1,000 
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Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by last rate increase. 
 


 
 
 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
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Figure 3-B 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 501-1,000 
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Figure 4-B 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 


Population: 501-1,000 
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Gresham Municipal Utilities 
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Ontario, Village of 
Casco, Village of 
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Waldo Water & Sewer Utility * 
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Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-B (chart 1) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 501-1,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility budget 
(not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Fountain City, City of 
Reeseville, Village of 


Camp Douglas, Village of 
Oxford, Village of 


Poygan Poysippi Sanitary District 1 * 
Soldiers Grove, Village of 


Alma Center, Village of 
La Farge Municipal Utilities * 


Suring, Village of 
Nashotah, Village of 
Centuria, Village of 


Adell, Village of 
Iron River Sanitary District 1 


Blue Mounds, Village of 
Island View Sanitary District 


Eden, Village of 
Royal Scot Sanitary District 


Belmont, Village of 
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Wilton, Village of 


New Auburn, Village of 
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Upper St. Croix Lake Sanitary District 
Francis Creek, Village of 


Merrillan, Village of 


Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-B (chart 2) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 501-1,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility 
budget (not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total Sewer 
Utility 
Usage 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Adell, Village of 517 $100 $9.15 $503 $352 $207 $352 $559 
Algoma Sanitary District (Omro, Town of) 880 $48 $0.00 $691 $691 $199 $691 $890 
Allenton San District 1 * 800 $129 $5.57 $534 $450 $271 $782 $1,053 
Alma Center, Village of 503 $124 $5.15 $407 $316 $316 $316 $631 
Almena, Village of 677 $74 $3.63 $239 $164 $131 $164 $295 
Arena, Village of 824 $120 $6.25 $713 $685 $247 $685 $932 
Belmont, Village of 988 $74 $4.05 $441 $374 $171 $374 $546 
Biron, Village of 800 $108 $7.61 $577 $464 $252 $464 $716 
Blanchardville, Village of 825 $262 $7.87 $707 $554 $421 $554 $975 
Blue Mounds, Village of 855 $108 $6.56 $513 $359 $235 $359 $595 
Boyd, Village of * 549 $99 $11.05 $968 $662 $186 $818 $1,004 
Brownsville, Village of 800 $126 $7.40 $504 $443 $324 $443 $767 
Bruce, Village of 778 $68 $6.29 $583 $407 $184 $407 $591 
Cambria, Village of 767 $96 $8.28 $596 $437 $223 $437 $660 
Camp Douglas, Village of 601 $96 $4.01 $360 $292 $187 $292 $478 
Casco, Village of 588 $0 $0.00 $584 $584 $0 $584 $584 


Cassville, Village of 936 $60 $3.80 $329 $238 $138 $238 $376 
Centuria, Village of 937 $96 $6.06 $465 $342 $192 $342 $534 
Clayton - Winchester Sanitary District 800 $78 $15.00 $885 $609 $144 $609 $753 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total Sewer 
Utility 
Usage 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Coon Valley, Village of 765 $95 $5.69 $381 $257 $178 $257 $435 
Dresser, Village of 895 $61 $9.75 $872 $759 $111 $759 $870 
Eden, Village of 881 $0 $0.00 $360 $360 $0 $360 $360 
Elk Mound, Village of 867 $105 $5.69 $550 $479 $286 $479 $766 


Elkhart Lake Sanitary District * 1000 $71 $0.00 $500 $500 $132 $615 $747 
Elmwood, Village of 815 $71 $5.17 $500 $406 $189 $406 $595 
Fountain City, City of 900 $54 $0.00 $280 $280 $121 $280 $401 
Fox Lake Inland Lake District 1000 $0 $0.00 $460 $460 $0 $460 $460 
Francis Creek, Village of 700 $0 $0.00 $400 $400 $0 $400 $400 
Fremont, Village of 679 $0 $0.00 $520 $520 $0 $520 $520 
Friendship, Village of 725 $144 $6.85 $536 $396 $275 $396 $671 
Gresham Municipal Utilities 600 $123 $10.70 $769 $547 $353 $547 $900 
Highland, Village of 840 $105 $4.60 $457 $377 $201 $377 $579 
Hilldale Sanitary District 800 $0 $10.73 $955 $955 $0 $955 $955 
Hubbard Hustisford Sanitary District 1 * 750 $0 $0.00 $420 $420 $0 $510 $510 


Iron Ridge, Village of 929 $102 $8.63 $631 $517 $217 $517 $734 
Iron River Sanitary District 1 695 $95 $8.00 $560 $355 $229 $355 $584 
Island View Sanitary District 861 $0 $0.00 $360 $360 $0 $360 $360 
La Farge Municipal Utilities * 700 $81 $5.80 $445 $325 $160 $334 $494 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total Sewer 
Utility 
Usage 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Laona Sanitary District 850 $77 $5.90 $434 $274 $113 $274 $387 
Mary Lane Area Sanitary District * 600 $0 $0.00 $780 $780 $0 $1,138 $1,138 
Melrose, Village of * 520 $264 $3.80 $318 $250 $572 $299 $870 
Merrillan, Village of 590 $165 $3.66 $500 $404 $419 $404 $823 
Minong, Village of 521 $408 $2.89 $194 $153 $514 $153 $666 
Montfort, Village of 715 $150 $6.70 $587 $471 $259 $471 $730 
Nashotah, Village of 1000 $0 $0.00 $336 $336 $0 $336 $336 
Necedah, Village of 925 $85 $10.91 $889 $621 $147 $621 $768 
New Auburn, Village of 515 $131 $8.27 $552 $394 $292 $394 $686 
Norwalk, Village of 638 $95 $8.22 $644 $533 $212 $533 $745 
Ontario, Village of 554 $59 $10.09 $797 $572 $173 $572 $746 
Oxford, Village of 604 $0 $0.00 $300 $300 $0 $300 $300 
Pepin, Village of 828 $72 $2.84 $463 $408 $154 $408 $562 
Pike Lake Utility District 600 $0 $6.17 $519 $519 $0 $519 $519 
Plainfield, Village of 860 $60 $2.38 $605 $585 $185 $585 $770 
Poygan Poysippi Sanitary District 1 * 735 $0 $0.00 $300 $300 $0 $348 $348 
Reeseville, Village of 709 $107 $4.78 $423 $291 $211 $291 $502 
Rib Lake, Village of 898 $90 $5.87 $535 $409 $235 $409 $643 
Rosholt, Village of 507 $0 $0.00 $379 $379 $0 $379 $379 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge, 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total Sewer 
Utility 
Usage 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Royal Scot Sanitary District 1000 $0 $0.00 $360 $360 $0 $360 $360 


Shiocton, Village of 921 $45 $10.42 $672 $466 $123 $466 $590 
Siren, Village of 806 $87 $6.40 $628 $464 $166 $464 $631 
Soldiers Grove, Village of 587 $39 $3.78 $383 $313 $150 $313 $464 
St Nazianz, Village of * 783 $0 $7.50 $572 $572 $0 $731 $731 
Star Prairie, Village of * 558 $68 $0.00 $188 $188 $260 $208 $468 
Stetsonville, Village of * 940 $156 $0.00 $540 $540 $226 $688 $914 
Sullivan, Village of 668 $0 $0.00 $520 $520 $0 $520 $520 
Superior, Village of * 550 $0 $0.00 $204 $204 $0 $386 $386 
Suring, Village of 544 $132 $5.34 $463 $330 $336 $330 $665 
Upper St. Croix Lake Sanitary District 527 $0 $0.00 $400 $400 $0 $400 $400 
Valders, Village of 962 $96 $6.30 $587 $511 $186 $511 $697 
Viola, Village of 700 $96 $7.00 $541 $411 $223 $411 $633 
Waldo Water & Sewer Utility * 503 $114 $7.50 $1,013 $908 $223 $1,422 $1,646 
Wausaukee, Village of 570 $110 $0.00 $277 $277 $173 $277 $450 
Wilton, Village of 503 $42 $7.20 $544 $389 $180 $389 $569 
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Description: 


This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Point: 


• Communities with a population of 1,000-2,000 display a wide sprawl of treatment 
types used, with the highest percentage using oxidation ditches. 


 
Description: 
This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by the last facility upgrade 
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Figure 1-C 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 


Population: 1,001-2,000 
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Figure 2-C 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 1,001-2,000 
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Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by last rate increase. 


 


 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
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Figure 3-C 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 1,001-2,000 


y = 496.68x - 302716 
R² = 0.1706 


$0.00  


$500,000.00  


$1,000,000.00  


$1,500,000.00  


$2,000,000.00  


$2,500,000.00  


$3,000,000.00  


1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000 


Se
w


er
 B


ud
ge


t 


Population 


Figure 4-C 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 


Population: 1,001-2,000 
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Elroy, City of 
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Hilbert, Village of 
Christmas Mountain Sanitary District WWTF 


Roland Enterprises 
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Dane, Village of 
Monticello, Village of 
Barneveld, Village of 


Butler, Village of 
Marion, City of 


Fall Creek, Village of 
Lannon, Village of 


Reedsville, Village of * 
Hurley, City of 


Roberts, Village of 
Black Creek, Village of 


Rosendale, Village of 
Mishicot, Village of 
Cashton, Village of 


Cleveland, Village of 
Bonduel, Village of 


Fall River, Village of 
Darien, Village of 


Fish Creek Sanitary District 1 
Poplar, Village of 
Fox Lake, City of 


Brooklyn, Village of * 
Lyons Sanitary District 2 


Hammond, Village of * 


Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-C (chart 1) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 1,001-2,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility budget 
(not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Trempealeau, Village of  
Randolph, Village of 


Solon Springs, Village of 
Westfield, Village of 


Colfax, Village of 
Florence Utility District 


Livingston, Village of 
Bailey's Harbor WWTP * 


Cameron, Village of 
Grantsburg, Village of - Sewer Utility 


O'Dell's Bay Sanitary District 1 
Manawa, City of 


Marathon City, Village of 
Athens, Village of 


Durand, City of 
Coleman, Village of 


Albany, Village of 
Bangor, Village of 


Eagle Lake Sewer Utility 
Kelly Lake Sanitary District 1 * 


Theresa, Village of 
Madeline Sanitary District * 


Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-C (chart 2) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 1,001-2,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility 
budget (not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 


Cost 
of Sewer 
Service 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 


Cost 
of Water 
Service 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Sewer 
Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Albany, Village of 1018 $111 $6.71 $505 $398 $184 $398 $581 
Athens, Village of 1050 $260 $6.72 $516 $353 $401 $353 $755 
Augusta, City of  1532 $68 $5.86 $520 $417 $171 $417 $587 
Bailey's Harbor WWTP * 1100 $0 $0.00 $318 $318 $0 $352 $352 
Balsam Lake, Village of  1136 $95 $2.96 $367 $285 $229 $285 $514 
Bangor, Village of 1478 $108 $4.74 $453 $399 $265 $399 $664 
Barneveld, Village of 1232 $113 $5.60 $569 $519 $209 $519 $728 
Benton, Village of 1012 $120 $6.28 $622 $505 $228 $505 $733 
Black Creek, Village of 1316 $148 $4.55 $670 $613 $232 $613 $845 
Bonduel, Village of 1475 $90 $7.98 $800 $664 $280 $664 $944 
Brooklyn, Village of * 1407 $111 $9.02 $1,012 $876 $213 $936 $1,149 
Butler, Village of 1837 $90 $5.55 $557 $522 $219 $522 $741 
Cadott, Village of 1410 $57 $2.75 $295 $240 $182 $240 $422 
Cameron, Village of 1787 $86 $6.96 $443 $322 $235 $322 $557 
Cashton, Village of 1230 $76 $7.75 $798 $653 $187 $653 $841 
Christmas Mountain Sanitary District WWTF 1650 $0 $0.00 $480 $480 $0 $480 $480 
Cleveland, Village of 1514 $94 $4.83 $725 $653 $218 $653 $872 
Colby, City of 1837 $132 $11.15 $697 $432 $286 $432 $718 
Coleman, Village of 1100 $69 $6.25 $518 $380 $149 $380 $529 
Colfax, Village of 1158 $114 $4.29 $371 $305 $289 $305 $594 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 


Cost 
of Sewer 
Service 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 


Cost 
of Water 
Service 
(Based 


on 
Usage) 


Sewer 
Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 
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Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Cornell, City of  1300 $102 $3.19 $240 $180 $320 $180 $500 
Dane, Village of 1015 $120 $6.31 $536 $507 $309 $507 $816 
Darien, Village of 1640 $121 $9.90 $896 $716 $243 $716 $958 
Dodgeville, City of 1980 $82 $4.75 $261 $176 $215 $176 $391 
Durand, City of 1938 $82 $4.85 $422 $360 $175 $360 $535 
Eagle Lake Sewer Utility 1800 $0 $0.00 $400 $400 $0 $400 $400 
East Troy, Town of (Sanitary District 2) * 1200 $0 $0.00 $420 $420 $0 $608 $608 
Elroy, City of 1450 $99 $5.70 $563 $461 $267 $461 $728 
Fall Creek, Village of 1300 $286 $7.07 $698 $572 $410 $572 $982 
Fall River, Village of 1714 $66 $6.96 $772 $688 $134 $688 $822 
Fish Creek Sanitary District 1 1600 $0 $7.62 $782 $782 $0 $782 $782 
Florence Utility District 1200 $144 $3.50 $370 $314 $246 $314 $560 
Fox Lake, City of 1519 $95 $10.20 $867 $863 $227 $863 $1,090 
Grantsburg, Village of - Sewer Utility 1341 $84 $2.40 $367 $328 $159 $328 $487 
Green Lake, City of 1100 $62 $0.00 $235 $235 $144 $235 $379 
Hammond, Village of * 1922 $133 $13.39 $1,235 $1,028 $238 $1,051 $1,289 
Hilbert, Village of 1130 $256 $6.12 $554 $469 $342 $469 $810 
Hurley, City of 1547 $132 $8.50 $813 $593 $380 $593 $974 
Iola, Village of 1280 $64 $0.00 $440 $440 $143 $440 $583 
Kelly Lake Sanitary District 1 * 1500 $0 $0.00 $400 $400 $0 $575 $575 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 
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$/1000 
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Annual 
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@ 


55000 
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of Sewer 
Service 
(Based 
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Total 
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of Water 
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on 
Usage) 


Sewer 
Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Kohler, Village of  2000 $87 $2.67 $185 $191 $188 $191 $378 
Lannon, Village of 1110 $96 $7.12 $585 $585 $273 $585 $858 
Livingston, Village of 1600 $124 $7.27 $525 $315 $240 $315 $555 
Luck, Village of 1101 $87 $3.51 $347 $269 $154 $269 $423 
Lyons Sanitary District 2 1500 $0 $0.00 $1,020 $1,020 $0 $1,020 $1,020 
Madeline Sanitary District * 2000 $0 $0.00 $408 $408 $0 $458 $458 
Manawa, City of 1347 $94 $4.12 $404 $338 $249 $338 $587 
Marathon City, Village of 1500 $102 $6.41 $433 $339 $249 $339 $588 
Marion, City of 1250 $66 $9.00 $721 $542 $181 $542 $723 
Markesan, City of 1396 $35 $0.00 $137 $137 $98 $137 $235 
Mishicot, Village of 1422 $63 $5.82 $702 $623 $111 $623 $734 
Monticello, Village of 1207 $84 $4.25 $592 $519 $188 $519 $707 
Muscoda, Village of 1400 $67 $3.20 $305 $271 $132 $271 $403 
O'Dell's Bay Sanitary District 1 1419 $0 $0.00 $335 $335 $0 $335 $335 
Osseo, City of 1701 $86 $5.75 $520 $415 $243 $415 $659 
Palmyra, Village of 1781 $72 $6.93 $488 $409 $204 $409 $613 
Poplar, Village of 1225 $0 $0.00 $816 $816 $0 $816 $816 
Randolph, Village of 1800 $120 $5.00 $375 $298 $296 $298 $594 
Reedsville, Village of * 1200 $72 $10.50 $758 $591 $246 $953 $1,200 
Roberts, Village of 1651 $60 $10.25 $752 $610 $187 $610 $797 
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Municipality Population 
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Total Annual 
Combined 


Utility Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Roland Enterprises 1800 $0 $5.51 $480 $480 $0 $480 $480 
Rosendale, Village of 1064 $0 $0.00 $616 $616 $0 $616 $616 
Shullsburg, City of 1226 $64 $6.30 $517 $412 $162 $412 $574 
Solon Springs, Village of 1211 $0 $0.00 $300 $300 $0 $300 $300 
Spencer, Village of 1925 $97 $9.66 $725 $488 $218 $488 $706 
Spring Green, Village of 1632 $55 $3.88 $262 $258 $150 $258 $408 
Stratford, Village of 1500 $87 $6.25 $344 $218 $255 $218 $474 
Theresa, Village of 1252 $53 $8.28 $558 $401 $142 $401 $543 
Trempealeau, Village of  1576 $90 $6.00 $402 $288 $287 $288 $575 
West Baraboo, Village of 1414 $90 $7.54 $493 $469 $265 $469 $734 
Westfield, Village of 1217 $0 $0.00 $304 $304 $0 $304 $304 
Weyauwega, City of 1900 $68 $0.00 $288 $288 $128 $288 $416 
Wind Point, Village of 1800 $58 $0.00 $456 $456 $357 $456 $813 
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Description: 


This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Points: 


• Communities with a population of 2,001-5,000 use activated sludge systems 
(conventional activated sludge, oxidation ditches, package plants and SBRs) 
almost 50% of the time. 


 
Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by the last facility upgrade. 
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Figure 1-D 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 


Population: 2,001-5,000 
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Figure 2-D 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 2,001-5,000 
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Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by last rate increase. 
 


 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
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Figure 3-D 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 2,001-5,000 
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Figure 4-D 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 


Population: 2,001-5,000 
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Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-D (chart 1) 
Total Average Annual Sewer  Usage Charge  


Based on Actual Usage 
Population:  2,001-5,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility 
budget (not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Figure 5-D (chart 2) 
Total Average Annual Sewer  Usage Charge  


Based on Actual Usage 
Population:  2,001-5,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility 
budget (not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Figure 5-D (chart 3) 
Total Average Annual Sewer  Usage Charge  


Based on Actual Usage 
Population:  2,001-5,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility budget 
(not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Municipality Population 
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Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Abbotsford, City of 2300 $84 $5.68 $621 $501 $278 $501 $779 


Adams, City of  2683 $103 $4.75 $261 $188 $209 $188 $397 
Amery, City of 2902 $66 $5.13 $445 $348 $109 $348 $457 
Arcadia, City of 2925 $116 $1.60 $268 $254 $263 $254 $517 
Baldwin, Village of 3580 $52 $5.03 $381 $300 $129 $300 $429 
Black River Falls Municipal Utilities 3600 $111 $5.27 $329 $259 $231 $259 $490 
Bloomfield, Village of (Pell Lake Sanitary Dist No. 1) 5000 $72 $2.75 $311 $277 $191 $277 $468 
Boscobel, City of 3247 $92 $4.20 $357 $297 $193 $297 $489 
Brillion, City of 3183 $60 $3.67 $400 $352 $150 $352 $501 
Bristol Utility District 1 4924 $144 $0.00 $480 $480 $329 $480 $809 
Bristol Utility District 3 4924 $0 $4.38 $601 $601 $0 $601 $601 
Bristol Utility District 4 4924 $0 $0.00 $744 $744 $0 $744 $744 
Brodhead, City of 3200 $90 $7.50 $509 $410 $157 $410 $567 
Campbell, Town of * 4325 $0 $0.00 $220 $220 $0 $512 $512 
Chetek, City of  2221 $64 $5.89 $493 $340 $163 $340 $503 
Chilton, City of 3932 $54 $3.00 $301 $256 $178 $256 $434 
Clintonville, City of 4543 $120 $3.90 $317 $257 $295 $257 $552 
Combined Locks, Village of 3372 $96 $9.70 $738 $573 $269 $573 $842 
Consolidated Koshkonong SD * 2200 $0 $0.00 $332 $332 $0 $591 $591 
Darlington, City of 2443 $82 $7.67 $636 $484 $200 $484 $684 
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(Including 
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Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Deerfield, Village of 2354 $108 $7.50 $743 $672 $242 $672 $914 
Delavan Lake Sanitary District * 4800 $0 $0.00 $396 $396 $0 $585 $585 
Denmark, Village of 2152 $117 $4.39 $371 $299 $278 $299 $578 
Dousman, Village of 2303 $90 $6.79 $373 $434 $241 $434 $675 
East Troy, Village of 4281 $94 $8.38 $823 $759 $263 $759 $1,022 
Egg Harbor, Village of 3000 $0 $0.00 $295 $295 $0 $295 $295 
Ellsworth, Village of * 3284 $66 $7.43 $535 $437 $134 $462 $596 
Fennimore, City of 2505 $96 $4.33 $404 $331 $246 $331 $577 
Fredonia, Village of 2160 $31 $3.58 $381 $366 $104 $366 $470 
Geneva National Sanitary District 2100 $0 $0.00 $497 $497 $0 $497 $497 
Hobart, Village of 2960 $120 $4.75 $517 $532 $373 $532 $905 
Horicon, City of 3655 $89 $6.15 $422 $345 $230 $345 $576 
Hortonville, Village of * 2711 $102 $10.48 $739 $562 $195 $604 $799 
Hustisford, Village of 2408 $272 $8.41 $770 $592 $565 $592 $1,157 
Ixonia Sanitary District 1 2421 $0 $8.33 $926 $926 $0 $926 $926 
Johnson Creek, Village of 2806 $131 $4.21 $405 $351 $225 $351 $575 
Juneau, City of 2686 $98 $5.41 $465 $377 $234 $377 $611 
Kewaskum, Village of 3998 $115 $12.89 $709 $499 $222 $499 $721 
Kewaunee, City of 2051 $96 $11.38 $693 $464 $207 $464 $671 
Kiel, City of  3650 $60 $2.63 $296 $263 $135 $263 $398 
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Annual 


Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Kronenwetter, Village of 4812 $65 $2.95 $238 $214 $233 $214 $447 
Ladysmith, City of 3383 $64 $3.19 $357 $293 $161 $293 $454 
Lake Como Sanitary District 1 3000 $198 $4.18 $512 $415 $256 $415 $671 
Lake Delton, Village of 2914 $136 $2.25 $161 $194 $272 $194 $466 
Lakeland San Dist 1 Woodruff Minocqua * 2500 $54 $5.95 $431 $277 $114 $565 $679 
Lancaster, City of * 3868 $87 $8.18 $537 $424 $210 $440 $650 
Lawrence Utility District 2800 $102 $4.04 $478 $442 $344 $442 $786 
Lodi, City of 3053 $96 $7.05 $570 $493 $237 $493 $729 
Lomira, Village of 2430 $60 $7.04 $449 $488 $280 $488 $768 
Luxemburg, Village of 2562 $68 $5.76 $366 $302 $177 $302 $479 
Marshall, Village of 3864 $84 $6.62 $514 $448 $219 $448 $668 
Mauston, City of 4500 $120 $2.20 $357 $329 $241 $329 $569 
Medford, City of 4338 $98 $2.31 $207 $155 $205 $155 $360 
Mondovi, City of 2777 $68 $5.26 $377 $273 $172 $273 $444 
Mosinee, City of 4200 $81 $7.40 $497 $404 $236 $404 $640 
Neenah, Town of (Sanitary District 2) 2500 $0 $0.00 $360 $360 $0 $360 $360 
New Holstein, City of 3234 $96 $5.50 $402 $326 $234 $326 $560 
New Lisbon, City of 2441 $90 $8.21 $524 $524 $310 $524 $834 
Oconto Falls Municipal Utilities 2891 $108 $5.53 $698 $612 $230 $612 $841 
Omro, City of 3520 $72 $6.62 $501 $358 $171 $358 $529 
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Municipality Population 
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Utility 
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Annual 


Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Paddock Lake, Village of 2990 $127 $0.00 $842 $842 $309 $842 $1,150 
Pardeeville, Village of 2015 $70 $5.47 $417 $386 $199 $386 $585 
Park Falls, City of 2525 $98 $5.36 $463 $353 $275 $353 $628 
Poynette, Village of 2529 $61 $7.00 $625 $513 $152 $513 $665 
Prairie du Sac, Village of 3999 $76 $2.35 $213 $204 $175 $204 $379 
Prescott, City of 4258 $41 $4.06 $464 $436 $125 $436 $561 
Rochester, Village of 2154 $0 $0.00 $332 $332 $0 $332 $332 
Sauk City, Village of 3424 $83 $2.10 $177 $177 $150 $177 $327 
Saukville, Village of 4460 $84 $0.00 $163 $163 $205 $163 $368 
Schofield, City of 2310 $62 $5.09 $403 $403 $158 $403 $561 
Scott Sanitary District 1 2500 $58 $3.41 $284 $252 $182 $252 $434 
Seymour, City of 3500 $77 $4.95 $484 $404 $207 $404 $611 
Shawano Lake Sanitary District 4500 $44 $6.30 $439 $257 $85 $257 $341 
Shelby, Town of 2500 $132 $0.00 $432 $432 $307 $432 $739 
Sherwood, Village of 2710 $216 $2.54 $384 $358 $480 $358 $838 
Somerset, Village of 2647 $75 $10.82 $699 $575 $181 $575 $756 
St. Croix Falls, City of 2133 $48 $5.60 $351 $258 $118 $258 $376 
Thiensville, Village of 3238 $0 $0.00 $552 $552 $0 $552 $552 
Tomahawk, City of 3470 $62 $7.41 $555 $444 $133 $444 $577 
Viroqua Utilities 4362 $88 $0.00 $132 $132 $185 $132 $317 
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Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Washburn, City of 2109 $120 $7.49 $686 $510 $284 $510 $794 


Waterford Sanitary District 1 4933 $0 $6.18 $814 $814 $0 $814 $814 
Waterloo Utilities  3312 $77 $6.49 $457 $392 $205 $392 $598 
Wautoma, City of 2200 $163 $9.50 $925 $725 $279 $725 $1,004 
West Milwaukee, Village of 4200 $0 $1.56 $331 $331 $0 $331 $331 
West Salem, Village of 4852 $36 $1.85 $282 $278 $147 $278 $425 
Westby, City of 2250 $45 $3.74 $350 $287 $92 $287 $380 
Whitehall, City of * 3100 $141 $3.63 $308 $243 $316 $272 $589 
Williams Bay, Village of 2577 $116 $3.85 $420 $318 $217 $318 $535 
Winneconne, Village of 2460 $84 $12.02 $755 $506 $225 $506 $731 
Wisconsin Dells, City of 2664 $72 $4.78 $335 $301 $133 $301 $434 
Wrightstown, Village of 2755 $106 $11.71 $829 $678 $237 $678 $915 
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Description: 


This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Points: 


• Communities with a population of 5,001-10,000 use conventional activated 
sludge most frequently. 


 
Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by the last facility upgrade. 
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Figure 1-E 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 
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Figure 2-E 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 5,001-10,000 
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Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by last rate increase. 
 


 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
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Figure 3-E 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 
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Figure 4-E 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 


Population: 5,001-10,000 
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Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 5,001-10,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility budget 
(not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total 
Annual 


Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Algoma Sanitary District (Algoma, Town of) 7500 $75 $0.00 $300 $300 $348 $300 $648 
Antigo, City of 8234 $106 $5.44 $393 $221 $171 $221 $392 
Barron, City of 5210 $52 $4.31 $360 $306 $100 $306 $407 
Berlin, City of 5400 $91 $4.24 $318 $282 $192 $282 $474 
Brookfield, Town of (Sanitary District 4) 6102 $0 $2.13 $199 $199 $0 $199 $199 
Columbus, City of 6800 $162 $7.17 $581 $456 $291 $456 $747 
Cottage Grove, Village of 6600 $80 $4.48 $341 $339 $224 $339 $563 
DeForest, Village of 8965 $49 $3.59 $305 $294 $140 $294 $434 
Delafield, City of 7095 $200 $4.80 $623 $623 $379 $623 $1,002 
Delavan, City of 8442 $78 $6.51 $470 $407 $206 $407 $613 
Dunn, Town of - Sanitary District 4 5577 $0 $0.00 $230 $230 $0 $230 $230 
Edgerton, City of 5350 $93 $6.81 $524 $423 $233 $423 $656 
Elkhorn, City of 10000 $78 $5.80 $378 $279 $270 $279 $550 
Elm Grove, Village of * 5930 $0 $0.01 $291 $291 $0 $947 $947 
Evansville, City of 5051 $90 $0.05 $69 $68 $177 $68 $245 
Greenville, Town of (Sanitary District 1) 7468 $86 $4.19 $326 $307 $164 $307 $471 
Hales Corners, Village of 7683 $0 $1.61 $257 $257 $0 $257 $257 
Hartland, Village of 9115 $71 $4.66 $405 $530 $253 $530 $783 
Jackson, Village of 6779 $84 $4.75 $441 $408 $199 $408 $607 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total 
Annual 


Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Jefferson, City of 8200 $68 $3.44 $360 $345 $190 $345 $535 
Lake Geneva, City of 8200 $50 $2.81 $215 $175 $106 $175 $281 
Lake Mills, City of 5200 $70 $6.28 $512 $447 $203 $447 $651 
Lake Pewaukee Sanitary District * 7750 $0 $0.00 $376 $376 $0 $405 $405 
Ledgeview Sanitary District 2 * 6339 $144 $4.15 $320 $320 $456 $452 $908 
Madison, Town of 6278 $0 $1.77 $139 $139 $0 $139 $139 
Mayville, City of 5300 $78 $6.50 $504 $413 $169 $413 $582 
Merrill Water Utility 9962 $71 $4.45 $363 $284 $142 $284 $426 
Mount Horeb, Village of 7400 $80 $7.35 $564 $520 $204 $520 $724 
Mukwonago, Village of 7390 $108 $6.09 $402 $385 $333 $385 $717 
New London, City of 7295 $124 $5.84 $331 $252 $244 $252 $496 
New Richmond, City of 8600 $81 $5.95 $409 $314 $173 $314 $487 
North Fond du Lac, Village of 5014 $90 $9.91 $759 $625 $208 $625 $834 
Norway, Town of (Sanitary District 1) * 6500 $0 $0.00 $360 $360 $0 $477 $477 
Oregon, Village of 9408 $68 $4.66 $340 $346 $205 $346 $551 
Plymouth Utilities, City of 8424 $83 $3.45 $265 $227 $155 $227 $382 
Prairie du Chien, City of 7000 $54 $3.45 $310 $274 $113 $274 $387 
Reedsburg, City of 9200 $42 $4.87 $382 $329 $100 $329 $429 
Rib Mountain Sanitary District 1 6500 $130 $0.80 $64 $60 $184 $60 $244 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 


55000 
gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 


Total 
Annual 


Combined 
Utility 
Service 


(Including 
Applicable 
Property 


Tax) 
Rice Lake, City of 8438 $81 $3.08 $222 $187 $140 $187 $326 
Richland Center, City of 5085 $85 $7.50 $545 $463 $174 $463 $637 
Ripon, City of 7706 $96 $3.45 $260 $215 $183 $215 $398 
Rothschild, Village of 5390 $108 $3.75 $260 $203 $261 $203 $464 
Salem Utility District 9000 $0 $0.00 $432 $432 $0 $432 $432 
Shawano, City of 8900 $84 $5.78 $423 $354 $143 $354 $497 
Sheboygan Falls, City of 7900 $102 $3.02 $209 $173 $210 $173 $383 
Sheboygan, Town of (Sanitary District 2) * 6832 $96 $0.00 $151 $151 $191 $158 $349 
Sparta, City of 9200 $99 $3.48 $251 $219 $193 $219 $413 
Sturgeon Bay Utilities 9500 $90 $4.26 $234 $163 $205 $163 $368 
Sturtevant, Village of 6900 $0 $5.68 $453 $453 $0 $453 $453 
Tomah, City of 9174 $86 $6.35 $409 $308 $207 $308 $515 
Twin Lakes, Village of 5993 $0 $0.00 $384 $384 $0 $384 $384 
Waupaca, City of 6069 $64 $3.61 $483 $446 $172 $446 $618 
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Description: 


This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Points: 


• Communities with a population of 10,001-50.000 have the largest percentage 
(almost 50%) without a WWTF. 


 
Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by the last facility upgrade. 
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Figure 1-F 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 
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Figure 2-F 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 10,001-50,000 
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Description: 


This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost (including property tax 
component, if applicable) by last rate increase. 
 


 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
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Figure 3-F 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
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Figure 4-F 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 


Population: 10,001-50,000 
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Figure 5-F (chart 1) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 10,001-50,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility budget 
(not included in annual sewer rate) 







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 
 


 
 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. 


 


 


$75 


$132 


$139 


$169 


$202 


$204 


$211 


$218 


$220 


$224 


$230 


$236 


$245 


$247 


$260 


$263 


$265 


$267 


$269 


$278 


$279 


$281 


$282 


$298 


$0 $100 $200 $300 $400 $500 $600 $700 $800 $900 


Greendale, Village of 


Beaver Dam, City of 


Western Racine Co Sewer Dist 


West Bend, City of 


Greenfield, City of 


Neenah Public Works and Utilities 


Menomonie, City of 


Wausau, City of 


Fitchburg, City of 


Waupun, City of 


Plover, Village of 


Fort Atkinson, City of 


Grand Chute, Town of 


Weston, Village of 


Ashwaubenon, Village of 


Portage, City of 


Burlington, City of 


Menasha, Town of 


Beloit, City of 


Baraboo, City of 


Sun Prairie, City of 


Manitowoc, City of 


Menasha, City of 


Monroe, City of 


Average Annual Cost 


Figure 5-F (chart 2) 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 10,001-50,000 


* Indicates communiites that have an additional 
property tax contribution to sewer utility budget 
(not included in annual sewer rate) 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total Annual 
Sewer User 


Charge 
@ 55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined Utility 


Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Ashwaubenon, Village of 17777 $96 $4.14 $289 $260 $259 $260 $519 
Baraboo, City of 14500 $80 $3.62 $308 $278 $152 $278 $429 
Beaver Dam, City of 16000 $53 $1.75 $157 $132 $143 $132 $274 
Beloit, City of 36000 $82 $3.94 $293 $269 $153 $269 $421 
Brookfield, City of * 48000 $53 $3.64 $452 $519 $248 $735 $983 
Burlington, City of 10500 $105 $2.95 $256 $265 $209 $265 $474 
Cedarburg, City of 11419 $89 $5.07 $423 $446 $253 $446 $699 
Darboy Joint Sanitary District 1 13000 $68 $5.19 $382 $353 $207 $353 $560 
Fitchburg, City of 25260 $51 $1.97 $216 $220 $149 $220 $369 
Fort Atkinson, City of 12368 $62 $3.34 $251 $236 $122 $236 $358 
Germantown, Village of 18236 $58 $6.29 $491 $524 $188 $524 $712 
Grafton, Village of 11459 $72 $4.93 $346 $349 $206 $349 $555 
Grand Chute, Town of 22000 $54 $2.38 $276 $245 $300 $245 $545 
Greendale, Village of 14046 $69 $0.52 $71 $75 $188 $75 $264 
Greenfield, City of 36600 $0 $1.76 $202 $202 $0 $202 $202 
Hartford, City of 15000 $162 $3.97 $378 $345 $393 $345 $738 
Kaukauna, City of 15519 $117 $8.36 $496 $383 $260 $383 $643 
Little Chute, Village of 10432 $72 $7.50 $449 $345 $233 $345 $577 
Manitowoc, City of 34500 $60 $3.30 $301 $281 $132 $281 $413 
Marinette, City of 11800 $84 $2.54 $860 $827 $226 $827 $1,053 
Marshfield, City of * 19451 $82 $5.05 $496 $403 $186 $612 $798 







  2013 MSA Sewer User Charge Survey 
 


FIGURE 6F 
 


 
 © September 2013 MSA Professional Services, Inc. 
 


Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total Annual 
Sewer User 


Charge 
@ 55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined Utility 


Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Menasha, City of 13200 $132 $3.90 $337 $282 $394 $282 $676 
Menasha, Town of 18500 $77 $5.28 $330 $267 $273 $267 $540 
Menomonee Falls, Village of 30000 $47 $5.76 $595 $583 $259 $583 $842 
Menomonie, City of 16098 $49 $3.47 $255 $211 $97 $211 $308 
Monroe, City of 10811 $48 $4.25 $314 $298 $122 $298 $421 
Neenah Public Works and 
Utilities 


25100 $84 $2.77 $228 $204 $353 $204 $557 


Oconomowoc, City of 20732 $92 $3.78 $289 $304 $289 $304 $593 
Onalaska, City of 18000 $57 $3.37 $245 $308 $138 $308 $446 
Platteville, City of 11338 $102 $6.16 $519 $435 $246 $435 $681 
Pleasant Prairie, Village of 19790 $121 $5.70 $471 $533 $397 $533 $930 
Plover, Village of 12373 $72 $3.30 $241 $230 $251 $230 $480 
Port Washington, City of 11000 $83 $3.93 $399 $349 $221 $349 $570 
Portage, City of 10800 $68 $2.86 $289 $263 $215 $263 $478 
River Falls Municipal Utility 15000 $63 $7.04 $585 $498 $123 $498 $620 
Shorewood Utilities 13360 $71 $3.70 $292 $339 $196 $339 $536 
South Milwaukee, City of 21000 $72 $4.48 $303 $318 $229 $318 $547 
Stoughton, City of 12400 $81 $4.96 $349 $320 $180 $320 $500 
Sun Prairie, City of 29430 $59 $3.33 $279 $279 $131 $279 $410 
Superior, City of 27244 $0 $10.07 $620 $620 $0 $620 $620 
Sussex, Village of 15000 $126 $4.50 $317 $347 $296 $347 $642 
Two Rivers, City of 13079 $124 $6.82 $517 $429 $274 $429 $704 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 
$/1000 


gal 


Total Annual 
Sewer User 


Charge 
@ 55000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total 
Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined Utility 


Service 
(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Watertown, City of 23936 $82 $3.73 $413 $397 $205 $397 $602 
Waunakee Utilities 12277 $72 $3.11 $293 $320 $219 $320 $539 
Waupun, City of 11000 $166 $4.13 $301 $224 $359 $224 $583 
Wausau, City of 42200 $62 $3.46 $258 $218 $132 $218 $349 
West Bend, City of 35000 $80 $2.10 $182 $169 $185 $169 $354 
Western Racine Co Sewer Dist 12000 $0 $2.53 $139 $139 $0 $139 $139 
Weston, Village of 14500 $72 $2.75 $259 $247 $188 $247 $435 
Whitewater, City of 14110 $85 $6.25 $453 $407 $177 $407 $584 
Wisconsin Rapids, City of 20000 $72 $4.75 $419 $349 $207 $349 $556 
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Description: 


• This graph shows treatment facilities as a percentage of communities 
Key Points: 


• Of the communities with a population of 50,001+, only activated sludge was used 
in WWTFs. 
 


Description: 
This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost by the last facility 
upgrade. 
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Figure 1-G 
Breakdown of Respondents by Treatment Type 
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Figure 2-G 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Facility Upgrade 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 50,001+ 
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Description: 
This graph shows the average annual combined utility cost by last rate increase. 
 
 


 
Description: 


This graph shows annual sewer budget by population 
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Figure 3-G 
Average Annual Sewer Cost vs. Last Rate Increase 


(Including Applicable Property Tax) 
Population: 50,001+ 
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Figure 4-G 
Sewer Budget vs. Population 


Population: 50,001+ 
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Figure 5-G 
Total Average Annual Sewer Usage Charge 


Based on Actual Usage 
Population: 50,001+ 
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Municipality Population 
Annual 
Fixed 


Charge 


Volume 
Charge 


$/1000 gal 


Total 
Annual 
Sewer 
User 


Charge 
@ 55000 


gal 


Total Annual 
Cost of 
Sewer 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Total Annual 
Cost of 
Water 
Service 


(Based on 
Usage) 


Sewer Utility 
Charge 


(Including 
Applicable 


Property Tax) 


Total Annual 
Combined Utility 
Service (Including 


Applicable 
Property Tax) 


Appleton WWTP 72810 $88 $2.73 $204 $171 $283 $171 $454 
Green Bay, City of 104250 $180 $3.50 $311 $288 $274 $288 $562 
Janesville, City of 63575 $44 $2.37 $272 $272 $148 $272 $420 
La Crosse, City of 85000 $90 $1.52 $138 $150 $146 $150 $295 
Madison, City of 236000 $54 $2.37 $266 $265 $150 $265 $415 
Sheboygan, City of 68000 $42 $2.06 $210 $193 $103 $193 $295 
Waukesha, City of 71020 $94 $3.84 $256 $270 $266 $270 $535 
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