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1

File No.1
Journal2

3
(Item ) From the Director of the Department of Transportation,4
recommending that the Milwaukee County Transit System (MCTS) provide5
Scheidt & Bachmann, the fare collection system contractor, with the fare6
tariff that will be used in conjunction with contactless smart cards as7
recommended by MCTS.8

9
RESOLUTION10

11
WHEREAS, planning is well underway on the design phase of the12

automated fare collection system for MCTS; and13
14

WHEREAS, in order for the fare collection system contractor,15
Scheidt & Bachmann, to develop the software to operate the farebox with16
MCTS’ fare structure, it is necessary to provide the contractor with the fare17
tariff that will be used in conjunction with contactless smart cards; and18

19
WHEREAS, various types of fare forms MCTS expects to offer to20

transit riders upon full implementation and installation of the automated21
fare collection system include: Cash, Single Trip Ride, All Day Pass, 722
Day Pass, 31 Day Pass; and23

24
WHEREAS, functionality will include continuation of existing special25

fare programs including the University Pass (U-Pass) Program, Commuter26
Value Program, New Freedom Pass Program, Student Pass Program and27
Reduced Fare Program; and28

29
WHEREAS, existing special fare programs will be continued and30

the automated system will allow MCTS the flexibility to customize other31
fare forms as needed; now, therefore32

33
BE IT RESOLVED, that on the basis of the fare tariff framework34

presented, it is recommended that the fare collection system contractor35
proceed with all planning, design and system development work36
necessary to meet these minimum fare tariff functionality requirements for37
the automated fare collection system.38
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM

DATE: 8/16/2012 Original Fiscal Note

Substitute Fiscal Note

SUBJECT: MCTS Fare Tariff Design

FISCAL EFFECT:

No Direct County Fiscal Impact

Existing Staff Time Required

Increase Operating Expenditures
(If checked, check one of two boxes below)

Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget

Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget

Decrease Operating Expenditures

Increase Operating Revenues

Decrease Operating Revenues

Increase Capital Expenditures

Decrease Capital Expenditures

Increase Capital Revenues

Decrease Capital Revenues

Use of contingent funds

Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year.

Expenditure or
Revenue Category

Current Year Subsequent Year

Operating Budget Expenditure
Revenue
Net Cost

Capital Improvement
Budget

Expenditure
Revenue
Net Cost
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT

In the space below, you must provide the following information. Attach additional
pages if necessary.

A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or
changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted.

B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or
proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1 If annualized or
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then those
shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action, the
source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private donation), the
use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to surpluses or change
in purpose required to fund the requested action.

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year. A
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action. If relevant, discussion of budgetary impacts
in subsequent years also shall be discussed. Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be noted for
the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented when it is
reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings for each of
the five years in question). Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and subsequent
budget years should be cited.

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on this
form.

A. Planning is well underway on the design phase of the automated fare collection system
for the Milwaukee County Transit System (MCTS). In order for the contractor, Scheidt &
Bachmann, to develop the software to operate the farebox with MCTS’ fare structure, it is
necessary to provide the contractor with the fare tariff that will be used in conjunction with
contactless smart cards.

On the basis of the fare tariff framework presented in the report prepared for the
Transportation, Public Works and Transit Committee, it is recommended that the fare
collection system contractor proceed with all planning, design and system development
work necessary to meet these minimum fare tariff functionality requirements for the
automated fare collection system. Functionality will include continuation of existing special
fare programs including the University Pass (U-Pass) Program, Commuter Value Program,
New Freedom Pass Program, Student Pass Program and Reduced Fare Program.

B. There is no fiscal impact on transit operating costs.

C. There is no fiscal impact on transit operating costs.

1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that
conclusion shall be provided. If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.
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D. Assumptions regarding this proposed change are standard transit planning evaluations.

Department/Prepared By Lloyd Grant, Jr., Managing Director, MCTS

Authorized Signature __________________________________________

Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review? Yes No

Reviewed With:
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COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION

DATE: September 14, 2012

TO: Marina Dimitrijevic, Chairwoman County Board of Supervisors
Michael Mayo, Sr., Chairman, Transportation, Public Works and Transit Committee

FROM: Frank Busalacchi, Director, Department of Transportation

SUBJECT: DELTA AIRLINES’ MOVE TO D CONCOURSE

POLICY

Approval to authorize a payment of $300,000 to Delta to help mitigate the costs and to
incentivize the move of Delta Airlines from Concourse E to Concourse D.

BACKGROUND

With the de-hubbing of Frontier airlines, Frontier has reduced their operations from a peak
of eighty-seven (87) to seven (7) flights per day. As a result, most of their 21 gates are not
being used. The only other airline on Concourse D is Southwest. Southwest has
purchased AirTran and will be moving to AirTran’s gates on Concourse C in late 2012. As
required by the airport/airline lease agreement, Frontier is continuing to lease and pay for
their gates and operations space.

Delta Airlines has advised us that they wish to relocate from Concourse E to Concourse D.
Delta wishes to move because of the newer and larger gates, larger capacity TSA
checkpoint, the larger Club room, and the gate expansion potential.

Because Frontier and Delta are obliged to continue to lease their gates in accordance with
the terms and conditions of the airport/airline lease agreement, Delta and Frontier will
essentially be exchanging their gates and operations space to maintain their lease
obligations.

The Airport will also benefit from this move, as Delta’s customers will be able to access
more concession offerings than is available on Concourse E, and our customers will be
using the larger, newer concourse.

Delta and Frontier have been negotiating this transaction for several months. Delta has
approached the Airport for financial participation on the move. Delta’s total cost of the
move to D will exceed $600,000. Airport Staff and Delta have come to an agreement that
the Airport will incentivize this move with a $300,000 financial participation.
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Chairwoman Marina Dimitrijevic
Supv. Michael Mayo, Sr.
September 14, 2012
Page 2

2

The Airport’s and Delta’s customers will be served better by this move for various reasons,
including:

 A greater variety of concessions: Concourse D includes Host facilities of Usinger
Deli, Johnny Rockets, and Legends Bar & Grill; SSP facilities include Nonna’s and
Alterra Coffee. The Airport’s share of increased revenue generated at these
facilities is estimated to be $220,000 per year in the first year of operation.

 The larger TSA checkpoint – 6 lanes vs. 4 lanes.
 The larger airline club room.
 The newer concourse facility.

The changes to the airline leases can be handled administratively. Staff will need to
negotiate with Paradies and Host as to their investments on E Concourse and their
minimum annual guarantees. Any amendments to the concession leases will require
County Executive and Board review and approval.

RECOMMENDATION

Airport Staff recommends approval of a payment of $300,000 to Delta Airlines for
financial participation in the move of Delta Airlines from Concourse E to Concourse D.

FISCAL NOTE

Funding is available in the Airport Development Fund Account, an airport reserve fund for
projects not charged back to the airlines.

Prepared by: Barry Bateman, Airport Director

Approved by:

_________________________________ ____________________________________
Frank Busalacchi, Director C. Barry Bateman
Department of Transportation Airport Director

H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\REPORT - Delta's Move to D Concourse.doc
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File No.1
Journal2

3
(Item ) From the Airport Director, requesting approval to authorize a payment of4
$300,000 to Delta Airlines to help mitigate the costs and to incentivize the Delta move5
from Concourse E to Concourse D at General Mitchell International Airport.6

7

RESOLUTION8
9

WHEREAS, with the de-hubbing of Frontier Airlines, Frontier has reduced their10
operations from a peak of eighty seven (87) to seven (7) flights per day; and11

12
WHEREAS, as required by the airport/airline lease agreement, Frontier is13

continuing to lease and pay for their gates and operations space; and14
15

WHEREAS, Delta Airlines has advised GMIA that they wish to relocate from16
Concourse E to Concourse D; and17

18
WHEREAS, because Frontier and Delta are obliged to continue to lease their19

gates in accordance with the terms and conditions of the airport/airline lease20
agreement, Delta and Frontier will essentially be exchanging their gates and operations21
space to maintain their lease obligations.; and22

23
WHEREAS, Delta has approached the Airport for financial participation on the24

move; and25
26

WHEREAS, Airport Staff and Delta have come to an agreement that the Airport27
will incentivize this move with a $300,000 financial participation; and28

29
WHEREAS, Airport Staff recommends approval of a $300,000 financial30

participation in the move of Delta from E to D; now, therefore,31
32

BE IT RESOLVED that the Airport Director is hereby authorized to approve a33
payment of $300,000 to Delta Airlines for financial participation in the move of Delta34
from Concourse E to Concourse D.35

36
H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\RESOLUTION - Delta's Move to D. Concourse.doc37
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM

DATE: September 14, 2012 Original Fiscal Note

Substitute Fiscal Note

SUBJECT: DELTA AIRLINES’ MOVE TO D CONCOURSE

FISCAL EFFECT:

No Direct County Fiscal Impact Increase Capital Expenditures

Existing Staff Time Required
Decrease Capital Expenditures

Increase Operating Expenditures
(If checked, check one of two boxes below) Increase Capital Revenues

Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget Decrease Capital Revenues

Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget

Decrease Operating Expenditures Use of Contingent Funds

Increase Operating Revenues

Decrease Operating Revenues

Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year.

Expenditure or
Revenue Category

Current Year Subsequent Year

Operating Budget Expenditure 300,000 0
Revenue 300,000 0
Net Cost 0 0

Capital Improvement
Budget

Expenditure 0 0
Revenue 0 0
Net Cost 0 0
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2

DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT

In the space below, you must provide the following information. Attach additional pages if
necessary.

A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or
changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted.

B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or
proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1 If annualized or
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then
those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action,
the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private
donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to
surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the requested action.

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year. A
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action. If relevant, discussion of budgetary
impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed. Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be
noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented
when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings
for each of the five years in question). Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and
subsequent budget years should be cited.

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on
this form.

Funding is available in the Airport Development Fund Account.

Department/Prepared by: Barry Bateman, Airport Director

Authorized Signature ________________________________________

Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review? Yes No
Reviewed by:

H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\FISCAL NOTE -Delta's Move to D Concourse .docx

1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that
conclusion shall be provided. If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.
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1

COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION

DATE: September 14, 2012

TO: Supervisor Marina Dimitrijevic, Chairwoman, County Board of Supervisors
Supervisor Michael Mayo, Sr., Chairperson, TPW&T Committee

FROM: Frank Busalacchi, Director, Department of Transportation

SUBJECT: EXTENSION TO HYDRANT FUEL SYSTEM USE AND LEASE
AGREEMENTS AT GENERAL MITCHELL INTERNATIONAL
AIRPORT

POLICY

County Board approval is required to extend certain agreements at General
Mitchell International Airport (GMIA).

BACKGROUND

In May 1985, Milwaukee County entered into agreements with the signatory
airlines for the lease of the hydrant fuel system at General Mitchell International
Airport. The agreement explained the financing arrangements of the Hydrant Fuel
System, established fees and charges, and executed a management structure with a
third-party hydrant fuel system operator. Rates and charges were developed to
recover annual operating expenses and the costs of Milwaukee County financing.
Total costs were allocated based upon the number of hydrant pits an airline used
(30%), the number of gates an airline leased (20%), and actual gallons of fuel used
by airline (50%). The agreement was for a period of twenty-five (25) years
beginning on December 1, 1986 and ending on November 30, 2011. The hydrant
fuel system is a system of pumps, pipes, storage tanks, and gate hydrants that
supply fuel from the Shell pipeline to the airline ramps. Hydrants are located at
each gate area.

In order to allow time for successful negotiations with the signatory airlines upon
agreement expiration, the Airport Director approved a one year extension for the
existing hydrant fuel system lease agreements per Milwaukee County Code of
General Ordinances, Paragraph 4.31 (7). Subsequently, extensions were submitted
to the signatory airlines extending the term to November 30, 2012.

Airport staff and the signatory airlines have been in negotiations with the airlines,
but have not finalized the terms and conditions for a new hydrant fuel system
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Supervisor Marina Dimitrijevic
Supervisor Michael Mayo, Sr.
Page 2
September 14, 2012

2

lease. It is anticipated that negotiations will extend past November 30, 2012.
Therefore, the existing hydrant fuel system leases will need to be extended beyond
December 1, 2012. Staff anticipates completing negotiations with the airlines by
June 30, 2013.

RECOMMENDATION

Airport staff recommends that Milwaukee County amend the hydrant fuel system
lease agreements with the signatory airlines to extend the term on a month-to-
month basis, expiring upon the execution of a new hydrant fuel system lease
agreement at General Mitchell International Airport.

FISCAL NOTE

The rates and charges developed under the current agreement that recover actual
expenses and costs of Milwaukee County financing will continue until the new
agreement takes effect.

Prepared by: Steven Wright, A.A.E. - Airport Properties Manager

Approved by:

______________________________ ________________________________
Frank Busalacchi, Director C. Barry Bateman
Department of Transportation Airport Director

H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\REPORT - Hydrant Fuel System Lease Extension.docx
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File No. ______1
Journal ______2

3
(Item ) From the Director, Department of Transportation, requesting authorization to4
extend the hydrant fuel system lease agreements with the signatory airlines by5
recommending adoption of the following:6

7
RESOLUTION8

9
WHEREAS, Milwaukee County entered into agreements with the signatory airlines10

for the lease of the hydrant fuel system at General Mitchell International Airport; and11
12

WHEREAS, the agreement was for a period of twenty-five (25) years beginning on13
December 1, 1986 and ending on November 30, 2011; and14

15
WHEREAS, the hydrant fuel system is a system of pumps, pipes, storage tanks, and16

gate hydrants that supply fuel from the Shell pipeline to the airline ramps, and17
18

WHEREAS, the agreement explained the financing arrangements of the Hydrant19
Fuel System, established fees and charges, and executed a management structure with a20
third-party hydrant fuel system operator, and21

22
WHERAS, rates and charges were developed to recover annual operating expenses23

and the costs of Milwaukee County financing, and24
25

WHEREAS, total costs were allocated based upon the number of hydrant pits an26
airline used (30%), the number of gates an airline leased (20%), and actual gallons of fuel27
used by airline (50%); and28

29
WHEREAS, in order to allow time for successful negotiations with the signatory30

airlines upon agreement expiration, the Airport Director approved one extension of one year31
for the existing hydrant fuel system lease agreements per Milwaukee County Code of32
General Ordinances, Paragraph 4.31 (7); and33

34
WHEREAS, extensions were submitted to the signatory airlines extending the term35

to November 30, 2012; and36
37

WHEREAS, Airport staff and the signatory airlines have been in negotiations and38
have yet to determine the terms for a new hydrant fuel system lease; and39

40
WHEREAS, it is anticipated that negotiations will extend past November 30, 2012;41

and42
43

WHEREAS, the existing lease will need to be extended beyond December 1, 2012;44
and45

46
WHEREAS, Airport staff recommends that Milwaukee County amend the hydrant47

fuel system lease agreements with the signatory airlines to extend the term on a month-to-48
month basis expiring upon the execution of a new hydrant fuel system lease agreement at49
General Mitchell International Airport; and50

51
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WHEREAS, the Transportation, Public Works and Transit Committee, at its meeting52
on October 17, 2012 , recommended approval (vote___-___) to amend the hydrant fuel53
system lease agreements with the signatory airlines to extend the term on a month-to-54
month basis expiring upon the execution of a new hydrant fuel system lease agreement;55
now, therefore,56

57
BE IT RESOLVED, that the Director of Transportation and the County Clerk are58

hereby authorized to amend the hydrant fuel system lease agreements with the signatory59
airlines to extend the term on a month-to-month basis expiring upon the execution of a new60
hydrant fuel system lease agreement.61

62
H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\RESOLUTION - Hydrant Fuel System Lease Extension.docx63
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM

DATE: September 14, 2012 Original Fiscal Note

Substitute Fiscal Note

SUBJECT: EXTENSION TO HYDRANT FUEL SYSTEM USE AND LEASE AGREEMENTS
AT GENERAL MITCHELL INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

FISCAL EFFECT:

No Direct County Fiscal Impact Increase Capital Expenditures

Existing Staff Time Required
Decrease Capital Expenditures

Increase Operating Expenditures
(If checked, check one of two boxes below) Increase Capital Revenues

Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget Decrease Capital Revenues

Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget

Decrease Operating Expenditures Use of Contingent Funds

Increase Operating Revenues

Decrease Operating Revenues

Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year.

Expenditure or
Revenue Category

Current Year Subsequent Year

Operating Budget Expenditure 0 0

Revenue 0 0

Net Cost 0 0

Capital Improvement
Budget

Expenditure 0 0

Revenue 0 0

Net Cost 0 0
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT

In the space below, you must provide the following information. Attach additional pages if
necessary.

A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or
changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted.

B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or
proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1 If annualized or
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then
those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action,
the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private
donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to
surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the requested action.

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year. A
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action. If relevant, discussion of budgetary
impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed. Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be
noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented
when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings
for each of the five years in question). Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and
subsequent budget years should be cited.

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on
this form.

The rates and charges developed under the current agreement that recover actual
expenses and costs of Milwaukee County financing will continue until the new agreement
takes effect.

Department/Prepared by: Steven A. Wright, A.A.E. – Airport Properties Manager

Authorized Signature ________________________________________

Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review? Yes No
Reviewed by:

H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\FISCAL NOTE -Hydrant Fuel System Lease Extension.docx

1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that
conclusion shall be provided. If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.

TPWT - October 17, 2012 - Page 19



COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION

DATE: September 14, 2012

TO: Marina Dimitrijevic, Chairwoman, County Board of Supervisors
Michael Mayo, Sr., Chairman, Transportation, Public Works & Transit Committee

FROM: Frank Busalacchi, Director, Department of Transportation

SUBJECT: PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONTRACT BETWEEN MILWAUKEE COUNTY AND
AECOM USA, INC.

POLICY

Entering into Professional Service Contracts (operating) requires County Board approval.

BACKGROUND

Implementation of the General Mitchell International Airport (GMIA) Geographic Information
System (GIS) Master Plan recommendations (2008) required hiring a consultant to manage and
implement the Enterprise GIS program. This program has provided immediate benefits to airport
staff by providing access to the Spatial and attributes data used in managing GMIA. In Phase 1
of this program, a web-based mapping application (eGIS) was developed, which integrates with
other GMIA applications including the GCR property management software. In Phase 2, GMIA
deployed the Azteca Cityworks work order management software program, continued
customization of the eGIS, and developed supporting data.

The third (current) phase of the implementation saw the update of GMIAs Enterprise system
software and operational enhancements to the Cityworks application. Under the current phase of
the program, a 'Spatial Technology Roadmap' which provides both GIS and IT guidance over the
next 3-5 years has been developed. GMIA is also implementing the Crystal Reports Enterprise
server as a Cityworks reporting enhancement while continuing to enhance the eGIS and
Cityworks applications.

In June 2012, GMIA issued a Request for Qualifications for a consultant to assist in the
continued enhancement of the Enterprise GIS. This request resulted in responses from four
national firms. A selection committee composed of the GMIA senior staff including
representation from Operations, Properties, Noise, Engineering, and Administration, rated these
firms and unanimously chose AECOM with the highest ratings.

AECOM is a leading global provider of technical and support services to airport owners,
investors and aviation clients. AECOM specialists offer a broad range of expertise to meet each
client's individual needs, including but not limited to:

 Aviation system planning
 Airport master development plans
 Airfield/Airspace operations planning and design
 Pavement evaluation, rehabilitation and management
 Airport IT systems and security
 Aircraft noise and air quality impact analysis
 Environmental impact assessment
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Supv. Marina Dimitrijevic
Supv. Michael Mayo, Sr.
September 14, 2012
Page 2

The AECOM consultant team will include a Milwaukee County CDBP office certified minority
owned firm, Urban GIS, Inc. Urban GIS, Inc. is a consulting firm specializing in enterprise GIS
systems, managing geospatial assets, data collection and programming support. AECOM has
committed to a 10% DBE participation for this contract.

RECOMMENDATION

Airport staff recommends retaining AECOM USA, Inc. for continuing the work of implementing
and integrating the airport’s Enterprise Geographic Information System (phase 3-current) and
awarding AECOM INC. a new five year professional services contract in the amount of not-to-
exceed $1,400,000 for the five year period November 1, 2012 – October 31, 2017.

FISCAL NOTE

The GMIA Enterprise GIS Implementation professional services contract with AECOM USA
Inc. is for an amount not-to-exceed $1,400,000 for the five year period November 1, 2012 –
October 31, 2017. The contract will be funded through the GMIA Operational budget over the
next 5 years. The 2012 adopted budget (account 8557) includes $215,000 for this contract.
Future year’s budgets will include sufficient funds to cover this contract.

Prepared by: Timothy Pearson, GISP, GIS Specialist

Approved by:

________________________________
Frank Busalacchi, Director C. Barry Bateman
Department of Transportation Airport Director

H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\REPORT - AECOM 2012.doc
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-1-

File No.1
Journal2

3
(Item ) From the Director, Department of Transportation, requesting that Milwaukee4
County approve a Professional Service Contract with AECOM USA, Inc. to enhance the5
Enterprise GIS program at General Mitchell International Airport (GMIA) by6
recommending adoption of the following:7

8

RESOLUTION9
10

WHEREAS, implementation of the General Mitchell International Airport (GMIA)11
Geographic Information System (GIS) Master Plan recommendations required hiring a12
consultant to manage and implement the Enterprise GIS program; and13

14
WHEREAS, this program has provided immediate benefits to airport staff by15

providing access to data describing GMIA; and16
17

WHEREAS, In Phase 1 of this program, a web based mapping application18
(eGIS) was developed, which integrates with other GMIA applications including the19
GCR property management software; and20

21
WHEREAS, In Phase 2, GMIA deployed the Azteca Cityworks work order22

management software program, continued customization of the eGIS, and developed23
supporting data; and24

25
WHEREAS, the third phase of the implementation saw the update of GMIAs26

Enterprise system software and operational enhancements to the Cityworks application;27
and28

29
WHEREAS, under the current phase of the program, a 'Spatial Technology30

Roadmap' which provides both GIS and IT guidance over the next 5 years has been31
developed; and32

33
WHEREAS, GMIA is also implementing the Crystal Reports Enterprise server as34

a Cityworks reporting enhancement while continuing to enhance the eGIS and35
Cityworks applications; and36

37
WHEREAS, in June 2012, GMIA issued a Request for Qualifications for a38

consultant to assist in the continued enhancement of the Enterprise GIS; and39
40

WHEREAS, this request resulted in responses from four national firms; and41
42

WHEREAS, a selection committee composed of the GMIA senior staff including43
representation from Operations, Properties, Noise, Engineering, and Administration,44
rated these firms and unanimously chose AECOM with the highest ratings; and45

46
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WHEREAS, AECOM is a leading global provider of technical and support47
services to airport owners, investors and aviation clients; and48

49
WHEREAS, the AECOM team will include a Milwaukee County CDBP approved,50

disadvantaged business enterprise, Urban GIS, Inc.; and51
52

WHEREAS, Urban GIS, Inc. is a consulting firm specializing in Enterprise GIS53
systems, managing geospatial assets, data collection, and programming support; and54

55
WHEREAS, AECOM has committed to a 10% DBE participation for this contract;56

and57
58

WHEREAS, the Transportation, Public Works and Transit Committee, at its59
meeting on October 17, 2012, recommended approval (vote___-___) to enter into a60
Professional Service Contract with AECOM, for enhancement of the Airport Enterprise61
GIS program, now, therefore,62

63
BE IT RESOLVED that the Airport Director is hereby authorized to enter into a64

Professional Services Contract with AECOM USA, Inc. for the enhancement of the65
Airport Enterprise GIS, for a term of November 1, 2012 to October 31, 2017 and an66
amount not to exceed $1,400,000.67

68
H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\RESOLUTION - AECOM 2012.doc69
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MILWAUKEE COUNTY FISCAL NOTE FORM

DATE: September 14, 2012 Original Fiscal Note

Substitute Fiscal Note

SUBJECT: PROFESSIONAL SERVICES CONTRACT BETWEEN MILWAUKEE COUNTY
AND AECOM USA, INC.

FISCAL EFFECT:

No Direct County Fiscal Impact Increase Capital Expenditures

Existing Staff Time Required
Decrease Capital Expenditures

Increase Operating Expenditures
(If checked, check one of two boxes below) Increase Capital Revenues

Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget Decrease Capital Revenues

Not Absorbed Within Agency’s Budget

Decrease Operating Expenditures Use of Contingent Funds

Increase Operating Revenues

Decrease Operating Revenues

Indicate below the dollar change from budget for any submission that is projected to result in
increased/decreased expenditures or revenues in the current year.

Expenditure or
Revenue Category

Current Year Subsequent Year

Operating Budget Expenditure 215,000 231,700
Revenue 0 0
Net Cost 0 0

Capital Improvement
Budget

Expenditure 0 0
Revenue 0 0
Net Cost 0 0
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DESCRIPTION OF FISCAL EFFECT

In the space below, you must provide the following information. Attach additional pages if
necessary.

A. Briefly describe the nature of the action that is being requested or proposed, and the new or
changed conditions that would occur if the request or proposal were adopted.

B. State the direct costs, savings or anticipated revenues associated with the requested or
proposed action in the current budget year and how those were calculated. 1 If annualized or
subsequent year fiscal impacts are substantially different from current year impacts, then
those shall be stated as well. In addition, cite any one-time costs associated with the action,
the source of any new or additional revenues (e.g. State, Federal, user fee or private
donation), the use of contingent funds, and/or the use of budgeted appropriations due to
surpluses or change in purpose required to fund the requested action.

C. Discuss the budgetary impacts associated with the proposed action in the current year. A
statement that sufficient funds are budgeted should be justified with information regarding the
amount of budgeted appropriations in the relevant account and whether that amount is
sufficient to offset the cost of the requested action. If relevant, discussion of budgetary
impacts in subsequent years also shall be discussed. Subsequent year fiscal impacts shall be
noted for the entire period in which the requested or proposed action would be implemented
when it is reasonable to do so (i.e. a five-year lease agreement shall specify the costs/savings
for each of the five years in question). Otherwise, impacts associated with the existing and
subsequent budget years should be cited.

D. Describe any assumptions or interpretations that were utilized to provide the information on
this form.

The GMIA Enterprise GIS Implementation professional services contract with AECOM
USA Inc. is for an amount not-to-exceed $1,400,000 for the five year period November
1, 2012 – October 31, 2017. The contract will be funded through the GMIA
Operational budget over the next 5 years. The 2012 adopted budget (account 8557)
includes $215,000 for this contract. Future year’s budgets will include sufficient funds
to cover this contract.

Department/Prepared by: Timothy Pearson, GISP, GIS Specialist

Authorized Signature ________________________________________

Did DAS-Fiscal Staff Review? Yes No
Reviewed by:

H:\Private\Clerk Typist\Aa01\TPW&T 12\10- Oct 2012\FISCAL NOTE - AECOM 2012.doc

1 If it is assumed that there is no fiscal impact associated with the requested action, then an explanatory statement that justifies that
conclusion shall be provided. If precise impacts cannot be calculated, then an estimate or range should be provided.
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COUNTY OF MILWAUKEE
INTEROFFICE COMMUNICATION

DATE: August 31, 2012

TO: Supervisor Michael Mayo Sr. Chairman, Transportation, Public Works and Transit
Committee

FROM: Frank Busalacchi, Director, Department of Transportation

SUBJECT: INFORMATIONAL REPORT: SUMMARY OF FUND TRANSFER FOR
CONSIDERATION AT THE FINANCE AND AUDIT COMMITTEE OCTOBER
2012 MEETING

POLICY

Informational only.

BACKGROUND

With the de-hubbing of Frontier airlines, Frontier has reduced their operations from a peak
of eighty-seven (87) to seven (7) flights per day. As a result, most of their 21 gates are not
being used. As required by the airport/airline lease agreement, Frontier is continuing to
lease and pay for their gates and operations space.

Delta Airlines has advised the Airport Administration that they wish to relocate from
Concourse E to Concourse D. Southwest has purchased AirTran and will be moving to
AirTran’s gates on Concourse C in late 2012 to consolidate operations. In addition
Southwest Airlines and US Airways have agreed to swap gates, with US Airways moving
to Southwest Gates D52 & D56 on the D concourse and Southwest taking US Airways
Gates C18 and C19 on the C concourse.

United Airlines has acquired Continental Airlines and intended to consolidate its
operations on the E Concourse. However, as this would leave United the only airline on E,
it is United’s and the Airport’s desire for United to move to D with US Airways, Delta.
They will occupy three (3) gates on the D concourse.

This will provide for a robust Concourse D. The Airport’s and Airline’s customers will be
better served on Concourse D by these moves for various reasons, including:

 A greater variety of concessions: Host facilities are Usinger Deli, Johnny
Rockets, and Legends Bar & Grill; SSP facilities include Nonna’s and
Alterra Coffee.

 The larger TSA checkpoint – 6 lanes vs. 4 lanes on E.

TPWT - October 17, 2012 - Page 26

jodimapp
Typewritten Text
5



Chairwoman Marina Dimitrijevic
Supv. Michael Mayo, Sr.
August 31, 2012
Page 2
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 The larger airline club room for Delta.
 The newer concourse facility.

Because all the above airlines are signatory to the airport/airline lease agreement, they are
obliged to continue to lease their gates in accordance with the terms and conditions of the
lease agreement. The airlines will essentially be exchanging their gates and operations
spaces to maintain their lease obligations.

To facilitate moves of this type, the airport typically provides seating, gate podiums,
electrical, IT infrastructure, which includes the FIDS and paging systems. The security
system needs to be expanded and some carpeting needs replacement. Further, several
passenger loading bridges will need to be relocated, which will require new foundations
and gate doors installed. The cost of all of these items is estimated to be $1,100,000.

When all of these relocations are complete, it is anticipated that the E concourse will be
closed. Those costs are not factored into this calculation. The changes to the airline leases
can be handled administratively. Staff will need to negotiate with Paradies and Host as to
their investments on E Concourse and their minimum annual guarantees. Any
amendments to the concession leases will require County Executive and Board review and
approval.

Funding is available in the Airport Development Fund Account, an airport reserve fund
provided in the new airport/airline lease agreement.

Prepared by: Pat Walslager, Deputy Airport Director, Finance and Administration

Approved by:

_________________________________ ____________________________________
Frank Busalacchi, Director C. Barry Bateman
Department of Transportation Airport Director

Cc: Chairwoman Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board of Supervisors
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FISCAL YEAR DEPT. NO.

1699 R4E 2012 5040

DEPARTMENT NAME

No X No
DOA

Line
No. Fund Agency Org. Unit

Revenue/O
bject Activity Project OBJECT CODE DESCRIPTION Transfer Request

Account
Modification

TO 1 0076 504 5041 8502 A1DC 1,100,000.00$
(Credit)

1,100,000.00$ -$

FROM

(Debit) 1 0076 504 5041 4995 A1DC 1,100,000.00$

1,100,000.00$ -$

TRANSFER NO.
AP EB RB

INSTRUCTIONS: REFER TO MILW. COUNTY
ADMINISTRATIVE MANUAL SECTION 4.05 FOR
INSTRUCTIONS ON PREPARING THIS FORM.

Department of Transportation - Airport Division

ACCOUNT DISTRIBUTION
Were Appropriations Requested Below Denied For The Current Budget?

APPROPRIATION TRANSFER REQUEST

MILWAUKEE COUNTY

TYPE OF TRANSFER

FROM TOTALS (Debit)

IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS REQUIRED, PLEASE ATTACH ADDITIONAL PAGES.

E X P L A N A T I O N

TO TOTALS (Credit)

County BoardFinance CommitteeCounty Executive

TITLESIGNATURE OF DEPARTMENT HEAD

MODIFY
DISAPPROVE

A

c

t

i

o

n

DATE OF REQUEST

DATE
APPROVE

Dept. of Administration

MAJOR MAINT BLDG-(EXP)

UNDISTRIBUTED REVENUE

With the de-hubbing of Frontier airlines, Frontier has reduced their operations from a peak of eighty-seven (87) to seven (7) flights per day. As a result, most of their 21 gates are not being
used. As required by the airport/airline lease agreement, Frontier is continuing to lease and pay for their gates and operations space.

Delta Airlines has advised the Airport Administration that they wish to relocate from Concourse E to Concourse D. Southwest has purchased AirTran and will be moving to AirTran’s gates
on Concourse C in late 2012 to consolidate operations. In addition Southwest Airlines and US Airways have agreed to swap gates, with US Airways moving to Southwest Gates D52 & D56
on the D concourse and Southwest taking US Airways Gates C18 and C19 on the C concourse.

United Airlines has acquired Continental Airlines and intended to consolidate its operations on the E Concourse. However, as this would leave United the only airline on E, it is United’s and
the Airport’s desire for United to move to D with US Airways, and Delta. They will occupy three (3) gates on the D concourse.

This will provide for a robust Concourse D. The Airport’s and Airline’s customers will be better served on Concourse D by these moves for various reasons, including:

-A greater variety of concessions: Host facilities are Usinger Deli, Johnny Rockets, and Legends Bar & Grill; SSP
facilities include Nonna’s and Alterra Coffee.

-The larger TSA checkpoint – 6 lanes vs. 4 lanes on E.
-The larger airline club room for Delta.
-The newer concourse facility.

Because all the above airlines are signatory to the airport/airline lease agreement, they are obliged to continue to lease their gates in accordance with the terms and conditions of the lease
agreement. The airlines will essentially be exchanging their gates and operations spaces to maintain their lease obligations.

To facilitate moves of this type, the airport typically provides seating, gate podiums, electrical, IT infrastructure, which includes the FIDS and paging systems. The security system needs to
be expanded and some carpeting needs replacement. Further, several passenger loading bridges will need to be relocated, which will require new foundations and gate doors installed. The
cost of all of these items is estimated to be $1,100,000.

When all of these relocations are complete, it is anticipated that the E concourse will be closed. Those costs are not factored into this calculation. The changes to the airline leases can be
handled administratively. Staff will need to negotiate with Paradies and Host as to their investments on E Concourse and their minimum annual guarantees. Any amendments to the
concession leases will require County Executive and Board review and approval.

Funding is available in the Airport Development Fund Account, an airport reserve fund provided in the new airport/airline lease agreement.

Prepared by: Pat Walslager, Deputy Airport Director, Finance and Administration

Approved by:

_________________________________ ____________________________________
Frank Busalacchi, Director C. Barry Bateman
Department of Transportation Airport Director

Cc: Chairwoman Marina Dimitrijevic, County Board of Supervisors
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