
It is expected that a quorum of the Administration Committee, Board of Public Works, Plan Commission and personnel 
Committee will be attending this meeting, although it is not expected that any official action of any of these bodies will be 
taken. 

 
CITY OF MENASHA 
Sustainability Board 

City Hall-140 Main St.-Council Chambers-3rd Floor 
September 16, 2008 

 
6:30 PM 

 
AGENDA 

 
 

 

Back Print 

1. CALL TO ORDER  

A. Call to order  

2. ROLL CALL/EXCUSED ABSENCES  

A. Roll call  

3. MINUTES TO APPROVE-MINUTES & COMMUNICATIONS TO 
RECEIVE

 

 Minutes to approve:  

A. Sustainability Board, 7/22/08  

Attachments 

 Communications:  

1. Paul Konetzke, Menasha resident, correspondence pertaining to sustainability 
topics 

 

Attachments 

2. Menasha Utilities Resolution implementing utility-wide energy management 
policy 

 

Attachments 

3. Energy Efficient Codes Coalition - 30% Solution  

Attachments 

4. PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ANY MATTER OF CONCERN TO THE CITY  

 Five (5) minute time limit for each person  

A. Public comments on matters of concern to the Sustainability Board  

5. DISCUSSION  

A. Goals & Priorities/Volunteer pool  

B. Baseline Study- Approach and Timetable  

Attachments 

C. Status report on farmer's market  

Attachments 

D. Sustainability Board participation in Menasha Utilities Fair  

E. Update on Natural Step study circles - Roger Kanitz  

F. Creation of an ordinance permitting neighborhood electric vehicles  



Attachments 

G. Lt Governor’s Climate Change conference – Menasha Team  

H. Set next meeting date  

6. REPORT OF COMMITTEES/BOARDS/COMMISSIONS  

A. Roger Kanitz to report on: 
1) The citizen input session being developed by RPC and VT for Menasha Library 
in October. 2) Pass along information on the ozone option to replace pool chlorine 
use  
3) Contact for a potential Phosphate free lawn plot test was found  
4) Up-date on the LED street light learning that John Ahles of Neenah Board 
provided. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT  

A. Adjournment  

 
Menasha is committed to its diverse population. Our Non-English speaking population or those with disabilities are invited to 
contact the Clerk’s Office at 967-3600 at least 24-hours in advance of the meeting so special accommodations can be made.   
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The Honorable Will Wynn (Austin, TX – lead sponsor and Chair of USCM Energy Committee), Mark 

Begich (Anchorage, AK), Michael Belsky (Highland Park, IL), David Berger, (Lima, OH), Michael 

Bloomberg (New York City, NY), Marty Blum (Santa Barbara, CA), James Brainard (Carmel, IN), Roy 

Buol (Dubuque, IA), Kevin Burns (North Miami, FL), Martin Chavez (Albuquerque, NM), Robert 

Cluck (Arlington, TX), Dan Coody (Fayetteville, AR ), David Coss (Santa Fe, NM), Manuel Diaz 

(Miami, FL – Chair, US Conf of Mayors), Heather Fargo (Sacramento, CA), Adrian Fenty (Washington, 

DC), Shirley Franklin (Atlanta, GA), Patrick Hays (North Little Rock, AR), John Hickenlooper 

(Denver, CO), Elizabeth Kautz (Burnsville, MN), Scott Lang (New Bedford, MA), Brenda Lawrence 

(Southfield, MI), Tom Leppert (Dallas, TX), Gene Marks (Northbrook, IL), Thomas Menino (Boston, 

MA), Larry Nelson (Waukesha, WI), Gavin Newsom, (San Francisco, CA), Thomas O’Grady (North 

Olmsted, OH), David Pope (Oak Park, IL), Tom Potter (Portland, OR), Laurel Prussing (Urbana, IL). 

�
�����
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�
The Energy Efficient Codes Coalition is a unique, broad-based alliance of longstanding energy efficiency 

advocates – from government, national energy efficiency groups, all five regional energy alliances, 

academia/think tanks, affordable housing advocates, architects, environmental groups, energy efficient home 

construction advocates, utilities, energy consumers and businesses – who support an ambitious leap forward
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For more information on this Plan, please contact: 
 

David Benzschawel 
City of Madison Engineering Division 

Tel. 608-266-4091 
Fax 608-264-9273 

e-mail: dbenzschawel@ci.madison.wi.us 
 
An electronic version of the Plan text, as well as links 

to various City programs, can be found at our website: 
http://www.ci.madison.wi.us/environment/default.htm 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The earth’s climate is predicted to change because human activities are altering the chemical 
composition of the atmosphere through the buildup of greenhouse gases – primarily carbon dioxide, 
methane, nitrous oxide, and chlorofluorocarbons.  The heat-trapping property of these gases is 
undisputed.  Although there is uncertainty about exactly how and when the earth’s climate will 
respond to enhanced concentrations of greenhouse gases, observations indicate that detectable 
changes are under way.  Fossil fuels are the main source of carbon dioxide and local governments 
can play a key role in a community’s use of energy.   
 
The Madison Common Council realized that local actions taken to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and increase energy efficiency provide many local benefits: decreasing air pollution, 
creating jobs, reducing energy expenditures and saving money for the City government, its 
businesses and its citizens.  Consequently, on March 3, 1998, our Common Council committed 
Madison to analyzing and reducing the emission of greenhouse gases.  By passing Council 
Resolution 23181, the City of Madison joined a family of more than 290 cities and counties around 
the world in the Cities for Climate Protection Campaign.  The City of Madison Engineering Division 
proceeded to conduct a greenhouse gas analysis for Madison and develop this Climate Protection 
Plan.  Following is a summary of the analysis, Madison’s existing environmental programs, and 
recommendations for future measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions1. 
 
Madison Greenhouse Gas Emissions (tons CO2) 

1990 1996

Energy 2,985,872 4,077,163
Transportation 621,397 782,960
Waste 57,007 57,957
Airport 75,712 75712
 Landfills 84,863 84863
Total 3,824,851 5,078,655
Per Capita Emissions 20 24.9  

 
 

Energy use is by far the greatest contributor of 
greenhouse gas emissions in our community (77%).  
The largest single consumer of energy and source of 
greenhouse gas emissions in Madison is the State of 
Wisconsin.  The State’s energy use is 32% of the 
City’s total commercial/institutional sector usage. 
Purchases of electricity by the University alone 
account for 9% of MG&E’s total electricity sales.  
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1 The accuracy of the data and analysis is the responsibility of the author.  Please submit any comments, 
corrections or additions to the City of Madison Engineering Division.   

1990 CO2 Emissions by Source

Energy

77%

Airport

2%
Waste

1%

Transp.

17%

Landfills

3%

1990 CO2 Emissions by Fuel

Elec.

56%

Diesel

2%

Gasoline

16%

Natural 

Gas

21%

Propane

1%

Fuel Oil

4%



 
The following table shows Madison’s per capita emissions relative to select Cities for Climate 
Protection members. 
 
1990 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  
City Population Tons CO2 Per Capita Emissions 

Ann Arbor, MI 109,592 1,694,293 15.5 
Overland Park, KS 138,171 2,280,000 16.5 
Schenectedy Co., NY 149,285 1,832,676 12.3 
Chula Vista, CA 168,000 1,214,000 7.2 
Madison, WI 190,766 3,824,852 20.0 

Tuscon, AZ 405,390 9,527,394 23.5 
Twin Cities, MN 628,000 14,000,001 22.3 
 
 
Madison Environmental Programs 
The following is a summary of Madison’s strongest environmental programs.  Madison can build on 
these strengths to achieve its greenhouse gas reduction goals. 
 
¾ First curbside recycling program in the nation (began collecting newspapers in 1968).  Madison 

currently recycles 50% of its waste. 
¾ Extensive bicycle program with bike racks, lockers, and over 100 miles of bikeways. 
¾ Extensive Metro Transit bus system with 164 buses daily. 
¾ Methane gas utilization at sewerage plant and two largest landfills for electricity and steam 

generation. 
¾ Streetlight conversion from mercury vapor and incandescent bulbs to high-pressure sodium 

(11,000 fixtures). 
¾ Conversion of 200 red traffic signals to light-emitting diode (LED) fixtures. 
¾ School District, City, and County participation in the EPA Energy Star Buildings Partnership. 
¾ Full member in the ICLEI Cities for Climate Protection Campaign. 
¾ Largest wind power project (11 MW) in the eastern United States.  Implemented by the local 

utility, MG&E, production from the 17 wind turbines began in June 1999.  The wind program sold 
out faster than any other green power program in the U.S.  

¾ Rideshare Etc. program operates 67 vanpools with 900 riders.   
¾ No pesticide or fertilizer use on green spaces or parks. 
¾ 2500 trees planted per year.   
¾ Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign started 40 neighborhood ecoteams. 
 
 
Local Action Plan 
This Climate Protection Plan is a living document and input from the public is sought and 
encouraged.  A plan can never be put into action without support from all key stakeholders.  In the 
case of this Climate Protection Plan, which is very broad reaching and covers almost all aspects of 
our community, it is especially important to incorporate your ideas.   
 
Madison’s Climate Protection Plan focuses on City, County, and State facilities and programs as 
well as local utility and commercial sector energy efficiency measures.  There is less emphasis on 
residential and industrial energy use, transportation, and waste as these sectors constitute a smaller 
proportion of our emissions.  Following is a summary of the proposed measures to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions in Madison. 
 
The greatest contribution to reducing emissions in Madison is the continuation of three existing 
programs which require state government and private sector support: 
¾ Madison Pride and other recycling programs: 56,578 tons CO2 
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¾ MG&E energy efficiency programs:  35,098 tons CO2 



¾ Utilization of methane gas for electricity generation at County landfills and Madison Metropolitan 
Sewerage Plant: 20,163 tons CO2 

 
Other significant proposed new measures are: 
¾ Energy efficiency retrofits of City buildings:4108 tons CO2 
¾ Curbside recycling of box board and mixed household paper: 9990 tons CO2 
¾ Commercial green building program: 7281 tons CO2 
¾ Green Fleet program 
¾ Clean Cities program with new fueling facilities 
¾ Traffic signal red bulb conversion to LEDs: 1400 tons CO2 

 

Additional proposed new measures, while individually smaller in CO2 savings, are very important 
and add up to over 30,000 tons of CO2 reduced.  The following table summarizes quantified new 
measures.  A complete description of all proposed measures is at the end of this Plan. 
 

MADISON CLIMATE PROTECTION PLAN  

Quantified Proposed Action Measures to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 

    Measure     Savings (tons CO2) 

City Programs 
Add mixed-paper and box board to curbside recycling program 9990 
Continue city tree planting program  63 
Include green building requirement for TIF funds   7281 
Continue Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign 242 
Implement commercial sector green building program  15210 
Convert all red traffic signals to LED fixtures 1400 
Increase use of Metro Transit bus system 64 
Convert 600 streetlights to high-pressure sodium 1400 
 
City Fleet 

Use ethanol in existing flex-fuel vehicles (25-30 autos)  67 
Add fuel efficiency to criteria for new vehicle purchase 1057 
Conduct training on efficient driving for fleet drivers 1057 
Include training or info. on alternatives to fleet use 211 
  
 
City Buildings 

Retrofit  FIFTEEN largest energy-using bldgs., incl. one to Energy Star 
standards 

4108 

Introduce green building considerations in new building design 259 
Conduct education program for employees on energy efficiency 517 
Add renewable energy source to one MORE city building 26 
 

Metro Transit 

Increase green power purchase by 25% (to 50%) 1425 
 
Private Programs 

 7

  
Double industry participation in EPA ClimateWise Program 2661 
Continuation of energy efficiency programs (MG&E and Alliant Energy) 

∀ 
35098 

Plant 120 trees per year (MG&E) 4 
Increase Yellow Bike program 593 



Increase Bike-to-Work Week participation  35 
∀ Measure is contingent upon access to Public Benefits Fund 
 
State and County Programs 

Implement VOLUNTARY Dane County Green Building Program 15210 
Increase state fleet alternative fuel vehicles to 2000 - DONE 1094 
 
* on-going 
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✓measures not included in the analysis for tons of CO2 reduced 



Introduction  
 CLIMATE CHANGE 

Air Pollution And Climate Change 
The world’s population is burning carbon-based fossil fuels faster than the earth’s natural systems 
can absorb the by-products of combustion.  These by-products include carbon dioxide (CO2), 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) and criteria air pollutants such as sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate 
matter (PM), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), carbon monoxide (CO) and nitrogen oxides (NOx).  
Increased CO2 emissions are resulting in higher concentrations of CO2 in the atmosphere, raising 
concern about elevated temperatures and climate change.  Scientific evidence of atmospheric 
warming continues to grow and there is broad international agreement that reducing CO2 emissions 
is a sensible precaution until more is known about global warming.  Evidence of the detrimental 
health impacts of HAPs, CO, NOx, SO2, and PM is well documented and studied, however.  Any 
efforts to reduce fossil fuel combustion will improve air quality and help mitigate the negative impacts 
of uncontrolled energy use on human and ecosystem health.   
 
Potential Impacts Of Climate Change In Wisconsin 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency predicts the most likely climate changes will be 
in precipitation, soil moisture, sea level, and temperature.  Global warming would do more than add 
a few degrees to today’s average temperatures.  Cold spells still would occur in winter, but heat 
waves would be more common.  Some places would be drier, others wetter.  Perhaps more 
important, precipitation may come in short, intense bursts which could lead to flooding.  Over the 
next century, Wisconsin’s climate may change significantly.  Based on projections, by 2100 
temperatures in Wisconsin could increase by about 4F.  Small changes in temperature can 
dramatically alter the climate (the temperature during the Ice Age was only 5-10F colder than the 
Earth’s average temperature today).  Precipitation is predicted to increase by 15-20%.  The 
frequency of extreme hot days in summer is expected to increase along with the general warming 
trend. Higher temperatures and increased frequency of heat waves could increase the number of 
heat-related deaths and the incidence of heat-related illnesses.  Wisconsin, with its irregular, intense 
heat waves, seems somewhat susceptible.  In Milwaukee, one study projects that a 3F warming 
could almost double heat-related deaths during a typical summer from 30 to about 55.  The elderly, 
particularly those living alone, are at greatest risk.  There is concern that climate change could 
increase concentrations of ground-level ozone.  If a warmed climate causes increased use of air 
conditioners, air pollution emissions from power plants will also increase.  Warming and other 
climate changes could expand the range of disease-carrying insects, thus increasing the potential 
for transmission of diseases such as malaria and dengue fever.  If conditions become drier, the 
current range and density of forests could be reduced and replaced by grasslands and pasture.2  We 
can already see possible impacts of warming in Madison, including Lake Mendota freezing later and 
for shorter periods than in the past. 
 
Cities And Climate Change 
One city alone cannot resolve the issue of climate change.  However, as more cities take action to 
reduce greenhouse gases, current climate change trends may be affected.  Cities are internationally 
recognized for their role in contributing to and reducing carbon dioxide emissions.  Cities that take 
action found they can impact how cities are built, where roads are placed, and make local decisions 
which affect the way citizens live, work, and play.  Local energy use varies significantly depending 
on urban form, land use, transportation, and utilization of energy.  Cities make decisions on all these 
elements and are important partners in climate protection because they exercise key powers over 
urban and transportation infrastructure, waste management, parks, and local buildings and facilities.  
These items all relate directly to the contribution of greenhouse gas emissions and correlated energy 
use. 
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2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Sept.1997). “Climate Change and Wisconsin”.  Office of Policy, Planning and 
Evaluation. EPA 230-F-97-008ww.  



A CLIMATE PROTECTION PLAN 
In 1998, the City of Madison applied for and received a grant from the International Council of Local 
Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI) Cities for Climate Protection Campaign (CCP) to develop a Climate 
Protection Plan.  A resolution was passed by the Madison Common Council in March 1998 
endorsing the Plan (see Appendix E).  ICLEI’s purpose is to improve the capacity of local authorities 
to prevent environmental problems, respond effectively to problems when they arise, and enhance 
the natural and built environment at the local level.  The CCP Campaign recognizes that 
municipalities are the level of government closest to the people and the success of global action 
depends on support from people in communities everywhere. 
 
Madison is one of 78 jurisdictions in the United States developing a Climate Protection Plan.  
Greenhouse gas reduction plans provide a bottom-up approach to a complex problem and are being 
used as models for cities across the country.  The plan creates local policy measures which have 
multiple benefits to the City while at the same time identifying a carbon dioxide reduction goal 
through the implementation of those measures.  In other words, even without the benefits of carbon 
dioxide reduction, these policies reduce consumption and aim toward a cleaner, more pedestrian 
friendly and integrated City.  Local actions to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and increase 
energy efficiency provide many local benefits: decreased air pollution, more jobs, reduced energy 
expenditures, and money saved for City government, its businesses and its citizens.  
 
A new study funded by the United States Department of Energy (DOE) Energy Fitness Program 
shows that implementing cost-effective energy efficiency technologies in Wisconsin would, by 2010, 
create 8,500 jobs, increase disposable income by $490 million and gross state product by $41 
million, and reduce state greenhouse gas emissions by 7.7 million tons and projected statewide 
electricity use by 9 million megawatt hours.3  According to RENEW Wisconsin, $6 billion dollars 
goes out of state each year to purchase coal, oil, and natural gas since Wisconsin has no fossil fuel 
resources of its own.  
 
The State of Wisconsin developed a Climate Change Action Plan in May 1998.  Madison is the first 
city in Wisconsin to develop a Climate Protection Plan.  The Plan will be implemented primarily 
through voluntary efforts.  Some of the action measures will be implemented by municipal 
government to demonstrate leadership in CO2 reduction and encourage personal and organizational 
action throughout the community.   
 
There are four steps in developing a Climate Protection Plan: 
¾ Conduct a baseline greenhouse gas analysis for 1990 
¾ Forecast greenhouse gas emissions for 2010 
¾ Establish a greenhouse gas reduction target 
¾ Develop an implementation plan to meet the reduction goal 
 
An Environmental Action Team composed of representatives from various City departments was 
formed in December 1998 to oversee the development of this Climate Protection Plan.  The Team 
has been meeting bimonthly and their participation is critical to the Plan’s success. 
 
A draft Madison Climate Protection Plan was completed in February 2000, approximately 14 months 
after receipt of the ICLEI grant.  The Draft Plan was distributed for review to various public and 
private entities via e-mail, post and the City environmental webpage.  Excellent comments were 
received from many state and local government staff as well as the Wisconsin Environmental 
Decade (see Appendix N for a summary of comments received).  In addition, the Madison 
Commission on the Environment hosted a public hearing April 24, 2000.  The hearing was attended 
by 15 citizens, 9 of which testified.  Of these, 7 were in favor of Plan adoption but several wanted to 
see the Plan strengthened (see Appendix M for meeting minutes).  A press release announcing the 
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3 UW-Madison, WDNR, and the Leonardo Academy (February 1998). “The Economic and Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Impacts of Energy Efficiency Investments: A Wisconsin Case Study” 



draft Plan and public hearing was published by local newspapers and aired on radio for Earth Day. 
 

GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

The first step in developing a plan to reduce greenhouse gases is to identify sources and quantities 
of emissions in Madison.  An emission inventory was conducted for the baseline year of 1990 and 
an interim year of 1996.  This inventory includes only carbon dioxide (generated by combustion of 
fossil fuel) and methane (generated from landfill waste decay).  The inventory covers residential, 
commercial, industrial and transportation sector emissions of CO2 and Madison’s portion of landfill 
gas generation.  The inventory includes the airport but does not cover a small subset of emissions 
that are not readily controlled by local government actions (such as locomotive engines).  Generally, 
CO2 emissions are lower in temperate climates, areas of high urban density, and cities which utilize 
hydropower for electricity generation.  CO2 emissions are higher in areas of temperature extremes 
where more energy is spent on heating and cooling and utilities burn coal (such as Madison).   

 
As with any plan, many assumptions were made and 
data collection to improve our analysis continues.  A 
value for the electricity sector of 0.26 tons CO2/mmBtu 
was used.  This is based on the statewide generation 
mix of Wisconsin’s electric utilities.  Madison’s 
greenhouse gas analysis considers all electricity 
consumed in the City, not just power plants located 
within the City limits. This plan is a work in progress 
and costs and indicators will be added to aid city 
officials and others in their decision-making.  It should 
be noted for natural gas usage that 1990 and 1996 
were extreme winter weather years in Wisconsin.  

1990 had 6686 degree days, which is warmer than usual.  1996 had 8124 degree days, which is 
colder than usual.  Average annual degree days are 7600.   
 
 
SECTOR GROWTH PROJECTIONS  
Projections of greenhouse gas emissions in 2010 were made based on growth factors for each 
sector.  The emissions assume a business-as-usual scenario with no measures taken to reduce 
fossil fuel use.  The projected percentage growth in each sector since 1990 is as follows: 
 
Electricity *    Expected Growth from 1990 - 2010 

Residential 32%± 
Commercial 46% 
Industrial 56% 
 
Natural Gas *    Expected Growth from 1990 - 2010 

Residential 64% 
Commercial 22% 
Industrial 28% 
 
Transportation and Waste  Expected Growth from 1990 - 2010 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 26% 
Waste Generation 30% 
Population 20-30% 

* Electricity and natural gas growth is based on MG&E service area projections.  MG&E forecasts growth for 
each customer class based on historical trends in use per customer, customer growth, and population growth. 
±  This is average growth over the 20 yr. period.  Current growth is expected to be 1.6% per year. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSION REDUCTION TARGET 
Many cities are selecting a goal of 20% below 1990 emissions and this is what ICLEI recommends. 
The City of Madison has selected this goal for its internal government operations. It is unclear, 
however, that Madison can achieve this goal community-wide. The City held an informational public 
hearing April 24, 2000 to gather community input on the Plan.  The consensus of those who testified 
at the meeting was that the Plan should be more aggressive.  An emission reduction goal of 7% 
below 1990 values was therefore selected.  While still ambitious, it was felt that a high goal should 
be set in order to show the seriousness of the problem and our commitment. This is the same goal 
the United States committed to under the 1997 Kyoto Protocol (yet to be ratified by Congress).  
 
The cost of reaching this goal is unknown at this time.  The current measures quantified represent 
only ~13% of our target.  This means that additional assumptions about the various measures will 
have to be made in order to determine the magnitude of their savings.   
 
 

        CITY OF MADISON 
Madison is the capital of Wisconsin and the second-
largest city in the state.  The city is primarily 
commercial and institutional with a relatively small 
industrial base.  Madison is the headquarters for most 
state agencies and the main campus of the University 
of Wisconsin (60,000 students, faculty, and staff).  
The city is situated between two lakes with the 
downtown area located on an isthmus. Madison, at 
43°N latitude, has an average temperature of 20°F in 
the winter and 68°F in the summer. 
 
The 1990 census reported the population in Madison 

to be 190,777.  Population in 2000 is estimated to be approximately 203,908 and growing at a rate 
of 1.2% per year.  Madison has one of the lowest unemployment rates in the United States (1.3%).  
City residents, as well as City government, are fairly progressive and have a strong environmental 
record.  In recent years Madison has been voted one of the best cities to live in the United States 
(Money Magazine, July 1996).   
 
The City of Madison operates under the mayor/aldermanic form of government.  City residents elect 
a mayor and alderpersons to represent 20 districts in the city.  Over 60 committees, boards and 
commissions play an instrumental role in the decision-making process.   
 
The University of Wisconsin – Madison 
The State of Wisconsin is the largest single source of greenhouse gas emissions in Madison and the 
University is the largest state facility in the city.  The University’s purchase of electricity from MG&E 
constituted 9% of MG&E total sales in 1992. The following is a short summary of the University, its 
resource use, and its environmental programs. 
 
The UW-Madison is a city within a city – equivalent to the 10th largest city in Wisconsin.  Significant 
infrastructure is required to accommodate the university’s facility needs.  The University has 10,649 
acres of land and some 850 buildings, including its own police force, food service, maintenance staff 
and hospital. The University has a total fleet of about 700 vehicles (a few are propane-powered). 
With 11,600 parking spaces for a campus population of nearly 60,000, UW-Madison has the lowest 
ratio of parking to population in the Big Ten.  There are two interconnected steam generating plants 
that are at or near capacity.  Coal, natural gas, paper pellets, tires, and wood chips fuel the boilers. 
Energy production and fuel use is: 
 
1999       1996 
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Steam   800,000 lbs/hr    Coal  86,188 tons 
Cooling 32,000 tons    Paper Pellets 15,096 tons 
Electricity 9.8 MW    Natural Gas 1,047,139 million cubic feet (CF6) 

   Oil  860,068 gallons 
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The University generated 22,500 tons of rubbish and recycling (including ash) in 1996 (see 
Appendix L for a breakout of the waste stream).  UW has a Solid Waste Alternatives Project (SWAP) 
to recycle equipment and supplies.  The SWAP facility is open to the general public one day a week. 



Resource Usage Patterns and Existing Environmental Programs 
 
ENERGY 

Utility Power Plants 
There are 2 MG&E power plants located in Madison.  The largest plant, Blount Street, is primarily 
coal-fired but also burns some alternative fuels and natural gas.  There are also two gas combustion 
turbines located at the Sycamore substation. 
 
State of Wisconsin Plants 
Five steam plants are operated by the State of Wisconsin Department of Administration (DOA).  Two 
of these are located on the University of Wisconsin (UW)-Madison campus – Charter Street, 
primarily coal fired (also burns alternative fuels such as paper pellets) and Walnut Street, primarily 
natural gas.  The others, Capital Heat and Power, Hillfarms and Mendota Health, utilize a variety of 
fuels including coal, natural gas, and oil. 
 
Following are summaries of Madison’s energy use by fuel type and sector. 
 
Energy Use: Electricity 
There are two electric utilities serving Madison: Madison Gas and Electric (MG&E) and Alliant 
Energy.  MG&E provides approximately 90% of Madison’s electricity, with Alliant Energy providing 
approximately 10%.  Both utilities generate most of their electricity from fossil fuel (see Appendix F 
for the generation mix of MG&E and Alliant Energy).  MG&E currently has 25% nuclear generation 
which will be phased out by 2005 and replaced with natural gas fired combined cycle generation.  
Although not included in Madison’s greenhouse gas analysis, this shift in generation will increase 
carbon dioxide emissions by approximately 2 million tons (assuming gas use versus coal), 
significant in comparison with Madison’s 1990 total emissions of 3.8 million tons.  There is a 
shortage of electric power in the Madison area, partially due to inadequate transmission lines.  
MG&E plans to meet the growing demand for electricity by adding natural gas plants.   
 
Both MG&E and Alliant Energy have diesel back-up generator programs in place.  MG&E sites 

generators at local businesses.  The generators can be 
run to provide power to the business during an electrical 
outage or provide power to the grid during periods of 
high electric demand, thus avoiding potential brown or 
black-outs (Madison is summer peaking for electricity 
due to the air conditioning load). 
 
MG&E installed 17 wind turbines (11 MW) in 1999 in 
Kewaunee County.  This is the largest wind project in the 
eastern United States.  These turbines generate 
25,000,000 kWh of electricity, enough to power 4400 
homes.  The electricity from the wind turbines was sold 

under a voluntary green power purchase program and sold out in record time, faster than any utility 
green power program in the United States (9 months).  75% of wind customers are in Madison.  
MG&E expects its next renewable energy project to be four pilot photovoltaic installations (5 kW 
each) in the Madison area over the next two years.  In 1999, Alliant Energy also installed 127 MW of 
wind turbines in Iowa (enough to power 38,000 homes). 
 
Alliant Energy has participated in the Climate Challenge Program to voluntarily report carbon dioxide 
emission reductions since 1991.  Through 1998, Alliant recorded 5.5 million metric tons of reductions 
in its total service area.  This was achieved through a variety of projects: generating plants, plant 
improvements, energy efficiency projects, and environmental stewardship projects (includes planting 
over 100,000 trees). 
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Although restructuring of the electric power sector is not likely in the near future for Wisconsin, two 
changes have occurred in the electric sector.  The first is the creation of a Public Benefits Fund to 
implement energy efficiency programs statewide.  The second is a mandate for inclusion of 
renewable energy in all utilities’ generation mix.  Utilities were mandated to increase renewable 
energy generation by 50MW statewide (1997 WI Act 204).  MG&E has more than met this obligation 
with the wind project and 3 MW of wind is now included in MG&E’s rate base/tariff. The following 
tables show the energy use in Madison by fuel, sector and utility. 
 
Residential Electricity Sales (kWh) 

   

1990 1996

MG&E 418,293,720 498,541,568
Alliant Energy 37,646,435 44,874,707
Total 455,940,155 543,416,275  

 
Alliant Energy did not provide 1990 data so an estimate of 9% of MG&E sales was used.  
 
Major Commercial and Institutional Energy Suppliers (kWh) 

             

1990 1996

MG&E 1,244,172,800 1,482,897,900
Alliant Energy 54,788,050 59,799,221
UW 437,954,500 549,945,000
Capital Heat 36,610,000 52,071,500
Mendota Health 45,634,848 43,651,350
Hill Farms 9,267,969 8,922,650
Total 1,819,160,198 2,197,287,621   

  

 
The data for UW, Capital Heat, Mendota Health, and Hill 
Farms was received from DOA in mmBtu and converted to 
kWh in order to fit into the software package and be 
compared with utility generation.  The standard conversion 
factor of 3412 Btu/kWh could not be used since this 
assumes a typical power plant. The State of Wisconsin’s 
plants are district heating and cooling and have low 
distribution losses.  These plants may be up to 70% 
efficient versus 30% for a utility plant.  Therefore, the 
standard conversion (or efficiency) was doubled (with a 
conservative assumption of 60% efficiency).  Some state 

data is available by fuel source but unfortunately the software does not allow for a direct entry of 
coal or alternative fuels in the commercial sector.   
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Industrial Electricity Sales (kWh)    

1990 1996

MG&E 132,124,550 157,475,880
Alliant Energy 54,568,650 59,579,221
Total 186,693,200 217,055,101     

 
Commercial and industrial data were provided combined for both MG&E and Alliant Energy.  For this 
analysis, 90.4%4 of MG&E and 50% of Alliant Energy electricity sales were classified as commercial.  
9.6% of MG&E and 50% of Alliant Energy sales were classified as industrial.  Alliant Energy’s non-
metered customers were divided equally between commercial and industrial use.   
 

Energy Use: Natural Gas (therms) 

  
1990 1996 2010

Residential 39,869,343 56,396,385 65,385,723
Commercial 39,053,863 48,838,752 47,645,713
Industrial 39,053,863 48,838,752 49,988,945
Total 117,977,069 154,073,889 163,020,381  

 
MG&E is the only utility provider of natural gas in Madison. 1990 MG&E data could not be sorted by 
municipality so 1992 actuals were used.  MG&E commercial and industrial data was combined.  It 
was divided equally between the two sectors for this analysis. 
 

 

Energy Use: Heating Oil, Propane, and Building Diesel  

 

Residential (gallons) 
1990 1996

Heating Oil 329,521,619 498,541,568
Propane 29,656,945 44,874,707
Total 359,178,564 543,416,275  

 
Number of households using heating oil and propane was surveyed in the 1990 census.  Fuel use 
per household was estimated using an average household (hh) in Dane County (136 gal/hh distillate 
oil, 1.81 gal/hh kerosene, and 84.24 gal/hh lp).  The following table lists the number of Madison 
households in 1990 using various fuels for their home heating.  Electricity and natural gas from 
utilities account for 91% of home heating fuels.   
 

# of households % of total hh

utility gas 56214 72.67
bottled tank or LP 734 0.95
electricity 14191 18.35
fuel oil & kerosene 4763 6.16
coal or coke 57 0.07
wood 200 0.26
solar 43 0.05
other 803 1.04
none 351 0.45
Total 77356 100  
 

                                            

 16

4 Assumptions regarding MG&E commercial and industrial data were based on historical sales records. 



Total commercial use of fuels is unknown and not included in this analysis. State power plant energy use is 
included under electricity to avoid double counting.  
 

Industrial (gallons)    
 

         Annual

Heating Oil 15,158
Diesel 7,668
Propane 28,821
Total 51,647  
 
Industrial sector data was taken from the 1998 Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 
Air Emissions Inventory.  Fuel use is assumed to have remained constant since 1990.  All natural 
gas use by industry is assumed to be purchased from MG&E.  Sawdust used by Oscar Mayer (527.8 
tons) is not included in the analysis. 
 
Two companies located in Madison, Promega and Ohmeda, are members of the EPA Climate Wise 
program.   
 
 
Energy Sector Emissions (2,985,872 tons CO2) 

 
TRANSPORTATION 
Vehicles 
According to the Federal Highway Administration “Highway Statistics Annual Report”, vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is calculated using the following equation: 
 
VMT = motor vehicles in urban areas        x avg. mi. traveled/vehicle  x  Madison registered vehicles  

total motor vehicles (urban & rural) 
 
VMT is projected to increase 26% by 2010, close to the population growth rate. 
 
 1990 1996 

Vehicle miles traveled 1,064,100,000 1,225,200,000 
Registered vehicles in Madison 160,219 169,215 
Avg. mi. traveled/vehicle (national avg.) 10,556 11,807 
 
 
Vehicle fuel efficiency for all years is estimated to be: 
 
Vehicle Type Fuel Miles per Gallon 

Personal vehicle Gasoline and diesel 18 
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Personal vehicle Propane and natural gas (CNG) 17 
Commercial vehicle Gasoline and diesel 14 
Commercial vehicle Propane and natural gas (CNG) 13 
Bus Diesel 4 
           (source: ICLEI) 
 
The distribution of vehicle fuel use is estimated to be: 
 
Fuel Type Percentage of Total Fuel Use (%) 

Gasoline 90.5 
Diesel 6.5 
Propane 1.5 
CNG 1.5 
Total 100 
         (source: ICLEI) 
 
Streets and Roadways 
The present arterial roadway system in the Madison urban area generally consists of high-volume 
traffic roadways leading into the city in a radial pattern from a Beltline route.  This system evolved as 
people began living outside of the central city while working downtown.  However, with the growth of 
various office and research parks on the edge of the city, work trips are now taking place among the 
outer neighborhoods and suburbs as well as to the central city. 
 
Boats 
Madison has several large lakes located within the City (Lake Mendota, Lake Monona, and Lake 
Wingra) as well as the Yahara River, which connects Lakes Mendota and Monona.  There is 
considerable motorized recreational boat traffic in the summer (including fishing and water skiing).  
In addition, there are a fair number of jet skiis.  National CO2 emissions for marine craft are 3% of 
the total transportation sector5.  Since Madison does not have large scale commercial fishing or 
freight traffic, an estimate of 2% of vehicle miles traveled was added for boats and jet skiis. 
 
Metro Transit Bus System 

Metro Transit is a national leader in seat-miles per 
capita provided to its service area.  Metro currently 
operates 164 buses on 23 fixed routes 
encompassing a 58.6 square-mile area in the 
Madison area. Average weekday ridership is 
approximately 40,000.  Annual ridership peaked in 
1982 at 13.5 mill. passengers (see graph).  Since 
1989, growth in ridership is ~2% per year.  
 
Metro Transit has several programs to encourage ridership.  Monthly and commuter passes, Metro 
Quik Tix, and 2-4-1 reduced cash fares all offer substantial ride discounts to regular Metro 
customers.  Metro also offers Park and Ride Lots just outside of town.  Base cash box fare was 
$1.25 but recently increased to $1.50 due to higher fuel costs.   
 
The Associated Students of Madison (ASM) Bus Pass Program is a cooperative venture of the ASM, 
the University of Wisconsin, and the City of Madison.  The Program provides discounted access to 
Madison Metro buses for students at UW-Madison during the academic year.  Inaugurated in the fall 
of 1996, this program provides nearly all UW-Madison students with a pass good for unlimited rides 
on Metro.  In exchange, ASM pays a set rate to the City of Madison.  Program costs are covered by 
segregated fees levied on students each semester.  Each student pays approximately $20 per 
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semester to maintain the program.  In contrast, a student would have to spend $350 to purchase an 
equivalent, unlimited Metro pass each month of the academic year.   
 
While the primary purpose of the ASM Bus Pass Program is to provide a cost-effective 
transportation alternative to UW-Madison students, the program also provides a number of 
subsidiary benefits as well.  The Program makes a positive contribution to the regional environment 
for all local residents by easing demand for increased parking and road capacity on the campus and 
throughout the isthmus, as well as reducing air pollution.  It provides the City with guaranteed 
income for, and commitment to, Madison Metro and introduces new consumers to public 
transportation as a cost-effective and efficient transportation mode.  At the same time, the availability 
of a discounted bus pass enhances housing options for students, who now have convenient, 
inexpensive access to the entire metropolitan housing market. 
 
Each semester over 20,000 students or 50% of the student body pick up their ASM Bus Pass.  UW 
students using the pass account for close to 20% of Metro’s total revenue ridership, taking over 1.8 
million rides during the Academic Year 1997-98 and providing $1.2 million in guaranteed revenue 
annually to the City in support of these services. 
 
Bicycles 
Madison has an extensive bike system comprised of paths, lanes, or designated routes throughout 
the City.  With over 100 miles of bikeways, and more being planned and constructed each year, 
Madison recognizes the bicycle as a viable means of transportation as well as a popular life long 
recreational, health and fitness activity. A map of the bikeway system is available free of charge to 
residents and visitors.  With more than 150,000 bicycles in Madison, there is a 3:2 ratio of bicycles to 
cars.  Over 100,000 trips per day are made by bicycle, weather permitting, helping to keep our air 
clean and our streets less congested.  Madison was rated the Fourth Best City for Bicycling in North 
America by Bicycling Magazine (November 1995).   
 
Since 1995, two free bicycle programs in Madison have been operated by Budget Bicycle, a large 
private bike shop: Red Bikes and Yellow Bikes.  The Red Bike program provides between 50-125 
bicycles for citizens to use in the downtown Madison area.  The bikes, painted all red, can be seen 
around the city and are sometimes even found in outlying towns.  The Yellow Bike program is a 
longer-term loan option – a $75 deposit is required and a helmet and lock are provided.  The deposit 
is refunded upon return of the bicycle.  
 
Pedestrians 
Madison has a pedestrian/transit mall, State Street, which runs from the University to the Capital 
through the main downtown commercial area.  State Street is closed to automobile traffic (buses, 
taxis, and bicycles are allowed).  A Pedestrian Transportation Plan for Madison was adopted in 
1997.  
 
Airport 
The Dane County Regional Airport, located in Madison, is the second largest commercial airport in 
the state.  More than 100 commercial planes depart and arrive at the Airport on an average day.  
These planes carry more than a million passengers a year.  The Airport occupies 4000+ acres, has 
110 buildings, 4500 employees, and an economic impact to the area exceeding $100 million 
annually.  Although only four miles from the City’s central business district, there is no easy public 
transportation to the Airport from downtown.  Most passengers use private vehicles or taxis.  Metro 
Transit has one bus route which services the Airport. The Airport is undergoing expansion but 
projected growth in fuel use is unknown at this time. 
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The fuel use data below was received from Wisconsin Aviation, the airport fuel supplier.  Another 
company had this contract previously, so no data is available for 1990.  Therefore, 1996 data was 
used in the 1990 analysis and 1998 data was used for 1996.  CO2 emissions were calculated using 



a factor of 20 lbs. CO2 per gallon of fuel.  Emissions from fuel use at the Airport are accounted for in 
the “Other” sector in the software reports, not transportation. 
 
Airport Fuel Use 1996 1998

Jet Fuel 7,180,212 7,404,610
Aviation Fuel 373,619 343,649
Auto Fuel 17,326 26,125
Total Gallons 7,571,157 7,774,384  
 
Rail 
Currently, there is only freight rail service in Madison.  The closest Amtrak passenger service access 
point is in Columbus, 26 miles northeast of Madison in Columbia County.  Amtrak is considering 
putting a station in Madison.  Both light rail and commuter rail have been considered by various local 
government and state agencies.  Metro Transit commissioned the Transit Corridor Study: Feasibility 
Analysis of Light Rail and Improved Bus Services in April 1992.  Subsequent to this study, the Dane 
County Board of Supervisors adopted Res. 125, 94-95 in October 1994, establishing a committee of 
citizens and elected officials to explore the feasibility of implementing commuter rail in Dane County.  
The committee and its four subcommittees conducted over 20 public meetings, received input from 
transportation and planning experts and officials, and sponsored two informational trips on the 
Chicago area’s Metro commuter rail system. 
 
Commuter rail is not “light rail”.  Commuter rail systems typically operate on the same tracks as 
freight rail systems, and use diesel locomotives – equipment similar to Amtrak passenger trains – 
hauling single-level or bi-level rail cars.  Some systems use self-propelled rail diesel cars.  Typically, 
commuter rail provides passenger service during peak hours, providing service to a region with 
many trips into central areas.  Most commuter rail systems are integrated with other transit services, 
such as bus systems, to encourage transfers throughout the region.  Among the characteristics of 
the typical commuter rail system are the following: 
 
¾ Oriented to peak period work commuters 
¾ Usually connect suburban places/villages with a city center 
¾ Often use existing rail trackage 
¾ Trains have 3-8 passenger cars and a locomotive per train set 
¾ Generally $1-3 million capital cost per track mile 
¾ Often operate in joint passenger/freight environment 
 
Light rail, on the other hand, is usually comprised of electric powered multi-car or single-car trains 
operating on either exclusive or shared right-of-ways.  It is distinguished by moderate capacity with 
frequent stops, oriented to all-day, frequent service, and has typical capital start-up costs of $10-30 
million per track mile. 
 
The Transit Corridor Study: Feasibility Analysis of Light Rail and Improved Bus Services determined 
that large capital improvements and startup costs were required ($183-$306 million).  New trackage, 
guideways, electrification, yards and shops, and stations would all be required.  Considering the 
costs and projected operating revenue, the City of Madison determined that the transit corridor could 
not yet support the substantial investment. 
 
Rideshare Program 
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The Dane County Rideshare Etc. Program serves area commuters who are interested in sharing the 
ride to work by assisting with information and name-matching for carpools, vanpools, mass transit, 
and bicycling to work.  By working with the area’s large employers, options to use alternative means 
of transportation are encouraged for commuting.  Rideshare Etc. includes 67 vanpools.  95% of the 
vans come to Madison and approximately 900 riders utilize the vanpool program. The average 
home-to-work distance of vanpool riders is 17.1 miles and annual VMT reduced is approximately 



2,880,000.  The program, started in 1974 with 5 vans, now has the participation of 1330 commuters 
and results in a reduction of 12,000 vehicle miles per day (see Appendix J for Rideshare brochure).  
 
State Fleet 
Throughout Wisconsin, the State has 7400 vehicles in its fleet, approximately 1100 of which are 
alternative fuel vehicles (~15%).  The Governor of Wisconsin, Tommy Thompson, established the 
Governor’s Alternative Fuel Task Force in 1990.  The distribution of current state alternative fuel 
vehicles is as follows: 
 
Fuel Type   Number of Vehicles 

Ethanol (E85) 870 
Propane 150 
CNG 80 
Soy diesel 4 
Total  1104 
 
 
In Madison, the State has an ethanol pumping station on Dickinson St. and there is one private 
station (Stop-N-Go) on University Avenue.  In 1998, the fuel pumped from the Dickenson St. station 
was 19,000 gallons of ethanol (E85) and 16,000 gallons of propane.  MG&E operates a compressed 
natural gas (CNG) pumping station at its Blount St. facility.   
 
Taxis 
Badger Cab of Madison has been running its entire fleet of 37 vehicles on propane since 1981.  The 
use of propane has resulted in cost savings (25 cents less per gallon over gasoline) and increased 
vehicle safety.  Engines run cleaner and require less maintenance (oil changes have been extended 
from 2,000 to 4,000 miles).  The cost of converting its cars to propane was approximately $1500 per 
vehicle.  This cost was recovered in approximately six months due to the lower fuel and 
maintenance costs.  Badger Cab uses approximately 350,000 gallons of liquid propane a year.   
 
Parking  
The City operates five public parking ramps downtown.  The cost for parking averages $0.75/hour. 
Total parking stalls in City-owned ramps and lots is approximately 5000.  10% of these are rented on 
a monthly basis and there is a waiting list for monthly stalls.  A preference is given to carpoolers on 
the waiting list. 
 
The City operates two parking programs in conjunction with Metro Transit: Park & Bus and Park & 
Ride.  Park & Bus allows for unlimited free bus rides on any Metro bus in the downtown area with a 
parking ramp entrance ticket.  Park & Ride provides free parking on the periphery of the city with 
Metro bus service downtown. 
 
The University of Wisconsin-Madison has very limited parking for commuter students (600 stalls for 
a student body of 40,000).  This encourages bicycling and Metro Transit use by students.  
 
The City of Madison does not provide parking to its employees.  Eligible carpools are immediately 
entitled to a parking space (bypassing the waiting list) in any City parking ramp offering monthly 
parking (except the State Street Capitol Ramp).  In addition, non-City residents participating in the 
City’s Carpool Program save $10-$20 per month by paying the lower “resident” monthly rate.  The 
monthly parking rates for the four City ramps surrounding the Capitol are as follows: 
 
Location    Carpool/Resident  Non-resident 
Capitol Square North Ramp   $75    $90 
Civic Center Ramp (Carpool Only)  $85    n.a. 
Government East Ramp   $95    $115 
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State Street Capitol Ramp   $85    $95 



 
 
Transportation Sector Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Emissions from motor vehicles was estimated by the software using vehicle miles traveled. 
Greenhouse gas emissions from the transportation sector were 621,397 tons CO2 in 1990. 
 
 
WASTE AND RECYCLING 

Generation 
Madison’s solid waste generation (in tons) is as follows: 
 

1990 1996

City Trucks (Resid.) 50284 52438
Comm. & Apt. Waste 70000 70000
Const. & Demolition 64000 64000
Total 184284 186438  
 
This assumes 70% of Dane County’s commercial waste and 50% of Dane County’s construction and 
demolition waste is from Madison (data from 1994 Dane County Waste Quantity and Composition 
Study). 
 
Composition of waste from Madison’s household collection program going to the Rodefeld landfill is 
listed below in tons: 
 

1990 % of Total 1996 % of Total 

Paper and paper products 18454.2 36.7 19402 37
Food waste 5631.8 11.2 7341.3 14
Plant debris 1156.5 2.3 1940.2 3.7
Wood, furniture, textiles 2413.6 4.8 6030.4 11.5
All other waste 22627.8 45 17724 33.8
Total 50283.9 100 52437.9 100  
 
 

Landfills 
Madison has 8 closed landfills in the City.  All of these landfills are fairly small and old and all but 
one collects the methane gas generated during decomposition.  Only three of the eight landfills flare 
the gas to destroy it – the others vent to the atmosphere.  Madison’s waste currently goes to 
Rodefeld, a Dane County landfill.  In previous years, Madison waste was also landfilled at Verona, 
another County landfill.  Both of these large landfills have methane collection and energy recovery.  
See Appendix A for a list of landfills (“Waste-in-Place”) which includes dates of operation, size, and 
CO2 emissions.  Although the County landfills are not located in Madison, they receive all our waste 
and therefore their methane emissions and recovery measures are included in our analysis. 
 
It is estimated that Dane County generates 1000 tons/day of waste, with 600 tons/day hauled out of 
the county.  Of the total waste received at the Rodefeld landfill (400 tons/day or 120,000 tons/year), 
approximately 50% comes from City of Madison trucks, with another 16% coming from Madison via 
private haulers for a total of 66% or 264 tons/day (80,000 tons/year).  The majority of the 
construction and demolition waste goes to two private landfills, Mad-Prairie and Terra, as well as 
Rodefeld.  Waste received at these private landfills in 1987 was 50,000 tons and 9030 tons 
respectively.  Construction waste was not included in the greenhouse gas emission analysis. 
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Engines to generate electricity from landfill methane gas were installed at Verona in July 1995 
(previously gas was flared) and Rodefeld in December 1998.  The electricity produced at Verona is 
sold to Badger Prairie Health Care Center and Alliant Energy (for the grid).  The electricity produced 



at Rodefeld is sold to MG&E through a 10 year contract.  The electricity produced at the two landfills 
was as follows (kWh): 
 

1996 1998

Verona 276,696 3,390,608
Rodefeld 0 12,810,048
Total 276,696 16,200,656  
 
Recycling 
The City of Madison was the first city in the nation to begin curbside recycling when it began 
collecting newspapers in 1968.  Since then Madison has expanded its solid waste diversion to 
include yard waste, appliances and scrap metal, waste oil, glass, plastic, metal household 
containers, magazines and catalogs, and corrugated cardboard.  Madison also composts solid 
waste at the Columbia County facility in Portage, Wisconsin.  Madison recycles approximately 50% 
of its waste and the City has a webpage to assist citizens with recycling information located at 
http://www.ci.madison.wi.us/streets/streets.html   Dane County also has a recycling program and 
website at http://www.co.dane.wi.us/pubworks/recyc.htm 
 
The history of Madison’s recycling program is one of gradual expansion.  After newspaper recycling 
began in 1968, Madison started recycling ferrous metal and wood products in 1972. Ferrous metal 
was removed as part of a refuse shredding operation designed to reduce the volume of solid waste 
before it was sent to the landfill. The wood waste program captured logs for use by sawmills. In 1976 
the program was expanded to include curbside collection of all tree trimmings. The program 
became mandatory in 1989. 
 
In 1976, bulk metal items such as appliances and rain gutters were recycled. In 1989 a program to 
remove PCB capacitors from appliances was started and in 1992 the removal and recycling of 
CFC’s and mercury switches began.  In 1979 Madison was one of the first communities in the United 
States to start a waste-to-energy facility when it began processing refuse derived fuel (RDF). The 
RDF program continued for fourteen years. The program was discontinued in 1994 due to the lack of 
stable markets for RDF and budgetary concerns. 
 
In 1980 Madison began leaf “recycling”. This voluntary program collected leaves and distributed 
them to area farmers. The leaves were land spread to improve the soil.  Leaf and yard waste 
diversion became mandatory in 1989 and most material is now taken to one of three compost sites 
operated by Dane County. 
 
In 1987 the City established a drop off program for glass.  Plastic, aluminum, and steel cans were 
added by 1989.  In 1989, the City helped three community groups begin curbside recycling collection 
in their neighborhoods while the City conducted a pilot collection project in other areas. Mandatory 
curbside collection began in 1991.  In 1993 a pilot home composting program was implemented. The 
program has been expanded to cover 5,000 households. 
 
Curbside Recycling 
In September 1968, the City of Madison became the first community in the nation to begin curbside 
recycling. The program was expanded citywide in 1970 and became mandatory in 1986.  Papers 
were collected in a specially designed metal rack installed on refuse packers. Today, newspapers 
are collected on the recycling trucks. The recycling racks are used to collect for phone books and 
small metal items for recycling. 
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In 1987, Madison began a drop off recycling program for household containers. The 13 drop-off sites 
remained in operation through 1992. The drop off program was ended because the use of the sites 
declined dramatically after the start up of curbside recycling in 1991. In 1991, Madison began the 
curbside collection of aluminum, corrugated cardboard, glass, PETE and HDPE plastic, and steel 
cans. In 1994 magazines and catalogs were added to the program. 



 
Madison’s innovative collection program uses clear, recyclable plastic bags for the collection of 
glass, plastic, and metal containers. The bag system has helped Madison keep collection costs 
down by cutting stops. Madison uses 30 cubic yard enclosed recycling trucks. The trucks have two 
compartments, one for paper products and one for the bagged containers. The trucks are dual side 
drive and are operated by a single person. 10 to 12 recycling trucks are on the street each day. 
Each vehicle averages two trips per day to the Material Recovery Facility (MRF). The average 
volume per load is 4,500-5,500 pounds. 
 
The material collected in the curbside program is taken to Recycle America of Madison. This MRF is 
owned and operated by Waste Management Inc.  Madison boasts a 97% participation rate for the 
curbside program.  Approximately 265 tons of material are collected each week. 
 
Curbside Recycling Cost 
As Madison’s curbside recycling program has expanded, it has become more cost effective. 
Increased revenues from the sale of material has also played a role in lowering the cost of recycling. 
At the same time, the cost of refuse collection has increased. Recycling has allowed the City to 
reduce its main line refuse fleet from 26 trucks per day in 1991 to 20 trucks per day today. However, 
refuse costs continue to increase due primarily to the increase in disposal costs.  
 
Wood and Brush Salvage 
In 1972 Madison began to salvage logs for use by sawmills. In 1976 the program was expanded to 
include the production of wood chips. In 1985 the City purchased a large Morbark chipper to handle 
large pieces of wood. Most wood and brush salvaged is converted to wood chips. Many larger logs 
are sent to the Oak Hill Correctional Facility where inmates split them for firewood. 
 
The Street Division provides monthly brush collection. Most brush is chipped at the curb using tow-
behind chippers. Large piles of brush and tree trimmings from the Forestry Division are hauled to a 
central site for processing by the Morbark chipper. Wood chips are made available free of charge to 
area residents. The City also hauls semi loads of chips to area farmers for use as animal bedding or 
as a base for agricultural compost. 
 
Waste Oil Recycling 
The waste oil recycling program began in 1978. The program was designed to keep do it yourself oil 
changers from pouring used oil into sewers where it washes into Madison’s lakes. The City has four 
waste oil collection sites. Madison’s public waste oil collection sites operated for years using only 
250 gallon fuel oil tanks. As the use of these sites increased, problems began to develop and 
Madison has begun to upgrade the sites. A new 1,000 gallon tank and containment system was 
installed at the Monona site in 1993 and a 500 gallon tank was put in at the First Street site in 1994. 
In 1995 new double wall collection tanks were installed at Glenway and at School Road and the First 
Street site was also replaced. Oil filter recycling also began in 1995. 
 
Madison collected the following recycled material (units are tons unless otherwise specified): 
 
            1990    1996 
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Brush Salvage 6921 7921 
Bulk Metal Salvaged 1053 1091 
Yard Waste/Leaves Salvaged 16269 20609 
Newspapers, Magazines, 
Corrugated Cardboard, Plastic, 
Aluminum Cans, and Glass 

 
4140 

 
14219 

Tires 91 171 
Ferrous Metals Salvaged 765 0 
Refuse Derived Fuel Delivered 14113 0 
In-house Office Paper Recycled 199 426 



Compost 0 1151 
Total Recovery Effort 43551 45588 
Reclaimed Waste Oil (gallons) 42866 55714 
 
 

Computer Recycling 
In April 2000 the City of Madison and Dane County recycling departments sponsored the second 
computer recycling event.  355 households (vehicles) dropped off 25,843 lbs. of equipment.  The 
majority of this was plastic hardware and software.  The numbers nearly doubled from last year.  
Some of the machines will be reused in the community.   
 
Composting 
Dane County operates three composting sites which receive 25,000 tons/yr. of organic waste.  The 
City of Madison, along with several surrounding cities and Dane County, also has a very successful 
residential compost bin sale program.  Some years the response has been so great there was a 
shortage of bins.   
 
 
TREE PLANTING 
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Dutch Elm disease devastated the City in the 1960s and destroyed an estimated 40% of our street 
tree population.  We also lost tens of thousands of elm trees in our parks and on private property.  
While we numerically have more trees now than we did 25 years ago, the trees on average are 
smaller in diameter and the number of trees per acre is less due to annexation of agricultural land.   



CITY GOVERNMENT 

Environmental Staff and Programs 
The City of Madison has the following staff directly responsible for environmental programs: 
• City Architect – Energy efficiency in City buildings and the Energy Star Buildings partnership. 
• Recycling Coordinator – Madison Pride recycling program and the Sustainable Lifestyle 

Campaign. 
• Environmental Epidemiologist - Environmental issues which affect public health. 
• Principal Engineer II – Commission on the Environment and Climate Protection Plan activities. 
• Assistant to the Mayor – Environmental issues in the Mayor’s Office. 
• Principal Engineer I – Landfills. 
• Pedestrian and Bicycle Coordinator – Development, safety, and access issues. 
• Engineer (hourly) – Development of Climate Protection Plan, environmental data collection, and 

greenhouse gas emissions analysis. 
• Engineer (hourly) – Development and maintenance of the City Environmental Web Page. 
 
The Commission on the Environment was formed in 1972 to advise the Mayor and Common Council 
on environmental matters which affect the City.  The Commission meets monthly and is interested in 
water, land, and air quality issues.  
 
The City Department of Public Health has issued several Report Cards on Madison’s Environmental 
Health.  The Report Card summarizes air quality, water quality, food safety, animal control, and 
chemical and physical hazards in the City.  See Appendix H for the first two pages of the 1998 
Report Card. 
 
In August 1999 Madison established an Environmental Web site on the City’s home page.  The 
Climate Protection Plan and other City environmental initiatives are posted on this page.  The site, 
which is continually updated, is located at http://www.ci.madison.wi.us/environment/default.htm 
 
Total cost of electricity and gas purchased by the City from MG&E in 1998 was approximately $4.98 
million excluding the School District. The average cost paid by city facilities was $0.05/kWh and 
$0.49/therm. The City generated 153,580 tons of CO2 in 1990, approximately 4% of community-wide 
emissions. The following components of City Government which generate greenhouse gas 
emissions were analyzed as part of the Plan. 
 
Buildings 
The City has approximately 250 buildings.  Around 100 of these are heated and/or cooled (~1.5 
million s.f.).  The top energy-using buildings have been tracked since 1988 using a software program 
called Fast Accounting System for Energy Reporting (FASER).  In 1990 City buildings used 995,299 
therms of natural gas and 15,986,473 kWh of electricity for a total cost of approximately $1.3 million.   
 
The City adds insulation, increases insulation when re-roofing, upgrades doors, replaces windows, 
etc. when remodeling and upgrades equipment efficiency when replacements are done.  The energy 
savings from these measures has not been documented.  Approximately $300,000 to $500,000 has 
been spent on the measures, with paybacks between 6 months to 20 years.  Annual savings from 
these measures is estimated to be $40,000/year.   
 
Fleet 
The City has approximately 1100 vehicles in its fleet.  25-30 (2.5%) of these are flex-fuel vehicles 
which can utilize 85% ethanol.   The Motor Equipment Division is responsible for all City-owned 
vehicles except the Water Utility, Metro Transit, and the School District, which operate their own 
fleets.  City-wide vehicle fuel use in 1996 was (in gallons): 
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 Gasoline      Diesel   Propane

Motor Equip. 410,681 441,047
Water Util. 69,111 32,352
Sewerage 19,327 36,650 500
Total 499,119 510,049 500    
 
The Motor Equipment Division has an aggressive recycling program that reclaims all used oil, anti-
freeze, oil filters, cleaning solvents, oily rags and absorbants. The Motor Equipment program was 
implemented by Terry Holmes and Mary Christian who were recognized as Wisconsin’s Recyclers of 
the Year by the Associated Recyclers of Wisconsin. 
 
Purchasing 
The City has been buying copier and printer paper with high recycled content for at least ten years.  
They also purchase park benches and some curb blocks made out of recycled plastics.  A few 
departments purchase Energy Star office equipment (such as copiers) but this practice is not 
widespread due to the higher initial capital cost of the machines.   
 
Streetlights 
The City has upgraded 95% of its streetlights from mercury vapor and incandescent to high-pressure 
sodium.  The program, in partnership with MG&E, started in 1975 and is almost complete.  In March 
1975, the City had 7105 mercury vapor and incandescent streetlights which used 703,237 kWh or 
an average of 99 kWh per light.  In March 1999, the City had 11,188 streetlights (with 600 mercury 
vapor left) and used 535,472 kWh or an average of 48 kWh per light. The energy savings from the 
conversion of 6505 streetlights to high-pressure sodium is 3,981,060 kWh/yr.   
 
Traffic Signals 
The City has approximately 10,000 traffic signal bulbs.  A pilot project was started in 1993 to convert 
red bulbs to energy-efficient light-emitting diodes (LEDs).  Red LEDs (versus green or yellow) are 
the most cost-effective since they are cheaper and have a shorter payback because of their high 
usage.  Of the red bulbs in the City (~3333), 200 (or 6%) have been converted to LEDs.  So far, 
large 12” diameter signals and Don’t Walk symbols have been targeted for replacement.  The 
energy savings from this conversion is 100,740 kWh/yr (assuming red is on 1/2 of the time). The City 
plans to continue this conversion to LEDs as bulbs burn out.    
 
Metro Transit 
The bus fleet is all diesel and the average age of a bus is 8.5 yrs.  Fuel efficiency of older buses is 
3.5 mi./gal; new buses get 5 mi./gal. The diesel fuel use for Metro was: 
 
1990 1,141,000 gallons 
1999 1,458,105 gallons 
 
The 25-30% increase in fuel use was due to increased system miles with a new transfer point 
system.  Bike racks were added to all buses in early 2000. 
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Waste Generation and Recycling 
In 1996, the City of Madison generated 9225.01 tons of solid waste.  The waste composition is as 
follows: 
 
 Tons % of Total Waste Stream 

Mixed refuse 88.94 1% 
Plant debris 1420.76 16% 
Street sweeping 7133.05 77% 
Grit screening 582.26 6% 
Total 9225.01 100% 
 
 
The City recycles office paper, newspapers and aluminum cans in the City-County Building and 
most other City facilities.  426 tons of office paper were recycled in 1996.  The City-County Building 
also utilizes cloth towels for hand drying, which saves paper and electricity.   
 
Motor Equipment currently recycles the following amounts each year: 
¾ Automotive batteries (approx. 275) 
¾ Anti-freeze (approx. 500 gallons) 
¾ Engine oil (approx. 10,000 gallons) 
¾ Crushed oil filters (45 40-gallon containers) 
¾ Magazines and newspapers (approx. 800 lbs.) 
¾ Corrugated cardboard and boxboard (approx. 9400 lbs.) 
¾ Sorted office waste (approx. 4060 lbs.) 
 
Motor Equipment also recycles air filters, light bulbs, plastic, glass, steel, aluminum, yard waste, 
scrap metal, wooden pallets and aerosol cans.  Metal and plastic barrels are distributed to the Parks 
or Streets Divisions for reuse. 
 
The biosolids produced at the Nine Springs Wastewater Treatment Plant are recycled to agricultural 
land as a fertilizer and soil conditioner through the Sewerage District’s Metrogro Program.  This 
program has received national recognition and is used as a model by USEPA.  Farmer interest in 
the program is very high, with demand for the product exceeding supply. 
 
The Sewerage District also has a mercury thermometer exchange program called “Catch the Fever”.  
A free digital thermometer is given in exchange for a mercury-containing fever thermometer.   
 
Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District 
Formed in 1930, the Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District was created to serve the wastewater 
collection and treatment needs of the surrounding area.  The District owns and operates a 
wastewater collection system and the Nine Springs Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The District 
encompasses an area of 145 square miles and receives and treats wastewater from 42 municipal 
organizations, the largest being the City of Madison.   
 
The treatment plant currently has the capability of providing secondary treatment for 50 million 
gallons of wastewater per day.  The average daily flow in 1999 was 44 million gallons per day (16 
billion gallons/yr).  In 1991, approximately 73.4% of the wastewater treated was from the City of 
Madison.   
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The Nine Springs Treatment Plant has fully utilized the methane (digester gas) generated during 
decomposition of waste since 1930.  The methane utilization system is quite complex.  Methane gas 
is used in boilers to heat hot water, the anaerobic digester, and buildings, as well as fuel for aeration 
blowers and engines which generate electricity.  In addition, waste heat from the generators and 
blowers is captured and re-used for building heat and the digester (co-generation).  The heating 



value of digester gas is 550 Btu per cubic foot (cf).  The Nine Springs digester gas data is plotted on 
graphs in Appendix I.  A summary follows: 
 
 1990 1996 

Daily Average Digester Gas Use (cf) 300,000 650,000 
Daily Average Energy (million Btu) 150 350 
 
The two engines, added in 1991, generated 6,528,059 kWh of electricity in 1996.  All of the 
electricity is consumed on-site and constitutes 26.3% of the Nine Springs electricity needs 
(24,787,259 kWh).  Total use of electricity for the collection system and Nine Springs was 
32,202,808 kWh in 1996, with 25,674,749 kWh purchased from MG&E.  The Sewerage District also 
used 56,477 gallons of gasoline, diesel, and LP in 1996.   
 
Madison Water Utility 
Madison Water Utility, a municipal utility, provides water to homes, businesses, and industry in 
Madison and some of the surrounding communities.  The Madison water supply is obtained from 23 
deep wells having an average diameter of 20 inches and an average depth of 802 feet, the deepest 
being 1175 feet.  Most of these consist of a well, pumphouse, reservoir, and the necessary pumping 
equipment from which the water is pumped into the distribution system.  The total capacity of the 23 
wells is more than twice the average daily demand, thus providing an ample reserve to meet peak 
conditions and the demand for fire protection service.  Many of the wells and booster stations have 
high efficiency motors and furnaces. 
 
The maximum daily pumpage in July 1989 was 57,670,000 gallons. The Water Utility’s energy use in 
1996 was: 
 
Electricity 18,948,796 kWh 
Natural Gas 64,693.88 therms 
Diesel 32,352 gallons 
Gasoline 69,111 gallons 
 
Studies by the U.S. Geological Survey indicate that nearly all of the water that is pumped from the 
sandstone formations has fallen as precipitation on the Yahara River watershed.  This precipitation 
soaks into the ground and moves back and forth between the sandstone and the lakes and streams.  
Since the total pumpage in the Madison area is only a small percentage of the precipitation on the 
watershed, Madison should have an adequate ground water supply for the foreseeable future. 
 

Madison Area Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign Eco-Teams 
In March 1999, the Madison Area Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign launched a program to improve 
the quality of life in Madison and Dane County. The program partners – the City of Madison, Dane 
County, Madison Gas & Electric, and the Madison Metropolitan Sewer District – pooled $90,000 to 
launch the initiative.   
 
The program consists of forming neighborhood Eco-Teams designed to involve people in taking 
direct action to reduce impacts their lifestyle may have on the environment. To date, 18 Eco Teams 
have formed in the Madison area and begun implementing energy efficiency, water conservation, 
waste reduction, and alternative transportation measures which will reduce our community's 
pollution.  101 households are involved and include 277 people, or 2.74 people per household (HH).  
The Madison Eco-Teams have exceeded the program’s expectations, reducing waste by 39% (395 
pounds per HH per year) and reducing water usage by 41% (23,493 gallons per HH per year). 
Annual CO2 emissions were cut 5668 lbs. per HH per year, with a savings of $290 per HH per year.   
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Community Development Authority (CDA) 



The City of Madison’s Community Development Authority owns and operates apartment buildings, 
townhouses, duplex apartments, and houses for low-and moderate-income families and eligible 
individuals.  These apartments are federally funded through the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) and are managed here in Madison by the CDA’s Housing Operations Unit.  
Energy use in CDA buildings was 2,656,471 kWh and 168,444 therms in 1998.   
 
Madison Metropolitan School District 
The School District has 41 schools with approximately 3,861,460 s.f.   The total cost for energy (gas 
and electric) in 1996 was $3,157,476 or approximately $0.82/s.f.   
 
The Madison school district provides for the transportation of all students in grades K-5 living more 
than 1.5 miles from their assigned school or in an area where recognized unusual hazards exist. 
This transportation is provided on school buses which are contracted through private bus 
companies.  The price of fuel and other expenses is part of the daily rate paid to each company.  
Currently, five companies are providing bus service.  Their names and fuel use (where available) is 
listed below: 
 

Bus Company 1990 Fuel Use in Gallons 

Badger Bus Lines Not available 
Evergreen Transport Not available 
Richardson Bus Service 31,000 (annual avg.) 
Rite-Way Leasing Company Not available 
Verona Bus Service 27,306 
Total to date 58,306* 

* only 2 of the 5 companies reported at this time 
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As a general policy, transportation is not provided for students above grade 5 (ss. 121.54).  



 Local Action Plan 
The following measures are proposed to reduce Madison’s greenhouse gas emissions by 2010.  
Some of the measures have been approved by the departments or agencies involved; others have 
not.  Emission reduction estimates from the measures are conservative so we expect if any 
measures are unacceptable, they will be replaced by other appropriate measures with equal or 
greater savings.  Measures which are not easily quantified or recommend reviewing city policies are 
not given credit for CO2 reductions at this time and are marked with a ✓ . This plan was updated in 
January, 2002. 
 
Following the summary tables of measures and their potential implementation dates is a short 
description of each measure.  Some of the measures are related so the descriptions have been 
combined.  Please note that the implementation dates are not necessarily when the measure will 
begin; rather, it is when the measure is expected to be completed.  Some measures are on-going 
and these have been highlighted with an asterick. The CO2 savings from each quantified measure is 
listed in the Executive Summary as well as Appendices C & D. 
  
 

MADISON WASTE AND RECYCLING PROGRAMS  

Proposed New Measures to Reduce Solid Waste and Increase Recycling  

 

    Measure     Implement by Dec.: 

 
City Programs 

Add green procurement specs to city purchasing requiremnts✓  2002 

City participation in Buy-Nothing Day (Nov.26) and Use-Less Stuff 
Day (Nov.24) – ongoing annual event✓  

 
2002 

Increase city employee education regarding resource waste✓  2002 

Add mixed-paper and box board to curbside recycling program  2002 
Review pay-as-you-throw option for residential waste mgmt. ✓  2002 
Increase public education on impacts of consumption and how to 
simplify your life and reduce waste✓  

2005 

 
Green Procurement 
The City will review its purchasing practices and see where it can improve on the products 
purchased by various departments.  In addition to initial purchase price, life-cycle energy costs will 
be considered as part of the procurement process. 
 
Reduced Waste and Consumption 
The City will participate in the annual Buy-Nothing and Use-Less Stuff Days by increasing education 
of residents on the impacts of waste generation.   This will include support of local efforts on how to 
simplify your life, such as Sustain Dane.  In addition, increased education of employees regarding 
waste in the workplace will be conducted. 
 
Expanded Curbside Recycling  
The City will add mixed paper and box board to its curbside recycling pick-up.  This will reduce 
household waste considerably. 
 
Pay-As-You-Throw/Mixed-paper 
The City has decided not to implement a Pay-As-You-Throw program for trash collection nor mixed-
paper recycling at this time.  The Pay-as-you-Throw program charges households per barrel or bag 
of trash collected rather than including trash collection as a flat fee in the property tax.   
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State and County Programs 

Increase state landfill tipping fees✓   -  DONE  
Work with City on lobbying for U.S. plastic standardization✓  2005 
 
Landfill Tipping Fees 
Tipping fees in Wisconsin are quite low in comparison to other states.  The recent increase in landfill 
tipping fees would therefore discourage waste generation and encourage recycling. 
 
Plastic Standardization 
Plastic containers in the United States are produced with many types of plastic for which recycled 
markets do not exist.  Madison only picks up PTE and HDPE (#1 and #2) to be recycled and even 
these resale markets are poor due to low virgin material costs.  If plastics were standardized in the 
U.S. (like Europe), then markets would exist for these recycled plastics.  The City of Madison will 
discuss this issue with state and national representatives. 

 

 

MADISON PROGRAMS TO SEQUESTER CARBON AND INCREASE ENVIRONMENTAL 

AWARENESS 

Proposed New Measures  

 
    Measure     Implement by Dec.: 
City Programs 

Climate Change Education Program✓  2002 

Earth Day Education Effort (ongoing annual event) ✓  2002 

Continue city tree planting program  2010 
✓  measures not included in the analysis for tons of CO2 reduced  
 
Climate Change Education  
In addition to local newspaper articles and radio airtime, several articles on the Climate Protection 
Plan have been printed in local newsletters.  Under the Plan, these educational efforts will continue 
and increase, including the City of Madison Engineering staff speaking to the public about the 
impacts of fossil-fuel combustion and greenhouse gas emissions.   The City’s web page and list 
server also promote our programs. 
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Earth Day Education Effort 
Many of the education efforts regarding the Climate Protection Plan and greenhouse gas emissions 
have surrounded Earth Day.  The City is proposing to continue to host this event and approximately 
five others during the course of the year. We expect to continue to partner on these promotions with 
the local utilities and environmental groups. 
 
Tree Planting 
Most of the tree planting on City property is done by the City Forester.  Approximately 2300 trees are 
planted each year.  One-half of these are generally replacements for dead, dying, or vandalized 
trees - the rest are new plantings.  The Parks Division plants approximately 125 trees per year in the 
parks and greenways.  MG&E currently provides 100 trees annually for planting in right-of-ways.  
They plan to increase this number to 120 trees per year.  Therefore, a total of approximately 2600 
trees will be planted each year in Madison by the City and MG&E. 

 
 

MADISON ENERGY PROGRAMS 

Proposed New Measures to Reduce Emissions and Energy Use  

 

Measure     Implement by Dec.: 
City Buildings 

Energy efficiency savings fund  2003 

Retrofit one large building to Energy Star standards 2003 

Introduce green building considerations in new building design- DONE  
Conduct education program for employees on energy efficiency- DONE  
Retrofit nine other largest energy-using buildings  2005 
Add one more renewable energy source to another city building 2010 
 
Energy Efficiency Savings Fund 
Savings from energy efficiency measures implemented throughout city departments currently go 
back into the general fund.  Therefore, there is no incentive for departments to save energy and no 
long-term funds to implement additional efficiency measures.  A fund should be created to capture 
the energy efficiency savings for on-going efficiency measures. The Common Council choose not to 
implement this program yet but could do so in the near future. 
 
Building Retrofits 
The top 10 energy-using buildings were audited by MG&E in 1998 and an engineering firm was  
hired by the City to implement the audit recommendations.  In 1999, the City signed a Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) with the USEPA for the Energy Star Buildings partnership.  This MOU 
commits the City to upgrading one of its buildings to Energy Star requirements within two years and 
60% of feasible City buildings to Energy Star requirements within 7 years (See Appendix K for 
details). Some retrofits were finished in 2000 and 2001. Work remains and ten more buildings are 
being audited. There is $100,000 budgeted for 2002. 
 
Green Buildings 
The City occasionally adds new buildings or expands existing ones  The designs shall take into 
account energy efficiency and other green building measures. Not all green building measures are 
usually implemented in every building though due to limited initial capital funding. The City has no 
program to take the energy savings and put them back into the capital accounts. 
 
Energy Efficiency 
A concerted effort will be made to educate employees about saving energy and other resources.  
This would include shutting computers off at night, making double-sided copies, purchasing efficient 
equipment (including soda machines), etc. 
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Renewable Energy 
The City will add at least one renewable energy source to a new or existing city building.  This would 
likely be solar, but other options will be considered as well. 
 
Metro Transit 

Increase green power purchase by 25% (to 50%) 2003 

 
Wind Power Purchase 
Metro Transit has agreed to consider increasing their purchase of wind power from 25% to 100% 
over the next few years.   
 
School District 

Implement Energy Star MOU✓  2005 
 
Energy Star 
The School District and Dane County have signed the Energy Star MOU, which commits them to the 
same requirements as the City (listed above and in Appendix K).  The school district plans to spend 
approximately $270,000 in building retrofits. 
 
 
City Programs 

Include green building requirement for TIF funds  2003 

Review energy efficiency requirements in building code✓   2003 

Continue Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign 2002 
Implement commercial sector green building program  2003 
Implement program to reduce use/improve efficiency of small engines✓  2005 
Convert all traffic signals to LED fixtures 2005 
Implement measures to reduce urban heat island effect 2010 
 
TIF Funds 
The City will include a green building requirement for developers which receive tax-increment 
financing (TIF) from the City.  Possible language for the TIF will be drafted and reviewed by staff. 
 
Building Code 
The City does not require any additional energy efficiency measures over what is required in the 
state code.  The City will review the state code, as well as Dane County and other city green building 
ordinances (such as Austin, TX), to see if it would be beneficial to strengthen the requirements 
locally.   
 
The Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign 
Eco-Teams reduced energy consumption by 13% (gas and electric) between March – December 
1999.  The program is expected to continue for at least the next three years, after which it is hoped 
that the critical mass of Eco-Teams will disseminate the ideas informally to other neighbors and new 
teams. 
 
Commercial Green Building Program 
Commercial and institutional energy use is the single largest source of CO2 emissions in Madison.  
Building heating, cooling, and lighting comprise the majority of electricity and other fuel use.  The 
City has a grant proposal written for a commercial green building program.  This proposal could be 
submitted to various funding agencies.   
 
Small Engines 
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The City shall attempt to identify and quantify the emissions from the most commonly used small 
engines such as lawnmowers, snow blowers, and leaf blowers.  The City shall review ways to lessen 



the emissions from the community’s use of this equipment, including information dissemination and 
a possible ordinance regulating usage.  In addition, the City of Madison government shall review and 
improve its own usage of this type of equipment.   
 
LED Traffic Signals 
The City has only converted 6% of its red bulbs to LED fixtures.  The remaining 3133 bulbs will be 
converted to LEDs, for a savings of 1,578,092 kWh/year.  The payback period for the LEDs would 
be approximately 4 years. 
 
Heat Island Effect 
Black asphalt on roads and roofs cause buildings and cities to gain heat from the sun during hot 
summer months.  Since Madison is summer peaking for electricity (air conditioning load), it would be 
advantageous to explore more reflective materials and colors as we continue to add impervious 
surface.  Creating green spaces with plantings on existing large commercial building roofs can also 
help absorb heat and decrease the cooling load. 
 
State Facilities 

Assist building occupants in implementing green building measures 2003 

Complete bldg. audits and give audit results to bldg. occupants✓   2003 

Decrease growth in energy generation through demand-side mgmt. ✓   2010 

Increase use of renewable energy sources✓  2010 
 
Energy Efficiency and other Green Building Measures 
Most state buildings were audited during the 1990’s.  The results of these audits, however, have not 
been widely distributed.  Since DOA manages buildings for various state agencies, building 
occupants feel removed from building operation (an example of this is the GEF II building).  We 
encourage DOA to work more closely with building occupants to promote energy conservation. 
 
 
Renewable Energy Use 
We encourage the State to increase its use of renewable energy to offset its large energy needs, 
which are currently met with fossil fuels.  New building design could incorporate daylighting, 
photovoltaics, and other green building measures. 
 
 
Private Programs 
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Promote green building practices to builders (MG&E)∀    - DONE 2001 

Promote shift from gasoline to electric lawn mowers (MG&E) ✓  - 
DONE 

2001 

Coordinate underground facilities with bike path develop. (MG&E) ✓  
ONGOING 

2003 

Conduct climate protection seminars and workshops for businesses 
and neighborhoods (MG&E)∀ ✓   - DONE 

2001 

Develop and distribute climate protection brochure (MG&E)∀ ✓  2002 
Add four photovoltaic pilot installations (MG&E)  - DONE 2003 
Double industry participation in EPA Climate Wise Program 2005 
Implement renew. energy portfolio stndrds. (MG&E & Alliant Energy) ✓  2005 
Continue sponsorship of EcoTeams (MG&E) 2006* 
Continuation of energy efficiency programs (MG&E and Alliant Energy) 

∀ 
2010* 

Add three cogeneration projects (MG&E) 2010* 
Increase sales of CNG to fleets (MG&E) ✓  2010* 
Increase tree plantings per year (MG&E)  - DONE 2010* 



∀ Measure is contingent upon access to Public Benefits Fund 
*on-going 
✓  measures not included in the analysis for tons of CO2 reduced 
 
Madison Gas and Electric (MG&E) 
MG&E has proposed about a dozen measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  Many of the 
measures are educational or marketing based.  Some of the educational measures could be 
implemented in conjunction with the City’s efforts.   
 
Climate Wise Membership 
The City proposes to work with the State to increase the number of industry members in the USEPA 
Climate Wise program.  Climate Wise is an innovative partnership between government and industry 
that offers companies a nonregulatory approach to reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  The 
program works with industries to develop flexible, comprehensive strategies for achieving energy 
efficiency and pollution prevention.  To date, there are only 3 Climate Wise members in Dane 
County. 
 
Renewable Energy Portfolio Standards 
Wisconsin utilities are now required to have 0.5% renewables by 2001 and 2.2% by 2011 (with 
growth required in 2 year increments during the ten years).  MG&E and Alliant Energy will have to 
meet this requirement.   

 

MADISON TRANSPORTATION PROGRAMS 

Proposed New Measures to Reduce Emissions and Single Occupancy Vehicle Use  

 

    Measure     Implement by Dec.: 
City Fleet 

Explore using ethanol in 25-30 existing flex-fuel vehicles  2003 

Add fuel efficiency to criteria for new vehicle purchase - DONE 2001 
Conduct training on efficient driving for fleet drivers 2001 
Conduct study of current fleet. Inventory vehicles, use and fuel effic. 
DONE 

2001 

Include training or info. on alternatives to fleet use - DONE 2001 
Pilot test 1-2 propane, hybrid, or electric vehicles-  DONE 2002 
 
Ethanol Use 
The City does not have funds to buy ethanol so flex-fuel vehicles currently use gasoline.  The State 
DOA has an ethanol pumping station in Madison but at this time cannot accommodate the City’s 
vehicles. The only other alternative to installing an additional ethanol pump for the City fleet is one 
private ethanol station on University Avenue.  A petroleum distributor is considering locating a 
private ethanol pump on the east side of Madison for the postal service’s new flex-fuel fleet.  Fueling 
cards would be needed to allow employees to use these non-City fuel pumps. The City hopes to 
promote AFV fueling facilities in 2002 and fund the fuels in 2003.  
 
Fuel Efficient Vehicles 
Fuel efficiency is not one of the three main criteria (safety and performance, cost and uniformity) 
used when selecting a new vehicle for city purchase.  With some modifications in the purchasing 
specifications or training, fuel efficiency could be added to vehicle selection criteria with little or no 
cost.  This would increase overall fuel efficiency of the fleet and save the city money in fuels costs.   
 
Efficient Driving 
Vehicle fuel efficiency is also affected by how the vehicle is driven.  One way to improve vehicle 
performance and reduce fuel and maintenance costs is to train fleet drivers on efficient driving. 
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Fleet Inventory, Options to Reduce Driving, and Alternative-Fuel Vehicles 
The City is currently reviewing ways to improve fleet performance and reduce fuel costs and air 
emissions.  A Green Fleet resolution is before Council and would include establishing fleet goals 
and conducting a fleet inventory and yearly monitoring.  The City has already purchased two Ford 
Focus vehicles, which are more fuel efficient, in order to test their performance and maintenance 
needs.  Likewise, the City will seek out hybrid or alternative fuel vehicles to test under normal fleet 
use. 
 
 
Metro Transit 

Buy  1 hybrid or alternative fuel bus✓  2003 

Reexamine alter. transport. modes such as light & commuter rail ✓  2005 
 
Alternative Fuel Bus 

We propose that Metro Transit explore purchasing a hybrid or alternative fuel bus to pilot 
test.   
 
Rail 
 
The city, Dane County and Wisconsin DOT have been studying various transit-rail options under the 
Transport 2020 Alternatives Analysis project. WDOT has also considered inter-city high-speed rail 
with Amtrak service. These studies reviewed past studies, such as the 1992 Madison Transit 
Corridor Study, and also looked at land use policies and incentives and controls which would be 
needed to realize the reallocation of employment and population growth included in analysis 
scenarios. Many of these are the same measures needed to reduce reliance on single-occupant 
vehicles and should be explored further. 
 
City Programs 

Review parking policies and requirements to encourage alternate 
modes of transportation ✓   

2004 

Encourage flex-time work hours✓  - DONE 2001 

Increase TDM and City employee carpooling, bus, and bike use✓  
DONE 

2001 

Continue Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign 2002 
Encourage private sector transportation demand mgmt. (TDM) ✓  2005 
Increase mode-share of pedestrians and bicycles through 
densification and other policies ✓  

2010* 

Add bike lanes, racks, and lockers✓  2010* 
 
Parking Policies and Requirements 
  These policies should be examined to ensure they are not unintentionally encouraging automobile 
use.   
 
Flex-time 
The City will review its policies on flex-time in order to avoid traffic congestion and idling, which 
cause increased air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions.  Currently, large numbers of 
employees begin and end work at the same time. 
 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
14 fleet vehicles are used at night by city employees who carpool.  Programs such as these should 
be encouraged.   
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Sustainable Lifestyle Campaign  



Eco-teams reduced gasoline use by 157 gallons per household (HH) per year, a 22% reduction in 
driving between March – December 1999.  The program is expected to continue for at least the next 
three years, after which it is hoped that the critical mass of Eco-Teams will disseminate the ideas 
informally to other neighbors and new teams. 
 
Private Sector TDM 
Large companies and institutions should locate near transportation corridors or encourage 
alternative forms of transportation for employees.   
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Mode Share 
There has not been a mode split study conducted in Madison to determine the percent of our 
population utilizing various modes of transportation (approximately 6-9% of all Wisconsin work trips 
are made by walking and bicycling).  Measures to increase the use of bicycles and walking, such as 
densification and bike racks, lanes, and lockers, should be encouraged.  Madison’s current policy is 
to add bike lanes whenever road improvements are made.   
 

 
County Programs 

Increase park and ride lots✓  - ADD MORE 2003 

Review alternatives to building additional parking ramps(airport etc)✓  2003 

Implement parking cash-out program✓   2003 

Implement Smart Growth measures to reduce sprawl✓  2005 
Implement TDM to reduce single-occupancy vehicles (SOV) trips 
(incl. possible commuter rail) ✓  

2010* 

 
Parking and Smart Growth 
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Dane County can influence driving patterns through Smart Growth planning as well as parking 
policies.  These would reduce urban sprawl and vehicle use.  An example of an opportunity to 
discourage driving would be to offer transportation alternatives for the airport rather than increasing 
airport parking ramps. Dane County provides subsidized parking and is planning to implement a 
parking cash-out program.   



State Programs 

Increase fleet alternative fuel vehicles to 2000 (now ~ 1000) DONE 2001 
Review alternatives to building additional parking ramps (UW, etc.) ✓  2003 

Implement parking cash out program✓   2003 

Increase drivers license test emphasis on pedestrian/bicycle rights✓   2003 

Use Federal highways funds for programs to reduce SOV trips✓  2010* 

Work with City & County to lobby for increased CAFÉ standards✓  2010* 

Increase use of vanpools ✓  2010* 
 
Alternative Fuel Fleet Vehicles 
The Governors Alternative Fuel Task Force has set a goal of 2000 alternative fuel vehicles by the 
end of 2000.  Although delayed, they hope to reach the goal by 2001. 
 
Parking Ramps and Cash-Out Program 
UW faculty and staff, as well as employees of some other state agencies, receive subsidized 
parking.  In addition, the University is planning to build several new parking ramps on campus.  A 
parking cash-out program would pay all employees a monthly sum for transportation and the market 
cost for parking would be charged.  This money can then be applied to parking and Metro or kept by 
employees as an incentive to bike or walk.  In this way a transportation benefit is given to all 
employees, not only those who drive.  The current system of parking subsidies encourages driving 
and discourages other modes of transportation. 
 
Driver Education 
The rights of pedestrians and bicyclists could be emphasized during driver training and state tests.  
Often drivers believe that streets belong to cars and pedestrians and bicyclists should stay off them, 
or at least out of their way.  Enforcement of failure to yield by drivers would improve safety and make 
residents and their children more comfortable walking and biking to school or work. 
 
 
Private Programs 

Increase Yellow Bike program DONE 2001 
Implement parking cash-out programs✓   2004 

Increase Bike-to-Work Week participation  2010* 
* on-going 

measures not included in the analysis for tons of CO2 reduced  
 
Yellow Bike Program 
200 yellow bikes are currently available and the program is expected to double in the near future.   
 
Bike-to-Work Week 
In the summertime, it is estimated that over 11% of residents bike to work and Madison has a 
successful Bike-to-Work Week program run by the Bicycle Federation of Wisconsin.  1704 bikers 
participated in the May 1999 program; 216 or 13% of these were first time bicycle commuters.   
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PLAN IMPLEMENTATION  

 
Engineering staff met with MG&E and they have approved the proposed measures in this Plan.  The 
Mayor has requested meetings with the Governor and Dane County Executive Offices to discuss the 
Plan implementation and receive their support for the proposed measures.  It is recommended that 
the measures implemented and the savings realized be documented and an annual report prepared 
each year through 2010.  Only through careful monitoring will the Plan’s success be realized.   
 

Immediate Next Steps 
The City submitted the Draft Plan to ICLEI February 9, 2000 and the final payment for the grant was 
received April 11, 2000.  The Final Plan was approved by Council September 19, 2000.  The next 
steps are: 
• Post final plan on City web site (December 2000) 
• Begin plan implementation (Winter 2000) 
• Apply for possible grants to assist with implementation (Spring 2001) 
 
Staffing 
The City Engineer has appointed an Environmental Manager to coordinate sustainability programs.      
In addition, some funding is available for an hourly engineer to continue the maintenance of the City 
Environmental Web site and Climate Protection Plan implementation in the short term.  The role of 
the Commission on the Environment and/or Environmental Action Team could also be expanded to 
include implementation of sustainability programs within the City. 
 
Funding 
Money may be provided in the 2003 Capital Budget.  Data will be gathered early 2002 to justify a 
significant budget request in May 2002 for the 2003 Capital Budget.  The City will be applying for 
grants in 2002 and also soliciting contributions from the private sector for green vehicles and joint 
advertising campaigns. 
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 
 

Overview: Madison’s Energy, Environment and Economy 
 

The city of Madison is frequently listed in national magazines as the 
number one city in areas ranging from quality of life (Money 
Magazine), and business and careers (Forbes, April 2004), to men’s 
health (Men’s Health Magazine; NY Times 2003) and for inspiration 
(Delicious Living, 2003). It is the second largest city in the state, 
making Madison a key part of the economic engine of Wisconsin.  
 
In October of 2003, Mayor Dave Cieslewicz convened the Mayor’s 
Energy Task Force and charged it with the task of making Madison a 
green capital city and creating a city that is a national leader in energy 
efficiency and renewable energy that also supports the city’s 
economic vitality. 

 
In setting the context for this initiative, the mayor asked committee 
members to consider recent events including the August 2003 power 
blackout on the east coast, the approval of the West Campus Co-
Generation Facility in Madison, plans for new power lines in the area, 
and biotech expansion that would need reliable power. The mayor 
reported that he had recently toured the Oscar Mayer plant and the 
major concern expressed by the plant manager was energy reliability. 

 
The mayor made it clear that the city needs to be 
aggressive with regard to energy conservation and 
renewable energy before considering new power 
lines but that all three options need to be reviewed 
in light of the city’s future energy needs. 
 
There are several trends the committee discussed 
in detail that support the mayor’s energy efficiency 
and renewable goals. Energy costs in Madison are 
rising. Fossil fuel prices have become volatile which 
brings into question the affordability of our energy 
as well as its reliability.  
 
Equally important is concern over environmental 
issues as Madison’s air quality becomes 
increasingly impacted by human activity, including 
the production of electric power. The Madison area 
is at risk of being classified by the EPA as a non-
attainment area for air quality because of 

tropospheric ozone levels. These trends, if not remedied, could 
negatively affect Madison’s economic development, specifically 
business retention, business development, and the ability to attract 
new businesses. 

Mayor Cieslewicz’s vision:  

 

Make Madison  

a green capital city,  

a national leader in energy 

efficiency and renewable 

energy that also supports the 

city’s economic vitality. 
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Currently, Madison imports 85 percent of its energy with over 95 
percent coming from fossil fuel sources, namely coal and natural gas. 
Of those sources within city boundaries, Madison Gas & Electric 
Company (MGE) operates a hundred-year old coal-burning plant (the 
Blount Generating Station). The UW-Madison has a coal plant at 
Charter Street and a gas plant at Walnut Street. And, the State of 
Wisconsin has several coal-fired facilities including the Capitol 
Heating plant in downtown Madison. These plants are not as clean 
and efficient as modern facilities, and initiatives are currently 
underway to increase the efficiency of some of them and to minimize 
their environmental impacts. MGE’s new gas-fired West Campus Co-
generation Facility, scheduled to begin production in 2005 will be a 
model of clean, efficient energy production from fossil fuel. 
 
While not the focus of the Committee’s work, these power plant 
modernization initiatives are an important part of the city’s overall 
effort to become a green capital city. By becoming a leader in energy 
conservation and renewable energy, the city can help reduce its 
dependence on fossil fuels from whatever source and replace them 
with cleaner sources of energy.  
 
The Mayor’s Task Force has not been the only initiative in the area to 
address the future of our community, and our state’s energy supply 
and use. 
 
American Transmission Company (ATC) is looking to site new 
transmission lines in the Madison area. Madison’s current lack of 
adequate transmission is a contributing factor to MGE’s inability to 
access power outside the metropolitan area and transport it in for city 
residents. MGE will be bringing 40MW of new wind power on line 
(located outside of Dane County) and improvements in transmission 
are necessary to bring an increasing percentage of power, including 
renewable power, into Madison. A Madison-based collaborative 
venture involving utilities and various stakeholder interests was 
launched late last year to discuss the need for transmission 
improvements. That initiative, spearheaded by the Citizens Utility 
Board and the American Transmission Company is examining the 
need for and siting of new transmission facilities in Dane County to 
serve the area’s growing demand for electricity.  
 
Governor Jim Doyle has also convened an Energy Task Force to 
consider new initiatives on the state level as well as the future of the 
state’s Focus on Energy program. Recommendations from that Task 
Force will be presented to the Governor for possible inclusion in the 
state budget as well as next year’s legislative session. 
 
Another collaborative involving Madison Gas and Electric and citizen’s 
groups also meets periodically to review the future of that utility’s 
green-pricing program. 
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As the nation faces severe challenges regarding electric reliability, 
costs, and the environmental effects of current electric power 
production, federal leadership has been lacking. As a result, states 
and localities have had to chart their own course towards a more 
reliable and environmentally desirable energy future. Cities like 
Madison are relying upon their own resources to define a progressive 
energy vision that is ambitious yet achievable.  
 
What this report attempts to show is that by integrating green building 
design and adopting new energy technologies, the Mayor’s vision for 
a green capital city, that also supports its economic vitality, can lead 
Madison in becoming a national leader in energy conservation and 
renewable energy 
 

The Case for Energy Efficiency, Green Building and Renewable 
Energy 
 

Energy efficiency reduces the demand for energy, lessens the need 
for new power plants and transmission lines, and lowers greenhouse 
gas emissions. It also results in cost savings and increases local 
investments in the community. Energy conservation is an essential 
element of green buildings. Buildings use 65% of electricity 
nationwide and Madison’s facilities and infrastructure have a 
significant impact on city energy use. City facilities, street lights and 
traffic signals, public water supply wells and pumping stations, and 
wastewater pumping stations were major users of energy totaling 56.5 
GWh in 2003 at an annual cost of $4.2 million dollars.  
 
Madison can plan its energy strategy responsibly by combining 
aggressive energy efficiency and green building programs, first to 
reap large energy savings (see Figure 2, p. 15) and then to promote 
renewable energy. The city can then address the issue of additional 
generation and transmission infrastructure. This is the mayor’s 
approach to addressing Madison’s energy future. 
 

Mayor’s Energy Task Force 
 

The work of the task force was accomplished through the voluntary 
contributions of environmental and energy officials and experts from 
government, utility, University, private, nonprofit and community 
sectors. The Mayor’s Energy Task Force members researched and 
gathered information on best practices, new technology, and 
innovative solutions from local, state, and federal governments. The 
task force also considered partnerships that could be developed with 
the private sector. More information regarding the work of the Mayor’s 
Energy Task Force can be found on the City of Madison’s website at 
www.cityofmadison.com/mayor/energy/index.html. 
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The Mayor’s Energy Task Force was divided into two committees—
the Utility Infrastructure Committee and the Energy Conservation & 
Green Building (ECGB) Committee.  
 
The Utility Infrastructure Committee was charged with addressing 
Madison’s long-term energy needs, reviewing energy supply and 
distribution plans, exploring renewable and alternative sources of 
power for Madison’s future, and developing a process for providing 
citizen input into energy generation and distribution projects.  
 
The Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee was to 
develop recommendations to improve energy efficiencies and 
conservation in city facilities, identify ways to encourage private 
industries and residents to conserve, and develop demonstration 
projects for green building through public-private partnerships. 
 
This report lays out the recommendations of each committee. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

In October 2003, Mayor David Cieslewicz convened the City of 
Madison Energy Task Force to examine critical questions regarding 
the city’s use and supply of energy and to make recommendations for 
the future. The Mayor also charged the Task Force with developing 
recommendations that, when effected, would have the city 
“acknowledged as a progressive leader regarding renewable energy 
and conservation within the next five years.” 
 
Early in the process, the Task Force organized into two committees: 
the Utility Infrastructure Committee and the Energy Conservation and 
Green Building Committee.  

 

Utility Infrastructure Committee 
 

The Utility Infrastructure Committee was charged to: 
• Analyze the city’s long-term demands for energy generation; 
• Explore different approaches to increasing the amount of low-

emission electricity serving Madison; 
• Develop a process for providing citizen input into energy 

generation, distribution, and transmission projects. 
 

The Utility Committee reached a consensus understanding of the 
city’s electric supply situation and of new opportunities available to the 
city. The Committee concluded that: 
• The City’s electric demand and peak electric demand are growing 

rapidly and, therefore, that new sources of supply will be required; 
• The transmission grid in and around Madison is in need of 

upgrade to assure reliability and access to new sources of power; 
• The City has the opportunity to provide more of its electric needs 

through new sources of renewable electricity, especially wind-
power, that are being developed in Wisconsin; 

• These new sources will likely provide renewable power at a 
significantly reduced cost compared to renewable sources 
currently available; 

• City government and citizen support for renewable electricity will 
further the development of renewable resources in Wisconsin. 

 
On the basis of its discussion, the Utility Infrastructure Committee 
developed the following recommendations: 
• That the City government set a goal of purchasing 10% of its 

annual electrical energy from renewable sources by 2006 and 
20% by 2010. 

• That the City issue a Clean Energy Challenge to city residents, 
urging them to purchase renewable power from their utility. The 
goals are two-fold: (1) to persuade 5% of city residents to buy 
renewable power, and (2) to be recognized as an EPA Green 

   

Executive Summary page 7 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
 Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

Power Partner by having 2% of the entire community’s electricity 
purchased from renewable sources. 

• That the City be engaged in the siting and approval process for 
new transmission facilities that may be necessary to provide 
reliable electricity and new renewable power sources to the city of 
Madison. 

• That the City continue to identify opportunities where the 
installation of distributed generation and combined heat and 
power systems would benefit the community. 

 

Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee 
 

The Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee was charged 
to:  
• Develop recommendations to address improving energy 

efficiencies and conservation in City facilities;  
• Identify ways to encourage private industries and residents to 

conserve; 
• Develop demonstration projects for green building through public-

private partnerships. 
 

The Energy Conservation & Green Building (ECGB) Committee 
recognized that an effective approach to reducing Madison’s energy 
use and enhancing its building practices must:  
• Address both changes in end-user behavior and changes in city 

policy; 
• Involve city government, businesses, and residents; 
• Provide a framework of specific tools and methods; 
• Lead to cycles of actions that take us closer to our goals; 
• Include measurements and reports to gauge and accelerate 

improvement.  
 

The Energy Conservation and Green Building Committee made the 
following key recommendations: 
• That the city adopt a Sustainable City Program, which would 

include: 
1. Adopting a guiding principle on sustainability;  
2. Establishing an Office of Sustainable Development staffed (on 

a part-time basis) by members of existing city departments; 
3. Developing both the financial resources and the framework for 

full-scale implementation of sustainable development.  
 

• Developing a GRE2EN Commitment (Green building, Resource & 
Energy-Efficiency, and Environment), a set of strategies for the 
city to: 
1. Lead by example and green its own existing and future 

buildings and operations; 
2. Enact policies and incentives to promote green building, 

energy efficiency, and renewable energy in the private sector; 
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3. Facilitate green partner organization programs, educate city 
staff, businesses, and residents, and communicate successful 
public and private initiatives.  

 
• Implement High Profile Initiatives, including: 

1. Mayor's Award for outstanding green performance; 
2. Solar Mile on the East Washington Corridor; 
3. A green framework: Build Green / Save Green / Power Green / 

Buy Green / Drive Green / Manage Green with highly visible 
programs to launch each.  

 
The Committees reconvened as the Task Force to review each 
other’s work and jointly recommended that the City establish a 
Sustainable Design and Energy Commission to continue the work of 
the Task Force, oversee the Madison Clean Energy Challenge and to 
advise the mayor and Common Council. 
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Executive Summary page 10 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Utility Infrastructure Committee  Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

 
 
 
 
 

UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

Mayor’s Energy Task Force 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This report was written by Chris Deisinger with assistance of Michael Vickerman, Renew 
Wisconsin, and Greg Bollom, Madison Gas and Electric, with contributions from 

Faramarz Vakili, University of Wisconsin and Robert Cramer and Adel Tabrizi, State of 
Wisconsin. It represents the work of the Utilities Infrastructure Committee of the Mayor’s 

Energy Task Force (members are listed on the Acknowledgements pages 1-2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RENEW WISCONSIN  
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UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
Utility Infrastructure Committee Report 

 
In October 2003, Mayor David Cieslewicz convened the City of 
Madison Energy Task Force to examine critical questions regarding 
the city’s use and supply of energy and to make recommendations for 
the future. The Mayor also charged the Task Force with developing 
recommendations that, when effected, would have the city 
“acknowledged as a progressive leader regarding renewable energy 
and conservation within the next five years.” 
 
Early in the process, the Task Force split into two committees: the 
Energy Conservation and Green Building Committee and the Utility 
Infrastructure Committee. The Utility Infrastructure Committee was set 
up to: 
• Analyze the city’s long-term demands for energy generation; 
• Explore different approaches to increasing the amount of low-

emission electricity serving Madison; 
• Develop a process for providing citizen input into energy 

generation, distribution, and transmission projects. 
 
The Utility Infrastructure Committee benefited from the participation of 
a diverse group of stakeholders from the Madison community with 
expertise in energy issues, including representatives from the City, 
utilities, the University, industry, environmental groups, and others. It 
was chaired by Michael Vickerman of Renew Wisconsin and Preston 
Schutt of the Wisconsin Division of Energy and Public Benefits.  
 
Through its work the committee reached a consensus understanding 
of the city’s electric supply situation and of new opportunities available 
to the city. The committee concluded that: 
• The City’s electric demand and peak electric demand are growing 

rapidly and, therefore, that new sources of supply will be required; 
• The transmission grid in and around Madison is in need of 

upgrade to assure reliability and access to new sources of power; 
• The City has the opportunity to provide more of its electric needs 

through new sources of renewable electricity, especially wind-
power, that are being developed in Wisconsin; 

• These new sources will likely provide renewable power at a 
significantly reduced cost compared to renewable sources 
currently available; 

• City government and citizen support for renewable electricity will 
further the development of renewable resources in Wisconsin. 

 
On the basis of its discussion, the Committee developed the following 
recommendations: 
• That the City government set a goal of purchasing 10% of its 

annual electrical energy from renewable sources by 2006 and 
20% by 2010. 
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• That the City issue a Clean Energy Challenge to city residents, 
urging them to purchase renewable power from their utility. The 
goals are two-fold: (1) to persuade 5% of city residents to buy 
renewable power, and (2) to be recognized as an EPA Green 
Power Partner by having 2% of the entire community’s electricity 
purchased from renewable sources.  

• That the City establish a Sustainable Design and Energy 
Commission to continue the work of the Task Force, oversee the 
Madison Clean Energy Challenge and to advise the mayor and 
Common Council. 

• That the City be engaged in the siting and approval process for 
new transmission facilities that may be necessary to provide 
reliable electricity and new renewable power sources to the city of 
Madison. 

• That the City continue to identify opportunities where the 
installation of distributed generation and combined heat and 
power systems would benefit the community. 
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CITY ENERGY USE AND LOAD GROWTH 
Utilities Serving the City of Madison 
 

The electricity that flows into Madison is produced or purchased by 
two utilities headquartered in the city. Madison Gas and Electric’s 
territory covers most of the city, while portions of the city’s far west 
side and far east side are served by Alliant Energy. 
 

 
 
Figure 1.  
MGE Territory Map 

 
Both are investor-owned utilities (IOUs) with rates, programs, and 
construction plans requiring approval by the Wisconsin Public Service 
Commission (WPSC). They are responsible for generating or 
acquiring electric power and for delivering it to customers over their 
distribution system. MGE is one of the smallest IOUs in the country 
and its electric service territory is contained entirely within Dane 
County. Alliant is a multi-state utility with large service territories in 
Wisconsin and Iowa and small territories in Minnesota and Illinois. 
Both utilities have their headquarters in the City of Madison. 
 
The third utility that has a presence in Madison is the American 
Transmission Company, which owns and operates the transmission 
lines that serve the eastern two-thirds of Wisconsin and Upper 
Michigan. It is owned by the state’s investor-owned utilities that 
divested their transmission assets to it as a result of legislation 
passed in 1999. ATC began operations in 2001. The rates ATC 
charges to transmit bulk power are regulated by the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission (FERC) and in-state construction plans are 
regulated by the WPSC. 
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Energy Usage and Load Growth in the City 
 

Neither MGE nor Alliant has a breakout of the customers it serves that 
live specifically in the city of Madison, but an assessment of the 
dimensions of load and load growth can be gained by looking at 
figures for Dane County and for the MGE service territory as a whole. 
MGE currently serves approximately 111,000 residential customers in 
the Dane County area and 17,250 business customers. In 2002, these 
customers consumed 3098 million kilowatt-hours (MKWH) of 
electricity, 2260 MKWH by businesses and 839 MKWH by residences.  
 
Five years ago, in 1997, MGE delivered 2781 MKWH, which 
represents an annual growth rate of approximately 2.3%. MGE 
projects that in 2010, it will be serving 130,000 residential customers 
and 20,000 businesses and will need to supply 3616 MKWH, which is 
a projected annual growth rate of approximately 2%. (See Figure 2.) 

  

eak demand growth is growing even faster. MGE system peak 

 addition to population growth and new businesses growth, per 
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P
demand in 2002 was 720 MW and is expected to grow to 895 MW in 
2010, amounting to an annual average increase of 3%. 
 
In
capita increases in electricity use are also driving demand in an 
upward direction. While Dane County’s population has increased 16% 
in the last ten years, residential customers are consuming 16% more 
electricity per meter. Increases in the use of computers and computer 
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systems, air conditioning, electronics and appliances, coupled with the 
proliferation of new and larger homes, result in demand increases that 
exceed population growth. Over 90% of MGE’s customers now have 
air conditioning. Businesses are using, on average, 50% more 
electricity than they did ten years ago. Business use of computer 
systems is also driving increased air conditioning use. Alliant’s load 
increase in the city is primarily due to the spread of the city on the 
west side. 
 

Electricity Costs for City Residents and Businesses 

he costs of electricity for consumers in the Madison area and across 

 the five-year period between 1998 and 2003, monthly costs for a 

ates for industrial and commercial customers have seen similar 

he state as a whole, which once had the lowest rates in the region, 

ate increases are being driven by a number of factors, including 

here are many reasons for the differences in prices between 

 
T
the state have grown rapidly in recent years. In July 2004, the monthly 
bill for a typical MGE residential consumer – based on 600 kWh of 
monthly consumption – was $71.10. For a typical Alliant consumer it 
was $64.02. 
 
In
typical MGE residential consumer grew from $46.16 to $64.86 for a 
40.5% increase or 8% a year. In the same period, these costs for an 
Alliant consumer grew from $40.58 a month to $58.35 for 43.8% 
increase or 8.7% a year. 
 
R
increases. 
 
T
now has higher average rates than other Midwestern states. The 
prices paid my Madison electric users are high relative to other parts 
of the state. 
 
R
construction of new facilities, higher costs for natural gas and other 
fuels and rates of return granted by the PSCW. Some of these factors 
are not unique to Wisconsin. But driven by load growth and the 
inability to import power from other states, Wisconsin faces an 
immediate need to expand generation and transmission capacity. The 
PSCW estimates that average bills will rise another $70 a year to pay 
for the $3.7 billion dollars of new transmission lines and power plant 
projects that are expected to be built.  
 
T
Madison and other parts of the state. Dane County is the fastest 
growing county in the State of Wisconsin, and leads the state in both 
employment and income growth. Madison had the largest growth in 
population of any city in the state since 2000. This growth, particularly 
with its emphasis in high-tech and bio-tech, has required significant 
investments in new electric facilities. Madison as a community is not 
heavily industrial relative to commercial and residential electric uses. 
This mix of customers and businesses directly affects the mix of fuel 
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resources needed to best serve the community. Madison residents 
get less of electricity from coal-fired power plants than other parts of 
the state. This means a higher-reliance on natural gas which has 
historically been more expensive. And Madison was the first city in the 
state to require significant under-grounding of electric service lines. 
While burying lines brings aesthetic and reliability benefits, it is also 
more expensive. 

 

Madison’s Energy Supply Portfolio 
 

Current Generation Resources Inside the City 
5% is imported 

f the 15% that is produced from local sources, most - 90% - is 

 the summer of 2005, the West Campus Cogeneration Facility 

 addition to the WCCF, two additional heating plants serve the UW 

he primary fuels for the Charter Street Heating Plant are coal and 
r 

roduction reliability and fuel efficiency are the primary goals of the 
re 

Of the electrical energy used in the city of Madison, 8
from sources outside the metropolitan area. This is a key fact, which 
emphasizes the importance of the transmission system to serving 
reliable power to the city. 
 
O
generated at MGE’s 200 Megawatt (MW) Blount Street Station. This 
100 year-old facility is primarily coal and natural gas-fired, although it 
also burns increasing amounts of paper-derived fuel (PDF). The PDF 
used at the Blount Street Station is a mix of shredded pre-consumer 
paper, plastic wrap and cardboard. Some examples include bulk jar 
labels and other packaging for products. This pre-consumer material 
is typically damaged or misprinted. Additional in-area generation 
includes five natural gas-fired combustion turbines at three sites, 
amounting to 90MW, used to meet peak demand, and 44 MW of 
standby generators at industrial facilities which can also be used by 
MGE to meet system peak demand. These backup generators are 
currently being used about 50 hours a year. Additionally, there are 
now five small solar-electric installations in the city. 
 
In
(WCCF) is expected to come on line. This 150 MW generator will also 
provide steam and chilled water to the UW campus. Once the WCCF 
is on-line, the proportion of power MGE needs to import will decline to 
around 70% but will subsequently rise as demand grows. 
 
In
Campus. These plants are multi-fueled and are capable of producing 
steam, chilled water, electricity and compressed air. 
 
T
natural gas. Tires and paper pellets are added to the coal mixture fo
added energy. Fuel oil is used as a back-up fuel source. The Walnut 
Street Heating Plant uses natural gas as the primary fuel with oil as a 
backup source. 
 
P
UW’s Operations Unit. Equipment is activated only when loads requi
additional steam or chilled water capacity. In an effort to maximize the 

   
City Energy Use and Load Growth page 17 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Utility Infrastructure Committee  Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

fuel efficiency, a portion of the steam load at the Charter Plant is used 
to produce up to 9.8 megawatts of electricity. 
 
Currently, the University plans to continue utilizing these two power 

apitol Heat & Power Plant (CHPP) supplies steam and chilled water 

n 

er 

ll electrical generation from these facilities is consumed by the State 

 

nergy Efficiency and Conservation Efforts 
ergy efficiency 

ge 

he University and the State are in the middle of a $30 million dollar 
 

 
WEI was established in 1992 by the Department of Administration 

d 
 

GE’s Fuel Supply Mix 
on resources that supply 62% of its power 

plants after the new West Campus Cogeneration Plant project is 
completed.  
 
C
to the Capitol, GEF 1, GEF 2, GEF 3, 1 West Wilson, 101 E. Wilson 
and Risser Justice. CHPP is the only source of heating for the City 
County Building, Monona Terrace Center, and the under constructio
County Court House. CHPP is the main source of electricity to the 
Capitol. In addition to the CHPP, the State also operates the Hill 
Farms Heating Plant (HFHP) and the Mendota Mental Health Pow
Plant (MMHPP). All of the state facilities are multi-fueled with the 
capability of burning coal, natural gas and fuel oil. 
 
A
with none going out to the MGE electrical grid. Production reliability, 
emission reductions and fuel efficiency are the primary goals of the 
operational units. In addition, Department of Administration is looking
to replace old, inefficient equipment. 
 

E
City residents and businesses have been utilizing en
and conservation measures to a great degree. In the past 15 years, 
MGE estimates that customer conservation measures have saved 
368,000 Megawatt-hours (MWH), more than the annual energy usa
of the UW-Madison campus. These efforts have also saved 96 MW of 
peak day demand. MGE expects that customers will double these 
efforts in the next ten years. Nonetheless, MGE projects load will 
continue to grow 2% per year through 2010. 
 
T
energy conservation program through the Wisconsin Energy Initiative
(WEI).  

(DOA) to increase energy efficiency of the state-owned facilities an
provide other economic and environmental benefits to the taxpayers. 
 

M
Overall, MGE owns generati
while it is purchasing the other 38%. Power and capacity are acquired 
from a variety of different sources both inside and outside Wisconsin, 
including natural gas combustion turbines in Illinois, a combined cycle 
natural gas unit in Rock County, and system power from the 
Commonwealth Edison system. 
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About two-thirds of MGE’s power comes from coal combustion at 
Blount and also at the Columbia plant in Portage, which is co-owned 
by MGE and Alliant and operated by Alliant. Four percent is produced 
by MGE-owned natural gas turbines in Madison and Marinette and 
2% is from renewable sources. (Discussed below.) 
 
In addition to constructing the WCCF, MGE expects to add 50 to 100 
MW of new baseload coal from the proposed Elm Road project in Oak 
Creek, which is expected to come on line in 2009 or 2010, and 40 MW 
of windpower purchased from a large installation straddling Fond du 
Lac and Dodge counties. 
 

2004 Resources 

Unit Name Location 
Fuel 

Source(s) 
Capacity 

(MW) 
Year(s) 

Built 

Lincoln/Red River 
Wind Farm 

Kewaunee Cty, 
WI 

Wind 11 1998 & 
1999 

Expo Center PV Madison, WI Solar <1 2000 

McKay Center PV Madison, WI Solar <1 2001 

Friends PV Madison, WI Solar <1 2000 

Lussier Center PV Madison, WI Solar <1 2002 

Vilas Zoo PV Madison, WI Solar <1 2003 

Municipal Build. Park. 
Shelter 

Madison, WI Solar <1 2004 

Rodefeld Landfill 
Purchase 

Madison, WI Landfill Gas 2 1997 & 
2004 

Columbia Portage, WI Coal 225 1975 & 
1978 

Blount Madison, WI Coal/Natural 
Gas/Waste 

194 1902 - 
1968 

Nine Springs CT Madison, WI Natural 
Gas/Oil 

15 1964 

Sycamore CT Madison, WI Natural 
Gas/Oil 

36 1967 & 
1971 

Fitchburg CT Fitchburg, WI Natural 
Gas/Oil 

44 1973 

M34 CT Marinette, WI Natural 
Gas/Oil 

80 2000 

Standby Generators Dane Cty, WI Ultra Low 
Sulfur Diesel

44 1999 

CE Purchase CE Purchase System Mix 15 1999 - 
2004 

Calpine Purchase Rock Cty, WI Natural Gas 75 2004 - 
2012 

Rainy River Purchase Kendall, IL Natural Gas 50 2002 - 
2011 

El Paso Purchase Cordova, IL Natural Gas 50 2002 - 
2006 
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2004 Resources 

Unit Name Location 
Fuel 

Source(s) 
Capacity 

(MW) 
Year(s) 

Built 

Anticipated Additional Resources 

 
Unit Name 

 
Location 

 
Fuel 

Source(s) 

Expected 
Peak 

Capacity 
(MW) 

Expected
In-

Service 
Date 

Forward Energy 
Center 

Brownsville, WI Wind 40 Fall 2005

West Campus Co-
Gen. 

Madison, WI Natural Gas 130 Summer 
2005 

Elm Road Station Oak Creek, WI Coal 50, 100 2009, 
2010 

 
Figure 3. 
MGE Energy Supply Portfolio 

 
MGE does not own an interest in any nuclear generating station.1 

 
Alliant Energy 

Coal 58% 
Nuclear 16% 

Peakers (Primarily Gas) 2% 
Hydro 1% 

Purchased Power 24% 
  
Wisconsin Power & Light 

Coal 56% 
Nuclear 11% 

Peakers (Primarily Gas) 1% 
Hydro 1% 

Purchased Power 30% 
 
Figure 4. 
Alliant and WPL Energy Supply Portfolio 
 

The Blount Generating Station 
Located in the heart of downtown Madison, the Blount Generating 
Station (BGS) provides a critical 200 MW of power for Madison. 
Blount produces 90% of the electric power produced in the 
metropolitan area. As is typical of as older coal plants, air pollution 
emissions are greater on a per-energy-basis than modern coal plants, 
natural gas turbines, or wind power and other renewables. The 
thermal outflow from the plant has an impact on Lake Monona.  
 
It is, however, a crucial facility for maintaining electric power reliability 
and MGE has developed a cooperative relationship with the 

                                                 
1
 Nuclear power may be included in the energy MGE purchases in the bulk power market, but the 

source is often unidentified. 
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Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) to achieve 
higher environmental standards than required by regulation. 

 
MGE and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources are 
engaged in an innovative program to achieve higher environmental 
standards than required by regulation. Through this Environmental 
Cooperative Agreement, MGE is voluntarily undertaking a number of 
steps at BGS to improve its efficiency and reduce its environmental 
impacts. 
 
To date, MGE has: 
• Increased the use of alternative, paper-derived fuels that burn 

cleaner than coal and would otherwise be landfilled; 
• Implemented an environmental management system consistent 

with ISO 14001 international standards; 
• Installed state-of-the-art boiler controls and retrofitted burners to 

improve overall efficiency and combustion and reduce emission; 
• Created a Community Environmental Advisory Group (CEAG) of 

customers to provide input on Blount environmental planning and 
performance. 

 
Near-term additional plans include: 
• Burning even greater percentages of alternative, paper-derived 

fuels; 
• Coal burner combustion efficiency improvements; 
• Efficiency improvements in the PDF combustion equipment; and  
• Efficiency improvements to the flame stabilizer. 
 
All of these improvements will further reduce sulfur dioxide, mercury, 
and nitrogen oxide emissions. 

 
MGE recently completed a study evaluating all reasonably available 
options for further reducing pollution from BGS. The study evaluates 
control technologies, fuel switching, and other mitigation measures 
and analyzes their environmental impacts and cost-effectiveness. 
MGE is currently reviewing this analysis with the WDNR, the CEAG 
and others with respect to potential emission reduction goals for BGS 
and to inform its long-term planning for Blount Generating Station. 

 

West Campus Cogeneration Facility 
The West Campus Cogeneration Facility (WCCF) will come on line in 
the spring of 2005 to help meet the growing needs of Madison 
residents. It will produce electricity for MGE customers and the 
University of Wisconsin-Madison, and steam and chilled water for 
heating and air-conditioning on the campus. The facility is sized to 
produce 150 MW of electricity, 500,000 pounds of steam an hour, and 
20,000 tons of chilled water. 

 
Fueled by natural gas and equipped with state-of-the-art pollution 
control technology, WCCF will be one of the cleanest, most efficient 
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plants in the state, as well as the country. From a thermal perspective, 
co-generation is substantially more efficient than a conventional 
power plant. When in co-generation mode, WCCF will be nearly 70% 
efficient in converting its fuel to useful energy, whereas most electric-
only power plants attain efficiencies of only 30 to 35%. Combining 
electric and heating purposes in one facility reduces emissions, fuel 
use, and space required compared with separate facilities. 
 
There are three Memoranda of Understandings (MOUs) related to the 
WCCF. The City of Madison has entered into a MOU with MGE, a 
second MOU is between the Regent Neighborhood Association, 
MGE, UW, and DOA, and the third MOU is between MGE, several 
citizen/environmental groups, UW, and DOA. These MOUs attempted 
to address several concerns related to the plant. Provisions of these 
memoranda include: use of low-sulfur diesel fuel as backup for the 
plant and as a fuel for City buses; a study and implementation plan to 
reduce VOC emissions in the area; a water mitigation plan to 
recharge groundwater to replace the water used by the plant from 
local lakes; and a photovoltaic/hydrogen fuel cell demonstration 
project. 
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TRANSMISSION ISSUES FOR THE CITY OF MADISON 
 

The transmission system in the Dane County area is aging and 
inadequate. Upgrades are needed in the near term to provide system 
reliability and in the longer term to maintain that reliability and to allow 
access to new sources of power. 
 
ATC presented modeling to the Committee, which showed the 
potential for brownouts or cascading outages given the loss of a 
significant transmission line in Dane County during periods of high 
demand. In the near term, ATC is implementing reliability 
enhancement projects in Dane County, such as upgrades and repairs 
to transmission lines and substations as well as a new line on the far-
east side connecting the Femrite and Sprecher substations. These 
efforts will require capital investments in excess of $250 million. 

 

   
Transmission Issues for the City of Madison page 23 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Utility Infrastructure Committee  Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

Project Scope:
Plan is Being Implemented in 5 Work Packages:

– Work Package 1 – Madison Isthmus and UW Campus Area
• In service by June 2004; 13 projects total – 2 CA Filings

– Work Package 2 – Greater Madison Area
• Work Package 2A – In service: 2004

– 7 projects – 1 CA filing

• Work Package 2B – In service: 2007
– 7 Projects – 1 CPCN filing

• Work Package 2C – In service: 2005
– 8 Projects – 1 CA filing

– Columbia-North Madison 345 kV 
• In service: 2006; 3 Projects – 1 CPCN filing 

– Work Package 4 – Madison Isthmus Underground Pipe Installation 
• In service: 2006
• 2 Projects – No CA required

– Work Package 5 – Convert to 138 kV existing Blount-Ruskin-Huiskamp
• (Conceptual); In service: 2008

– Potential Future Initiative – New 345 kV Facilities in Madison Area 
• (In Development);  In service: 2010 - 2012

Dane County Reliability Plan 

– Work Package 3

Dane County Reliability Plan –
Infrastructure
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Figure 5. 
American Transmission’s Proposed New Right-of-Ways 
 

   
Transmission Issues for the City of Madison page 24 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Utility Infrastructure Committee  Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

In the future, new transmission will be necessary to access new 
sources of power whether traditional or renewable. Existing lines to 
the west – into southwest Wisconsin and into Minnesota and Iowa - 
are extremely congested. This congestion precludes, for example, 
bringing additional wind energy from those states, even though the 
wind resource is stronger in Minnesota and Iowa than at most 
locations in Wisconsin. Until this congestion is relieved, new wind 
resources to serve Wisconsin’s load will have to be located in state. 
Even new proposals for wind generation in eastern Wisconsin are 
facing problems presented by a transmission system that may not 
presently allow energy to flow from generators to market on a firm 
basis. 
 
ATC is studying the possibility of building new transmission to relieve 
the congestion to the west. This is likely to be a 345 kV line from the 
West Middleton substation either south into Illinois or southwest 
through southwestern Wisconsin into Iowa. A southwestern line could 
connect Madison with new wind energy from southwestern Wisconsin, 
or from Iowa, but also to new coal or other generation located on the 
Mississippi River. It is not likely to be built before 2010 at the earliest. 
 
Even at present, lack of transmission capacity is interfering with the 
brokering of electric power. In 2002 MGE could not purchase or sell 
energy on 50 days because of the lack of transmission capacity. 
 
Of course, the construction of new transmission infrastructure comes 
with environmental, economic, and social costs that must be balanced 
against other potential alternatives such as demand reduction (energy 
conservation/efficiency) or local and distributed generation. ATC, 
along with the Citizen Utility Board, has formed and sponsored the 
Dane County Energy Collaborative to assist with planning and 
soliciting public input in regard to the proposed infrastructure 
improvements in Dane County and route selection. 
 
ATC will work to utilize existing utility corridors where possible to 
minimize public and environmental impacts in accordance with new 
Wisconsin legislation that prioritizes the siting of transmission in the 
following order: 
• Existing utility corridors; 
• Highway and railroad corridors; 
• Recreational trails, to the extent that facilities can be constructed 

below ground and not interfere with sensitive areas; 
• New corridors. 
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MADISON CITY GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND 
ENERGY USE 
 

Information on City of Madison government energy use and cost was 
provided to the Committee for every meter and aggregated by agency 
and the city as a whole. 
 
In 2003, Madison City Government used 56.5 MKWH of electricity for 
a total cost of $4.2 million dollars, or an average cost of 7.4 cents per 
kilowatt. Of that total, 54 MKWH, or 95%, was provided by MGE, 
representing 1.7% of its total load. By far the largest user among city 
agencies were Traffic Engineering and the Water Utility, followed by 
Monona Terrace, Ice Arenas and Parks, the Transit Utility, the Parking 
Utility, and then others.2 
 

gure 6. 
dison Electrical Usage by kWh and Annual Costs 

he Transit Utility has been purchasing a portion of its electricity from 

                                                

City of Madison Electrical Usage by Agency for 2003
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MGE’s green-pricing program. In 2003, the utility acquired 803 MWH 
of wind energy for an incremental premium of 3.3 cents per kilowatt-
hour (kWh). The total cost was $26,747. This 803 MWH represents 
1.42% of city government load. Madison Metro purchases more wind 
power than any other customer participating in MGE’s wind power 

 
2
 In 2004, the City of Madison sold the ice arenas. 
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program. Since about 2% of MGE’s system power is now derived from 
renewable energy, city operations in effect now receive about 3% 
renewable power. 
 
New operations and facilities, such as street lighting for expanding 

 

areas of the city and a new fire station on the east side, will tend to 
increase city electrical usage and demand. On the other hand, the 
Energy Conservation and Green Building Committee has identified 
opportunities for efficiency and has proposed to the mayor that city 
departments be challenged to reduce energy use by 10% by 2010. 
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EXPERIENCE FROM OTHER CITIES: Green-City 
Programs and Renewable Power Initiatives 
 

The Committee reviewed the experience presented by other cities in 
the U.S. that had initiated plans to utilize greener energy resources. 
Many cities are, in fact, aspiring to leadership in utilizing green power. 
More than 100 cities have vowed to cut greenhouse gas emissions, 
for example, and these reduction plans often include greater utilization 
of renewable resources. Some examples: 
• Portland, Oregon set a goal of acquiring 10% of City government 

electric load from renewable energy by 2003 and 100% by 2010; 
• San Diego announced a goal of bringing 50 MW of new renewable 

generation on-line within the city by 2013, on top of 17 MW 
already available in 2003; 

• Chicago’s Mayor Daley committed the city, in 2001, to a goal of 
buying 20% of its electricity from renewable sources within five 
years. The city is also working to install new models of wind 
turbines within the city. 

 
Two examples were particularly instructive to the Committee – those 
of Austin, Texas and of Moab, Utah. Austin provides an example of 
the “Utility as Aggregator” model for residential participation green-
pricing programs and Moab provides an example of a “Community as 
Aggregator” model. 

 
The City of Austin’s municipal electric utility, Austin Energy, 
established a goal of meeting 35% of the energy needs of its 800,000 
customers through renewable energy and energy efficiency by 2020. 
The utility initiated the GreenChoice green-pricing program in 2000. 
To date it has purchased 185 MW of wind capacity, 11 MW of landfill 
gas to energy, and 1 MW of hydropower, and aggressively marketed 
the program to customers. The program now includes more than 
6,800 residential customers, 213 small businesses, and 35 large 
customers including firms such as IBM and Apple Computer as well 
as the Austin School District.  

 
This program is notable in several ways. In 2003 Austin Energy sold 
355 MKWH through the program, the highest sales for any green-
pricing program in the nation. Unusual among utility green-pricing 
programs, commercial customers in Austin account for the majority of 
sales (60%). Not coincidentally, it is the only program that offers 
customers a long-term “fuel-rate” fixed price for renewable power to 
provide customers a hedge against otherwise rising energy prices. 

 
This fixed-price option is possible because Austin Energy has an 
unbundled rate structure. All customers pay a per kWh energy rate 
which reflects utility capital expenses and all non-fuel operations and 
maintenance. In addition, customers either pay the standard fuel rate 
or the GreenChoice fuel charge if they are green-pricing customers. 
That charge of 2.85 cents per kWh is locked in for ten years. 
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The standard fuel rate has proved volatile in the recent period, 
growing from 1.774 cents/kWh for residential customers in January 
2003 to 2.796 cents per kilowatt-hour in January 2004, partly 
reflecting the heavy reliance of Austin Energy on natural gas capacity. 
In contrast, customers on the renewable power option can anticipate 
stable prices. For a brief period, in fact, energy costs for renewable 
power customers were less than those for standard customers. 

 
The City of Moab, in Utah, presents an example of a model where the 
city government has initiated a challenge to its citizens to participate 
in the purchase of green power through an investor-owned utility – 
Utah Power.  

 
Moab initially committed to purchase a portion of renewable power for 
municipal use. In April 2003, Moab launched its Blue Sky Community 
Challenge with a goal of achieving a customer participation rate of 5% 
and of having 3% of Moab’s total electric consumption provided by 
renewable power, which would qualify the city as an EPA Green 
Power partner. All of the power is derived from wind generation 
provided by Utah Power and costs an incremental $1.95 for a 100 
kWh block or 1.95 cents per kWh. Participation reached 5% by June 
of 2003 and has reached 9% since, consisting of 400 residences and 
50 businesses. About 2% of Moab’s power is now provided by wind. 

 
Moab’s success has encouraged other communities in Utah to join the 
Blue Sky Challenge including Park City and, in June of this year, Salt 
Lake City. 
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THE POTENTIAL OF RENEWABLE ENERGY AND 
DISTRIBUTED GENERATION TO MEET MADISON’S 
POWER NEEDS 
 

The Committee discussed barriers to further utilization of renewable 
energy as well as opportunities for further utilization and for further 
promotion of renewable power, as well as for increased use of 
distributed generation – small-scale generators placed near electric 
load. 

 

Solar Electric Power 
 
Solar electric power remains an expensive source of electricity. The 
city has partnered with MGE for a canopy solar demonstration project 
at the Madison Municipal Building parking area that provides both 
power and shade. There are five other solar installations in the city 
which provide power for MGE. 
 
While solar power is not expected to provide an option for a great deal 
of renewable power in the future in the city, it will have some 
application due to its high visibility, compatibility with other land uses, 
clean environmental footprint, and capacity value during summer peak 
conditions. There are several customer-sited installations in the city, 
some recently facilitated through the state Focus on Energy Program, 
which provides technical assistance and financial help.  

 

Biomass 
 

Biomass as a renewable energy source includes the burning of 
materials that otherwise would be waste as well as combustion of 
dedicated crops grown for energy. The city already receives some 
power from both MGE and Alliant that is derived from biomass. This 
includes paper-derived fuel co-fired in the Blount Street Station, the 
landfill gas-to-energy projects, a small amount of power from on-farm 
manure digesters, and the wastewater treatment plant in Sun Prairie 
which is on WPPI’s system. The Rodefeld Landfill gas to energy 
project is in the process of expansion, and MGE plans to utilize more 
PDF at the Blount Street Plant. There is a limited amount of landfill 
gas to fuel generation facilities in Wisconsin. There are also currently 
nine additional manure digester projects underway in the state. 
Expansion of this source has potential, but, as with other sources, 
power will have to be transmitted into the city from rural areas. 

 

Hydropower 
 

The city already receives some hydropower through the Alliant system 
from dams it owns, notably the 29 MW Prairie du Sac unit on the 
Wisconsin River. Hydropower in Wisconsin, the first source of electric 
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generation in the state, can be considered to have reached its 
maximum potential, with very limited possibility for expansion.  

 

Distributed Generation 
 

Distributed Generation (DG) – the use of small-scale generation close 
to load - is developing a set of technologies with the potential for 
increased utilization in the future. DG has the advantages of modular 
applicability and the ability to support the distribution infrastructure. 
The Committee reviewed a presentation on DG specific to biogas 
combustion technologies appropriate for landfill gas, wastewater 
treatment plants, manure digesters, and potential other uses. 
Technologies include internal combustion engines - a proven 
technology but with potential environmental limitations, microturbines, 
and Stirling engines. Capstone, with 30 kW microturbines, are 
currently being utilized by Alliant at the Sauk County and Glacier 
Ridge landfills and at the Sun Prairie and Kaukauna wastewater 
treatment plants. Microturbines produce both electric power and heat 
which can be utilized. 
 
Stirling Engines are an emerging technology which can utilize heat 
from an external source to produce electricity. Alliant has been testing 
a 25 kW Stirling engine in Madison. 

 

Combined Heat and Power 
 

Cogeneration facilities produce both electricity and heat for other uses 
and have the advantage of much greater efficiencies through 
utilization of a heat resource that is otherwise wasted. The WCCF will 
be an example of a modern cogeneration facility. The Committee 
agreed that other opportunities should be examined, including the 
potential to have MGE collaborate with the State of Wisconsin and 
other potential users to utilize waste heat from the Blount Street Plant 
in the downtown area. 

 

Wind Power 
 

Increased use of windpower was identified as the chief option for 
enhanced supply of renewable electricity to the city of Madison. 
Windpower technology has advanced rapidly, costs have declined, 
and it has become a proven source of energy in Wisconsin. City of 
Madison residents have accepted windpower and have supported it 
through the green-pricing programs offered by MGE and Alliant. Both 
utilities are in the process of expansion of windpower resources. 
 
Utilities are required by regulators to acquire new energy resources 
on a “least-cost” basis. The incremental cost of most renewable 
resources up to now has meant that they are unlikely to be approved 
as new resources unless the incremental costs can be defrayed 
through voluntary programs. Green-pricing programs were developed 
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as a means to finance and gain regulatory approval of renewable 
additions on the basis of voluntary customer participation and 
contributions. The many green-pricing programs across the nation 
have been especially valuable in spurring the development of the 
domestic wind industry. As the industry has developed, windpower’s 
costs have come down. As a market transformation program, green-
pricing programs have helped. One can say that green-pricing 
programs have shown that there is a customer segment that will 
purchase renewable electricity at a premium. One can also say that 
green-pricing programs are an effective way of demonstrating utility 
responsiveness to that customer group. But they did not contribute to 
the lowering of windpower’s costs. For that we can thank European 
tariffs and policies, which encouraged manufacturers to design 
turbines that are economic in places that have pretty good (but not 
great) winds, like Wisconsin. American-style Renewable Standards 
have also contributed to windpower’s declining costs.  
 
MGE and other wind developers have also been able to take 
advantage of federal tax incentives, particularly the Production Tax 
Credit (PTC) of 1.8 cents per kilowatt-hour for wind and other 
renewable energy. The PTC, in effect for ten years from the time of 
installation, has helped level the playing field between renewables 
and traditional generation. Unfortunately, Congress has only 
authorized the PTC for a few years at time. Having allowed the PTC 
to lapse at the end of 2003, Congress is not expected to reauthorize 
the PTC until the very end of this session. After a record year in 2003, 
2004 shapes up to be a dismal one in the wind industry, owing to the 
protracted nature of the PTC’s reauthorization.  

 

The MGE Windpower Program 
 

MGE’s Current Windpower Program 
MGE initiated its windpower program in 1999 with the construction of 
a 17-turbine project in the Kewaunee County townships of Lincoln and 
Red River. These are 660 kilowatt machines on 65-meter towers, 
together they comprise 11.2 MW of capacity. The wind farm fulfilled a 
state mandate that required MGE to add 3 MW of wind capacity, but 
MGE had already been considering acquiring wind resources and 
initiating a green-pricing program to give an option to customers and 
to provide financial support to offset the incremental cost of the power. 
 
MGE green-pricing program has, since 1999, offered customers the 
option of buying 150 kWh blocks of windpower for an incremental cost 
of $5 per month, which amounts to a premium of 3.33 cents per kWh. 
The program has been very successful and has demonstrated the 
public’s support of renewable power. It has been fully subscribed from 
its beginning. As of the end of year 2003, there were 4,514 
participants - 4,423 residential customers and 91 business customers 
– representing 3.9% of MGE’s customer base. This is the highest 
participation rate of any investor-owned utility in the nation. 
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MGE Plans for Windpower Expansion 
MGE is in the process of acquiring new wind resources. In October 
2003, MGE issued a joint Request for Proposals with Wisconsin 
Public Power Incorporated for a new wind farm and received 
responses from 16 developers. On July 16, 2004, MGE and WPPI 
announced they had signed a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement for 
the energy from 60 MW of windpower to be built in Fond du Lac and 
Dodge Counties. The proposed Forward Energy Center Wind farm, to 
be built and operated by Invenergy Wind LLC, will be the largest wind 
farm east of the Mississippi and will be located on high ground east of 
Waupun, about 70 miles northeast of Madison. With this additional 
wind, MGE will have the highest percentage of Wisconsin-based wind 
energy in it’s supply portfolio. MGE will power 5% of its annual energy 
demand using renewable energy sources. 
 
MGE will contract for 40 MW, WPPI for 20, but there is also the 
possibility that other utilities will contract with the facility, which could 
be as big as 200 MW. At 60 MW, about 40 turbines will be installed. 
MGE and WPPI have expressed a willingness to go forward with the 
project even if the Federal Production Tax Credit is not reauthorized. 
 
Pending approvals by the WPSC and local governments in the area, 
the facility is expected to be built by the end of 2005. 
 
When built, the wind farm will incorporate state-of-the-art technology 
and practices. The turbines used are likely to be much larger than the 
turbines installed by MGE in 1999, on the order of 1.5 MW apiece 
rather than 0.66 MW. Economies of scale have led to a declining cost 
of windpower to the extent that, even with the wind resources in 
Wisconsin, costs of energy from wind are nearly competitive with 
other new sources of power if federal tax incentives are available. 

 

The MGE Green-Pricing Collaborative 
In response to concerns raised by Renew Wisconsin over pricing and 
programmatic aspects of the MGE green-pricing program, MGE has 
formed a collaborative to help in the redesign of its green-pricing 
program in light of its potential for expansion and the new wind 
resources which MGE intends to develop and to market through the 
program. 
 
The current premium for green-power under the program is 3.3 cents 
per kWh. With the addition of the new wind resources, this cost per 
kWh is expected to be substantially less, especially if the PTC is 
reauthorized. If the cost is low enough, MGE may even use some 
increment of wind power as part of its system mix. Options being 
discussed by the collaborative include presenting a choice of green-
power offerings to consumers: a low-cost wind-power option and a 
higher cost option that would finance more innovative projects. These 
might include solar-electric projects, urban renewables and distributed 
generation, and/or “Community-wind” projects that would involve 
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smaller clusters of commercial wind turbines owned by communities 
or smaller investors from the immediate area.  
 
Although wind resources in or near MGE’s service territory and Dane 
County are not equal to those in other parts of the state, developable 
sites do exist, which may be usable for this model of wind 
development. Nearby development would have the advantages of 
high visibility, a sense of “ownership” for consumers supporting them 
through green-pricing contributions, providing power generated in the 
local area, and supporting rather than stressing the transmission 
infrastructure. 

 
The collaborative has also discussed a “fixed-price” option similar to 
the offering by Austin Energy, although there are obstacles presented 
by MGE’s currently bundled rate structure, and questions as to 
whether it would, in fact, be as marketable to consumers. 

 

The Alliant Energy ‘Second Nature’ Program 
 

City residents in Alliant service territory have the opportunity to 
support green power through Alliant Energy’s ‘Second Nature’ green-
pricing program. The program costs consumers the equivalent of an 
incremental two cents per kWh and is used to support windpower and 
biomass development - manure digesters and landfill gas to energy 
facilities. Alliant’s windpower comes principally from wind installations 
in Iowa, but also includes the output from three turbines at the 
Montfort project in Iowa County. Having announced its intention to 
develop 100 MW of new wind generating capacity in Wisconsin, 
Alliant issued a Request for Proposals this spring and is now in 
negotiation with several developers. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE UTILITY 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 
 

Based on its extensive discussions, the Utility Infrastructure 
Committee of the Energy Task Force, has reached a consensus on its 
recommendations to the City of Madison. We are proposing that: 
• The City of Madison increase its purchase of renewably generated 

electricity to 10% of its total demand by 2006 and to 20% by 2010; 
• The City issue a Clean Energy Challenge, the goal of which is to 

have at least 5% of residents participate by buying green power, 
and to have at least 2% of the overall electric demand of city 
residences, businesses, and institutions supplied by renewable 
sources; 

• The City establish a Sustainable Design and Energy Commission 
to continue the work of the Task Force of advising City 
government, residents, and businesses about clean energy and 
energy efficiency; 

• The City engage in the siting and approval process for new 
transmission facilities that may be necessary to provide reliable 
electricity and new renewable power sources to the city of 
Madison; 

• The City continue to identify opportunities where the installation of 
distributed generation and combined heat and power systems 
would benefit the community. 

 

Increasing the City’s Purchase of Renewable Electricity 
 

Greater participation by city government in the MGE and Alliant 
green-pricing programs will provide renewable power for city 
operations and will encourage the continued development and 
installation of new renewable resources in Wisconsin. It will also set 
an example for citizens and businesses to follow. 
 
As noted, City government already receives about 3% of its electricity 
from renewable resources, through the proportion in the utility system 
mix and through the participation of the transit utility in MGE’s 
windpower program. The Transit Utility currently buys 803 MWH a 
year at an incremental cost of $26,747. 
 
We are proposing that the City increase its purchase of renewable 
electricity to a level of 10% of total load by 2006 and 20% by 2010. 
 
Because new renewable resources will be less costly than current 
resources in MGE’s program, the premium cost per kWh is expected 
to be substantially less than the current 3.3 cents per kWh, probably 
lower than 2 cents per kWh.  
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We estimate that, at 2 cents per kWh, the goal of 10% would add no 
more than $113,032 to the city’s annual electric cost, or 2.7%, and 
that the 20% goal would add no more than $226,064, or 5.4%. 
 
These goals are comparable to renewable purchasing goals 
established by other cities and being discussed by the Wisconsin 
Governor’s Energy Task Force, which has recommended 10% by 
2006 and 20% by 2010. Chicago has set a goal of acquiring 20% by 
2006. 

 

The Clean Energy Challenge 
 

We are proposing that City government follow the model established 
by Moab and other cities and issue a challenge to its residents to 
support renewable-power through participation in utility green-pricing 
programs. With city leadership and advocacy we should set a goal for 
participation and for proportion of total load that will have the City 
recognized as an EPA Green Power partner. 

 

Sustainable Design and Energy Commission 
 

The City will continue to meet new challenges and opportunities 
regarding the question of energy generation and use. The Task Force 
and its Committees feel that the City can continue to take advantage 
of the enthusiasm and participation of citizens and stakeholders who 
have come together to deal with these questions by establishing a 
Sustainable Design and Energy Commission. The Commission would 
have particular responsibility for continuing in an advisory capacity to 
the Mayor and Common Council and for championing the City Clean 
Energy Challenge. It would seek to continue the work of the Energy 
Task Force and its Committees. 

 

Siting and Approval Process for New Transmission 
 

Transmission enhancements are needed in and outside the Madison 
area. These enhancements are of concern to the future of the city and 
its economic base, but may present problematic issues in terms of 
siting and evaluation of alternatives. City government needs to take 
an active role in the discussion to ensure the interests of the residents 
of Madison are fully represented. 

 

Distributed Generation and Combined Heat and Power 
 

Opportunities may well exist for increased cogeneration in the city and 
for the application of new technologies that would allow power to be 
generated close to its point of use. These opportunities should 
continue to be investigated and implemented where possible.  
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ENERGY CONSERVATION & GREEN BUILDING 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 
Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee 
 

Background and Purpose 
Mayor’s Vision 

In October 2003, Mayor Dave Cieslewicz articulated his vision for the 
City at the first meeting of the Mayor’s Energy Task Force. His stated 
premise: “energy is important to the future of Madison from an 
economic, environmental, and quality of life perspective.” 
 
The Mayor’s vision is that Madison will be: 
• A leading green capital city with reliable, clean energy supporting 

its economic vitality; 
• A national leader in energy conservation and renewable energy. 

 

Mayor’s Energy Task Force:  
Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee 

Mayor Dave Cieslewicz established the Mayor’s Energy Task Force 
comprised of experts and stakeholders to help plan for Madison’s 
future energy needs.  
 
The Task Force was formed into two committees—the Utility 
Infrastructure Committee and the Energy Conservation & Green 
Building (ECGB) Committee.  
 
The Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee was to 
develop recommendations to address improving energy efficiencies 
and conservation in City facilities, identify ways to encourage private 
industries and residents to conserve, and develop demonstration 
projects for green building through public-private partnerships. 

 

Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee Mission 
To accomplish the Mayor’s vision, the ECGB committee crafted a 
mission to guide its work: 

 
The Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee 
will provide recommendations for City government, 
businesses, and residents to improve the built and 
natural environment through sustainable practices to 
create health, economic, and environmental benefits. 
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Breaking Ground for a New Approach: Key Recommendations 
Madison—A Sustainable City 

In order to achieve the Mayor’s vision that Madison becomes a green 
capital city, the Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee 
recommends the city adopt a Sustainable City Program.  
 
Green cities (and states) make sustainability an overarching concept, 
integrated into all city activities, programs, and functions. To create 
this transformation requires sustainability to be integrated into all city 
departments; sustainability is not an add-on program.  
 

The ECGB Committee recommends that Madison:  
(A) Adopt a guiding principle on sustainability;  
(B) Establish an Office of Sustainable Development staffed (on a part-

time basis) by members of existing city departments; and  
(C) Develop both the financial resources and the framework for full-

scale implementation of sustainable development.  
 

Madison’s (GRE2EN) Commitment— 
Green building, Resource & Energy-Efficiency, and ENvironment  

The GRE2EN Commitment is a set of recommendations and 
implementation plans to achieve the mayor’s vision for Madison to be 
a national leader in energy efficiency and renewable energy. It 
encompasses strategies for Madison to:  
(A) Lead by example and green its own existing and future buildings 

and operations; 
(B) Enact policies and incentives to promote green building, energy 

efficiency, and renewable energy in the private sector; and  
(C) Facilitate green partner organization programs, educate city staff, 

businesses, and residents, and communicate successful public 
and private initiatives.  

 

High Profile Initiatives 
In addition, some high-profile memorable initiatives are introduced 
including:  
• Mayor's Award for outstanding green performance; 
• Solar Mile on the East Washington Corridor; and  
• A green framework: Build Green / Save Green / Power Green / 

Buy Green / Drive Green / Manage Green with highly visible 
programs to launch each.  

 
The outcomes of these programs will be a Green Capital City with 
enhanced economic vitality, human well-being, and environmental 
quality. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

Background 
 

A green or “sustainable” city is one with a healthy balance between 
the environment, the economy and social good. Recognizing that a 
healthy environment underpins the economic and social well-being of 
Madison, the city can ensure these benefits by basing its policies and 
programs on an overriding commitment to green the city. The 
recommendations of the ECGB committee provide a blueprint for 
Madison to become a green city by using energy efficiency and green 
building as a launch pad.  
 

What is 

Sustainability?  

 

A widely 

accepted 

definition of 

sustainability is 

“meeting today’s 

needs without 

compromising 

the ability of 

future 

generations to 

meet their own 

needs.” 

“Our  Common Future*”, 
1987, widely known as 
“The Brundtland Report” of 
The World Commission on 
Environment and 
Development. 

There are already multiple environmental initiatives that are part of 
Madison city government including a Global Climate Change Action 
Plan, the EnAct Program, and Clear Air Action Days, but they don’t 
pervade across all city departments or sufficiently address some of 
the major energy issues impacting our community. We have an 
opportunity to green all city operations from Madison’s energy supply, 
its buildings, and the products and equipment it purchases. 
 
Based on current trends, Madison Gas & Electric (MGE) estimated 
that customers will double conservation efforts in the next ten years. 
Energy conservation measures over the last 15 years have saved 
368,000 megawatt-hours or 96 megawatt-hours of peak demand 
(which is equivalent to the electrical needs of 52,500 houses or the 
entire energy use of the University of Wisconsin, Madison). However, 
the next decade’s currently projected savings are not adequate to 
offset the projected increase in electrical demand due to expected 
growth.  
 
In order to lessen the need for new centralized fossil-fuel burning 
power plants, Madison’s mayor is leading the city to take a much 
more proactive approach than it ever has before, to significantly 
improve energy efficiency in all aspects of city, business, and citizen 
activities, and to promote the development of clean, renewable, and 
distributed energy solutions. 
 
One of the biggest opportunities to both reduce energy use and to 
create a greener city is to implement green building practices that 
address the design, construction, remodeling, operation, and even the 
demolition of buildings. In the US, buildings consume more than 36% 
of our energy, produce more than 30% of our greenhouse gas 
emissions, and generate 30% of our solid waste (40% in Dane 
County). Moreover, how we design our buildings affects people’s 
health, comfort, and productivity, especially since we spend 90% of 
our time inside them.  
 
The City of Madison currently owns and operates more than 200 
buildings of varying size and structure. A majority of these buildings 
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are utilized for equipment storage, general maintenance, and public 
recreation. The remaining are used for administrative offices (17), 
community/convention/clubhouse centers (12), fire/police stations 
(12), libraries (3), and parking ramps (5). The City also leases a small 
number of buildings (e.g., City-County Building and five branch 
libraries). Currently, there are $8.2 million in projects under 
construction, many of them retrofits and remodels, with another ten 
projects in the design phase and as many future projects planned. 
 
The Energy Conservation & Green Building (ECGB) Committee 
recognized that an effective approach to reducing Madison’s energy 
use and enhancing its building practices must:  
• Address both changes in end-user behavior and changes in city 

policy; 
• Involve city government, businesses, and residents; 
• Provide a framework of specific tools and methods; 
• Lead to cycles of actions that take us closer to our goals; and 
• Include measurements and reports to gauge and accelerate 

improvement.  

 
The following diagram (Figure 1) provided a framework for the ECGB 
Committee to approach its task: 
 

   
Introduction page 41 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

 

Vision:  
Madison is the greenest City…

Mission: 
The Madison Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee  

will provide recommendations for city government, businesses, and residents to improve the built 

and natural environment through wise energy use and sustainable practices to create health,  

economic, and environmental benefits. 

 

 Residents 

Businesses 

 

Community 

& City 

 

Objective: Motivate people to 

use energy wisely 

City 

Government  

Objective: Motivate policy 

change to reflect energy and 

green values 

Develop “Toolkit” for potential programs 

(e.g., Focus programs, energy efficiency 

measures, expert resources, funding, 

marketing approaches) 

Develop “Toolkit” for potential programs 

(e.g., sample ordinances and initiatives from 

other communities, such as Boulder, 

Portland, Seattle) 

Select initiative(s) Select initiative(s) 

Implement 

Initiative(s) 

Measure – Evaluate – Report  

Implement 

Initiative(s) 

Refine
Refine 

 
 
Figure 1.  
Madison Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee Working Framework 
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Principles underlying the ECGB Committee recommendations are: 
• Use energy more efficiently and achieve lower costs through the 

application of energy management and energy conservation 
technologies;  

• Balance, in a sustainable manner, economic development and 
quality-of-life issues within the ecological context; 

• Develop and implement innovative approaches to the 
management and delivery of Madison energy and environmental 
services; and  

• Prevent, rather than correct, pollution and other environmental 
problems whenever economically feasible.

 

Benefits of Energy Efficiency and Renewables, Green Building, 
and “Whole Systems” Design 
 

Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Flows and Benefits 
Energy use is associated with almost every aspect of our community 
from the building and maintenance of city infrastructure such as 
buildings, street lights and traffic signals, public water supply wells 
and pumping stations, and wastewater pumping stations, to powering 
a myriad of business, industry, and residential activity.  
 
Energy efficient strategies reduce energy consumption over standard 
practices for the same or better services. In buildings, this can include 
such strategies as optimizing solar orientation, window glazing, 
insulation, daylighting, and thermal mass, and installing occupancy 
and daylighting sensors, set back thermostats and variable speed 
drive equipment. In purchasing, this includes specifying Energy Star 
appliances from computers to refrigerators, energy saving lighting, 
systems, services, and products. 
 
To truly achieve a green city, energy conservation must be 
addressed, not just in end-use devices such as air conditioners, but 
also in the building design and social behaviors (e.g., wearing suits in 
summer). After efficiency measures have been implemented, 
services, such as lighting and cooling, can be supplied through clean, 
renewable energy sources. Through green building design and 
construction, lower energy costs can be achieved over the life of the 
building.  
 
Proven renewable energy technologies, such as solar, wind, and 
biomass, provide power sources that can reduce the volatility in 
electric utility bills for the City and its residents because these forms of 
fuel do not fluctuate in costs. Renewable fuels also provide numerous 
environmental benefits, create high quality local jobs, and reduce 
Wisconsin’s energy imports. Buildings and infrastructure with an 
optimal combination of energy efficient and renewable energy 
strategies enjoy lower life cycle costs, saving money over the life of 
the project. 
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To this end, the city can strive to achieve the following energy goals 
recommended by the ECGB Committee: (1) decrease summertime 
peak electrical load; (2) reduce base electrical load; (3) decrease 
natural gas consumption; and (4) promote renewable energy sources. 
 
There are multiple benefits to promoting energy efficiency for the 
environment, the community, and for economic growth. The U.S. 
Department of Energy has documented that a dollar spent on energy 
efficiency measures generates 57 to 84 cents more economic activity 
than does a dollar spent to pay energy bills. Figure 2 illustrates how 
energy is linked to economic development.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 2.  
Economic development from energy-saving initiatives

Green Building 
Most people understand the benefits of energy efficiency and 
renewable energy. The benefits of green buildings are less evident 
because most don’t have first-hand experience owning and using 
green buildings. The best way to achieve energy efficiencies in 

   
Introduction page 44 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

 
buildings demands an integrated view, which is embodied in green 
building design. 
 
Green building is a whole building integrated design and construction 
approach that optimizes the site’s energy, water, and materials, and 
improves indoor environmental quality and occupant comfort. Green 
building advances the triple bottom line of community, environment, 

and economy by enhancing human culture, well-
being and productivity, protecting or enhancing 
the natural environment and providing economic 
advantage through lower life cycle costs. A well-
designed green building will approach an ideal of 
sustainable design. According to the World 
Bank, “To say that a development is 
“sustainable” means, at least that its patterns of 
production and consumption can be reproduced 
indefinitely without doing irreparable damage to 
essential natural ecosystems.” 
 

The LEED™ Green Building Rating 
Standard  
The LEED™ Green Building Rating System has 
been adopted nationwide as the guideline for 
sustainable building by federal agencies, state 
and local governments, and interested private 
companies. LEED™ (Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design) is a feature-oriented 
rating system where credits are earned for 
satisfying specified green building criteria. The 
five major environmental categories of review 
include: Sustainable Sites, Water Efficiency, 
Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and 
Resources, and Indoor Environmental Quality. 
Certified, Silver, Gold, and Platinum levels of 
green building certification are awarded based 
on the total credits earned.  
 
Green buildings frequently require fewer 
resources than their conventional counterparts. 
This can have multiple benefits. A well-designed 
building can obviate the need for large, 
conventional heating and cooling systems, 
offsetting green design costs. This can result in 
comparable initial construction costs and 
reduced operational and maintenance costs over 
the life of the finished structure. A green building 
also tends to generate less waste, reducing 

tipping fees. Indoor environmental quality is a priority in green 
building, which includes good air quality. Therefore, green buildings 
are less likely to exhibit “sick building syndrome,” reducing liability 

 

Green real estate development has 

more than a single face. For one 

project, the most visible “green” 

feature might be energy 

performance; for another, 

restoration of prairie ecosystems; 

for yet another, the fostering of 

community cohesion and reduced 

dependence on the automobile. 

More significantly, though, green 

development is about the 

integration of all these features and 

many more. It is about solution 

multipliers, whereby one feature 

provides multiple benefits in 

reducing a project’s impact on the 

environment. 

—From “Green Development,”  

Rocky Mountain Institute  
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from employee lawsuits while enhancing worker productivity. These 
factors increase the value of green buildings, which can result in 
greater demand, higher rents or sales, and market stimulus to 
increase the supply of green buildings. Figure 3 illustrates some of the 
inter-relationships of building green on the economy and environment. 

 

 
 

Figure 3.  
Economic, Environmental and Health Impacts of Green Building  

 

Whole Systems Sustainable Design; The Integrated Approach 
Sustainable design requires us to consider the flow of energy and 
material through our community. We must also figure out how we can 
use that energy and materials in ways that can be sustained over 
many years, without compromising the ability of future citizens in our 
community to live productively and safely.  
 
Whole-systems thinking is a process through which the 
interconnections between the systems are actively considered. 
Solutions are sought that address multiple problems at the same time 
by considering all elements of the complete or whole-system to seek a 
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balance. Some refer to this process as the search for “solution 
multipliers.” 
 
Complex planning and design today requires many disciplines or 
departments to work together to inform the process. The traditional 
approach is for these various disciplines to have purview over limited, 
specific project types and topics that they handle independently of 
other departments. Design challenges are handled in a linear fashion 
as discrete tasks, passed on from one discipline or department to the 
next.  
 
By contrast, integrated design is a process through which the 
disciplines come together from the outset to actively consider the 
interconnections between systems and to seek solutions that address 
multiple problems at the same time. Tremendous opportunities exist 
to implement a teamwork approach to integrate Madison’s staff and 
work to incorporate a whole systems approach to capitalize on the 
synergies and achieve the maximum environmental, economic and 
social value. 
 
Applying whole-systems sustainable design techniques to 
maintenance, repair or upgrades of existing city infrastructure can 
yield multiple benefits that previously may not have been recognized. 
This provides benefits toward the triple bottom line (economy, 
environment, social equity) now and for future generations. For 
example, the city could apply whole-systems design considerations to 
the restoration of Madison’s watercourses and lakes. This includes 
daylighting any streams that currently run through culverts as roads 
and culverts are replaced, providing bio-filtering drainage swales for 
stormwater management when roadway stormwater systems are 
being replaced, promoting rain gardens and other techniques which 
are integrated into property landscapes to reduce or eliminate run-off 
from properties, and enhancing riparian zones around the lakes and 
rivers. These actions could provide the interrelated benefits described 
graphically in Figure 4 on next page.  
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Figure 4.  
Benefits of whole-systems sustainable design techniques  

 

Sustainable Cities 
Communities around the world are using the principles of the Earth 
Charter, Agenda 213, and other principles and highlighting the 
integration of environmental integrity, social and economic justice, 
democratic processes, and respect and care for the community of life. 

                                                 
3
 Agenda 21, United Nations Conference on Environment and Development 

(www.un.org/geninfo/bp/enviro.html), Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 1992. 
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Some of the sustainable city programs across the US and the world 
include: San Francisco4, San Jose5, Portland6, Pittsburgh7, and New 
Orleans, Montreal and Toronto, Canada, London and Cambridge8, 
England, Vienna, Austria9, Lyon, France and Sao Paulo, Brazil. By 
working to become a sustainable city, Madison would join a global 
movement. 

 
 

Agenda 21 Preamble:  

“Humanity stands at a defining moment in history. We are confronted with a 

perpetuation of disparities between and within nations, a worsening of 

poverty, hunger, ill health and illiteracy, and the continuing deterioration of 

the ecosystems on which we depend for our well-being. However, 

integration of environment and development concerns and greater attention 

to them will lead to the fulfillment of basic needs, improved living standards 

for all, better protected and managed ecosystems and a safer, more 

prosperous future.” 

 
 

                                                 
4
 Sustainable City, Working toward a sustainable future for San Francisco; 

http://www.sustainable-city.org
 
5
 City of San Jose Sustainable City Strategy; www.ci.san-jose.ca.us/esd/sustainablecity.htm

 
6
 Portland Office of Sustainable Development; www.sustainableportland.org  

 
7
 Sustainable Pittsburgh http://www.sustainablepittsburgh.org/  

 
8
 Cambridge Sustainable City; www.cambridge.gov.uk/sustainablecity   

 
9
 Network of Urban Forums for Sustainable Development; 

www.urban.nl/Network%20of%20Urban%20Forums/introduction.html  
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RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY TABLE 
 

I. Establish a Madison Sustainable City Program 
 

A. Adopt a Guiding Principle on Sustainability 

 • Adopt specific performance measures and goals. 

B. Commit to sustainability by establishing an Office of Sustainable 
Development with interdepartmental representation and cooperation. 
Reorganize across existing departments to integrate sustainable 
development into all city functions and decisions. The Office of 
Sustainable Development will report directly to the Mayor 

C. Develop financial resources for full-scale implementation of sustainable 
development 

1) Identify and develop funding sources for the city’s Office of Sustainable 
Development: 1st staff member 2005; 2nd staff member 2006.  

2) Pursue additional funding options for support of city sustainability programs. 

D. Adopt a green framework for all Madison operations: 
Build Green—green building; 
Save Green—energy efficiency; 
Power Green—renewable energy;  
Buy Green—city purchasing;  
Drive Green—alternative fuel fleet, public transit, Community Car, etc.; 
and 
Manage Green—recycling, environmental performance, environmental 
development, brownfields redevelopment, green meetings and events, 
green hotline and webpage. 

E. Develop policies and programs that promote sustainable development 
planning: e.g., efficient use of water across the city and throughout the 
cycle of use (freshwater demand, sewer and greywater, and 
stormwater); transportation planning; urban heat island effects; low 
impact development; smart growth.  

F. Develop annual reporting requirements for the city and for each 
department to measure progress in implementing the Madison 
Sustainable City Program.  

 • Deliver annual state of the environment report. 
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II. Madison’s GRE2EN Commitment 
 (Green Building, Resource & Energy Efficient Environment) 
 

A. Change City Buildings and Operations 

A1. Impact City’s Existing Building Infrastructure 

1) Develop Municipal Pilot Projects to showcase energy efficiency, renewable energy, 
and green building practices. Use LEED™ for Existing Buildings—LEED™-EB—and 
Advanced Buildings Guidelines for the energy portion of LEED™ as a guideline and 
standard.  

 • Measure, track, review, report. 

2) Upgrade existing building stock and infrastructure: reduce energy consumption, 
change to green operations (e.g., buy Energy Star), decrease water use, sustainable 
site and landscaping maintenance. 

 • Mayor announces City Energy Challenge to city departments to reduce energy 
use by 10% by 2010. Mayor challenges other units of government to reduce 
energy (e.g. 100% Energy Star schools). 

 • Evaluate existing municipal buildings including civic, office buildings, and 
community based housing, and develop benchmarks and targets using LEED™- 
EB and Energy Star. 

 o Major retrofits—as they arise, apply LEED™-EB. 

 • Implement rapid payback upgrades (upgrades with the biggest savings) and 
programs that lower peak demand, which lowers energy use when demand is 
highest. 

 • Utilize “Focus on Energy” program for moderate payback opportunities. 

 • Contract with solar water heating utility. 

 • Utilize Focus on Energy co-funding and support to implement high demonstration 
value renewable energy projects. 

 • Install urban off-grid solar electric systems for applications where bringing in 
power is costly (e.g., bus shelter, walkway lighting, etc.) and for security 
applications (e.g., critical street lights, etc.). 

A2. Impact New City Buildings 

1) Adopt LEED™ green building rating system for new buildings. 

 • Municipal: Write Requests for Proposals for municipal projects that stipulate 
LEED™ green building certification for projects of $1+ million (exceptions for cost) 
and an integrated design approach in the early design phases of all projects. 
Initially meet certified level, increase over time. 

2) Develop Municipal Pilot Projects to showcase energy efficiency, renewable and 
green building practices. Use LEED™-NC: New Construction and the Advanced 
Building Guidelines for the energy portion of LEED™ as a standard, and register and 
certify the projects. 

 • East side police station. 

 • Private Sector Initiative with public cooperation - Project: 90-unit multifamily and 
commercial mixed use; The Nelson Group. 

 • Consider a renewable energy demonstration on a new city building. 
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A3. Upgrade Operations  

1) Invest Resources for full-scale implementation of energy conservation and green 
building practices  

 • Include funding for green building in capital budget packages for new construction 
and renovation projects. 

 • Shift budgeting focus for buildings to life-cycle costing and assessment rather 
than first cost. By considering first costs together with operation and maintenance 
costs over 30 years, decision-makers will have a realistic cost comparison over 
the life of the building of the actual building cost to the taxpayers. 

 • Provide managerial, technical, and financial support for operations and 
maintenance (O&M);  
o Options: increase staff for facilities management, subcontract out, current 

management staff and subcontract. 
o Maintenance software purchase, remote monitoring. 
o Include purchasing and leasing guidelines and listings that incorporate life-

cycle costing. 

2) Develop cost effective green building and energy efficient operations and 
maintenance standards that are performance based and results oriented. Adopt state 
and other relevant effective guidelines (e.g., daylighting standard, construction, and 
demo material specifications.) 

3) Measure progress by City departments—track environmental, energy, and economic 
performance (new and existing buildings).  

 

B. Change Policies Impacting the Private Sector 

B1. Adopt a High Performance Green Building Rating System for New 
Buildings Receiving Public Funding  

1) Commercial mixed use: require Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) projects use 
LEED™ program beginning 2006. Incentivise other developers to build green. 

2) Low-income and community-based public housing: City supported projects 
mandatory by 2006, incentivise developers of other types of commercial projects to 
build green. 

3) Residential (1–2 family): Phase in Wisconsin Green Built Home by 2007 at minimum 
green guide level for all publicly funded projects. Work with Dane County early to 
make this countywide. Incentivise higher achievement. Encourage all developers to 
build green through voluntary incentives.  

4) Planning documents (Plats, PUD’s, staff generated plans): require low-impact 
development. Create low-impact guidelines and then quickly phase in practices. 

B2. Examine Zoning, Permits, Codes, Procedures, etc. 

1) Identify requirements that don’t support green design.  

2) Eliminate city policies that create economic disincentives to green.  

3) Streamline the lengthy approval process for existing buildings and infill to encourage 
green, high performance building. Also, assign staff (case worker) contact to move 
the green projects through. 

4) Amend ordinances- current old ordinances provide no latitude to staff for discretion. 

5) Develop a more comprehensive dark skies and efficient outdoor lighting initiative. 
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B3. Examine overall process of City building procurement and design 
activities and make changes to ensure benefits of integrated design in 
buildings 

B4. Provide green building, energy efficiency and renewable energy 
incentives 

1) Institute full cost accounting for all departments citywide. Allow operational savings, 
like energy savings, to go back to individual department budgets. This provides an 
incentive to reduce costs so there will be more funding for services and programs. 

2) Permitting expedition, exemptions, or relaxation of some requirements, with priority 
for green projects as pilots. 

3) Provide financial incentives to offset some of incremental costs (see Appendix C 
Govt. Green Building Programs, including Portland’s G-rated matrix, Santa Monica 
incentives, etc.). 

4) Establish City preference for doing business with firms that implement green 
practices, similar to minority business preference. 

5) Reward efficient energy and water users. 

6) Increase permit fees for standard construction while reducing fees for green projects 
where applicable. 

7) Staff technical assistance: City hire LEED™ accredited professional to educate other 
city staff and aid developers. 

8)  Adjust stormwater utility fee—reduce fee if using a cistern, etc. Evaluate rates to 
ensure efficiency is rewarded. Fee-bate. (See page 66.) 

9) Tax Incremental Financing (TIF) would include green building using LEED™ 
standards as TIF eligible expense. 

B5. Track Benefits: Benchmarking.  

 Required: information reporting from private sector (new buildings). 

 • Use TIF projects from between 2004–2007 to provide data - data collection for 
benchmarking tied to permit requirements. 

 • Use same number of non-TIF projects and compare. 

 

C. Work Collaboratively: educate, communicate, facilitate. 

C1. Develop green building, energy efficiency, and renewable energy 
technical assistance and outreach tools, including a training program 
for City departments, public officials, residential and business 
communities, and private sector partners 

1) Educate City Staff. 

 • Hold developer/City staff and officials sustainable development workshop. 

2) Educate stakeholders in business community. 

 • Mobilize partners: formally collaborate with a diverse group of private businesses, 
associations, utilities, nonprofits, and colleges (including the University of 
Wisconsin) to cooperate on energy efficiency and green building. Encourage 
them to: 

 o Create and participate in EnAct for business. 
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 o Reduce summer peak demand by commercial customers. 

 o Utilize ”Focus on Energy” and renewable energy program services and co-
funding. 

3) Educate Residential Community. 

 • Reduce summer peak demand through new initiatives. 

 • Implement city appliance turn-in program, encouraging people to get rid of old 
inefficient appliances.  

C2. Facilitate and Endorse Partner Organization Programs 

 • Launch neighborhood grocery and convenience store energy efficiency program. 

 • Expand participation in EnAct for homes. 

 • Utilize Focus on Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy program services and 
co-funding. 

C3. Marketing and Communications 

1) Communicate successes-public, local government, private, staff 

 • Publicize results of pilots; and 

 • Document pilots in process -video teaching tool/resource. 

2) Provide marketing for developers that design, build, and retrofit energy efficient green 
buildings; help with advertising and promotion. 

 • Showcase firms demonstrating leadership to increase profile for green projects. 

 • Create industrial and commercial sector leadership groups. 

3) Initiate Mayor’s award, and other methods for recognizing Sustainable City 
participation as well as outstanding performance and achievement. 

C4.  Develop Madison Hallmark: Solar City 

1) Create a Solar Mile on East Washington Avenue Corridor. 

2) Identify other opportunities for renewables where city development is occurring and 
incorporate high visibility solar demonstrations. 
• A good potential opportunity is Villager Mall on Park Street. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 
 

I. Establish a Madison Sustainable City Program 
 

A. Adopt a Guiding Principle on Sustainability  
 

What (Description of recommendation): Develop and adopt a 
guiding principle on sustainability. Sample guiding principle (for 
reference only): In recognition that all decisions have environmental 
implications and that a healthy environment is integral to the long-term 
economic interests of the City of Madison, the City will ensure that 
each of its policy decisions and programs are guided by an overriding 
commitment to sustainability so that existing decisions don’t 
compromise the ability of future generations to meet their needs. 
 
Why (Reason for recommendation): A guiding principle that 
encapsulates Madison’s vision and long-term goals to integrate and 
balance environment, economy, and community provides a basis from 
which to evaluate whether decisions and policies are beneficial to 
Madison in both the short and long term. 
 
How (Implementation strategies): Construct the guiding principle 
with input from Madison stakeholders so that it satisfies the goals and 
visions for the city that are shared by families, businesses, City 
officials, ethical/faith groups, etc. Sustainability, at its core, is a 
participatory, dynamic process. 
 
The “teeth” of the guiding principle are specific performance measures 
and goals to be developed by the Office of Sustainable Development, 
described below. These should be changed or be augmented over 
time as long as they continue to enhance the guiding principle. 
 
Sample performance targets and goals include: specific targets for 
emission reductions; specific percentage reduction in summer peak 
energy use; specific number of buildings qualifying for the Department 
of Energy Energy Star program and/or number of buildings achieving 
the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED™ rating; specific percentage 
reduction in energy demand growth rate; specific percentage of waste 
recycled or recycled product (such as paper) procurement; 
percentage of Energy Star equipment purchased; specific measure of 
economic health such as employment rate, local business success 
rate, etc. 

 

B. Establish an Office of Sustainable Development 
 

Invest in sustainability by establishing an Office of Sustainable 
Development with interdepartmental representation and cooperation. 
Reorganize across existing departments to integrate sustainable 
development in all city functions and decision-making. The Office of 
Sustainable Development will report directly to the Mayor. 
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What: Consisting of interdepartmental representatives and a director, 
the purpose of the Office of Sustainable Development (OSD) is to 
integrate sustainability goals into all city functions and decision-
making. To accomplish this, the functions of the OSD include applying 
a sustainability lens to: 
 
• Assess where the City is by overseeing benchmarking, tracking, 

life cycle costing, policy and code analysis; 
• Develop processes and procedures (e.g., for full cost accounting); 
• Develop standards and incentives; 
• Provide education and community outreach coordination such as: 

educating staff City wide, creating a Sustainable City Information 
Clearinghouse to provide information on the city’s green activities 
and programs with links to those of partner organizations and 
agencies (see partner organizations listing Recommendation C.2), 
and working with partner organizations on targeted initiatives;  

• Oversee the Madison Sustainable Design and Energy 
Commission (to be created) that has experts, citizen and business 
members, to add the community stakeholder perspective.  

 
Why: The City of Madison has a traditional municipal structure where 
departments operate as individual silos each responsible for their own 
programs. Sustainability is a whole systems approach that recognizes 
interconnections. By integrating aspects of City operations that are 
part of a system, the City will be able to capitalize on the synergies 
and achieve the maximum environmental, economic, and social value.  
 
Currently, sustainability measures are scattered throughout City 
departments and there is little consistency among departments on 
how or whether they are implemented. There is no person 
coordinating green city initiatives and related budget development, 
and there is no single source for information nor an entity to consider 
the effects that a decision or policy can have on many different 
aspects of the city. 
 
How: It is recommended that a representative from each City 
department become part of the OSD and spend a percentage of their 
time working to collaborate, develop and implement the office’s goals 
and programs. One full-time OSD staff as the office director is 
recommended by 2005, and a second staff member, a shining star 
among the departmental representatives, by 2006. 

 

C. Develop Financial Resources for Full-Scale Implementation of 
Sustainable Development  

 
What: Develop budget, target funding sources and fund the OSD. 
 
Why: As policy review and clearinghouse and outreach programs 
develop, the office will need, in addition to its interdepartmental 
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representatives, at least two full-time staff members to manage 
programs and information. This is minimal and consistent with start up 
staffing for other cities’ sustainability offices. 
 
How: Funding sources for the office itself could include fees and other 
mechanisms. Fees identified include: fees on construction and 
remodeling including: 

a. Commercial (68 projects) -- increase the permit 
fees by 25% to raise $100,000; 
b. Mechanicals on commercial projects (865 projects) 
-- increase permit fees by 10%; 
c. Building permit application fee increase 25% over 
current $0.18 per square foot with Energy Star or 
green projects receiving a rebate; 
d. Apply weatherization inspection standard 
requirement to single-family, owner-occupied homes 
built prior to 1992 (like state weatherization 
requirement on residential income properties built 
prior to 1982). If not certified, impose a $25 fee 
 per sale, transfer at closing; 
e. Also, consider a surcharge on home closing costs, 
increasing appliance pickup fees, and surcharges on 
stormwater and water bills.  
 
Other sources for the Office include an energy 
efficiency/renewable energy bond issue (see Solar 
bond text box), a City foundation (similar to the 
Schools Foundation) that could create an energy fund, 
and lease purchasing financing.  
 
Funding for OSD programs include sources such as: 
grant money10, Focus on Energy, a water utility 
surcharge, block grant funding, 
manufacturer/distributor donations for demonstration 
of green products and technologies, and project 
financing mechanisms that advance green goals, such 
as performance contracting, shared savings, lower-
cost energy-efficient mortgages, etc. 

 
D. Adopt A Green Framework For All Madison Operations 
 

 Build Green — green building 
 Save Green — energy efficiency and conservation  
 Power Green — renewable energy  
 Buy Green — city purchasing  
 Drive Green — alternative fuel fleet, public transit, Community Car, 
etc.  

Solar Bond 

Dedicated bonds to fund 

solar and energy efficiency 

installations that are paid 

off through energy savings 

from projects over time. 

Benefits of this fiscal policy 

include energy savings, 

hedge against utility 

increases, reduced use of 

fossil fuels, and local job 

creation. Solar bonds have 

been passed in San 

Francisco and Honolulu. 

                                                 
10

 Potential grant source, The Ash Institute Innovations in American Government Program; 
eligible to apply after 12 months success, $100,000 award 
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 Manage Green — recycling, environmental performance, 
environmental development, brownfields redevelopment, green 
meetings and events, green hotline and webpage 
 
What: A green framework is an organizational tool that provides a 
simple, consistent, and transparent structure to the green aspects in 
all Madison operations. This framework makes it easy for the OSD to 
apply the sustainability guiding principle universally and consistently, 
and provides a one-stop information source for the City’s green 
operations and programs. The green framework includes policies, 
standards and programs to build green, save green (addressing 
energy efficiency), power green (addressing renewable energy), buy 
green (addressing city purchasing), drive green (addressing an 
alternative fuel fleet, multimodal public transit, etc.), and manage 
green (addressing recycling, environmental performance, 
development and brownfield redevelopment, green events, a green 
hotline and webpage). The framework is not hierarchical; each part 
informs the whole. 
 
Why: Many green programs, policies and initiatives already exist in 
Madison, but currently there is no easy way for the public to access 
them or for City departments to know what other departments are 
doing, nor is there standardization of the city’s internal green 
programs.  
 
How: Using the green framework, under each category the OSD will:  
• evaluate what programs already exist and what programs need to 

be developed or augmented; 
• provide its cross-disciplinary perspective to program design; and  
• give City departments and the public a point source to access 

information.  
 
The OSD, as an interagency department, will standardize the City’s 
internal green programs (such as purchasing programs, recycling 
programs, etc.) across departments. 

 

E. Develop Policies and Programs That Promote Sustainable 
Development and Planning 

 
What: Policies and programs that directly promote sustainable 
development and planning. Identify the various, independent City 
initiatives that are part of a larger system and coordinate them in a 
systems approach to maximize their environmental, economic and 
social good. Examples include policies that address freshwater 
demand, wastewater treatment/reuse, and stormwater management; 
City/regional transportation policies, urban heat island reduction 
programs, low-impact development, and “smart growth” policies. 
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Why: By integrating aspects of City operations that are part of a 
system, Madison will be able to capitalize on the synergies and 
achieve the maximum environmental, economic, and social value.  
 
How: The OSD will inventory, identify and work with staff to develop 
policies and programs that promote sustainable development. 

 

F. Develop Annual Reporting Requirements for the City  
 

What: City departments will be required to measure progress in 
implementing the Sustainable City Program. The OSD will also 
acquire data indicating the level of the city’s environmental health (air 
quality, lake water quality, etc.). 
 

Why: Indicators can help us focus on pressing problems, celebrate 
successes, and make smarter decisions. People are motivated by 
feedback. Studies have shown that simply providing a homeowner 
with an energy use meter will cause them to reduce their consumption 
as compared to people who do not have a meter. Feedback will also 
allow the OSD to adjust programs and incentive structures, fix “leaks” 
and other maintenance problems, concentrate on the most critical 
issues, etc.  
 

How: The OSD can set up monitoring programs that will periodically 
assess city energy use, air quality, solid waste production, the city’s 
stormwater quality and quantity, etc. The information collected can 
then be used to inform ongoing policies and priorities and to produce 
an annual “state of the environment” report. To generate a 
sustainability report requires additional measures that reflect 
Madison’s social and economic health along with the environmental 
factors.11 Consideration of the linkages between the results is also 
important. The Smart Communities Network Measuring Progress 
report of sustainability indicators used by several cities can serve as a 
basis for establishing Madison indicators.12  
 

 

                                                 
11

 United Nations Indicators of Sustainable Development 
http://www.un.org/esa/sustdev/natlinfo/indicators/isd.htm
 
12

 Smart Communities Network; http://www.sustainable.doe.gov/measuring/melocal.shtml 
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II. GRE2EN Commitment: Green building, Resource & Energy 
Efficiency, and ENvironment (GRE2EN) 

 

A. Change City Buildings and Operations 
 

A1. Impact Madison’s Existing Building Infrastructure 
 

A1.1) Municipal pilot projects to showcase energy efficiency, 
renewable energy and other green building practices 
 
What: Recommended pilot projects include:  
• Madison Municipal Building (the 6th highest energy user of the 

City, with MGE showing a $89,820 energy bill in 2002); 
• Monona Terrace Convention Center (high visibility, newer building 

that might achieve LEED™-EB fairly easily and inexpensively); 
• Dudgeon School (historic building, with high community profile 

and use); 
• Four City parking garages w/ highest energy use (parking garages 

can be particularly wasteful with lighting energy so lighting retrofits 
could quickly provide sizeable dollar savings); 

• City-County Building (partner with the county). 
 
Why: Pilot projects demonstrating early program success and 
practical “how to” solutions will provide credibility to the program and 
encourage ardent participation. Targeting the Madison Municipal 
Building impacts staff, gets them involved and experienced, and 
requires annual review for US Green Building Council. 
 
How: Require that LEED™ for Existing Buildings (LEED™-EB) be 
met, at the certified level at minimum initially, but raise the level over 
time. Use the Advanced Buildings Guidelines for the energy portion of 
LEED™. Measure and monitor over time, review, and report building 
performance results, as compared to similar existing buildings that 
have not been retrofitted to meet LEED™-EB. 
 

A1.2) Municipal Building stock and infrastructure: green 
upgrades 
What: Implement the following types of green building and operational 
measures: energy consumption reduction, green housekeeping 
(nontoxic chemical use), water use reduction, and green site and 
landscape maintenance. 
 
Why: The majority of Madison building stock is already built and often 
contains older, less-efficient technologies than exist today; therefore, 
existing building stock provides the largest opportunity for energy and 
resource savings. 
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How: Take several specific measures to reach this goal:  
• Initiate a “City Energy Challenge” by the Mayor to City 

departments and encourage each department to reduce its energy 
use by at least ten percent by 2010 by using its own creativity and 
new resources to innovate increasingly more rigorous ways to 
achieve energy savings; 

• Evaluate municipal building stock (including civic, office and 
community housing) using LEED™-EB and Energy Star in order 
to establish base case benchmark levels from which to improve 
upon as buildings are retrofitted. Set targets. As major retrofits are 
required, apply LEED™-EB; 

• Mayor challenges other units of government to reduce energy 
(e.g. 100% Madison schools meeting Energy Star performance 
standards.) This could be achieved by hiring Energy Service 
Companies to do turnkey retrofits or by issuing bonds to hire 
private engineering firms to audit and recommend upgrades 
whose energy savings would pay back the bonds; 

• Implement rapid payback upgrades and demand management to 
lower peak demand. Use low-cost energy management tools such 
as computer power management, vending machine controllers, 
exit sign light changeouts to LED bulbs, and lighting occupancy 
sensors and dimmers. Implement water efficiency mechanisms 
such as aerators, low-flow shower heads, and energy efficient pre-
rinse spray nozzles; 

• Contract with the solar water heating utility for high hot water use 
sites such as city pools; 

• Utilize Focus on Energy co-funding and support to implement high 
demonstration value, renewable energy projects such as capturing 
biomass energy at landfills, using solar water heating in city-
owned residential buildings, and using solar electric power at key 
high-visibility locations as an educational tool; 

• Install urban off-grid solar electric systems for applications such as 
remote bus shelter locations or street lights where connecting to 
the grid is costly. 

  

A2. Impact New City Buildings 
 

A2.1) Adopt the LEED™ green building rating system for new 
City buildings 
 
What: Write Requests for Proposals (RFPs) for municipal projects 
over $1 million that require the project achieve at least the “certified” 
level of LEED™ for New Construction (LEED™-NC). Increase the 
required certification level over time. For buildings of at least 20,000 
square feet of conditioned space but costing less than $1 million, 
require the design team use Advanced Buildings E-Benchmark to 
achieve at least 30% better than code energy performance. 
 
Why: Although the highest practical green, energy and resource 
efficiency levels should be the city’s eventual goal (and do not 
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necessarily require more than a two percent premium over 
conventional construction13— Appendix E), starting at a LEED™ 
certified level should give the design community and contractors time 
to become familiar with the required green building strategies and 
technologies. 
 
How: By writing competitive RFPs for the large projects, the first 
buildings to have the LEED™-NC requirement will attract 
professionals experienced with green building (possibly nationally 
based firms) who will be motivated to build some of Madison’s 
greenest projects. The rest of the Madison design community will 
meanwhile have access to Madison’s and industry associations’ green 
building outreach and education programs (described elsewhere in 
this report) to help them meet Madison’s increasing standards for 
green buildings. 

 

A2.2) Municipal pilot projects to showcase energy efficiency, 
renewable energy and other green building practices 
 
What: Recommended pilot projects include:  
• Madison East Side police station; 
• The Nelson Group’s First Street, 90-unit, mixed-use multifamily 

housing/commercial project (a cooperative private/public sector 
project); and 

• a renewable energy demonstration on a new city building. 
 
Why: Pilot projects serve as tangible examples demonstrating early 
program success and practical “how to” solutions. This provides 
credibility to the program and an education opportunity for City staff 
and the public, and encourages ardent participation.  
 
How: Require that LEED™ for New Construction (LEED™-NC) be 
met, at least at certified level initially, but raise the level over time. 
Monitor (over time), review, and report building performance results, 
as compared to similar existing buildings that have not been retrofitted 
to meet LEED™-EB. Track the impediments in the City process along 
the way and compare the upfront and life-cycle economics of this 
project to standard construction. Demonstrate the feasibility of green 
technologies. 
  

A3. Upgrade City Operations 
 

A3.1) Invest resources 
What: Create the means to achieve full-scale implementation of 
energy conservation and green building practices. 
 

                                                 
13 Kats, Gregory, The Costs and Financial Benefits of Green Building, A Report to California’s 
Sustainable Building Task Force, October 2003 www.cap-e.com/ewebeditpro/items/O59F3481.pdf
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Why: Funding commitment is the most powerful way to assure 
program success, even though it may simply be a commitment to shift 
funds from operational to construction budgets, rather than needing to 
raise new funds. By shifting to building life-cycle costing and 
assessment rather than separating construction budgets (capital 
costs) from operational budgets, decision-makers will have a realistic 
cost comparison of the actual long-term cost of a building to the 
taxpayers. 
 
How: Earmark funding for green building (such as additional fees) in 
capital budget packages for new construction and renovation projects.  
• Shift to life-cycle costing and assessment so that city operational 

savings can help fund higher green design and technology costs, 
if necessary.  

• Finally, provide managerial, technical and financial support for 
greening City operations. This may involve increasing staff for 
facilities management or sub-contacting services or a 
combination; purchasing maintenance software for remote 
monitoring; and/or the OSD providing purchasing and leasing 
guidelines that incorporate life-cycle costing to City departments. 

 

A3.2) Develop green building and energy efficient operations 
and maintenance standards 
 
A3.2.1) Performance-based standards 
What: Standards should be cost effective and performance based. 
 
Why: Performance-based standards focus on results while 
encouraging individual creativity in the methods of achieving those 
results. 
 
How: The OSD should determine practical targets for everything from 
departmental energy and water use to percent of waste recycled 
rather than discarded. 
 

A3.2.2) Full cost accounting  
What: Institute full cost accounting for all City departments so that 
operational expenses are charged to each department’s budget. 
 
Why: If departments are rewarded for innovative reductions in their 
operational costs by getting use of the saved dollars for programmatic 
expenses, they will be much more apt to develop the innovations. 
 
How: OSD work with City Comptroller’s Office to develop the full cost 
accounting methodology and plans for the shift. Contact other cities 
that have successful full cost accounting programs, such as Phoenix, 
AZ, so as not to reinvent the wheel. 
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A3.3) Measure progress made in each City department  
What: Track environmental, energy and economic performance for 
new and existing buildings. 
 
Why: While there is general consensus on the environmental and 
social benefits of sustainable design, there is consistent concern over 
the lack of accurate financial and economic information surrounding 
those benefits. Sustainable buildings generally incur a “green 
premium” above the costs of standard construction. These costs 
should be weighed against the benefits associated with green design. 
The benefits, such as energy and water savings, pollutant avoidance, 
and health and productivity gains, can be assessed through a life 
cycle cost (LCC) methodology. LCC necessitates that performance be 
tracked over time. 
 
How: see IF. under the Sustainable City Program. 
 

B. Change Policies Impacting the Private Sector  
 

B1. High Performance Building Rating System: Publicly Funded 
New Buildings 

 
What: Adopt LEED™ Green Building Rating Program for new 
commercial and multifamily buildings receiving public funding; require 
Wisconsin Green Built Home for residential buildings receiving public 
funding, according to the timeframe below: 
• Commercial: Require TIF projects to use LEED™ beginning 2006. 

Incentivise other commercial projects to build green; 
• Low-income Housing and Community Based Public Housing: City 

supported projects mandatory by 2006, Incentivise other 
commercial projects to build green; 

• Residential (1-2 family): Phase in WI Green Built Home by 2007 
for public funding projects at minimum green guide level; 

• Planning documents including Plats, PUDs and staff generated 
plans, require low-impact development practices by 2007. 

 
Why: The US Green Building Council’s (USGBC’s) LEED™ rating 
system is the national standard, although there are other green 
building programs and, therefore, will make the greenness of 
Madison’s buildings universally meaningful across the US. Also, it is 
recognized and used by the design and building industries, so there 
are trained professionals available. Also, the USGBC provides 
auditing and certification to “prove” that the building is as green as it 
claims. (See Appendix C for listing of cities and states that require the 
LEED™ Green Building Rating Program)  
 
How: RFPs for publicly funded buildings will require LEED™ 
certification and public funded residential buildings will be required to 
meet WI Green Built Home according to the timeframe above. OSD 
can develop some sample specification language for green building to 
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provide to developers. Work with Dane County and other local 
governments early to make these practices countywide. Quickly 
phase in low-impact development practices as a requirement for all 
PUDs, plats, and staff-generated plans. 

 
B2. Zoning, Permits, Codes and Procedures 

 
What: All policies, codes and procedures must be carefully evaluated 
by the OSD and individual City departments to assure that they 
incentivise what the City wants (green buildings, energy and resource 
efficiency, clean water and air, minimal noise and light pollution, etc.) 
 
Why: Many codes and policies, written for a particular purpose at an 
earlier time, are now creating “perverse” incentives, such as making it 
less expensive or more convenient to create waste, pollution, and 
energy-inefficient designs. 
 
How: Eliminate policies that create economic disincentives to green 
practices. Create new policies that make green practices more 
economical and more convenient (for instance, evaluate the possibility 
of charging for water use based on monthly usage). Handle codes 
and policies with education and outreach to provide familiarity with 
green practices. Streamline the approval process for green, high 
performance buildings and infill projects. Develop new codes where 
necessary to protect the environment (such as a “dark skies” 
initiative).  

 

B3. Overall Process of City Building Procurement/ Design 
 

What: Examine the overall structure of building procurement and 
design so that the necessary changes can be made to assure the 
benefits of integrated building design. 
 
Why: Like codes and policies, sometimes building procurement and 
design practices create impediments rather than incentives for 
integrated green design. For instance, designers are usually not 
rewarded for greater energy or resource efficiency in their designs, 
and life cycle operational savings are usually not factored into 
equipment and materials purchase decisions.  
 
How: Establish a working committee of committed design 
practitioners, builders and developers to join staff in evaluating the 
codes, testing and implementing this over the course of a few years. 
This collaboration began at the developers’ workshop on 24-25 June, 
2004. 
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B4. Green Building, Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy 
Incentives 

 
What: Provide financial incentives for green projects to offset some 
incremental costs. Prioritize green projects by relaxing some of the 
permitting requirements or lowering the fees or by giving temporal 
priority to green projects (the fee reductions could be recouped by 
charging more to non-green projects). Institute preferred vendor 
arrangements for firms that implement green practices; provide 
incentives for water efficient homes, such as residential block rates or 
rebates for usage reduction compared to the prior year. Reduce 
stormwater utility fee for residents and businesses that collect 
rainwater in cisterns or other on-site systems. Use “fee-bates” as 
applicable. 
 
Why: Incentives can be effective. They are likely to encourage 
creativity and continual improvement. 
 
How: The City should provide outreach, education, and support to 
make these incentives successful. Communication with the developer 
community will be essential as will hiring a LEED™ accredited 
professional to educate City staff and aid developers. 
 

Fee-bates: Using fee-bates is an example of providing encouragement and dissuasion 

upon private sector decision-making. A fee-bate is a blend of a fee and rebate, a non-

industry-specific strategy that imposes fees on polluters and provides a rebate to non-

polluters. For example, when you bought a new car, you would pay an extra fee if it were 

an inefficient clunker or, alternatively, get a rebate if it were energy-efficient. The neutral 

point would be placed so fees and rebates balanced—it is neither an inflationary measure 

nor a disguised tax. This strategy has been proposed to reduce the consumption of water 

and other resources, and as a way to improve the energy efficiency of new buildings. 

Fee-bates have been used to help stimulate the growth of green power production when 

technologies are new and implementation costs may be particularly high. 

 
B5. Benchmarking 

 
What: Require new publicly funded private sector buildings to provide 
data on energy and resource use. 
 
Why: Feedback is an important motivator and will also provide 
required information to help the City meaningfully adjust its private 
sector incentives. 
 
How: Use TIF projects from the period between 2004 and 2007 to 
provide performance data. Compare this data to similar non-TIF 
projects.  

C. Work Collaboratively: Educate, Communicate, Facilitate 
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C1. Outreach and Training for City Staff, Residents and 
Businesses 

 

C1.1) Educate City staff 
What: The City will endorse, facilitate, and provide training in green 
building, energy/resource efficiency, renewable energy, and 
sustainable development for its staff. 
 
Why: City staff must be able to green their own operations as well as 
advise and assist the business and residential communities. 
 
How: LEED™ - Accredited new hire or OSD member should provide, 
working with partner organizations, in-house training; City staff should 
be encouraged to attend leading seminars and conferences and the 
24-25 June Madison Developers’ Workshop. 

 

C1.2) Educate business community stakeholders 
What: Mobilize and collaborate with a diverse group of private 
businesses, associations, utilities, nonprofits, the University of 
Wisconsin and other higher education institutions. Encourage local 
libraries to augment their energy/green building collections.  
 
Why: An educated and supported community will carry forth the 
sustainable city goals, providing great leverage to the City’s own 
programs. 
 
How: Encourage partner groups to:  
• Start an EnAct for business program; 
• Encourage businesses to reduce summer peak demand by 

installing lighting dimmers, installing solar applications, instituting 
nighttime AC setbacks, etc.; 

• Utilize Focus on Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
program services. Focus on Energy services and incentives 
opportunities include: solar water heating for condominiums and 
apartments, point-of-purchase education, and the annual tour of 
solar/sustainable businesses. 

 

C1.3) Educate and provide outreach to residential community 
What: Encourage residents to reduce summer peak demand and 
overall energy use. 
 
Why: Transmission and distribution systems typically run at less than 
50% capacity. The benefits of reduced consumption are greatest at 
peak power times. These benefits include: avoided congestion costs, 
reduced pollution, and reduced power quality and power reliability 
problems. Green buildings tend to reduce peak consumption even 
more than they reduce overall demand.  
 
How: Example tools include: 
• Education; 
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• Contests; 
• Home cooling initiative; 
• AC/ dehumidifier turn-in program; 
• Incentives for purchasing Energy Star appliances; 
• Encourage local businesses to provide point-of-purchase 

education on energy/resource use of products; 
• Summer Survivor media event (Appendix F.); 
• Set-back Saturday; 
• Cooling tune-up; 
• City turn-in programs for old, inefficient appliances such as 

window AC units, old refrigerators and freezers, etc. 
 

C2. Facilitation and Endorsement of Partner Organization 
Programs 

 
What: A multitude of organizations in Madison provide a wide range 
of excellent programs for saving energy and greening buildings. 
These “partner organization” programs include MGE, EnAct for homes 
program, Focus on Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy 
programs and others. 
 
Additional program ideas for possible implementation over time are 
listed in Appendix G. 

 
Figure 5. 
Work Collaboratively 

 
Why: The City can reap tremendous leverage for its goals by 
encouraging these partner groups to develop new programs that 
promote the Mayor’s vision, and to continue and strengthen their 
existing programs that already complement it (Fig 5). 
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How: City promote, facilitate and launch some “quick win,” highly 

 

ighly Visible Programs Launch Initiative 

uild Green  
ith a developer of a private sector new commercial, mixed-use 

• ing as a LEED™-EB 

 

ave Green  

a “Cooling Turn-Up Program” in the summer that encourages the 

• , and host a 

• hristmas lights could be used on City streets to demonstrate the 

• rn In Program,” such as a “Coolest 

 

ower Green  
-powered LED bus shelters on E. Washington Avenue’s soon-to-be 

• gies to heat their 

•  into Parade of Homes. Work with partners 
nd 

visible and measurable, high-leverage partner programs in the first 
two years in order to garner excitement and jump-start its green 
agenda. Launch early successes in each of the areas under the green 
framework to emphasize both the Sustainable City and GRE2EN 
Commitment programs. Recommended “quick win” programs are 
described below. 

H
 

B
• Partner w

multifamily project as a pilot project using the LEED™ Green Building Rating 
Program as an example for the development community. 
Green an existing building- the Madison Municipal Build
pilot and use signage to make the upgrades transparent to the staff, elected 
officials, and public. 

S
• Promote 

public to turn up their air conditioner’s thermostat a degree or so.  
Create a “City Energy Challenge” to reduce energy consumption
“Sustainable City Pledge.” Aim for 7000 resident and business pledges by 
2007. 
LED C
technology and their superior performance.  
The City could host a citywide “Appliance Tu
Loser Refrigerator Contest.” This could potentially be tied in with the City’s 
normal appliance pickup and library watt-meter program. Spring slogan could 
be “Turn in your old avocados” and fall could be “Turn in harvest golds.” 

P
• Install solar

Solar Mile as a visible statement of the City’s commitment.  
Assist school districts in acquiring solar-thermal technolo
pools. A similar assistance program might also be made available to big hot 
water users, like health clubs. 
Integrate solar energy systems
including builders, Green Built Home, Madison Area Builders Association, a
Focus on Energy. 
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Buy Green  
• Promote and facilitate a citywide “Light Bulb Change-Out” program--change a 

light, change the world program. Work with EnAct and area retailers to promote 
the CFLs change-out and provide mechanisms for tracking the program’s 
results. In addition, work with Meals on Wheels, and similar programs, to 
distribute and install CFLs, targeting the elderly, and low- and moderate-
income people.  

• Promote the sale of Energy Star appliances. Work with Focus on Energy, 
EnAct and area retailers. Funds could potentially be raised through a “City 
Solar Bond.” 

 

Drive Green  
• Promote a citywide two-week “Car Free Challenge.” Use the challenge to 

promote the mass transit, cycling and city bike paths, Community Car 
programs, etc.  

• Acquire some City cars and buses that operate on alternative fuels (e.g., 
hybrids, biodiesel). 

 

Manage Green  
• Energy education signs and kiosks that publicize citywide energy use and 

resulting emissions promote successes and share energy-saving tips. Possible 
locations include: the Madison Municipal Building, State Street, East High 
School, and a neighborhood location—retaining and relocating the school and 
neighborhood kiosks on an annual basis.  

• To reward City energy consumption reductions, a share of the energy bill 
savings might be allowed to remain at the site or department that generated 
the energy savings. 

 

Market Green  
• Promote the above-mentioned items during the first day of each season (e.g., 

Daylight Savings Day) as a reminder to, for example, have your air conditioner 
serviced or your heating unit and ducts cleaned.  

• The City could sponsor a “Summer Survivor” mini TV series or other summer 
peak educational activities to engage people in energy issues during summer 
peak periods (Appendix E).  

• Create or update City web pages to promote these initiatives and provide 
current updates. 

 
In addition to working with partners to develop specific programs, 
there are a number of additional partners and approaches to keep the 
program in the public eye. 
 
Communication Strategy Partners: 
1. Media; 

a. Weekly column or editorial TV, papers/home section; 
b. Long-Term- Wisconsin Green Building Association Award - 

Wisconsin Sustainability & Energy Efficiency Leadership 
Award-apply for state recognition and for national awards. 
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2. Madison Area Builders Association (MABA) -educating members 
 about green City direction – also multi-family; 
3. Commercial Lenders-Target for education on green building; 

a. Educate them and work with Home Savings, Anchor Bank, 
Associated, Johnson Bank, 1st Business, M & I and others to 
develop incentives/educate. Invite them to developer 
workshop. 

4. Madison, Commercial Brokers Group; 
a. Educate (includes some developers) 

5. WHEDA funds multifamily; 
6. 1st time home buyers; 
7. IFMA – Madison Chapter; 
8. AIA, IIDA, ASHRAE; 
9. TEC – executive council of CEO’s; 
10. SHRM – Society of Human Resource Managers, IEQ; 
11. Madison City Cable; 
12. WHA – public television; 
13. UW – Student Project; 
14. Sierra Club; 
15. EnAct (see glossary); 
16. Sustain Dane.

 

C3. Marketing and Communications 
 

C3.1) Communicate successes of pilot projects 
What: Publicize results of pilots. 
 
Why: The City can multiply the impacts of the pilot projects by using 
them to both educate and motivate its own staff, the private sector, 
and community. Pilots serve as viable models of a subset of 
environmental solutions. 
 
How: Identify and develop a project to use as a lead marketing item. 
Document pilots while in process to enhance educational benefit. 
Provide websites and lobby displays describing green building 
features. Create videos for teaching tools. Get the media involved in 
weekly updates. Develop a range of case studies. 

 

C3.2) Provide marketing for developers that design, build and retrofit 
energy efficient green buildings 

What: Showcase firms demonstrating leadership. 
 
Why: This will increase the profile of green projects. 
 
How: This could be done by sponsoring tours of sustainable/solar 
homes and businesses or by a formal green business retailer 
recognition program, including a program logo window sticker. 
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C3.3) Initiate Mayor’s Award (and other broader recognition)  
What: Recognize sustainable city participation as well as outstanding 
performance and achievement in green, energy efficient efforts. 
 
Why: Celebrate successes so Madison businesses, residents, and 
City staff recognize the importance of the efforts. 
 
How: Give awards and recognition for different areas and levels of 
achievement. 
 

C4. Develop Madison Hallmark: Solar City 
 

C4.1) Solar Mile on East Washington Corridor 
What: Madison’s “Solar Mile,” a sustainable energy corridor as part of 
the East Washington Avenue revitalization. 
 
Why: To herald Madison as a showcase of sustainable energy and 
design and an as inspiration to our community, businesses, and the 
world. 
 
How: There are a number of ways of integrating solar energy into the 
different building types on this corridor from car washes to homes. 
Some initiatives include: 
 
City 
• Photovoltaic (PV) powered bus stop lighting; 
• PV powered traffic lighting; 
• PV powered parking meters; 
• Tracking PV system in front yard of East High School; 
• PV power pedestrian lighting at East High and/or other City 

property (the park where the Yahara River goes under East 
Washington); 

• Solar hot water pool heating at East High School. 
 

Business 
• PV awning over South Facing windows (e.g., EVP Coffee, car 

dealerships, etc.). Solar hot water heating for large commercial, 
hot water needs (car wash, laundry, etc.); 

• PV power (perhaps off grid) business signs using LED lighting. 
Can be less costly than connecting signs to grid if parking lot 
trenching is needed; 

• PV power lighting of car dealership parking lots; 
• PV powered food cart; 
• PV on new condo developments; 
• Solar thermal on new condo developments. 
 

Residential 
• Rooftop PV; 
• Rooftop solar hot water. 

   
Recommendations and Implementation Plans page 72 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee Mayor’s Energy Task Force 

 
 
Ideas for solar art and other aesthetic applications are included in 
Appendix H. 
 

C4.2) Identify other opportunities where city development is 
occurring, including Villager Mall on Park Street, and incorporate high 
visibility solar demonstrations. 
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CONCLUSION 
 

This report outlines a two-part strategy for achieving Mayor Dave 
Cieslewicz’s vision for the City of Madison—a vision shared by many 
Madison citizens—namely that Madison will become a leading green 
capital city with reliable, clean energy supporting its economic vitality, 
and, in particular, a national leader in energy conservation and 
renewable energy. A significant number of prominent, forward thinking 
cities (cities as diverse as Austin, TX, Santa Monica, CA, Portland, 
OR, New York, NY and Chicago, IL, whose programs are summarized 
in Appendix C) share these goals and are fostering energy 
conservation, green building and operations, and use of renewable 
energy. This is part of a global movement toward sustainable 
development, as every region in the world faces the need to protect 
and enhance its natural resources and ecological life support systems 
so that future generations can continue to meet their needs. 
 
Greening Madison will benefit all aspects of the “triple bottom line”—
economic vitality, environmental quality and both overall community 
diversity and individual human well-being. Both businesses and 
residents will share in these benefits. 
 
Madison is already nationally recognized as a great place to live, work 
and recreate. The Mayor’s vision and his commitment to achieving it 
provide the opportunity for Madison to innovate ways to enhance the 
city’s best aspects, while making it shine in exciting new ways. For 
instance, visitors driving into the heart of the city along East 
Washington Avenue might soon see an array of solar cells 
symbolizing Madison’s commitment to clean, reliable energy, and a 
strong local economy. 
 
The two-part strategy involves: first, making sustainability an 
overarching concept, integrated into all City activities, programs and 
functions by creating a cross-departmental Office of Sustainable 
Development with an overarching guiding principal on sustainability. 
Second, establishing a set of implementation plans to: (a) green the 
City’s own buildings and operations; (b) promote private sector energy 
efficiency, renewable energy and green building; and (c) facilitate 
green partner organization programs, educate; and communicate.  
 
By implementing its commitment to energy conservation and 
renewable energy, Madison will enjoy reliable energy powering city 
commerce, fewer costly power outages, more money in the local 
economy, reduced dependence on central power plants and 
transmission lines (and therefore more freedom from the associated 
security, reliability and cost fluctuation problems) and finally, new 
business opportunities. The City’s green building and operations 
strategies will also have profound effects on Madison, which could 
include new business opportunities, a healthier environment, 
enhanced human health and quality of life, more productive work 
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environments in Madison buildings, reduced city infrastructure costs 
and maintenance problems, and enhanced city identity and pride. 

   
Conclusion page 75 September 2004 



Building a Green Capital City  Madison, Wisconsin 
Energy Conservation & Green Building Committee Mayor’s Energy Task Force 
 

Appendix A: 
Glossary 
 

Advanced Buildings E-Benchmark is a benchmarking tool that 
focuses on energy and indoor air quality.  It can be used for the 
energy portion of LEED™ and is most suited to buildings 20-80,000 
square feet. It includes strategies for all climate zones and many 
different building types.  A particular attraction of this program is that it 
offers both a set of performance-based metrics and a set of 
prescriptive benchmarks, so that users can choose which criteria to 
use. 
 
Agenda 21 is a 300-page plan for achieving sustainable development 
in the 21st century adopted at the United Nations Earth Summit in Rio 
de Janeiro, Brazil in 1992. The summit was convened to address 
urgent problems of environmental protection and socio-economic 
development. 
 
Brownfield is a site on which development may be complicated by 
the presence of pollutants, contaminants, or other hazardous 
materials from previous land use.  Reinvesting in these sites will help 
to restore the natural ecosystem and reduce growth pressure on 
undeveloped open land, or “greenfields.”   
 
CFL (Compact Fluorescent) is a small fluorescent bulb designed to 
replace the incandescent bulbs typically used for most residential 
purposes.  CFL’s are a similar size, approximately four times as 
energy-efficient, and 8-12 times as long lasting. 
 
Cistern refers to a water holding tank that is typically used to store 
collected rainwater. Cisterns can be either buried or above-ground. 
 
Clean energy refers to renewable energy, as well as some of the 
fossil fuel technologies which have particularly low emissions.  For 
example, the new generation of advanced gas turbines have much 
lower emissions levels than other fossil fuel technologies. 
 
Co-gen or Cogeneration is a type of power system which generates 
and utilizes both electricity and heat.  While heat is a by-product in all 
electric generation from fossil fuels, it is often wasted.  Cogeneration 
employs this heat productively, offsetting the need for other heat 
sources. 
 
Dark skies initiative aims to educate about the detrimental effects of 
light pollution and to publicize solutions.  Light pollution obscures 
views of the night sky for people, telescopes and migrating birds, 
causes glare, and wastes energy.  The most practical solutions for 
good lighting design use efficient fixtures and put light only where it is 
needed, lighting surfaces, not volumes. 
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Ecosystems are communities of organisms and their environment 
that function together as a whole.  An ecosystem can be large (a 
whole forest) or small (a pond). 
 
EnAct For Homes creates Environmental Action Teams in 
neighborhoods, community organizations and workplaces 
empowering Madison area and Dane County residents to take actions 
in their daily lives to reduce the environmental impact of their 
households. http://www.enactwi.org 
 
Energy conservation is using less energy. This can be a result of an 
energy efficient technology or life style change. Examples include 
turning off lights when leaving the room, riding your bicycle to work, 
and programming the thermostat to a few degrees lower in the winter 
and higher in the summer. 
 
Energy efficiency is providing better services with less energy, or 
doing more with less.  Energy efficiency measures include 
superinsulating your house and using Energy Star appliances. 
  
Energy Star is a program run by the US Environmental Protection 
Agency.  It certifies appliances and homes that meet strict energy 
performance standards.  It also offers tools and resources to plan 
home improvements for energy efficiency. “EPA’s Energy Star 
program has a host of technical and marketing tools to assist local 
governments in saving energy and saving money, available at 
www.energystar.gov.” 
 
Fee-bates are a revenue-neutral program designed to move a market 
toward some goal.  Fee-bates are proposed to improve automobile 
efficiency by adding a tax to vehicles with low fuel efficiency and 
returning the funds in the form of rebates to purchasers of highly 
efficient vehicles.  It has also been proposed for lowering water 
consumption and stimulating the clean energy market. 
 
Focus on Energy is a public-private partnership offering energy 
information and services to energy utility customers throughout 
Wisconsin. The goals of this program are to encourage energy 
efficiency and use of renewable energy, enhance the environment, 
and ensure the future supply of energy for Wisconsin.  
 
Full cost accounting is a method that city departments (and others) 
can use for evaluating the true costs of different choices.  The 
analysis incorporates costs that accrue to the community but are not 
typically integrated into the department’s budget.  Implementing such 
a procedure can help the city better account for the benefits of green 
measures.  For instance, a department choosing to construct a green 
building would normally only see the additional capital cost of doing 
so.  Making this department responsible for the full cost of its building 
choices would allow this department to realize the benefits of energy 
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and water savings, and pollutant avoidance, rewarding them for 
making choices that are in the best interest of the whole city. 
 
Green building or sustainable design is a whole building integrated 
design and construction approach that optimizes the site and energy, 
water and materials efficiency; and improves indoor environmental 
quality and occupant comfort.   
 
Green housekeeping (nontoxic chemical use) is using cleaning 
products that do not endanger the health of the people cleaning (or 
inhabiting) a building.  Avoiding the many common cleaning products 
that contain harsh toxic substances can keep the building clean and 
make it a safer place for everyone. 
 
Green roof is simply a roof planted with vegetation.  In cities where 
open space is scarce, green roofs provide a holistic solution to a 
range of concerns: stormwater runoff, urban heat island effect, air 
pollution, noise mitigation, habitat and green space creation, and 
aesthetics. 
 
Greenhouse gas is the term used to describe the category of gases 
that enhance the earth’s natural greenhouse effect, causing global 
warming.  The most common of these gases are carbon dioxide 
(CO2), and methane (CH4). 
 
Greywater is all “slightly used” water from the home, including sink, 
dish, laundry, and shower water.  After minimal filtering, greywater 
can be reused for other purposes, including irrigation and toilet 
flushing.  This helps to reduce strain on sewer and septic systems and 
lower potable water use.  When used for irrigation, the nutrients found 
in greywater act as a fertilizer for plants.  
 
Infill development occurs within urban areas instead of expanding 
out into undeveloped land.  This helps to increase density, keep 
people closer to municipal infrastructure, and protect green spaces 
around urban areas. 
 
LED lighting is a technology that uses light-emitting diodes (LEDs) in 
place of incandescent or fluorescent lighting.  LEDs are highly efficient 
and can last 1,000 times as long as incandescent bulbs, greatly 
reducing maintenance costs.  For this reason, they are being 
employed today in many traffic signals and exit signs.  Though 
currently more expensive than other lighting types, they are expected 
to become cost-competitive within a few years. 
 
LEED™ accredited professionals are experienced building industry 
practitioners who have demonstrated their knowledge of integrated 
design and their capacity to facilitate the LEED™ certification process 
on the LEED™ Professional Accreditation exam. The accreditation 
program recognizes expertise in green building and LEED™ to help 
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meet the growing demand from the public and private sectors for 
green buildings. 
 
LEED™ Green Building Rating standard has been adopted 
nationwide as the guideline for sustainable building by federal 
agencies, state and local governments, and interested private 
companies. LEED™ (Leadership in Energy and Environmental 
Design) is a feature-oriented rating system where credits are earned 
for satisfying specified green building criteria. The five major 
environmental categories of review include: Sustainable Sites, Water 
Efficiency, Energy and Atmosphere, Materials and Resources, and 
Indoor Environmental Quality. Certified, Silver, Gold, and Platinum 
levels of green building certification are awarded based on the total 
credits earned.  
 
Life cycle cost (LCC) shifts budgeting focus for buildings from first 
cost to a total life cycle cost analysis.  By shifting to building life-cycle 
costing and assessment rather than separating construction budgets 
(first costs) from operational budgets, decision-makers will have a 
realistic cost comparison of the actual long-term cost of a building to 
the taxpayers. 
 
Low Impact Development (LID) is an innovative stormwater 
management approach with a basic principle that is modeled after 
nature: manage rainfall where it falls using uniformly distributed 
decentralized micro-scale controls (e.g. bio-swales). LID's goal is to 
mimic a site's predevelopment hydrology by using design techniques 
that infiltrate, filter, store, evaporate, and detain runoff close to its 
source. 
 
Mixed use is a type of development that combines residential, 
commercial, and/or office uses, into one development or building.  
This type of development accommodates a human-scaled community 
where a person can get to the store, work, and entertainment on foot. 
 
Non-attainment zone for air quality is a label placed on areas 
where air pollution levels persistently exceed the national ambient air 
quality standards by the EPA.  Regions that continue to achieve non-
attainment status may be denied Federal assistance if the acceptable 
air quality is not achieved.  
 
Off the grid indicates that a building or development is not tied to the 
central power transmission system; and therefore produces all of its 
power on site.  A correctly designed off the grid system insulates the 
building community from fuel price volatility and grid instability. 
 
Photovoltaics (PV) are a source of clean renewable energy that 
converts the sun’s light energy into electricity.  Peak PV output usually 
coincides with the large mid-day demand loads, making it an effective 
way to reduce strain on the electrical grid. Property value added by 
PV systems is tax free in Wisconsin.  
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Performance contracting is an innovative financing strategy that 
rewards project designers based on future energy savings.  This 
strategy provides an incentive for engineers and architects to design 
systems that are as efficient as possible. 
 
Planned Unit Development (PUD) is a type of planning approval 
which allows exemption from certain zoning restrictions.  A PUD is 
only permitted when it can be shown that the allowance will result in 
public benefit that would be unachievable under regular zoning.  
 
Raingardens are an integral part of a stormwater management 
system.  They are designed to capture and retain stormwater runoff 
instead of whisking it away into a conventional gutter system.  Using a 
vegetated raingarden allows the water to naturally percolate into the 
aquifer system; replenishing the ground water source.  Raingardens 
can also be designed to be aesthetically pleasing. 
 
Renewable energy is derived from resources that are regenerative or 
for all practical purposes cannot be depleted. Proven renewable 
energy technologies, such as solar, wind and biomass provide power 
sources that can improve the reliability and security of the existing 
electricity grid, while decoupling energy cost from rising energy costs,  
providing numerous environmental benefits, creating high quality local 
jobs, and reducing Wisconsin’s energy imports .  Buildings and 
infrastructure with an optimal combination of energy efficient and 
renewable energy strategies enjoy lower life cycle costs. 
 
SHWH (solar hot water heat) solar thermal energy to heat domestic 
water sources through a fluid to fluid heat exchanger.  In addition, 
SHWH can be used for radiant or forced air heat.  The SHWH”s only 
visible component is the solar collector which can be integrated into a 
building’s roof to resemble a conventional skylight.  Many Wisconsin 
municipalities offer a rebate on the installation of SHWH’s. 
 
Sick building syndrome (SBS) is used to describe any acute health 
or comfort effects that appear to be linked to time spent in a building.  
Americans are estimated to spend 90% of their lives indoors allowing 
SBS to take a considerable toll on the occupant’s health.  Several of 
the primary causes of SBS, including chemical and biological 
contaminants and improper ventilation, are linked to both building 
design and material selection.  
 
Smart Growth is a development strategy intended to discourage 
sprawling developments by promoting healthy communities that 
encourage economic development and jobs through the creation of 
strong neighborhoods with transportation choices.  Smart Growth 
initiatives typically favor policies that strengthen the existing 
infrastructure over those that extend it to service sprawl. 
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Solar bond issue is a method of financing currently expensive solar 
technology by combining its financing with the financing of 
technologies with short pay-back periods.  The bundled financing 
allows for investment in more expensive energy technology such as 
solar through the quick payback realized from other technologies such 
as energy efficiency measures.  This strategy was enacted 
successfully in San Francisco in 2001. 
 
Sustainability means meeting today’s needs without compromising 
the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.  A 
sustainable development is a development whose patterns of 
production and consumption can be reproduced indefinitely without 
doing irreparable damage to essential natural ecosystems.  
Sustainable development is achieved through adhering to the triple 
bottom line; environment, economy and social equity. 
 
Swale is a gently sloping, vegetated depression in the land which can 
be used to transport storm water.  The vegetated lining of the swale 
slows and filters the storm runoff, avoiding some of the non-point 
source pollution associated with typical impervious storm water 
systems. 
 
TIF (tax incremental financing) is an economic development tool 
used widely in the state of Wisconsin.  The TIF program is intended to 
remove some disincentives for infill development by freezing tax 
assessment on property and issuing bonds for municipal 
improvement.  Entry of new businesses increases the tax base and 
the increment is used to pay off the bonds.  When the bonds are paid 
off, the full value of the properties is assessed for tax purposes. 
 
The Triple bottom line refers to community, environment and 
economy.  By enhancing human culture, well-being and productivity, 
protecting or enhancing the natural environment and providing 
economic advantage through lower life cycle costs, green 
development protects the triple bottom line. 
 
Urban Heat Island Effect (UHIE) refers to the 2-10 degree 
temperature increase in urban areas that is caused by replacing 
natural vegetation with asphalt and concrete for roads, buildings, and 
other structures.  The UHIE propagates the formation of atmospheric 
smog, can negatively affect human health, and can increase energy 
use for cooling.  The UHIE can be reduced by choosing high-albedo 
(reflective) roofing and green roofs, choosing light colored 
construction materials for roads, driveways, and other paved surfaces, 
and by planting shade trees near buildings and roads. 
 
Whole-systems thinking is a process through which the 
interconnections between the internal systems are actively 
considered. Solutions are sought that address multiple problems at 
the same time by considering all elements of the complete or whole-
system to seek a balance. Some refer to this process as the search 
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for “solution multipliers.”  Whole systems designs are created in a 
highly interactive interdisciplinary design setting that involves all of the 
concerned parties. 
 
WI Green Built Home is a voluntary green building initiative that 
reviews and certifies homes that meet sustainable building and 
energy standards.  The program is implemented in partnership with 
the Madison Area Builders Association in cooperation with other 
participating builders associations, leading utilities and organizations 
that promote green building. www.greenbuilthome.org  
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Appendix B: 
Madison Gas & Electric Generation Facilities 
Prepared by MGE 
 

Blount Generating Station 
 

Located in the heart of downtown Madison, MGE’s Blount Generating 
Station (BGS) provides a critical 200 MW of electric power for the 
Madison area.   Only about 15% of the electricity used by area 
residents is produced within the metropolitan area.   Of that 15%, over 
90% is produced by Blount, making it a crucial facility for maintaining 
local power reliability. 
 
Even though the plant is over 100 years old, it is part of an innovative 
program of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources designed 
to promote superior environmental performance - an Environmental 
Cooperative Agreement to achieve higher environmental standards 
than required by regulation.   Through this agreement, MGE is 
voluntarily undertaking a number of steps at BGS to improve its 
efficiency and reduce its environmental impacts. 
 
To date, MGE has: 
• increased the use of alternative, paper-derived fuels that burn 

cleaner than coal and would otherwise be land-filled; these fuels 
reduce  mercury, sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions;  

• implemented an environmental management system consistent 
with the ISO 14001 international standard; 

• installed state-of-the-art boiler controls and retrofitted burners to 
improve the plant’s overall efficiency and combustion and reduce 
emissions; 

• created a Customer Environmental Advisory Group (CEAG) of 
customers to provide input on Blount environmental planning and 
performance. 

 
Near-term additional plans include: 
• burning even greater percentages of alternative, paper-derived 

fuels (PDF); 
• coal burner combustion efficiency improvements; 
• efficiency improvements in the PDF combustion equipment; and 
• efficiency improvements to the flame stabilizer. 
 
All of these improvements will further reduce sulfur dioxide, mercury 
and nitrogen oxide emissions. 
 
The company recently completed a study evaluating all reasonably 
available options for further reducing pollution from BGS.  The study 
evaluates control technologies, fuel switching and other mitigation 
measures and analyzes their environmental impacts and cost-
effectiveness.  MGE is currently reviewing this analysis with the 
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WDNR, the CEAG and others with respect to potential emission 
reduction goals for BGS and to inform its long-term planning for 
Blount Generating Station. 

 

West Campus Cogeneration Facility 
 

The West Campus Co-Generation Facility (WCCF) will come on line 
in the spring of 2005 to help meet the growing electricity needs of 
Madison residents.  It will produce electricity for MGE customers and 
the University of Wisconsin-Madison, and it will produce steam and 
chilled water for heating and air-conditioning on the university 
campus.   The facility is sized to produce 150 MW of electricity, 
500,000 pounds of steam per hour and 20,000 tons of chilled water. 
 
Fueled by natural gas and using state-of-the-art pollution control 
technology, WCCF will be one of the cleanest, most efficient plants in 
the state, as well as the country.   Co-generation is substantially more 
efficient than a conventional power plant.  When in co-generation 
mode, WCCF will be nearly 70% efficient in energy use compared to 
conventional power plant efficiencies of 30-35%.  
 
By combining electric and heating purposes in one facility, emissions 
are reduced, less fuel is used, and less space is needed for 
construction.  Specifically, nitrogen oxide emissions will be reduced by 
up to 150 tons per year or up to 80% compared to separate electric 
generation and heating/cooling facilities.   Carbon dioxide emissions 
will be reduced on average by 50,000 tons per year or approximately 
15% less than separate facilities.  
 
The city of Madison, and others, have also entered into Memoranda of 
Understanding with MGE and the University of Wisconsin to offset the 
emissions from WCCF and create environmental benefits.  Provisions 
of these Memoranda include: use of low-sulfur diesel fuel as backup 
for the plant and as fuel for city buses; a study and implementation 
plan to reduce VOC emissions in the area; a water mitigation plan to 
recharge groundwater to replace water used by the plant from local 
lakes; and a photovoltaic/hydrogen fuel cell demonstration project. 
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Alameda County Green Building 
Practices

County 

Admin-

istrative

Code

M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

All county projects 

except for traditional 

public works projects 

(see comments)

County administrator's 

office & other 

designated compliance 

officials

Within 12 months of 

ordinance's adoption, 

the director of public 

works shall submit 

proposed regulations 

for green building 

practices in traditional 

public works projects

Alameda County Green Building 
Guidelines: Home Remodeling 
& New Home Construction

Guidelines R V Green Points--need a 

minimum of 50 to be 

considered a "green 

home"

Residential 

development--

professional 

contractors and 

homeowners

Alameda County 

Waste Management 

Authority and 

Recycling Board

Arlington County Green Building 
Incentive Program

County 

program

C / MF 

/ R

V LEED™ All types of 

development

A density bonus that 

ranges from a 

minimum of .15 Floor 

Area Ratio (FAR) for a 

LEED™  Certified 

project to a maximum 

of .35 FAR for a 

Platinum project.

Green Building Fund--

site plan developers 

who do not commit to 

achieving a LEED™ 

rating contribute to the 

Fund at a rate of $0.03 

per square foot. 

Arlington County 

Planning Division & 

Environmental 

Planning Office

Arlington County Green Home 
Choice Program

County 

program

R V Arlington Green Home 

Choice Certification 

Award requires 175 

points -- builders use 

county provided 

scoresheet to tally 

points

Residential Front-of-the-line plan 

review, lawn signs 

indicating participation 

in the program, 

attendance at County-

sponsored seminars, 

and recognition as 

“green” builders.

see above Arlington County 

Planning Division & 

Environmental 

Planning Office

Arlington (town 

of), MA

Arlington (town of) By-laws Town By-

laws

M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

New town buildings

Participation

M = Mandatory

V = Voluntary

Compiled by: University of Wisconsin Extension Solid and Hazardous Waste Education Center and Flad & Associates

Last Update: June 30, 2004

Appendix C:
Government Green Building Programs Inventory

*Indicates whether the guideline or policy extends beyond buildings to include issues such as 

land use & zoning, transportation, municipal waste recycling or pollutant levelsM = Municipal       MF = Multifamily     I = Industrial

C = Commercial     R = Residential

Application

Alameda 

County, CA

Arlington 

County, VA
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Austin Energy Municipal 
Guidelines

Guidelines M V All public projects 

greater than 5,000 gsf

Austin Energy--a 

community-owned 

electric utility & a 

department of the City 

of Austin

Austin Energy Commercial 
Green Building Program

City 

program

C V Any commercial 

building owners and 

designers

Resources and 

technical assistance 

provided to design 

teams; Smart Growth 

Matrix credit; Financial 

bonus

see above

Austin Energy Multifamily Green 
Building Program

City 

program

MF V Any multifamily building 

owners and developers

Sustainability 

consultation; facilitation 

of links to incentives 

for resource & energy 

conservation; 

marketing assistance; 

SMART housing 

compliance, consulting, 

review.

see above

Austin Energy Residential 
Green Building Program

City 

program

R V 5 star rating system 

rates buildings in six 

areas: energy 

efficiency, testing, 

water efficiency, 

materials efficiency, 

health & safety, 

community

New and remodeled 

homes by builders, 

architects, or designers 

that are members of 

the Green Building 

Program

see above

Battery Park, 

NY

Hugh L. Carey Battery Park City 
Authority Residential 
Environmental Guidelines

Guidelines R V Guidelines that are 

modeled after LEED™ 

and tailored for 

residential homes and 

local concerns

Residential Tax Credits NYSERDA Hugh L. Carey Battery 

Park City Authority

Berkeley, CA Berkeley Green Building 
Program

City Policy M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum (when 

economically feasible)

Municipal Sustainable 

Devlopment fee from 

Solid Waste & 

Permitting fee 

increases

Austin, TX

Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Boulder Green Building 
Practices

City 

ordinance

M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

New or significantly 

renovated municipal 

facilities

Boulder Green Points Building 
Program

City 

ordinance

R M Green Points All new residential 

buildings and remodels 

& additions over 500 sf

Bowie, MD Bowie, MD Green Building 
Resolution

City 

Resolution

M M LEED™ Guidelines 

and Green Building, 

Low Impact 

Development, Waste 

Management, and 

Conservation 

Landscaping principles 

on a project-by-project 

basis

Municipal facilities, City-

funded projects, and 

infrastructure projects

Chicago Standard The 

Chicago 

Standard--

City Policy

M M LEED™ Munipal buildings--

design, construction, 

renovation

Director of 

sustainability reports 

directly to the Mayor.  

Department of General 

Services--Architecture, 

Engineering and 

Construction 

Management

Green Homes for Chicago City 

Program

R V Home Energy Rating 

System

City of Chicago 

residential

Chicago Department of 

Energy and Housing

Affordable housing: 

developers buy 

abandoned property 

from the City for $1 in 

return for keeping it 

within a capped price & 

incorporating green & 

solar energy features

Chicago, IL

Boulder, CO
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Chicago Green Bungalow 
Initiative

City 

Program

R V Bungalow owners in 

the City of Chicago

$1,000 voucher for 

purchse of qualifying 

energy efficient 

appliances

Chicago Department of 

Environment

City of Chicago staff 4 Chicago bungalows 

were rehabbed using 

geothermal heating, 

solar panels and other 

green technology and 

kept within $150,000 

for the cost of the 

homes.  A report was 

written to provide a 

guideline to bungalow 

owners

Chicago Green Building Awards 
Program

City 

Program

R / C / 

MF

V Projects evaluated 

based on how well the 

buildlng integrates 

systems, uses energy 

efficiently, provides a 

healthy environment 

for occupants, is 

sensitive to natural 

surroundings, and 

minimizes the 

environmental impact 

of materials, 

construction, and 

operation

City of Chicago Award and publicity

Cook County, 

IL

Cook County Green Building 
Oridnance

County 

Ordinance

M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

All County building 

projects

County Department of 

Capital Planning & 

Policy

Projects must earn a 

minimum of 8 credits in 

the LEED™ Energy & 

Atmosphere category 

for best life-cycle 

returns.  Renovation 

and retrofits of current 

County buildings will 

also use LEED™ -EB 

when practicable.

Dallas, TX Dallas Green Building 
Ordinance

City 

Ordinance

M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

Municipal buildings 

larger than 10,000 s.f.

Chicago, IL 

continued
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Dane County Green Building 
Policy

County 

Policy

M M County Guideline All County new 

construction, remodels 

and additions to 

buildings--a guideline 

for construction 

planners, engineers 

and contractors for 

Dane County

Dane County Public 

Works

Focuses on: exceeding 

all governmental 

environmental 

standards, resource 

efficiency during life 

and construction of 

facility, minimizing toxic 

materials, seeking 

renewable energy 

sources, create healthy 

environments, design 

facilities for long term, 

protect and restore 

environment

Wisconsin: Green Built Home None R V Green Built Home 

Checklist -- homes 

must earn 50 points 

and meet prerequisites 

to be certified.  Green 

Guide given to 

homeowners of GBH 

certified homes.

New and remodeled 

residential

Reviews and certifies 

homes that meet 

sustainable building 

and energy standard

Madison Area Builders 

Association, utilities, 

product distributors, 

and organizations that 

promote green building

Wisconsin 

Environmental Initiative 

in partnership with 

Madison Area Builders 

Association

Home buyers and 

builders can work 

together to select 

home features from the 

Checklist. In addition to 

basic requirements that 

each home must meet, 

builders choose from a 

wide variety of features 

that conserve energy 

and natural resources.

Eugene, OR Eugene Sustainability 
Resolution

City 

Ordinance

M M LEED™, at Certified 

level

All city general funded 

new construction 

projects

The City is looking into 

requiring a higher level 

of LEED™ certification 

based on cost-

effectiveness

Dane County, 

WI
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UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Frisco Green Building Policy City Policy M M LEED™ Municipal Considering requiring 

LEED™ certification 

also for commercial 

projects

Frisco Green Building Program City 

program

R M EPA Energy Star Single family 

residential

Comprehensive and 

Environmental 

Planning & 

Development 

Services/Inspections 

departments

Focus on energy 

efficiency, water 

conservation, IAQ and 

C&D recycling

Kansas City, 

MO

Kansas City Green Building 
Policy

City Policy M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

All new City buildings

King County, 

WA

King County Green Building 
Initiative

County 

Policy

M M LEED™ All new county 

construction in the pre-

design and design 

phase; certain 

structures such as bus 

shelters and restroom 

facilities may be more 

limited in their ability to 

apply LEED™, and in 

those cases are 

encouraged to use 

LEED™ principles as 

much as is practicable

The County Green 

Building Team: staff 

with expertise in 

project management, 

architecture, landscape 

architecture, design, 

engineering, resource 

conservation, and 

budget analysis from 

the following 

departments: Natural 

Resources and Parks, 

Transportation, 

Development and 

Environmental 

Services, Finance, 

Construction and 

Facilities Management, 

and Budget Office.

Frisco, TX
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Long Beach, 

CA

Long Beach Green Building 
Policy for Municipal Buildings

2010 

Citywide 

Strategic 

Plan

M / C / 

MF / R

M / V LEED™ Certified & 

LEED™ Silver for new 

projects over 7,500 sf 

of occupied space

City owned property: 

new construction, 

remodel and tenant 

improvements 

mandatory; privately 

owned buildings on a 

voluntary basis

Expedite plan checks / 

zoning for voluntary 

private developments 

seeking LEED™ 

certification

Existing City Staff This is a LEED™ 

compliance policy with 

minimal impact on 

private sector.  Mayor's 

Award for Green 

Building is the major 

private sector effort.

Los Angeles, 

CA

Los Angeles Green Building 
Requirement for Municipal 
Projects

City Policy M M LEED™ Task force & city staff / 

architect

32 new libraries part of 

'98 bond project. 

Private sector program 

by sanitation bureau.

Marin County Building Energy 
Efficient Structures Today 
(BEST)

County 

policy

C / MF 

/ R

V Depends on incentive 

program--most relate 

to CA Title 24 (energy 

efficiency standard)

Residential and 

Commercial

Permit fast tracking, 

technical assistance, 

Energy Efficient 

Building Incentive 

Program, Wood Stove 

Rebate Program, 

PG&E Rebate, CEC 

Rebate

Community 

Development Agency

Marin County Green Building 
Guidelines: Home Remodeling 
& New Home Construction

Marin 

County-

wide Plan 

& Develop-

ment Code

R V Marin Green Home 

Rating System

Residential 

development

Community 

Development Agency

New York, NY New York High Performance 
Building Guidelines

Guidelines M M LEED™, BREEAM City construction 

projects

NYSERDA, Mayor's 

Office of Grants 

Administration, Robert 

Sterling Clark 

Foundation, Energy 

Foundation, New York 

State Council on the 

Arts, Design Trust for 

Public Space

City of New York 

Department of Design 

and Construction 

Office of Sustainable 

Design

Marin County, 

CA
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Oakland, CA Oakland Sustainable Design 
Guide

Guidelines M / 

MF / C

V Title 24 / LEED™ / 

BREEAM / MN S.D.G.

Buildings, 

Transportation, 

Recycling

This is a hybrid of the 

Minnesota Sustainable 

Design Guide with 

commentary to make it 

specific to Oakland, 

CA.

Omaha, NE Omaha, NE Metropolitan 
Community College Green 
Building Program

Board of 

Governors 

Policy

Institut

ional

M LEED™ All new Metropolitan 

Community College 

construction projects 

and sites

Pleasanton, CA Pleasanton Commercial and 
Civic Green Building Ordinance

City 

Ordinance

M / C M LEED™, Certified level All covered commercial 

construction projects 

over 20,000 s.f. 

(excluding historic 

structures and 

structures within the 

downtown specific plan 

area)

condition of approval 

on any design review 

or planned unit design 

review approval issued 

for a covered project

Commercial projects 

are encouraged, but 

not required to be 

registered with USGBC 

although they still must 

meet the LEED™ 

certificaiton 

requirements.  This is 

evaluated as a 

condition of approval 

on any design review 

or PUD review 

approval.

Portland, OR Portland Supplement: LEED™ City Policy M / C M LEED™ Buildings only The Oregon Office of 

Energy expanded the 

state Business Energy 

Tax Credit (BETC) to 

include LEED™ Silver 

and higher rated 

buildings.

New construction and 

major renovations of all 

city owned facilities are 

required to achieve the 

Certified level of 

LEED™.  LEED™ 

certification is also 

required for all publicly 

financed (over 

$200,000 in PDC 

financing) private 

sector projects larger 

than 10,000 square 

feet.
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UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Portland: Greening Portland's 
Affordable Housing

Guidelines M / 

MF

V / M LEED™ City or city funded multi-

family projects.

Established a 

preformance-based 

grant program; 

improved access to 

existing loans and 

rebates; created a 

LEED-based Business 

Energy Tax Credit 

(BETC).

Portland leveraged 

limited City resources 

and existing City 

conservation programs 

in launching G/Rated 

(program is also 

detailed in this 

inventory--see below).  

They also created 

private sector 

partnerships and 

raised over $300,000 

in grants and 

sponsorships.

Office of Sustainable 

Development's Green 

Building Division has 4 

staff: program 

manager, green 

building specialist, 

architect and 

PR/outreach 

coodinator

The guidelines are 

broken up into 6 major 

categories: enhanced 

design and site, energy 

conservation, water 

conservation, 

conserving materials 

and resources, 

enhanced indoor air 

quality, and operations 

and maintenance.  

Developers seeking 

funding through RFP 

process must 

demonstrate a 

commitment to meet 

thresholds for 

strategies in each 

category to qualify.  

There are additional 

critera in each category 

for use on a voluntary 

basis.

Portland: Green Building 
Program - G/Rated

Green 

Building 

Resource

M / C / 

MF / R

V LEED™ New construction and 

major city or city-

funded remodels.

Established a 

preformance-based 

grant program; 

improved access to 

existing loans and 

rebates; created a 

LEED™-based 

Business Energy Tax 

Credit (BETC).

Portland leveraged a 1 

time City fund and 

existing City 

conservation programs 

in launching G/Rated.  

They also created 

private sector 

partnerships and 

raised over $300,000 

in grants and 

sponsorships.

Refer to above 

description of Office of 

Sustainable 

Development

Portland, OR 

continued
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UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Portland, OR 

continued

Portland: 1990 Energy Policy City 

Compre-

hensive 

Plan

M / C / 

MF / R

M 89 objectives in goal 

areas including City 

operations, building 

energy efficiency, 

transportation, 

telecommunications, 

energy supply, waste 

reduction and 

recycling.

The policy extends 

beyond buildings to 

include issues of land 

use & zoning, 

transportation, 

municipal waste 

recycling or pollutant 

levels.

Financial incentives, 

educational programs, 

etc.

For every dollar of City 

general funds invested, 

about $2.50 was raised 

through state, federal, 

regional, and local 

agreements or private 

corporations.

Portland, OR; 

Multnomah Co.

Portland Local Action Plan on 
Global Warming

City & 

County 

Plan

M / C / 

MF / R

M Established a goal of 

reducing greenhouse 

gas emissions to 10 

percent below 1990 

levels by 2010.

Buildings, 

transportation, 

telecommunications, 

renewable energy 

resources, waste 

reduction and 

recycling, and forestry 

and carbon offsets.

City of Portland & 

Multnomah County

The City of Portland 

Office of Sustainable 

Development and 

Multnomah County 

Department of 

Sustainable 

Community 

Development 

The City and County 

coordinate Portland-

area efforts to reduce 

greenhouse gas 

emissions and assist 

other local government 

agencies with 

complementary 

programs and policies.

San Diego, CA San Diego Sustainable Building 
Policy

City Policy M / C / 

MF / R 

/ I

M / V LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum for municipal 

projects

Mandatory: all new City 

facilities and 

renovations over 5,000 

sf; Voluntary: Private 

developments

Expedite ministerial & 

discretionary process 

for projects meeting 

certain criteria

San Francisco Green Building 
Program (including the 
Resource Efficient Building 
Program--REB)

City 

Admini-

strative 

Code

M / C / 

MF / R

M / V Mandatory for 

Municipal projects only--

Goals and objectives 

evaluated for 

compliance after 4 

years of project

City projects: improved 

environmental 

efficiency required, 

i.e.water & energy 

conservation, 

fluorescent lamp 

recycling, indoor air 

quality, recycling, 

construction & 

demolition waste. 

City inter-agency 

Resource Efficient 

Design Task Force

Also as part of the 

program, City 

employees receive 

green building training; 

Public receives green 

building information & 

resources

San Francisco Green Building 
Guidelines: Home Remodeling 
& New Home Construction

Guidelines R V Residential 

development--

professional 

contractors and 

homeowners

City and County of San 

Francisco's 

Department of the 

Environment

San Francisco, 

CA
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San Jose, CA San Jose Green Building Policy City Policy-

-initiated 

from San 

Jose 2020 

Comprehe

nsive Plan

M / C / 

Institut

ional / 

High 

Rise

M "San Jose LEED" 

based on LEED™ and 

local standards and 

priorities.  LEED™ 

Certified level at a 

minimum for all City 

projects over 10,000 sf

All new construction 

and major retrofitting 

projects for all City 

facilities and buildings 

over 10,000 gsf. Does 

not apply to 

infrastructure or 

buildings serving 

specialized functions

Available for efficient 

and alternative energy 

& water technologies

Environmental Service 

Department (ESD)

County of San Mateo 
Sustainable Building Policy

County 

Policy

M M Highest practicable 

LEED™ rating

All new construction 

and additions greater 

than 5,000 s.f.

Interdepartmental 

Green Building 

Committee

San Mateo Countywide 
Sustainable Buildings Guide

Guideline C / R / 

MF

V Checklist Commercial, residential 

and multifamily

Santa Barbara 

County, CA

Santa Barbara County Green 
Building Guidelines

Guidelines M / C / 

MF / R

V Buildings only Funded by a grant from 

the California 

Integrated Waste 

Management Board

Developed by The 

Sustainability Project. 

Administered through 

the Santa Barbara 

County Solid Waste 

and Utilities Division

Santa Monica, 

CA

Santa Monica Municipal Code 
Ch 8.108: Green Building 
Standards

Municipal 

Code 

initiated 

from Santa 

Monica 

Sustain-

able Cities 

Program

M / C / 

MF

M Building envelope, 

space-conditioning, 

lighting and service 

water-heating systems 

of all new buildings and 

existing buildings 

whose repair, alteration 

or rehabilitation costs 

exceed 50% of their 

replacement cost

San Mateo 

County, CA
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Performance 

Standard

Extent of 

Jurisdiction* Incentive Options Funding Sources Operational Staff Comment

Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Santa Monica Municipal Code Municipal 

Code

M / C / 

MF / R

M Green features of 

various codes listed in 

one resource to 

facilitate builder 

compliance

Private developers Codes in: siting and 

form, landscape, 

transportation, 

envelope & space 

planning, materials, 

water systems, 

construction 

management, energy

Santa Monica Green Building 
LEED™ Grant Program

City 

program

C / MF 

/ R

V LEED™ All new construction or 

major remodel of 

commercial, affordable 

housing, mixed use, 

and multi-family 

residential properties 

are eligible for LEED™ 

grants

Green Building Grants 

awarded to LEED™ 

projects (awards 

increase with level of 

certifcation).  Grantees 

required to provide 

verification of LEED™ 

registration, execute a 

Letter of Agreement 

with the City, and 

receive their City 

building permit before 

any grant funds are 

released.  

50% comes from 

excess user utility rate 

taxes set aside during 

California's energy 

crisis when rates were 

higher than usual.  The 

remaining funds come 

from a water efficiency 

initiatves fund and from 

unrefunded 

construction and 

demolition waste 

deposits (those that 

don't adhere to the 

C&D recycling ordinace 

don't receive deposits 

back)

Scottsdale, AZ Scottsdale Green Building 
Program

City 

program

MF / R 

/ C

V Projects are rated in 

the following areas: site 

use, energy, indoor air 

quality, building 

materials, solid waste, 

water

New Private residential 

and commercial 

developments and 

remodels

Development process 

assistance, 

construction job site 

signs, directory of 

participating builders 

and designers, 

certification (green 

building inspections), 

recognition of builders 

and designers on city 

web

City staff Additional resources 

offered include: lecture 

series, workshops, and 

special events, 

homeowner’s manual 

(explanation of 

features), 

Santa Monica, 

CA continued
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Seattle Sustainable Building 
Policy

City Policy M M LEED™ Silver at a 

minimum

City and city funded 

building projects.

A Mayor's Award is 

presented for projects 

achieving a LEED™ 

rating level higher than 

Silver.

Seattle capital 

construction budget.

The City of Seattle 

created an 

interdepartmental 

"Green Building Team" 

with representatives 

(13 in all) from each of 

the following 

departments : Office of 

Sustainability and 

Environment ; Seattle 

Public Utilities; Seattle 

City Light; Fleet and 

Facilities Department ;  

Office of Housing;  

Department of Design, 

Construction and Land 

Use; Seattle Public 

Utilities.  

                        

Seattle Built Green Incentive 
Program

City 

program

MF V Developers of new 

construction or major 

remodels who wish to 

qualify for funding need 

to meet the criteria 

described in LEED™ 

2.1, or LEED™ Pilot 

programs - LEED™ CI, 

or new LEED™ pilots 

as they are introduced.

Voluntary program for 

private sector 

construction multi-

family projects.

Green buildings can 

qualify for funding 

based on point system 

(more funding for more 

points).  Additional, 

optional incentives: 

technical assistance, 

charette facilitation 

assistance, assistance 

with mazimizing 

financial assistance

Seattle City Light and 

Seattle Public Utilities

Seattle City Light and 

Seattle Public Utilities

For those seeking 

funding, Multi-Family 

Checklist or Built 

Green Communities 

Checklist must be filled 

out.  Applicants must 

document installation, 

complete a Built Green 

Evaluation form, 

provide two years utility 

costs and operations 

data, and provide 

photos and data about 

the project and green 

features including utility 

bills.  

Seattle, WA
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Government Green Building Programs Inventory
UW-Extension and Flad & Associates

Seattle, WA 

continued

Seattle LEED™ Incentive 
Program

City 

program

C V LEED™ Voluntary program for 

private sector 

construction projects

Incentives are 

individually negotiated.  

Minimum basis is 

$15,000 for projects 

that commit to 

achieving a LEED™ 

Certified rating and 

$20,000 for projects 

that commit to 

achieving a LEED™ 

Silver rating.

Seattle City Light and 

Seattle Public Utilities.

Seattle City Light and 

Seattle Public Utilities.

Projects must be 

registered with the 

USGBC. Required 

project documentation 

the same as that in the 

Seattle Build Green 

Incentive Program.

Suffolk County, 

NY

Suffolk County Green Building 
Initiative

County 

Resolution

M M LEED™ All County building 

projects of $1 million or 

more

This resolution has not 

yet successfully passed 

through County 

legislature--current 

plans are to 

reintroduce it in the 

next legislative session

Triangle J 

Council of 

Govern-

ments

Triangle Region Public facilities: 
High Performance Guidelines

Guidelines M V Point system based on 

LEED™ for goal 

setting, self evaluation, 

and data collection 

purposes

Public buildings owned 

by local governments 

and schools in the 

region served by 

Triangle J Council of 

Governments in North 

Carolina (Chatham, 

Durham, Johnston, 

Lee, Orange, and 

Wake counties)

Greater 

Vancouver 

Region, BC

Greater Vancouver Regional 
District

Resolution M M LEED-BC™ All new Greater 

Vancouver Regional 

District facilities

Greater Vancouver 

Regional District staff
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Appendix D: 
Santa Monica Sustainable Cities Program; an example of 
sustainability indicator development and use 

 

www.csis.org/e4e/Mayor12OConnor.html 
 

Mayors' Asia Pacific Environmental Summit 

Summit Proceedings 

 

Santa Monica Sustainable Cities Program 

Mayor Pam O'Connor 
Santa Monica, California (USA) 
February 2, 1999 

Good morning. I am honored to join with you leaders from all over the planet who are working to 
keep your communities livable by making them sustainable. 

A few days ago at the China-U.S. Mayor's Conference, Mayor Li Shu of Changchun reminded us 
of the Chinese proverb -- "do not drain the pond to catch the fish." 

In my community, Santa Monica, California, we are striving to be sustainable -- to meet our 
current needs without compromising the ability of future generations to do the same. 

Let me begin by telling you about Santa Monica. We are part of the Los Angeles metropolitan 
region - surrounded by the City of Los Angeles on 3 sides and with the Pacific Ocean as our 
western boundary. Our population is 89,000 in a land area of 8.3 square miles. Our local 
economy is based on tourism, high technology, entertainment and multimedia businesses, 
healthcare and professional services. Santa Monica is a built out city, so our development pattern 
is one of controlled growth with infill development and major remodels. Our Sustainable City 
Program has been developed to move Santa Monica towards sustainability, and towards an even 
more livable city. The underlying premise of these efforts is to address root causes of problems 
rather than only treat the symptoms -- to provide methods for evaluating long-term impacts of 
decisions B and to recognize that problems and solutions are interrelated. 

We view our Sustainable City Program as a process, and we have a broad definition of 
environmental issues. For example, goals include production of affordable housing. Affordable 
housing was included because our program was put together with the help of local residents, 
businesses and stakeholders who worked together to provide a vision of livability with specific 
guiding principles. A coordinated program was developed to avoid "piecemeal" responses to 
issues, to secure formal environmental policy commitments from City Council and staff, and to 
define where the City should be headed and to identify milestones along the way. 

Policy goals include the areas of resource conservation, transportation, pollution prevention and 
public health protection, and community and economic development. Sixteen indicators were 
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selected by our Environmental Task Force and city staff with public input. Each indicator relates 
to principles and defines major goals. Indicators are numerical and measurable. In 1994 targets 
were established for the year 2000 using 1990 data for baseline comparisons. Targets are 
aggressive but realistic "best guesses." A progress report is presented to the City Council every 
two years. Our second progress report for 1996-1998 is due later this year. 

These reports include: progress towards indicator targets; detailed analysis of programs and 
policies related to sustainability and livability; accomplishments and obstacles along with specific 
recommendations. 

The first detailed review of Santa Monica's Sustainable City Program found: significant progress 
had been made toward 8 targets; little or no progress had been made toward 4 of the targets; 
inadequate data to measure 4 targets; and policies and programs remained subject to 
"piecemeal" implementation. City research projects and initiatives resulted in indicator 
adjustments in the areas of stormwater, hazardous materials, energy and open space. 

The progress report findings also stimulated city responses including development of: a vehicle 
management program, bus line service improvements, computer tracking of purchases, 
development of a city energy plan, and a city tree inventory as part of a community forest plan. 

Currently, Santa Monica is undertaking three major initiatives: the purchase of 100% "Green" 
electricity for all city facilities by May (1999); 75% conversion to clean fuel vehicles by 2000; 
implementation of sustainable construction guidelines for public and private projects by July 
(1999). 

What lessons have we learned from our efforts: 

• we found that adopting measurable targets creates accountability and overcomes inertia 
• it's necessary to perform regular and rigorous evaluation of targets B and it is sometimes 

necessary to modify indicators and targets 
• and we learned the importance of emphasizing overall cost-effectiveness of sustainability 

programs to demonstrate their direct link to a healthy local economy.  

And we have fun projects in our solar powered Ferris wheel -- the world's first! Part of the Pacific 
Park Amusement Park on the Santa Monica Pier, the Pacific Wheel is powered by a 43-kilowatt 
photovoltaic system. 

Photovoltaic cells are located on rooftops around the park and produce over 71,000 kilowatt 
hours of electricity a year. Energy produced during times of full sun runs the Ferris wheel and 
excess energy provides electricity to the rest of the park. Pacific Park saves $7,000 a year in 
reduced energy costs while the system eliminates CO2 emissions. 

Although we struggle with implementation issues and obstacles, as a community Santa Monica is 
committed to creating a sustainable city. Environmental and livability issues cross boundaries to 
include local, regional, and global impacts. We are your global neighbors B and we want to be 
good neighbors. 

(Information on the Santa Monica Sustainable Cities Program is available on the City's web page) 
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Appendix E: 
The Wall Street Journal, Green-Building Benefits Outstrip Extra 
Costs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Green-Building Benefits Outstrip Extra Costs     Oct 8, 2003 

By SHEILA MUTO 

Special to RealEstateJournal.com  

It still costs more to construct green buildings, but the financial benefits of green-building 
design are more than 10 times the average cost premium, according to a report commissioned 
by a California government task force. 

A few years ago, California's State and Consumer Services Agency established the Sustainable 
Building Task Force, a group comprised of representatives from more than 40 California state-

government agencies, as part of its charge to implement an executive order issued by 
Governor Gray Davis in 2000 that established sustainable -- or green -- building as a primary 
goal for state construction projects. The order sought to create state facilities "that are models 
of energy, water and materials efficiency; while providing healthy, productive and comfortable 

indoor environments and long-term benefits to Californians." The taskforce commissioned this 
$100,000 report to assess the costs and financial benefits of constructing green buildings in 
California. 

"Whenever there's talk about sustainable or green building, the guys with the green 
eyeshades -- the budget types -- even in the private sector all wonder what it costs," says 

Arnie Sowell, undersecretary of the State and Consumer Services Agency, who serves on the 
taskforce. "Our state Department of Finance was concerned specifically about that, and this 
report now tells them that as long as we get things done early on in the process, they can 

make very sound investments in energy and water efficiency and improved air quality and 
know that ... there will be a true cost savings on the operation and maintenance side. What 
may have surprised folks is just how minimal the initial upfront investment needs to be before 
it pays off." 

Based on a review of the construction costs of 33 green buildings in the U.S. including Ash 
Creek Intermediate School in Independence, Ore., and the Botanical Garden Administration 

office building in Queens, N.Y., and factoring in the cost of energy, water and waste disposal 
among other things in California, the report found that it costs nearly 2% more on average -- 
or $3 to $5 a square foot -- to construct a green building than one using conventional 

methods, but that cost premium yields savings of more than 10 times the initial investment -- 
or $50 to $75 a square foot -- during the life of a building, conservatively assumed to be 20 
years. The cost of conventional commercial construction in California was estimated at $150 to 
$250 per square foot.  

"There's a five-year lag between reality and perception," says Greg Kats, the report's principal 
author and a principal at Capital E LLC, a Washington, D.C.-based consulting firm that advises 

clients on clean energy and green buildings. "Five years ago, green buildings were unusual, 
expensive and it was unclear what the benefits were" and cost anywhere from a 5% to 15% 
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cost premium for green buildings, he says. "Now, materials and design processes have 

become standardized, and more people know how to do it." 

Released late last week, the report also found -- as expected -- that an integrated design and 

commissioning process was the most cost-effective. "If you take a conventional building and 
add piecemeal green technologies or design strategies, you end up with a substantially more 
expensive building," says Mr. Kats. "The more expensive green buildings are those that had 
late change orders." 

The report concludes that constructing green buildings to the "gold" level -- the third highest 
designation -- set by the U.S. Green Building Council that certifies buildings as green under its 

three-year-old Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design, or LEED, program makes the 
most financial sense. The council, a Washington, D.C.-based nonprofit association of 
architects, planners, researchers and other green-building experts, evaluates buildings by 

assigning points based on their location, building materials, water usage, energy performance, 
design innovations and indoor environmental quality. The points determine the level of LEED 
certification: basic certification, silver, gold and platinum.  

While the California report cites several studies that indicate increased productivity and health 
gains for those who work or learn in green buildings, it fails to evaluate the performance and 
health issues at the 33 buildings surveyed.  

That's what Roger Platt, a senior vice president at the Real Estate Roundtable, a Washington, 
D.C., lobbying group, who served as an adviser to the authors of the report, wanted to see. "If 

you're a developer, you want brokers to have something to say about your buildings. It's great 
to say that corporations in your building are more likely to have greater productivity from 
workers and fewer sick days," he says. "That's where a lot more [research] work needs to be 

done." 

"What makes a lot of sense for government and what it does with its money doesn't totally 
carry over for what investors that have to answer to shareholders and banks and whatnot find 

as the best thing to do with their money," adds Mr. Platt. Still, if the federal and state 
governments "lead by example with green-building practices, it has a positive effect in 
creating economies of scale for manufacturers of green-building products. That's very 

valuable." 

And the state's Mr. Sowell expects that will remain. Even a potential administration change in 

California's state capital as voters went to the polls yesterday to decide whether to recall Gov. 
Davis will have little impact on the state's green-building efforts, he says. This report "proves 
that making investments in green-building practices is good for the bottom line. No matter 
what administration is in place, reducing our operating and maintenance costs in relation to 

the buildings we build is significant." 

-- Ms. Muto is a national real-estate writer for The Wall Street Journal. Her "Bricks & Mortar" 

column appears each Wednesday exclusively on RealEstateJournal. She is based in the 

Journal's San Francisco bureau. 

Link to the article: The Costs and Financial Benefits of Green Building, Executive 
Summary, Gregory H. Kats: www.cap-e.com/ewebeditpro/items/O59F3481.pdf
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Appendix F: 
Energy Saver Survivors TV “Show”  
to address Summer Peak and Motivational Marketing  
Prepared by: Sonya Newenhouse, Margaret Mooney, Niels Wolter, Joanne Kelley, 
Barbara Smith, Jim Mapp and Ellen Rubinstein 
 

What: Energy Saver SURVIVORs - How low can you go?  
“Come to Madison, Wisconsin this summer for a reality TV show in 
energy conservation when three tribes compete to win new 
appliances, a bike, a push lawn mower, a Community Car 
membership and a compact fluorescent retrofit for their home. Think 
we’re kidding? NOT!—Energy conservation is serious business and 
we have the competition to prove it...” 
 
When:  July and August 2004 
 
Who:  Our local CBS will (we hope) host 8 short morning news 
Energy Savor Survivor segments.  Each spot will flash a website that 
has oodles of resources and pictures of tribe members doing energy 
saving actions, and the site will provide a place for the audience to 
vote for their favorite tribe. 
 
Segment 1: A call for Tribes. A tribe must comprise of 3 households 
in a neighborhood and must fill out an application of why they should 
be chosen.  They must demonstrate that they have fun, save money 
and that it’s “easy being green.”  Tribes examples: East side Tribe; 
West side Tribe, Fitchburg Tribe, Sun Prairie Tribe, and Town of Dunn 
Tribe.  The first segment would explain the purpose of the Survivor 
series, to reduce electric summer peak demand and show area 
residents examples of how to save energy and save money 
collectively.  We would also tie this in with the Clean Air Coalition 
education campaign to reduce ozone in summer peak. 
 
Segment 2: The challenge starts. Tribes are chosen and start with 
the first contest—How to make dinner with as little electricity and gas 
as possible. The rest of the tribe members enjoy the dinner and 
comment on the nice bees wax candle atmosphere etc, etc. 
 
Segment 3:  Another challenge—sleeping and entertaining without 
using air conditioning.  This segment could get “steamy” and could 
include taking a dip or a canoe ride in our beautiful lakes. 
 
Segment 4: Another challenge—retrofitting a home with as many 
compact fluorescents as possible.  Tribes get all different types of 
bulbs, and notice how some light fixtures work better than others etc. 
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Segment 5: Another challenge—how quickly can a tribe mow a lawn 
(relay race) with a push mower, without getting sweaty.  Side 
commentary occurs, about how easy and quiet it is. 
 
Segment 6: Another challenge—find a way to get to work with as few 
single occupancy vehicle miles traveled as possible.  
 
Segment 7 and 8:  More challenges. 
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Appendix G: 
Additional Low Cost Energy Saving Programs  
Prepared by Barbara Smith 
 

Initiative  

  

Information  

ENERGY STAR web banners on city pay site Banners downloadable from 
www.energystar.gov.  Everyone who 
pays a bill with the city through web site 
would see this banner. 

TV Public Service Announcements (PSA), 
particularly for peak messages. PSAs inside 
buses. Print PSAs 

WYOU, George Dreckman, CA models. 
Encourage residents to take simple 
actions to save energy at home and 
work.  Showcase city’s actions to 
inspire, set expectations. Concerts on 
the Square programs, other city-
connected print publications 

Large student landlords energy information 
drive 

Include CFLs or coupons, energy info, 
to students upon new occupancy  

Summer information campaign drive to 
discourage excessive AC  

More creative mechanisms to deliver 
energy messages.  Require energy 
information to be attached to rental 
leases in the city.  Signs in public 
bathroom stalls.  Etc.  More cultural 
acceptance of no-AC 

Energy & the Three R’s Integrate energy info into all recycling 
events. Get folks turning in electronics 
to consider ENERGY STAR 
replacements.  Get energy info to 
compost bin purchasers.  Integrate city 
sticker appliance recycling into early 
appliance turn-in programs.  

Madison Parks Energy Education. Park reservations should include energy 
info.  Post energy info in park shelters. 
Add markers at trailheads explaining 
how you save the environment by home 
actions. 

Beef up library program More lendable materials, such as 10-
pack of various CFLs to try, temp sensor 
for refrigerator, humidity meter, LED 
holiday lights, occupancy-sensitive 
power strip, LED garden light, watt 
meters, and lots of info on how to use. 

Energy programs on City Cable Channel and 
School District Channel 

Mayor’s Report, Senior Beat, etc.  Work 
with youth and others to make new 
documentaries on city activities 
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Energy in Ozone Action Day Faxes are sent to major employers the 

day before a bad-air day.  Work to make 
sure energy actions are included on 
these, increase firms getting these 
messages.  Start web site where 
individuals can sign up to get 
personalized e-mails.  Work with UW 
Healthy Homes Partnership. 

Inventory neighborhood cooling centers Inventory neighborhood resources for 
vulnerable people, encourage this as 
alternative to individual AC. 

New neighbor energy info welcome packet  Create packet of energy information for 
all new residents of Madison, tenants 
and owners.  Leave on move-in day. 

Add energy education to afterschool 
programs 

Make city funding contingent on energy 
education.  Involve day camps, scouts.  
Grow our own energy people.   

  

Events, Contests and Promotions  

Gardener Energy Outreach Encourage vendors to add CFL “bulbs” 
to flower bulb sales.  Add permanent 
energy information to displays. Put 
outdoor CFL and LED choices beside 
popular solar garden lights. Partners are 
Olbrich, Arboretum, native plant groups, 
nurseries, mulch program. 

Extended pool hours on hottest days, 
sprinkler events, etc. 

To discourage individual AC use. 

Coolest loser refrigerator contest Humorous quest, help ID high use (and 
ugly) refrigerators and freezers in 
homes and businesses.  Prizes are 
coupons for Energy Star models. Helps 
purge secondary refrigerators & freezers 
too. 

Partnership with sports team Contest to have sports star plant your 
tree was called “King in Your Court” in 
Sacramento. Print ads with players, 
announcements during games. Half-
time giveaways. 

Give a Little, Get a Latte Promo with coffee retailer. Used to 
encourage sign-ups for specific energy 
efficiency programs. 
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Nightburners, other reward programs, 
especially for kids. Neighborhood Energy 
Watch Teams. 

Reporting program for office buildings lit 
up like Christmas trees at night.  Non-
punitive information provided to 
offending businesses to help them 
change their ways. SF has StreetFacts 
program giving hand-held computers to 
volunteers who monitor street 
cleanliness.  We could tweak for energy 
opportunities. 

Vampire / Phantom themed event for 
Halloween 

Watt-meters to find and destroy 
phantom load. Power strips. Promote 
1W standard for electronics (such as 
battery chargers, cordless phone 
chargers).  House analysis and tours. 

Contest to design bookmarks, calendars, T-
shirts, etc. 

Energy-themed bookmarks for the 
library, schools, etc. 

City sponsorship of energy-related arts 
events 

Such as climate humor show that visited 
UW Madison May 2.  

Al fresco fun awards Awards & publicity for individuals, 
families who make the most change.  
Similar to “car free challenge.” Increase 
cultural acceptance of no AC.  Target 
hard-to-reach groups to try no-AC 
nights.   

Mayor’s bike tour of virtual power plant Visit EE sites in city.  Invite public and 
media.  Go to public buildings and other 
interesting showcases.  Show tax 
money is used wisely.  Talk about the 
savings, cleaner air, and local job 
creation. 

Energy door prizes at city events Give away ENERGY STAR items, but 
more importantly build awareness, 
endorsement of city.  Dane Dances, etc. 

  

Exhibits & Displays  

Alternate parade of homes Get energy efficiency features more 
prominently showcased in homes in this 
tour. 

Photo exhibit at city hall, Muni building Showcase what the city has done that is 
cutting edge.  Have “art opening” type 
event to kick it off 

Energy kiosk Outdoor kiosk as in European cities, but 
to give interactive energy info, rather 
than air pollution info 

Photo exhibit at airport of local environmental 
technology firms that are cutting edge. 

Local mfgs of national stature such as 
Middleton theater lighting co., 
dehumidifier mfgs., Subzero, etc. 
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Museum exhibit on history of appliances, 
highlighting modern choices. Mini-exhibits. 
Student union exhibits on energy. 

Also highlight Wisconsin’s contributions 
to modern appliances.  There’s a long 
list of mfg. From the state who make EE 
stuff. State historical society, Veterans 
museum (LED lighting soldiers use 
today), Children’s Museum. Zoo, etc. 
Inform, inspire & motivate students and 
alumni to use latest technology. Union 
South, MATC 

Energy “Exploratorium” for new technology Concept is museum exhibit / technology 
showroom combo.  Place to see latest in 
LED lights, etc. UW School of 
Engineering, UW Research Park, etc., 
Promega. 

Energy Innovators All-Star Business Award 
Dinner 

Awards, recognition for the industry that 
is energy efficiency in Madison.  
Consider business incubator. Chamber 
of Commerce, UW Research Park, UW, 
ECW, MGE, etc. 

  

Human Resources  

Tap professors, grad students, and tech 
college students to do projects to research 
and evaluate opportunities for the city 

 

Volunteer energy aid Volunteers can help with installing CFLs 
in neighborhoods, etc.  We need to 
regularly request such assistance. 
United Way, Morgridge Center for Public 
Service, Retired Senior Volunteer 
Program, etc. 

Public works Employment Involve entry-level workers in installing 
pre-rinse nozzles in restaurants, 
installing CFLs, doing simple lighting 
audits, simple weatherization 
techniques.  Have them shadow Focus 
staff as part of training. Partner with 
youth employment programs. 
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Appendix H: 
Solar Art and Other Aesthetic Applications 
Source materials from Niels Wolter 
 

 

 

 

                               1                                       4

5

2

6 

1. Solar streetlight     
Alt Technica -- New York, NY 

 

2. Freezer cart for selling ice cream 
Alt Technica -- New York, NY 

 

3. Solar parking meter 
 

4. Solar streetlight to meet dark sky 
ordinances  Alt Technica -- New York, NY 

 

5. Solar awnings for shading and electricity 
Chicago Center for Green Technology 

 

6. Solar sandbox shading structure 
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 AGENDA #___________ 

 
 City of Madison, Wisconsin 
 
A RESOLUTION  
 
DECLARING CITY OF MADISON’S INTEREST IN 
TAKING A LEADERSHIP ROLE IN PROMOTION OF 
SUSTAINABLE ENERGY BY PROMOTING BOTH 
ENERGY EFFICIENCY AND RENEWABLE ENERGY 
FOR THE CITY OF MADISON FACILITIES AND THE 

COMMUNITY.  
  
 
Drafted By: Utility Subcommittee of the Energy Task 

Force 
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 APPROVAL OF FISCAL NOTE IS NEEDED 
 BY THE COMPTROLLER'S OFFICE  

 Approved By 
 
 _____________________________________ 
 Comptroller's Office 

Date:  April 14, 2004 
 
Fiscal Note: The goal of purchasing 10% of the city’s 

annual electrical energy in 2006 from 
renewable sources would add $113,032 
to the annual budget and the goal of 
purchasing 20% from renewable 
sources in 2010 would add $226,064 
assuming a $0.02/kWh premium in cost, 
assuming current usage levels and not 
considering conservation savings.

Presented  
Referred  BOE, BPW, and Board of Water Commissioners 
  
Rereferred  
  
  
Reported Back  
  
  
Adopted    POF  
Rules Suspended  
Public Hearing  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESOLUTION NUMBER   

ID NUMBER   

 
SPONSORS:  Mayor Cieslewicz 
 
 

 
WHEREAS, a sustainable energy supply is critical to the well-being of our society; 
 
WHEREAS, energy efficient technology and renewable energy electricity sources are economically viable and available; 
 
WHEREAS, City of Madison facilities, street lights and traffic signals, public water supply wells and pumping stations, and 
wastewater pumping stations are major users of energy totaling 56,516,110 kWh in 2003 with an annual cost of $4,202,607.22; 
 
WHEREAS, City of Madison’s procurement of renewable power consists of an aggregated load of sufficient size to potentially 
have influence in the electricity marketplace on the development of clean and renewable resources; 
 
WHEREAS, Renewable electricity generated from "zero emission" sources such as solar, wind, and low-impact hydro have 
fewer adverse environmental consequences than fossil fuel generated power;  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Madison has worked in partnership with Madison Gas and Electric Company on the development of a 
photovoltaic canopy spanning parking spaces at the Madison Municipal Building to demonstrate and evaluate the performance 
of solar technology; 
 
WHEREAS, the Transit Utility of the City of Madison has purchased 803,232 kWh per year of wind power paying a premium of 
$0.0333/kWh, which represents 1.42% of the City’s total annual electrical power purchase; 
 
WHEREAS, approximately 1.5% of Madison Gas and Electric’s regular system power is supplied by renewable sources, so the 
City of Madison is now receiving a total of about 3% of its electricity from renewable generation: 
 
WHEREAS, the purchase of additional renewable power provides impetus to Madison Gas and Electric Company and Alliant 
Energy Company to increase renewable power generation; 
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WHEREAS, American Transmission Company (ATC) is in the process of enhancing the electric transmission system in the City 
of Madison and in Dane County, in order to provide greater access to regional generation sources, including renewable 
generation; 
    
WHEREAS, The City of Madison expects that the additional cost associated with purchasing renewable energy will be small 
relative to the total cost of energy purchases by the City and expects that the price premium associated with each additional 
kilowatt-hour of renewable electricity will be substantially less than that currently being paid;   
 
WHEREAS, Energy efficiency is the cornerstone of sustainable energy system and energy efficiency not only reduces energy 
consumption but also saves money and prevents pollution.  Madison’s efforts have already resulted in significant savings 
including retrofitting of streetlights and traffic signals with more energy efficient fixtures.  Madison recognizes that additional 
programs and retrofits will achieve further energy savings; 
 
WHEREAS, the Energy Conservation and Green Building Subcommittee of the Mayors’ Energy Task Force has identified 
numerous ways in which the City could encourage the principal of sustainability through changes in city buildings and 
operations as well as through policies that would impact the private sector; 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, That the Mayor and City Clerk are hereby authorized to enter into contracts with 
Madison Gas and Electric Company and Alliant Energy Corporation to purchase a portion of the City’s power from renewable 
sources; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Madison’s purchasing goals for renewable power are hereby established as 10% 
for 2006 and 20% for 2010; and,  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Madison will encourage community participation in renewable power programs 
through a Madison Clean Energy Challenge, the goal of which is to persuade 5% of the city’s electricity consumers to 
participate in the challenge and to be recognized as an EPA Green Power Partner by having consumers purchase 2% of their 
electricity from renewable sources; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City of Madison will investigate opportunities to increase sustainability and efficiency for 
City facilities, and privately owned buildings in Madison.  The Madison Clean Energy Challenge will include promotion of these 
opportunities and provision of other energy efficiency information, such as the benefits of compact fluorescent lighting, of 
choosing energy efficient appliances and of prioritizing energy efficiency in new building design and construction; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Madison be engaged in the siting and approval process for the transmission 
infrastructure that is necessary for providing access to renewable resources and electric reliability; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Madison will continue to identify opportunities where the installation of 
distributed renewable energy and combined heat and power systems would benefit the community; and,  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Madison establish a Sustainable Design and Energy Commission charged with 
the oversight of the Madison Clean Energy Challenge, implementation of programs to encourage sustainable practices   and 
the greening of City facilities and infrastructure, and to advise the Mayor and Common Council regarding sustainable design 
and energy issues. 
 



The League of American Bicyclists 
Bicycle Friendly Communities Campaign 

 
 
Thank you for your interest in becoming a designated Bicycle Friendly Community. Please 
complete Part I on www.bicyclefriendlycommunity.org. Visit 
www.bicyclefriendlycommunity.org or call 202-822-1333 for more information and resources. 

 
APPLICATION PART I 
 
CONTACT INFO 

 

Name of Community    _____________________________________ 
 
Mayor or top elected official (include title) _____________________________________ 

 
Mayor’s Phone     _____________________________________ 

 
Mayor’s Email    _____________________________________ 

 

Mayor’s Address    _____________________________________ 
 
Contact Name     _____________________________________ 

 
Position      _____________________________________ 
 
Employer      _____________________________________ 
 
Address      _____________________________________ 
 
Address line 2     _____________________________________ 
 
City       _____________________________________ 
 
State       _____________________________________ 
 
Zip       _____________________________________ 
 
Phone       _____________________________________ 
 
Fax       _____________________________________ 
 
Email       _____________________________________ 
 

Website      _____________________________________ 



 

COMMUNITY PROFILE 

 

1. Population        _____________ 
 

2. Square mileage of municipality       _____________ 
 

Total area        _____________ 
  Water area        _____________ 
  Land area        _____________ 

 
3. Population density       _____________ 

 

4. Climate 
Average temperature for January    _____________ 

Average temperature for April     _____________ 
Average temperature for July     _____________ 
Average temperature for October    _____________ 

 
Average precipitation for January    _____________ 

Average precipitation for April     _____________ 
Average precipitation for July     _____________ 
Average precipitation for October    _____________ 

 
5. Median income        $____________ 

 
6. Age distribution 

% under 20        _____________% 

% age 20-64         _____________% 
% age 65-84         _____________% 

% age 85+         _____________% 
  

7. Race 

a. % Hispanic or Latino (of any race)    _____________% 
b. % Not Hispanic or Latino     _____________% 
c. % One race       _____________% 

d. % White       _____________% 
e. % Black or African American    _____________% 

f. % American Indian and Alaska Native   _____________% 
g. % Asian       _____________% 
h. % Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander  _____________% 

i. % Some other race      _____________% 
j. % Two or more races     _____________% 

 
8. If you have Journey-to-Work census data on bicycling 

to work, what percentage of people in your community 

bike to work?        _____________% 



 
 

 

9. Do you have a Bicycle Master Plan? 

 
(Yes)        (No) 

 

10. Do you have a written bicycle accommodation policy? 

 
(Yes)        (No) 

 
11. What was your community’s most significant investment for bicycling in the past 

year? 

12. List current community activities that encourage/promote bicycling. 

13. Bicycle Coordinator & Government Staff 

a. List your official bicycle/pedestrian coordinator or bicycle issues contact 
person on government staff. 

b. What department is the bicycle coordinator located in? 

c. How many hours are spent per year in this capacity? 

d. List all other government staff or contractors whose primary duties are 

devoted to bicycling issues. 

14. Do you have a Bicycle Advisory Committee, Ped/Bike Council or other venue for 

citizen input?  

a. List the name of the Chair and their contact information. 

 
 
After submitting this general community profile online, the League will inform you if you have 
met the basic criteria to begin Part II of the application process. 



The League of American Bicyclists

Bicycle Friendly Communities Campaign

www.bicyclefriendlycommunity.org

Part II is a detailed audit of the engineering, education, encouragement, enforcement, evaluation and planning 

efforts in your community.  Complete this application on www.bicyclefriendlycommunity.org.  This 

comprehensive inquiry is designed to yield a holistic picture of your community’s work to promote bicycling. 

Technical assistance for completing Part II is available at www.bicyclefriendlycommunity.org or by calling the 

League at 202-822-1333.

APPLICATION PART II

ENGINEERING

1. Do you have a policy that requires the accommodation of cyclists in all new road construction 

and reconstruction and resurfacing? Please include a copy of this legislation or policy.

2. Have you provided training for your engineers and planners on how to accommodate 

cyclists?  Please describe.  Is there a mechanism to provide training on an on-going basis?

3. How many bridges are in your community? How many are closed or inaccessible to cyclists? 

Of those accessible by bike, how many have shoulders, bike lanes, wide curb lanes, or multi-

use paths?

4. Do you have a bike parking ordinance?  If yes, please include a copy of your ordinance:

5. Are there bike racks or storage units at:

Schools     (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Libraries     (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Transit stations    (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Recreation centers    (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Government buildings   (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Ofice buildings   (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Retail centers    (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

Public spaces and parks  (All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)



6. If your community has transit service:

a.  Are buses equipped with bike racks? (All)    (Most)   (Some)   (Few)  (None)  (N/A)

b. Can bikes be brought inside transit vehicles? 

7. How many miles of bike lanes do you have? How many miles of bike lanes are in your bicycle 

master plan? What is the mileage of your total road network? In rural communities, rideable 

paved shoulders may also be considered.

8. What percent of arterial streets have bike lanes or paved shoulders?

9. How many miles of designated bike routes do you have? How many miles of signed bike 

routes are in your bicycle master plan?

10. Please describe any maintenance programs or policies that ensure bike lanes and shoulders 

remain usable. 

a.  Routine maintenance

b.  Capital improvements

11. Please describe initiatives your community has taken to ensure or improve bicycle access, 

safety and convenience at intersections, including bicycle detection, signing and marking.  

12. How many miles of paved or hard surface trails (e.g. asphalt, concrete, crushed rock) do you 

have? How many miles of paved or hard surface trails are in your bicycle master plan?

13. How many miles of natural surface trails (singletrack) do you have? What is the total mileage 

of natural surface trails that are open to mountain bikes?

14. What is the estimated acreage of open space and public lands within the community (city, 

county, state, and federal public lands)? Are these areas open to cyclists?

15. Please describe maintenance programs or policies for your Multi-use Paths. 

a. Routine maintenance

b. Capital improvements

16. Does your community have an ordinance or local code requirement for employers to provide 

bicycle parking, shower facilities, etc.? If yes, please describe or include a copy.

17. Please describe recreational facilities for cyclists such as low trafic rural roads and signed 
touring routes.

18.  Are there other facilities that have been created to promote bicycling in your community?  If 

yes, please describe.



EDUCATION

1. How do you educate motorists to share the road with cyclists? Please describe. How many 

community motorists do you reach with these efforts?

(All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

2. Are there other bicycle education opportunities for adults?  Please describe.

3. Do you have a bicycle safety program for children in schools?  How many schools participate?
(All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

4. What other types of bicycle safety and education opportunities are available for children?  

Please describe.  How many children participate?

5. Do you make bicycle safety materials available to the public?  Please describe.

6. Do you have a bicycle ambassador program that educates community members on local 

opportunities for bicycling and answers their questions? 

7. Do you have League Cycling Instructors in your area?  Please list active instructors.

8. Is bicycle safety education included in routine local activities (e.g. tax renewal, drivers licensing 

and testing, or inserts with utility bills each month)? If so, please describe.



ENCOURAGEMENT

1. How do you promote National Bike Month in May (or another month)?  Please describe.

2. How many people do you reach with events and activities during this celebration?

3. Do you actively promote Bike to Work Day or other bicycle commuting incentive programs? 

Please describe.  What portion of the community workforce do you reach?
(All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

4. Is there an annual bike tour or ride promoted to the general public in your community?  Please 

describe.

5. Are there community road or mountain bike clubs, bicycle advocacy organizations or racing 

clubs? Please describe.

6. How many specialty bicycle retailers (i.e. bike shops, not big box retailers like K-Mart or Wal Mart) 

are there in your community?

7. Are there other bicycling areas or facilities such as BMX tracks, velodromes or mountain biking 

centers in your community?

8. Does your trails system have a unit of the National Mountain Bike Patrol? Patrollers inform, assist 

and educate mountain bikers and other trail users.

9. Are there opportunities to rent bicycles in your community or other recreational opportunities 

involving bicycling? Please describe.

10. Do you have Safe Routes to School program that includes bicycling?  How many schools are 

involved?

(All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

11. Does your community have youth recreation and intervention programs that are centered 

around bicycling?

12. Do you publish a bike map and keep it up to date?

13. Do you publish a map of mountain bike trails?

14. Please describe any other efforts in your community to encourage cycling.



ENFORCEMENT

1. Is your local police department addressing the concerns of cyclists in your community? Is there a 

liaison that communicates with the bicycling community?

2. Do you offer speciic training to police oficers regarding trafic law as it applies to bicyclists?

3. Do you use targeted enforcement to encourage cyclists and motorists to share the road safely?

4. Do you have public safety employees on bikes?  Indicate the number of employees on bike as 

well as the size of the entire staff.

5. Do you have a mandatory helmet law? If so, is the requirement a state law or local ordinance?  

To what ages does it apply? 

6. Do you have a mandatory sidepath law?  If so, is the requirement a state law or local ordinance?  

Is it enforced?



EVALUATION & PLANNING

1. Do you have any information on the number of trips by bike in your community including census 

data?  Please describe.

2. How many cyclist/motor vehicle fatalities have occurred in your community in the past ive years?

3. How many cyclist/motor vehicle crashes have occurred in your community in the past ive years?

4. Do you have a speciic plan or program to reduce these numbers?

5. Do you have a system in place that allows bicyclists to submit ideas and concerns to public 

oficials? Please describe.

6. Do you have a comprehensive bicycle plan?  Please include a copy.  When was it passed or 

updated?  Is it funded?  What percentage has been implemented?

(All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

7. Do you have a trails master plan that addresses mountain bike access, and are there ongoing 

relations between the mountain biking community and the community recreation and planning 

staff.

8. Is your bicycle network part of broader development plans, land use plans and ongoing 

development projects?  How many trails, bike lanes, paved shoulders, and bike routes connect 

with each other to provide seamless transportation options?

(All)     (Most)     (Some)     (Few)     (None)

9. Have you evaluated your transportation network and prioritized bicycle improvements based on 

hazards and needs?

10. What speciic improvements do you have planned for bicycling in the following year? 

11. What are the three primary reasons your city deserves to be designated as a Bicycle Friendly 

Community?

12. What are the three aspects of your community most in need of improvement in order to 

accommodate bicyclists?



FEEDBACK

1. How has completing this application affected your awareness of improvements which may be 

made for bicyclists?

2. Are you planning any new projects based on your involvement with the Bicycle Friendly 

Community program?  Please describe.

3. How do you foresee this designation affecting your community’s outlook on bicycling?

4. How do you foresee this designation affecting future bicycle improvement efforts?

5. Are you aware of other communities which should be involved with this program?  Please list 

below. 




























