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WEEKLY UPDATE: 

• Budget:  Reminder - a brief overview of the budget and general fund will be 
presented Thursday, January 26th at 5:30PM.  The first full budget session will 
begin Saturday, January 28th at 8am in the Lower Level Conference Room.  

• Bi-State:  Mercer Muscatine Revolving Loan Fund - Attached please find the 
December 2016 MMRLF Summary Report.  You will see there are funds available 
to loan in the amount of $266,361 with the interest rate around 2.81%!  All loans 
are current and in good standing.  Please think about this program when you are 
working with business projects in need of gap financing.  Donna Moritz, 
Administrative & Financial Services Director, Bi-State Regional Commission. 

• Projects:  Attached is a copy of the In-Depth Powerpoint prepared by City 
Engineer Jim Edgmond.  Also attached is a bid comparison that gives you an idea 
of how recent projects have turned out - engineer’s estimate versus bid. 

• Chinese New Year Concert:  Please see the attached invitation. 
• Water Resource Recovery Facility:  Please see the attached copy of the powerpoint 

presentation presented last night on Muscatine’s High Strength Waste Project by 
John Koch and Jay Brady. 

• Bi-State:  Attached is the January 2017 Commission Packet. If you are on the 
Commission board, please respond to this e-mail account indicating if you will be 
attending the Commission meeting scheduled for Wednesday, January 25, 2017. 
Thank you.  Sarah Grabowski, Desktop Publisher, Bi-State Regional Commission

"I remember Muscatine for its sunsets. I have never seen any 

on either side of the ocean that equaled them" — Mark Twain 



















PUBLIC	PROJECTS
1/19/2017

OVERVIEW	



PUBLIC	CONTRASTED	WITH	PRIVATE	PROJECTS

PUBLIC	PROJECT PRIVATE	PROJECT

RULES	TO	PROTECT	PUBLIC	MONEY	&	
GUARD	AGAINST IT	BEING	USED	THE	
WRONG	WAY.		ie Buy	American	Act.
CITY	PROCUREMENT	CODE.
ACCOUNTABLE	TO	CITY	COUNCIL	&	PUBLIC	
CANNOT	TAKE	RISKS

CORP. PROCUREMENT	RULES.
CAN	BEND	THE	RULES
ACCOUNTABLE	TO	ONLY	THE	CORP.
DECIDE	WHAT	LEVEL	OF	RISK	TO	ASSUME

STAFF’S	JOB	IS	INSURE THE	RULES	ARE	
FOLLOWED.		EXAMPLE	TRAIL	RR	XING
CHANGE	OR	MAKE	NEW	RULES	=	TIME

STAFF’S	JOB	IS	TO	MAKE	PROCESS	MORE	
EFFICIENT	TO	SAVE	MONEY	&	TIME
FLEXIBLE ON	REDEFINING	RULES

IF	THE	CITY	MAKES	A	MISTAKE	THEY WASTE	
PUBLIC	MONEY.		EVEN	POSSIBLY	LOOSE	FED.	
OR	STATE	FUNDING.	

IF	YOU	MAKE	A	MISTAKE, YOU	WASTE	YOUR	
OWN	MONEY.
PART	OF	THE	RISK	ASSESSMENT

THERE	TO	SERVE ALL	THE	PUBLIC’S	NEEDS	
AND	MEET	ALL	REQUIREMENTS.		CANNOT	
BETRAY	THE	PUBLIC	TRUST

THERE	TO	SERVE PRIVATE	INTERESTS	AND	
NEEDS,	ONLY.

NO	GOOD	METHODS	TO	ACCELERATE	
CONSTRUCTION	TO	A	DEADLINE.

CAN	AUTHORIZE OVERTIME,	EXTRA	
WORKERS	IF	JUSTIFIED,	COST,	TIME	SAVINGS



PUBLIC	W/	FED.	MONEY	CONTRASTED	WITH	PUBLIC	
PROJECTS	W/O	FED	MONEY.

PUBLIC	PROJECT	W/	STATE AND	OR	FED.	$ PUBLIC	PROJECT	WITH JUST	CITY	$

COMPLICATED	AND	LONG	PROCESS.
AVG.	TIME FOR	A	PROJ.	7	YEARS
OPPORTUNITIES	TO	LOOSE	THE	FED	$

MUCH	SHORTER	TIMELINE
2	YEARS	AVERAGE	TIME
ONCE	BUDGETED,	MONEY	WILL	BE	THERE…
UNBUDGETED,	URGENT	EXPENSES

IOWADOT FLOW	CHART STEPS	TO	PROJECT	COMPLETION

EXAMPLES: EXAMPLES:

MULBERRY,	4	YEARS.		SEVERAL	STEPS	DONE	
BY	STAFF	TO	SAVE	TIME	AND	MONEY.			ROW
ACQUISITION,	CONSTRUCTION	
MANAGEMENT.			ENVIRO.	WORK	WAS	
SIMPLE,	approx.	7	months.

DIANA QUEEN	DRIVE.		1.5	YEARS.

MISS.	DRIVE ,	8	YEARS	TO	DO	THE	ENVIRO.	
AND	WE	ARE	STILL	WORKING	WITH	IT.

FOREST	PARKWAY.		APPROXIMATELY	2	
YEARS.



PUBLIC	W/	FED.	MONEY	CONTRASTED	WITH	PUBLIC	
PROJECTS	W/O	FED	MONEY:		DEADLINES/COMPLETION

PUBLIC	PROJECT	W/	STATE AND	OR	FED.	$
DEADLINES-CONTRACT	COMPLETION

PUBLIC	PROJECT	WITH JUST	CITY	$
DEADLINES-CONTRACT	COMPLETION

IOWA DOT	MANDATES	WORKING	DAY	
CONTRACTS.			WE	CAN	HAVE	SO	MANY	
WORKING	DAYS	AND	A	REQUIREMENT,		IT	BE	
DONE	BY	A	CERTAIN	DATE,	(INTERMEDIATE)

IN	THE	PAST	WE	HAVE	USED	CALENDAR
DATE	DEADLINES	W/	LIQUIDATED	DAMAGES

ONCE	WORKING	DAYS	ARE	GONE,
LIQUIDATED DAMAGES	ASSESSED

WITH MISSISSIPPI	DRIVE	WE	ARE	GOING	
WITH	WORKING	DAYS,	WITH	INTERIM	
DEADLINES	ALSO	SPECIFIED.

EXTRA	WORK=	ADDITIONAL	DAYS EXTRA	WORK=	???	



STEPS	TO	A	PUBLIC	PROJECT	WITH	FEDERAL	FUNDS



1. HIRE	CONSULTANT	TO	DO	PRELIM	DESIGN	AND	COST	
ESTIMATE.

2. USE	COST	EST.	TO	PUT	IN	THE	BUDGET	REQUEST	TO	
DO	THE	PROJECT	NEXT	FISCAL	YEAR.

3. PUBLIC	INFORMATION/LISTENING	MEETINGS
4. IF	APPROVED	IN	BUDGET,	DO	FINAL	DESIGN,	BIDDING	

AND	CONSTRUCTION	IN	THAT	FISCAL	YEAR.
5. EVALUATE	ALL	OTHER	FACTORS	CONCERNS:
• USACE,	LEVEE’S,	FLOOD	PLAIN	PERMITS
• IS	RR	INVOLVED	?
• WHAT	UTILITIES	ARE	INVOLVED?
• MPW.		REQUIRES	SPECIFIC	ATTENTION	AND	

ADDED	STEPS	TO	COORDINATE.		ALSO	
UNANTICIPATED	BUDGET	IMPACTS.

PUBLIC	PROJECT	STEPS	WITHOUT	STATE	AND	FEDERAL	FUNDS



5. SELECT	CONTRACTOR	THROUGH	COMPETIVIE	
BIDDING	PROCESS.

6. HAVE	PUBLIC	HEARING	AND	APPROVAL	OF	PLANS	
AND	SPECS	BY	THE	COUNCIL.

7. RR	?,	ROW?,	ENVIRONMENTAL	CONCERNS?
8. CONSTRUCTION
9. CLOSE	OUT	AND	FINAL	PAYMENT.

PUBLIC	PROJECT	STEPS	WITHOUT	STATE	AND	FEDERAL	FUNDS	(CONT.)



SO	WHERE	DO	WE	GO	FROM	HERE?		FIRST	DON’T	PANIC	!



EXAMPLES	OF	EFFICIENCIES	THAT	HAVE	OCCURRED	
RECENTLY:

SEWER	SEPARATION	BORROW	AREA.			OVER	NEXT	12	
YEARS	OR	SO	WILL	SAVE	MILLIONS	OF	DOLLARS	FOR	
MUSCATINE.		COST	APPROXIMATELY	$200,000.00

MULBERRY	BORROW/WASTE	SITE.		COST	0$.		SAVINGS	
ESTIMATED	AT	$50,000	TO	$75,000.

RECYCLING	OF	CONCRETE	AND	ASPHALT	TO	AGGREGATE	
ON	OTHER	PUBLIC	PROJECTS.			EVERY	TON	WE	MAKE	
SAVES	US	AT	LEAST	$7.00.			WE	SAVED	APPROXIMATELY	
$60,000.00	DOLLARS	ON	JUST	MULBERRY	AVE.	PROJECT	
WITH	THIS	APPROACH.



EXAMPLES	OF	EFFICIENCIES	THAT	HAVE	OCCURRED	
RECENTLY	(PAGE	2):

TIME:		RECENTLY	FOR	THE	TRAIL	PROJECT	WE	WERE	ABLE	
TO	TURN	AROUND	THE	CROSSING	AGREEMENT	WITH	CP	
RAIL	IS	LESS	THAN	24	HOURS.					

INSTEAD	OF	COMPLETE	REPLACEMENT	OF	STREETS	WE	
ARE	NOW	LOOKING	AT	PARTIAL	REPLACEMENTS	TO	FIT	
BETTER	WITH	BUDGET	CONSTRAINTS	NOW	THAT	THE	
NEW	GAS	TAX	HAS	INCREASED	OUR	DOLLARS	FROM	THE	
GAS	TAX.

INSTEAD	OF	DIGGING	UP	AND	REPLACING	SEWERS,	WE	
ON	MULBERRY	HAD	A	SECTION	OF	PIPE	LINED	WHERE	IT	
WAS	NOT	UNDER	THE	NEW	PAVEMENT.	



IN	CONCLUSION:

ONCE	THE	PROCESS	IS	KNOWN,	THERE	CAN	BE	
EVALUATIONS	TO	SEE	WHAT	CAN	BE	DONE	FASTER,	
BETTER,	CHEAPER.		BUT	AS	A	CITY	WE	CANNOT	
COMPROMISE	ON	PUBLIC	TRUST	NOR	PUBLIC	SAFETY	
AND	QUALITY	OF	LIFE	ISSUES.	

CANNOT	COMPROMISE	ON	CITY,	STATE	AND	FEDERAL	
FUNDING	REQUIRMENTS.



Resolution  Engineer's Federal 
  Number Project/Engineer Estimate Low High Bid Awarded Contractor Funding

92039‐0512 Harrison Street Extension/ 447,854.75$        510,999.30$       582,458.65$        510,999.30$        Heuer Construction No
  City Engineer (Lutz)

92568‐1013 Colorado Street Reconstruction/ 2,950,000.00      2,849,949.71      3,819,778.85       2,849,949.71       Heuer Construction Yes
  Shoemaker & Haaland

92653‐0214 Cedar Street Reconstruction/ 3,650,414.00      3,501,154.97      4,520,571.20       3,501,154.97       All American Concrete Yes
  City Engineer (Lutz, others)

92852‐0914 Forest Parkway Reconstruction/ 173,179.46          163,526.34         246,489.80           163,526.34          Heuer Construction No
  City Engineer (Lutz)

93095‐0615 2015 New Sidewalk Program/ 128,878.00          149,762.00         157,452.00           149,762.00          All American Concrete No
  City Engineer (Edgmond)

93139‐0815 Diana Queen Drive Extension/ 282,028.00          269,361.08         (Only one bid) 269,361.08          Heuer Construction No
  City Engineer (Edgmond)

93502‐0616 2016 Asphalt Overlay Program/ 845,791.00          630,803.64         800,300.19           630,803.64          Illowa Investment, Inc. No
  Public Works Staff (Budget)

93466‐0516 Mulberry Avenue Reconstruction/ 2,370,000.00      1,888,269.94      2,668,605.85       1,888,269.94       Langman Construction Company Yes
  Shoemaker & Haaland

93606‐1016 2016 New Sidewalk Program/ 100,000.00          141,909.15         174,461.00           141,909.15          Heuer Construction No
  City Engineer (Edgmond) (Budget)

MEMO ONLY ‐ TOTALS 10,948,145$        10,105,736$       12,970,118$        10,105,736$       

Prepared by:  City Finance Department (NL)

Bid Range

City of Muscatine
Recent Street and Sidewalk Projects

Engineer's Estimates, Bid Ranges, and Low Bids
1/16/2017



Date:  1‐16‐17





High Strength Waste Project
Muscatine Water Pollution Control Plant

Resource Recovery Facility
City of Muscatine Council
Jay Brady, P.E., Stanley Consultants
Jon Koch, City of Muscatine
January 19, 2017



Muscatine 

Area 

Resource 

Recovery for 

Vehicles & 

Energy

MARRVE puts Muscatine on the path to sustainability

















Organics	Recovery	Is	Possible!

• 40%	of	food	produced	is	not	eaten
• 20%	of	landfill	waste	is	organic	and	can	be	recycled
• Resource	Recovery	Is	Needed!
• Revenue	and	Clean	Renewable	Energy	from	Waste



Idea Formulation

Local Organic Wastes + Anaerobic Digestion= 
RENEWABLE FUEL FOR VEHICLES

FOG Program + Spare Unused Tanks + Lightly 
Loaded Digesters + Continuously flaring unused 
Digester Gas  = OPPORTUNITY



Waste to Fuel Benefits

• Landfill diversion (up to 20%) saving expensive 
landfill space

• Lower air emissions
• Provides a needed service to the 

community/industry (good for industry and the 
environment)

• Long term potential for recouping capital and 
developing a sustainable revenue source for 
wastewater



Waste Types (Feedstocks)

FOG = Fats, Oils, Greases – Restaurants 
Liquid Organic Waste = high strength waste –
liquid wastes with high organic content – often 
from food processors 
Solid Organic Waste  
v packaged materials – ex. bottled ketchup
v past prime vegetables from grocer
v cafeteria waste from schools



Local Potential

230	million	CF	Biogas/day
990,000	Diesel	Gallons/Day

Source:		EcoEngineers



Local Potential

4 million	CF	Biogas/day
17,000	Diesel	Gallons/Day

Source:		EcoEngineers,	Stanley	Consultants



Local Potential

• FOG Haulers
• Local Industries such as Heinz
• Local Businesses such as HyVee
• Regional Industries
• Possible Fuel Purchase Partner (Ruan)



Local Potential

Feedstock	Source gpd
Treatment	Sludge 36,778
Organic	Solid	Waste 2,646
Organic	Liquid	Waste 500
FOG/Available 22,670
Existing	Digestion	Capacity 62,594



Biogas Production



Biogas Fuel in Diesel Gallons



Biogas Fuel in Diesel Gallons



The Overall Long-Term Project
Receiving Facility – Phase 1
Feeding Facility – Phase 1
Digestion Expansion
Biogas Treatment Facilities
Biogas Usage Facilities 



Gas Utilization Alternatives
Direct Fire Furnaces (Building Heating)
Electric Co-Generation
BioCNG Vehicle Fueling
Direct Injection into Natural Gas Pipeline

Screening Analysis based on 10 year PW Analysis 
indicates BioCNG is most favorable Alternative



Project
Location

Receiving
Facility

Storage/Feed	Tanks



The Project – Receiving Building 

• Building Concepts



• Building Concepts

Turbo	Separator

Tipping	Floor

Pumping

Liquid	Waste
Receiving

The Project – Receiving Building



• Building Concepts

The Project – Receiving Building



Estimated Project Cost

• Phase 1 Receiving/Feed Facilities
– $2.5 to $3 million
– Includes Organic Solid Waste Separation and Odor 

Control ~$0.5 million
• Phase 2 Gas Treatment and BioCNG Vehicle 

Fueling Facility
– $2.5 to $3 million
– Fill rates, configuration, and CNG storage capacity 

alter cost



Projected Operational Costs

• Phase 1 Receiving:  $60,000 to $90,000
• Phase 2 BioCNG:  $95,000 to $120,000  



Potential Revenues

• Potential Revenue Sources
– Waste tipping fees 
– Fuel Value
– Renewable Energy Credits

• Petroleum Producer $ paid to obtain offsetting renewable 
energy credits

• Federal credits + for transportation related credits states such 
as CA, OR

• Can be substantial revenue stream that can offset the capital 
investment



Potential Revenues
– Tipping Fees ~ $60,000 per year since 2012



Potential Revenues



Potential Revenues



Potential Revenues



Potential Revenues



Rate of Return Analysis

• Total Phase 1 & 2



Grant Funding Opportunities

– Private Fund 10 year, 0% Interest 
Capitalization Loan

– Department of Energy – Various Competitive 
Grant Opportunities for Waste Processing and 
CNG facilities



Risks

• Lower organic waste volumes 
• Lower fuel usage/sales 
• Lower tipping fee rates
• Lower RIN values or phase out
• Higher operating costs



Timeline

Phase 1
• Design Completion Feb/Mar 2017
• Phase Permitting/Bidding March/April 2017
• Construction May – Dec 2017
• Commissioning/Start Up Jan/Feb 2018
Phase 2
• Design 2017
• Construction 2018



Discussion




