
December 1, 2015 

Ms. Mary Claire Lanser 
Lanser Public Affairs LLC 
14550 W. Meadowshire Drive 
New Berlin, Wl 53151 

RE: Baseball Commons 

Dear Ms. Lanser, 

I wanted to thank you for the opportunity to discuss neighborhood concerns related to the 
proposed "Baseball Commons". Because the proposal is more complicated than a typical 
development I want to add my written comments for your compilation of residential neighbor 
concerns. My comments are simply those of another private citizen; but reflect my perspective 
as a former municipal bond and capital budget analyst and private sector real estate 
investment analyst and portfolio manager. Please note that I am including a copy of this 
communication to City and County elected officials. As you know my objections largely relate 
to the development of the Milwaukee County Highway Landfill 881; but I have made several 
other observations regarding significant issues raised by many of my neighbors. What 
immediately follows is a summary of my concerns. But the body of my letter contains added 
detail on these concerns. And the letter closes with several proposals for dealing with site 
issues. 

SUMMARY 

The Proposed Site is a Poor Candidate for Stadium Development 
First, the site is a closed landfill; or, as defined by the Wisconsin DNR, a historic fill site. 
Development of a historic fill site requires DNR approval under Wisconsin Administrative Code 
506.085. Second, Milwaukee County and the City of Franklin have potential uncapped liability 
for adverse events from site development. Third, the landfill cap was not properly engineered 
and the liner is not fully intact or in existence. Fourth, due to the nature and age of the facility, 
the disposal of waste was unregulated and some landfill contents are now known to be 
dangerous. However, most waste was organic in nature. Therefore the landfill is a still a 
significant generator of methane and other landfill waste gas. To manage this danger, the site 
has a perimeter methane collection system and extensive ground water monitoring system that 
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shrinks the developable site and makes it difficult to buffer neighbors from stadium activities. 
Encroachment on the landfill gas pipeline is potentially dangerous to neighbors. Fifth, the site 
has insufficient capacity to manage storm water runoff. At a minimum your client should 
anticipate that the development group will be required to backstop public liability given these 
facts. 

Private Drinking Wells are at Greater Risk of Contamination 
Nearby privately owned drinking wells are too close to the landfill and would not be allowed 
under current development standards. Carcinogens have previously been discovered in landfill 
leachate. The DNR continues to monitor groundwater safety due to continued risk of an 
adverse event. Development of and disruption to the landfill is potentially dangerous to 
residents still using groundwater. 

The State of Wisconsin and Milwaukee County have Conflicts of Interests for Regulating and 
Managing the Landfill while Participating in Potential Stadium Revenues 
The development plan for Baseball Commons includes another historic fill site owned by the 
WisDOT - formerly called the 76 t h Street Landfill. The sale of this State of Wisconsin land, if 
dependent on development approval for County Landfill 881, is a conflict of interest for the 
State of Wisconsin in their duty to regulate historic fill site development. Milwaukee County as 
the owner and manager of Landfill 881 also has a conflict of interest in participating in this 
development because while it may generate revenue for the County, such revenue comes at 
the cost of exposing nearby neighbors to environmental dangers that the County would 
normally protect against. 

Public Costs have vet to be Fully Investigated or Disclosed 
There are significant costs that will be incurred by the public if stadium development is 
approved. The expansion of 1.5 miles of Rawson Avenue will be necessary as well as changes to 
the County landfill methane collection system. I have identified other potential publicly funded 
capital improvements. Other increased public safety and operating costs are simply a given but 
have yet to be investigated or estimated for the public. 

The Proposed Stadium has a Disproportionate Impact on Surrounding Neighbors 
Past developer promises to protect neighbors from Rock operations were broken. Future 
conflicts with baseball operations are inevitable and are unfair to neighbors. Stadium 
operations will be disruptive to residential neighbors who relied on zoning and permitted uses 
that were in-place when they made their investment decisions. The special permitting of a 
stadium has an adverse economic impact on those residents. That negative economic impact 
should be fully estimated and considered in any stadium development approval. 
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The City's Limited TIF Availability Should be Directed to New Business Parks Not a Stadium 
Municipal TIF capacity is limited by statute. Business parks deliver better economic benefits 
than largely minimum wage stadium jobs. Any City financing of a stadium at this site creates 
risk for taxpayers that private lenders would not accept. TIF financing of residential 
development is an initial hardship for the community and taxpayers without a substantial 
payment in lieu of taxes by the development. 

Investing in Non-MLB Affiliated Baseball - Especially in Small Market Franklin/Milwaukee - is 
a Risky Proposition 

Taxpayer development of minor league baseball in Franklin is risky given the experience of 
other teams and cities. The economics of minor league baseball in Franklin will be limited but 
still directly compete with and adversely affect the economics of the Major League Baseball 
Milwaukee Brewers. 

DISCUSSION OF NEIGHBORHOODS CONCERNS 

The Proposed Site is a Poor Candidate for Stadium Development. I can appreciate that the 
development group wants to better understand and manage neighbor and citizen concerns 
related to the development; but you already know that I believe several characteristics of the 
site make it a poor candidate for stadium development. These factors make development 
financially and operationally impractical. Here is why. First, the site is currently a closed 
landfill; or, as defined by the Wisconsin DNR, a historic fill site. Milwaukee County is the 
landowner. The County Parks Department administers an operating agreement (essentially a 
ground lease because the County ultimately owns any improvements) with a private operator. 
Development of a historic fill site requires DNR approval under Wisconsin Administrative Code 
506.085. This approval, even if given, would be unprecedented in Wisconsin for a development 
of this magnitude and nature. Certainly, there are many examples of passive development of 
recreational facilities on the hundreds of landfills that dot our greater community. But this 
facility would be a different breed; and DNR approval, if given, would not immunize the 
landowner and developer from liability for adverse events. This liability is not reflected in any 
development budget but is potentially a real cost. Given the operating history of the site and 
the County's, the City's and the DNR's knowledge of this history it could certainly be argued 
that the respective municipalities should be stripped of their municipal immunity as a 
consequence of any adverse event triggered by the development. Still the DNR may approve 
development because their long term interest is always to return landfill sites to productive 
use. Historically, it would be safe to say that Wisconsin DNR and County environmental 
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engineers have not and would not have attempted to develop a project of this scope on a site 
of this nature; but people, perspectives and policies often change. If the DNR does provide 
development approval, their primary focus will be guiding the design and engineering of 
protection from methane migration and reviewing appropriate construction techniques for 
these soil conditions. DNR focus will not be on how this site is a poor selection when it comes 
to public costs and public liability risks or on how disruptive it would be for residential 
neighbors. Still, at a minimum, your client would want to anticipate that the development 
group will be forced to backstop all public liability for development given the facts concerning 
municipal immunity. 

To make matters worse, this particular site is a poor selection even in comparison to some 
other landfills. For starters, the landfill cap was not properly engineered as a result of the 
actions of a prior land tenant. It has differential cap thickness and therefore different 
engineering loads depending on location. This would complicate any new proposal to build-up 
or further load the cap (which in its self is a poor idea for the community but we will get back to 
that discussion in a bit). Next, because of the age and nature of the facility, the dumping of 
waste was poorly monitored or simply unregulated. It was intended to be a facility for the 
disposal of yard waste and other organics; so it has no continuous liner but is still a significant 
generator of methane. The landowner and neighbors are well aware that industrial containers 
were discovered on the site and that seep wells have shown carcinogens in landfill leachate. 
Even some of the so-called "clean fill" added to the site after landfill closure has a questionable 
pedigree. 

Another concern is that the design of the methane mitigation system and the inadequate size 
of the site make it difficult to protect the neighbors from the disruption of stadium operations. 
You are welcome to conduct your own analysis of the history of this site and review the 
correspondence between Milwaukee County, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
and residential neighbors - just request information related to Landfill 881. You will see that 
the facility even made the EPA's national priorities list as a dangerous site. Not a site that you 
would typically select as a starting point for the development of a minor league baseball 
stadium. 

The bottom line is that the County was required to install methane and groundwater mitigation 
systems under some duress from regulatory agencies to deal with these actual (not potential) 
hazards. I know that you interviewed at least one of the families that experienced a flash 
ignition of methane in their home. Why is this history important if the methane pipeline is now 
in place? The answer is multifold. First the County demonstrated its past reluctance to 

4 



cooperatively manage adverse events at this site and reportedly has undertaken no analysis of 
the risks or costs presented by this latest stadium development. Second, it is clear even to 
casual observers that the County is dealing with fiscal stridency of a magnitude that resulted in 
even basic maintenance being deferred for County facilities. This financial stridency limits the 
County's ability to anticipate, manage or remedy even small adverse events and makes the 
County a less than ideal partner in any cooperative development such as that being 
contemplated here. The County's inability or unwillingness to procure simple liability insurance 
should be a red flag for all potential development partners, private and public, and for 
residential neighbors to the landfill. And, finally, developing the site could further compromise 
the methane collection system which has its own deficiencies. 

Private Drinking Wells are at Greater Risk of Contamination. Residential homes with active 
privately owned drinking wells are located in close proximity to the landfill. These wells would 
not be allowed under current development standards. We discussed the experiences of some 
homeowners in regard to water quality. My own experience is that water quality has declined 
significantly since operations commenced at The Rock. I know this because my family 
undertook a complete home remodeling including a full replacement of our water system in 
2010. This included baseline testing to determine necessary water treatment. Our water 
quality has since declined so dramatically that we were forced to invest another $2,000 in 
water treatment in 2015. Several neighbors report the same experience of being required to 
add more treatment. Despite the new treatment capability my family does not drink well 
water. For the record we are up-gradient and outside the test perimeter of DNR monitoring. 
Despite this I do not believe that it would be prudent to consume this water given what is 
known about the specific history of this landfill and about the unpredictability of hydrogeology 
in general. This is doubly true while development or testing of the landfill is underway. The 
simple act of boring soil samples and surveying or remediating landfill contents are in 
themselves potentially risky acts. Because as always in life "man plans and God smiles". The 
DNR's position is that overall test results are getting better and this could influence their 
decision to allow development. But I wonder how their perspective would change if these 
same DNR engineers, hydrogeologists and their families were the consumers of this water. I did 
note to you that some neighbors with deep aquifers report better water quality. But those 
neighbors tell me that they share the same concerns of potential groundwater contamination 
resulting from new development. At least one County representative argued that these risks 
exist with or without development. This seems to be a less than compelling argument for again 
disrupting the landfill. In any event I would guess that at a minimum all those sharing in future 
liability for stadium development will want all users of the facilities, the Rock and all of its 
residential neighbors to be connected to municipal water before further development activities 
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commence. Again, my point in this discussion is not to argue that landfill development is not 
possible only that is not financially practical at this location for either a private developer of for-
profit real estate or for a public entity sponsoring economic development. At some point it 
simply makes more sense to pursue another less encumbered site even if such land is not 
"free". 

Here are other Landfill 881 aspects that should be considered. I shared with you a copy of a 
map titled "Milwaukee County Highway/ Crystal Ridge Landfill". From this diagram you could 
see that the currently installed perimeter methane collection system makes it difficult to buffer 
residential neighbors from the worst aspects of a stadium - lights, noise and disruption. The 
site is simply too small for the proposed scope of work. In part, this is true because attenuating 
berms and plantings cannot easily be engineered on top of the methane pipeline. A 
configuration of berms which does not affect the methane pipeline may be possible but this 
could further shrink the developable site and would certainly involve moving fill already on 
location to keep the site and the development budget in "balance". It is easy to see the 
disruption that the difficulty of properly buffering neighborhoods caused those neighbors east 
of 76 th Street. One unwelcome result of this reality is that the now proposed indoor facility 
practically abuts residential homes on Hawthorne Lane. Not exactly an ideal configuration for 
the adjacent homeowners or the operation of a stadium or sports facility. This site plan was 
almost certainly designed to help block residential neighbors from even harsher impacts of the 
outdoor baseball stadium. This configuration in itself could be argued as a form of an 
"economic taking" from those owners of residential homes closest to the proposed facilities. 
This taking will be as real and measureable as the taking from residential neighbors east of 76 t h 

Street. None of these community issues will likely be considered by the DNR in the feasibility of 
a stadium but they will be of utmost concern to neighbors. 

The site is also too small and ill-suited for the management of storm water runoff. There are 
currently no meaningful retainage ponds on site because of the ski hill, the size of the filled 
space and the difficulties for working around its impervious cap. You don't need to have access 
to the storm water calculations for adding more buildings, synthetic playing services, parking 
lots, roadways, and pedestrian circulation, etc., to understand that any further development 
will require runoff to be managed off-site. I would go even farther and argue that storm water 
is currently poorly managed by the County for the Rock improvements now in place. The proof 
of this observation is easy to see by taking a quick walk in the County owned mature deciduous 
forest located north of the proposed site. There is significant erosion to tributary watercourses 
traveling north from the site and from adjacent residential neighborhoods that have no storm 
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water capacity. The Cities of Franklin and Greendale, and the DNR need to address this serious 
issue with or without added stadium development. 

The State of Wisconsin and Milwaukee County have Conflicts of Interest in Regulating and 

Managing the Landfill while Participating in Potential Stadium Revenues. You asked whether 
neighbors would be receptive to the developer hiring an environmental expert to assure 
neighbors of the safety of the development. Given that the County engineers and Wisconsin 
DNR say they have yet to formally consider or analyze a development request I don't believe 
that this offer could be either objective or of value to residents. In fact, there is another aspect 
to this development plan that should be carefully considered. The development group reports 
that they control or have under contract the former WisDOT land located between Crystal 
Ridge Drive and Loomis Road. I wonder if this means that they have an option to acquire the 
parcel contingent upon the Baseball Commons moving forward. If that is indeed the case I 
would think that neighbors would instantly question the objectivity of any DNR development 
approval - especially given the existence of past DNR development denials for building 
improvements proposed for this site. If in fact the land transfer is contingent upon State DNR 
approval, the State of Wisconsin would have a serious conflict of interest in reviewing any 
application for development given that only with a development approval could they shed their 
own current and potential future environmental liability and get paid for land that would 
otherwise have no immediate prospect for development. The better approach for residential 
neighbors would be the selection of an independent environmental expert to oversee the 
engineering of the development plan and its execution to truly protect the interests of 
residential neighbors. Normally, County environmental engineers would share in the 
responsibility of keeping neighbors safe. And while I hold these professionals in high regard, 
these engineers will not have the final say in the matter. This is because the County has its own 
conflict of interest since its Parks Department has negotiated for a stream of revenues from the 
Rock and from potential stadium operations. I would also note for the record that the 
development group reported in community informational meetings that it anticipated the 
receipt of a brownfields grant to abate the landfill waste contained in the former WisDOT site 
described earlier. This approach is noteworthy because it is clearly different than that planned 
for publicly owned space where no abatement is proposed and a long tail of taxpayer liability 
would persist. These costs and potential risks make it clear that the developer and landowner 
would have been better served to select a clean site. Clearly, the City and County welcome the 
nature of this development and I understand the developer's first choice was to consolidate 
this investment with already existing Rock improvements. My experience as an investment 
analyst tells me that development for this landfill site for minor league baseball is financially 

impractical; but engineers are certainly fond of saying that all engineering problems can be 
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solved with enough time and money. One visit to the pyramids and you understand that the 
ancient Egyptians were the original masters of this philosophy. In any case development 
budgets and economic benefits cannot be established until development conditions are fully 
investigated. Again, this is important because, as I said to you in conversation and as was the 
case in 2014, public comments by elected officials supporting the development at this location 
before analysis and costs are fully known are both premature and prejudicial. Development 
budget numbers discussed in newspaper articles by the development group are simply 
meaningless until the conditioned approval of the DNR is determined. 

During our initial conversation I mentioned that you cannot fully understand the neighborhood 
reaction to the 2015 Baseball Commons proposal without first understanding what occurred 
during the predecessor proposal in 2014. The 2014 proposal was for a single 3,100 person 
facility to be known as Rock Stadium. At the time the proposal was being fast-tracked to 
accommodate a proposed 2015 operation of Frontier League Baseball. There were no project 
renderings, no elevations, no development plans or agreements. No sources and uses of funds 
presentation. No pro forma financial statements. In essence, none of the tools used by the 
private sector to evaluate private investment. But there was plenty of talk about how quickly 
the private sector could and would act. Now, I'm pretty sure that I have some knowledge of 
how the private sector actually does operate because I spent more than a decade evaluating 
billions of dollars of potential private real estate investment. Please consider that institutional 
and high net worth investors typically consider dozens of potential projects to close a single 
investment. And these investments are only made after the math of the development is fully 
determined using the tools discussed above. In our conversation I mentioned that my private 
sector experience was with an investment firm that followed several core principles to guide its 
investment practices. First was a belief that partner scrutiny came before any examination of 
actual real estate. Their corporate mantra was "partner with the experts". Business cycles ebb 
and flow but equity partner or debt provider failure can be a disaster regardless of the size and 
strength of the balance sheet. You and I discussed some specific examples of large, well-
capitalized, well regarded national development companies that failed in the last economic 
downturn. Unfortunately partner diligence is not always easy or fool proof. Sometimes it is 
necessary to experience some level of project failure before the true character of a partner is 
revealed. A second core principle of this investment company was not to guaranty debt; 
because one of the greatest risks in real estate investing is being forced to perform on the debt 
guaranty. Debt leverage is often a multiple of invested equity; and leverage can work in either 
direction. When times are good you increase the rewards. When times are bad you are doubly 
punished. The final mantra of the patriarch of the investment firm was that he wanted to pick 

his own charities. Business decisions were kept separate from philanthropic giving. Each has its 
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own discipline and its own reward. When it comes to this development and this developer I will 
be charitable and simply say that based on what occurred in 2014 the character of the 
developer has been revealed and this stadium proposal appears to violate each of the core 
principles that still guide my view of real estate investing. 

Public Costs have yet to be Fully Investigated or Disclosed. There is another fundamental 
reason that I object to the manner in which this development has been pursued. This 
development, if 2014 is any guide, would be located on publicly owned land and would be 
financed with public debt. It is simply a public development with all the associated public risks 
and public liability presented as a private vision. But the manner that it has been presented has 
meant that the County has not followed an open and public development process. There were 
no public policy setting meetings held by Milwaukee County; or meetings with residential 
neighbors to provide the type of assurances that are necessary for a project of this scope. The 
extent of the County's information sharing and discussion with neighbors was sending a parks 
representative to developer meetings advocating for the project. Where were the assessments 
of project feasibility by County professional engineers, financial and risk managers and the 
office of the Corporation Counsel? Instead the County Executive's office and Parks Director 
declined all opportunities to meet with neighbors and instead decided to operate under the 
terms of an operating agreement that never contemplated a project of this scope or liability. 
And to be clear the City of Franklin has provided ample opportunity for public comment; but 
they do not own the site, are not a party to the management agreement for the operation of 
the recreational facilities and do not operate the landfill. 

To this former analyst the unusual nature of this development request combined with the 
absence of basic financial information and the irregular approval process is concerning. Based 
on the regulatory review necessary for this site, the financial feasibility of any stadium could 
simply be determined by the requirements of the DNR. Yet the developer has apparently spent 
significant sums to chase this development without having this key approval in place. It is 
difficult to believe that an experienced developer sensitive to project economics would take 
this approach. Still, the DNR reported that no formal application for development was made to 
them in 2014 or yet in 2015; and County managers currently insist that no environmental, 
financial, risk management, or legal analyses were ever conducted for any stadium in 2014 or 
2015. Yet, the developer reported in public meetings in 2014 that the DNR "liked his plans" and 
Parks representatives have clearly and publicly advocated for the plan. Even the County's Public 
Works Department drafted a request for proposal for the operation of the methane mitigation 
system contemplating development of added facilities. If the development group does have 
preliminary approvals from government entities these approvals should be made public. 
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Candidly, the lack of transparency by the County is even more alarming given that there are 
potentially significant public costs and risks that accompany the development. For instance, my 
understanding is that the County's capital improvement plan contains work for methane 
mitigation system updates due to the age of the infrastructure; but spending is also due in part 
to the development of existing Rock improvements. The now proposed indoor facility would 
certainly cause the system to be further modified because it clearly would be situated on top of 
a substantial portion of the collection pipeline infrastructure. That is unless the developer's 
true intention is to construct an air-supported structure to float on top of the landfill. But that 
is simply not the presentation made to neighbors in community meetings. And such a structure 
would make it inconvenient and therefore more costly to the public to service, repair or replace 
the pipeline underneath if that ever became necessary. And the structure still requires the 
development of some type of grade beam on the landfill. The track record of such domes 
should also be considered. I know of only three examples of recreational domes in the 
Milwaukee community. Two failed catastrophically before even reaching the midpoint of their 
useful lives and were never returned to service. The proposed development of WisDOT land 
also has implications for the taxpayer funded budgets even if such land is remediated as 
proposed in public informational meetings. In addition to the cost of the actual brownfields 
grant, some sort of perimeter protection and/or methane system modification will now almost 
certainly be required to protect the planned commercial pads situated along Loomis Road. The 
costs of these improvements have yet to be publicly identified. 

And it should be noted that the State land contains a separate MMSD methane pipeline that 
bisects the site. This pipeline has nothing to do with the operation of Landfill 881. It is used 
instead to transport scrubbed landfill gas from Muskego's Emerald Park to Jones Island to 
power the treatment plant's electricity need and to produce Milorganite. It simply happens to 
pass through this site. This pipeline would have to be rerouted or protected in place by a 
development free zone. While not likely, and depending on the terms of any pipeline 
easement, public costs could be incurred for pipeline relocation. Again, the diagrams used by 
the development group in community presentations show a hotel and other development pads 
over the top of the methane pipeline right of way. This simply cannot be reality unless 
significant additional spending is incurred. 

The public costs discussed to this point relate largely to the landfill but the development also 
likely results in millions more in public spending for transportation system changes. Now 
maybe there is some master plan by the County to manage each of these issues by simply 
passing on all costs and liability to the development group; but how can residential neighbors 
know without public input. As a taxpayer I am interested in understanding exactly who is 
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paying for these public capital improvements. As a former public sector analyst I was involved 
in a number of so-called public-private partnerships and remember well the level of detail 
analyzed for these developments and the care taken to ensure that statutory and other 
requirements were met. Again, the examination of these issues will determine whether 
positive economic cost benefits actually exist. In 2014, citizens anticipated a significant amount 
of new public spending triggered by a new stadium. The largest single work element would 
have been the necessary reconstruction of approximately 1.5 miles of Rawson Avenue 
immediately west of the site. The cost of this improvement will be significant and will be 
complicated by the adjacency and scope of wetlands along the southern boundary of the 
County's Whitnall Golf Course. With the planning and right of way activities required here 
highway expansion would take years. In the meantime, the Franklin community would have to 
live with the same number of years of game day traffic congestion. Milwaukee County highway 
costs would typically be shared by the local municipality so stadium neighbors get to pay twice 
for these costs -- first as residents of Milwaukee County and again as residents of the City of 
Franklin. And this focus on local costs simply ignores the fact that most of the actual project 
cost is paid by State and Federal entities with their own tax structures; and their own 
challenges when funding transportation infrastructure. But Rawson Avenue is not the only 
public transportation expense. The now anticipated changes to Loomis Road exit and entrance 
ramps to Rawson Avenue will add even more in public costs and more disruption to the 
Hawthorne Lane neighborhood as Hawthorne Lane is now planned as an intersecting roadway 
to Loomis Road. This discussion focusing on transportation does not even begin to address the 
addition of public safety and other mandatory public costs that accompany a development of 
this nature. Or discretionary costs like bike paths that the County anticipates here. This 
fundamental analysis of public costs should have been completed before the execution of any 
Rock operating agreement. Still, it is certainly not too late to understand these costs before 
beginning a new phase of site development. Knowing all of this better than I, the professional 
engineers and managers of the County must also be wondering privately why there has been no 
evaluation of the stadium proposals. 

The Proposed Stadium has a Disproportionate Impact on Surrounding Neighbors. So here we 

are 18 months after the first stadium development proposal and what has changed? The 
project has gotten bigger and undoubtedly more expensive. Any TIF District would almost 
certainly have a bigger footprint, affect more neighbors and consume more of the community's 
economic capacity for funding other more potentially commendable projects; but the economic 
detail is just as deficient and the promised economic justification is just as speculative. The 
County still wants no public policy discussion of a project that was not contemplated in its 
operating agreement for the site. Instead, the Parks Department was simply planning to 
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present an informational report to its parent committee. A report that, I might add, 
acknowledged no future public costs or public liability for modifications to the landfill, its 
methane mitigation system or the County's and State's highway network. And now the 
developer's stadium plan is back on the drawing board for an overhaul without ever getting 
through its first City Council meeting. It would not be unfair of citizens to wonder what exactly 
the developer or County were thinking about or doing over the last 18 months if their intention 
was to bring the project back for reconsideration. Again, these are not the actions of an 
experienced professional real estate development group. 

But as promised, I will touch on a couple of other issues in support of my neighbors. While I 
consider myself pro-development and believe that adding and renewing housing stock and 
commercial development is good for communities because it creates wealth, opportunity and 
jobs; I oppose the Baseball Commons development because of the adverse impacts that it has 
on many of my neighbors. It is clear from public testimony and a review of police calls to the 
property that the operation of the current scope of work is not harmonious with the neighbors. 
Local residents point to changes made to original plans and promises for shielded lights, 
buffering landscaping and hours of operation. These promises were simply broken. Any 
familiarity with the operations of other minor league baseball franchises will mean that 
neighbors could anticipate future conflicts for the commonly seen minor league baseball 
promotions of "Thirsty Thursdays" discounted beer sales, "Fireworks Fridays" and Saturday 
concerts. The zoning and entitlement for The Rock was not in place when private homeowners 
made decisions to build or relocate to this neighborhood. These allowable use changes, not 
contemplated in any master plan, are simply unfair to those nearby residents. I absolutely 
respect the principle of American enterprise that private investors should be given great 
latitude to develop their entitled land without undue hardship. However, this stadium proposal 
is not situated on private land. It was not contemplated or entitled under the City's master 
plan; and it is not structured as privately financed risk. The irony here is that some of the very 
residents the stadium needs most to attract to be financially successful will be the ones most 
impacted by the stadium's negative aspects. 

The City's Limited TIF Availability Should be Directed to New Business Parks Not a Stadium. I 

also believe that the City of Franklin should carefully consider the efficacy of establishing a TIF 
as proposed here for the development of baseball. TIF capacity is limited by statute for any 
Wisconsin community. This resource should be preserved for those economic opportunities 
that show the best prospect for community wide economic benefits. The past development of 
the Franklin Business Park is an excellent example of smart use of this tool. You already know 
from the experience in your own community of New Berlin that development of business parks 
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is far more effective in generating jobs, and the demand for residential rooftops and the 
accompanying commercial and retail developments that closely follow population growth than 
simply trying to recruit retailers. Franklin elected officials should be debating business park 
expansion not trying to calculate how many nearby residential neighborhoods can be devalued 
and sacrificed for a stadium while still generating a net community good. Stadium service jobs 
and jobs from ancillary stadium business are largely minimum wage. Is this Franklin's best use 
of limited TIF capacity? I don't believe so and I don't believe that City officials and citizens will 
see it that way either. If any elected officials are considering TIF as a financing strategy for a 
stadium they should also consider how the private sector would handle the debt financing of an 
asset on a landfill. In short, they wouldn't. I would love to sit in on a bank's loan committee as 
the bank's officers debated the merits of a loan on a landfill development. There is simply no 
way to successfully collateralize the loan. There is too much risk to a lender in taking real 
estate ownership in the event of loan default and too much risk of damage to the asset given 
the soil conditions and other circumstances of this site. But now taxpayers are being asked to 
underwrite a loan that the private sector would not. 

While the developer's intention concerning the TIF has not been fully explained to neighbors, I 
believe that inclusion of multifamily housing in a TIF district would be a clear mistake. The 
biggest concern here is there no good way to provide the necessary public funding required for 
added school populations outside of a "pilot" or "payment in lieu of taxes". The demand for 
housing in Franklin is independent of any stadium. There is no "but-for" argument to create a 
TIF for residential development. Based on the typical unit rents and mix of units, planners 
could reasonably anticipate 0.3 to 0.4 children per suburban apartment unit. This statistic may 
actually be on the rise as home ownership percentages decline. The development proposal 
assumes 376 new housing units. The math is pretty clear. Even my 4 t h grader could calculate 
how many additions there could be at the local public Country Dale Elementary School. But her 
particular class has 30+ students per classroom. Even with District rebalancing it is difficult to 
see how TIF capture of new housing values helps the public schools or school tax rates during 
the entirety of her enrollment in the District. I can't imagine a case where the District 
Superintendent won't be calling the Mayor to discuss this issue if a TIF is actually considered for 
the capture of residential property value unless any such "pilot" is substantial. 

Investing in Non-MLB Affiliated Baseball - Especially in Small Market Franklin/Milwaukee - is 

a Risky Proposition. From a public policy perspective I also believe that it is important to make 
several other observations about this development. First, the County and City should carefully 
analyze their risk for minor league baseball failure. It is not difficult to calculate the failure rate 
of unaffiliated minor league baseball franchises. It is a game of musical chairs. And the track 
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record for recreation facility success is as dismal. Even Franklin has a failed site in the former 
WSA soccer facility. Unlike the "success story" that the County Parks Department likes to tell 
for the project the reality is that construction and debt service costs were never reimbursed to 
the County when the tenant defaulted. Another half dozen failed recreational facilities litter 
the Milwaukee MSA or have been pushed to the scrap heap. As a former elected official you 
know as well as I the stories behind some of these failures - both private and public. Prudence 
will require City and County financial managers to make contingency plans for the very real 
prospect of project failure. Second, any analysis of minor league baseball markets shows that 
this location would be particularly overserved with 7 competitors within a 100 mile radius of 
Franklin. There are existing minor league franchises in Beloit, Kenosha, Mequon, Madison, 
Appleton, Rockford, and Schaumburg. And this examination of minor league baseball simply 
ignores the presence of the Major League Baseball Milwaukee Brewers which also happens to 
play in a local taxpayer funded facility. You may find it of particular interest to read an April 9, 
2015 analysis of the 83 largest sports markets in the United States that appeared in a local 
publication. The report was prepared by American City Business Journals and analyzes total 
personal income by MSA. I will only say for this purpose, according to the ACBJ analysis, the 
Milwaukee MSA already shows a "substantial deficit" in total personal income available for the 
support of existing major sports franchises. This analysis may be simplistic but the income 
deficit for community support of the Brewers is intuitively understood by fans when they 
compare the Milwaukee Brewers payroll to that that can be afforded by most competitors. By 
definition, any demand for minor league baseball in Franklin would be largely local and will 
therefore have very limited economic impact. But I will leave it to another time to argue the 
wisdom of using public resources to develop another facility which directly competes with 
existing taxpayer funded facilities. Still, I can't help but note that the economic impact 
calculations prepared by the developer's consultants, and posted to the City's web site in 2014, 
were so fundamentally flawed as to be meaningless. They should not be relied upon by others 
as a basis for determining potential hospitality or other business demand ancillary to the 
stadium. If you or others would like another meeting to discuss specifics as to why this is so I 
would be happy to do so. 

WHAT TO DO 

But if the development group was determined to move ahead with development of this site 
what minimum steps would be required to quiet neighborhood concerns? It won't be easy 
because the impacts on neighbors are harsh. But here is a start. 
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First, fix the problems with the existing development. You will need to retain a sound and 
lighting consultant to propose fixes to shield lights and attenuate sound. Elevating the site may 
have been an expedient step to protect the landfill; but it was a disaster for neighbors. So, the 
fix will not be easy. 

Second, identify all new public costs and demonstrate how these costs will not affect local tax 
levies and pocketbooks. The costs for potential transportation modifications and landfill 
improvements will be particularly difficult to manage under this test even if public liability flows 
entirely to the private development group. 

Third, eliminate private drinking wells before starting landfill development by converting 
nearby households and businesses to municipal water. This expense should not simply be 
passed on to residents who are already most negatively affected financially by the stadium. 

Fourth, evaluate the feasibility of partially remediating and encapsulating the county landfill to 
lower elevations of the proposed baseball field and its infrastructure. This would help to 
mitigate light pollution and noise contours; but it will not be a panacea. And the tradeoff is 
even greater risk of some adverse event. What it may do is allow a lender to collateralize debt 
financing for such facilities. 

Fifth, eliminate all residential housing from any TIF if that is the current plan. The multifamily 
housing as proposed was certainly designed simply as an expedient means to power the TIF. 
There is no "but-for" argument that housing development could not occur here without a TIF. 
A better approach would be to maintain current single family zoning plans as promised to 
existing neighborhoods. Separately and outside a TIF, multifamily housing could be added to 
buffer new future single family developments from commercial development. But new lot 
buyers would know exactly what they are getting for their investment. 

Sixth, shape specific stadium policies and practices concerning alcohol, parking, promotions, 
concerts, fireworks, hours of operation, etc., to protect and keep residential neighborhoods 
livable. Policies most friendly to residents may not maximize stadium revenues; but I can 
assure you that residential neighbors to this development intend to strongly defend their 
neighborhoods and property rights. These neighbors should be nurtured not marginalized if 
the City of Franklin's ultimate goal is to attract retail and commercial development. Any 
practitioner in the siting of commercial or retail development will tell you that these 
households are the City's greatest resource in attracting future commercial property value. 
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