
AGENDA
PUBLIC SAFETY & WELFARE COMMITTEE MEETING

Kenosha Municipal Building - Room 204
Monday, July 14, 2014 - 5:00 pm

Chairman: Rocco J. LaMacchia, Sr Vice Chairman: Jack Rose
Alderperson: Kurt Wicklund Alderperson: Scott N. Gordon
Alderperson: Keith W. Rosenberg

Call to Order
Roll Call

Approval of the minutes of the meeting held on June 30, 2014 and July 7, 2014.

1. Application for Kenosha Area Chamber of Commerce Foundation for a Carnival 
License on August 21-23, 2014 in HarborPark. (District 2)

2. Mayoral Request for the removal of parking restrictions on 58th Street from Sheridan 
           Rd (STH 32) to 8th Avenue. (District 2) (Staff recommends 90-day trial)

3. Ordinance by Alderperson Anthony Kennedy - To Repeal and Recreate Subsection 
           1.025 C (of the Code of General Ordinances of the City of Kenosha) Regarding 
           Attire for Members at Meetings of the Common Council.

4. Resolution by Alderperson Anthony Kennedy; Co-Sponsors: Alderperson Jan Michalski
and Alderperson Jack Rose - To Urge the Mayor of the City (of Kenosha) to Meet with 

           the County Executive and Officers of the Shalom Center and Other Community-Based 
           Entities to Discuss Visions and Strategies to Bring to Fruition a Transitional Shelter that

Would Assist Kenoshans from State of Homelessness to a State of Home Dwelling and
Direct the Various Departments of the City (of Kenosha) to Engage in a Review of 

           Their Respective Assets and Resources to Locate Opportunities to Assist in the 
Providing of Affordable Housing and the Providing of the Supportive Services.

5. Technical Report regarding floor evaluation at Fire Station #5. (District 6) 

DISCUSSION ITEM:
1. Update on Fire Station #4 Project

CITIZEN COMMENTS/ALDERPERSON COMMENTS/OTHER BUSINESS AS AUTHORIZED BY LAW
PERTAINING TO PUBLIC SAFETY& WELFARE MATTERS AS AUTHORIZED BY LAW

IF YOU ARE DISABLED AND NEED ASSISTANCE, PLEASE CALL 653-4050 BEFORE THIS MEETING

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT A MAJORITY OF THE MEMBERS OF THE COMMON COUNCIL MAY BE PRESENT AT THE MEETING, AND ALTHOUGH

THIS MAY CONSTITUTE A QUORUM OF THE COMMON COUNCIL, THE COUNCIL WILL NOT TAKE ANY ACTION AT THIS MEETING.



PUBLIC SAFETY & WELFARE COMMITTEE
Minutes of Meeting held Monday, June 30, 2014

A meeting of the Public Safety & Welfare Committee was held on Monday, June 30, 2014 in 
Room 204 of the Kenosha Municipal Building. The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm by 
Chairman LaMacchia. 

At roll call, the following members were present: Alderpersons Wicklund, Rose, Gordon and 
Rosenberg. Staff members in attendance were: Michael Lemens, Director of Public Works; 
Dirk Nelson, City Forester; Greg Holverson, Assistant City Engineer; Alderperson Steve 
Bostrom; Alderperson Curt Wilson; Alderperson Bob Johnson and Alderperson Jan Michalski.

It was moved by Alderperson Gordon, seconded by Alderperson Rosenberg, to approve the 
minutes from the meeting held on Monday, June 9, 2014. Motion carried unanimously.

1. Previous Trial NB & SB Yield Signs not 70th Street & 35th Avenue but 70th Street & 38th 
Avenue. (District 8) (Staff recommends approval) 
Staff: Michael Lemens spoke.
It was moved by Alderperson Gordon, seconded by Alderperson Rosenberg, to 
approve. Motion carried unanimously.

2. Previous Trial to Remove “No Parking” signs on 24th Street from 30th Avenue to 
approximately 250 feet east. (District 5) (Staff recommends approval to 130 feet east)  
Staff: Michael Lemens spoke. 
It was moved by Alderperson Rose, seconded by Alderperson Rosenberg, to approve 
to amend to 130 ft as recommended. Motion carried unanimously.

DIRECTOR COMMENTS: Michael Lemens introduce the new Assistant City Engineer, Greg 
Holverson, to the Committee. 

ADJOURNMENT - There being no further business to come before the Public Safety & 
Welfare Committee, it was moved, seconded and unanimously carried to adjourn at 5:04 pm.



PUBLIC SAFETY & WELFARE COMMITTEE
Minutes of Meeting held Monday, July 7, 2014

A special meeting of the Public Safety & Welfare Committee was held on Monday, July 7, 
2014 in Room 202 of the Kenosha Municipal Building. The meeting was called to order at 
6:38 pm by Chairman LaMacchia. 

At roll call, the following members were present: Alderpersons Wicklund, Rose, and Gordon. 
Aldeperson Rosenberg was excused. Staff members in attendance were: Michael Lemens, 
Director of Public Works and Shelly Billingsley, Deputy Director of Public Works/City Engineer.

1. Ordinance by Alderperson Scott Gordon, Co-Sponsors Alderpersons Kurt Wickland,     
David Paff, Rhonda Jenkins, Jack Rose, Eric Haugaard, Patrick Juliana, Jan Michalski,
Bob Johnson, Keith Rosenberg, Curt Wilson, and Rocco LaMacchia Sr. – To 
Renumber Subsection 1.06 Y to  1.06 Z; and to Create Subsection Y (of the Code of 
General Ordinances for the City of Kenosha) Regarding Kenosha Hometown Heroes 
Commission. (Oral referral from Council on 6/2/14) (Public Works-Approve-Ayes 6: 
Noes 0, Parks-Approve-Ayes 5:Noes 0, L/P-Approve-Ayes 5: Noes 0) (Finance-         
Recommendation Pending)    
It was moved by Alderperson Gordon, seconded by Alderperson Rose, to approve.  
Motion carried unanimously.

ADJOURNMENT - There being no further business to come before the Public Safety & 
Welfare Committee, it was moved, seconded and unanimously carried to adjourn at 6:39 pm.
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58th Street Existing Parking Restrictions 
From STH 32 (Sheridan Road) to 8th Avenue 

Attachment 1 



 
58th Street Proposed Parking Restrictions 

From STH 32 (Sheridan Road) to 8th Avenue 

Attachment 2 
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Photo 1: Fire Station 5 

 

 

 
 

Photo 2: Deteriorated Concrete at Floor Drain 
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Field Investigation 

 

Giles Engineering performed sounding on the top and bottom faces of the apparatus floor, 

including the slabs, beams and girders. Areas with delaminated or spalled concrete were 

located on a floor plan of the building. The delaminated areas on the underside of the floor 

were also marked directly on the surface (Photo 3). The Giles report, including the diagrams 

of delaminated concrete, can be found attached in Appendix A. 

 

Giles also marked cracks on the underside of the floor (Photo 4). The cracks were marked 

with a crayon and appear much larger in this photograph than they actually are. GRAEF then 

evaluated the location, size and concentrations of the cracks to determine if the cracks were 

indications of structural overload. The cracks were also correlated to the results of the 

structural analysis of the floor system. 

 

The areas with delaminated or spalled concrete appear to be caused by water infiltrating the 

concrete and corroding the steel reinforcing bars. When steel corrodes, it expands to up to 

10 times its original volume. This expansion causes the area of concrete near the steel to 

debond from the surrounding concrete. These debonded areas are called “delaminations”. 
When the delaminated area completely separates from the base concrete, that loose 

concrete is called a “spall”. Until the deteriorated areas are repaired, the delaminated and 

spalled concrete weakens the structural member and allows further deterioration of the steel 

and the concrete. 

 

Some of the cracks in the slabs are related to water infiltration and deterioration of the steel 

and concrete. These cracks are located in the areas of the slab deterioration. The cracks 

may be a result of the water infiltration, or the water may be infiltrating the slab at these 

locations through the crack. In either case, these cracks are not detrimental to the structural 

strength at their current size and configuration. 

 

The rest of the cracks are concentrated in the northwest end of the apparatus bay where the 

vehicles most often enter and exit the building. The crack sizes and configurations are 

consistent with those anticipated from wheel loading on this particular type of structural 

system. The cracks are generally very small in width. None of the cracks are wide enough to 

pose a structural concern at this time. 

 

It is normal and expected that reinforced concrete will crack under load. When load is placed 

on concrete, it causes the concrete to go into tension in certain areas of the structural 

system. Concrete easily cracks when it is put into tension. Once the concrete cracks, the 

steel reinforcing bars are engaged. The steel reinforcing is intended to provide the tension 
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support in a reinforced concrete system. The small widths of the cracks in this floor system 

are telling us that the steel is performing as intended. 

 

 
 

Photo 3: Delaminations Marked on Underside of Floor 

 

 
 

Photo 4: Cracks Marked on Underside of Floor  
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Structural Analysis 

 

We performed a structural analysis of the floor system to determine whether the floor has the 

capacity to support the vehicles that are currently used at this station. The original structural 

drawings were available to aid in this analysis. According to the drawings, the apparatus floor 

was designed to support the worst case of 175 pounds per square foot (psf) or an 18,000 

pound axle load. 

 

Two vehicles are permanently housed at this station and are located on the northwest side of 

the building (See Figure 1): 

 Medical Vehicle M5 with 9,000 lbs front axle and 12,000 lbs rear axle 

 Fire Engine E5 with 15,000 lbs front axle and 23,000 lbs rear axle 

 

At times, Fire Engine E55 also occupies a bay on the southeast side of the building. Fire 
Engine E55 has a 15,000 lbs front axle and 20,000 lbs rear axle. Other vehicles may occuy 
this bay at other times as well. Our analysis was based on the configuration of vehicles 
shown in Figure 1. 
 

The overall weight of the vehicles in the building is well below the 175 psf total load for which 

the floor was originally designed. However, the maximum axle load of the current vehicles 

(23,000 lbs) is 28% higher than the axle load from the original design (18,000 lbs). 

 

Two types of analyses were performed.  The first type of analysis calculates the stresses 

from the original design loads and compares that to the stresses from the current vehicle 

loads. The actual capacity of the system is not considered in this analysis. In this analysis, 

we determined the stresses in the members that would be incurred by the original design 

loads of 175 psf and 18,000 lbs and compared them to the stresses incurred by the current 

vehicle loads. In this structure, the original design produced higher stresses for both flexure 

and shear in all but one condition. And in that one condition, the current loading caused a 

shear stress increase of less than 1%. Based on the 2009 International Existing Building 

Code, new loading may cause a stress increase of up to 5% without requiring strengthening. 

By this first type of analysis, the current vehicle loads on the floor are acceptable without any 

reinforcing. 

 

The second type of analysis compared the calculated capacity of the floor system and the 

stresses from the current vehicle loads. In this analysis, the system is acceptable if the 

calculated capacity is higher than the stresses from the loading. We found that the flexural 

(bending) capacity of the system was in the same range as the stresses from the current 

vehicle loads. We believe that the flexural capacity of the floor system is adequate for the 

vehicles currently used at this station. 



 

 

 

Deputy Chief Poltrock -6- July 11, 2014 

 
2014-0024.00 
 

 

The second analysis also compared the shear capacity to the stresses from the current 

vehicle loads. This analysis showed that the shear capacity of the slab is acceptable. 

However, the shear capacity of the beams and girders is significantly lower than the stresses 

from the current vehicles at certain locations.  

 

This raises the question of why the capacity of the beans and girders is so much lower than 

that required by the analysis. Some of this difference may be attributed to changes in the 

concrete code. Most of this difference appears to be due to the way that the loads were 

applied during the original design. It appears that the floor was mostly designed with the 175 

psf criteria. That design may have been supplemented with the load from only one vehicle 

with an 18,000 lbs axle load rather than two vehicles which is how the building is currently 

used. The loading from the current vehicles creates higher concentrations of loads, 

particularly on the girders. This is causing the discrepancy between the capacity of the floor 

system and the current loading. 

 

We feel that addressing the low shear capacity is important to ensure a safe structural 

support for these vehicles.  There are three main reasons that we feel this is important.  First, 

much more is known today about shear failures in concrete than was known in the 1950’s 

and the concrete code has been adjusted to consider this. These are important advances in 

structural engineering that should be taken into consideration. Second, a shear failure in a 

beam or girder can occur as an abrupt failure with little early warning that would allow 

someone to identify the problem and move the vehicles. And third, the type of loading that 

occurs with vehicle is particularly likely to cause shear failures.  

 

We recommend strengthening certain areas of the girders and beams to ensure that the floor 

will continue to safely support the M5 and E5 vehicles. 
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Figure 1: Vehicles on Apparatus Floor (Bottom of Diagram is Northwest Wall) 
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Repair Recommendations 

 

Areas of the floor system with delaminated or spalled concrete should be repaired with 

standard chip and patch types of repairs. This involves removing unsound concrete, 

replacing steel reinforcing bars if they have lost more than 20% of their area due to 

corrosion, and patching the concrete with a high quality repair mortar.  Details and technical 

specifications for these repairs are included in Appendix B. The areas to be repaired are 

found in the Giles Engineering report in Appendix A. 

 

Once the concrete structure has been repaired, the top side of the apparatus floor should be 

protected with a waterproof coating. This will prolong the life of the floor system by creating a 

barrier for water and salts so that the steel reinforcing does not corrode again soon. The 

contractor who is installing the membrane should verify that the floor is properly prepared to 

accept the coating and that it is compatible with the previously applied coating.  

 

The next step after repairing the floor system and applying the waterproof coating is to 

reinforce the beams and girders for the current loading. The shear reinforcing for the beams 

and girders should be designed and detailed in a further study of this area of the floor. If it is 

important to keep the basement areas clear, this reinforcing would likely be accomplished by 

installing Fiber Reinforced Polymers (FRP) epoxied to the structural members in the critical 

areas of the floor. Another option for addressing the shear capacity is to add a series of 

columns and footings below the beams and girders in the basement. If maintaining the 

basement space is not a priority, this is may be a more cost effective solution. An analysis of 

various reinforcing options would provide the information needed to determine the best 

retrofit option for this building. The scope of this initial study and report covered repairs due 

to deterioration, and the structural analysis to determine whether any strengthening was 

needed based on this analysis. 

 

We understand that the costs of doing the beam and girder reinforcing may be higher than 

the current budget allows. It should be understood that there is a risk to postponing the 

reinforcing work.  As was previously discussed, the beams have a risk of failing due to the 

loads from the vehicles. If the beams were to fail, the failure would likely be abrupt, not giving 

warning before it happened. On the other hand, clearly, the floor has been used to this point 

without this failure occurring. The City should understand that there is a risk to using the floor 

for the vehicles without reinforcing the beams and that the longer the reinforcing waits, the 

longer that risk remains. 
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Report Limitations 

 

This report is based on conditions of elements that were readily observable at the time of 

assessment.  No testing other than sounding was performed. This evaluation was intended 

to be an evaluation of the visible structural elements of the apparatus floor.  It was not 

intended to address every deficiency that could be found in structures such as this.  GRAEF 

does not accept responsibility for deficiencies not evident during an investigation of this type. 

Conditions observed at the time of assessment may change if noted deficiencies are not 

corrected. 

 

 

We appreciate the opportunity to be of service on this project.  Please feel free to call with 

any comments or questions. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
 

Eileen McEnroe Hankes, P.E. 

Structural Engineer/Project Manager 

 
L:\Jobs2014\20140024\Project_Information\Reports\Kenosha Fire Report - July 11 2014.docx 

 

Enclosures:  Appendix A and Appendix B 
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One Honey Creek Corporate Center 

125 South 84th Street, Suite 401 

Milwaukee, WI 53214-1470 

414 / 259 1500 

414 / 259 0037 fax 
www.graef-usa.com 
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APPARATUS FLOOR REPAIRS 
KENOSHA FIRE DEPARTMENT 

STATION 5 
 

 
 
Project Scope Description 
 

1. Work shall be performed on the apparatus floor, both topside and underside. See 
attached plan for extents of work.  
 

2. Perform concrete repairs in areas of deterioration. See Giles report in Appendix A 
for extents of delaminated concrete. Perform concrete repairs in conformance 
with attached Details 1 - 6 and Specification Section 03 01 07 - Concrete 
Restoration. 
 

3. Apply epoxy coating on apparatus floor. Install coating in accordance with 
manufacturer’s written instructions. 
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CONCRETE PATCHING

MATERIAL

EXISTING DELAMINATION

SURFACE

PROVIDE 3/4" MINIMUM CLEARANCE

IF BOND IS BROKEN OR IF BAR IS

OVER 50% EXPOSED. REFER TO

DETAIL 4.

REINFORCEMENT,

TYPICAL

FLOOR SLAB

REMOVE BEYOND DELAMINATION

TO SOUND CONCRETE, TYPICAL

TYPICAL TOPSIDE SPALL REPAIR DETAIL 1



EXISTING DELAMINATION

SURFACE

CHIP PERIMETER OF AREA

PERPENDICULAR TO SURFACE

FOR TROWEL APPLIED PATCHING

MATERIAL.  CHIP A 45 DEGREE BEVEL

FOR SHOTCRETE, TYPICAL

REMOVE BEYOND DELAMINATION
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IF BOND TO CONCRETE IS BROKEN
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REFER TO DETAIL 4.
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DETAIL 2
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1/2" MINIMUM

REMOVAL AT

BOTTOM

TYPICAL FULL DEPTH SLAB REPAIR DETAIL 3



PROVIDE CLEARANCE IF BOND TO

CONCRETE IS BROKEN OR IF BAR

IS OVER 50% EXPOSED.  CLEARANCE

VARIES.  SEE INDIVIDUAL SPALL

REPAIR DETAIL.

REINFORCEMENT

TYPICAL REBAR CLEARANCE DETAIL 4



SAWCUT PATCH

EDGE
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WRONG
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THE REPAIR IN A RECTANGULAR SHAPE

TYPICAL SPALL AREA DETAIL 5



SAWCUT PATCH

EDGE

AREA OF SPALLED

CONCRETE

IT IS BETTER TO REMOVE LONG, NARROW AREAS OF UNSPALLED

CONCRETE AND INCLUDE THEM IN THE PATCHED AREA.

RIGHT

WRONG

MULTIPLE SPALLS DETAIL 6
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