
 
 
 

 
MEETING DATE TIME LOCATION 

 
Town Board 

 
 
 

 
Tuesday, May 21, 2019 

 
Immediately following  
Sanitary District Meeting 

 
Grand Chute Town Hall 
1900 Grand Chute Blvd 
Board Room 

A. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA/ORDER OF THE DAY 
 

C. SPECIAL PRESENTATION – Dale Youngquist, Village of Fox Crossing President 
 

D. POLICE DEPARTMENT AWARDS 
 

E. OATH OF OFFICE – Police Lieutenant Maas 
 

F. PUBLIC INPUT 
Members of the public are welcome to address the Commission and Town Board. Individuals are allowed to speak only about agenda items 
and must fill out a “Request to Speak” form and submit to the Town Clerk prior to the start of the meeting in order to speak during the 
Public Input segment of the meeting. This segment is placed early in the agenda so that the public may make their comments prior to any 
discussion or action by the Commission or Town Board. Individual comments are limited to no more than three minutes each. The Public Input 
section is limited to a total of 15 minutes. The Commission/Town Board may suspend this rule if deemed necessary. Once the public input 
segment ends there will be no additional discussion from the audience. 
 

G. CONSENT AGENDA  
(Items on the Consent Agenda are routine in nature and require one motion to approve all items listed.  Prior to voting on the Consent Agenda, items on the Consent 
Agenda may be removed at the request of any Supervisor and addressed immediately following the motion to approve the other items on the Consent Agenda.) 
 

1. Approval of Regular Meeting minutes and Public Hearing minutes – May 7, 2019 
 

2. Licensing: (applications on file in the clerk’s office)(License Committee recommends approval) 
a. Operator Licenses applications to expire:  2021 dated 4/26/19, 5/3/19, and 5/10/19 
b. Original application for Hotel/Motel, WRLP Appleton LLC dba Hampton Inn Appleton, 350 Fox 

River Drive  
c. Change of Agent for United Hospitality dba Grand Stay appoints Erin Engle 
d. Original application for Secondhand Article for ecoATM, LLC, 2400 W. Wisconsin Avenue, Hunter 

Bjorkman, Manager 
 

3. Accept Monthly Reports: Community Development, Police Department, Public Works, and Parks 
Commission   

 
H. FINANCIAL REPORTS 

1. Approval of Voucher List – May 21, 2019 
 

I. NEW BUSINESS 
1. Plan Commission Recommendations: 

a. CUP-08-19 Conditional Use Permit requested by the City of Appleton to allow grading, filling and 
stormwater management facilities associated with the installation of portions of Spartan Drive and 
Sommers Drive, between N. Richmond Street and future Haymeadow Avenue. PC recommends 
approval. 
 

b. SE-07-19 Special Exception Permit requested by Kappa Hospitality LLC, dba The Mad Apple 
Burger and Billiard Co., 3025 W. College Avenue, for operation of an outdoor service/beer garden. 
PC recommends approval. 
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c. CSM-05-19 Certified Survey Map approval requested by Robert H. and Gladys M. Ebben 
Revocable Trust, 5625 N. McCarthy Road, for a two-lot CSM with roadway dedication. PC 
recommends approval. 
 

d. Town of Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy Update. PC recommends approval. 
 

e. CSM-06-19 Certified Survey Map approval requested by the Community Development Authority of 
the Town of Grand Chute, 2200 N. McCarthy Road, for a two-lot CSM with roadway dedication. 
Director Buckingham to reports results from 5/21/2019 PC meeting. 

 
2. Approve the proposal from McMahon Associates, Inc. for design and permitting services of Casaloma 

Drive from Waterstone Court to W. Spencer Street at a cost not to exceed $89,700. 
 

3. Approve the Casaloma Drive Urbanization Change Order #4, Contact 2016-14, increasing the amount 
by $58,289.59. 
 

4. Approve the Gillett Street Urbanization Change Order #5, Contract 2018-01, increasing the amount by 
$32,808.50. 
 

5. Approve the special assessment methodology for the construction of Buran Way from 200’ northwest 
of Heron Lane to 550’ northwest. 

 
6. Disallow Michelle and Tim Price’s claim in the amount of $37,836.36 for a sewer backup. 

 
J. RESOLUTION 

1. Final Resolution TBR-08-2019 for French Road (CTH OO north for 0.43 miles) as located in the Town 
of Grand Chute authorizing the commencement of work or improvements and special assessments for 
reclamation and paving, and levying special assessments against abutting property owners or on an 
area wide basis to specially benefiting property owners under Chapter 60 and 66.0703(1)(b), et al 
Police Powers, Wis. Stats., 2017-18 as amended. 
 

K. ADJOURNMENT 

Public Notice:  Agendas are posted in the following locations:  Town Hall bulletin boards & Town website www.grandchute.net 2015 Wisconsin Act 79 allows the publication of certain legal notices 
on an Internet site maintained by a municipality.  This law allows these types of legal notices to be posted in one physical location in the jurisdiction (instead of three) if also placed on an Internet site 
maintained by the local government. 

Special Accommodations:  Requests from persons with disabilities who need assistance to participate in this meeting should be made to the Clerk’s Office at (920-832-5644) with at least 24-hour 
notice. 

Notice of Possible Quorum:  A quorum of the Sanitary Districts, Plan Commission, Board of Review, Licensing Committee, Parks Commission, Community Development Authority, Joint Review 
Board, Zoning Board of Appeals and/or Police and Fire Commission may be present at this meeting for the purpose of gathering information and possible discussion on items listed on this agenda.  
However, unless otherwise noted in this agenda, no official action by the Sanitary Districts, Plan Commission, Board of Review, Licensing Committee, Parks Commission, Joint Review Board, 
Zoning Board of Appeals and/or Police and Fire Commission will be taken at this meeting. 

 



PUBLIC HEARING – TOWN BOARD – TOWN OF GRAND CHUTE – 1900 GRAND CHUTE 
BLVD., GRAND CHUTE, WI – FRENCH RD (CTH 00 north for 0.43 miles) MAY 7, 2019 
 
CALL PUBLIC HEARING TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 
Public Hearing called to order at 6:30 p.m. by Dave Schowalter, presiding officer.  
 
PRESENT:  Dave Schowalter, Jeff Nooyen, Travis Thyssen, Bruce Sherman, Eric Davidson, and Angie Cain, 
Town Clerk 
 
STAFF:  Jim March, Town Administrator; Bob Buckingham, Community Development Director; Greg 
Peterson, Police Chief; Tim Bantes, Fire Chief; Katie Schwartz, Public Works Director; Julie Wahlen, 
Finance Director; Brent Braun, IT Director; Karen Heyrman, Deputy Director of Public Works; Mike Patza, 
Town Planner; Captain Mike Velie, Police Department; several officers; Mick Magalski, McMahon 
Associates; Atty. Claringbole, Herrling Clark Law Offices 
 
OTHERS:  4 signed attendance 
 
Proposed imposition of special assessments for the Town of Grand Chute’s cost allocable for reclamation 
and paving for French Road (CTH OO north for 0.43 Miles), as located in the Town of Grand Chute, 
Outagamie County, Wisconsin. 
 
Clint Dekeyser, 2909 N. French Road, asked the life expectancy of the new road and was concerned it 
would need to be replaced again in a few years. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated the County would be doing the work. The plan is to pulverize the existing asphalt and 
use that as an additional base. There will be new binder and surface mat asphalt on top. This will be a total 
of five and a half inches. The subgrade will be fixed prior to any paving.  
 
Mr. Dekeyser questioned if the new base would withstand tractor trailers. He feels the semis destroyed the 
road. Once the roundabouts went in on Evergreen, French Road starting seeing a lot of semi traffic. He 
stated there really isn’t anything on this stretch of French Road that warrants tractor trailer traffic. He was 
hoping it would be eliminated. This isn’t enforced as there are hundreds of trucks travel the road in a day. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated that the box culvert structure is being removed and replaced, which is not part of the 
assessment. The posting will be removed and the road will be built according to the collector standards. It 
will be able to with-stand tractor trailers. 
 
Mr. Dekeyser questioned if the road would be a little wider. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained that the road is not being reconstructed. There will be no widening of the street or 
shoulders. 
 
Mr. Dekeyser questioned how long it would last. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated the pavement that is there is thirty years old. The design is expected to last twenty or 
more years. 
 
Mr. Dekeyser stated there are multiple accidents on the corner of CTH OO and French Road. He 
questioned if it would be possible to add a right turn lane. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated it was not part of this project.  The Town is in discussion with the County regarding a 
study of that area to see what improvements can be made.  
 
Mr. Dekeyser questioned why CTH JJ to the 41 overpass is 45 mph when everywhere else it is 35 mph. It is 
hard to pull out of his driveway with other cars going 45 mph. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated there wasn’t a plan to change that, but it could be discussed. 
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CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING 
 
Motion (Nooyen/Thyssen) to close the Public Hearing.  Motion carried. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion (Nooyen/Sherman) to adjourn meeting. 
 
Public Hearing closed at 6:37 p.m. 
 
These minutes were taken and recorded in this record book May 7, 2019 by:  

 

Angie Cain 
___________________________________________ 
Angie Cain, Town Clerk 
Town of Grand Chute 
INITIAL DRAFT 
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CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 
Meeting called to order at 6:42 p.m. by Dave Schowalter, presiding officer. 
 
PRESENT: Dave Schowalter, Jeff Nooyen, Bruce Sherman, Travis Thyssen, Eric Davidson, and Angie Cain, 
Town Clerk 
 
STAFF:  Jim March, Town Administrator; Bob Buckingham, Community Development Director; Greg 
Peterson, Police Chief; Tim Bantes, Fire Chief; Katie Schwartz, Public Works Director; Julie Wahlen, Finance 
Director; Brent Braun, IT Director; Karen Heyrman, Deputy Director of Public Works; Mike Patza, Town 
Planner; Captain Mike Velie, Police Department; several officers; Mick Magalski, McMahon Associates; Atty. 
Claringbole, Herrling Clark Law Offices 
 
OTHERS: 4 signed attendance 
 
APPROVAL OF AGENDA/ORDER OF THE DAY 
 
Motion (Thyssen/Davidson) to approve the agenda.  Motion carried. 
 
SPECIAL PRESENTATION - Recognition of Samuel Rospenda for obtaining an Eagle Scout Award 
 
The Town Board presented an recognition award to Samuel Rospenda. 
 
PROCLAMATION – Police Week 
 
Chairman Schowalter read the Police Week Proclamation. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT – There was no public input. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Approval of regular meeting minutes from April 16, 2019 and public hearing minutes from April 15, 2019. 
 
Licensing: (applications on file in the clerk’s office)(License Committee recommends approval) 
 
Operator Licenses:  
Approval of Applications to expire:  2021 dated 4/12/19, 4/18/19, and 4/19/19 
 
Denial of operator license applications for Castillo and Colling 
 
Liquor Licenses: 
Transfer of Premise for “Class A” beer and liquor, The Shinery Neenah LLC dba The Shinery, 4301 W. 
Wisconsin Avenue Ste. 914 
 
Change of agent for Target Corporation dba Target located at 4301 W. Wisconsin Avenue appoints 
Alexandria Smith  
 
Special Event Permits: 
Appleton Baseball Club, 2400 N. Casaloma Drive, for wedding fireworks on Saturday, June 15, 2019 and 
Saturday, June 29, 2019.  CONDITIONS:  1) No fireworks may begin after 10:00 p.m., 2) Display must 
comply with NFPA 1123 standards 
 
Motion (Nooyen/Sherman) to approve the consent agenda.  Motion carried.   
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FINANCIAL REPORTS 
Approval of Voucher List – May 7, 2019 
$425,286.69 (93941-94004); Payroll $292,888.51; ACH $1,261,977.76 
 
Motion (Thyssen/Davidson) to approve the voucher list.   
 
Supv. Nooyen questioned the number of refunds for false alarms.  
 
Chief Petersen stated there was a problem with the false alarm module system and some false alarms were 
counted twice. False alarms were also unable to be billed for three months. 
 
Motion carried. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Plan Commission Recommendations: 
Affidavit of Correction to the Plat of Grand Chute Southwest Business Park, releasing and correcting a 
recorded detention easement on Lot 3 (5790 W. Midwest Drive). Director Buckingham to report results from 
5/7/19 PC meeting. 

Dir. Buckingham stated that Plan Commission recommends approval. 
 
Motion (Thyssen/Nooyen) to approve.  Motion carried. 
 
Recommendation from Licensing Committee regarding the Howard Johnson complaint of unpaid hotel/motel 
tax, utility bill, and personal property tax. 
 
Clerk Cain explained a complaint was filed on April 16, 2019 regarding outstanding room tax, 2018 personal 
property taxes and utilities. The past due bills were paid on April 30, 2019. The attorney recommended to the 
Licensing Committee and Town Board to dismiss the complaint since the bills were paid. 
 
Motion (Schowalter/Nooyen) to dismiss the complaint as moot due to the intervening payment.   
 
Chairman Schowalter stated we will act more rapidly when these bills are not paid. The Town takes this 
seriously. He also mentioned all the hotels are currently up-to-date with the first quarter payments.  
 
Motion carried. 
 
Award of Bid, Contract 2019-05A utilities on N. McCarthy Road and contract 2019-05B Champion Drive and 
Silverspring Drive construction, to PTS Contractors, Inc. in the amount of $1,352,593.51. 

Motion (Thyssen/Davidson) to approve contract 2019-05A and contract 2019-05B.  Motion carried. 
 
Award of Bid, Contract 2019-07 Galaxy Drive construction to Feaker & Sons Co., Inc, in the amount of 
$716,036.65. 

Motion (Sherman/Nooyen) to approve.  Motion carried. 
 
Approve the special assessment methodology for 2019 urbanization of McCarthy Road from Brookview Drive 
to Capitol Drive. 

Motion (Nooyen/Davidson) to approve.  Motion carried. 
 
Finance and IT budget adjustments. 
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Motion (Nooyen/Sherman) to approve.  Motion carried. 
 
Approve the proposal from McMahon Associates, Inc. for design and permitting services to replace a culvert 
on Casaloma Drive at a cost not to exceed $35,200. 
 
Motion (Thyssen/Nooyen) to approve.  Motion carried. 
 
Approve of the insurance package for the 2019-2020 year.  
 
Motion (Davidson/Sherman) to approve.  Motion carried. 
 
Approve Change Order #3 for Town Center Park Playground, Contract 2018-14, increasing the amount by 
$1,270 and extending the project completion date to May 15, 2019. 
 
Motion (Davidson/Nooyen) to approve.   
 
Supv. Sherman questioned why the ramp sidewalk project wasn’t part of the change order from last fall 
regarding the sidewalks. 
 
Deputy Dir. Heyrman explained the original estimate was for plain four-inch sidewalk. The additional cost is 
to make these areas thicker and add the detectable warning fields. Those were not current bid items. There 
will be deducts in other areas. 
 
Motion carried. 
 
RESOLUTIONS 
 
Final Resolution TBR-07-2019 for Spencer Street (Casaloma Drive to Mayflower Drive) as located in the 
Town of Grand Chute authorizing the commencement of work or improvements and special assessments for 
street construction and levying special assessments against abutting property owners or on an area wide 
basis to specially benefiting property owners under Chapter 60 and 66.0703(1)(b), et al Police Powers, Wis. 
Stats., 2017-18 as amended. 
 
Motion (Sherman/Thyssen) to suspend the rules in order to discuss prior to a motion.  Motion 
carried. 
 
Supv. Sherman stated that the price for the street is $111.09 per linear foot. Elsner Road was at $77.28 per 
foot. Both streets are collector streets and were assessed using the 50/50 schedule. He feels the 
assessment should be more in-line with the Elsner Road assessment. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated that Grand Chute’s policy is on a per foot basis and the bid prices. The bidding 
environment has been very competitive and the bid was placed in March. The conditions are tough due to 
the area being fairly wet. There is a lot of high ground water in that area, including wetlands, which is part of 
the difficulty for construction in that area. 
 
Supv. Sherman would like the Spencer Street assessments to be less per foot. He suggested using the State 
money that has been received towards the Town portion of the project and allocate that more towards the 
residential assessments. A State project costs more than a Town project. He feels by the end of the year, a 
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standardized per foot residential street assessment should be put in place. There is big difference between 
the two street assessments for basically the same type of road. 
 
Chairman Schowalter explained that when the Town receives State money it belongs to the residents of 
Grand Chute as a whole and not just to that project. He questioned if the project was more costly due to it 
being a State project or due to the issues in that area. 
 
Dir. Schwartz stated it was hard to say. The bid prices were higher and there are more requirements on the 
contractor for a State project. 
 
Supv. Thyssen wants to be fair and equitable. There weren’t any concerns that this project was not fair and 
equitable.  
 
Supv. Nooyen feels the Town is being fair and equitable by raising the Town’s portion from 33 percent to 50 
percent. He feels it would be nice to have a set cost, but if the building conditions are different it would be 
hard to have a set cost. 
 
Motion (Davidson/Schowalter) to approve TBR-07-2019.  Motion carried.  Sherman opposed. 
 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
Motion to convene in Closed Session via ROLL CALL VOTE pursuant to 19.85(1)(c) – Consideration of 
employment, promotion, compensation or performance evaluation data of any public employee of the Town 
of Grand Chute (proposed fire union contract negotiation strategy, terms, discussion, and possible approval) 
and 19.85(1)(e) – Deliberations or negotiations on the purchase of public properties, investing of public funds 
or conducting other specific public business when competitive or bargaining reasons require a closed 
session (land acquisition and sales of Town owned property) 
 
Motion (Nooyen/Thyssen) to convene in Closed Session via Roll Call vote: Sherman – Aye; Thyssen 
– Aye; Davidson – Aye; Nooyen – Aye; Schowalter – Aye.  Motion carried. 
 
Roll call taken at 7:08 p.m. 
 
Chairman Schowalter, Supervisors Thyssen, Sherman, Nooyen, and Davidson, Administrator March, Clerk 
Cain, Chief Bantes, and Attorney Claringbole attended the Closed Session. Closed Session commenced at 
7:12 p.m. 
 
Motion (Sherman/Nooyen) to adjourn Closed Session and reconvene the regular meeting.  Motion 
carried. 
 
Meeting reconvened at 8:10 p.m. 
 
NEW BUSINESS CONTINUED 
Action/discussion on closed session items. 
 
Motion (Sherman/Thyssen) to approve the Fire Contract.  Motion carried. 
 
Motion (Nooyen/Thyssen) to approve the demolition agreement with Mike Gonnering.  Motion carried. 
 
ADJOURNMENT  
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Motion (Thyssen/Schowalter) to adjourn meeting.  Motion carried. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 8:12 p.m. 
 
These minutes were taken at a regular meeting held on May 7, 2019 and entered in this record book, May 8, 
2019 by:  
 

Angie Cain 
______________________________ 
Angie Cain, Town Clerk 
Town of Grand Chute  
Initial Draft 
 











Permits Issued Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total

Building Permits 44 35% 103 29% 37 30% 114 32%

Electric Permits 24 19% 80 23% 27 22% 74 20%

Plumbing Permits 31 25% 93 26% 20 16% 82 23%

HVAC Permits 25 20% 78 22% 39 32% 91 25%

Other Permits 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total Permits Issued 124 354 123 361

Projects Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total

New Single Family Dwellings 6 14% 14 14% 3 8% 16 14%

New Duplexes 2 5% 3 3% 0 0% 0 0%

New Multi-Family Dwellings 0 0% 0 0% 1 3% 1 1%

New Residential Access Bldgs 3 7% 5 5% 3 8% 5 4%

New Commercial/Ind Bldgs 4 9% 4 4% 0 0% 1 1%

Residential Additions & Alter 10 23% 36 35% 9 24% 28 25%

Comm/Ind Additions & Alter 7 16% 20 19% 14 38% 39 34%

Signs 8 18% 15 15% 7 19% 19 17%

Other Projects 4 9% 6 6% 0 0% 5 4%

Total Projects 44 103 37 114

`

Projects By Zone Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total

Single Family (RSF) 17 39% 47 46% 12 32% 44 39%

Two Family (RTF) 2 5% 4 4% 0 0% 2 2%

Multi-Family (RMF) 3 7% 6 6% 3 8% 4 4%

Local Commercial (CL) 5 11% 10 10% 6 16% 23 20%

Regional Commercial (CR) 9 20% 20 19% 5 14% 19 17%

Planned Commercial (CP) 2 5% 5 5% 7 19% 10 9%

Industrial (IND) 4 9% 7 7% 2 5% 9 8%

Exclusive Agriculture 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

General Agriculture 2 5% 4 4% 2 5% 3 3%

Total Proj. by Zoning Dist. 44 103 37 114

New Dwelling Units

Construction Costs (Ave.)

Calculated Permit Fees (Ave.)

Finished Floor Area (Ave. sq. ft.)

Garage Area (Ave. sq. ft.)

Lot Area (Ave. sq. ft.)

With Municipal Sewer (%)

With Municipal Water (%)

On Mapped Floodplain Lots (%)

New Dwelling Units 2019 YTD 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

In Single Family Homes 14 112 82 66 73 64 71 53

In Duplexes 6 12 8 2 2 2 0 0

In Multi-Family Apartment Units 0 20 190 40 59 8 32 160

May 16, 2019

Year
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83% 93% 100% 100%

0% 0% 0% 0%

79,676                          44,281                          12,167                          19,746                          

83% 93% 100% 100%

2,162                            2,100                            1,741                            2,233                            

792                               793                               870                               980                               

259,983$                      239,993$                      186,667$                      250,653$                      

644$                             648$                             634$                             674$                             

2019 2018

MARCH YTD MARCH YTD

2019 2018

MARCH YTD MARCH YTD

2019 2018

MARCH YTD MARCH YTD
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2019 2018

MARCH YTD MARCH YTD



Costs By Project Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total

New Single Family Dwellings 1,806,265$      30% 4,011,082$        26% 692,915$          18% 4,676,820$         32%

New Duplexes 501,600$         8% 686,600$           4% 12,000$            0% 37,600$              0%

New Multi-Family Dwellings -$                     0% -$                       0% 800,670$          21% 800,670$            6%

New Residential Access Bldgs 19,600$           0% 29,700$             0% 24,033$            1% 36,093$              0%

New Commercial/Ind Bldgs 2,038,006$      33% 2,321,494$        15% -$                      0% 599,779$            4%

Residential Additions & Alter 210,906$         3% 1,074,380$        7% 321,921$          8% 843,039$            6%

Comm/Ind Additions & Alter 1,278,310$      21% 6,388,683$        42% 1,941,814$       51% 7,119,048$         49%

Signs 145,428$         2% 334,522$           2% 42,459$            1% 240,242$            2%

Other Projects 99,199$           2% 429,199$           3% -$                      0% 143,000$            1%

Total Costs by Project Type 6,099,314$      15,275,660$      3,835,812$       14,496,291$       

Costs By Work Type Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total

Building Construction 4,159,094$      68% 10,192,803$      67% 2,842,845$       74% 11,433,318$       79%

Electrical 389,785$         6% 1,730,639$        11% 255,725$          7% 1,236,464$         9%

Plumbing 858,840$         14% 1,964,779$        13% 334,983$          9% 937,414$            6%

HVAC 691,595$         11% 1,387,440$        9% 402,259$          10% 889,096$            6%

Other -$                     0% -$                       0% -$                      0% -$                        0%

Total Costs by Work Type 6,099,314$      15,275,660$      3,835,812$       14,496,291$       

Costs By Zoning District Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total

Single Family (RSF) 1,459,705$      24% 4,211,674$        28% 642,060$          17% 5,044,797$         35%

Two Family (RTF) 215,705$         4% 456,942$           3% 2,395$              0% 41,075$              0%

Multi-Family (RMF) 371,200$         6% 608,300$           4% 1,056,670$       28% 1,204,477$         8%

Local Commercial (CL) 333,265$         5% 612,574$           4% 285,420$          7% 2,728,673$         19%

Regional Commercial (CR) 2,022,098$      33% 7,190,887$        47% 388,132$          10% 1,107,000$         8%

Planned Commercial (CP) 373,734$         6% 496,364$           3% 1,091,541$       28% 2,236,036$         15%

Industrial (IND) 797,946$         13% 896,156$           6% 213,180$          6% 1,929,360$         13%

Exclusive Agriculture -$                     0% -$                       0% -$                      0% -$                        0%

General Agriculture 525,661$         9% 802,764$           5% 156,414$          4% 204,873$            1%

Total Costs by Zoning Dist. 6,099,314$      15,275,660$      3,835,812$       14,496,291$       

Total Costs By Year 2019 YTD 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

15,275,660$    138,207,277$   98,638,083$      78,371,494$    84,705,003$     62,532,610$    65,715,620$       61,301,129$    

May 16, 2019

TOWN OF GRAND CHUTE - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

PERMIT ACTIVITY REPORT
REPORT PERIOD - MARCH 2019

2019 2018

MARCH YTD MARCH YTD

2019 2018

MARCH YTD MARCH YTD

YEAR
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Fees By Fee Type Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total

Building Permits $11,344.00 28% $32,967.00 31% $12,151.00 35% $42,721.00 36%

Electric Permits $2,922.00 7% $10,396.00 10% $2,908.00 8% $8,476.00 7%

Plumbing Permits $2,771.00 7% $8,016.00 8% $1,445.00 4% $8,448.00 7%

HVAC Permits $3,098.00 8% $8,373.00 8% $4,065.00 12% $9,129.50 8%

Building Plan Review $2,150.00 5% $8,050.00 8% $4,950.00 14% $13,250.00 11%

SAC Fees $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

1% SAC Fees $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

Wis. Uniform Building Seal $280.00 1% $595.00 1% $105.00 0% $560.00 0%

Park Fee $3,600.00 9% $7,400.00 7% $3,200.00 9% $8,400.00 7%

Driveway/Access Permits $300.00 1% $780.00 1% $120.00 0% $900.00 1%

Drainage Plan Review $600.00 1% $700.00 1% $200.00 1% $500.00 0%

Drainage Inspections $4,650.00 11% $9,150.00 9% $1,050.00 3% $7,200.00 6%

Erosion Conrtol Plan Review $800.00 2% $1,700.00 2% $300.00 1% $1,600.00 1%

Erosion Conrtol Inspections $2,350.00 6% $4,950.00 5% $750.00 2% $4,000.00 3%

Permit Penalty Fees $240.00 1% $240.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

Fire Department Impact Fees $3,538.00 9% $6,320.00 6% $1,908.00 5% $6,362.00 5%

Assessment Maintenance Fee $2,100.00 5% $5,350.00 5% $1,900.00 5% $6,800.00 6%

Total Permit Fees By Zoning Dist. $40,743.00 $104,987.00 $35,052.00 $118,346.50

Fees By Project Type Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total

New Single Family Dwellings $18,306.00 45% $43,184.00 41% $8,601.00 25% $45,090.00 38%

New Duplexes $6,533.00 16% $9,652.00 9% $169.00 0% $558.00 0%

New Multi-Family Dwellings $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $6,528.00 19% $6,528.00 6%

New Res. Access Bldgs $203.00 0% $273.00 0% $270.00 1% $538.00 0%

New Commercial/Ind Bldgs $6,661.00 16% $7,035.00 7% $0.00 0% $4,273.00 4%

Residential Additions & Alter $2,542.00 6% $9,779.00 9% $3,315.00 9% $9,212.00 8%

Comm/Ind Additions & Alter $5,012.00 12% $30,603.00 29% $15,419.00 44% $48,617.50 41%

Signs $1,050.00 3% $2,650.00 3% $750.00 2% $2,800.00 2%

Other Projects $436.00 1% $1,811.00 2% $0.00 0% $730.00 1%

Total Permits Fees by Project Type $40,743.00 $104,987.00 $35,052.00 $118,346.50

Fees By Zoning District Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total

Single Family (RSF) $18,171.00 45% $48,871.00 47% $8,364.00 24% $49,162.00 42%

Two Family (RTF) $3,135.00 8% $7,093.00 7% $40.00 0% $706.00 1%

Multi-Family (RMF) $3,874.00 10% $3,874.00 4% $7,382.00 21% $8,956.00 8%

Local Commercial (CL) $2,746.00 7% $6,501.00 6% $3,773.00 11% $14,630.00 12%

Regional Commercial (CR) $6,514.00 16% $29,284.00 28% $3,016.00 9% $12,981.00 11%

Planned Commercial (CP) $1,097.00 3% $1,805.00 2% $7,629.00 22% $15,704.50 13%

Industrial (IND) $1,978.00 5% $3,672.00 3% $1,651.00 5% $12,599.00 11%

Agricultural (AED) and (AGD) $3,228.00 8% $3,887.00 4% $3,197.00 9% $3,608.00 3%

Total Permit Fees by Zoning Dist. $40,743.00 $104,987.00 $35,052.00 $118,346.50

Total Fees By Year 2019 YTD 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

104,987$      744,028$      684,850$         499,050$      534,144$      416,728$      505,387$        449,275$      
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Permits Issued Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total

Building Permits 45 39% 148 32% 45 33% 159 32%

Electric Permits 28 25% 108 23% 26 19% 100 20%

Plumbing Permits 22 19% 115 25% 41 30% 123 25%

HVAC Permits 19 17% 97 21% 25 18% 116 23%

Other Permits 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Total Permits Issued 114 468 137 498

Projects Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total

New Single Family Dwellings 6 13% 20 14% 8 18% 24 15%

New Duplexes 0 0% 3 2% 1 2% 1 1%

New Multi-Family Dwellings 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1%

New Residential Access Bldgs 11 24% 16 11% 0 0% 5 3%

New Commercial/Ind Bldgs 2 4% 6 4% 3 7% 4 3%

Residential Additions & Alter 11 24% 47 32% 3 7% 31 19%

Comm/Ind Additions & Alter 8 18% 28 19% 8 18% 47 30%

Signs 5 11% 20 14% 7 16% 26 16%

Other Projects 2 4% 8 5% 15 33% 20 13%

Total Projects 45 148 45 159

`

Projects By Zone Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total Number % of Total

Single Family (RSF) 24 53% 71 48% 22 49% 66 42%

Two Family (RTF) 1 2% 5 3% 3 7% 5 3%

Multi-Family (RMF) 2 4% 8 5% 0 0% 4 3%

Local Commercial (CL) 5 11% 15 10% 2 4% 25 16%

Regional Commercial (CR) 5 11% 25 17% 13 29% 32 20%

Planned Commercial (CP) 2 4% 7 5% 0 0% 10 6%

Industrial (IND) 4 9% 11 7% 5 11% 14 9%

Exclusive Agriculture 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

General Agriculture 2 4% 6 4% 0 0% 3 2%

Total Proj. by Zoning Dist. 45 148 45 159

New Dwelling Units

Construction Costs (Ave.)

Calculated Permit Fees (Ave.)

Finished Floor Area (Ave. sq. ft.)

Garage Area (Ave. sq. ft.)

Lot Area (Ave. sq. ft.)

With Municipal Sewer (%)

With Municipal Water (%)

On Mapped Floodplain Lots (%)

New Dwelling Units 2019 YTD 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

In Single Family Homes 20 112 82 66 73 64 71 53

In Duplexes 6 12 8 2 2 2 0 0

In Multi-Family Apartment Units 0 20 190 40 59 8 32 160

May 16, 2019
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100% 95% 100% 100%

0% 0% 0% 0%

13,478                          34,553                          14,168                          18,073                          

100% 95% 100% 100%

2,196                            2,129                            2,003                            2,156                            

820                               801                               786                               916                               

224,167$                      235,245$                      250,613$                      250,640$                      

624$                             641$                             619$                             656$                             

2019 2018

APRIL YTD APRIL YTD

2019 2018

APRIL YTD APRIL YTD

2019 2018

APRIL YTD APRIL YTD
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Costs By Project Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total

New Single Family Dwellings 1,507,271$      16% 5,518,353$        22% 2,356,967$       17% 7,033,787$         25%

New Duplexes 10,000$           0% 696,600$           3% 189,500$          1% 227,100$            1%

New Multi-Family Dwellings -$                     0% -$                       0% 189,000$          1% 989,670$            3%

New Residential Access Bldgs 67,600$           1% 97,300$             0% -$                      0% 36,093$              0%

New Commercial/Ind Bldgs 4,763,892$      49% 7,085,386$        28% 9,692,000$       69% 10,291,779$       36%

Residential Additions & Alter 169,829$         2% 1,244,209$        5% 141,575$          1% 984,614$            3%

Comm/Ind Additions & Alter 2,990,974$      31% 9,379,657$        38% 1,274,582$       9% 8,393,630$         29%

Signs 87,350$           1% 421,972$           2% 18,425$            0% 258,667$            1%

Other Projects 30,000$           0% 459,199$           2% 228,058$          2% 371,058$            1%

Total Costs by Project Type 9,626,916$      24,902,676$      14,090,108$     28,586,399$       

Costs By Work Type Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total

Building Construction 7,529,237$      78% 17,722,040$      71% 11,062,158$     79% 22,495,476$       79%

Electrical 1,393,458$      14% 3,124,097$        13% 1,550,432$       11% 2,786,896$         10%

Plumbing 449,585$         5% 2,414,364$        10% 822,570$          6% 1,759,984$         6%

HVAC 254,636$         3% 1,642,076$        7% 654,947$          5% 1,544,043$         5%

Other -$                     0% -$                       0% -$                      0% -$                        0%

Total Costs by Work Type 9,626,916$      24,902,576$      14,090,108$     28,586,399$       

Costs By Zoning District Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total Cost % of Total

Single Family (RSF) 1,500,802$      16% 5,712,476$        23% 2,620,705$       19% 7,665,502$         27%

Two Family (RTF) 15,859$           0% 472,801$           2% 189,546$          1% 230,621$            1%

Multi-Family (RMF) 222,840$         2% 831,140$           3% 201,750$          1% 1,406,227$         5%

Local Commercial (CL) 394,285$         4% 1,006,858$        4% 514,783$          4% 3,243,456$         11%

Regional Commercial (CR) 5,497,952$      57% 12,688,839$      51% 10,142,575$     72% 11,249,575$       39%

Planned Commercial (CP) 1,118,000$      12% 1,614,364$        6% 177,854$          1% 2,413,890$         8%

Industrial (IND) 825,604$         9% 1,721,760$        7% 242,295$          2% 2,171,655$         8%

Exclusive Agriculture -$                     0% -$                       0% -$                      0% -$                        0%

General Agriculture 51,574$           1% 854,338$           3% 600$                 0% 205,473$            1%

Total Costs by Zoning Dist. 9,626,916$      24,902,576$      14,090,108$     28,586,399$       

Total Costs By Year 2019 YTD 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

24,902,676$    138,207,277$   98,638,083$      78,371,494$    84,705,003$     62,532,610$    65,715,620$       61,301,129$    
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Fees By Fee Type Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total

Building Permits $23,962.00 38% $56,929.00 34% $16,984.00 29% $59,705.00 34%

Electric Permits $4,598.00 7% $14,994.00 9% $3,501.00 6% $11,977.00 7%

Plumbing Permits $2,375.00 4% $10,391.00 6% $3,924.00 7% $12,372.00 7%

HVAC Permits $2,341.00 4% $10,714.00 6% $2,376.00 4% $11,505.50 6%

Building Plan Review $8,750.00 14% $16,800.00 10% $3,300.00 6% $16,550.00 9%

SAC Fees $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

1% SAC Fees $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

Wis. Uniform Building Seal $210.00 0% $805.00 0% $315.00 1% $875.00 0%

Park Fee $2,400.00 4% $9,800.00 6% $3,800.00 6% $12,200.00 7%

Driveway/Access Permits $300.00 0% $1,080.00 1% $420.00 1% $1,320.00 1%

Drainage Plan Review $0.00 0% $700.00 0% $0.00 0% $500.00 0%

Drainage Inspections $5,400.00 9% $14,550.00 9% $5,750.00 10% $12,950.00 7%

Erosion Conrtol Plan Review $600.00 1% $2,300.00 1% $900.00 2% $2,500.00 1%

Erosion Conrtol Inspections $1,800.00 3% $6,750.00 4% $2,250.00 4% $6,250.00 4%

Permit Penalty Fees $70.00 0% $310.00 0% $0.00 0% $0.00 0%

Fire Department Impact Fees $7,306.00 12% $13,626.00 8% $13,593.00 23% $19,955.00 11%

Assessment Maintenance Fee $2,500.00 4% $7,850.00 5% $2,350.00 4% $9,150.00 5%

Total Permit Fees By Zoning Dist. $62,612.00 $167,599.00 $59,463.00 $177,809.50

Fees By Project Type Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total

New Single Family Dwellings $16,224.00 26% $59,408.00 35% $21,477.00 36% $66,567.00 37%

New Duplexes $163.00 0% $9,815.00 6% $3,244.00 5% $3,802.00 2%

New Multi-Family Dwellings $0.00 0% $0.00 0% $1,026.00 2% $7,554.00 4%

New Res. Access Bldgs $592.00 1% $865.00 1% $0.00 0% $538.00 0%

New Commercial/Ind Bldgs $25,286.00 40% $32,321.00 19% $20,047.00 34% $24,320.00 14%

Residential Additions & Alter $2,274.00 4% $12,053.00 7% $1,688.00 3% $10,900.00 6%

Comm/Ind Additions & Alter $16,798.00 27% $47,401.00 28% $10,206.00 17% $58,823.50 33%

Signs $1,050.00 2% $3,700.00 2% $650.00 1% $3,450.00 2%

Other Projects $225.00 0% $2,036.00 1% $1,125.00 2% $1,855.00 1%

Total Permits Fees by Project Type $62,612.00 $167,599.00 $59,463.00 $177,809.50

Fees By Zoning District Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total Fees % of Total

Single Family (RSF) $18,495.00 30% $67,366.00 40% $23,738.00 40% $72,900.00 41%

Two Family (RTF) $268.00 0% $7,361.00 4% $3,254.00 5% $3,960.00 2%

Multi-Family (RMF) $312.00 0% $4,186.00 2% $1,388.00 2% $10,344.00 6%

Local Commercial (CL) $4,089.00 7% $10,590.00 6% $2,920.00 5% $17,550.00 10%

Regional Commercial (CR) $28,454.00 45% $57,738.00 34% $25,647.00 43% $38,628.00 22%

Planned Commercial (CP) $2,528.00 4% $4,333.00 3% $793.00 1% $16,497.50 9%

Industrial (IND) $8,032.00 13% $11,704.00 7% $1,693.00 3% $14,292.00 8%

Agricultural (AED) and (AGD) $434.00 1% $4,321.00 3% $30.00 0% $3,638.00 2%

Total Permit Fees by Zoning Dist. $62,612.00 $167,599.00 $59,463.00 $177,809.50

Total Fees By Year 2019 YTD 2018 2017 2016 2015 2014 2013 2012

167,599$      744,028$      684,850$         499,050$      534,144$      416,728$      505,387$        449,275$      

May 16, 2019

TOWN OF GRAND CHUTE - DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

PERMIT ACTIVITY REPORT
REPORT PERIOD - APRIL 2019

2019 2018

APRIL YTD APRIL YTD

2019 2018

APRIL YTD APRIL YTD

Year

Prepared by Cary J. Nate, Chief Building Inspector Page 3 of 3

2019 2018

APRIL YTD APRIL YTD





















This Month This Month 
Last Year % Change Year to Date Last Year to 

Date % Change

Total # of Incidents₁ 1871 1779 5% 1871 1779 5%
Requests for Service 1100 1064 3% 1100 1064 3%

Officer Initiated 756 715 6% 756 715 6%

Special Detail Generated 15 15
CSO Calls₁ 418 195 114% 418 195 114%

Citizen Contacts/Warnings 180 270 -33% 180 270 -33%

SORP Verifications 0 0

Traffic Citations 271 309 -12% 271 309 -12%

Speeding 62 55 13% 62 55 13%

OWI 12 10 20% 12 10 20%

Ordinance Summons 108 61 77% 108 61 77%

Retail Theft 26 26 0% 26 26 0%

Parking Tickets 109 37 195% 109 37 195%

Warrant Pick Ups 25 21 19% 25 21 19%

Accidents 166 120 38% 166 120 38%

This Month This Month 
Last Year % Change Year to Date Last Year to 

Date % Change

Adult Criminal Confinements 36 28 29% 36 28 29%

Adult Criminal Referrals 14 32 -56% 14 32 -56%

Juvenile Criminal Referrals 1 2 -50% 1 2 -50%

Emergency Detentions 2 5 -60% 2 5 -60%

Alcohol Holds 0 3 -100% 0 3 -100%

False Alarms 39 27 44% 39 27 44%

₁ Contains incidents not previously counted such as crime prevention, business checks, and vacation house checks.

January 2019

Grand Chute Police Department
MONTHLY REPORT



This Month This Month 
Last Year % Change Year to Date Last Year to 

Date % Change

Total # of Incidents₁ 1863 1566 19% 3734 3345 12%

Requests for Service 1078 940 15% 2178 2004 9%

Officer Initiated 772 626 23% 1528 1341 14%

Special Detail Generated 12 27
CSO Calls₁ 446 160 179% 418 355 18%

Citizen Contacts/Warnings 200 248 -19% 380 518 -27%

SORP Verifications 2 2

Traffic Citations 258 227 14% 529 536 -1%

Speeding 23 56 -59% 85 111 -23%

OWI 7 5 40% 19 15 27%

Ordinance Summons 60 40 50% 168 101 66%

Retail Theft 27 17 59% 53 43 23%

Parking Tickets 62 40 55% 171 77 122%

Warrant Pick Ups 28 18 56% 53 39 36%

Accidents 138 133 4% 304 253 20%

This Month This Month 
Last Year % Change Year to Date Last Year to 

Date % Change

Adult Criminal Confinements 21 17 24% 57 45 27%

Adult Criminal Referrals 28 19 47% 42 51 -18%

Juvenile Criminal Referrals 3 2 50% 4 1 300%

Emergency Detentions 5 3 67% 7 8 -13%

Alcohol Holds 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 3 -100%

False Alarms 39 35 11% 78 62 26%

₁ Contains incidents not previously counted such as crime prevention, business checks, and vacation house checks.

February 2019

Grand Chute Police Department
MONTHLY REPORT



This Month This Month 
Last Year % Change Year to Date Last Year to 

Date % Change

Total # of Incidents₁ 2184 1648 33% 5918 4993 19%

Requests for Service 1222 1059 15% 3400 3063 11%

Officer Initiated 868 589 47% 2396 1930 24%

Special Detail Generated 94 121
CSO Calls₁ 423 166 155% 841 521 61%

Citizen Contacts/Warnings 247 225 10% 627 743 -16%

SORP Verifications 0 2

Traffic Citations 420 229 83% 949 765 24%

Speeding 130 48 171% 215 159 35%

OWI 11 11 0% 30 26 15%

Ordinance Summons 65 69 -6% 233 170 37%

Retail Theft 19 30 -37% 72 73 -1%

Parking Tickets 48 32 50% 219 109 101%

Warrant Pick Ups 34 14 143% 87 53 64%

Accidents 121 134 -10% 425 387 10%

This Month This Month 
Last Year % Change Year to Date Last Year to 

Date % Change

Adult Criminal Confinements 41 26 58% 98 71 38%

Adult Criminal Referrals 30 32 -6% 72 83 -13%

Juvenile Criminal Referrals 0 4 -100% 4 8 -50%

Emergency Detentions 1 6 -83% 8 14 -43%

Alcohol Holds 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 3 -100%

False Alarms 44 48 -8% 122 110 11%

₁ Contains incidents not previously counted such as crime prevention, business checks, and vacation house checks.

Grand Chute Police Department
MONTHLY REPORT

March 2019



This Month
This Month 

Last Year
% Change Year to Date

Last Year to 

Date
% Change

Total # of Incidents₁ 2184 1658 32% 8102 6551 24%

Requests for Service 1186 1043 14% 4614 4106 12%

Officer Initiated 970 615 58% 3366 2545 32%

Special Detail Generated 28 149

CSO Calls₁ 363 215 69% 1204 736 64%

Citizen Contacts/Warnings 252 204 24% 879 947 -7%

SORP Verifications 0 2

Traffic Citations 380 221 72% 1329 986 35%

Speeding 118 43 174% 333 202 65%

OWI 14 7 100% 44 33 33%

Ordinance Summons 58 49 18% 291 219 33%

Retail Theft 24 21 14% 96 94 2%

Parking Tickets 14 12 17% 233 121 93%

Warrant Pick Ups 18 23 -22% 105 76 38%

Accidents 110 129 -15% 546 516 6%

This Month
This Month 

Last Year
% Change Year to Date

Last Year to 

Date
% Change

Adult Criminal Confinements 31 36 -14% 139 107 30%

Adult Criminal Referrals 33 26 27% 105 109 -4%

Juvenile Criminal Referrals 1 2 -50% 5 10 -50%

Emergency Detentions 1 3 -67% 9 17 -47%

Alcohol Holds 0 0 #DIV/0! 0 3 -100%

False Alarms 19 39 -51% 141 149 -5%

₁ Contains incidents not previously counted such as crime prevention, business checks, and vacation house checks.

Grand Chute Police Department

MONTHLY REPORT

April 2019
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Located in Wisconsin's Fox Cities region, Grand Chute is the largest Town in the state, with a popula-
tion of 22,154 residents. Grand Chute is located along the I-41 corridor and serves as the commercial 
and retail center for the region. The Fox River Mall anchors a regional shopping, hospitality and enter-
tainment district. The Town features a strong and diverse employment base with several large em-
ployers spread across various sectors. Grand Chute is also home to the main campus of Fox Valley 
Technical College; Fox Cities Stadium; Gordon Bubolz Nature Preserve. 

Introduction - Community Background 
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This document is an update of the Grand Chute Pedestrian & Bicycle Strategy, originally adopted in 
February 2013. This update will recognize recent progress made in  Grand Chute by establishing a 
current inventory of existing facilities. The updated document will also reevaluate and analyze future 
needs for additional pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the community. The Town recognizes that a 
comprehensive and connected network of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is a crucial component of 
making Grand Chute a great place to live, work, and play. Efforts to enhance the bicycle and pedestri-
an network have been supported by staff, elected officials, developers, and residents. Continued pro-
gress is being made to eliminate gaps and remove barriers in the pedestrian and bicycle network, en-
couraging active transportation options and increasing physical activity.  

A Public Participation Plan was developed  to help gather public input to guide the update process. 
Public participation included a public survey, National Trails Day event, a public workshop, and a 
meeting with representatives from the Appleton Area Schools District. Input gathered was used to 
help identify locations and corridors in need of pedestrian and bicycle facilities, and the types of facili-
ties the public most desired. A summary of this information is included in the Word Clouds on page 
11.  

The graph below shows that over 77 percent of respondents to the public survey support including 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities when streets are reconstructed in the Town.  Additionally, Figure 3.11 
on page 49 illustrates the number of times a street segment or corridor was identified as needing ad-
ditional pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities in the public survey or during the public workshop.  

Introduction - Planning Process 

A copy of the Public Participation Plan is included in Appendix A. A summary of the results from the 
public survey are included in Appendix B. Complete results from the survey, including full text re-
sponses, are on file at the Grand Chute Community Development Department.  
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This document is divided into three main sections: 

1| Vision states the main functions of the pedestrian and bicycle network, inventories existing 
facilities,  and illustrates the network at future completion. The future pedestrian and bicycle network 
is separated into on-street and off-street facilities. This section provides direction for building more 
complete streets: “roadways designed and operated to enable safe, convenient, and comfortable ac-
cess and travel for pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, and public transport users of all ages and abili-
ties”. 

1

2 | Facility alternatives identifies the different types of facilities  the Town can use to complete 
the pedestrian and bicycle network. Recommendations came from Wisconsin Facilities Development 
Manuals 

2
 in combination with other pedestrian and bicycle best practice manuals. 

3
 Recommenda-

tions also follow U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) rules; 
the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) guidelines. 

3 | Priorities provides a framework for determining which  street segments most need pedestri-
an and bicycle facilities. Segments were ranked based on their proximity to people, proximity to key 
destinations such as schools, parks, and business, and input collected from the public. Additional data 
used  to prioritize future facilities included crash data, daily traffic volume, and functional classification 
categories. 

Introduction - Document Layout 
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This section is dedicated to identifying the numerous safety, economic, health, and other benefits re-
alized by a community from investing in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure. The following sections 
provide evidence and statistics that answer the question, “Why should the Town invest in pedestri-
an and bicycle infrastructure?”  

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to improve safety.  Each year pedestrian and 
bicyclist fatalities comprise about 16 percent of all traffic fatalities,  with approximately 5,000 pedestri-
an deaths and 800 bicyclist deaths. Another 65,000 pedestrians and 48,000 bicyclists are injured in 
crashes annually.

4
 Providing facilities physically separated from vehicle travel lanes can reduce pe-

destrian crashes by up to 88 percent.
5 
 Case studies have also shown that installing bicycle facilities 

such as protected bicycle lanes can reduce crash injuries to all street users by 56 percent, including a 
57 percent reduction in crash injuries to bicyclists.

6
   

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to stimulate the economy. Communities with 
vibrant pedestrian and bicycle facilities attract visitors, and more importantly, long-term residents. A 
community with a robust pedestrian and bicycle network is more likely to attract and retain young pro-
fessionals. Talent attraction and retention is a key issue in economic development. Providing a talent-
ed workforce is crucial to attract and retain businesses and large employers. Walking and biking are 
also an affordable means of transportation. The cost of walking or bicycling is much less than owning, 
maintain, and operating a motor vehicle. This can provide significant savings for households, as trans-
portation costs are often the next largest expense after housing. School districts may be able to elimi-
nate some bus routes if streets are safe enough for students to walk or bike to school. Additionally, 
pedestrian and bicycle projects generate about twice as many jobs per dollar spent than “traditional” 
road repair and upgrade projects.

7

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to enhance the environment. Because walking 
and biking do not directly consume fossil fuels; they also do not produce harmful emissions, thus im-
proving overall air quality. Improvements are compounded because shorter auto trips are more pollut-
ing on a per-mile basis. Reductions in carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides, sulfur dioxide reduce smog 
and acid rain. Cleaner air is better for all, especially those with respiratory problems.

8

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to increase physical activity. In 2015, the Town 
became one of several communities in the Fox Valley to pass a resolution supporting the Weight of 
the Fox Valley initiative. The goal of the initiative is to reduce the number of residents in the Fox Val-
ley that are overweight or obese. One of the key elements of the campaign is to combat obesity by 
increasing physical activity. By enhancing the pedestrian and bicycle network in the community, the 
Town can encourage physical activity by making walking or bicycling safer, more convenient, and 
more appealing to residents.   

Introduction - Purpose 
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The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to create Safe Routes to Schools. Grand 
Chute is home to Badger Elementary, Houdini Elementary, Appleton Public Montessori, and Connec-
tions Academy in the Appleton Area School District. There are also several other schools located in 
close proximity to Town boundaries. Figure 1.2 on page 14 shows areas in Grand Chute within 0.5 
miles of schools. The Town should focus on providing pedestrian and bicycle facilities within 0.5 miles 
of schools to provide options for students to safely walk or bicycle to school. 

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to create Safe Routes to Parks, to provide 
safe and equitable access to parks. The program is an initiative of the National Recreation and Park 
Association to increase access to local parks and was developed in collaboration with the Safe 
Routes to School National Partnership. The park facilities within Grand Chute are identified in Figure 
1.3 on page 15. Parks are popular destinations for those walking or bicycling. The Town should focus 
on implementing facilities that provide safe and efficient access to parks from residential 
neighborhoods and other popular destinations.  The National Recreation and Park Association 
campaign provides tools and resources to help communities establish safe and equitable access to 
parks for everyone.  

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to provide better access to the Valley Transit 
System. Transit trips often require a rider to travel additional distances to arrive at their final 
destination or to reach a bus stop location. By installing pedestrian and bicycle facilities that connect 
to transit routes and bus stops, the Town can provide safe access to the transit system and encour-
age more riders to us the system. Figure 1.4 on page 16 shows the existing Valley Transit System in 
the Grand Chute. The Town should install pedestrian and bicycle facilities that provide connections 
and access to the transit system.  

The Town should build pedestrian and bicycle facilities to enhance the Regional Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Network in the Fox Cities. Often times pedestrians and bicyclists cross municipal 
boundaries to reach their desired destination. Creating a complete network of pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities throughout the region provides benefits for all communities. The Town should build 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities serve that provide connections to facilities in adjacent communities. 
The 2014 Appleton (Fox Cities) Transportation Management Area & Oshkosh Metropolitan Planning 
Organization Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan, completed by the East Central Wisconsin Regional 
Planning Commission, identifies the Regional Network as shown in Figure 1.5 on page 17.  

Introduction - Purpose 
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Vision 

The Town of Grand Chute will construct and maintain transportation infrastructure that allows for people 
of all ages and abilities to travel by foot or bicycle through the community. The Town will build pedestri-
an and bicycle facilities in order to… 

1 | Create Connections. Even though two parcels may be in close proximity “as the crow flies,” a 
street network of long blocks, cul-de-sacs, and limited-access roads can make the actual journey on the 
ground much longer. Limited crossings of U.S. Highway 41, CN Railroad lines, and numerous environ-
mental constraints in the Town further reduce connectivity. A connected pedestrian and bicycle network 
allows people to travel more directly between places, including trips that are: 

SHORT-DISTANCE 

Create more direct connec-
tions between places in close 
proximity. 

LONG-DISTANCE 

Fill in gaps of the Regional 
Pedestrian & Bicycle Net-
work; creating a connected 
network of multi-modal 
transportation options 
across all municipalities. 

INTER-PARCEL 

Create more direct connec-
tions through auto parking 
lots between public right-of-
way and structures. 

INTER-MODAL 

Create more direct connec-
tions at modal transfer 
points, especially transit 
stops. 

2 | Broaden Access. Travel options are limited for significant segments of our population that do 
not have access to a vehicle or are unable to drive. An extensive pedestrian and bicycle network im-
proves mobility for these people, especially: 

YOUNGER RESIDENTS 

11.3% (2,503) of Town resi-
dents are between 5 and 14 
years old.

9

OLDER RESIDENTS 

17.4% (3,855) of Town resi-
dents are 65 years or older; 

21% (4,652) of citizens over 
65 do not drive.

9

DISABLED RESIDENTS 

7.1%% (1,573) of Town resi-
dents have a disability.

10

LOW-INCOME RESIDENTS 

8.9% (1,972) of Town resi-
dents are at or below the 
federal poverty level.

10

1| Vision 

PBIC PBIC PBIC PBIC 

PBIC PBIC PBIC PBIC 
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3 | Enhance Safety. Well-designed pedestrian and bicycle facilities reduce the risk of injury and death, 
especially for: 

YOUNGER RESIDENTS 

Children are unpredictable and impul-
sive, often walking or riding in risky 
conditions. They have limited abilities 
assessing gaps in traffic, judging the 
speed of traffic, and locating the 
source of sounds. 

11 

OLDER RESIDENTS 

Agility, balance, speed, strength, hear-
ing, and concentration all decline with 
age. Vision also worsens, especially 
under low-light night conditions. Sen-
iors who overestimate their abilities 
may put themselves at risk. 

DISABLED RESIDENTS 

Some individuals have visual, hear-
ing, mobility, mental, emotional, or 
other impairments. A broken limb or 
pregnancy may also pose temporary 
mobility challenges. People who 
have been institutionalized may not 
be trained to be pedestrians. 

4 | Increase Capacity. The emphasis on maximizing automobile mobility led transportation plan-
ners and engineers to design streets with wider lanes, increased turning radii, and minimum interfer-
ence, often at the expense of pedestrians and bicyclists. Our current system looks the way it does be-
cause practitioners – and the people from whom they learned – never received formal education on pe-
destrian and bicycle planning and design. Adding lanes or constructing additional streets is expensive – 
both in upfront capital and long-term maintenance costs. A comprehensive pedestrian and bicycle net-
work increases the overall capacity of the transportation network, alleviating pressure to develop addi-
tional auto lane miles. Most trips are short; if an individual can make that trip on foot or bicycle, rather 
than by car, auto traffic volumes will decrease. 

12
 

A completed pedestrian and bicycle network will strive to fulfill these four objectives. In the following 
pages, maps show the existing pedestrian and bicycle network and the potential network at future com-
pletion. It is important to note that future facilities shown on these maps are conceptual: they show the 
desire of the Town to construct a pedestrian or bicycle facility in a general area or along a particular cor-
ridor. The types of facilities constructed are subject to change due to environmental conditions, right-of-
way issues, and changing traffic volumes and speeds. Additionally, the actual on-the-ground location of 
facilities will be determined during road reconstruction projects, plats, subdivision agreements, develop-
ment agreements, and site plans.  

1 | Vision 

PBIC PBIC PBIC 
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A trip through Town reveals pedestrians and bicyclists traveling throughout the community. Many individ-
uals are using areas without any bicycle or pedestrian facilities. Other areas have limited facilities that 
are inadequate or inappropriate for safe pedestrian or bicycle travel, but they may be the only connection 
between two places. A variety of unimproved “paths” and footprints in the snow show the desire for off-
street facilities where none currently exist, especially along collector and arterial streets. 

1| Vision - Current Conditions 
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Desired Access: The word cloud below shows the destinations and corridors that the public 

wants to safely access by foot or bicycle. The larger the font, the more popular the destination. Desti-

nations and corridors were identified through a Public Survey and Public Workshop. 

Desired Facilities: The word cloud below shows what type of accommodations the Town 

should construct to allow residents and visitors to travel safely and conveniently throughout the com-

munity. The larger the font, the more requested the type of facility. The types of accommodations were 

identified through a Public Survey and Public Workshop.  

1| Vision - Desired Access/Facilities 
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Figure 1.2
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Figure 1.4
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Figure 1.6
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Safe Routes to School is a program designed to encourage and enable students in grades K-8 to 
walk or bicycle to school. The program includes educational and encouragement components to get 
more students walking and bicycling to school along with engineering recommendations to create 
more safe pedestrian and bicycle facilities and connections. 

Grand Chute is served primarily by the Appleton Area School District , with a small portion in the 
northwest corner of the Town served by the Hortonville Area School District. Both districts are partici-
pating members in the East Central Regional Safe Routes to School Program. Figure 1.3 on page 15 
areas within the Town of Grand Chute that are within 0.5 miles of a schools. These areas warrant ad-
ditional consideration for pedestrian and bicycle facilities as they are frequently used for students 
walking or bicycling to school. When reconstructed, streets within these areas should be given addi-
tional consideration for including pedestrian and bicycle facilities. Additionally, collector and arterial 
streets within close proximity of schools should receive a higher priority to install safe pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. As shown in Figure 3.4 on page 42, proximity to schools was one of the factors used 
in Section 3 to prioritize segments of the future Pedestrian & Bicycle Network. 

Below is an inventory of the streets in Grand Chute that fall either entirely or partially within the 0.5 
mile school buffer 

When considering projects within close proximity to schools the Town should focus on the installation 
of sidewalks. Sidewalks provide a separated and protected space for students to walk to school. Addi-
tionally, due to their age and bicycling ability, sidewalks are  frequently used by children bicycling. The 
Town has adopted an ordinance which allows bicyclists to use sidewalks in Grand Chute.  

1.8 | Safe Routes to School 

N ALVIN ST E FLORIDA AV N LONGWOOD LA N RAMBLING ROSE DR TEARDROP CT 

APACHE CT W FLORIDA AV N LYNNDALE DR S RIDGE LA N TERRI LA 

APACHE PL S FORESTBROOK LA S LYNNDALE DR RIDGE HAVEN LA W TILLMAN ST 

E APPLE CREEK RD W FOURTH ST W MARQUETTE ST W RIDGEVIEW CIR S TIMMERS LA 

APPLE CREEK CT W FRANKLIN ST N MEADE ST W ROSELAWN DR W TWIN WILLOW CT 

N APPLETON ST W GLENDALE AV MEADOW ROW CT N ROSEWOOD DR W TWIN WILLOWS DR 

BITTERSWEET CT S GLENRIDGE CT E MEMORY LA SANCTUARY CT N WAYMAN CT 

N BLUE MOUND DR GREEN HAVEN CT N MORRISON ST SANCTUARY DR N WESTHILL BLVD 

S BLUE MOUND DR GREEN MEADOW DR NORTH LAKE CT W SENECA DR S WESTLAND DR 

BLUE MOUND CT GREVES CT NORTH LAKE RD SENECA CT N WHITE HAWK DR 

E CAPITOL DR HERITAGE CT E NORTHLAND AV W SENECA DR N WHITNEY DR 

W CAPITOL DR W HERITAGE AV W NORTHLAND AV N SHAWNEE AV N WINDSONG LA 

CARIBOU CT W HIAWATHA DR N OAKDALE LA W SHOSHONE DR W WISCONSIN AV 

CHAPPELL CT W HIGHLAND PARK AV S OLSON AV W SIOUX DR 

N CHAPPELL DR N HOLIDAY DR N ONEIDA ST W SPENCER ST 

N CHIPPEWA ST INVERNESS CIR ONEIDA CT N SPICEWOOD LA 

W COLLEGE AV JUSTIN CT W PACKARD ST W SPRING HOLLOW DR 

N COUNTRY RUN DR W JUSTIN ST PARK LAWN CT STAMES DR 

CRESTWAY CT W KARALYN WAY W PARKRIDGE AV STONEHEDGE LA 

N DIVISION ST KOOLS CT E PARKVIEW WAY SUN VALLEY CT 

E EDGEWOOD DR S KOOLS ST PARKVIEW DR N SUNCREST LA 

W EIGHTH ST W LAWRENCE ST W PINE ST N SUNNYVIEW BLVD 

E FIRST AV N LILAS DR S PLEASANT ST W SUNNYVIEW CIR 

W FIRST AV S LILAS DR W QUAKER RIDGE LA W SUNSET AV 
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Based on one of the key recommendations from the previous version of the Grand Chute Pedestrian 

and Bicycle Strategy, the Town Board adopted a Complete Streets Policy in 2013. Included below, the 

Policy addresses all modes of transportation when new streets are installed or existing streets recon-

structed. The Town should continue to implement the Complete Streets Policy when considering future 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  

Town of Grand Chute Complete Streets Policy 

1) In accordance with recommendations in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy, the Town will plan for,
fund, design, construct, operate, and maintain Complete Streets throughout the community, meaning a
transportation system that enables safe, convenient, and comfortable access and travel for pedestrians,
bicyclists, public transport users, and auto and truck motorists of all ages and abilities, both within and
between modes.

2) This Policy covers all development and redevelopment in the public right-of-way. This includes all
public transportation projects, such as, but not limited to new street construction, reconstruction, retro-
fits, upgrades, rehabilitation, and resurfacing. This Policy does not apply to projects that only involve
routine or ordinary maintenance activities such as mowing, cleaning, sweeping, spot repaint, concrete
joint repair, pothole patching, whose primary purpose is to keep existing infrastructure in serviceable
condition.

3) The Town recognizes that there are a variety of methods available to “complete” a street. The Town
will plan for, fund, design, construct facilities that fit the types, ages, and abilities of existing and/or antic-
ipated users, as well as the context of the street and the surrounding built environment, using recom-
mendations presented in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy and other peer-reviewed, professional
publications.

4) The Town Board may consider exempting a project from this Policy if:
a) The Town Board deems a street inappropriate for pedestrian and bicycle facilities; or
b) The project is not specifically identified in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy; or
c) Pedestrians, bicyclists, or transit vehicles are legally prohibited from the street segment; or
d) The addition of pedestrian and bicycle facilities is greater than or equal to twenty percent

(20%) of the estimated total project cost; or
e) Proper and safe pedestrian, bicycle, or transit accommodations can be provided through ex-

isting facilities on adjacent properties; or
f) A professional engineer (PE) determines that there is insufficient space to properly and safely

accommodate new pedestrian, bicycle, or transit facilities within the existing pavement, curb-
to-curb, or right-of-way width; or

g) An official representative from a federal, state, or county agency determines that new pedes-
trian, bicycle, or transit facilities will have a significant negative impact on legally-protected
natural or cultural resources.

5) The Town will implement this Policy through ordinances regarding Subdivision of Land (Chapter 475)
and Zoning (Chapter 535) and administratively through its Site Plan Review Committee, Park Commis-
sion, Plan Commission, Town Board, and the Capital Improvement Plan. The Town recognizes that
while it is primarily responsible for building infrastructure, other public (Outagamie County and the State
of Wisconsin), private, and community-based organizations will play a significant role in supporting op-
eration and maintenance of these facilities. They will also have a role in educating users on the proper
and safe use of facilities, encouraging people to travel by foot or bicycle, and enforcing rules of the
road.

1.9 | Complete Streets 
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Town of Grand Chute Complete Streets Policy (Continued) 

6) The Town will measure progress on its Complete Streets through an annual report that measures:
a) The percentage of streets that meet or exceed minimum recommended facilities for pedestri-

ans and bicyclists as defined in the Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy; and
b) The total linear feet of sidewalks, paved trails, and cycle tracks; and
c) The total linear feet of bicycle lanes, paved shoulders, and wide outside lanes; and
d) The number of pedestrian and bicyclist improvements to intersections or mid-block crossings.

The National Complete Streets Coalition, a program area of Smart Growth America, maintains an inter-
active, nationwide atlas that shows complete streets policies and programs.  The map to the right 
shows the existing communities in Wisconsin and surrounding states that have adopted Complete 
Streets ordinances, resolutions, policies, or plans as of December 2018.  The most up-to-date infor-
mation can be found at: 
https://smartgrowthamerica.org/program/national-complete-streets-coalition/publications/policy-
development/policy-atlas/ 

As shown on the map below, the only other communities that have adopted a  Complete Streets Policy 
in northeast Wisconsin are the City of Appleton (2016) and City of Manitowoc (2012). The East Central 
Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission passed a region-wide Complete Streets Policy in 2018.  

Town of Grand Chute 

City of Manitowoc 

City of Appleton 

1.9 | Complete Streets Policy
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In order to provide additional community input, transparency, and equality to decisions regarding fu-
ture pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure projects, the Town should form a Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Advisory Committee to provide guidance regarding future projects. The committee should consist of a 
diverse group of individuals that have an interest and are passionate about the future pedestrian and 
bicycle network in Grand Chute. Below is a list of organizations/backgrounds that would ideally be 
represented and should be engaged when forming the committee: 

 Residents from Multiple Geographic Areas and Demographic Categories

 Educational Representatives (Appleton Area School District /Hortonville Area School
District, Fox Valley Technical College)

 Health Professionals (Private and/or Public)

 Business Leaders

 Tourism Professionals (Fox Cities Visitors and Convention Bureau)

 Students

 Regional/County/State Representatives

The purpose of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee would be to implement the Town of 
Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy. The committee would ensure that future development 
and road reconstruction projects  in the Town are consistent with the Strategy through: 

 Reviewing public and private development projects and providing input regarding pe-
destrian and bicycle facilities.

 Reviewing the annual list of Town Capital Improvement projects.

 Providing public outreach by hosting events or generating materials related to pedes-
trian and bicycle safety.

 Collaborating with and providing input to other jurisdictions, such as Outagamie
County and the Wisconsin DOT, regarding future road projects.

1.10 | Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Advisory Committee
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The Town will use traffic volume and speed of a street segment , in combination with the built environ-
ment and development patterns, to determine the most appropriate pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 

The matrix below, developed using existing rules and best practices from Wisconsin design manuals
13

 
and other best practice manuals

14
, recommends minimum accommodations. The Town will assume a 

higher vehicle average daily traffic (ADT) or speed for segments with inadequate driver sight distanc-
es; a high percentage of trucks, buses, or other large vehicles; or a high percentage of vulnerable non 
-motorized users.

The recommendations below and on the following page should be used as a guide when determining 
the most appropriate type of pedestrian or bicycle facility for a particular street segment. Additional 
considerations and existing conditions, examples listed bellow, may impact the final decision on the 
best type of facility to be constructed.  

 Environmental conditions/constraints

 Lack of right-of-way

 Proximity to popular destinations such as schools, parks, large employers, and commercial areas

 Existing adjacent pedestrian or bicycle facilities

 Density of development

VEHICLE 
ADT 

PEDESTRIAN 

FACILITIES (1) 

BICYCLE FACILITIES (2) 

25 MPH OR LESS 30 OR 35 MPH 40 OR 45 MPH 50 MPH OR MORE 

less than 

750 

shared travel 
lane 

shared travel lane shared travel lane shared travel lane shared travel lane 

750 

to 1,500 

sidewalk or 

paved shoulder 
(3) 

shared travel lane 

14' wide outside 
lane or 

4' paved shoulder 

14' wide outside 
lane or 

4' paved shoulder 

6' bicycle lane or 

4'-6' paved shoulder 
(5) 

1,500 

to 3,000 

sidewalk or 

paved shoulder 
(3) 

15' wide outside lane 
or 

5' paved shoulder 

15' wide outside 
lane or 

5' paved shoulder 

6' bicycle lane or 

5'-6' paved shoulder 
(5) 

6' bicycle lane or 

5'-6' paved shoulder 
(5) 

3,000 

to 6,000 

sidewalk or 

paved shoulder 
(3) 

15' wide outside lane 
or 

5' paved shoulder 

6' bicycle lane or 

5'-6' paved shoul-
der (5) 

6' bicycle lane or 

5'-6' paved shoulder 
(5) 

6'-8' bicycle lane or 

5'-8' paved shoulder 
(5) 

6,000 

to 12,000 

sidewalk or 

paved trail (4) 

6' bicycle lane or 

6' paved shoulder (5) 

6' bicycle lane or 

6' paved shoulder 
(5) 

6'-8' bicycle lane or 

6'-8' paved shoulder 
(5) 

6'-8' bicycle lane or 

6'-8' paved shoulder 
(5) 

12,000 

and up 

sidewalk or 

paved trail (4) 

6' bicycle lane or 

6' paved shoulder (5) 

6'-8' bicycle lane or 

6'-8' paved shoul-
der (5) 

6'-8' bicycle lane or 

6'-8' paved shoulder 
(5) 

6'-10' bicycle lane or 

6'-10' paved shoulder 
(5) 

2 | Facility Alternatives 
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2 | Facility Alternatives 

This section identifies options that the Town can use to complete the pedestrian and bicycle network. 
These elements help create more “complete” streets: “roadways designed and operated to enable 
safe, convenient, and comfortable access and travel for all users. Pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists, 
and public transport users of all ages and abilities can move along and across a complete street with 
safety and comfort.” 

15 
Recommendations came from current and past Wisconsin design manuals 

16

and other best practice manuals.
17 

Recommendations also follow U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) rules and  the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) guidelines. 

This section is divided into two major sub-sections: 

1) Alternatives that facilitate pedestrian and bicycle travel between destinations.

2) Alternatives that help pedestrians and bicyclists cross streets safely.

For each alternative, this document provides a basic description, a visual representation, and 
guidelines for proper application.  

The following guidelines should be used determining which type of pedestrian and/or bicycle facility to 
install: 

1) If space limits the ability to construct pedestrian and bicycle facilities, preference will be giv-
en to pedestrian facilities.

2) Bicycles are legal users of the roadway, so the Town will provide on-street facilities. More 
vulnerable users may benefit from additional separated facilities on segments with high traf-
fic volume or speeds.

3) The Town will install sidewalks in urban and suburban areas where the majority of parcel 
frontages are small (less than 200'), parcels are more deep than wide, and there are 
frequent driveway crossings and access points. Sidewalks should be installed on both sides 
of the street unless unusual circumstances (lack of destinations on one side, environmental  
concerns, insufficient right-of-way width, etc.) exist. The Town will install paved shoulders in 
suburban and rural areas where parcel frontages are large (greater than 200'), parcels are 
more wide than deep, and driveway crossings and access points are infrequent.  

4) The Town will install sidewalks when pedestrians are using the facility to access places on 
the segment, parcels are generally an acre or less, and there are frequent driveway cross-
ings and access points. The Town will install paved trails when pedestrians are using the 
facility to access places beyond the segment, parcels are generally greater than an acre, 
and driveway crossings and access points are infrequent.

5) The Town will install bicycle lanes in urban and suburban areas. The Town will install paved 
shoulders in suburban and rural areas.
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Sidewalks Sidewalks provide the greatest degree of safety and 
comfort for pedestrians by providing a space physically 
separated from vehicles. Sidewalks are appropriate for 
urban and suburban areas where the majority of proper-
ties share the following characteristics: 

 Less than an acre in size

 More deep than wide

 Frontages are less than 200’

 There are frequent driveway crossings and

access point

 There are pedestrian destinations along the

segment

Sidewalks should be at least 5’ wide and concrete is the 
preferred material. On streets with a high traffic volume/
speed sidewalks wider than 5’ are preferred if there 
is adequate space. On streets with a very high number 
of pedestrians and multiple destinations along the 
seg-ment, sidewalks should be 8’ to 12’.  

18 

Paved Multi-Use Trails Paved multi-use trails provide a smooth, uninterrupted 
surface separated from vehicles. They are designed for 
both pedestrians and bicyclists, though a trail should 
complement, not replace, on-street bicycle accommoda-
tions. 

Trails are the preferred facility when streets have limited 
access points along with high traffic speeds and volumes.  
Limiting the number of access points along streets with 
trails increases safety by reducing the number of potential 
conflicts between trail users and vehicles. 

Multi-use trails can be used to provide pedestrian and 
bicycle connections between street segments disconnect-
ed due to development patterns or environmental condi-
tions. Away from street segments, paved trails can pro-
vide connections through parks or large parcels. 

Trails should be at least 10’ wide and at least 5’ from the 
street to provide a buffer from traffic. Asphalt is the pre-
ferred paving material as it provides a smooth ride for bi-
cyclists.   

19 

2.1 | Off-Street Facilities
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Cycle Tracks / Protected Bicycle Lane Cycle tracks, also referred to as protect bicycle lanes, 
provide a space for bicycles that is physically separated 
from auto lanes and the sidewalk. Tracks are located to 
the curb side of on-street parking. They offer a higher lev-
el of security and comfort than bike lanes. 

The Town may consider cycle tracks on segments with 
multiple lanes, high speeds, high volumes, or high on-
street parking turnover. 

At street level, medians, bollards, or on-street parking 
separates tracks from auto lanes. Provide at least 3' of 
space between the parking zone and cycle track. 

At sidewalk level, different-colored or textured pavement 
separates tracks from pedestrian areas. 

20 

Unpaved Multi-Use Trails Unpaved multi-use trails provide a space physically sepa-
rated from vehicle traffic.  They provide connections 
through natural and rural settings. 

Primary users are recreational. 

The Town will build unpaved trails in areas where it is im-
portant to preserve the integrity of the natural landscape 
and limit impervious surfaces in sensitive watersheds. 

The Town may consider using a crushed limestone sur-
face as an interim measure before adding sidewalks or a 
paved trail.  

2.1 | Off-Street Facilities
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Shared Travel Lanes Motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists use the same width 
of pavement on shared travel lanes. Pedestrians travel in 
the opposite direction of automobiles; bicyclists in the 
same direction. 

Shared travel lanes may be appropriate for urban and 
suburban streets in residential   areas with low speed lim-
its and traffic of less than 1,500 vehicles per day and rural 
streets with traffic of less than 750 vehicles per day. 

A shared travel lane is not wide enough for motorists, pe-
destrians, and bicyclists to operate side-by-side, so it is 
not a considered a true pedestrian or bicycle facility for 
state or federal regulations. 

21 

Wide Outside Lanes Also known as wide curb lanes, wide outside lanes pro-
vide separation between bicyclists and passing vehicles. 
Pedestrians travel in the opposite direction of automo-
biles; bicyclists in the same direction.  

The preferred order for wide outside lanes on an urban 
segment with no parking: 

 2' gutter | 15' outside travel lane

 1' gutter | 15' outside travel lane

 2' gutter | 14' outside travel lane

 15' combined gutter, travel lane

 1' gutter | 14' outside travel lane

On segments with parking, outside lanes should be 23' 
or greater. 

22 

2.2 | On-Street Facilities 
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Paved Shoulders Paved shoulders contain an edge line that provides more 
definitive separation from automobiles. Pedestrians travel 
in the opposite direction of automobiles; bicyclists in the 
same direction. 

The addition of paved shoulders along a street segment 
can reduce pedestrian crashes by 70%.  

The preferred order for shoulders on an urban segment 
with 11' to 12' travel lanes and no parking: 

 2' gutter | 4' paved shoulder

 1' gutter | 4' paved shoulder

 2' gutter | 3' paved shoulder

 1' gutter | 3' paved shoulder

23 

Bicycle Lanes Bicycle lanes use signage, striping, and markings to des-
ignate a part of the street for exclusive use by bicycles, 
which ride in the same direction as automobiles. Lanes 
are preferred over paved shoulders because they sepa-
rate pedestrians and raise motorists' awareness.  

The preferred order for bicycle lanes on an urban seg-
ment with 11' to 12' travel lanes and no parking: 

 2' gutter | 5' bicycle lane

 6' combined gutter and lane

 1' gutter | 5' bicycle lane

 2' gutter | 4' bicycle lane

 1' gutter | 4' bicycle lane

 5' combined gutter and lane

24 

2.2 | On-Street Facilities 
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Curb Extensions Also known as bulb-outs, curb extensions shorten the distance 
pedestrians are in a travel lane at intersections. They increase 
pedestrian storage space and increase the visibility of pedestri-
ans and motorists to each other. They slow vehicles by reduc-
ing turning radii and creating the perception of narrower lanes. 
Shorter crossing times also reduce motorists' delay. 

Install extensions at intersections with high auto traffic volumes. 

In areas with on-street parking, build extensions the width of 
the parking lane. Lengthen them to serve as bus stop. 

25 

Chokers Also known as neck-downs, chokers are mid-block curb exten-
sions. They shorten the distance pedestrians are in a travel 
lane and reduce motorists' speed. 

Install chokers on high-speed, high volume segments that are 
difficult for pedestrians or bicyclists to cross. 

On low-speed, low-volume residential streets, it may be appro-

priate to narrow the street to a single lane. 

Install low-level landscaping in planting strips or boxes to en-
hance aesthetics and make extensions more visible after snow-
fall. 

26 

Narrow Travel Lanes Reducing the width of lanes shortens the distance pedestrians 
are in a travel lane, provides space for off-street pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities, and reduces traffic speed.  

On most segments, 12' wide lanes can be reduced to 11' with-
out compromising safety. 10' wide travel lanes may be appro-
priate on low-speed, low-volume segments. 

The Town may need to retain wide lanes on some segments to 
accommodate a high volume of truck or bus traffic. Federally-
designated truck routes require at least one 12' travel lane in 
each direction. 

27 

Reduce the Number of Travel Lanes Also known as a “road diet,” fewer auto lanes provide space for 
on-street pedestrian and bicycle facilities. It can lead to a 23% 
increase in pedestrian volume and a 30% increase in bicyclist 
volume. A road diet also enhances safety: it can result in a 34% 
reduction in crashes; a 68% reduction in injuries; and up to 
47% reduction in auto speed. 

A reduction in lanes is appropriate for segments with traffic of 
15,000 vehicles per day or less.  

A common application is when 4 lanes are reduced to 3 lanes: 
one travel lane in each direction with a center two-way left turn 
lane. 

28 

2.3 | Crossing - Shorten the Distance 
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Medians Medians are vertically-elevated spaces than run between op-
posing travel lanes. Medians provide pedestrians and bicyclists 
a refuge so they only have to negotiate one direction of vehi-
cles at a time. The addition of medians can reduce pedestrian 
crashes by 46% at marked crosswalks and 39% at unmarked 
ones. 

Install medians on streets with few acceptable gaps to cross 
traffic. Add at intersections or mid-block crosswalks where the 
crossing distance exceeds 48'. 

Make medians with crosswalks at least 6' wide (10' is best) and 
contain street-level cut-throughs or ramps to a central level 
landing. It may be appropriate to angle the cut-through so pe-
destrians face oncoming traffic before making the second half 
of the crossing.  

29 

Refuge Islands Refuge islands provide pedestrians and bicyclists a refuge so 
they only have to negotiate one direction of vehicles at a time. 

Install refuge islands on streets with few acceptable gaps to 
cross traffic. Add at intersections or mid-block crosswalks 
where the crossing distance exceeds 48'. 

Make refuge islands with crosswalks at least 6' wide (10' is 

best) and contain street-level cut-throughs or ramps to a central 
level landing. It may be appropriate to angle the cut-through so 
pedestrians face oncoming traffic before making the second 
half of the crossing.  

30 

Splitter Islands A raised splitter island provides pedestrians more visibility and 
a shorter crossing distance at right-turn slip lanes. These is-
lands should be Installed at intersections with high volumes of 
right-turning automobiles. 

Build porkchop islands at least 6' wide and build street-level cut
-throughs or ramps to a central level landing. Install crosswalks
perpendicular to slip lane, one car length back from intersec-
tion. Properly designed slip lanes have a compound radius (a
long radius followed by a short radius) that reduce the speed of
turning vehicles. Make the turn lane 2:1 length-to-width; make
width equal the turning path of vehicles.

31 

Curb Ramps Curb ramps provide a paved connection between surfaces at 
different vertical grades. Installed perpendicular to streets, they 
benefit pedestrians with strollers, walkers, luggage, delivery 
carts, or other items with wheels. 

In order to connect existing or future sidewalks and multi-use 
trails, install curb ramps on both sides of the street, even if one 
may be outside of the project limits. 

Make ramps at least 5' wide and offset no more than 10' from a 
sidewalk extension. Make sure all ramps have a slope no 
steeper than 8.33% and include detectable warning field of 
truncated domes. 

32 

2.4 | Crossing - Provide a Refuge 

PBIC 

PBIC 

PBIC 

PBIC 

Draf
t



Town of Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy Page | 32

Advanced Yield/Stop Lines Advanced yield and stop lines are painted across travel lanes 
before crosswalks. They help pedestrians and motorists see 
each other from all approaches to an intersection. 

Install advanced lines at stop or signal-controlled intersections. 
Make markings 1' to 2' wide, with “sharks teeth” for yield and a 
solid line for stop. Place no less than 4' in advance of the near-
est crosswalk line, and farther back on segments with higher 
vehicle speeds. Stagger stop lines when there is more than one 
lane approaching the intersection to reduce multiple-threat 
crashes. 

33 

Crosswalks Marked crosswalks are crossings where motorists must legally 
yield the right of way to pedestrians. They direct pedestrians 
towards the best place to cross the street and inform motorists 
that they are approaching the pedestrian right-of-way. 

Install mid-block crosswalks where pedestrians already cross 
and where adequate sight distance exists. Install them when 
the next intersection is more than 660' away.  

Make crosswalks 6' to 8' wide, up to 10' in areas of high pedes-
trian volume. Continental, ladder, and zebra markings are ten 
times more visible to motorists than longitudinal (standard) 
markings. Enhance effectiveness by reducing speeds and/or 
adding signs, pavement striping, or signals. 

34 

Bicycle Guides Bicycle intersection markings show bicyclists where to proceed 
through an intersection. Markings help motorists by making 
bicycle movements more predictable, increasing their visibility 
and showing that through bicyclists have priority over turning 
vehicles. 

Install in conjunction with bicycle lanes or cycle tracks at wide 
or complex intersections where the preferred travel path may 
be unclear. 

Paint markings to designate separate or shared bicycle and 
auto turn lanes. Pick a standard design to avoid confusion. 

35 

Bicycle Boxes Bicycle boxes provides a way for bicyclists to get safely ahead 
of queuing traffic and makes them more visible to motorists. 
Boxes facilitate bicyclists turning left at intersections and help 
prevent “right-hook” conflicts with turning vehicles. They group 
bicyclists together to quickly clear an intersection, which mini-
mizes motorist delay. 

Use at signalized intersections with high volumes of bicycles, 
especially those with high numbers of right-turning vehicles or 
left-turning bicycles. 

Bicycle boxes are often painted green, though they may also 
be painted red, blue, or not at all. 
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2.5 | Paint Markings 

PBIC 

PBIC 

PBIC 

PBIC 

Draf
t



Town of Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy Page | 33 

Crosswalk Add crossing signs to crosswalks traversing: 1) multi-lane 
streets without a median and 12,000 or more vehicles per day; 
2) multi-lane streets with a median and 15,000 or more vehicles
per day; and any street segment with an average vehicle speed
of 40 MPH or more.

Signs may be placed overhead or mounted on posts on the 
terrace. 

37 

School Zone School zone signs regulate vehicle speeds in areas with high 
volumes of students on foot or bicycle. 

Sign text may reference the school, bus stops, pedestrian 
crossings, reduced speed limits, or higher fines. All signs 
should be fluorescent yellow-green with black text. 

Use uniform controls within the school zone to increase compli-

ance and reduce motorist confusion. 

38 

Bicycle Awareness Bicycles are legal users of the roadway (WisDOT 2011, 11-46-
1), so they are entitled to use the lane unless expressly prohib-
ited (e.g. limited-access freeways). 

Add “bicycles may use full lane” or “bikes sharing roadway” 
signs to segments where there is no room for bicycles and ve-
hicles to operate side-by-side. Add signs to dangerous seg-
ments with a high volume of bicyclists to inform drivers that bi-
cyclists may be in the lane. 

39 

In-Street Crosswalk In-street crosswalk signs are placed in the roadway, either on 
the center line, a lane line, or a median island. 

Signs should say “yield to pedestrians” to reflect state law. 

These signs increase motorists' compliance. They are most 

effective on segments where drivers travel 30 MPH or less. 

Signs should bend over and bounce back if struck by a vehicle. 

Remove signs during the winter months if they interfere with 
plowing snow. 
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2.6 | Install Signage 
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Add signals to crosswalks traversing: 1) multi-lane streets without a median and 12,000 or more vehi-
cles per day; 2) multi-lane streets with a median and 15,000 or more vehicles per day; and any street 
segment with an average vehicle speed of 40 MPH or more. 

Flashing Yellow Beacon Flashing yellow lights advise drivers to slow down and prepare to 
stop for possible pedestrians or bicyclists using a crosswalk. 
They substantially increase motorists' compliance as compared 
to crosswalks alone. 

Continuously operating beacons may blend into the background 
environment for motorists over time, leading to less awareness 
and compliance. Therefore, it is preferable that signals are user-
activated by pedestrians or bicyclists waiting to cross. 

41 

Rectangular Rapid-Flash Beacon A rectangular rapid-flash beacon has yellow LED lights that emit 
a unique stutter “wig-wag” flash to motorists. 

Use rapid-flash beacons at unsignalized intersections or mid-
block crosswalks, especially high-volume pedestrian crossings or 
priority bicycle route crossings. Also use at crossings where mo-
torists do not yield to pedestrians; rapid-flash beacons have in-
creased motorist yield rates from 20% to 80%. 

Beacons can be activated by active or passive detection. Lights 
can be powered by solar panels. 

42 

Hybrid Beacon Formally known as a “HAWK” (high-intensity activated cross-
walk), a hybrid beacon has two red lenses over a single yellow 
lens. When a pedestrian activates the signal, yellow lights advise 
motorists to prepare to stop. A solid red light then requires vehi-
cles to stop and allow pedestrians and bicyclists to cross. A 
flashing red phase then allows vehicles to proceed through the 
intersection after stopping. 

Hybrid beacons are most commonly implemented at mid-block 
crossing with a very high volume of pedestrian and/or bicyclist 
crossing. Also ideally suited at crossings where motorists do not 
yield to pedestrians; hybrid beacons have generated 90% to 95% 
motorist compliance. 

43

In-Street Lighting In-street lights are embedded into the pavement under cross-
walks. They increase the visibility of pedestrians in low-light con-
ditions. Lights are generally visible up to 1,500' away, so they 
allow motorists time to stop. 

Pedestrians press a button to activate lights embedded in the 
roadway on each side of the crosswalk. Lights flash for an 
amount of time equal to the pedestrian clearance time.  

Use in-street lights at mid-block crosswalks, especially high-
volume pedestrian crossings or priority bicycle route crossings. 
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Reducing auto speeds increasing pedestrian safety. The probability of a pedestrian crash being fatal 
involving a vehicle is 85% at 40 MPH; 45% at 30 MPH; and only 5% at 20 MPH 

45
. Speed limit reduc-

tions need to be accompanied by other traffic calming modifications to be effective.   

On-Street Parking On street-parking slows vehicles by visually narrowing streets. 
Tree wells in the parking zone can provide a canopy over the 
street, reducing speeds even more. 

On-street parking uses one-third less space than off-street park-
ing. It is the most affordable parking option for businesses. 

Head-out/back-in angled parking is the safest type of on-street 

parking, for it creates a sight line between motorists and other 
users when pulling out; allows motorists to load trunk from the 
curb; and open doors direct youth back towards the sidewalk. 

46 

Street Trees Street trees slow vehicles by visually narrowing streets. 

Plant street trees on any street where there is sufficient room in 
the terrace area or median. Provide adequate clearance under-
neath for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles. Avoid areas that 
obstruct sight lines, interfere with overhead utilities. 

Street trees also provide numerous environmental benefits in-

cluding reducing urban stormwater runoff. 

Refer to the Grand Chute Community Forestry Strategy for more 
specific guidelines.  

47 

Speed Humps/Speed Tables These features are raised strips of roadway with more gradual 
slopes than speed bumps.  By forcing a vertical shift in vehicles, 
they slow traffic to 15 to 20 MPH. 

Install speed humps on segments with auto volumes of at least 
750 vehicles per day. Place humps in series 300' to 600' apart. 
They may include marked crosswalks. 

Speed humps are generally 12' to 14' long and have slopes of 
1:16 to 1:20 allow for snow plows to cleanly plow the hump. 
These features are not ideal on segments that are main emer-
gency routes or have steep slopes. 
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Narrow Travel Lanes Narrowing travel lanes slows traffic speeds. This can be accom-
plished through physical features or visual elements that impact 
the perception of drivers. This is can be achieved through fea-
tures such as curb extensions, planters, street furniture, adding 
on-street parking, or other pavement markings. Urbanizing rural 
street sections by adding curb and gutter  can also slow traffic 
speeds.  

These features should be implemented in urban and suburban 
residential areas with a history of speeding vehicles. 
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Signs Signs use words, symbols, and arrows to convey messages 
about regulations, warnings, and guidance for road users. 

The most common way to control an intersection is through the 
use of “yield” or “stop” signs. 

50 

Signals Intersection signals help pedestrians and bicyclists safely cross 
intersections. More recent signals incorporate countdown tim-
ers that display the number of seconds left to safely cross. An 
actuated signal device requires pedestrians or bicyclists to 
push a button in order to activate the “WALK” phase. 

Use at intersections that are complex or irregularly-shaped; 

have high volumes of turning traffic; vehicular actuation of traf-

fic signals; complex signal phasing; or lots of people with visual 

impairments. Use actuated signals, or pedestrian or bike detec-

tors, at intersections where pedestrian crossings are infrequent 

and fixed pedestrian signals makes the intersection inefficient 

for traffic. 
51

 

Roundabouts Roundabouts are controlled intersections where all traffic flows 
counter-clockwise around a center circle and all turning move-
ments are to the right. They reduce motorist delay, increase 
intersection capacity, and improve safety. Roundabouts have 
lower operation and maintenance costs than signalized inter-
sections. Roundabouts may, however, pose problems for pe-
destrians with visual or cognitive impairments. 

Splitter islands must be accessible, detectable, and large 
enough for pedestrian traffic. Set back crosswalks to splitter 
islands one car length – about 20' – from yield lines. 

Shared-use paths/wide sidewalks should be used to accommo-
date pedestrians and bicyclists through roundabouts. 

52
 

Mini-Circles Mini-circles are placed in the middle of intersections in residen-
tial areas. They slow vehicles by forcing a lateral shift in travel. 
They help traffic flow more smoothly because there are fewer 
complete stops.  

Not ideal for intersections with high numbers of left-turning ve-
hicles. 
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2.9  | Intersection Controls 
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Overpasses Use grade-separated crossings to connect buildings, land 
uses, and transit stations. Use across places with topo-
graphic displacement: freeways, expressways, major ar-
terials, rail lines, and bodies of water. Use where signals 
are unable to be installed for technical reasons. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists will often ignore overpasses if 
they are not convenient. If it takes 50% longer to cross 
using a grade-separated facility, then very few will use it. 

Make pedestrian-only overpasses 8' or more wide, 
shared-use overpasses 12' or more wide. 

Stairs may supplement, but may not replace, ramps con-
necting the overpass. 

Railings are required to prevent pedestrians and bicy-
clists from falling off. 

54 

Underpasses Use grade-separated crossings to connect buildings, land 
uses, and transit stations. Use across places with topo-
graphic displacement: freeways, expressways, major ar-
terials. And rail lines. Use where signals are unable to be 
installed for technical reasons. 

Pedestrians and bicyclists will often ignore underpasses if 
they are not convenient. If it takes 50% longer to cross 
using a grade-separated facility, then very few will use it. 

Underpasses require generous dimensions to be attrac-
tive. Users should be able to see the light at the end of 
the tunnel. Elevate the roadway slightly. Vandal-resistant 
lights increase actual and perceived security. 
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2.10 | Provide Grade Separation
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To make the most effective and efficient investment in pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure and pro-
vide the greatest benefit to the community, the Town will build facilities strategically. The following cri-
teria were used to rank street segments or missing connections identified for future pedestrian and bi-
cycle facilities.  

Safety: The number of pedestrian and bicycle crashes from 2007-2017 was used to identify seg-
ments with the highest number of crashes that could be reduced by installing pedestrian and/or bicy-
cle facilities.  

Places: The proximity of segments to schools, parks, and business was used to identify popu-
lar destinations for those walking or bicycling.  

People: The number of households within a quarter mile of segments was used to identify the 
highest densities of people that would benefit from future pedestrian and bicycle facilities.  

Transit: The proximity of segments to the Valley Transit system was used to identify segments 
that would provide connectivity and access to the transit system.  

Traffic Volume/Functional Classification: Average daily traffic volume (ADT) data and function-
al classification categories to identify segments with the highest traffic volumes and speeds.  

Public Input: Information collected through the Public Participation Process including the pub-
lic workshop and survey was used to identify corridors identified by the public that are in need of pe-
destrian and/or bicycle facilities and popular destinations that lacked sufficient or safe access for those 
walking or bicycling.   

All of the factors listed above were used to rank segments for future pedestrian and bicycle facilities. 
The map included in Figure 3.2 represents a combination of all factors to produce an overall ranking 
and identify the highest priority segments in the Town. The table included in Figure 3.1 on the follwing 
page identifies the segments that received the top 10 overall scores and lists them from highest to 
lowest. Maps that illustrate the ranking of each individual factor can be found on the subsequent 
pages, which include Figure 3.3 - Figure 3.11. This section should be used by the Town to help 
identify future pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure projects to maximize resources and produce the 
greatest benefit to residents and visitors. To help determine the appropriate type of pedestrian and/or 
bicycle facility for each segment refer to Figure 1.6 and 1.7, along with the table and additional 
information provided on pages 24 and 25 in Section  2.  

3 | Priorities 
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3 | Priorities 

Figure 3.1 

Segment Name From To 
Overall 
Score 

Overall 
Rank 

 Northland Avenue (CTH OO) Richmond Street (STH 47) Oneida Street 33 1 

 Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) Casaloma Drive INT 41 32 2 

 Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) INT 41 Westhill Boulevard 32 2 

 College Avenue (STH 125) Kools Street / Westhill Boulevard Bluemound Drive 31 3 

 College Avenue (STH 125) Bluemound Drive Lynndale Drive 31 3 

 Northland Ave (CTH OO) Lynndale Drive (CTH A) Town Municipal Boundary 31 3 

 Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) Bluemound Drive (CTH AA) Lyndale Drive (CTH A) 31 3 

 Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) McCarthy Road Casaloma Drive 31 3 

 Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) Lyndale Drive (CTH A) Town Municipal Boundary 31 3 

 Northland Avenue (CTH OO) Bluemound Drive Lynndale Drive (CTH A) 29 4 

 College Avenue (STH 125) Nicolet Road / Mall Drive Kools Street / Westhill Boulevard 29 4 

 Bluemound Drive Spencer Street College Avenue (STH 125) 28 5 

 Lyndale Drive (CTH A) Northland Avenue (CTH OO) Capitol Drive 28 5 

 Westhill Boulevard Woodman Drive Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) 27 6 

 Bluemound Drive College Avenue (STH 125) Woodman Drive 27 6 

 Spencer Street Bluemound Drive Lynndale Drive 27 6 

 Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) Oneida Street Town Municipal Boundary 27 6 

 Edgewood Drive (CTH JJ) Meade Street Ballard Road (CTH E) 27 6 

 Lyndale Drive (CTH A) College Avenue (STH 125) Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) 27 6 

 Capitol Drive Lynndale Drive (CTH A) Mason Street 26 7 

 Westhill Boulevard College Avenue (STH 125) Woodman Drive 26 7 

 Edgewood Drive (CTH JJ) Ballard Road (CTH E) French Road 26 7 

 Bluemound Drive (CTH AA) Woodman Drive Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) 24 8 

 Lynndale Drive Spencer Street College Avenue (STH 125) 24 8 

 College Avenue (CTH CA) McCarthy Road Casaloma Drive 24 8 

 College Avenue (CTH CA) Casaloma Drive Nicolet Road / Mall Drive 24 8 

 Spencer Street Kools Street Bluemound Drive 24 8 

 Spencer Street INT 41 Kools Street 24 8 

 Spencer Street Casaloma Drive Nicolet Road 23 9 

 College Avenue (STH 125) Lynndale Drive Perkins Street 23 9 

 Edgewood Drive (CTH JJ) Richmond Street (STH 47) Meade Street 23 9 

 Lyndale Drive (CTH A) Capitol Drive Grand Chute Boulevard 23 9 

 Spencer Street Lynndale Drive Whiteman Avenue 22 10 

 Capitol Drive Bluemound Drive Lynndale Drive (CTH A) 22 10 

 Perkins Street College Avenue (STH 125) Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) 22 10 

 Lynndale Drive (CTH A) End of Existing Sidewalk Northland Avenue (CTH OO) 22 10 

 STH 15 Casaloma Drive Interstate 41 22 10 

 Prospect Avenue (CTH BB) Van Dyke Road Bluemound Drive 22 10 

 Northland Avenue (CTH OO) INT 41 Bluemound Drive (CTH AA) 22 10 

 Perkins Street Wisconsin Avenue (STH 96) Glendale Avenue 22 10 

Draf
t



N CasalomaDr

W Capitol Dr

ST
H 

47
 / N

 R
ich

mo
nd

 St

STH 125 / W College Ave

IN
T 4

1

INT 41

W Spencer St

S B
lue

mo
un

d D
riv

e

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave

INT 41 INT 41

US
H 

44
1

CTH OO / W Northland Av

S N
ico

let
 R

d

S C
as

alo
ma

 D
riv

e
W Elsner Rd

N M
c C

ar
thy

 Rd

N 
Ma

so
n S

t

N 
On

eid
a S

t

CTH BB / W Prospect Ave

E Edgewood Dr

CTH CA / W College Ave

CT
H 

A 
/ N

 Ly
nn

da
le 

Dr

N 
Me

ad
e S

t

N 
Ma

yfl
ow

er
 D

r

W Evergreen Dr

N 
Bl

ue
mo

un
d D

riv
e

N 
We

sth
ill 

Bl
vd

W Capitol Dr

W Spencer St

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave N 
Pe

rki
ns

 S
t

E Broadway Dr

STH 15

N 
Gi

lle
tt S

t

CTH JJ/ W Broadway Dr

CTH OO / W Northland Av

CTH GV / W Greenville Dr

CTH JJ / W Edgewood Dr

W Broadway Dr

ST
H 

47
 / N

 R
ich

mo
nd

 St

W Edgewood Dr

IN
T 4

1

CT
H 

A 
/ N

 Ly
nn

da
le 

DrN 
Ma

yfl
ow

er
 D

r

N 
Mc

 C
art

hy
 R

d

Esri, HERE, Garmin, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community

Future Pedestrian & Bicycle Facilities
Overall Priority

0 10.5

Miles µ

Figure 3.2

Highest Priority

Lower Priority

5
Ranking

1
2
3
4

Page | 40

Draf
t



kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kjkj

kjkj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kjkj kjkj

kj

kj

kj

kj kj
kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kjkj

kj

kjkj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kjkj kj

kj
kj kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj

kj kj

N CasalomaDr

W Capitol Dr

ST
H 

47
 / N

 R
ich

mo
nd

 St

STH 125 / W College Ave

IN
T 4

1

INT 41

W Spencer St

S B
lue

mo
un

d D
riv

e

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave

INT 41 INT 41

US
H 

44
1

CTH OO / W Northland Av

S N
ico

let
 R

d

S C
as

alo
ma

 D
riv

e
W Elsner Rd

N M
c C

ar
thy

 Rd

N 
Ma

so
n S

t

N 
On

eid
a S

t

CTH BB / W Prospect Ave

E Edgewood Dr

CTH CA / W College Ave

CT
H 

A 
/ N

 Ly
nn

da
le 

Dr

N 
Me

ad
e S

t

N 
Ma

yfl
ow

er
 D

r

W Evergreen Dr

N 
Bl

ue
mo

un
d D

riv
e

N 
We

sth
ill 

Bl
vd

W Capitol Dr

W Spencer St

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave N 
Pe

rki
ns

 S
t

E Broadway Dr

STH 15

N 
Gi

lle
tt S

t

CTH JJ/ W Broadway Dr

CTH OO / W Northland Av

CTH GV / W Greenville Dr

CTH JJ / W Edgewood Dr

W Broadway Dr

ST
H 

47
 / N

 R
ich

mo
nd

 St

W Edgewood Dr

IN
T 4

1

CT
H 

A 
/ N

 Ly
nn

da
le 

DrN 
Ma

yfl
ow

er
 D

r

N 
Mc

 C
art

hy
 R

d

Esri, HERE, Garmin, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community

0 10.5

Miles µ

Figure 3.3

kj Crash Locations

5 or More Crashes

4 Crashes

3 Crashes

2 Crashes

1 Crash

No Crashes

Future Pedestrian & Bicycle Network
Pedestrian & Bicycle Crash Data

2007 - 2017

5

0

Ranking

1
2
3
4

Crash Data from the Wisconsin Traffic Operations and Safety (TOPS) Laboratory.
Page | 41

Draf
t



N CasalomaDr

W Capitol Dr

ST
H 

47
 / N

 R
ich

mo
nd

 St

STH 125 / W College Ave

IN
T 4

1

INT 41

W Spencer St

S B
lue

mo
un

d D
riv

e

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave

INT 41 INT 41

US
H 

44
1

CTH OO / W Northland Av

S N
ico

let
 R

d

S C
as

alo
ma

 D
riv

e
W Elsner Rd

N M
c C

ar
thy

 Rd

N 
Ma

so
n S

t

N 
On

eid
a S

t

CTH BB / W Prospect Ave

E Edgewood Dr

CTH CA / W College Ave

CT
H 

A 
/ N

 Ly
nn

da
le 

Dr

N 
Me

ad
e S

t

N 
Ma

yfl
ow

er
 D

r

W Evergreen Dr

N 
Bl

ue
mo

un
d D

riv
e

N 
We

sth
ill 

Bl
vd

W Capitol Dr

W Spencer St

STH 96 / W Wisconsin Ave N 
Pe

rki
ns

 S
t

E Broadway Dr

STH 15

N 
Gi

lle
tt S

t

CTH JJ/ W Broadway Dr

CTH OO / W Northland Av

CTH GV / W Greenville Dr

CTH JJ / W Edgewood Dr

W Broadway Dr

ST
H 

47
 / N

 R
ich

mo
nd

 St

W Edgewood Dr

IN
T 4

1

CT
H 

A 
/ N

 Ly
nn

da
le 

DrN 
Ma

yfl
ow

er
 D

r

N 
Mc

 C
art

hy
 R

d

Esri, HERE, Garmin, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS user community

0 10.5

Miles µ

Figure 3.4
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Grand Chute Bicycle and Pedestrian Strategy Update
Public Participation Plan 

Background Information – Grand Chute Bicycle and Pedestrian Strategy 

The Grand Chute Bicycle and Pedestrian Strategy, adopted in 2012, was established to enhance 

the bicycle and pedestrian network by addressing four focus areas: 

1. Creating Connections

2. Broadening Access

3. Enhancing Safety

4. Increasing Capacity

Through the four focus areas, the Strategy identifies and prioritizes key bicycle and pedestrian corri-

dors in the community, and identifies key destinations that would receive the greatest benefit from 

connectivity to the bicycle and pedestrian network.  The Strategy also analyzes and highlights the 

types of facilities that would be most suitable in different areas throughout the Town. Since the 

adoption of the Strategy, a great deal of progress has been made to enhance the network of facili-

ties throughout the community. These efforts have been supported by staff, elected officials, devel-

opers, and residents.   

Update to the Grand Chute Bicycle and Pedestrian Strategy 

The update process will evaluate progress that has been made over the past five years regarding 

implementation of the Strategy. The Town recognizes that even with the recent progress and im-

provements to bicycle and pedestrian network, opportunities exist to enhance that network and cre-

ate a community that is even more bicycle and pedestrian friendly. The update process will provide 

the opportunity for staff and elected officials to refocus efforts to enhance the bicycle and pedestrian 

network within the Town. Below is a list of key priorities that will be targeted through the update pro-

cess: 

 Update the inventory of existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities within the Town.

 Reevaluate the future bicycle and pedestrian network.

 Identify bicycle and pedestrian facilities best suited for implementation in the Town.

 Identify areas where bicycle and pedestrian safety concerns exist.

 Prioritize the implementation of future bicycle and pedestrian facilities.

 Ensure future bicycle and pedestrian facilities connect to facilities in neighboring commu-

nities, creating a cohesive regional network.

Approved by the Grand Chute Plan Commission on April 20, 2017 
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Public Participation Process 

The public participation process will engage a wide range of stakeholders to provide input on the up-

date to the Grand Chute Bicycle and Pedestrian Strategy. The process will allow participation 

through a variety of outreach techniques that aim to reach residents from all demographic groups 

within the Town. Additional efforts will engage stakeholders from the business and educational sec-

tors to collect input from their prospective. An evaluation component will help to evaluate efforts the 

Town has taken to enhance the bicycle and pedestrian network within the community over the past 5 

years. The evaluation component will also identify areas of the community that lack sufficient bicycle 

and pedestrian facilities. The public participation process will help prioritize upcoming projects within 

the Town and prioritize corridors that are in need of bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  

Components of Public Participation Process 

 Public Survey

 Identify key destinations that lack bicycle and pedestrian access.

 Measure how existing facilities are being used.

 Prioritize facility types that are preferred by residents.

 Identify barriers to connectivity on the bicycle and pedestrian network.

 Address bicycle and pedestrian safety concerns.

 National Trail Day Event

 Outreach event to promote the existing trail facilities within the Town. The event will

provide an opportunity to solicit input from residents that are active and regularly

use the trail system.

 Public Workshop

 Interactive session to gain feedback from residents and other stakeholders.

 Input from Appleton Area School District

 Meet with AASD representatives to address safety concerns and locations/corridors

that are most in need of facilities as it relates to students.

 Input from Business Community

 Meet with business leaders to identify key corridors that lack bicycle and pedestrian

facilities. Representatives can also provide input on how bicycle and pedestrian in-

frastructure could economically benefit their businesses and help prioritize key com-

mercial destinations that need connectivity to the bicycle and pedestrian network.

Public Participation Process Timeline 

Open Public Survey 

 Continue Public

Survey

 Public Workshop

 Input from Business

Community

 Close Public

Survey

 National Trail Day

Event

 Input from AASD

Approved by the Grand Chute Plan Commission on April 20, 2017 
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Q4 Typically, how often do you use the following modes of transportation
for work or school?

Answered: 66 Skipped: 2

6.06%
4

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

7.58%
5

21.21%
14

65.15%
43

 
66

 
6.33

73.68%
42

22.81%
13

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

1.75%
1

1.75%
1

 
57

 
2.39

66.67%
40

11.67%
7

0.00%
0

1.67%
1

13.33%
8

6.67%
4

 
60

 
3.03

47.54%
29

16.39%
10

6.56%
4

6.56%
4

21.31%
13

1.64%
1

 
61

 
3.43

88.14%
52

5.08%
3

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

5.08%
3

1.69%
1

 
59

 
2.34

88.33%
53

3.33%
2

8.33%
5

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

0.00%
0

 
60

 
2.20

Drive Your
Vehicle

Carpool

Walk

Bicycle

Public Transit
or School Bus

Taxi / Uber

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 NEVER A FEW TIMES
A YEAR

ONCE A
MONTH

ONCE A
WEEK

MULTIPLE TIMES
A WEEK

EVERY
DAY

TOTAL WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

Drive Your Vehicle

Carpool

Walk

Bicycle

Public Transit or
School Bus

Taxi / Uber

4 / 15

Town of Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy Update - Public Survey

Draf
t



Q5 Typically, how often do you use the following modes of transportation
to travel for other purposes (recreation, to run errands, etc.)?

Answered: 68 Skipped: 0
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Q6 Please identify if the following factors that influence your decision to
walk or bicycle within Grand Chute.
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Q7 Please rank the following facilities where you would like to walk from 1
to 4, 1 being the most preferred and 4 being the least.

Answered: 68 Skipped: 0
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Q8 Please rank the following facilities where you would like to ride a
bicycle from 1 to 5, 1 being the most preferred and 5 being the least.

Answered: 67 Skipped: 1
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Q9 Please rank the destinations listed below are most in need of safe
bicycle and/or pedestrian access, 1 being the destination most in need of

access, 5 the least.
Answered: 66 Skipped: 2

7.81%
5

12.50%
8

12.50%
8

15.63%
10

39.06%
25

12.50%
8 64 2.25

12.50%
8

10.94%
7

10.94%
7

28.13%
18

26.56%
17

10.94%
7 64 2.49

24.62%
16

20.00%
13

23.08%
15

12.31%
8

10.77%
7

9.23%
6 65 3.39

27.69%
18

24.62%
16

20.00%
13

15.38%
10

3.08%
2

9.23%
6 65 3.64

23.08%
15

23.08%
15

23.08%
15

15.38%
10

3.08%
2

12.31%
8 65 3.54

Fox River Mall
Commercial Area

Fox Valley
Technical...

Gordon Bubolz
Nature Preserve

Grand Chute
Parks

Houdini and/or
Badger...

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 N/A TOTAL SCORE

Fox River Mall Commercial Area

Fox Valley Technical College

Gordon Bubolz Nature Preserve

Grand Chute Parks

Houdini and/or Badger Elementary Schools

9 / 15

Town of Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy Update - Public Survey

Draf
t



77.27% 51

12.12% 8

10.61% 7

Q14 Do you support the addition of bicycle and pedestrian facilities when
streets are reconstructed within Grand Chute?
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AGENDA REQUEST 

5/21/2019 
 
 
TOPIC:  Approve the proposal from McMahon Associates, Inc. for design and permitting services on Casaloma Drive 
from Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street at a cost not to exceed $89,700. 
 

 

 New Business     Unfinished Business     Reports 
 

 Closed Session     Ordinance/Resolution 
 

 Meeting:  Town Board 

Department Reporting:  Public Works Submitted By: Katie Schwartz, P.E., Director P.W. 
 

 

 
ISSUE:  The CIP includes the reconstruction of Casaloma Drive from Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street.  
Casaloma Drive from Waterstone Court to Spencer Street is an existing rural section last paved in 1988 with a 
PASER rating of 2-3, poor condition, and is in need of reconstruction.  The existing speed limit is 35 mph with a 
daily traffic volume of 5015 vpd as of 2013. 
 

 
BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS:   
The project consists of both street and storm sewer design from Waterstone Court to Spencer Street for a 
distance of 0.7 miles.  This portion of Casaloma Drive is a collector street through a primarily residential 
neighborhood.  As a result, the proposed typical section would be 37 feet back to back of curb with 5 foot 
sidewalks on both sides to match the existing Casaloma Drive to the south of Waterstone Court.  The Town of 
Grand Chute Pedestrian and Bicycle Strategy calls for future sidewalk at this location.  Street lighting will be 
included in the project. 
 
On May 7, 2019 the Town Board approved the agreement with McMahon to design the northern culvert crossing 
on Casaloma Drive between Buttercup and Sunflower while on April 4, 2019 the Board approved a similar 
agreement for the southern culvert crossing immediately north of Waterstone.  These projects will receive 
County Bridge Aid. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommendation is to approve the proposal from McMahon Associates, Inc. for 
design and permitting services on Casaloma Drive from Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street at a cost not to 
exceed $89,700.  Although the proposal indicates possible construction in 2020 it has been determined that the 
required timeline for design and permitting with an early bid will move the project to 2021. 
 

 
FISCAL IMPACT:        CIP  
Funds have been designated in the CIP in Streets, SAN 1, and SAN 3 for this design work. 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  Attachment No. 1 - Agreement for Professional Services for Casaloma Drive Street Design 
                                      Attachment No. 2 - Project location map 
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McMAHON ASSOCIATES, INC.   1445 McMAHON DRIVE NEENAH, WI 54956  Mailing P.O. BOX 1025 NEENAH, WI 54957-1025 

PH 920.751.4200  FAX 920.751.4284  MCM@MCMGRP.COM  WWW.MCMGRP.COM 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
April 26, 2019 
 
 
Ms. Katie Schwartz, P.E. – Director of Public Works 
Town of Grand Chute 
1900 West Grand Chute Boulevard 
Grand Chute, WI  54911 
 
Re: Proposal Agreement 
 For Professional Engineering Services 

Casaloma Drive Street Design (Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street) 
 McM. No. M0032-9-19-00002.00.08 
 
Dear Katie: 
 
McMahon Associates, Inc. is pleased to submit our Proposal for design services for the Casaloma Drive 
from Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street.  We have developed our proposed Scope of Services 
for this project based upon information provided by the Town, discussions with Town Staff concerning 
the project, and our experience in providing design services for the Town on similar projects. 
 
This Proposal includes our Statement of Understanding, Project Approach, Scope of Services, 
Responsibilities of the Town of Grand Chute, Project Schedule, Compensation, and McMahon 
Associates, Inc.'s General Terms & Conditions. 
 
This project is currently slated for 2020 construction at the earliest.  The intent is to completed design, 
then submit for the appropriate permits.  It is anticipated the permitting process will take over a year.  
The actual construction year would be determined after all permits have been received. 
 
We thank you for your continued interest in McMahon Associates, Inc. and look forward to working 
with you and being of service to the Town of Grand Chute on this project. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
McMahon Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
Carl C. Sutter, P.E., CCS 
Senior Vice President E&I Division 
 
 
CCS: car 
 
Enclosure: Proposal Agreement
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Statement of Understanding 
 
The Town of Grand Chute wishes to proceed with the Casaloma Drive Street Design from Waterstone 
Court to West Spencer Street.  The intent is to construct the project in 2020 if all permits are received 
in a timely fashion.  However, it is likely permits will not be received in time for bidding during the early 
part of 2020.  It is likely construction will take place in 2021. 
 
This project consists of the following components: 

  Street design from Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street.  The street width would be 37 feet 
back to back of curb with 5 foot sidewalks on both sides to match with existing Casaloma Drive south 
of Waterstone Court. 

  Storm sewer design in this same area. 

  The project distance is approximately 3,800 feet.   
 
We have developed our proposed Scope of Services for this project based upon information provided by 
the Town, discussions with Town Staff concerning the project, and our experience in performing these 
services for the Town on similar projects. 
 
The proposed schedule for the project is to design the project and submit for appropriate permits in 
2019.  This would allow for possible 2020 construction, although a firm construction year has not been 
determined at this time. 
 
It is likely that all permits would not be received until after the best bidding time in 2020.  Therefore, 
construction in 2021 is a likely scenario. 

Proposal Agreement
For Professional Engineering Services
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Project Approach 
 
The key element of this project is continuous communication with the Town Board and Town Staff with 
additional input from the property owners in the project area via public meetings. 
   
This project is through residential areas.  Project information letters for the public meetings will be sent 
to the property owners.   
 
A geotechnical investigation is recommended for this project to determine bedrock elevations and to 
determine if additional strengthening of the subgrade such as geotextile fabric or additional aggregate base 
course will be required to provide an adequate cross-section for the proposed facilities. 
 
Scope of Services 
 
McMahon Associates, Inc. proposes the following Scope of Services for this project: 
 
Design 

  Field Surveying 
 The location of existing property boundaries, including existing corner monuments, public rights-

of-way, and section corners. 
 Perform a location survey of existing facilities that may be affected or disrupted by the proposed 

construction, including: 
 Cross-Sections 
 Existing Driveways 
 Existing Culverts 
 Existing Buildings 
 Existing Pavement & Walkways 
 Existing Landscaping Features, Trees, Shrubbery, Fencing, etc. 
 Existing Utilities, Including Sanitary Sewer, Water Main, Power Poles, Telephone Pedestals, 

Gas Valves, etc. 
 
  Utility Coordination 

 Coordination with local public and private utility companies will be provided as follows: 
 Contact Diggers Hotline to mark all utilities prior to initial survey and pick up this information 

as part of that survey. 
 Submit preliminary plans to utilities for review. 
 Submit final plans to utilities for review. 

 
  Geotechnical Investigation 

 Assist the Town in obtaining proposals for recommended geotechnical investigation. 
 The Town will enter into a separate agreement for these services and pay the geotechnical 

services provider directly. 
 
  



 
 PROPOSAL AGREEMENT – Page 3 

 
Casaloma Drive Street Design (Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street) 

Prepared For the Town of Grand Chute 

  Street Design 
 Design Casaloma Drive in accordance with Town of Grand Chute requirements.  The street 

cross-section will be 37 feet back-to-back of curb with a 5 foot wide sidewalks on each side. 
 Design sanitary sewer and water main adjustments necessary to construct the street. 

 
  Storm Sewer Design 

 Design storm sewer in accordance with Grand Chute Sanitary District # 3 requirements.  
 
  Erosion Control Plan (ECP) 

 Design ECP in accordance with Town of Grand Chute and Wisconsin DNR requirements. 
 
  Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) 

 Design SWMP in accordance with Town of Grand Chute and Wisconsin DNR requirements. 
 
  Waterway Crossings (Mud Creek) 

 These are being completed under separate Contracts. 
 
  Wetland Delineation 

 Perform wetland delineation along route. 
 Prepare wetland delineation report and file it with Grand Chute, Outagamie County, Wisconsin 

Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 
 
  Plan Review Meetings 

 Attend a Kick-Off Design Meeting with Town staff. 
 Attend two design review meetings with staff during the Design Phase. 
 Attend Public Informational Meeting with property owners. 

 
  Public Involvement 

 Assist the Town in conducting a Public Informational Meeting. 
 

  Permits 
 Submit information to Outagamie County, Wisconsin DNR, and USACE for appropriate permits. 
 Anticipated Permits 

 Outagamie County Conditional Use Permit 
 Water Resources Application for Project Permits (WRAPP) (Wisconsin DNR) 
 Chapter 30 Permit (Wisconsin DNR & USACE) 

 
  Plan Preparation 

 Prepare construction plans, as follows: 
 Construction detail sheets. 
 Plan-profile sheets: 

 Horizontal scale: 1”=20’ 
 Vertical scale: 1”=2’ 
 Existing topographic information. 
 Proposed horizontal and vertical alignments. 



 
 PROPOSAL AGREEMENT – Page 4 
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 Cross-section sheets. 
 Specifications. 

 
  Engineer’s Report 

 Prepare Engineer’s Report in accordance with State Statutes, including the following information: 
 Cost estimate of project. 
 Establishment of assessment rate. 
 Schedule of assessments listing estimated assessments for each affected property owner. 
 Attend public hearing. 

 
Responsibilities of the Town Of Grand Chute 
 
The Scope of Services and fees are based upon the understanding that the Town of Grand Chute will 
provide the following: 
 
  Access to any existing data or records pertaining to the project area. 
 
  Copies of plats, certified survey maps and private surveys along the route. 
 
  A person or persons authorized to act as the Town's representative to accept completed work and 

to provide appropriate liaison. 
 
  A location to hold public meetings. 
 
  Current tax listing for use in preparing a schedule of assessments. 
 
  Payment for any permit applications. 
 
  Payment for filing survey documents. 
 
  Geotechnical investigation.  McMahon Associates, Inc. will assist the Town in soliciting proposals for 

recommended geotechnical services. 
 
Items Not Included in the Scope of Services 
 
The following is not intended to be a comprehensive list.  It is intended to highlight general areas not 
included in the Scope of Services. 
 
  Waterway crossing plans and permitting.  These are covered in separate agreements.  

 
  Street lighting plan. 
 
  Permit fees. 
 
  Geotechnical investigations. 



 
 PROPOSAL AGREEMENT – Page 5 

 
Casaloma Drive Street Design (Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street) 

Prepared For the Town of Grand Chute 

 
Project Schedule 
 
Upon receipt of an executed Agreement, design work will be started immediately.  If the Agreement is 
executed at the May 7, 2019 Board meeting, the design would be completed by the end of 2019.  Permit 
applications would be prepared and submitted in 2019 or early 2020.  Bidding, public hearing, and award 
dates will be determined at a later date.  Construction could take place in 2020 or 2021. 
 
Compensation 
 
McMahon Associates, Inc. proposes to provide the services outlined in this Proposal Agreement on a time 
and expense basis, as outlined below: 
 
TOTAL ........................................................................... $89,700 
 
McMahon Associates, Inc. will invoice the Town of Grand Chute monthly for services provided.  All 
services provided under this Proposal Agreement would be in accordance with McMahon Associates, 
Inc.'s General Terms & Conditions, dated August 29, 2018. 
 
  



 
 PROPOSAL AGREEMENT – Page 6 

 
Casaloma Drive Street Design (Waterstone Court to West Spencer Street) 

Prepared For the Town of Grand Chute 

To indicate acceptance of this Proposal Agreement, please sign below and return one copy to our office. 
 
Owner: 

TOWN OF GRAND CHUTE 
Outagamie County, Wisconsin 
 
 
           
(Authorized Signature)     Date 
 
 
       
Title 
 
Witness: 
 
           
       Date 
 
 
Engineer: 

McMAHON ASSOCIATES, INC. 
Neenah, Wisconsin 
 
 
       April 26, 2019   
Carl C. Sutter, P.E., CCS    Date 
Senior Vice President E&I Division 
  
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments: General Terms & Conditions 
  Fee Schedule 
  Reimbursable Expenses Schedule 
 
 
 
 
 
W:\WP\PROPOSAL\M0032\9-19-00002\GRAND CHUTE (TOWN OF)\CASALOMA DRIVE STREET DESIGN 



 
Revised:  August 29, 2018 

McMAHON ASSOCIATES, INC. 

GENERAL TERMS & CONDITIONS 

 
1. McMAHON ASSOCIATES, INC. (hereinafter referred to as ‘McMAHON’) will bill the Owner monthly with net payment due in 30-days.  Past due balances 

shall be subject to a service charge at a rate of 1.0% per month.  In addition, McMAHON may, after giving 48-hours notice, suspend service under any 
Agreement until the Owner has paid in full all amounts due for services rendered and expenses incurred.  These expenses include service charges on past 
due invoices, collection agency fees and attorney fees incurred by McMAHON to collect all monies due McMAHON.  McMAHON and Owner hereby 
acknowledge that McMAHON has and may exercise lien rights on subject property. 

 
2. The stated fees and Scope Of Services constitute our best estimate of the fees and tasks required to perform the services as defined.  This Agreement, 

upon execution by both parties hereto, can be amended only by written instrument signed by both parties.  For those projects involving conceptual or 
process development services, activities often cannot be fully defined during initial planning.  As the project progresses, facts uncovered may reveal a 
change in direction, which may alter the Scope.  McMAHON will promptly inform the Owner in writing of such situations so changes in this Agreement can be 
negotiated, as required. 

 
3. The stipulated fee is firm for acceptance by the Owner for 60-days from date of Agreement publication. 
 
4. Costs and schedule commitments shall be subject to re-negotiation for delays caused by the Owner's failure to provide specified facilities or information, or 

for delays caused by unpredictable occurrences, including without limitation, fires, floods, riots, strikes, unavailability of labor or materials, delays or defaults 
by suppliers of materials or services, process shutdowns, acts of God or the public enemy, or acts or regulations of any governmental agency.  Temporary 
delay of services caused by any of the above, which results in additional costs beyond those outlined, may require re-negotiation of this Agreement. 

 
5. Reimbursable expenses incurred by McMAHON in the interest of the project including, but not limited to, equipment rental will be billed to the Owner at cost 

plus 10% and sub-consultants at cost plus 12%.  When McMAHON, subsequent to execution of an Agreement, finds that specialized equipment must be 
purchased to provide special services, the cost of such equipment will be added to the agreed fee for professional services only after the Owner has been 
notified and agrees to these costs. 

 
6. McMAHON will maintain insurance coverage in the following amounts: 
 Worker's Compensation ............................................................................................ Statutory 
 General Liability 
  Bodily Injury - Per Incident / Annual Aggregate ............... $1,000,000 / $2,000,000 
 Automobile Liability 
  Bodily Injury ........................................................................................... $1,000,000 
  Property Damage .................................................................................. $1,000,000 
 Professional Liability Coverage ............................................................................. $2,000,000 
 

If the Owner requires coverage or limits in addition to the above stated amounts, premiums for additional insurance shall be paid by the Owner.  
McMAHON's liability to Owner for any indemnity commitments, reimbursement of legal fees, or for any damages arising in any way out of performance of our 
contract is limited to ten (10) times McMAHON’s fee not to exceed to $500,000. 

  
7. The Owner agrees to provide such legal, accounting and insurance counseling services as may be required for the project for the Owner’s purpose.  All 

unresolved claims, disputes and other matters in question between the Owner and McMAHON shall be submitted to mediation, if an agreement cannot be 
reached by Owner and McMAHON.  

 
8. Termination of this Agreement by the Owner or McMAHON shall be effective upon 7-days written notice to the other party.  The written notice shall include 

the reasons and details for termination; payment is due as stated in paragraph 1.  If the Owner defaults in any of the Agreements entered into between 
McMAHON and the Owner, or if the Owner fails to carry out any of the duties contained in these terms and conditions, McMAHON may, upon 7-days written 
notice, suspend its services without further obligation or liability to the Owner unless, within such 7-day period, the Owner remedies such violation to the 
reasonable satisfaction of McMAHON. 

 
9. Re-use of any documents or AutoCAD representations pertaining to this project by the Owner for extensions of this project or on any other project shall be at 

the Owner's risk and the Owner agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless McMAHON from all claims, damages and expenses, including attorneys’ 
fees arising out of such re-use of the documents or AutoCAD representations by the Owner or by others acting through the Owner. 
 
10. Purchase Orders - In the event the Owner issues a purchase order or other instrument related to the Engineer's services, it is understood and agreed 
that such document is for Owner's internal accounting purposes only and shall in no way modify, add to or delete any of the terms and conditions of this 
Agreement.  If the Owner does issue a purchase order, or other similar instrument, it is understood and agreed that the Engineer shall indicate the purchase 
order number on the invoice(s) sent to the Owner. 
 
11. McMAHON will provide all services in accordance with generally accepted professional practices.  McMAHON will not provide or offer to provide services 
inconsistent with or contrary to such practices nor make any other warranty or guarantee, expressed or implied, nor to have any Agreement or contract for 
services subject to the provisions of any uniform commercial code.  Similarly, McMAHON will not accept those terms and conditions offered by the Owner in 
its purchase order, requisition or notice of authorization to proceed, except as set forth herein or expressly accepted in writing.  Written acknowledgment of 
receipt, or the actual performance of services subsequent to receipt, of any such purchase order, requisition or notice of authorization to proceed is 
specifically deemed not to constitute acceptance of any terms or conditions contrary to those set forth herein. 
 
12. McMAHON intends to serve as the Owner's professional representative for those services, as defined in this Agreement, and to provide advice and 
consultation to the Owner as a professional.  Any opinions of probable project costs, approvals and other decisions made by McMAHON for the Owner are 
rendered on the basis of experience and qualifications, and represent our professional judgment. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall create a 
contractual relationship with, or a cause of action, in favor of a third party against either the Architect or McMAHON. 
 
13. This Agreement shall not be construed as giving McMAHON the responsibility or authority to direct or supervise construction means, methods, 
techniques, sequence or procedures of construction selected by Contractors or Subcontractors, or the safety precautions and programs incident to the work 
of the Contractors or Subcontractors.  
  
14. The Owner shall be responsible for maintenance of the structure, or portions of the structure, which have been completed and have been accepted for its 
intended use by the Owner.  All structures are subject to wear and tear, and environmental and man-made exposures.  As a result, all structures require 
regular and frequent monitoring and maintenance to prevent damage and deterioration.  Such monitoring and maintenance is the sole responsibility of the 
Owner.  McMAHON shall have no responsibility for such issues or resulting damages. 
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FEE SCHEDULE | 2019 
McMAHON ASSOCIATES, INC. Rv 04/11/2019 Issued: 01/02/2019 | 

 

LABOR CLASSIFICATION  HOURLY RATE 

Principal  $167.00 ‐ $215.00 
Senior Project Manager $167.00 
Project Manager $138.00 ‐ $154.00 
Senior Engineer  $146.00 ‐ $154.00
Engineer $80.00 ‐ $136.00
Senior Engineering Technician $106.00 ‐ $116.00
Engineering Technician $75.00 ‐ $97.00
Senior Architect $157.00
Architect $110.00 ‐ $132.00
Senior Land Surveyor $107.00 ‐ $138.00
Land Surveyor $98.00
Land Surveyor Technician $77.00 ‐ $87.00
Surveyor Apprentice $55.00
Erosion Control Technician $75.00
Senior Hydrogeologist $167.00
Senior Ecologist $159.00
Environmental Scientist $80.00 ‐ $88.00
Senior G.I.S. Analyst $131.00
G.I.S. Analyst $84.00
Wetland Delineator $90.00
Senior Designer $114.00
Designer $74.00 ‐ $98.00
On‐Site Project Representative $66.00
Plan Review $116.00
Certified Grant Specialist $117.00
Graphic Designer $87.00
Senior Administrative Assistant $84.00
Administrative Assistant $67.00
Intern  $54.00
Professional Witness Services $305.00
 

NEENAH, WISCONSIN 
CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS 
Street Address: 
1445 McMAHON DRIVE 
NEENAH, WI  54956 

Mailing Address: 
P.O. BOX 1025 
NEENAH, WI  54957-1025 

Ph 920.751.4200  | Fax 920.751.4284 

Email: MCM@MCMGRP.COM 
Web: WWW.MCMGRP.COM 
 
 
1700 HUTCHINS ROAD 
MACHESNEY PARK, IL  61115 

Ph 815.636.9590  | Fax 815.636.9591 

Email: MCMAHON@MCMGRP.NET 
Web: WWW.MCMGRP.COM 
 
 
952 SOUTH STATE ROAD 2 
VALPARAISO, IN  46385 

Ph 219.462.7743  | Fax 219.464.8248 

Email: MCM@MCMGRP-IN.COM 
Web: WWW.MCMGRP.COM 

This Fee Schedule is subject to revisions 
due to labor rate adjustments and 
interim staff or corporate changes. 
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REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES SCHEDULE | 2019 
McMAHON ASSOCIATES, INC. Issued: 01/02/2019 | Rv 04/01/20 | Rv 04/11/2019 
 

DESCRIPTION    RATE 
   
REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES:  
Commercial Travel 1.1 of Cost

Delivery & Shipping 1.1 of Cost

Meals & Lodging 1.1 of Cost

Review & Submittal Fees 1.1 of Cost

Outside Consultants 1.12 of Cost

Photographs & Models 1.1 of Cost

Misc. Reimbursable Expenses & Project Supplies 1.1 of Cost

Terrestrial Laser Scanner $500.00/Day

   
REIMBURSABLE UNITS:  
Large Format Paper Copies:  

Black & White:  
 Up To 24” x 30” $0.60/Sheet
 24” x 36” $0.70/Sheet
 30” x 42” $1.00/Sheet
 36” x 48” $1.35/Sheet

Color:  
 Color ‐ 17” x 22” $5.00/sheet
 Color ‐ 22” x 34” $10.00/sheet
 Color ‐ 24” x 36” $10.00/Sheet
 Color ‐ 36” x 48” $20.00/Sheet

Photocopy Charges ‐ Black & White $0.07/Image

Photocopy Charges ‐ Color / 8½” x 11”  $0.45/Image

Photocopy Charges ‐ Color / 8½” x 14” and 11” x 17”   $0.75/Image

Mileage $.65/Mile

Mileage ‐ Truck/Van $0.85/Mile

All‐Terrain Vehicle $60.00/Day

Global Positioning System (GPS) $21.00/Hour

Global Positioning System (GPS) Mobilization $100/Each 

Hand‐Held Global Positioning System (GPS) $15.00/Hour

Robotic Total Station $20.00/Hour

Survey Hubs $0.40/Each

Survey Lath $0.65/Each

Survey Paint $4.50/Can

Survey Ribbon $2.00/Roll

Survey Rebars ‐ 1¼“ $10.00/Each

Survey Rebars ‐ ¾”  $3.00/Each

Survey Rebars ‐ 5/8” $2.50/Each

Survey Iron Pipe ‐ 1” $2.75/Each

Survey Plastic or Fiberglass Fence Post  ‐ 1” $2.75/Each

Survey Steel Fence Post ‐ 1” $4.25/Each

Control Spikes $1.00/Each
 

 

NEENAH, WISCONSIN 
CORPORATE HEADQUARTERS 
Street Address: 
1445 McMAHON DRIVE 
NEENAH, WI  54956 

Mailing Address: 
P.O. BOX 1025 
NEENAH, WI  54957-1025 

Ph 920.751.4200  | Fax 920.751.4284 

Email: MCM@MCMGRP.COM 
Web: WWW.MCMGRP.COM 
 
 
1700 HUTCHINS ROAD 
MACHESNEY PARK, IL  61115 

Ph 815.636.9590  | Fax 815.636.9591 

Email: MCMAHON@MCMGRP.NET 
Web: WWW.MCMGRP.COM 
 
 
952 SOUTH STATE ROAD 2 
VALPARAISO, IN  46385 

Ph 219.462.7743  | Fax 219.464.8248 

Email: MCM@MCMGRP-IN.COM 
Web: WWW.MCMGRP.COM 
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Services subcontracted will be billed to 
the Owner at invoice cost plus 12%. 

Use of special equipment, such as 
computers, television and sewer 
cleaning devices, soil density testers, 
flow meters, samplers, dippers, etc., 
will be charged to the project per the 
standard Equipment Rate Schedule, 
which is available upon request. 





 
 

 
AGENDA REQUEST 

5/21/2019 
 
 
TOPIC:  Casaloma Drive Urbanization Change Order #4, Contract 2016-14, increasing the amount by $58,289.59.  
 

 

 New Business     Unfinished Business     Reports 
 

 Closed Session     Ordinance/Resolution 
 

 Meeting:  Town Board 

Department Reporting:  Public Works Submitted By: Katie Schwartz, Director PW 
 

 

 
ISSUE:  Shall the Town Board approve Casaloma Drive Urbanization Change Order #4, Contract 2016-14, 
increasing the amount by $58,289.59. 
 
 

 
BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS:   Contract 2016-14, for Casaloma Drive Urbanization, was awarded to Advance 
Construction, Inc. in the amount of $3,010,391.91.  After change order #3 the contract amount is $3,072,711.85.  
The project is currently under construction. 
 
Change order #4, increasing the contract amount by $58,289.59 consists of several items.  A detailed analysis of 
the change order is attached.  The largest increase is an overall increase of $55,180.60 for revising the surface 
asphalt pricing to reflect 2019 costs.  The total contract contingency amount is $322,896.20.  After removing 
lighting costs in the amount of $80,683.41 (not in the schedule of assessments) and this change order there will 
be $121,603.26 of the contingency remaining.   
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommendation is to approve Casaloma Drive Urbanization Change Order #4, 
Contract 2016-14, increasing the amount by $58,289.59.  
 

 
FISCAL IMPACT:        CIP  
The Casaloma Drive Urbanization project will be recorded in the CIP.  The contract with Advance Construction, 
Inc. after change order #3 was $3,072,711.85.  This change order is an increase of $58,289.59. 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS: Attachment No. 1 - Casaloma Drive Urbanization Change Order #4 

 
   

 

 

















 
 

 
AGENDA REQUEST 

5/21/2019 
 
 
TOPIC:  Approve Gillett Street Urbanization Change Order #5, Contract 2018-01, increasing the amount by 
$32,808.50. 
 

 

 New Business     Unfinished Business     Reports 
 

 Closed Session     Ordinance/Resolution 
 

 Meeting:  Town Board 

Department Reporting:  Public Works Submitted By: Katie Schwartz, Director PW 
 

 

 
ISSUE:  Shall the Town Board approve Gillett Street Urbanization Change Order #5, Contract 2018-01, increasing 
the amount by $32,808.50. 
 

 
BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS:   Contract 2018-01, for Gillett Street Urbanization, was awarded to RC 
Excavating, Inc., and the current contract price is $2,218,557.08.  The project is currently under construction. 
 
Change Order #5, increasing the contract amount by $32,808.50, consists of several items.  A detailed analysis of 
the change order is attached.  The largest increase of these items as an overall increase of $28,209.50 for revising 
the surface asphalt pricing to reflect 2019 costs. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommendation is to approve Gillett Street Urbanization Change Order #5, 
Contract 2018-01, increasing the amount by 32,808.50. 
 
 

 
FISCAL IMPACT:        CIP  
 
The Gillett Street Urbanization project will be recorded in the CIP.  The contract with RC Excavating, Inc. prior to 
this change order is for $2,218,557.08.  This change order is an increase of $32,808.50 and the remaining 
contingency amount is $160,417.01. 
 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS:  
Attachment No. 1 - Gillett Street Urbanization Change Order #5 
 

 

 











AGENDA REQUEST 

5/21/2019 

TOPIC: Special assessment methodology for the 2019 N. Buran Way street extension project. 

[gl New Business □Unfinished Business D Reports 

0 Closed Session D Ordinance/Resolution 

Department Reporting: Public W arks 

Meeting: Town Board 

Submitted By: Karen M. Heyrman, P.E. KJT-\ h 
Deputy Diretor of Public Works 

I _ _ ________ -__ -_ 
---===-------------

-
I 

ISSUE: Shall the Town Board approve the methodology for special assessments to adjacent property owners for 
street, sanitary sewer, water main, and storm sewer improvements proposed for the N. Buran Way street 
extension project in 2019. 

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS: The N. Buran Way street extension project begins 200' northwest of Heron Lane 
and extends 550' northwest. The new road will be 33' from back of curb to back of curb in a 66' right of way. 
Sidewalk will be extended on the north side to match the existing section off of Heron Lane. The extension will 
cross a navigable stream tributary to mud creek. An aluminum box culvert will be constructed at this crossing. 
The speed limit will be 25 mph. 

The N. Buran Way extension includes three properties as identified in CSM 7382 zoned R-4. Lot 1 and Lot 2 are 
restricted access to N. Buran Way per the PUD for White Hawk Apartments. The public hearing for special 
assessments is scheduled for June 18, 2019. 

Assessment calculations include the following: 
- The assessment schedule includes calculation for front foot dimensions of abutting property and per acre of

abutting property. The special assessment policy allows for assessments to be on an area wide basis, if the Town
Board determines that the benefit can be fairly distributed through this method.
- The stream culvert crossing and sidewalk are not included in the special assessment calculations.
- Lot 1 and Lot 2 frontage or acreage is included in the assessment calculations but will not be special assessed

because they are precluded access. 
- There are no corner lots.
- R-4 properties are responsible for 100% of the roadway costs and $40 per foot maximum for the storm sewer.

Lot 3 is able to finance the assessments with the Town per the Policy for Special Assessments method of payment
schedule in Section I1.B.3.





Town of Grand Chute 

Buran Way (200' northwest of Heron Lane to 550' northwest) 

Storm Sewer, Sanitary Sewer, Water Main, & Street Construction 

Contract 2019-01 

Project Cost (based on estimate quantities): 

Storm Sewer Infrastructure: 
Description Units Quantity Unit Price Amount 

12" Storm Sewer PVC l.f. 201 $28.00 $5,628.00 
12" Endwall each 1 $350.00 $350.00 
Contech #10 Aluminum Box Culvert each 1 $68,000.00 $68,000.00 
Temporary Stream Bypass L.S. 1 $2,500.00 $2,500.00 
Handrail L.S. 1 $18,500.00 $18,500.00 
48" Storm Manholes v.f. 4.38 $300.00 $1,314.00 
Manhole Casting each 1 $350.00 $350.00 
2' x 3' Inlets with Castings each 2 $2,000.00 $4,000.00 
4" Storm Connection each 1 $150.00 $150.00 
4" Storm Lateral l.f. 19 $14.00 $266.00 

Subtotal: $101,058.00 
Engineering (15%): $15,158.70 
Contingencies (15%): $15,158.70 
Subtotal: $131,375.40 
Administration (5%) $6,568.77 
Total Storm Sewer Cost: $137,944.17 

Sanitary Infrastructure: 
Estimate Unit 

Description Unit Quantity Price Amount 
8" Sanitary Sewer l.f. 715 $35.00 $25,025.00 
48" Sanitary Manholes V .f. 18.11 $300.00 $5,433.00 
Manhole Casting each 2 $350.00 $700.00 
4" Sanitary laterals l.f. 30 $15.00 $450.00 
4" Sanitary Connections (4x8) each 1 $100.00 $100.00 
Connection to Exisitng Manhole 
with Bench Reconstruction each 1 $1,500.00 $1 500.00 

Subtotal: $33,208.00 
Engineering (15%): $4,981.20 
Contingencies (15%): $4 981.20 
Subtotal: $43,170.40 
Administration (5%) $2,158.52 
Total Sanitary Sewer Cost: $45,328.92 

Water Infrastructure 
Estimate Unit 

Description Unit Quantity Price Amount 
8" Watermain l.f. 730 $45.00 $32,850.00 
Fire Hydrant & Aux Valve each 2 $3,200.00 $6,400.00 
8" Valve each 2 $1,800.00 $3,600.00 
Tee Connection each 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 
6" Hydrant Lead l.f. 17 $35.00 $595.00 
Temporary Hydrant with Reducer each 1 $2,850.00 $2,850.00 
1-1/4" Water Service Corporation, 
Curb Stop & Box each 1 $350.00 $350.00 
1-1/4" Water Service Lateral l.f. 16 $13.50 $216.00 

Subtotal: $47,861.00 
Engineering (15%): $7,179.15 
Contingencies (15%): $7,179.15 
Subtotal: $62,219.30 
Administration (5%) $3,110.97 
Total Water Main Cost: $65,330.27 

S:\OPW\CIP Projects\2019 Projects\Street lmprovements\Buran Way Extension\Assessments\Buran Way Sp Assessments Estimate 

Main Service 
Assessable Assessable 
Amount Amount 

$2,814.00 
$175.00 

$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$657.00 
$175.00 

$2,000.00 
$150.00 
$266.00 

$5,821.00 $416.00 
$873.15 $62.40 
$873.15 $62.40 

$7,567.30 $540.80 
$378.37 $27.04 

$7,945.67 $567.84 

Main Service 
Assessable Assessable 
Amount Amount 

$25,025.00 
$5,433.00 

$700.00 
$450.00 
$100.00 

$1 500.00 
$32,658.00 $550.00 

$4,898.70 $82.50 
$4,898.70 $82.50 

$42,455.40 $715.00 
$2 122.77 $35.75 

$44,578.17 $750.75 

Main Service 
Assessable Assessable 
Amount Amount 

$32,850.00 
$6,400.00 
$3,600.00 
$1,000.00 

$595.00 

$350.00 
$216.00 

$44,445.00 $566.00 
$6,666.75 $84.90 
$6,666.75 $84.90 

$57,778.50 $735.80 
$2,888.93 $36.79 

$60,667.43 $772.59 

1 of 2 



Town of Grand Chute 

Buran Way (200' northwest of Heron Lane to 550' northwest) 

Storm Sewer, Sanitary Sewer, Water Main, & Street Construction 
Contract 2019-01 

Project Cost (based on estimate quantities): 
Street Infrastructure: 

Estimate Unit 
Description Unit Quantity Price Amount 
Tracking Pad each 1 $850.00 $850.00 
Silt Fence l.f. 1624 $2.00 $3,248.00 
Inlet Protection each 5 $100.00 $500.00 
Tree Removal, Clearing and Grubb L.S. 1 $1,000.00 $1,000.00 
Top Soil Stripping s.y. 5,276 $1.00 $5,276.00 
Unclassified Excavation c.y. 136 $5.00 $680.00 
Unclassified Fill c.y. 2,205 $10.50 $23,152.50 
Geogrid s.y. 2,061 $2.70 $5,565.00 
Fine Grading s.y. 5,276 $1.25 $6,595.00 
Import & Place CABC (12" depth) 
for Roadway ton 1,408 $12.50 $17,605.32 
Import & Place CABC (4" depth) ton 88 $12.50 $1,104.95 
Import & Place CABC (12" depth) 
for Walking Trail ton 27 $12.50 $334.07 
Urban Type B Matting with Seed s.y. 691 $2.00 $1,381.33 
Seed & Mulch Disturbed Areas s.y. 2,794 $1.75 $4,890.28 
30" Standard Curb & Gutter l.f. 1,055 $12.00 $12,660.00 
Sawcut 30" Mountable Curb & l.f. 15 $3.50 $52.50 
Remove & Replace 30" Mountable 
Curb & Gutter l.f. 40 $50.00 $2,000.00 
Sawcut Asphalt Pavement l.f. 186 $3.50 $651.00 
Remove & Replace Asphalt Binder tons 17 $65.00 $1,130.98 
5' Concrete Sidewalk, 4 Inch s.y. 337 $32.00 $10,784.00 
6' Concrete Sidewalk, variable thicl s.y. 65 $62.00 $4,030.00 
Asphalt Walking Trail, 3 Inch tons 6 $55.00 $334.07 
Detectable Warning (Sidewalk Ran each 2 $300.00 $600.00 
2.5" Binder Course Asphalt Paving tons 266 $55.00 $14,655.76 
2.0" Finish Course Asphalt Paving tons 213 $55.00 $11,724.61 
Traffic Control L.S. 1 $750.00 $750.00 
Street Lighting each 3 $3,500.00 $10 500.00 

Subtotal: $142,055.38 
Engineering (15%): $21,308.31 
Contingencies (15%): $21,308.31 
Subtotal: $184,672.00 
Administration (5%) $9,233.60 
Total Street Cost: $193,905.60 

Assessable 
Amount 

$850.00 
$3,248.00 

$500.00 
$1,000.00 
$5,276.00 

$680.00 
$23,152.50 

$5,565.00 
$6,595.00 

$17,605.32 
$0.00 

$0.00 
$1,381.33 
$4,890.28 

$12,660.00 
$52.50 

$2,000.00 
$651.00 

$1,130.98 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$14,655.76 
$11,724.61 

$750.00 
$10,500.00 

$124,868.28 
$18,730.24 
$18,730.24 

$162,328.77 
$8,116.44 

$170,445.21 

Total Project Total $442,508.95 $283,636.47 
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Town of Grand Chute 

Buran Way (200' northwest of Heron Lane to 550' northwest) 

Storm Sewer, Sanitary Sewer, Water Main, & Street Construction 

Contract 2019-01 

Project Cost (bosed on estimate quantities}: 

Setting Assessment Rates: 

Storm Sewer: 

R-4 Maximum Rate: 
Assessable Project C�o�s�t _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ 
Assessable Frontage: 
Assessment Rate: 

Sanitary Sewer: 

Assessable Project Cost 
Assessable Fron_�e�'�-- - -­
Assessment Rate: 

Water Main: 

Assessable Project Cost 
Assessable Frontage: 
Assessment Rate: 

Street: 

Assessable Project Cost: 
Assessable Front!!9e: 
Assessment Rate: 

schedule of Assessments: 

Pro ... _.... Owner Address/Descrlotlon 

$40.00 
$7,945.67 

928.77 feet 
$8.56 perLF 

$44,578.17 
928.77 feet 
$48.00 per LF 

$60,667.43 
928.77 feet 
$65.32 per LF 

$170.445.21 
928.77 feet 

$183.52 per LF 

PREMIER WHITE HAWK LLC 
RUBBLE DEVELOPMENT LLC 
PREMIER WHITE HAWK LLC 

4690 N L YNNDALE DR/Lot 1 CSM 7382 
Lot 2 CSM 7382 

Setting Assessment Rates: 

Storm Sewer: 

R-4 Maximum Rate: 

Assessable Pl!!iect Cost: 
Assessable Acre'!ge: 
Assessment Rate: 

Sanitary Sewer: 

Assessable Pr�ct Cost: 
Assessable AcreaEe: 
Assessment Rate: _ __ _ 

Water Main: 

Lot 3 CSM 7382 

$7.945.67 
26.04 acres 

$305.13 per acre 

$44,578.17 
26.04 acres 

$1,711.91 per acre 

Assessable Project Cost: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ $�6=0,667.43 
Assessable Fronta_e-:_ _ _ _ _ __ 26.04 acres 
Assessment Rate: $2 329. 78 per acre 

Street: 

Assessable PrQject Cost�: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ $170,445.21 
Assessable Fronta_ge: 
Assessment Rate: 

Propenv Owner 

PREMIER WHITE HAWK LLC 
RUBBLE DEVELOPMENT LLC 
PREMIER WHITE HAWK LLC 
-Unae11m1eablo111twltl'l'P'1:r8Gl.lldedecoeH 

Address/Descrlollon 
4690 N L YNNDALE DR/Lot 1 CSM 7382 
Lot 2 CSM 7382 
Lot 3 CSM 7382 

26.04 acres 
$6,545.51 per acre 
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Storm Lateral: 

Assessable Pr_QjE!ct Cost: $567.84 
Assessable Lots: 1 
Assessmen.�t'-'-R_,,a"'te"': _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _,$,,5,,6"-7

.,,
.84"' 

sanitary late=ra
,,,
I: _ __ 

Assessable Pr�ct Cos"t:�- - - - ­
Assessable Lots: 

$750.75 
1 

$750.75 Assessment Rate: 

Water Lateral: 

Assessable Project Cost: 
Assessable._.L,..o ... ts.._: _ _
Assessment Rate: 

R-4 
R-4 
R-4 

Zonlna 

Storm Lateral: 

Parcel 

Number 
101030401 
101030402 
101030403 

$772.59 
1 

$772.59 

Total 

Fronta�e 

307.38 
196.77 
424.62 

928.77 

Assessable Project Cost: _ __ _ $567.84 
1 

__ _  _,,$.567.84 
Assessable._.L,,.o,...ts.._: _ _
Assessment Rate: 

5anital}' Lateral: 

Assessable Project Cost: 
Assessable Lots: 
Assessment Rate: 

Water Lateral: 

Assessable Project Cost: 
Assessable Lots: 
Assessment Rate: 

R-4 
R-4 
R-4 

Zonln• 
Parcel 

Number 

101030401 
101030402 
101030403 

5750.75 
1 

$750.75 

$772.59 
1 

$772.59 

Total 
Acrean 

15.57 
8.24 
2.23 

26.04 

Assessable 
Frontal'e 

307.3B 
196.77 
424.62 

928.77 

Assessable 
Acreue 

15.57 
8.24 
2.23 

26.04 

Storm Storm Sanitary Sanitary Water Water 

Sewer Lateral Sewer Lateral Street Main Lateral Total 

Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment 

$2.629.65 $14,753.32 $56.409.50 $20,078.12 $93,870.58 " 

$1.683.38 $9.444.37 $36,110.67 $12,853.05 $60,091.46 
S3 632.64 S567.84 �20 3B0.4B S750.75 S77 925.04 S27 736.26 �772.59 $131 765.61 

$7 945.67 $567.84 $44,578.17 $750.75 $170,445.21 $60 667.43 $772.59 $285.727,65 

Storm Storm Sanitary Sanitary Water Water 

Sewer Lateral Sewer Lateral Street Main Lateral Total 
Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment Assessment 

$4,750.92 $26,654.46 $101.913.67 $36.274.65 $169,593.69 * 

$2.514.30 $14.106.15 $53.935.04 $19.197.37 $89,752.86 * 
<AAll.45 S567.B4 .l3.B17.56 5750.75 514 596.50 S5.195.41 S772.59 $26 381.09 

$7,945.67 $567.84 $44.578.17 $750.75 $170 445.21 $60 667.43 $772.59 $285 727.65 
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AGENDA REQUEST 

5/21/2019 
 
 
TOPIC:  Final Resolution TBR-08-2019 for French Road (CTH OO north for 0.43 miles) as located in the Town of 
Grand Chute, authorizing special assessments for reclamation and paving, and levying special assessments against 
abutting property owners or on an area wide basis to specially benefiting property owners under Chapter 60 and 
66.0703(1)(b), et al, Police Powers, Wis. Stats., 2017-2018 as amended. 
 

 

 New Business     Unfinished Business     Reports 
 

 Closed Session     Ordinance/Resolution 
 

 Meeting:  Town Board 

Department Reporting:  Public Works Submitted By: Katie Schwartz, P.E., Director PW 
 

 

 
ISSUE:    Shall the Town Board approve Final Resolution TBR-08-2019 for French Road (CTH OO north for 0.43 
miles) as located in the Town of Grand Chute, authorizing special assessments for reclamation and paving, and 
levying special assessments against abutting property owners or on an area wide basis to specially benefiting 
property owners under Chapter 60 and 66.0703(1)(b), et al, Police Powers, Wis. Stats., 2017-2018 as amended. 
 

 
BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS:  On March 19, 2019, the Town Board approved the special assessment 
methodology for the 2019 French Road reclamation and paving project.  The approved schedule is based on 
66.7% for residential and 100% for commercial. 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION:  Staff recommends approval of TBR-08-2019. 

 

 
FISCAL IMPACT:        CIP  
 
 

 
ATTACHMENTS:   
Attachment No. 1 - TBR-08-2019 with exhibits 
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