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CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL 
 
Meeting called to order at 9:00 a.m. by Jason Van Eperen, presiding officer. 
 
PRESENT:  Jason Van Eperen, Brad Gehring, Jeff Ings, Ron Wolff and Angie Cain, Town Clerk 
 
EXCUSED:  Travis Thyssen 
 
STAFF:  Jim March, Town Administrator; Julie Wahlen, Finance Director; Katie Schwartz, Director of Public 
Works; Brent Braun, IT Director; Michelle Korth, Deputy Clerk; Nick Vande Hey, McMahon Associates;  
Attorney Rossmeissl, Herrling Clark 
 
OTHERS:  1 virtual   
 
Interim Project Financing 
 
Chairman Van Eperen asked if the Board had any comments or suggestions in regards to borrowing money 
or having a cap in place on special assessments during the interim for financing projects. 
 
Supv. Gehring explained that not having special assessments is a dramatic diversion from the current 
practice and that it would be difficult to explain to residents that have already paid special assessments.   
 
Supv. Ings explained that he is not comfortable with special assessments. He explained that in the past the 
special assessments have gotten too large and questioned if special assessments were legal. He explained 
that the Board needs to create a formula for assessments for the future.  
 
Supv. Wolff stated that he agreed with the cap on special assessments as long as it is legal. He also stated 
that because of legal costs, many residents would not question if assessments are legal. He stated that he 
doesn’t understand the Town’s calculations and evaluations. He would like a fair and consistent way for 
handling special assessments. He stated the way special assessments are being done currently is wrong. 
He questioned the Board if the reason for the workshop is to agree on a solution in place of special 
assessments. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained the solution for the workshop is to create a financial formula during the 
interim until there is a policy. 
 
Supv. Wolff commented the Town’s policy is not right. He explained that the argument for assessments is not 
only a Grand Chute matter, but a State matter for all special assessments being paid. He explained that the 
Town’s policy needs to be changed. He stated that many employees were part of the residents that were 
assessed as zero in the past. He also stated that with the new Board, policies needs to be changed, and the 
Board itself needs to be fixed and not have a “snakelike” mentality.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned if the residents would be assessed with the new formula for the Boardwalk and 
Van Dyke projects. 
 
Supv. Ings explained that it would make sense to assess with the new formula if it is legal, fair, and 
equitable.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned Supv. Ings and Supv. Wolff if they felt the assessments were not legal, then why 
is the Board moving on with this process. He also explained that assessments have been a formula and 
funding mechanism forever in the State of Wisconsin.  
 
Supv. Ings stated the Board needs to wait and see the legal outcome of assessments.  There will be a 
different resolution for each lawsuit unless determined in mediation. He explained that if it is determined in 
mediation, then the Board would have to move forward with the best solution not knowing what is legal or not 
legal. He stated that there has to be a legal way of doing assessments; however, the way the Town has been 
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doing them is incorrect. He stated that it needs to be part of the conversation if there is a way to be fair and 
legal. He questioned if the stimulus funds could be considered as an option for funding.  
 
Admin. March explained the stimulus funds for lawsuits are an ineligible expense. He explained the funds 
could be potentially used on a future project as part of the interim.  
 
Supv. Ings questioned if stimulus funds could be used as a solution through the interim period. 
 
Admin. March explained that utilities are an eligible expense.  
 
Supv. Ings commented the Board should look at all alternatives that could be considered for funding and look 
at what might work the best. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained in regards to the pending lawsuits and what may be gained and what would not 
be gained that what a Circuit Court decides will only bind the Town to that specific case. He explained the 
chance of the Circuit Court Judge telling the Town what it has been doing is legal or illegal is extremely low, 
but will say that under the unique facts of a particular case, either the criteria is met or it is not. He explained 
that what the Circuit Court Judge decides would have no bearing on any case going forward. He also 
explained that a case would have to get to the Court of Appeals and the Supreme Court before law is made 
that municipalities have to follow. He does not recommend the Board wait for a resolution from previous 
lawsuits.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen agreed that waiting for the end of a trial is not going to give the Board an answer.  
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that Courts decide cases on the narrowest ground possible. 
 
Supv. Wolff agreed with Atty. Rossmeissl that the Board cannot wait until the trials end.  He also agreed with 
Supv. Gehring that special assessments have been around for a long time and there are reasons behind 
them. He explained that special assessments are not wrong, but the way they had been handled was wrong. 
He commented that lawsuits would not have happened if the assessments were within reason.  
 
Admin. March explained the issue is a grey area with special assessments and how to determine if it is 
general or local and who would benefit. He explained that everyone would be in agreeance to general benefit 
because everyone would be using the road, instead of the residents that live on the road. Admin. March 
explained that if they campaigned on having no special assessments, the Board should move on from 
special assessments and find a solution that eliminates special assessments.  This would take them off the 
hook moving forward in trying to determine if this is a general benefit or local benefit. He also explained that 
using a transportation utility would be the easiest remedy for funding options. Admin. March responded in 
regards to Supv. Wolff’s comment about special favors for employees, zero percent assessments, and the 
previous Chairman’s assessment on Gillett Street, that no one on the Town’s staff did a special favor for 
former Chairman Marsden. He explained that what happened did not violate Town policy. He explained that 
during public hearings it is common for residents to try to reverse the engineering of projects like sidewalks 
and sewer to lower the assessment. This puts neighbors against neighbors when frontage is used for 
calculations. Admin. March reassured the Board that in the past 12 years in his position, he has never done 
a special favor for any elected official. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl questioned if special assessments are only being considered to be eliminated from the road 
funding and not sewer and other infrastructure.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen agreed that it is only for road funding. He explained that if the stimulus funds could be 
used during this interim, the transportation utility tax would be the best option. He also explained if the 
urbanized policy is changed, there may not be many storm sewers constructed going forward. He explained 
that if a special construction is requested to benefit a property owner, then a special assessment should be 
applied to that property owner.  
 
Atty. Rossmeissl questioned the Board members where the special assessments would be eliminated and 
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replaced with other funding sources. He also explained that this workshop is for discussing the possible 
replacement of all or some special assessments for transportation projects with alternative funding sources.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained that sewer and water are separate and stormwater should go along with 
roads in regards to urbanization.  
 
Dir. Schwartz explained there are other projects listed in the CIP, but has not been started due to the 
uncertainty of design, policy, and funding. She explained the only project designed for 2022 is Casaloma.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen confirmed there is only one project in the near future that would fall under the new 
policy of funding.  
 
Supv. Ings agreed to take care of the roads and stormwater drainage first.  He explained other urbanization 
is appropriate for another time. He stated that urbanization should be verified with residents to make sure it is 
something the residents want.  
 
Dir. Schwartz explained San District #3 and stormwater have a special assessment policy, however, instead 
of special assessments there is a fee schedule being used which is capped at $20 residential per linear foot 
of frontage and $40 for nonresidential. Dir. Schwartz questioned if this would be still applied when moving 
forward because the TARF wouldn’t apply then a new study would need to be done to determine a new rate 
for the San District #3 costs. She explained that using special assessments is not a bad thing and is not 
something that can just go away. She gave the example of the Water Main Relay project where residents 
were given an option to have their private lateral replaced and the mechanism to do this would be a waiver of 
special assessment. This would assure the Town would receive the money from the work that was done.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen agreed the example fit the definition of special assessment, and that it was the 
resident’s option. He explained that special assessments needs to meet criteria and be consistent. He asked 
Admin. March if there would be enough stimulus funds to bridge the funding during the interim.  
 
Admin. March explained there are specific expenses that qualify to use these funds. He explained other 
items that would also qualify include new HVAC for the Town Hall building, painting the water tower, and 
repairing water mains. He advised the Board to not focus on using the stimulus funds as a potential use for 
the utilities on future projects, instead, focus on a new solution. He explained the Town could borrow money 
at a very cheap rate because the Town does not have a lot of debt. He also agreed with Supv. Wolff that 
there are times when special assessments are appropriate and 100 percent legal. Admin. March explained 
how it would be difficult to put a committee together with residents who have urbanization and who do not 
have urbanization. He explained the decision would need to be based on what is right for the community.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned how borrowing would affect the mill rate. 
 
Dir. Wahlen explained that if there are no special assessments to pay for the borrowing, the mill rate would 
continue to rise.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned at what amount the mill rate would be affected. 
 
Dir. Wahlen explained borrowing money over a 10-year increment would slowly raise the mill rate over the 10 
years and not have a one-time increase. The tax rate would be increased for the amount of the debt payment 
for the following year. The levy would be raised to allow payment of the debt.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned if the utility tax funded better than the special assessments. He 
questioned if this would this be enough to offset the difference in the amount and not have to raise the tax 
rate. He also explained the possible negative circumstances from borrowing funds year after year.  
 
Admin. March explained that borrowing will increase taxes in the interim. He also explained having an 
increase in taxes would not be as unpopular as special assessments.  
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Chairman Van Eperen questioned the Board on how to proceed. 
 
Admin. March explained there are healthy fund balances in San District #2, the sewer utility and stormwater 
that could potentially be used for future road projects during the interim, if the Town does not assess the $20 
a foot for storm sewer. 
 
Dir. Wahlen agreed that San District #2 and San District #3 have healthy fund balances and explained that 
San District #1 is operating at a negative number. San District #1 is highly regulated by PSC so in order to 
increase the water rates, the PSC would have to agree. She explained that COVID funds can only be applied 
to expenditures after March of 2021 and not all expenses from Van Dyke can be eligible for COVID funds 
because it was done prior to March 2021. She explained that if the Board is thinking of using COVID funds, 
there would still be guidelines and restrictions as to what expenses the funds could cover during the interim.  
 
Admin. March explained how the Town works with the PSC and submits the rate increase that is charged for 
water from the State and the PSC determines what the Town can set the rate at to charge residents.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained the last borrowing the Town did, working with Debt Counsel and Municipal Advisor, 
was purposely to schedule out the water debt so the Town would be able to refinance at year eight so there 
would not be a balloon payment. She explained this would allow the Town to refinance so the costs could be 
extended out further. She explained the Town is working through this process based on PSC 
recommendations.  
 
Supv. Ings questioned if borrowing would affect the levy limit and would a referendum be needed.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained the levy limit worksheet does not have a limit on the amount of debt that can be put 
into the levy limit adjustments. 
 
Admin. March explained if more debt is taken on, then the levy can increase accordingly to cover the debt. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned if funds were used from San District #2 and San District #3, would that 
money need to be paid back. 
 
Admin. March explained San District #2 and San District #3 funds could only be used on the utilities in those 
San Districts, and not be used on the road expenses. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained COVID funds should be used in San District #1 and not on the roads. He 
explained that there are two options for funding, to borrow 100 percent during the interim or the Board 
agrees on a cap for special assessments, and a portion would still need to be borrowed.  
 
Supv. Ings agreed that a timeframe would need to be established. 
 
Motion (Ings/Van Eperen) to proceed with interim road funding approach that utilizes borrowing from 
available sources for a period not to extend beyond 12 months, also using San District #2 and San 
District #3 dollars where appropriate to offset costs. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl advised the Board not to have this as a resolution because action was not included on the 
agenda.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned if an advisory motion would be the appropriate motion.  
 
Atty. Rossmeissl agreed and stated it is also referred to as a strong poll. 
 
Supv. Wolff questioned if the motion is to borrow money from sanitary.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained the sanitary funds can only be used for sanitary.  He reiterated that the 
motion was to borrow for projects. 
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Supv. Gehring questioned Supv. Ings in regards to his motion if borrowing was the only source for funding.  
 
Supv. Ings explained it would be borrowing and use San #2 and San #3 funds in place of borrowing where it 
would be appropriate for sanitary and drainage.  
 
Admin. March explained that typically in road projects declarations are used to make the bonding company 
aware that funds will be borrowed and also used from sanitary. Declarations are in place to prove payments 
would be for projects and not investments.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned the Board what would be an appropriate cap on special assessments.  
 
Supv. Gehring stated that he would like the Board to not support this motion. He expressed it is wrong and a 
horrible direction to take.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen asked Supv. Gehring for suggestions to mediate the fairness for residents. 
 
Supv. Gehring explained that the Town should continue to assess a portion. He expressed the motion that 
was made was a huge departure from current practice. 
 
Supv. Ings explained the motion is for a 12-month period or until the final resolution can be made.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned if the resolution would be for Van Dyke, Boardwalk, Casaloma, and future road 
projects through July of 2022. 
 
Supv. Ings agreed that 12 months is a good time frame and explained it is a short period of borrowing and it 
would give the Board time to agree on a decision on how to move forward for future funding.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned the Board for a time frame to decide a payment method for the Casaloma 
Street project.  
 
Dir. Schwartz explained the current plan is to bid late 2021 or early 2022. Once the bids are in, they will be 
presented to the Board for approval. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned when a final resolution would be needed.  
 
Dir. Schwartz explained if special assessments are not needed then a resolution would not be needed.  
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained the Board would not be approving special assessments to approve the project.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained there are other projects currently in the CIP along with Casaloma that are to be 
special assessed. He also added that things can be changed if needed depending on the path the Board 
takes for funding.  
 
Supv. Ings questioned the time frame for construction for the sidewalk by the mall area and if it can be 
delayed. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained it is listed in the CIP for 2022 and agreed that it may need to be delayed because 
the design costs are significantly higher and will need to be looked at again.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained he supported the motion on the floor to allow the discussion to move 
forward. He would be okay voting not in favor if the Board had an alternative way of funding for the interim.  
 
Supv. Gehring explained the current funding process could be used during the interim and the new process 
could potentially start in the next five to six months. The motion on the floor is to push it out for 12 months, 
which would be July 2022. He questioned how residents, who have recently been assessed, are going to feel 
after telling them there will be no assessments for future projects, and it would be a new policy because of a 
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political mandate. He would like the Board to reassess Van Dyke and Boardwalk in the fall and set a process 
on how Casaloma would be completed. 
 
Supv. Ings explained his concerns of what happened to residents on various roads. He explained the Board 
needs to make it fair for the people that were already assessed and the solution is not to assess new people. 
He also explained that 12 months isn’t the exact timeframe but available until a new solution is agreed upon. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned Supv. Gehring if 12 months was what he does not agree with and what 
would he feel comfortable with. 
 
Supv. Wolff explained it would be a problem to zero assess for Van Dyke and Boardwalk and have a new 
policy in place to assess for Casaloma.  
 
Supv. Ings explained the Board would need to create an interim solution. If the final solution includes capped 
special assessments, the Board should consider retroactively to include the residents who could have been 
receiving it so it would be fair and equitable.  
 
Supv. Wolff questioned if it could be done retroactively. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained the more time that passes, the harder it would be to take to Court.  
 
Supv. Wolff questioned if the decision for funding Boardwalk and Van Dyke could be delayed for six months. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that if special assessments are not done, the funding would come out of the 
general fund or the Town would need to borrow. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the paving has already started. 
 
Supv. Wolff expressed his concerns having residents pay assessments, then having zero percent during the 
interim, then return again to having assessments. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that if the Board stated that there would be a special assessment component in 
funding for future road projects that there would be some openness to try to treat these projects fairly. If the 
decision is to fully fund through TARF or another mechanism, then it would not be an issue.  
 
Supv. Gehring explained his concern was for the funding of Van Dyke and Boardwalk and the property 
owners being assessed. He explained residents would understand if Van Dyke and Boardwalk are still being 
assessed with something.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned if funding for Van Dyke and Boardwalk would need to be a specific 
agenda item on a future agenda to make a decision. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that every project approved would also need approval for the funding 
mechanism.  He recommended the Board agree to a general consensus for a plan on how to address 
funding projects in the future during an interim period.  
 
Clerk Cain asked for clarification on the motion.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen suggested to recant the motion. He questioned if the Board would need to address 
Van Dyke and Boardwalk to establish what needs to happen before moving forward. He also questioned if 
the motion should be withdrawn to address options for Van Dyke and Boardwalk.  
 
Supv. Ings agreed with Atty. Rossmeissl that this is not the time for a motion.  
 
Motion was withdrawn. 
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Mr. Vande Hey, McMahon Associates, presented a slide show for the Board on Transportation and Drainage 
Systems along with the expenses and revenues.  

 Current Street Policy 
o Follow Town’s Bike and Pedestrian Strategy 
o New Street Construction 

 Urban street cross section is required 
o Existing Street Reconstruction 

 Urban street cross section is required if: 

 Proposed ditch slope is less than 1% (1’ drop over 100’ of ditch length) 

 Proposed ditch cross section slopes are steeper than 4:1 (1’ drop over 4’) 

 Back slope of proposed ditch extends beyond street right-of-way 
 Exempt from urban street cross section if majority of parcels are larger than 0.5 acres with 

more than 150 feet of frontage.  
o Pictures were provided to show ditch slope and ditch cross section 
o Pictures were provided to show water quality swales, drainage concerns with road ditch versus 

waterway, and water quality plan of action. 

 Road Ditch Concerns 
o Ditch flat longitudinal slopes and sedimentation/uneven 
o Ditch bottom not 1’ minimum below street subgrade 
o Limited driveway culver cover = pavement bumps 
o Partially crushed driveway culvert ends (tires) 
o Prolonged wetness due to sump pumps and soil, which can be problematic for lawn mowing and 

vegetation 
o Ditch modifications 

 Street CIP Methodology 
o Repave Street 

 Pulverize existing asphalt. Place new asphalt 
 Ideal for streets in fair condition (PASER rating 5 to 3) 
 Perform about 15 and 30 years after street reconstruction 

o Reconstruct Street 
 Fully remove asphalt and gravel. Place new asphalt and gravel 
 Ideal for streets in poor condition (PASER rating 2 to 1) 
 Perform about 45 years after street reconstruction 

 Current Street Policy 
o Existing Street Reconstruction 

 Reconstruct street when maintenance will no longer maintain integrity of pavement structure and 
PASER rating in 3 or lower 

 If PASER rating is 4 or higher, reconstruct street when improvements are recommended or when 
planned in conjunction with other adjoining capital improvement projects. 

 Traffic congestion, crash history, poor sight distance, etc. 

 Nearby WisDOT, County Highway, or development project 

 Utility reconstruction project along the street 

 Street PASER Rating 
o Rating 4/3 – Poor 

 Cracking likely extensive 
 Severe block cracking 
 First signs of alligator cracking 
 Moderate rutting (1/2” to 2”) 
 Occasional potholes 
 Maintenance activities 

 Structural improvements required. Strengthen with pavement overlay. 

 Street PASER Rating 
o Rating 2/1 – Very Poor 

 Cracking likely extensive 
 Severe block cracking 
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 First signs of alligator cracking 
 More severe rutting (>2”) 
 Potholes more prevalent 
 Maintenance activities 

 Reconstruction required. 

 5-year & 20-year CIP Results 
o Street Repaving & Reconstructing Expense 

 5 year (2022-2026) 

 $9,000,000 per year average (inflation adjusted) 

 $45,000,000 total for 5-year period 
 5 year (2027-2031) 

 $11,200,000 per year average (inflation adjusted) 

 $56,000,000 total for 5-year period 
 10 year (2032-2041) 

 $12,400,000 per year average (inflation adjusted) 

 $124,000,000 total for 10-year period 
 
Mr. Vande Hey presented tables and pie charts in regards to land use categories for possible funding 
options. 

 Table 1 Property Taxes by Land Use 

 Table 2 Residential Equivalent Units by Land Use 

 Table 3  Parcel Area by Land Use 

 Table 4 Parcel Frontage System 

 Table 5 Vehicle Trip System 
 
Mr. Vande Hey presented a handout to show a 5-year and 20-year Street Capital Improvement Plan (DAU 
Utility Fee Method – 50 percent expenses). He explained how the revenues would compare to the 
expenditures for each year. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey presented a handout to show transportation utility revenue (50 percent of 20-year CIP street 
expenses). Examples were given to show the different charges and methods that could be used with 
transportation utility for one and two-family homes along with parcels that are commercial, industrial, 
institutional, undeveloped, forestland, and tax exempt. Any past assessments that were completed in 2016 
through 2021 were shown with amounts of each assessment. Any parcels with zero, indicated there hasn’t 
been an assessment in the past six years. Six years was used as a figure because that was the information 
that was readily available. He explained if the Board wanted to look at going back further, staff would need to 
provide the additional information.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained that 2016 is when finance had the software, so that information was easily available. 
She said if the Board wanted more years to show, it would be time consuming to get the data, but would still 
be able to. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained impervious drainage unity value (DUA) and the annual charge of $158.00, for each 
property without a cap not phased for implementation.  He also explained the amount without a cap could get 
high when you take the amount of the DUA timed by the quantity of DUAs. Revenue collected with this 
technique would be $4,493,806.  He also explained cap equals 15 and not phased means the drainage unit 
values would be paid at the cap of 15. With this technique the $158.00 was increased to $264.00 per DUA 
up to 15. Revenue collected with this technique would be $4,524,514. Mr. Vande Hey explained the 6-year 
phased implementation. With this technique, the properties that have already paid a special assessment in 
the last six years would be not required to pay a DUA amount for the remainder of six years. Example was 
given that a property that was assessed January 1, 2017, would not pay until 2024, when the annually 
charge would be due and continue forward.  He explained the phasing time frame for each parcel is based 
on the last assessment date. For the Town to make up for lost revenue, when implanting the cap of 15 and 
phasing time periods, the annual charge would increase from $264.00 to $300. In 2028 the Town would be at 
full funding, which would be the end of the 6-year phasing process. He also explained using parcel frontage 
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which would be taking the parcel frontage in feet and multiplying it with $3.08, and without cap and phasing, 
that this technique would generate $1,462,425 in revenue. He also explained how a 50/50 split between the 
drainage unit technique and the lot frontage, using $79 for a drainage unit and $1.54 per foot of lot frontage, 
would create $4,499,038 in revenue. This technique would have no cap and not be phased.  
He explained the numbers used in these example are what he decided to use to show the difference for each 
option. He also explained that each of the techniques show how the costs would be shifted between the 
different payers.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained that no matter what the Board decides to use as a technique, not everyone will agree 
on the final decision and be happy with it. She gave the example that a business had a $2,247 in 
assessments in 2021, and if the Board decides to go with the REU technique that business would be getting 
over a $10,000 break because of when the assessment of $2,247 was done. So that business would be 
gaining money with the phasing the process. She then explained how a business had a $108,544 
assessment, and with the phasing process this business would only be saving around $10,000.   
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained there are an infinite amount of techniques that can be done, but either technique 
that is chosen, there is going to be “winners” and “losers”. 
 
Supv. Gehring asked if the Board should have two or three options for public input. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the staff needs the Board to give direction as to which option the Board would like 
to see. He asked if the Board liked the phased approach technique to identify the residents who have been 
recently assessed. He also explained that Kimberly and Neenah have done a 5-year phase, but the Town 
could do a five or six year phase as well. He explained that before presenting these ideas to the public, the 
Board should limit it to two scenarios.  
 
Admin. March questioned Mr. Vande Hey what the Town’s revenue would be if the Town chose to do what 
Neenah had done. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey had not run what Neenah’s rates were, but explained Neenah generates less through the 
transportation utility then a 50/50 assessment.  
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that if the Board would extend the waiver period beyond five years, the total 
amount waived could be caped to the most recent assessment.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned what the Town bonds on average for road projects.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained the last couple bond issuances have been between $10 and $15 million and that was 
on average for two years of projects. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the CIP identifies $8 million. 
 
Dir. Wahlen explained a lot of the projects are multiple years and the expenses are spread out over two 
years.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained all the techniques would be generating around $4 million, which would be half of 
what the CIP identifies as $8 million, so it would be 50/50 split between bonding and transportation utility. 
 
Supv. Gehring questioned Mr. Vande Hey if the Town’s responsibility for 2023 is $3,409,987. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey agreed and explained the change to the DUA number would reflect on the amount of the 
borrowing for the Town.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained if the Board decided to utilize a transportation utility fee, the fee would be added to the 
utility bill, and not the tax bills. She explained she would be working with DPW in regards to how the software 
would handle adding a new fee.  
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Mr. Vande Hey explained it could show up as a line item on each utility bill, and could reflect zero if the 
parcel is in the phased out period.  
 
Supv. Ings questioned if just the street portion of the special assessment would be applicable or the whole 
special assessment.  
 
Dir. Wahlen explained it would only be the street portion. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained it would not include the storm sewer or Sanitary Districts #1, #2, or #3. 
 
Admin. March questioned if the new owner of a parcel would receive the credit if the previous owner was in 
the phased time period. He explained that it wouldn’t make sense to give someone the credit from an 
assessment if they didn’t pay it. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the example given was just for parcels and not owners. 
 
Dir. Wahlen explained with the utility billing software, it could be easier to track because when a house sells, 
the final utility bill is requested.  
 
Supv. Gehring and Chairman Van Eperen agreed it would be easier and make the most sense to provide the 
phasing time period to the owner of the property and who paid the assessment.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen also explained this could be an incentive to retain residents as well.  
 
Supv. Ings questioned what would happen to the remaining special assessments that is not for the roads. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the remaining special assessments could be treated with policies with the sanitary 
and water. 
 
Dir. Wahlen explained this is currently a transportation study and to look at policies for sewer and water, 
separate studies would need to be done.  
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained the Board should look at the street portion first, then look at sewer.  
 
Supv. Ings agreed. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey questioned if the Board was considering if the land owner changes, the fee would not be 
waived for the past assessment. He also questioned if the Board would recognize the past assessments and 
implement a phased approach, and if so, for how many years.  
 
Supv. Gehring stated he would like to see five years for an implemented phase approach. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen stated he would be comfortable to see an approach at five years as well. 
 
Supv. Ings questioned if the important figure was the number of years it goes back or the amount someone 
would end up paying. He suggested that anyone who has paid over $2,000 should be considered to be 
phased. 
 
Dir. Wahlen explained that by putting a cap on the REUs some business would be saving a lot of money over 
the next 30 years. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained if there in not a cap, the Board could extend the waiver period longer as long as 
the Town caps the total waiver at the amount of the recent assessment.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that getting rid of the cap would bring the annual charge down for everyone. He 
explained that doing a cap and being phased in, the dollar amount would increase for everyone.  
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Dir. Wahlen explained the REUs that are going to be higher are for commercial so by putting in cap, the cost 
would be shifting to a higher portion for residential to pay versus commercial.  
 
Supv. Ings explained if they went with REUs it would be a benefit to the residential side and if there was a 
cap, it would be a benefit to the commercial side. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained that with the caps, there could be tiers which would help keep it fair between the 
smaller and larger businesses with a lot of impervious.   
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained he can generate pie charts and information for whatever the Board would like see. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained the next step would be to bring together a group of people as an advisory group to 
go through the recommendations. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that getting a second group to look at the recommendations would be a chance for 
the Board to hear opinions before it goes out to the public for input.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned if the group would be coming for the next workshop. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that one owner may have multiple parcels and owe a substantial amount of 
assessments once all combined together. 
 
Supv. Gehring asked Mr. Vande Hey what he would like from the Board during this workshop.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey questioned how the Board felt about caps and maximum payments by parcel or by one 
owner.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned what the Board decides would affect the bonding.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that each technique he is showing has revenue around $4 to $5 million for the fee, 
but the decision would be who would be paying for more of the costs.  
 
Dir. Schwartz explained the next step could either be to have another workshop or have the Advisory Board 
come to the next workshop. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that from an administrative stand point, the REU would be the simplest. He 
explained the data is already available and recommended to keep it simple.  
 
Dir. Schwartz agreed and explained the troubles that would arise with using other techniques.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned how to figure out a balance with caps on phasing with residential to reflect more of 
the 51 percent. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained he could come up with a cap number to get the graph more of the 50/50 split. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that Mr. Vande Hey could bring back to the Board a pie chart and spread sheet to 
reflect the new cap number.  
 
Supv. Ings agreed. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that the pie chart will look different each year while the 5-year phase is 
implemented.  
 
Supv. Gehring explained there should be two funding formulas that the Board could recommend to the 
Advisory Board. He questioned when this goes out to the public, one option should be the mix of residential 
and parcel and the other could be REU as its own option. 
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Mr. Vande Hey agreed and added using a cap and phased implementation for both. 
 
Dir. Schwartz questioned if frontage should still be considered an option. 
 
Supv. Gehring explained that parcel by land use was eliminated in the previous workshop, and parcel 
frontage was still being considered.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the Board was more focused on the REU and also wanted to keep parcel frontage 
on the table.  
 
Mr. Wolff questioned if Mr. Vande Hey would be able to do property taxes on residential. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that property taxes are not an option. He also asked the Board if they would like 
to present one or two options to the group. He suggested to give two options with different variables using 
REU. He gave example of using REU with a cap versus no cap, using REU with a phase or no phase. He 
suggested the Board stick with REUs if they like that idea.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that when the Board goes to the public they can use the support from the Advisory 
group to give direction to the public. 
 
Admin. March questioned if the Board agreed to have a Town group before going to the public.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained that the group would need to be between 15 and 20 Town residents to get 
a good cross-section and to include people and business owners who have paid as assessment or will be 
getting an assessment. 
 
Admin. March explained that setting a cap with tiered amounts would be beneficial in subsidizing the larger 
businesses. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey said he would bring back an option to the Board without using a cap. He explained when 
sewer utilities are set up, he groups together all the parcels for a single owner for the annual payment. The 
top 25 ratepayers would then meet together and discuss a cap option. He explained talking to the high 
ratepayers may also be support when presenting to the public.  
 
Supv. Wolff questioned if the total amount could be divided up equally between everyone and put on the tax 
bill. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained that a referendum would need to be done to increase the mill rate. He explained 
that the Town could borrow and make a payment over time. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained that a referendum could be done to increase the mill rate so the amount of the 
bond would not need to be as much. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained that non-profit and tax exempt entities do not receive a tax bill in order to apply a 
funding mechanism.   
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained putting assessments on the tax bill would cause the larger burden to shift to 
residential rather than commercial. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen commented that he would be comfortable using the REU technique. 
 
Supv. Ings questioned what would happen to the balances due on a 10-year assessment payment 
agreement if the Town decides to no longer have assessments. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained it would be very difficult to justify giving residents a break that opted to pay over 
ten years versus residents who paid in full. 
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Supv. Ings questioned if the payment agreement would then need to be followed through and paid in full. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained the payment agreement would need to be followed through. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained there are a lot of outstanding deferred assessments as well that would eventually be 
paid. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned if the residents who were assessed in the last five years would receive 
credit through the phasing process over time. 
 
Atty. Rossmeissl explained a different calculation per land owner would need to be done under each 
circumstances.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained the Town would be trying to remedy the assessment issues but any formula 
used will benefit some residents and not benefit other residents. He suggested to move forward with the 
REU figures.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey questioned if the Board wanted the calculations to include five years prior. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen agreed with five years and said it would be the most realistic. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the calculations would also include any property that has changed owner which 
would not receive the credit. 
 
Dir. Schwartz questioned if the Board would like to see the updated information be brought back to another 
workshop meeting or bring the updated information to the advisory group first. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen suggested the advisory group join a workshop meeting, but coming in an hour later to 
allow the Board to discuss final decisions. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey suggested having a workshop without the advisory group in order to give him enough time to 
change the data that would be presented to the advisory group at a separate meeting.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen agreed to have two separate dates for meetings. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained he would group together the top 25 largest payers so the Board would have an 
opportunity to see them directly prior to presenting the new technique to the public. 
 
Dir. Schwartz asked the Board for feedback in regards to the advisory group and recommendations for a 
Town Board Representative and a Planning Commission Representative. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen asked the Board for comments and suggestions in regards to urbanization and 
explained to make urbanization not a main criteria but instead focus on safety, drainage, and other 
circumstances.  
 
Supv. Gehring questioned if the Board would consider each road individually and question land owners to 
determine if urbanization would be wanted or needed.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained it would be beneficial for the Board to look at roads and see the driveways with the 
asphalt hump and the shallow ditches along with other challenges. 
 
Dir. Schwartz explained that what is best for the Town is what needs to be done. 
 
Supv. Gehring questioned if the estimates given already had the roads that would be urbanized due to 
sidewalks and bike trails.  
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Chairman Van Eperen explained there are properties that have culverts that are being pushed through, and 
gravity is the only way to fix it with deepening the ditches.  He explained when you urbanize a street, it isn’t 
just a matter of curb and water, but the focus would be water filtration.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained a storm sewer for the sump pump water would be needed to get rid of some of the 
wetness so the ditches would be more acceptable. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen questioned if a septic system would be appropriate. 
 
Mr. Vande Hey explained the gravel wells also have a limit as to how much sump pump water it can handle 
before it becomes gravel filled with water. 
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained this would help slow the water down and also help clean the water.  
 
Mr. Vande Hey suggested using the new technique so residents would be able to see it and get a feel for it, 
and decided if it would be better to keep it rural and deal with the sump pump water.  
 
Chairman Van Eperen explained that if land owners would prefer urbanization, a special assessment would 
be appropriate for the land owner. 
 
Admin. March explained the easiest would be to default from urbanization into rural and urbanize for safety 
reasons when needed. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion (Ings/Wolff) to adjourn.  Motion carried. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 1:06 p.m. 
 
These minutes were taken at a regular meeting held on July 15, 2021 and entered in this record book, July 
16, 2021 by:  
 
 
____________________________ 
Angie Cain, Town Clerk 
Town of Grand Chute    
Approved: August 17, 2021 


