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INTRODUCTION
Forward

The Town of Menasha Five Year Park and Open Space Plan: 20042808es guidance

for future parks and open space development and acquisition that are intended to improve
the quality of life for Town residents. Parks, trails, and open space including wetlands
woodlands, stream corridors, and other natural resources provide opportunities for
recreating, aesthetics, preserving and enhancing the environment, and dreaphayacter

of a community. Proper implementation of this plan, over time, will provide the Town

with a park and open space system that is designed to meet the needs of itsotizans
types of facilities and distribution of those facilities.

This plan carries on a nearly 30-year history of park and open space planning for Town
residents. In 1977, the Town of Menasha Town Board of Supervisors adopted the first
Open Space and Recreation Plafince its original adoption this plan has been updated
six times in 1981, 1986, 1991, 1997, and 2001. In 2002 into 2003, an evaluation and
update of the 2001 edition was completed. This plan constitutes the seventh edition and
carries on the Town of Menasha'’s continued efforts to plan and promote recreational
opportunities for its residents.

This plan is an extension ®he Town of Menasha 2023 Comprehensive Blahprovides

a community wide vision through the year 2020. This plan addresses park and open space
needs for the community through 2009, but it focuses more directly on providing a vision
of the Town'’s parks and open space system through the year 2020. It evaluates current
parks, open spaces, and trails and the need for additional parks, open space, and trails.
Current parks and open space amenities within the system are reviewepdrtmeiments.

Future parks and open space needs are determined through analysis of projected 2020
population figures and forecasts to anticipate additional lands or facilitiesithiae

needed to serve 2020 population levels and distribution. Future needs are based upon the
identified goals and strategies and consideration of survey findings compl&iaaki

2003. Recommendations for amenity improvements and future parks and open space
acquisition and development are given. Lastly, costs and funding and acquisition options
are explored. This plan sets forth priorities for implementation for the 2004 to 2009
planning period, and provides for that time frame eligibility for various $taiged

recreational programs.

This plan was prepared under the Town of Menasha Park Commission. The Town of
Menasha Park Commission and the Town of Menasha Park and Recreation Department are
responsible for implementation of the plan. Implementation of the plan will be adhiev
through land dedication, recreational grant funds, fees, and budgetary allatmeund

the Town Board of Supervisors. Any budgetary allotment from the Town Board of
Supervisors is the prerogative of that body. Decisions for funding are made through the
budget process, and are based on available funds and consideration of a varietyie$ activi
and projects needing Town financial resources. This plan should not be considered a
budgetary document, but as an advisory document.




Benefits Of Parks, Open Space, And Trails

As stated in the introduction planning for parks and open space is intended to improve the
quality of life for Town residents. Numerous researchers have attempted aeddacin

a number of cases of presenting scientific evidence that parks and open space have a
number of benefits including community benefits, individual benefits, economic lsenefit
and environmental benefits. Community benefits can be considered those that bring a
positive result to a group of people. Individual benefits are the exact opposite providing a
direct result to a single person. Economic benefits, for this report, meets effpark and
open space in attracting investment, tourism, and direct positive effects toyprabees.
Finally, environmental benefits are those that show the economic benefitdesiting and
enhancing existing natural areas. These benefits are illustrated toishemsand

property developers alike the direct impact parks and open space have to the community
and Town citizens.

Community Benefits
- Families that recreate together report greater stabidysatisfaction, the foundation of

a stronger society.

Recreation provides a sense of community and an opportunity to interact.

Communities with natural areas and open spaces are consideredplgoed for

children and offer high quality of life to all residents.

o Sixty-four percent of Americans consider it very important to eoresand protect
wetlands, and 46 percent say they believe there are too few wetltamdisrth
America according to a study conducted by Responsive Managehriewever, 63
percent could not name a single non-governmental organization that teesve
wildlife and natural resources, and 57 percent could not identify a non-
governmental group that protects the environmenResponsive Management,
2002)

Community recreation reduces alienation, loneliness, and anti-social behavior.

Recreation provides opportunities for community involvement, and shared meerdge

and ownership of resources.

Recreation opportunities, facilities and the quality of local emwirent are the

foundations of community provide.

Individual Benefits
Contributes to a resident’s overall well-being and health by prayithe opportunity
for recreational activities
Enhances the quality of residents’ lives.
o Experience and observe nature.
o Provide opportunities for learning and living a more balanced life.
Provide a place for stress reduction, rest, relaxation, and izafilah through
recreation.
Washington County, Wisconsin residents were asked if they persteakyfited from
parks:
o Helped improve overall physical health 55%
o0 Helped obtain greater appreciation of nature/outdoors 79%




0 Helped decrease stress level 77%
o Improved quality of life 76%
0 Helped provide balance between work and play 7%

Economic Benefits

Attracts Investment
Parks and open space enhances the quality of life that attracts tag-paginesses and
residents to communities.
Small company owners say recreation, parks, and open space lightst priority in
choosing a new location for their business (Trust for Public LEndnomic Benefits
Report 2002)

Attracts Tourism
Recreation and park services are often the catalyst for tquaigmowing sector of the
economy. For instance, the American Hotel & Lodging Associateported that
Americans spent $150 billion on leisure related stays in 2000. That'©b68% total
American hotel/motel industry ($2.54 billion) for the year.
(http://www.manitowoc.org/parkandrec/benefits. itm
“According to Parks and Recreation and Tourism, the direct tounspaat for
Anderson County [South Carolina] in 1998, including state and local acodations
taxes, capital investments, wages and jobs totaled $6,877,603. In 1998 alone, 1,448 jobs
in the County were categorized as being in the tourism industry.”
(http://www.andersonpartnership.com/

Property Values

Numerous studies have indicated the positive effect of marksoperty values:
A study by Frank and Sielski on Washington County, Wisconsin parks fountbtha
properties within 200 feet of an “active recreation park” asdess#ue increased
$113/foot. Within 2,600 feet of a “passive recreation park,” assessegsvaktreased
$4.96/foot. It further found $1.5 million of assessed value could be atttilboitan
“active recreation park” of which $30,000 was collected in taxes; $879,08§se6sed
value could be attributed to the “passive recreation park” yielding $1&0&llected
taxes.”
In Philadelphia, Pennsylvania proximity to parks increased propaities. Homes
within 40 feet the parks resulted in an additional $1,171 in value and parks within 2,500
feet of parks resulted in an addition $104 of value. (Values not atljfrete 1970s
inflation).
Four city parks in Worcester, Massachusetts were analyzeesbgrchers. The study
found that homes within 20 feet from a park sold for $2,675 more than homes 2,000
feet away. Aggregate property value increased by $3.5 million.

Studies have also found positive effects of open spagroperty values:




Lutzenhiser and Netusil found that homes within, 200 feet increase $11,210, 201-400
feet increase $10,216; 401-600 feet increase $12,621; 601-800 feet increase $11,269;
and 801-1000 feet increase $8,981.

Nelson found that homes adjacent to an open space were worth $1,200 mexeeper

that land 1,000 feet from the open space.

Environmental
Reduces Flooding

Natural areas reduce the rate and volume of stormwater runoffy vadaces incidents
and severity of flooding. Stream flows decrease by 3.7% for eM#ryncrease in
protected wetlands along a stream corridor. (lllinois State Water Sung&s), 19

A community near Boston purchased or protected 8,000 acres of wetlandstla

Charles River. These wetlands were capable of containing 50,00€ecd water

and were an alternative to a $100 million system of dams and levides.loss of

wetlands would have resulted in $17 million in flood damage annually. t(Tous
Public Land Economic Benefit Report999)

Enhances Air Quality

An urban ecological analysis in New Berlin, Wisconsin found:

0 There are approximately 560,000 trees in the City of New Berlin, cresting
average canopy cover of 13 percent.

o0 Trees store over 94,000 tons of carbon and sequester carbon at over 2,100 tons a
year.

o Trees save urban residents a total of $11,000 each year in cooling costs. As young
trees mature, this is expected to grow to $107,000 in saving each year.

o Trees in the city remove over $478,000 worth of pollutants each year. (David B.
Haines,The Value of Trees in the City of New Ber01)

A similar study found that a typical tree provides $196,250 worth of ecological Isenefit

including air purification and oxygen formation. (G. Tyler Miller, living in the

Environment1998).




GOALS AND STRATEGIES

In the Town of Menasha, community goals and strategies providesseatml framework for
meeting present and future community desires and needs. The goalsad®gies are based
upon the collective efforts of the Town Parks and Recreation Caiamjghe Director of Parks
and Recreation, Parks and Recreation Staff and Community Develoftadéinafter meeting
and identifying specific Town needs and priorities. Further efforts wsoeeatended to the task
of identifying needed Parks and Recreational improvements tHatontinue to make the Town
of Menasha a desirable place to live.

Goals represent common community ideals that are brought about by a @ajuaséon,
rather than a physical end product and, therefore, may not be actually attainable

Strategiesare specific courses of action that can be used by local governprevate
enterprise, institutions, groups, or individual citizens to accomplish the stated goal

Parks

Goal
Provide a park system and recreational facilities that widrad variety of resources to all
Town of Menasha residents.

Strategies

1. Provide park and recreational facilities to serve all existing and fgsigential areas.

2. Provide active and passive recreational areas to meet theofi¢deeS own’s elderly and
handicapped.

3. Preserve structures and sites that reflect the historical and natiiegjéhef the Town.

4. Preserve land of environmental significance and sensitivity.

5. Use Town of Menasha official mapping powers, subdivision ordinanceszaamialg

8.

9.

ordinance to preserve and add areas designated for future parks and recreation use.
Encourage community/school cooperation in providing additional recreatititiefa at
school sites

Encourage regional efforts to provide for joint parks for regional use such as dog parks,
major regional parks and the preservation of sensitive and significant naéasl ar

Locate neighborhood parks within a walking distance (approximately %2 mile) of the
neighborhoods they are intended to serve.

Research and revise Land Dedication and Fees in Lieu of Land.

10. To update existing facilities to reflect current and future trends andsafest

guidelines.




Open Spaces

Goal

To conserve, protect, and improve the environmental resources of the Town.

Strategies

1. Use zoning ordinances and official mapping powers to protect wetlahdselands,
woodlands, and floodplains from development.

2. Ensure that development does not disrupt natural drainage in the Town.

Trails

Goal

Provide a safe and interconnecting trail system to all Town residents.

Strategies

1. Connect parks and open spaces with identifiable routes that link to public, residentia
commercial, and regional destinations.

2. Create a comprehensive plan and set of guidelines that:

a.

b
C.
d.
e

Establishes a level of service and estimates potential demand for new trails
Identifies facility types, improvements, signage, and markings.

Develops design criteria for trail facilities.

Develops an operation and maintenance plan and schedule.

Identifies trail acquisition strategies and funding sources.




PLANNING AREA
Physical Setting

The planning area used for this plan update is the Town of Menasha. The Town is
geographically located within the Appleton-Oshkosh SMSA, and encompasses 12.5 square
miles of area, or 8,171 acres, in the extreme northeastern portion of Winnebago County.
The Town of Menasha is centrally located within the heart of the Tri-CountylZ2eah

area, which includes Calumet, Outagamie, and Winnebago Counties. The Town of Grand
Chute and the City of Appleton in Outagamie County border the Town on the north. The
eastern boundary of the Town is commonly shared with the Town of Harrison, the City of
Appleton and the City of Menasha, which have extended into a portion of Calumet County.
A common southern boundary is shared with the City of Menasha and the shoreline of
Lake Winnebago on the east side. On the west side of Little Lake Butte dss tkier

southern boundary of the Town of Menasha is shared with the City of Neenah and the
Town of Neenah. Finally, the western limits of the Town extend to Clayton Avenue wher

a common boundary is shared with the Town of Clayton.

To create a park and open space plan for the Town information relative to community mus
be gathered. This information includes demographics, land use, parks, open space, and
trails, and environmentally sensitive areas. Each topic contributes to theidorofathe

Parks and Open Space Plan and is presented in this chapter.

Resident Populations

Population for historic, existing, and projected levels are important for planmikg pa

open space, and trails needs for the Town. Data levels are recorded for the Town at the
Wisconsin Department of Administration and the US Census Bureau. These figures ar
shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 and Table 2 and Figure 2.

The 2000 US Census reports a population of 15,858 persons. The population grew
1,883 people, or 13.5 percent, from 13,975 to 15,858 residents between 1990 and 2000.

o Of the recorded 15,858 residents, 3,835 (24.2%) are under 17 and 1,751 (11.0%) are
over 64. The population over 64 has grown from 9.0 percent in 1990 and represents
a larger share than Winnebago County. These two demographics account for a
growing percent of the population that is typically reliant on community tiasili

Population projections for the Town of Menasha shows in Table 1:

0 Large population increases in the 20+ percentage points from 1960 to 1980.
o A tapering off of population growth from 1980 to 2020.




TABLE 1: POPULATION LEVELS BY
DECADE

Year | Population Change from Previous
Number Percent
1950 3,007 - -
1960 5,480 2,473 45.13%
1970 8,682 3,202 36.88%
1980 12,226 3,544 28.99%
1990 13,975 1,749 12.52%
2000 15,858 1,883 11.87%
2010* 17,759 1,721 9.79%
2020* 18,651 1,072 5.75%

*Projected Population Levels

Source: Wisconsin Department of Administration (\0iB)
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TABLE 2: PROJECTED POPULATION

LEVELS
Year Population Change in

Number Percent
2000 15,858
2003 16,485 627 0.94%
2005 16,985 1,127 7.10%
2010 17,579 594 3.50%
2015 18,138 559 3.20%
2020 18,651 513 2.80%

Source: U.S. Census; WIiDOA, ECWRPC, and Martensdisgle, Inc.

Projected Population Levels

19,000

18,500
18,000
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C. Land Use

The historic, existing, and future land use for the Town will be the determinitay fiac
both supply and demand for parks and open space facilities. The type, amount, and
distribution of land uses within the Town determine where and how much supply and
demand will be generated.

Historic Growth

The pattern of growth in the Town of Menasha can be described in terms of localiion wit

the Town using north and south US 41 as an east and west dividing line. Development east
of US 41 is older than the development west of US 41. The eastern portion of the Town
was developed between the 1930s and the 1970s with pockets of newer infill development.
The oldest development is along Little Lake Buttes des Morts while the nevedoplment

is inland. West of US 41 development occurred between the 1960s and 2003. Older
development on the west side of the Town occurred primarily south of Jacobsen Road.

Current Land Use

The distribution of current land uses are shown in Map 1 and composition is shown in
Table 3 and Chart 3. The primary use of land in the Town of Menasha is residential use,
totaling 27.3 percent. Following residential uses are transportation (18.1%),taggicul
(17.9%), industrial (16.9%), open spaces (7.8%), vacant (5.9%), public/institutional (2.2%),
recreational (2.0%), and commercial (1.8%). Equating this to urban and rurainmses

uses amount to 66.4 percent while 33.6 percent is rural. Urban uses consist of residential,
transportation, industrial, and commercial. While rural uses are agriculturahtyac

wetlands, woodlands, and recreational.

Future Land Use

Projected future development of the Town will also be primarily urban in naturse The
uses are outlined in Table 4, Chart 4, and Map #he following pages. Future projected
urban and rural uses amount to 79.7 percent as urban while 20.3 percent remains rural.
Residential land uses remain the predominant projected land use at 31.6 percent.
Following residential uses are industrial (20.9%), transportation (18.1%), agatultur
(9.6%), open space (7.8%), commercial (5.8%), institutional (3.2%), recreational,(2.8%)
and vacant land.

! This model assumes no loss of open space andssdnlgecreational lands. This is not to say theteational
lands will not be accumulated, simply that the difais unknown. These numbers will be used fasdbime
projections.




TABLE 3: CURRENT LAND USE
Current Land Use Acres | Percent
Agricultural 1,462 17.9%
Low Density Residentia] 1 938 23.7%
Medium Density
Residential 149 1.8%
High Density
Residential 145 1.8%
Commercial 152 1.9%
Industrial 1,358 16.6%
Utilities 25 0.3%
Public/Institutional 180 2 204
Recreational 167 2.0%
Wetlands 379 4.6%
Woodlands 258 3.2%
Transportation 1,481 18.1%
Vacant 478 5.9%

Total: | 8,171 100.0%

Current Land Use

5.9%

17.9%
18.1%

16.6%

23.7%

O Agricultural

O Low Density Residential
O Medium Density Residential
@ High Density Residential
B Commercial

0O Industrial

m Utilities

m Public/Institutional

B Recreational

m Wetlands

@ Woodlands

O Transporation

O Vacant

Source: ECWRPC, Martenson & Eisele, Inc. and Tofwdenasha

TABLE 4: FUTURE LAND USE
Future Land Use Acres | Percent
Agricultural 787 9.6%4
Low Density Residentia) 2 235 27.4%
Medium Density
Residential 194 2.4%
High Density
Residential 150 1.8%
Commercial 476 5.8%
Industrial 1,685 20.6%
Utilities 24 0.3%
Public/Institutional 263 3.294
Recreational 229 2.8%
Wetlands 379 4.6%
Woodlands 258 3.2%
Transportation 1,481 18.1%
Vacant 9 0.1%

Total: [ 8,171 | 100.0%

Future Land Use

0.1% 9.6%

27.4%

2.4%

1.8%

5.8%

O Agricultural

O Low Density Residential
O Medium Density Residential
O High Density Residential
B Commercial

O Industrial

W Utilities

B Public/Institutional

B Recreational

I\ Wetlands

O Woodlands

O Transportation

O Vacant

Source: ECWRPC, Martenson & Eisele, Inc. and Tofwlenasha
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MAP 1: EXISTING LAND USE - 2001
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MAP 2: FUTURE LAND USE
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Natural Resource Features
Environmentally Sensitive Areas

Environmentally sensitive areas are identified by the East CentrablgiscRegional
Planning Commission (ECWRPC) to preserve environmentally significaas &mm
infringement by sewered development. As ECWRPC defines them, environmentally
sensitive areas are comprised of the following:

Lakes and streams shown on the United States Geographic Survey maps and adjacent
shoreland buffer areas.

Wetlands shown on the Wisconsin Wetland Inventory Maps (Department of Natural
Resources).

Floodways as delineated on the official Federal Emergency Management
Administration (FEMA) Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps.

As shown in Map 3 on the following page, the Town of Menasha has 2,201 acres of
environmentally sensitive lands. A large majority of these lands have alrezdy be
developed, with the exception of portions of undeveloped lands in the western section of
the Town.

In addition to the designations of environmentally sensitive, other areas witalnatur
characteristics that could impact environmental quality or development pbtente been
identified by ECWRPC. These are said to have “limiting environmental comslitiand
include areas with high bedrock, high groundwater, and floodplain areas. Theseereas a
portrayed in Maps 4, 5, and 6.

Another natural area of interest is wooded areas. Wooded areas provide habitat and an
aesthetic quality to the landscape. Trees have been proven to add value to properties
adjacent, which has been shown in the Introduction.

High Bedrock

Areas of high bedrock can be found in several areas of the Town. High bedrock can be
found at the intersection of County BB and Cold Spring Road, south USH 10, and the
intersection of ¥ Street and Manitowoc Street. It ranges in depth from surface level to 30
inches below the surface.

High Groundwater

The Town of Menasha has a number of areas with high water. Areas with the highest
ground water can be found near Little Lake Butte des Morts, along the Me#,©n

Stroebe Island, on Brighton Beach, and near Lake Winnebago. Groundwater in these area
is at surface level or above surface. The remainder of the Town has leveterafanging

from 2-4 feet below the surface.
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Floodplain Areas
Floodplain areas are prevalent along Little Lake Buttes des Mort$it@niggeach, Stroebe
Island, the Mudd Creek, and along the Millbrook Creek.

Woodlands

Woodland areas can be found in varying degrees throughout the Town. On the eastside
pockets of woodlands can be found in pockets of undeveloped or un-developable lands
such as areas of steep slopes. The largest stands of forested lands can be foundsbn the we
side of Town in the Stroebe Island Marsh, in park lands, around the Municipal Complex,
north of Shady Lane and west of Cold Spring Road. Smaller pockets can be found
dispersed throughout the remainder of the west side.
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MAP 3: ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS
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MAP 4: HIGH BEDROCK
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MAP 5: HIGH GROUNDWATER
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MAP 6: WETLANDS AND WOODLANDS
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Existing Parks and Open Space Sites and Facilities

Town of Menasha residents, in 2003, have access to 37 public and quasi-public parks, open
sites, and facilities, totaling 683.84 acres. Public properties including parks anghapen s
sites include a total of 23 sites and 206.75 acres. Included in the quasi-public dites are
schools, clubs, arenas, open spaces, and a stadium, totaling 403.27 acres that can be used
by Town residents, but are not in Town ownership. Additionally, residents have access t
8.5 miles, totaling 10.3 acres, of trails that are owned and maintained by the Town of
Menasha.

As shown by Table 3 there are a number of amenities provided by Town parks. Town
recreational opportunities include baseball diamonds, basketball courts, a §dsbee
course, an ice rink, trails, natural areas, picnic facilities, playground equipstesiting
hills, tennis courts, and volleyball courts.

1. Public
Parks

Butte des Morts Park
Butte des Morts Park is a 1.6 acre park located on the east shore of LittiButtdeedes
Morts. Facilities include a natural area and trail along with playground equipment

CB Park
This site is an undeveloped 63-acre property. It contains areas of forested land.

Fritsch Park

Fritsch Park is an 18.5 acre park located on the eastern half of the Town. Eastitigd
include baseball fields, basketball court, ice rink, a pavilion with kitchen, playground
equipment, restrooms, sledding hill, soccer fields, and a volleyball court.

Fritse Park

Fritse Park is a 15.26 acre park located on the western shore of Little Lakel@utorts.
Ten and a half acres of this property was acquired from the Natural Resouoragda
Assessment and Restoration (NRDA) Fox River PCB Clean-up Settlement in 2003.
Existing facilities at this site include a boat launch, basketball court, Bopawith

kitchen, picnic tables, grills, playground equipment, restrooms, sledding hill, and adilleyb
court.

Gant Park
Gant Park was acquired through NRDA grant funds as a part of the Fox Riverl®gB C
up Settlement. It will be a 1.13 acre park along Little Lake Butte desMort

Glenview Park
Glenview Park is a 0.55 acre park located in the south central portion of the Town. It has
playground equipment, picnic tables, and grills.
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Kippenhan Park
Kippenhan Park is a 0.33 acre park located in central Town. Like Glenview Park it has
playground equipment, picnic tables, and grills.

O’Hauser Park

O’Hauser Park a 64.37 acre park located in the western portion of the Town. An addition
of the 1.35 acre Selmer Moseng property to this park was made through the DNR
Stewardship Granh 2003. Existing facilities at this site include a baseball field,
basketball court, Frisbee golf course, natural area, trail, pavilion withekit picnic table,

grill, restrooms, sledding hill, soccer fields, tennis court, and volleyball court.

Palisades Park

Palisades Park is a 14.85 acrepark on the east half of the Town. Existinig$aoitiude a
community center with rental rooms and kitchens, baseball field, basketball ctund) na
area, trail, picnic tables, grills, restrooms, tennis court, and volleyball court

Roy Kuehn
Roy Kuehn Park is a 0.23 acre park in the south central portion of the Town. Existing
facilities include playground equipment, picnic tables, and grills.

Schildt Park

Schildt Park is a 10.02 acre park in the mid-center of the Town. Existing faariitlade
basketball court, pavilion with kitchen, picnic tables, grills, playground equipment,
restrooms, and volleyball court.

Strohmeyer Park
Strohmeyer Park is a 1.42 acre park in west central section of the Town. Eeistiitigs
include playground equipment, picnic tables, and grills.

Westfield Park
Westfield Park is a 0.52 acre park located in the central portion of the Town. Existing
facilities include playground equipment, picnic tables, and grills.

Wittman Park

Wittman Park is a 25.03 acre park on the east side of the Town. Existing faatitiee
park include basketball court, pavilion with kitchen, picnic tables, grills, playground
equipment, restrooms, soccer fields, tennis court, and volleyball court.

Open Space
Annex Lane

This open space is on Little Lake Buttes des Morts and is 0.58 acres. It is edméiined
in ECWRPC-defined environmentally sensitive area.
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Brighton Beach Open Space

The Brighton Beach Open Space was acquired through a settlement with Warehouse
Specialists. Itis an 8.98 acre site that has a substantial acreagantlgjevoodlands,
and 100- and 500-year floodplain.

Gateway Meadows Open Space

The Gateway Meadows Open Space is an open space network in the Gateway Meadows
Subdivision on the west side of the Town of Menasha. Itis 13.56 acres of wetlands and
woodlands.

High Plain Meadows Open Space
The High Plain Meadows Open Space is a dedicated 0.68 acre site in the north central
portion of the Town.

Huber Open Space

The Huber Open Space will be held in trust until NRDA grant funds as a part aixhe F
River PCB Clean-up Settlement are disbursed. It will be 12.62 acre presergd. ille
Lake Buttes des Morts that includes wetlands, a prairie community, and abbaggaam.

Meadow Heights Park
This is 0.15 acre lot that will be acquired in 2004 from Meadow Heights Subdivision.

Stroebe-Pearl-Cox Open Space

The Stroebe-Pearl-Cox Open Space is 12.34 acre preserve on Stroebe Island ih the nor
central section of the Town of Menasha. It encompasses wetlands, woodlands, 100-year
flood plain, and marsh bottoms.

Wildlife Heights Open Space

The Wildlife Heights Open Space is a 4.06 acre preserve in the Wildlife Bleight
Subdivision in southwest Town of Menasha. The site encompasses wetlands, woodlands,
and intermittent navigable stream.

Trails

Map 8 shows the existing 8.5 miles of trails in the Town thatiarated along CTH I,

CTH CB south of East Shady Lane, USH 10 between Cold Spring Roadssimdad and
along East Shady Lane from just east of CTH CB to Irish R&agsting trails in the east
side of the Town are along STH 114 or Plank Road and USH 10.

2. Quasi-Public

Community Facilities

Within the Town of Menasha and the Fox Valley are other park andatemal facilities

that compliment the Town Park system. Several of thesetieitan be classified as
quasi-public, while the remaining facilities are associatet thi¢ school districts serving
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the Town of Menasha residents. Most of these recreationtiésciire located within the
community, or in close proximity to the Town boundaries.

Butte des Morts Country Club

The Butte des Morts Country Club, open to members and guests ordgaied at the
intersection of County Road BB and Bluemound Road. The 143.18 acre site prawide
18-hole golf course, driving range, tennis courts, a swimming pool, hom-sand
clubhouse facilities.

Club West Limited

Club West is located at 2000 Arena Drive. The facility has beder new ownership and
management since 1989 and has been wholly renovated. Facilitiesinutior tennis,
volleyball, basketball, and handball courts. Specialized facilitdade a swimming pool,
running track, exercise and weight rooms, restaurant, lounge, and banfueidme of
the facilities are available to the public, while most spemdlifacilities require club
membership and/or user fees.

Heckrodt Wetland Reserve

Heckrodt Wetland Reserve is a 65 acre urban nature reserve with habitataghcludi
wetland, marsh, open water, open field, and woodlands. The Reserve has a 4,000 square
foot Nature Center with exhibits, a meeting room, amphitheater, library, anditesof
elevated boardwalk trails.

Prairie Creek Open Space
Prairie Creek Open Space was set aside when the Prairie Creek Subdiasioiateed. It
is 1.92 acres set aside for subdivision use.

Stroebe Island Marsh

The Stroebe Island Marsh was acquired through NRDA grant funds as a partaf the F
River PCB Clean-up Settlement. It is 34.58 acres held in public trust by the &&brthe
Wisconsin Land Trust. This land allows access to Town residents to LittleBiates des
Morts and the Mudd Creek and preserves marsh, wetlands, floodplain, and woodlands.

Tri-County Ice Arena

This facility is located on the west side of the Town at 700 East Shady Larearéna has
an ice rink and spectator viewing area. The facility is usedce-skating; hockey and
other related sporting events, as well as a display center for trade shows.

Youth Sports

The 10.5 acre site for Youth Sports is located on Earl Street) obrAirport Road.
Facilities include shelter, restrooms, baseball/softball drats, a basketball court, soccer
fields, and parking areas. Youth Sports leases eight acres of land from the Town.
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Wildlife Heights Private Open Space

Like the Prairie Creek Open Space, Wildlife Heights PrivaperOSpace was set aside
when the subdivision was platted. It is a privately held 6.70 acreseténds and
woodlands for subdivision residents.

Schools

There are several school facilities that provide recredtiopportunities for Town of
Menasha residents. On the east side these facilities initladéW Fox Valley Campus,
Maplewood Middle School, and the Gegan Elementary School. On the idestiise

Spring Road Elementary School is available for recreational use.

UW Fox Valley Center

The UW Fox Valley Campus is located at 1478 Midway Road in ihe d Menasha.
Outdoor recreational facilities include several soccer figdas)is courts and hard surfaced
multi-purpose courts. Presently, the campus is undergoing a majorsexparogram that
includes the construction of a new gymnasium and a new arboretum.

St Mary’s Central High School

St. Mary’s Central High School has a stadium for football, basel@thonds, and an
indoor gymnasium. The school recently received some land to beagsgdature area
adjacent to the school.

Maplewood Middle School

Maplewood Middle School is located at 1600 Midway Road in the @fityvlenasha.

Outdoor recreational facilities include open playfields, multi-purg@se courts, and an
indoor gymnasium. Additional recreational facilities may be peyitty the Menasha
School District in the near future.

Gegan Elementary School

This elementary school is operated by the Menasha School Detdcis located at 675
Airport Road in the City of Menasha. It has a gymnasium, open eldyfhard surfaced
play courts, and playground apparatus.

Spring Road Elementary School

This elementary school is located at 1191 County II. It is ogktagethe Neenah Joint
School District and provides various recreational facilitieshak a gymnasium, softball
diamonds, open playfield, play courts, tennis courts, and playground equipment.

Nathan Calder Stadium

Nathan Calder Stadium located at 600 Eleventh Street in the City of Menasha. The
stadium provides an excellent site for football games, track meets and other outdoor
sporting events. Both the Menasha School District and St. Mary’s High School use the
facility extensively for their respective athletic events during éifleahd spring seasons.
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TABLE 5:

PARK, OPEN SPACE, AND COMMUNITY FACILITY SYSTEM
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Parks
1 | Butte des Morts 1.59 h
2| CB 63.51
3 | Fritsch 18.49 X X X X X X X X X X X
4 | Fritse 15.26 X X X X X X X X X X
5 | Gant 1.13
6 | Glenview 0.55
7 | Kippenhan 0.33
8 | Meadow Heights 0.15
9 | O'Hauser 64.37 X X X X X X X X X X X X
10 | Palisades 14.89 X X X X
11 | Roy Kuehn 0.23 X
12 | Schildt 10.02 X X X X X X X X X
13 | Strohmeyer 1.42]
14 | Westfield 0.52
15 | wittman 25.03 X X X X X X X
Open Space
16 | Annex Lane 0.58
17 | Brighton Beach 8.99
18 | Huber 12.62
19 | Gateway Meadows 135
20 | High Plain Meadows 0.64
21 | Pearl Stroebe-Cox 12.34
22 | Wildlife Heights 4.06
23 | Trails 10.30 X
Community Facilities
24 | Buttes des Morts Country Club 143.18 X X X
25 | Nathan Calder Stadium 8.98 X X
26 | Club West Limited 5.99 X X X X X X X
27 | Heckrodt Nature Preserve 65 X X
28 | Prairie Creek Open Space 1.92 X
29 | Wildlife Heights Private Open Space 6[7 X
30 | Stroebe Island Marsh 34.58 X
31 | Tri-County Ice Arena 7.45 X X
32 | Youth Sports 20.93 X X
Schools
33 | Gegan Elementary 7.38
34 | Maplewood Middle 21.46]
35 | Spring Road Elementary 8.4 X
36 | St. Mary’s High 31.62 X X X X X X X X
37 | UW Fox Valley Center 39.67 X X X
Total: 683.84

24




MAP 7: PARKS, OPEN SPACE, AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES
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MAP 8: TRAIL SYSTEM
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FRAMEWORK FOR PLAN DEVELOPMENT
Review of Existing Plans

Each of the plans and standards below influence analysis done to model the need for parks
and open space in the Town of Menasha. These plans and standards reflect a body of
research conducted by East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commissitowthe

of Menasha, and the National Recreation and Parks Association.

Town of Menasha 2023 Comprehensive Plan

The Town of Menasha 2023 Comprehensive Plan (adopted August 2003) recommends the
update of the Five-Year Park Plan for the 2004-2009 planning period. It also recommends
the adoption oEast Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission Long-Range
Transportation/Land Use Plan for the Fox Cities, Oshkosh, and Fond dieveloof

service standards for parks.

East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission Long-Range Transportation/Land
Use Plan for the Fox Cities, Oshkosh, and Fond du Lac Urban Areas

East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (ECWRPC), as part arfig-

Range Transportation/Land Use Plan for the Fox Cities, Oshkosh, and Fond du Lac Urban
Areas(adopted in October 2000), identifies a level of service standard for parks.

National Parks and Recreation Association Standards
The National Parks and Recreation Association, also has level of servicedsdndar
parks. Unlike ECWRPC, the NRPA has level of service standards for open spagke as
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Parks and Open Space Survey

Methodology

The Town of Menasha sent prepaid postage mail surveys out to 600 randomly selected
residents. At the time of this report 177 surveys had been returned, resulting in a 29.5%
response rate. To ensure anonymity surveys were entered blindly into alspeeatipon
completion they were safely disposed. Ten questions were asked to determine:

Park Usage

Perceptions of Parks, Open Spaces, and Trails

Want for Facility Connections

Need for Expansion of Parks, Open Space, and Trails System
Where Respondents Want Money Park System Spent

The survey and detailed results may be found in Appendix A.

Park Usage

The survey respondents visited O’Hauser, Palisades, and Schildt most frequémly
this shows is that community facilities receive the largest number t sisdl
neighborhood parks received the lowest number of visits from survey respondents.
Community facilities such as O’'Hauser, Palisades, and Schildt have spretaties that
serve a larger audience.

When survey respondents visit the parks, they most often walk or hike, sit or relax, or use
the playgrounds. Survey respondents least use parks for jogging or running, volleyball, and
basketball. The activities that are most common at parks are passive oadreatiture,

meaning there is little need for physical facilities, or that the Towksge not conducive

to physical activity. The most common passive recreational activitieswadking or

hiking, sitting and relaxing, or picnicking. Active recreation accounted fothess10

percent of responses.

These responses may be explained in that every park within the Town has a playground and
most have picnic areas. This makes these amenities easy to accesas vehemealler

number of parks have amenities for active recreation. Alternately, trsgsmses may just

be preferred forms of recreation for the respondents.

Perceptions of Parks, Open Spaces, and Trails
Overwhelmingly, survey respondents say parks and facilities are good 6&th% response
rate; none of the survey respondents answered that the parks and facilitipsavere

Want for Facility Connections

When asked if residents should be within walking distance of Town recreatiohtefaci
respondents were split: 49.4% agreed and 42.0% disagreed. This question asked if survey
respondents thought there were enough parks serving there area. The next sectipn dir
asks that question.
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Need for Expansion of Parks, and Open Space, and Trails System

Parks

Survey respondents answered at first glance negatively to further pargitwo @4 7.1%).
However, a large portion of respondents answered “not sure” (34.9%). From the number of
not sureresponses some general confusion among respondents exists on whether the Town
should acquire more land. This may be due to whether the question refers to current needs
or future needs. Some of the comments reflect this sentiment:

“As the Town gets more densely populated.”
“As [the] Town develops west.”

Open Space

Respondents answered in the affirmative with 46 percent responding “yesrityFaight

point two (28.2%) percent answered no and 25.9 percent answered “not sure.” The number
of “not sure” respondents may require further education of the public to getceloifi

from the “not sure” respondents.

Trails

Survey responded similarly to a survey completed in August 2001, where respondents were
asked if they would favor an expansion of the trail system. Eighty percent (80%) of
residents favored further development of the trail system. The resulkeaa&me for this

survey; 82.8 percent of residents favor the expansion of the trail system. Addifidmhedl
percent of respondents favor the linkages of the trail system between parks and open
spaces.

Where Respondents Want Money Park System Spent

This question ranks where respondents would like to see parks and open space money
spent. Eight response categories for improvements were given. The suppbitérgan
be found in the appendix. The rank order of preferences is:

Additional Athletic Fields
Purchase/Acquisition of Open Space
Additional Park Shelters

Landscape Improvements
Additional Park Shelters

Playground Improvements
Recreational Programs

Expansion of Recreational Trails

ONOORWNE
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C. Classifications

Community Parks

These parks serve several neighborhoods within a 1-2 mile radius. Typically,dHese p

are 25 acres or more. Community parks address broad base community-wide needs. For
example, community parks provide athletic fields while preserving aveas$sive

recreational uses. Amenities typically include:

Athletic Courts, Fields, or Playfields
Boat Launches

Ice Rinks

Landscaped/Natural Areas with Trails
Parking

Pavilion/Shelter with Kitchen

Picnic Tables/Grills

Playground Equipment

Restrooms

Sledding Hills/Tobogganing Runs
Swimming Pools

Accessibility should be by vehicle, biking, and by foot. These parks should be linked to the
transportation system by trails, sidewalks, or bus routes.

The Town has six community parks totaling 148.02 acres. The parks have many of the
typical amenities, except for a swimming pool. The complete list of parkaraedities is
listed in the following table:

TABLE 6: AMENITIES IN COMMUNITY PARKS
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Fritsch 18.49] X X X X X X X X X X X
Fritse 15.26] X X X X X X X X X X
O’Hauser 64.37 X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Palisades 1485 X X ) ) )
Schildt 10.02 X X X X X X X X X
Wittman 25.03 X X X X X X X
Total: | 148.02

Source: Town of Menasha, 2003

30



Neighborhood Parks

Neighborhood parks serve residential areas within a %2 mile walking dist@hee.

minimum desirable size varies from 2-20 acres. Neighborhood parks have a stixeof a

and passive uses. Usually, 50 percent of the area of a neighborhood park is used for active
recreation and 50 percent is passive recreation, such as undeveloped naturdhiseas.

limits problems such as noise, overuse, and congestion. Development and amenities
typically include:

Playground Equipment
Play Fields/Open Space
Picnic Tables
Landscaping

Sport Field/Court
Pedestrian Path/Trail
Parking

Access by foot should be made possible, especially since these parks areddesig
children. One should not have to cross a collector or arterial to access the paltl, Ide
trails, sidewalks, or low volume minor streets should be used as a linkage from the
residential area to the neighborhood park.

There are three neighborhood parks totaling 4.13 acres in the Town of Menasha. The
Town’s neighborhood parks possess many of the typical amenities. A complete list of
amenities is shown in the following table:

TABLE 7: AMENITIES IN NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS
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Butte des Morts | 1.58 X
Gant 1.13
Strohmeyer 1.472 X X
Total: | 4.13

Source: Town of Menasha, 2003
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Mini-Parks

Mini-parks are those that service a limited population or specific group suats as t
senior citizens. They have a % mile or less service area, and are usadlatean acre in
size. These parks are generally situated in neighborhoods, apartment complexes
townhouse developments, or senior housing complexes.

Development and amenities typically include:

Playground Equipment
Landscaped Sitting Areas
Picnic Tables

Access to those parks should be located centrally within a neighborhood or housing
development to provide easy access.

There are four mini-parks totaling 1.63 acres in the Town of Menasha. The nkisi-par
possess many of the typical amenities. A complete list of parks and amisrstiesvn in
the following table:

TABLE 8: AMENITIES IN MINI-PARKS
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Glenview 0.55 X| X
Kippenhan 0.33 X X
Meadow Heights 0.14
Roy Kuehn 0.23 Xl X
Westfield 0.52 X| X
Total: | 1.63

Source: Town of Menasha, 2003

32



MAP 9: PARK SERVICE AREAS
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Open Space

Open spaces are parcels of land or areas that are reserved for theapoeserwunique
land, water, vegetative, historic, and other aesthetic features in thealrsiie. Open
spaces should then be addressed separately from park settings. Tresagiea
publicly or privately owned.

Open spaces may serve certain portions or the entire community. The size of open spac
areas varies with their type of use. The normal standard is 1-2 acres per 1,606.pers
Access is important since these areas provide a visual and psychologitditaeiiurban
development. The Urban Open Space Foundation, a nonprofit conservation group in
Wisconsin, promotes conservation-based development and recently poini&itdSareet
Journal published poll which discovered that 77 percent of the surveyed homebuyers rated
natural open space as “extremely important.”

Often, these areas take advantage of streams and other natural featahethemhhelp
preserve areas for wildlife and other environmental assets of a commubiay green

spaces can be used for linking open spaces/parks, public facilities, preserviaf natur
resources/wildlife, preserving areas not suitable for development, and augltbsdiack

of open space in an area. These areas can be used as a less expensive meassngf addre
stormwater management. Open green space areas may or may not have to bd lmoprove
some amenities or characteristics may include:

Walking/Hiking Trails (Abandoned Railroad Lines, Right-Of-Ways)
Environmental Corridors Or Linear Parkways
Creeks/Streams/Wetlands/Drainageways/Rivers/Ponds/Lakes/Fowdpl
Ravines

Areas Of High Groundwater

Woodlands

Steep Sloped Areas (12% Or Greater)

Minimal Landscaping Areas

The Town of Menasha possesses many of the natural amenities that candxfatilapen
space preservation.

TABLE 9: OPEN SPACES

Open Space Acres
Annex Lane 0.58
Brighton Beach Open Space 8.9
Huber Open Space 12.62
CB Park* 63.51
Gateway Open Space 13.56
High Plain Meadows Open Space 0.68
Pearl Stroebe-Cox Open Space 12,34
Trails 10.3
Total: | 126.63

Source: Town of Menasha, 2003
*Classified as open space as it is currently unibges.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS FOR PARKS AND OPEN SPACE
National Standards

To determine the land required to meet community need for parks and open spaces, the
National Recreation and Parks Association (NRPA) has developed a levelioé se

standard. The prevailing national standard for neighborhood and community parks ranges
from 6.25-12.5 acres per 1,000 people, which will be used as the criteria to evalelate lev

of service standards for parks and open space.

As a community becomes more urbanized, resulting in higher densities, it is importa
explore ways to preserve or attain additional property in order to meet theddesel of
service standard. Table 10 indicates the national standard ranges for conparksty
neighborhood parks, mini-parks, community/neighborhood/mini- parks combined, and
open space. The rationale for combining community/neighborhood/mini- parks into one
standard is that often there are existing or proposed developments that maelimit t
amount of land available to meet the desired acreage for either type of park.

TABLE 10: NRPA STANDARDS FOR PARKS AND OPEN SPACES

Type Acres per 1,000 persong
Community Park 5.0-8.0
Neighborhood Park 1.0-2.0
Mini-Park 0.25-0.50
Community/Neighborhood/Mini- Parks Combined 6.25510
Open Space 1-2
Total: 7.25-12.5

Source: National Recreation and Parks Association
East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission Standards

East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (ECWRPC), as part arfig-

Range Transportation/Land Use Plan for the Fox Cities, Oshkosh, and Fond du Lac Urban
Areas(adopted October 2000), has identified a level of service standard for parks, which is
10 acres for every 1,000 residents. ECWRPC created residential standaddsrbas

density for various services such as sanitary sewer, water supply, stwesknand parks.

Their high density category is defined as 3 or more residential units per acr

As part of the update to the Comprehensive Plan, the Town identifies low densBy as 3-
units per acre, medium density as 6-10 units an acre, and high density as 12 or more units
per acre. Therefore, the Town would be encouraged by ECWRPC to apply the high density
standard for the specified services, such as parks, since it is classifiedidban town. |If

the Town applies a level of service standard, then it addresses needed sgrvices a
development is proposed or as population growth occurs.

Therefore, the ECWRPC level of service standard used for this analysis ie4@aic
1,000 residents. Each park provides a ¥2 mile service area. Table 11 highlights the ratio of
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acres per 1,000 persons for community parks, neighborhood parks, mini-parks, and open
spaces.

TABLE 11: CURRENT RATIO PER 1,000 PERSONS VS. RECOMMENDED RATIO

Type # Acres | Acre Ratio per 1,000 persorjs RecordegtRatio per 1,000 persons*
Community Park 148.02 8.98 10
Neighborhood Park 4.18 0.25 2.5
Mini-Park 1.77 0.11 0.37
Open Space 126.63 7.68 15
TOTAL 280.56 17.02

*ECWRPC standard for community parks and NRPA saathdor neighborhood parks, mini-parks, and ope&tsp
Source: Town of Menasha, 2003

As Table 11 infers, the Town of Menasha exceeds the level of service standard agopted b
ECWRPC when community parks, neighborhood parks, and open space is combined.
When open space is not considered, then the Town is at 9.26 acres per 1,000 persons;
therefore, it is just under the desired level of service standard. ECWRPC doescifgtas

level standard for open space, but the NRPA standard is 1-2 acres per 1,000 persons. The
Town meets and exceeds this standard for open space.
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VI.

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE NEEDS BASED ON POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Parks and Open Space (utilizing East Central Standard)

As the Town of Menasha continues to grow over the next 20 years, it must look at how it can
continue to meet the desired level of service standard for parks and open spacé?2 Taiks

at the needs for parks and open space over the next 20 years.

TABLE 12: PARK/OPEN SPACE NEEDS BASED ON 20 YEAR POPULATION
PROJECTION

Year | Population | # acres per 1,000 persons Desisanigs per 1,000 persons? # acres needed

2000 15,858 12.33 10. -121}

2003 16,485 11.87 10. -114

2005 16,985 11.52 10. -109

2010 17,579 11.13 10. -104|

[el[elleol el o]

2015 18,138 10.78 10. -98

W hNO O ORN

2020 18,651 10.49 10.0 -93

*Desired # acres per 1,000 persons for parks baséevel of service standard set by ECWRPC
Source: Town of Menasha 2003; WiDOA

The above table shows that the Town currently exceeds the amount of parks and open space
recommended by ECWRPC and will maintain the level of service standards through 2020.

However, this does not mean that the Town is sufficient in meeting those levelopédre

space is removed from consideration as in Table 13. The Town is deficient in parks and is
predicted to be through the year 2020. To address this need there are options thdable avai
acquire additional park land. Some of these options include: using open space fees, tax
revenues, grants, borrowing, and other revenue sources. The Town may also use the park and
open space fees generated through single-family development, official mapperoand

open space. Additionally, Chapter 6: Subdivision Control Ordinance of the Town Municipal
Code the Town can mandate areas to be set aside for park development.

Community, Neighborhood, and Mini- Parks Combined (utilizing ECWRPC Stardard)

As Section V indicated, parks should be separated from open space. When community,
neighborhood, and mini-parks are addressed, Table 13 shows there currently is not enough
acreage; furthermore, there will be a deficiency in acres through 2020xdrople, with a
projected population increase to 18,651 by 2020, the Town would need 32.6 acres to address
minimum levels of service.

As shown in Table 10, the national average for community, neighborhood, and mini-parks
combined is 7.25-12.5 acres per 1,000 persons. One can conclude from Table 13 that the
Town will meet the national average for the next 20 years and will requirgoadtiacreage
only if it intends on meeting the highest desired level of service.
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As Table 10 indicated, the Town exceeds the national average for community5parks (
acres per 1,000 persons) with a ratio of 8.98 acres per 1,000 residents.

o Should the Town incorporate two community parks, Wittman and Fritch, would be lost.
These two parks are within “islands” on the west side of the Town. These areas by
State Statute can not be incorporated into the Town.

The Town does not meet the national average for neighborhood parks (2-3 acres per 1,000
persons) since the current ratio is 0.25. This can be attributed to the fact that st,the pa
some subdivision developers did not provide parks, nor were developers required to as they
are today. Map 9 illustrates this as it shows some residential areas, omaing/west side

of Little Lake Butte des Morts that are not within a 0.50 mile radius of dbeigood

park. This issue will be explored in further detail under the next section which explore
future areas for parks.

The Town also does not meet the national average for mini-parks (0.25-0.50 acres per
1,000 people) as the current ratio is 0.11 acres per 1,000 people. Much like neighborhood
parks, older subdivisions were not required to provide parkland as a part of the
development as they are today. Map 9 shows areas that are not serviced by mini-parks.

It should be pointed out that the Town has been progressive with meeting demands for
community and neighborhood parks; furthermore, the future projections indicate that the Town
will not need to acquire a vast amount of acres in order to meet the highest desired |

service standard set forth by ECWRPC.

TABLE 13: PARK (COMMUNITY, NEIGHBORHOOD, & MINI-) NEEDS BASED ON
20 YEAR POPULATION PROJECTION

Year | Population | # Acres per 1,000 persons Desired # Acres per 1,000 persons*Acres needed
2000 15,858 9.63 10.p 417
2003 16,485 9.2¢ 10.0 10(9
2005 16,985 8.99 10.p 159
2010 17,579 8.68 10.p 21/9
2015 18,138 8.42 10.0 27/5
2020 18,651 8.18 10.0 32/6

*Desired # acres per 1,000 persons for parks baséevel of service standard set by ECWRPC
Source: Town of Menasha 2003; WiDOA
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Community, Neighborhood, and Mini- Parks Separately (utilizing NRPA Standrds)

The NRPA recommends approximately 7.5 acres per 1,000 persons for communitywgarks a
1.5 acres per 1,000 persons for neighborhood parks. In Section B, community and
neighborhood parks were combined to address the levels of service set forth by ECWRPC
This analysis showed that the Town required 33.9 acres by 2020 for both community and
neighborhood parks. But as evident from Map 9 and the areas identified in the forthcoming
section that lack recreational facilities, the real need is for neighborhood Fémdollowing
tables, Table 14, 15, and 16, use NRPA suggested service levels, which conclude that the
Town fulfills the needs for community parks, but lacks the acreage required for neighborhood
parks and mini-parks. The Town will meet the desired service level for commarktylpy

2020, but will require 38.5 acres for neighborhood parks by 2020 to maintain minimum levels
of service.

TABLE 14: COMMUNITY PARK NEEDS BASED ON 20 YEAR POPULATIONS

PROJECTION
Year | Population | # Acres per 1,000 persops  Desir&drés per 1,000 personst  Acres needed
2000 15,858 9.33 10.0 106
2003 16,485 8.94 10.0 16/8
2005 16,985 8.71 10.0 218
2010 17,579 8.42 10.0 27,8
2015 18,138 8.1¢ 10.0 33}4
2020 18,651 7.94 10.0 38/5

* Desired # of acres per 1,000 persons based @&h ¢dservice recommendation by ECWRPC
Source: Town of Menasha 2003; WiDOA

TABLE 15: NEIGHBORHOOD PARK NEEDS BASED ON 20 YEAR POPULATION

PROJECTION
Year | Population | # acres per 1,000 persons Desiegnles per 1,000 persons? # acres needed
2000 15,858 0.26 15 19)7
2003 16,485 0.25 15 20)6
2005 16,985 0.24 15 213
2010 17,579 0.23 15 22)2
2015 18,138 0.23 15 23]1
2020 18,651 0.22 15 238

* Desired # of acres per 1,000 persons based @h ¢dservice recommendation by NRPA
Source: Town of Menasha 2003; WiDOA

TABLE 16: MINI-PARK NEEDS BASED ON 20 YEAR POPULATION PROJECTION

Year | Population | # acres per 1,000 persons Desisgnles per 1,000 persons? # acres needed
2000 15,858 0.11 0.3 4/1
2003 16,485 0.11 0.3 4/3
2005 16,985 0.1( 0.3 4)5
2010 17,579 0.1( 0.3 417
2015 18,138 0.1(¢ 0.3 4)9
2020 18,651 0.09 0.3 5/1

* Desired # of acres per 1,000 persons based @&h ¢dservice recommendation by NRPA
Source: Town of Menasha 2003; WiDOA
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Open Space (utilizing NRPA Standard)

As the Town begins to constitute a more elderly population, with the baby-boom

population nearing the retirement age, the demand for traditional community and
neighborhood parks will most likely decrease and the demand for natural openashces
trails will increase. In 1990, the Town had 1,271 persons 65 and over (9 percent of
population) and in 2000, there were 1,751 persons 65 and over (11 percent of population).
This shows a two percent (2%) increase in the elderly population over a 10-year period.
Furthermore, as the population increases, so does the population the density, which means
increased demand for public services and planned open space.

Town surveys indicate a strong desire by residents to preserve more laadsor t
environmental corridors, and open spaces. For example, a scientific survey cobglucted
the Town of Menasha in August 2001 found that 79 percent of respondents favored
preserving open space and 82 percent favored expanding the Town’s trail system. A
survey completed in June 2003 found similar results: 82.7 percent of residents favored
further development of the trail system.

The national standard for open space averages between 1-2 acres per 1,000 perdmns. Fort
purpose of the Town’s park plan update, the average of 1.5 acres per 1,000 persons will be
used when looking at population projections. Table 17 shows that the Town currently exceeds
the desired number of acres of open space and will continue to exceed the mininadl level
service standard for the next 20 years. The addition of park lands acquired theoNgRDIA

Fox River PCB Clean-up Settlement in 2003 accounts for a drastic increase of ogen spac
which is in line with public opinion. A survey completed in June 2003 finds a majority (46%)

of survey respondents in favor of the acquisition and preservation of open space. ($ae Secti
[l for more details).

TABLE 17: OPEN SPACE NEEDS BASED ON 20 YEAR POPULATION PROJECTION

Year | Population | # Acres per 1,000 persons Desired # Acres per 1,000 persons*# Acres needed
2000 15,858 7.93 1.6 -102/0
2003 16,485 7.63 1.6 -101|1
2005 16,985 7.41 1.6 -100|3
2010 17,579 7.16 1.6 -99/5
2015 18,138 6.94 1.6 -98/6
2020 18,651 6.7" 1.6 -97)9

Desired # acres per 1,000 persons for open spaegl lmen NRPA
Source: Town of Menasha, 2003; WiDOA
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Recommendations for Park Development and Acquisition
1. Policy Recommendations

Land Dedication and Fees in Lieu Of Land Dedication & Park Improvement Calcudas
and Costs

The Town presently requires $200 per dwelling unit that is dedicated to the Park and Open
Space fund for the immediate or future land acquisitions and for capital improvements.
Surrounding communities with similar ordinances and policies were reviewed. These
communities have a wide variety of formulas, fee structures, and land dedication
ordinances. Information collected from these communities indicates that Tdwenatha
ordinances and policies should be reviewed and revised to meet the current economic
situation.

Land Dedication and Fees-In-Lieu of Land Dedication

Based upon Appendix C and the calculations found therein the town could expect to spend
approximately $451,027 to purchase the necessary land to satisfy current NRiRAdsta
presuming that the Town does not gain land as described in Appendix B. Assuming 1,006
additional dwelling units through 2020 the Fee-in-lieu of land dedication should be set at a
maximum of $448.34.

Land dedication requirements per dwelling unit should be established at 1,184 square feet
per dwelling unit. Securing environmentally sensitive areas has recectimbea

premium concern; however, active parkland strategically located throughoftitdtee
community. Environmental areas should be preserved through mapping and zoning and
should not be considered part of the land dedication calculations. If possible active
parklands can and should be located adjacent to environmentally sensitive areade The s
discretion of whether land or fees to satisfy the requirement shall be based upon a
recommendation from the Park and Recreation Commission, review by Plan Commission,
and final approval of the Town Board of Supervisors.

Justification and calculations for this recommendation can be found in Appendix C.

Park Improvement Fees

Justification for a park improvement fee stems from the fact that new residesd the
opportunity to use the existing park system. In order to further develop and mdiatain t
park system while establishing new parks to satisfy ECWRPC and NRPArsis itz

Town of Menasha Park and Recreation Commission and the Town Board of Supervisors
should consider the implementation of a Park Improvement Fee that would be used to up
keep the existing park system. The typical cost of improvements for a mini-park is
$25,800, for a neighborhood park is $80,000, and a community park $810,000. A sample
park project budget is found in Appendix D.

Based on the projected population growth of 18,651 by the year 2020 (additional 2,485
people) and the use of NRPA standards, the town could anticipate the spending of
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$695,730. An increase of 2,485 persons will result in an additional 1,006 dwelling units.
The Town of Menasha Park and Recreation Commission and Town Board of Supervisors
should therefore consider the implementation of a Park Improvement Fee up to $691.58.

Justification and calculations for this recommendation can be found in Appendix C.

The Fee-In-Lieu of Land Dedication and Park Improvement Fee should be safjietyate
separate accounts. It is recommended that the Fee-In-Lieu of lands be useddler the s
purpose of acquiring land or developing new parklands while the Park Improvement Fee
should be used to update existing facilities and parklands. Such monies shall not be used
for routine maintenance or operational budget items.

These recommendations are the upper limits and can be justified through the provided
formulas. The Park and Recreation Commission and Town Board will establisiethe r

Tree Preservation Ordinance

The Town should consider adopting a tree preservation ordinance. Such an ordinance would
aid in choosing areas of dedication for parks. As stated in the last sectionmextdation

parks should be located next to environmentally sensitive areas. Additionally, thenoeli

would protect the aesthetics and character that trees provide to a communityhaVeeakso

been proven to add economic value to residents in reduced cooling costs, increased property
value, and ecological benefits of reduced pollutants. (These properties laee dedcribed in

the Introduction). Added economic benefits can be obtained by being desighateddy

USAby The National Arbor Day Foundationn some cases preferential status is assigned to
municipalities that are designated@eeCitywhen applying to grants.

Tree preservation ordinances are directed at preserving native and histeesalr

providing provisions for replacement of trees should removal be necessary on public and
private property. This type of ordinance is usually enacted during the lanopleesit

(e.g. Site Plan Review, Subdivision/Land Division) process. In the preservation portion of
the ordinance certain species of trees or trees of a certain size arggaesShould these
trees be removed the replacement portion of the ordinance is enacted. Replacé®est of
can be by:

sliding scales;

percentage replacement;
off-site reforestation;

flexible no-net loss formulas.

Stormwater Facilities

Similar to a Tree Preservation Ordinance, stormwater facilitieso@apnsidered an aid in
deciding where park and open space facilities may be located. When the federal
Environmental Protection Agency’s Stormwater Phase Il Final Rule beceffeetive in

2004, Wisconsin municipalities through the Department of Natural Resources NR 216 of
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the Wisconsin Administrative Code will be required to participate in stormwaidrol at
greater levels than in the past.

The effect on development is that stormwater facilities such as detentios,lvasention

ponds, and storm sewer or drainageways will be a more inherent and permanent portion of
industrial, commercial, and residential developments. When these facilies ar
incorporated into residential development many questions arise:

Who owns the facilities?
Who maintains the facilities?
Who is liable should an accident occur?

Traditionally, these facilities have been handled in these ways:

An individual ownership takes responsibility
A subdivision association takes responsibility.
The municipality takes responsibility.

In instances where ownership is granted to individual residents that owngrosgiete

for the maintenance of the facility including dredging and maintainingegradhey also

have full liability of the pond or basin. When a subdivision association takes ownership of
the facility, a portion of association fees goes into the maintenance aitity liaburance

for the pond or basin. This situation is similar should a municipality take ownership of
these facilities. Fees or taxes are collected for the maintenancehality lissurance. It is

at this point when the Town may become involved.

In instances where the Town accepts these facilities, retention ponds, or ponds that
permanently hold water, should be the primary focus. These ponds should be vegetated
with native species and the bank should be graded to allow access to residents. Ponds
could be incorporated into neighborhood parks with room for playfields and play
equipment.

2. Recommended Sites for Expansion and Development
Neighborhood, Community, and Mini- Parks

As was stated in the last park plan update and further displayed by Map 10 the foowaag
of the Town need to be explored for park development and expansion:

Site A: The northeast corner of the Town bordered by Calumet and Oneida IStieets

park and recreational facilities.

Site B: There is land to the west of Club West Limited that remains to be developed. A
mini-park should be dedicated when that property develops. This would alleviate the lack
of park facilities northeast of the intersection of Cold Spring Road and East Siraely L
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Site C: A community park with emphasis on nature preservation, but one that sets aside
areas for active recreation such as playfields, trails, playground equipnothar

amenities should be developed.

Site D: This site should be developed for a community park location. It has foessded |
navigable streams, as well as area for play fields. Should the Town incorpo&itaeoy
Statues its borders must be contiguous. This would mean a loss of Wittman and Fritsch
Parks. As Wittman Park and Fritsch Park are both defined as community parks, a
community park is proposed to maintain park levels and compensate for an increased
population. Additionally, the Town ratio in Tables 13 and 14 call for an additional acreage
without considering incorporation.

Site E: The Town-owned land fill has the potential to be utilized for such fexcgitie

sledding and tobogganing hill-runs, cross, and terrain courses for non-motorized dirt bikes
The westernmost land should be used for skiing, golf course, playfield, trails, etc.

Site F: This corridor should be developed with a trail system that would connect to the
community park site located at Site E.

Site G: A mini-park connected to the Site F trail corridor should be developed with a
resting area for trail users and playground equipment for local children.

Site H: A neighborhood park should be developed in the vicinity that should incorporate
the Department of Natural Resources identified wetlands and an area folgéayf
playground equipment, and other amenities. This site will supplement Meadow Heights
Park, which is located on the south side of the heavily used West American Drive and may
be hard to safely cross.

Site I: This site should be developed as a mini-park and trail resting &8da & The
Highway 10 Trail will connect to Clayton Avenue in 2004.

Site J: An extension to O’Hauser Park to the west should be made to incorporate the pond,
stream, and wetland areas when that portion of the Town develops.

Site K: When the property at the southwest corner of Jacobsen Road and county Hwy CB
develops, the wetlands and a small acreage should be dedicated to the Town for an
expansion of Wildlife Heights Open Space to include an area for playground equipment.
Site L: A section of the property to the west of Schildt Park should be dedicated to the
Town for the expansion of Schildt Park.

Open Space

As stated in théand Dedication and Fees in Lieu of Land Dedication & Park Improvement
Calculations and Costand as noted by a majority of respondents irPiks and Open Space
Surveyacquisition of environmentally sensitive lands is a premium concern. However, the

Town has 3.83 acres per 1,000 person ratio which exceeds the NRPA 1.5 acre per 1,000 person
ratio adopted by this plan. This does not negate the Town from proceeding to protect and
preserve environmentally sensitive areas. It does suggest that the Towachppholistic

method of partnering environmentally sensitive areas with active tiecreseas within

community and neighborhood parks. Many of the sites recommended for expansion and
development in the Park section above recommend acquisition of open space alongweith acti
areas.
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One section of the Town that could be used for open space purposes are two stréels that s
onto Little Lake Butte des Morts. They are:

Site M: Racine Place on the northeast section of Town and Dock Street in the south centra
portion of Town should have amenities such as seating, perennial plantings, and piers
installed to increase resident access to Little Lake Butte des.Mor

Trails
Bike and Pedestrian Facility Plan

An urban bike trail system has been developed in the Town of Menabimatrall system
connects various residential neighborhoods with destinations. Planningtabtishing
the trail system should be a joint effort of the Park DepartaedtPlanning Department.
A Bike and Pedestrian Facility Plan should be developed that sstbla local level of
service for trail provision, recommends areas of first priordy dlevelopment and
acquisition, and recommends improvements to existing facilities.

Two areas that should be further studied in the Bike and Pedestdgity FRélan are the
Palisades — Lakeshore Drive Area and a connection between O’Hauser adtiFzchil

Palisades - Lakeshore Drive Area

The Palisades - Lakeshore Drive area is proposed for a biksystéem in the Town of
Menasha. This east side trail would essentially link twodesdial neighborhoods that
border along the shoreline of Little Lake Butte des Mortsvel@ment of the trail system
would probably link Palisades Drive, Lakeshore Drive, Valley Roadjrfe Street, Little

Lake Butte des Morts and the Northridge Subdivision (located initgefOMenasha) and

connect them to Palisades Park.

O’Hauser Park and Schildt Park

A second bike trail system is recommended for the west sidbeoTown that would
connect O’Hauser Park with Schildt Park. The trail system waatdally follow the
course of the natural drainageway between the two community pakenslre that the
trail system can be developed, the Town of Menasha should officily natural
drainageways in order to reserve the corridor area foratonal purposes as well as
natural drainage.

Site F
This corridor, shown on Map 10, should be developed with a trail system that would connect to
the community park site located at Site G.

In the meantime, the Town of Menasha Comprehensive Plan recomiareadsof trail

expansion and development. These areas are shown in Map 8. In 2004, constrillcti
begin on the trestle trail across the lake that will contieet Town with the City of
Menasha. The Highway 10 trail from County Road CB to Clayton Avevillelso be

started and will complete the Highway 10 trail corridor within the Town of Menasha
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MAP 10: RECOMMENDED SITES FOR PARK DEVELOPMENT AND EXPANSION
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VIl. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EXISTING PARKS AND OPEN SPACE
A. General Recommendations

1. Playground equipment shall be updated to meet current National Playground Safety
Institute guidelines and standards.

2. Park signage is inconsistent from park to park. Signage should be replaced with consistent
signage and should include the Town of Menasha logo.

3. Beautification projects, such as flower bed plantings, should be started by the Town and
maintained through volunteers.

B. Community Parks

Fritse (Updated January 2006)

Develop a conceptual site master plan for the entire 15 acre site. Completed 2004
Develop new parking area.

New pavilion with restroom area to serve pedestrian trail.

Resurface or replace parking areas

Maintenance/upkeep or replacement of existing playground equipment to meegexist
National Playground Safety Guidelines.

Replace deteriorating seawall and boat landing

Install steps and handicapped access path to trestle trail

Raze Rydell house and replace with new pavilion with supporting facilities
Complete shoreline habitat restoration projects along the pond banks and ki¢lBuite
des Morts

j. Remove invasive species

k. Development storm water management demonstration sites

|.  Develop internal connecting walking path

PoooTw

— Qo

Fritsch

a. Reconstruct walking path from southern portion of parking lot to the existing tradlnt f
of the volleyball court.

New northern parking lot (250’ x 100’) connecting to Bonnie Drive.

New fencing for baseball diamond.

New walking path from northern portion of existing parking lot to Sandy’s Lane.
Resurface existing parking lot.

Upgrade playground equipment as needed.

~® Q0T

O’Hauser

South:

a. Resurface parking lots

b. Maintenance/upgrade of existing playground equipment
c. Rebuild bathroom (shelter located off of O’Leary)

d. Increase size of parking lot located off of Lee Street.

e. Blacktop trail to start of chip trail in woods.
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f.

g.

New entrance to the park, located off of Kerwin Road.
New playground equipment as needed.

North:

a.

Increase the size of the parking lot, located north of O’Leary Rd.

Palisades

a. Walking path connecting internal roadway to community center parking lot.
b.

C.
d.

Walking path from George Street to the north baseball diamond.
Resurface parking lot.
Maintenance/upgrade of existing playground equipment.

Schildt

a.
b.
C.

S@~oo

A new southern parking lot, located off of Cold Spring Road.

New playground equipment and picnic area.

New pathways connecting existing parking lot to new playground/picnic area and to new
parking lot.

Utilize southwest portion of the park for soccer and/or baseball.

Resurface parking lot.

Maintenance/upgrade of existing playground equipment.

Prepare conceptual site master plan for south portion of park that is a land trust.
Enhance pond to improve aquatic habitat and ensure pond bank stabilization

Wittman

a.
b.

@™o oo

Expand and resurface parking lot to incorporate 150 parking stalls.

Construct a new shelter, located to the west of the parking lot. New shelteavelsewer
and water.

Connect existing shelter and new shelter with storm sewer.

Repave the existing access roadway.

A new basketball court to replace the existing tennis court.

A new double tennis court, located to the south of the parking lot.

A new trail running along the eastern side of the access roadway frportARoad to the
parking lot; and then extending north to cul-de-sac on Twelve Oaks Lane.

Neighborhood Parks

Butte des Morts

a. Correct safety issues to guidelines and standards.

b. Conduct shoreline restoration.

Gant

a. Remediate the shoreline.

b. Identify and eradicate invasive species such as buckthorn, purple loostrifdjabana
thistle, and mustard weed should any exist.

c. Remove the barn and convert the silo into a bathroom facility.

d. Pave a 6 stall parking lot.
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e. Realign the pier so that it is handicap accessible and install a canoe and kayak launc

Strohmeyer
a. Install new playground equipment and swing.
b. Maintenance of basketball court.

Mini-Parks

Glenview

a. Recently updated.

Kippenhan

a. Correct safety issues to guidelines and standards.

Meadow Heights

a. Install playground equipment.
b. Create sitting area.

c. Install signage.

Roy Kuehn
a. Correct safety issues to guidelines and standards.
b. Install small play structure.

Westfield
a. Correct safety issues to guidelines and standards.
b. Replace spring toys.

Open Space

Annex Lane
a. Install seating, perennial plantings, and a pier.

Brighton Beach Open Space
a. Deed to the Heckrodt Nature Center.

Huber Open Space

a. ldentify and eradicate invasive species such as buckthorn, purple loostrifdjabana
thistle, and mustard weed should any exist.

Remediate the shoreline.

Install a park shelter.

Pave a fifty stall parking lot.

Develop a playground site.

Develop a picnic area.

Install a handicap accessible pier and install a canoe and kayak launch.
Develop a trail system.

Restore and stabilize the shoreline and wetland habitat.

Add additional native prairie plantings.

T T Se@Tmeaos
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High Plain Meadows Open Space

a. ldentify and eradicate invasive species such as buckthorn, purple loostrifdjaDana
thistle, and mustard weed should any exist.

b. Develop a trail system.

Pearl Stroebe-Cox Open Space
a. ldentify and eradicate invasive species such as buckthorn, purple loostrifdjabana
thistle, and mustard weed should any exist.
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APPENDIX A: PARKS AND OPEN SPACE SURVEY RESULTS
Section A:Parks, Open Spaces, and Trails

1. Which Town of Menasha park(s) have you and/or a member of your household visitedsh1Be la
months?

Question #1

0.7% @ O'Hauser
| Wittman
O Fritsch
O Fritse
B Kippenhan
O Palisades
[ Schildt
O Strohmeyer
7.0% W Westfield

. [ Pearl-Stroebe
0.0% 1 gos 12:2% O Roy Kuehn
O Butte des Morts

26.9%
16.4%

18.2%

2. What activities do you and/or a member of your household do when you visit a Town park?

Question #2 O walk/hike

W playground
Ojog/run
Ofrisbee golf
Ml tennis court
O sit/relax

M picnic
Oboat launch
H soccer

W baseball

O basketball
O pavilion

M volleyball
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3. How would you rate the overall maintenance (e.g. mowing, trash pick-up, brush, wakig tr
restrooms, shelters, parking lots, playground, and athletic fields) of Town parkacitce?

Question #3

Poor |0

Needs Improvement 11

Average |22
Good | | 102
Excellent | |21
0 20 40 60 8‘0 160 120

4. Which park(s), if any, do you feel needs improvement?

Question #4
12 11
10 1 o
8 _ 8
8 7
6 ] 5
4
2
2| 1 1 1
0 I:l 0
0 S B S - L]
NG S 9 N N & < o S S
¥ L N7 s 4 g & 5 S N
T S « g § 9 § ¢ 9 5 &
O K& Q S NS S ¥
S S & <& @
Q N
Q

5. Should every resident be within walking distance (one-quarter to one-half nal&pef
recreational area? (e.g. park, school)

Question #5
60
51 53
50 4
40 35
30
20
20 15
10
0
Agree Somew hat Somew hat Disagree Not sure
Agree Disagree
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6. Does the Town need to acquire more land for community and neighborhood parks?

Question #6

Not sure

No

Yes

o

20 40 60 80 100

7. Does the Town need to acquire and preserve more areas for open space (e.g. entatlpnm
sensitive areas such as wetlands, woodlands, floodways)?

Question #7

Not Sure

No

Yes

o

20 40 60 80 100

8. Should the Town continue to develop recreational trails for bikes, roller,ldadevalking needs?

Question #8

120
100
80
60
40

20

Agree Somew hat Somewhat Disagree Not sure
Agree Disagree
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9. Should linkages, such as trails and environmental corridors, between parks and osrbgpac

provided?
Question #9
90
80 7
70
60
50 47
40
30 1 24
16
20 1 10
10
0 [ |
Agree Somew hat Somew hat Disagree Not sure
Agree Disagree

10. Rank (1=highest, 8=lowest) where you would like to see park money spent?

- Most Common First Choice:

- Most Common Second Choice:

- Most Common Third Choice:

- Most Common Fourth Choice:

- Most Common Fifth Choice:

- Most Common Sixth Choice:

- Most Common Seventh Choice:

- Most Common Eighth Choice:

Additional Athletic Fields

Purchase/Acquisition of Open
Space

Additional Park Shelters

Landscape Improvements

Additional Park Shelters

Playground Improvements

Recreational Programs

Improvements #L|#2 | #3 | #4 | #5 | #6 | #7 | #8
Purchase/acquisition | 36 | 17| 9 20| 20 13 16 1
of parks

Purchase/acquisition | 27 | 19| 11 6| 18 21 19 2
of open space

Playground 151 9| 16| 13| 22 27| 19| 28
Improvements

Recreational Programs21 | 13| 18| 14| 24 14 24| 20
Landscape 24 10| 11| 32| 28| 15| 21| 5
Improvements

Expansion of 2628114 7| 8| 14 23 52
recreational trails

Additional Park 26| 6 ]121(15|33|12( 13| 8
Shelters

Additional athletic 40115 12| 19| 22 12 9| 7
fields

Expansion of Recreational Trails

Section B:Demographics

1. What age category includes you?

Age Percent

Under 25 3.4%
25-44 38.3%
45-64 40.0%
Over 65 18.3%
TOTAL 100.0%
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2. How long have you lived in the Town?

Tenure Percent

Less than 1 Year 3.19
1-3 Years 11.79
4-6 Years 15.49
7-10 Years 8.09
More than 10 Years 61.7¢

TOTAL

100.0%

3. What type of housing do you live in?

Housing Type Percent

Single-Family 84.5%
Duplex 1.7%
Multi-Family 4.0%

Mobile Home 7.5%
Other 2.3%
TOTAL 100.0%

4. Do you: Own/Rent/Lease?

Ownership | Percent

Own 89.5%
Rent 10.5%
Lease 0.0%
TOTAL 100.0%
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APPENDIX B: ACQUIRING/PRESERVING PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

The following table summarizes the different methods that may be used to aegkgamd open

space:

TABLE 18: METHODS FOR PARK & OPEN SPACE ACQUISITION

Method Used for
Acquisition/Preservation

Description of Method

Open Space Fee

A $200 fee per residential dwelling unit is collected.

Tax Revenues

The Town Board of Supervisors may use general tax reve
to help fund park acquisitions or other projects.

Grants Various grants are available through the state to acquire of
improve parks or open spaces. For example, the Neighbor}
Stewardship Program and the NRDA Fox River PCB Clean-
Settlements are tools for open space acquisition.

Borrowing The Town Board of Supervisors may choose to borrow for g

related projects. The Town of Menasha bond rating is Al, &
was determined by Moody’s Corporation of New York in 20(

Volunteer Programs

“Friends of the Park,” Adopt-A-Trail, Greenways, and other
volunteer programs for park development and can be used
generate needed revenue.

Cell Tower Revenues

For instance, the revenues generated from the cell tower lo¢
at Palisades Park (approx. $1,000 per month) are used to f
the Community Center at 1000 Valley Road.

nues

noods
up

ark
\ind
D1.

[0

cated
Ind

Subdivision regulations

Through the Town’s platting approval process for new
subdivisions, a developer may have to dedicate an area for
Or open space uses.

park

Official Mapping

Through Section 62.23 of the Wisconsin Statutes, the Town
officially map areas for future park or open space purposes,
which then reserves and protects the property from other ty

can

DES

of development.

Source: Town of Menasha, 2003
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APPENDIX C: LAND DEDICATION, FEES-IN-LIEU OF LAND DEDICAT

CALCULATIONS AND JUSTIFICATIONS

ION AND PARK IMPROVEMENT

Land Dedication, Fees-in-Lieu of Land Dedication ad Park Improvement Calculations and Justifications

General Background Information

2020 build out

16,485 population based upon 2003 projected papuolat 18,651
16.485 acres/1000 18.65 acres/1000
2.47 avg. household size 2485 20 year increase
Land Dedication Recommendations
National Recreation and Parks Assoc. est. Starafaadres/1000 people 10.5 acres
Local established standard (trails/open spaoegéds to be addressed in a plan 0.5 acres
Total acres per 1000 11
Land dedication formula
11 acres/1000 people X 43,560 s.f.lacre = 479,160 s.f./1000 people
479,160 s.f00(eople + 1000 acres/people = 79.%6 s.f./person
Lands dedication/dwelling unit formula and recommemation
avg. household
479.16 sérgon X 2.47 size = 1,183.53 dedicated s.f./tnglunti
Fees In-Lieu of Land Dedication and Park Improvemeh
A B C D E F G H |
Needed now Projected total
Needed now based on Comparison to acres based
based on NRPA NRPA Comparison to NRPA upon
NRPA Standard acres | Total existing Standard high Standard low | NRPA Standards | Standards (C - population
/1000 persons acres acres / 1000 end end (C-E) F) increase
Mini-parks .25 - .5 acres 1.77 0.11 8.24 4.12 -6.47 -2.35 9.35 acres
Neighborhood Parks 1-2 acres 4.13 0.25 32.97 16.49 -28.84 -12.36 37.4 acres
Community Parks 5 -8 acres 148.02 8.98 131.88 82.43 16.14 65.60 149.6
) ) 63.12 3.83 local standard local standard localdsteth local standard local standard
Special use (open space/trails)) 0.5
Total 6.25 - 10.5 acres 216.9 13.16 173.09 103.03 43.81 113.87

Trails and special use areas helped push the tgemtloe national standards as established by thieridd Recreation and Park Association (NRPA)thé special use category is taken out of the egudiie

town is short of recommended parkland primarily inparks and
neighborhood parks. However, residents recentlicated in a survey that open space is a prioritytherefore the town should maintain these exieagawhile properly planning for and developingwe
active parkland for future residents as well asatpdhe existing park system. The following ecprats developed to share the cost of the existarly pystem with future users and to help the tostraside

appropriate land and monies to serve and futurdeets.
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Standard Size

Typical Project

Budget / acre

Standard / 1000

Budget / acre (B/A) persons
Mini-parks 0.5 $25,800.00 $51,600.00 0.5
Neighborhood Parks 2 $80,000.00 $40,000.00 2
Community Parks 20 $810,100.00 $40,505.00 8
) ) 0.5 $79,200.00 $158,400.00 0.5
Special use (open space/trails)
Total 11
E F G H |
Projected Projected
Recommended useable additional Projected acre Land Cost per additional
active park population factor needed (ExF) acre number of
per 1000 households
Mini-parks 0.50 2.485 1.2425 $15,000 1,006
Neighborhood Parks 2.00 2.485 4.9700 $15,000 1,006
Community Parks 8.00 2.485 19.8800 $15,000 1,006
. . 0.50 2.485 1.2425 $15,000 1,006
Special use (open space/trails),
Total 11.00 2.485 27.3350 $15,000 1,006
J K L
Projected cost of Calculated fee-
Projected Cost of land | park planning and lieu of land
in Lieu of Dedication land in lieu of dedication per
(G xH) dedication (J + dwelling unit
10%) (KM
Mini-parks $18,638 $20,501.25 $20.38
Neighborhood Parks $74,550 $82,005.00 $81.52
Community Parks $298,200 $328,020.00 $326.06
. . $18,638 $20,501.25 $20.38
Special use (open space/trails),
Total $410,025 $451,027.50 $448.34
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Projected Cost of

Projected cost of

Calculated Fee

Improvement Cost / Park Facility park facility for park facility
acre Improvement (G x planning and improvement per
M) improvement dwelling unit (0/1)
Mini-parks $25,800.00 $32,056.50 $35,262.15 $35.05
Neighborhood Parks $20,000.00 $99,400.00 $109,340.00 $108.69
Community Parks $20,252.50 $402,619.70 $442,881.67 $440.24
. . $79,200.00 $98,406.00 $108,246.60 $107.60
Special use (open space/trails)
Total $632,482.20 $695,730.42 $691.58
Fee-In-Lieu of Land
Dedication $ 448.34
Park Improvement Costs $691.58
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APPENDIX D: PARK BUDGET COST ESTIMATES

TABLE 19: ESTIMATED BUDGETS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF PARKS

: Mini-Park Neighborhood Community Park
Type of Park Equipment Park
(0.5 acres) (20 acres)
(2-3 acres)

Active Recreation Equipment
Mixed play structure 1 @ $20,000
Swings 1@ $1,500
Diggers/Rockers 3 @ $500; $3,000
Pre-school (2-5) composite play $5,000 $20,000
structure
School Ages (5-12) composite $25,000 $30,000
play structure
Formal Athletic Equipment
Baseball diamond w/o lights 1@%$100,000
Soccer field 1@%$75,000
Ice rink with boards 12%$20,000
Paved Recreation Courts
Tennis Court 1@%$25,000; $50,000
Basketball Court 1@%$18,000 1@$%$18,000
Other Paved Areas $5,000

Passive Recreation Equipment

Picnic Tables 1@%$1,2000 2@%1,200;$2,400 6@%1,200; $7,200

Benches 1@%$500 2@%$500; $1,000 8@%$500; $4,000

Grills 5@%$500; $2,500

Shelter $50,000

Shelter wikitchen $75,000

Water Fountain 1@%$2,000 3@%2,000; $6,000

Restrooms facilities $50,000

Trails

Recreation trails 1m@%$30,000

Asphalt Trail .5m@%$25,000 1m @$65,000

Parking Facilities

30 car lot 1@%$105,000

Site Restoration

Grading and Seeding $4,500/acre $4,500/acre $4,500/acre

Landscaping $1,000/acre $1,000/acre $1,000/acre
Total estimated budget $30,700 $89,000 $652,700

Average Park Budget Range

$25,000-$30,000

$75,000-$100,00(

$600,000-$800,000
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