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OFFICIAL NOTICE AND AGENDA AMENDED

Notice is hereby given that the Parks and Recreation Committee of the City of Stoughton,
Wisconsin will hold a regular or special meeting as indicated on the date, time and location
given below.

Meeting of the: PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE OF THE CITY OF STOUGHTON

Date /Time: Tuesday, June 19 at 6:00 PM

Location: Ed Overland Room (City Hall 381 E. Main St., Stoughton WI 53589)
Members: Regina Hirsch, Nicole Wiessinger, Denise Duranczyk, Phil Caravello, Tim Swadley

Attorney Matt Dregne, Department Heads, Stoughton Newspapers,
Judi Krebs, Mary Demczak, Pat Groom, Sarah Monette, Jon Lewis, Bob Diebel,
Desi Weum, oregonobserver@wcinet.com, Council Members, Bill Livick

CC:

* Note-For security reasons, the front doors of the City Hall building (including the elevator
door) will be locked after 4:30 p.m. If you need to enter City Hall after that time, please use the
entrance on the east side of City Hall (the planning department door). If you are physically
challenged and are in need of the elevator or other assistance, please call 873-6677 prior to 4:30
p.m.

Item # CALL TO ORDER

1 Cdll to Order

2 Approva of Minutes from May 15, 2018
3 Communication

Bike Route Sign Installation
Pickleball Court Construction
Administrative Workload

Item # OLD BUSINESS

4 Park Development Fund Report (Discussion & Possible Action)

5 School District Use of the Y outh Center (Discussion & Possible Action)
6 Fair Contract (Discussion & Possible Action)

7 Y ahara River Whitewater Park Update (Discussion & Possible Action)
8 Future CIP Items (Discussion)

9 Park Development Standard Guidelines (Discussion)





10

11

Item #

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

Item #

Chalet Court Land (Discussion)

Criddle Park Playground (Discussion)

NEW BUSINESS

Arnett Properties Parkland Dedication & Improvements (Discussion &
Possible Action)

Oak Knoll Park Improvements (Discussion & Possible Action)

Parks Friends Group Formation (Discussion)

Collector Roads vs Off Road Trails (Discussion)

Park and Open Space Plan - Survey & Public Input (Discussion)

Y aharaRiver Trail Bid (Discussion & Possible Action)

Future Agenda Items

ADJOURNMENT






PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES ,u*a
May 15 2018 -

6:00PM Stoughton
Stoughton City Hall, Ed Overland Room AR AT

Present: Alderpersons: Regina Hirsch, Phil Caravello, Nicole Wiessinger, Mayor Tim Swadley,
and Parks & Recreation Director Dan Glynn
Guests: Pat Groom, Dylan Lehmann

1. Call to Order
Meeting called to order by Regina Hirsch at 6:00 pm.

2. Approval of the Minutes from April 11, 2018
Motion by Regina Hirsch seconded by Phil Caravello to approve the minutes of April 11 as
requested. Motion carried 3-0.

3. Communications

Bike Route Installation
Caravello shared that weather has delayed the installation. There are four teams of two people
that are volunteering to install the signs and they will be up by June.

Lower Yahara River Trail Signs
Groom shared that the signs are in the City’s possession and be installed within the next week.

Pickleball Construction

Glynn shared that area pickleball players have donated enough money to cover the cost of
interior fencing. Glynn shared that there was an issue with the way the contractor laid out the
courts and he caught the mistake prior to them paving. The contractor was going to reorient the
court north south instead of the east west orientation they had.

Old Business
4. Park Development Fund Report

Glynn shared that Director LaBorde was working on finalizing the report and it was not ready for
the meeting. LaBorde committed to having the report finalized prior to her departure from the City.

5. School District Use of the Youth Center

Glynn shared that the School District uses the facility for their special education transition
program and that is used outside of the Youth Center’s program hours. Mayor Swadley shared
that he attended a meeting with the School District about a possible lease for the facility and there
were concerns about liability.

6. Fair Contract

Glynn shared that he communicated with the Fair about the status of the contract and was
informed by them that they didn’t cover the contract at their meeting since they were working on
their event. Glynn shared the list of the Fair's events with the committee.

7. Yahara River Whitewater Park Update

Glynn shared that he finalized the WDNR Stewardship Fund application and sent it in. Glynn
shared with the committee that he will be meeting with WDNR representatives and Gary Lacy
about permitting on May 16. Glynn shared that he thinks the Conceptual Plan Presentation will be
well attended and that the Facebook event went viral. Glynn shared that he is continuing to work
with the UW Urban Planning Department on developing an economic impact analysis for the
project.

8. Criddle Park Natural Playground

Glynn shared the history of the project with the committee. Glynn shared that there will be a
neighborhood potluck on May 31 where he will get input from users of the park.





9. Park Development Standard Guidelines

Glynn shared to the committee some of the issues in the past and the reasoning behind having
guidelines. Hirsch shared that she would like more detailed criteria on different types of parks and
the way they should be designed. Glynn shared the outline of the project and that it needs to be
broken down by section so that it gets done.

New Business

10. Rotary Park Benches & Rain Garden
Hirsch shared that we need to invite Rotary Club to our next meeting for a discussion about the
future of Rotary Park. Glynn shared the background about the park furnishings.

11. Chalet Court Land

Hirsch shared that the property has unique natural features and is utilized by Kegonsa School.
The committee discussed about investigating how much the property is used by the school.
Caravello suggested that there may be potential to have a trail go through the property to connect
Main St and the school

12. Election of Chair

Motion made by Phil Caravello seconded by Nicole Wiessinger to nominate Regina Hirsch as
Chair. Motion passed 3-0.

13. Election of Vice Chair

Motion made by Regina Hirsch seconded by Phil Caravello to nominate Nicole Wiessinger as
Vice Chair. Motion passed 3-0.

14. Eagle Scout Bird Houses

Lehmann presented his eastern bluebird project to the committee. He noted the decline of
bluebirds in local populations as the need for the houses. He explained that he would build 8 to
10 houses and the specifications for the houses. He explained that he was looking at Norse Park
as a location for one, but didn’t have locations for the other houses. The committee shared that
when he goes to City Council for final approval that he should provide locations for each of the
houses.

Motion made by Phil Caravello seconded by Nicole Weissinger to recommend to City Council to
approve the project. Motion passed 3-0.

15. Future CIP Items

Glynn shared future CIP items with the committee and highlighted the importance of an ADA
Transition Plan. Mayor Swadley said to focus on the next two years and use the updated Parks
and Open Space Plan after that.

16. Future Agenda ltems

Park Friends Group

Park Development Guidelines

Whitewater Park Steering Committee Appointment
Whitewater Park Update

Fair Contract

Collector Roads vs Off Road Trails

Signs for Tralil

Chalet Court — Talk to Kegonsa Principal

Adjournment





Motion made by Nicole Wiessinger seconded by Phil Caravello at 9:15 pm. Motion passed 3-0.






Yahara River Recreational Trail, Project SPR-003
Bid Date: 6-1-2018

BIDDERS
ITEM NUMBER [DESCRIPTION Poblocki Paving Corp
1|Cleaning and Grubbing $16,800.00
2|Mobilization/Demobilization $2,400.00
3|Excavation Cut- Off-site disposal $11,366.40
4|Non-woven geotextile fabric Type SAS $6,216.00
5|Crushed Aggregate Base Course - No 57 gradiation $4,475.52
6|Construction Entrance Tracking Pad $1,800.00
7|Crushed Aggregate Base Course - No 2 or No 3 gradiation $9,059.04
8|Hot Mix Asphalt- Type 3 LT 5828 S $32,111.03
9|Shoulder Restoration - Seed, Fertilize, and Mulch $2,841.60
10|Sawcut existing bituminous pavement $72.00
COMPUTED TOTAL BASE BID CONTRACT SPR-003 (ITEMS 1 THROUGH 10) $87,141.59
ALTERNATIVE BID #1 - BJOIN PARK TENNIS COURT
BIDDERS
ITEM NUMBER |DESCRIPTION
11|Alt. Bid #1 Mobilization/Demobilization $3,300.00
12|Alt Bid #1 Base Aggregate Dense - 3/4 inch $906.24
13|Alt Bid #1 - 3.5 inch depth HMA Pavement - Type 5 LT 58-28S $19,720.11
14|Alt Bid #1 - Paint - 2 Resurfacer Coats $2,509.51
15|Alt Bid #1 - Paint - 2 Color Coats $2,715.09
16|Alt Bid #1 - Tennis/Pickleball Court Striping - 2 inch thickness $1,439.94
17|Alt Bid #1 - Pulverize and Relay Existing Asphalt $3,735.20
18|Alt Bid #1 - Base Aggregate Dense - 3 inch $971.52
19|Alt Bid #1 - Excavation Off-site Disposal $1,455.84
20|Alt Bid #1 - Seed, Fertilize, and Mulch - Sun and Shade Mix $1,488.63
21|Alt Bid #1 - Install Tennis Nets/posts $2,100.00
22|Alt Bid #1 - Silt Fence $176.40
23|Alt Bid #1 - Construction Entrance Tracking Pad $1,800.00
24|Alt Bid #1 - Remove Extg. Wood Wall $600.00
25|Alt Bid #1 - Install New 10" high chain link Fence $5,472.00
26|Alt Bid #1 - Install New Wood Wall - 10'(H) X 40' (W) $7,560.00
27|Alt Bid #1 - Install Benches $2,102.00
28|Alt Bid #1 - Remove Lightpoles $60.00
29|Alt Bid #1 - Remove Existing Chain Link Fence $486.00
COMPUTED TOTAL ALTERNATE BID #1 CONTRACT SPR-003 (ITEMS 11 THROUGH 29) $58,598.48
ALTERNATIVE BID #2 - POOR SUBSOIL CONDITIONS (UNIT COST)
BIDDERS
ITEM NUMBER |DESCRIPTION
30|Alternative Bid #2 - Undercutting Subgrade (Unit Cost) $50.40
31|Alternative Bid #2 - Geotextile Fabric - Type SAS (Unit Cost) $6.00

COMPUTED ALTERNATIVE BID #2 CONTRACT SPR-003 (ITEM 30)

COMPUTED ALTERNATIVE BID #2 CONTRACT SPR-003 (ITEM 31)







CITY OF STOUGHTON
FINANCE DEPARTMENT

381 East Main Street, Stoughton, Wi, 53589

(608) 873-6677 www.ch.stonghton.wius

DATE: May 25, 2018
TO: Parks & Recreation Committee

FROM: Tammy LaBorde
Director of Finance & Economic Development

CC: Mayor and Common Council
RE: Impact Fees/Park Development Fund

Last year I was asked to research the City’s impact fees that are collected in order to determine
the amount of funding that may be available for use on various projects. I have not had an
opportunity until recently to begin my research.

In January 2009, the City adopted a Public Facilities Needs Assessment and Impact Fee Study.
In Table 5 of the report (see attached), the study identified the following future projects and what
portion of the funding would be eligible for use of impact fees:

Westview Ridge Park-trail $ 50,000.00
Racetrack Park-lighting 60,000.00
Roby/Page Street-playground 30,000.00
Linnerud Park-Special Use & Neighborhood Park  875,000.00
Stone Crest Park-Neighborhood Park 562,500.00
Nordic Ridge Park 253.000.00
Total Eligible for Impact Fees $1,830,500.00

After presenting the various projects from the Impact Fee Study to Director Glynn, he noted the
following:

Westview Ridge Park There is no proposal for a trail to be developed.
Racetrack Park Two of the fields have lighting since the park opened.
Roby/Page Street A playground was developed in 2013/2014.

Linnerud Park The development did not occur.

Stone Crest Park Eventually there will be a park developed in the future.
Nordic Ridge Park The park was just developed with shelter and splash pad.
Park Maintenance Equipment Impact fees cannot be used to purchase equipment.

Since 2010, the City has collected impact fees for both land and improvements. The majority of
the funds that have been collected have been placed in the reserve accounts for future use. In
working with Director Glynn and Director Scheel, we identified the amount of impact fees
collected since 2010 and identified what park was the nearest to the development.





IMPACT FEES/PARK DEVELOPMENT FUND MAY 25,2018

The Park Development fund balance as of December 31, 2017 is as follows:

$224,588.61 Reserved: Land
350,335.64 Reserved: Improvements
88,472.44 Reserved: Donations
4,98430 Reserved: 911 Antenna Building Racetrack Park
(265.,466.08) Fund Balance
$402,914.91 Ending Fund Balance 12/31/2017

See Exhibits A, B, and C for more detailed information.

SUMMARY

1.

Reserved Land - There is a total of $224,588.61 that has been reserved for the purchase
of land. Per the review of the funds collected through 12/31/17, a total of $199,909.46
could be used anywhere in the community, a total of $3,265.23 had been collected for
Norse Park, and a total of $21,413.92 had been collected for the Amundson Trail. The
Park and Recreation Committee will need to determine if the land should remain
dedicated to these purposes, or if all of the funds will be used throughout the community;
however, the funds can only be used to purchase land.

Reserved Improvements - There is a total of $84,869.56 that remains after deducting the
expenses in the fund balance account (See Exhibit B) from the reserved improvements
balance of $350,335.64. Per the review of the funds collected through 12/31/17, a total
of $34,320.54 has been identified for Norse Park area, $11,268.40 has been identified for
Racetrack Park area, $13,354.72 has been identified for Westview Ridge Park area,
$25,033.03 has been identified for the Amundson Trail, and $892.87 has been identified
for anywhere in the community. There is an additional $70,000 in a separate account
reserved in 2016 for the Amundson Trail. The Park and Recreation Committee and
Common Council will need to determine if the improvement funds that have been
reserved, excluding the Amundson Trail funds, should remain dedicated to these
purposes, or if all of the funds will be used throughout the community.

Fund Balance (Unreserved) Account - There is a negative balance of $265,466.098 in the
fund balance account. This account became negative due to expenses for projects related
to the reserved improvements account. Please see attached Exhibit B for a detailed

explanation.

Reserved Donations — There is a balance of $88,472.44 in this account. There is
$18,543.01 reserved for a Park and $69,929.43 reserved for the Pickleball Court. The
Parks and Recreation Committee will need to determine if they wish to utilize the
$18,543.01, as the $69,929.43 has been reserved.

Reserved 911 Antenna Building — Racetrack Park — There is a balance of $4,984.30 in
this reserve account for park maintenance.
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IMPACT FEES/PARK DEVELOPMENT FUND MAY 25,2018

RECOMMENDATION:
There will be expenses in 2018 for projects that were previously approved for development.

This exercise has identified all of the impact fees received since 2009 and what those funds were
committed to. At this point in time there are no funds available in the fund balance for general
items. In looking at impact fees collected in 2018, we have collected approximately $6,700
which should be applied to expenses for the Mandt Study, Nordic Ridge Solar and other
previously approved projects. In addition, $17,320 was authorized in 2018 for the Parks & Open

Space Plan development which will need to be funded.

As there are no additional funds available at this time, the Committee and Council will need to
determine if they will reprogram any of the funds that are currently reserved for specific
purposes to offset expenses going forward.

PAGE 3





IMPACT FEES/PARK DEVELOPMENT FUND 7 MAY 25, 2018

EXHIBIT A

FUNDS FOR LAND WHICH HAVE BEEN RESERVED - #223-00000-34740

The following are the amounts collected from Impact Fees for Land which were reserved:

$ 84,241.53 Fund Balance from Prior years — Can be used for General Land
3,265.23 Norse View Holdings Payment for Land — Land for Norse Park
68,549.92 North Central/Milestone for Land — Can be used for General Land
17,144.47 Spanos Townhomes — Can be used for General Land
29,973.54 400 S. Van Buren — Can be used for General Land
21.413.92 Skaalen — Land for Amundson Trail
$224,588.61 Total

The following is the breakdown as to how the funds in reserve for land should be spent:
$199,909.46 Impact Fee Land Reserve Funds which could be used for General Land
3,265.23 Impact Fee Land Reserve Funds which are to be used for Norse Park

21.413.92 Impact Fee Land Reserve Funds which are to be used for Amundson Trail
$224,588.61 Total

PAGE 4





IMPACT FEES/PARK DEVELOPMENT FUND MAY 25,2018

EXHIBIT B

FUNDS FOR IMPROVEMENTS WHICH HAVE BEEN RESERVED #223-00000-34741

The following are the amounts collected from Impact Fees for Improvements which were placed
in the reserve account:

$ 6,121.57
56,141.00
17,287.38

242,711.15
34,320.54
11,268.40

2,067.46
3,019.65
26,317.67
$399,254.82

(48,919.18)
$350,335.64

(242,711.00)
(3,460.00)
(5,295.08)

(14,000.00)
(265,466.08)

$84,869.56

Fees Collected for Division Street Park area (General)
Fees Collected for Dunkirk Park area (General)
Fees Collected for No Specific Park area (General)
Fees Collected for Nordic Ridge Park area

Fees Collected for Norse Park area

Fees Collected for Racetrack Park area

Fees Collected for Schefelker Park area (General)
Fees Collected for Virgin Lake Park area (General)
Fees Collected for Westview Ridge Park area
Sub-Total

Expenses from prior years

Total Reserved Improvements for 2017

Completion of Nordic Ridge Park Development

Mandt Park Feasibility Study Allocation in 2017 (6,000-2540 spent)
Miscellaneous expenses

Nordic Ridge Park Shelter Solar Allocation in 2017

Total Fund Balance for 2017

Balance Remaining in the Reserved Account after expenses

The following is the breakdown as to what the funds are reserved for in improvements:

34,320.54
11,268.40
13,354.72
25,033.03
892.87

$ 84,869.56

Impact Fee Improvement Funds to be used for Norse Park area

Impact Fee Improvement Funds to be used for Racetrack Park areca
Impact Fee Improvement Funds to be used for Westview Ridge Park area
Impact Fee Improvement Funds to be used for Amundson Trail

Impact Fee Improvement Funds to be used for General Purposes

Total
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IMPACT FEES/PARK DEVELOPMENT FUND : MAY 25,2018
EXHIBIT C

FUNDS IN THE UNRESERVED FUND BALANCE #223-00000-39000
The following are the amounts collected from Impact Fees for General Use:

$ 25,589.48 Fund Balance
68.07 Balance Remaining from 2015 — added to General Use
93.27 Balance Remaining from 2016 — added to General Use
(242,711.00) Expense for Nordic Ridge Park Development
(3,505.90) Miscellaneous expenses — Mandt Study, etc.
(20,000.00) Amount in General Use for the Pickleball Court at Mandt Park
(25,000.00) Amount received for Pickleball Court — transferred to correct account
($265,466.08) Total applied against Reserved Improvements

FUNDS FOR DONATIONS WHICH HAVE BEEN RESERVED #223-00000-34742
The following are the amounts collected from Donations received which were placed in the

reserve account:

$23,543.01  Donation for Park
(5,000.00)  Refund of Donation
25,000.00 Donation for Pickleball Court
(70.57)  Expense for Advertising Pickleball Bid
20,000.00  Donation for Pickleball Court — City contribution
20,000.00  Donation for Pickleball Court — Bryant Foundation
5,000.00  Donation for Pickleball Court
$88,472.44  Total

The following is the breakdown as to how the funds in reserve for donations is to be spent:
$18,543.01  Funds for Park
69.929.43  Pickleball Court
$88,472.44  Total

FUNDS FOR 911 ANTENNA BUILDING AT RACETRACK PARK WHICH HAVE

BEEN RESERVED #223-00000-34743
The following are the amounts collected for the 911 Antenna Building at Racetrack Park which

were placed in the reserve account and are to be used for various projects at Racetrack Park:

$4,238.70 Balance Remaining Revenue less Expenses for 2016
745.60 Balance Remaining Revenue (4,449.60) less Expenses (3704) for 2017
(745.60) added to reserve balance
$4,984.30 Total

FUNDS RESERVED FOR AMUNDSON TRAIL #400-00000-49232
In 2016, the City received a donation of $30,000 from the Bryant Foundation and allocated an

additional $40,000 from Impact Fees to create a trail from Amundson Park to Stoughton Hospital.
These funds are in the Construction Fund and total $70,000.
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PARK K

PROPERTY ADDRESS

DEVELOPMENT/PROJECT

LOT #

NEAREST
PARK

IMPACT FEES COLLECTED SINCE 2010 IMPACT FEE STUDY

. ) lReSErve;Nu

DIVISION STREET PARK $6,121.57
DUNKIRK PARK $56,141.00 Reserve-No
GENERAL $17,287.38 - Reserve-No
NORDIC RIDGE PARK $242,711.15_ | completed/paid
NORSE PARK $34,320.54 completed
B RACETRACK PARK $11,268.40 completed
SCHEFELKER PARK $2,067.46 gonoral
VIRGIN LAKE PARK $3,019.65 goneral
WESTVIEW RIDGE PARK $26,317.67 completed
B $399,254.82
PICKLEBALL EXPENSES -$20,000.00 2017
MANDT PARK FEASIBILITY STUDY -$6,000.00 2017
- NORDIC RIDGE PARK SHELTER ADDTL -$14,000.00 2017
NORDIC RIDGE PARK COMPLETED $242.711.15 2017
$116,543.67 |
RESERVED IMPROVEMENTS 12/31/17 $110324.86
ACCT #223-00000-34741 | seziss [
RESERVED-LAND ]
TRANSFER FROM FUND BALANCE GENERAL LAND §84,241.53 |
NORSE VIEW HOLDINGS NORSE LAND $3,265.23
NORTH CENTRAL/MILESTONE #2014727 GENERAL LAND $68,549.92
SPANOS, BRIAN - TOWNHOMES GENERAL LAND $17,144.47
400 § VAN BUREN GENERAL LAND $29,973.54
SKAALEN - AMUNDSON TRAIL AMUNDSON TRATL $21.413.92
ACCT #223-00000-34740 $224,588.61 178141.66
RESERVED-DONATIONS
DONATION - DREAM PARK PARK §  23,543.01
DONATION REFUND PARK $  (5000,00)
TRANSFER RE: R-72-2017 FROM IMPROVEMENTS PICKLEBALL COURT $  20,000.00
DONATION-BRYANT FOUNDATION PICKLEBALL COURT $  20,000.00
MISC DONATION PICKLEBALL COURT $ 5,000.00
ACCT #223-00000-34742 s 6354301 6354301
RESERVED-911 ANTENNA BLDG-RACETRACK
NO FUND BALANCE $ -
NO TUND BALANCE ] 5 4,238.70 B
BALANCE REMAINING [ 4,449.60
s 8,698.30 423870 -
] FUND BALANCE
TRANSFER OF FUNDS TO RESERVES BALANCE REMATNING § 2558048 |
ADDED TO FUND BALANCE BALANCE REMAINING $ 68.07
ADDED TO FUND BALANCE BALANCE REMAINING $ 893.27
ALLOCATE FUNDS TO PICKLEBALL PER COUNCIL CITY PICKLEBALL DONATION $  (20,000.00) ]
ALLOCATE DONATED FUNDS FOR PICKLEBALL BRYAN FDN AND PRIVATE DONATION $  (25000.00)
ACCT #223-00000-39000 $ - (18,449.18)  -18449.18
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PARK FEES PAID BY Y

PARK IMPACT
: NEAREST | FEE FOR PARK
PROPERTY ADDRESS DEVELOPMENT/PROJECT LOT # PARK | DEVELOPMENT
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
1998|2009 LINCOLN AVENUE 'TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 44 NORSE $722.40
1998|217 ASHBERRY COURT EASTWOOD ESTATES 15T ADDITION 28 RACETRACK $722.40
1998|721, 725, 729, 733 NYGAARD STREET DVORAK'S ADDITION 63 VIRGIN LAKE $650.00
1998)741, 745, 749, 753 NYGAARD STREET DVORAK'S ADDITION 64 VIRGIN LAKE $650.00
1998)28 SINGLE FAMILY LOTS - DVORAK ADDN DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $5,600.00
1998 | KLONGLAND'S 6TH ADDN TO SWEETBRIER SWEETBRIER WESTVIEW $8,208.64
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
1999]2217, 2219 LINCOLN & 2109 LINCOLN-1121 MARIE DRIVE  |TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 37,40 NORSE $2,889.60
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
1999]2209, 2211 LINCOLN AVENUE TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 38 NORSE $1,444.80
1999)356 STONEY RIDGE TRAIL EASTWOOD ESTATES 18T ADDITION 42 RACETRACK £722.40
1999|357 STONEY RIDGE TRAIL EASTWOOD ESTATES 1ST ADDITION 40 RACETRACK $722.40
1999{364 STONEY RIDGE TRAIL EASTWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION 43 RACETRACK $722.40
1999|821, 823 NYGAARD STREET DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $300.00
1999|2308, 2310 BUCKINGHAM ROAD DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $300.00
1999)2309 BUCKINGHAM ROAD DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $300.00
19992301, 2303 BUCKINGHAM ROAD DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $300.00
18991641, 645, 649 653 NYGAARD STREET DVORAK'S ADDITION 60 VIRGIN LAKE $600.00
1999|661, 665, 669, 673 AND 701, 705, 709, 713 NYGAARD STREET |[DVORAK'S ADDITION 61 VIRGIN LAKE $1,300.00
1999|501, 505, 509, 513 NYGAARD STREET ) DVORAK'S ADDITION 50 VIRGIN LAKE $700.00
1999)1809 PLEASANT VIEW DRIVE & 1802 W. MAIN STREET PLEASANT HILL HEIGHTS WESTVIEW $1,586.20
1999| KLONGLAND'S 7TH ADDN. TO SWEETBRIER SWEETBRIER WESTVIEW $14,275.00
1999|5 LOTS 7TH ADDN. TO SWEETBRIER SWEETBRIER WESTVIEW $3,965.50
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
2000|STIKLESTAD ADDN TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS NORSE $1,400.00
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
20002000, 2002 LINCOLN AVENUE .|TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS NORSE $1,444.80
2000)1917 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 64 RACETRACK $722.40
20001900 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 59 RACETRACK $722.40
2000|1916 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 57 RACETRACK $722.40
2000|1809 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 46 RACETRACK $722.40
2000|372 STONEY RIDGE TRAIL EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 44 RACETRACK $722.40
2000{1817 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 45 RACETRACK $722.40
2000|2300, 2302 BUCKINGHAM ROAD DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $300.00
2001)236 E. MCKINLEY STREET RIVER OAKS 4 BJIOIN $843.82
2001}220 E. MCKINLEY STREET RIVER OAKS 6 BIOIN $843.82
2001|1133 HAMILTON STREET ERICK.SON PARK GENERAL $843.82
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
2001|2116 LINCOLN AVENUE 'TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 59 NORSE $722.40
2001]1833 CEDARBROOK. LANE EASTWOOD ESTATES 7 RACETRACK $1,444.80
2001|1909 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 63 RACETRACK $722.40
2001{1908 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 58 RACETRACK $722.40
2001{1809 MEADOW DRIVE MEADOWVIEW CONDOS 49 RACETRACK $722.40
2001|LOTS 3, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9 DVORAK ADDN DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $561.69
2002|243 E. MCKINLEY STREET RIVER QAKS 3 BIOIY $843.82
2002|213 PINE STREET ERICKSON PARK GENERAL $843,82
2002|1816 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWQOD ESTATES-2ZND ADDITION 60 RACETRACK $722.40
2002|2009 MEADOW DRIVE MEADOWVIEW CONDOS 54 RACETRACK $722.40
2002{2025 MEADOW DRIVE MEADOQWVIEW CONDOS 56 RACETRACK $722.90
2002{2017 MEADOW DRIVE MEADOWVIEW CONDOS 55 RACETRACK $722.40
2002|DVORAK ADDN. DVORAK'S ADDITION VIRGIN LAKE $1,027.50
2003(227 E. MCKINLEY STREET RIVER OAKS 1 BIOIN $843.82
2003[1801 EASTWQOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 47 RACETRACK $£722.40
2003{1808 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 48 RACETRACK $722.40
2003|EASTWOOD SECOND ADDN. EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION RACETRACK $722.40
2003|1909 MEADOW DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES-2ND ADDITION 51 RACETRACK $722.40
2003|2208 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 27 STONE CREST $864.41
2003{2232 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 30 STONE CREST $864.41
2003{2241 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 8 STONE CREST $864.41
2003|709 RACETRACK ROAD STONE CREST 2 STONE CREST $864.41
2003|2209 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 16 STONE CREST $864.41
2003|2123 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 14 STONE CREST $864.41
2003]2216 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 28 STONE CREST $864.41
2003/2225 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 7 STONE CREST $864.41
2003(2217 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 17 STONE CREST $864.41
2003|2116, 2124 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 24,25 STONE CREST $1,728.82
2003|2100 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 1 STONE CREST $864.41
2003|2224 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 29 STONE CREST $864.41
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2003]2115 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 13 STONE CREST $864.41
2003}2112 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 10 STONE CREST $864.41
20032200 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 26 STONE CREST $864.41
2003 | WESTVIEW FINAL PLAT WESTVIEW RIDGE WESTVIEW $3,200.00
2003| WESTVIEW RIDGE PARK ACQUISTITION FEES WESTVIEW RIDGE WESTVIEW $345.75
2004|1800 EASTWOOD DRIVE - PUD ‘ EASTWOOD CONDOMINIUMS 66 RACETRACK $1,444.80
2004|1804, 1806 MEADOW DRIVE EASTWOOD CONDOMINIUMS 66 RACETRACK $1,444.80
2004]1800, 1802 EASTWOOD DRIVE EASTWOOD CONDOMINIUMS 66 RACETRACK $1,444.80
20042001 MEADOW DRIVE - EASTWOOD ESTATES - 2ND ADDITION 53 RACETRACK §722.40
7004|2201 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 15 STONE CREST $864.41
2004/2308 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 32 STONE CREST $880.83
2004|2101 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 3 STONE CREST $864.41
2004|809 RACETRACK ROAD STONE CREST 12 STONE CREST $864.41
2004|2244 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 31 STONE CREST $864.41
2004|2101 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 11 STONE CREST $864.41
2004|609 RACETRACK ROAD STONE CREST 22 STONE CREST $864.41
2004|2121 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 5 STONE CREST $864.41
2004| BARBERRY FIELDS PARK ACQUISITION PLAT FEES BARBERRY FIELDS VIRGIN LAKE $840.66
2004|608 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE WESTVIEW RIDGE 86 WESTVIEW $880.83
20042001 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 84 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004]2009 HILLDALE LANE-601 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 83 WESTVIEW $1,761.66
2004609 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 82 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004600 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 60 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|2111 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 59 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004]2110 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 58 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|2201 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 57 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004/1908-1910 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 44 WESTVIEW $1,761.66
2004|1916 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 43 WESTVIEW $380.83
2004] 1932 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 40 WESTVIEW $880.83
20041936 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 39 WESTVIEW $380.83
2004]2000 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 38 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|509 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 37 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|2100 HILLDALE LANE-506 HOEL AVENUE |WESTVIEW RIDGE 35 WESTVIEW $1,761.66
2004|2108 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 3 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|2116 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 33 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004]2124 HILLDALE LANE 'WESTVIEW RIDGE 32 WESTVIEW $880.83
20041924 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 42 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004/600 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE WESTVIEW RIDGE 85 WESTVIEW $880,83
2004|1940 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 111 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004]608 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 61 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004/501 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 36 WESTVIEW 864,41
2004|1900 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 45 WESTVIEW $380.83
2004|1928 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 41 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|2109 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 7 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004716 HARVEST LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 103 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|816 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE WESTVIEW RIDGE 95 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|2001 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 2 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004]1935 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 1 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|725 HARVEST LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 114 WESTVIEW $364.41
2004|816 HARVEST LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 107 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|801 HARVEST LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 112 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|808 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE WESTVIEW RIDGE 94 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|725 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE WESTVIEW RIDGE 99 WESTVIEW $864.41
3.6, 87-89, 91-93,
97,98, 100-102,
104-106, 108,
2004| WESTVIEW RIDGE PARK FEES PHASE 1 WESTVIEW RIDGE 110, 113 WESTVIEW $18,152.61
2004|1924 W. MILWAUKEE STREET - PLAT FEES WESTVIEW RIDGE 109 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|2200 HILLDALE LANE - DUPLICATE 31 WESTVIEW $880.83
2004|2200 HILLDALE LANE - DUPLICATE 31 WESTVIEW $864.41
2004|733 HARVEST LANE - DUPLICATE 113 WESTVIEW $864.41
2005|SKAVLEN BERRY STREET CONDO - 3 UNIT : MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS DIVISION ST. $2,700.60
2005]920 DUNKIRK AVENUE DUNKIRK $429.57
2005920 DUNKIRK AVENUE DUNKIRK $900.20
2005|MCCOMB CONDO GENERAL $35,903,79
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION
20052203 LINCOLN-1118 MARIE DRIVE TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 39 NORSE $1,444.80
2005/ EASTWOOD CONDO UNIT 4 EASTWOOD 66 RACETRACK $1,444.80
2005/2409 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 57 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2320 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 49 STONE CREST $880.83
2005/2417 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 58 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2416 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 39 STONE CREST $880.83
2005]2211 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 6 STONE CREST $364.41
2005|2317 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 20 STONE CREST $880.83
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20052108 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 23 STONE CREST $864.41
2005[2325 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 47 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2401 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 45 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2408 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 38 STONE CREST $880.83
2005]801 HASKELL COURT STONE CREST 53 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2111 MEADOW GREEN STONE CREST 4 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2316 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 13 STONE CREST $880.83
2005/2369 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 19 STONE CREST $880.83
2005|2225 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 18 STONE CREST $864.41
2005|2340 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 36 STONE CREST $880.83
2005(1609 OAKRIDGE WAY BARBERRY FIELDS 8 VIRGIN LAKE $880.83
2005[1701 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 4 VIRGIN LAKE $864.41
2005|1724 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 9 VIRGIN LAKE $880.83
20051709 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 3 VIRGIN LAKE $830.83
2005]1725 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 1 VIRGIN LAKE $880.83
2005|1700 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 5 VIRGIN LAKE $880.83
2005/1716 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 7 VIRGIN LAKE $830.83
2005|1708 OAKRIDGE COURT BARBERRY FIELDS 6 VIRGIN LAKE $380.83
2005|801 HOEL AVENUE 'WESTVIEW RIDGE 74 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|809 HOEL AVENUE - 2108 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 73 WESTVIEW $1,800.40
2005|2116 HOEL CIRCLE WESTVIEW RIDGE 63 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2109 HOEL CIRCLE WESTVIEW RIDGE 67 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2200 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 72 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005(701 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 80 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|615 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 81 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2209 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 10 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|741 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 75 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|732 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 69 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|740 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 70 WESTVIEW $900,20
2005|724 HOEL AVENUE 'WESTVIEW RIDGE 68 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|800 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 71 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2117 HOEL CIRCLE WESTVIEW RIDGE 66 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005/717 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 78 WESTVIEW $000.20
2005|709 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 79 WESTVIEW $900.20
20052125 HOEL CIRCLE |WESTVIEW RIDGE 65 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2124 HOEL CIRCLE WESTVIEW RIDGE 64 WESTVIEW $900,20
2005|733 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 76 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2117 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 8 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2201 W. MILWAUKEE STREET-900 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 9 WESTVIEW $1,800.40
2005725 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 77 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005(2208 W, MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 46 WESTVIEW $900.20
2005|2108 HOEL CIRCLE WESTVIEW RIDGE 62 WESTVIEW $900.20
2006|800, 804 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS DIVISION ST. $1,800.40
2006|C & J CONDOS GENERAL $16,867.80
2006]C & J CONDOS GENERAL $8,049.24
2006|2333 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 46 STONE CREST $880.83
2006(901 FALL HAVEN - 2401 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 56 STONE CREST $1,761.66
20062409 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 44 STONE CREST $880.83
2006|2120 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 9 STONE CREST $864.41
2006|1524 W. SOUTH STREET PLEASANT HILL HEIGHTS WESTVIEW $937.10
2006/1524 W. SOUTH STREET PLEASANT HILL HEIGHTS WESTVIEW $447.18
2006|815 VALLEY VIEW DRIVE - 2008 W. MILWAUKEE STREET |WESTVIEW RIDGE 96 WESTVIEW $1,728.82
2007|235 E. MCKINLEY STREET RIVER OAKS 2 BIOIN $843.82
2007800 S. MONROE STREET DIVISION ST. $900.20
2007|800-804 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS DIVISION ST. $1,800.40
2007]1815 CEDARBROOK LANE EASTWOOD ESTATES 2,5,6 RACETRACK $935.00
2007|2400 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 37 STONE CREST $880.83
2007|2424 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 40 STONE CREST $880.83
2007|809 HASKELL COURT STONE CREST 54 STONE CREST $880.83
2008|TACO BELLKFC GENERAL $81.11
2008{1908 & 1910 MEADOW DRIVE - CONDO EASTWOOD CONDOMINIUMS 66 RACETRACK $1,444 80
2013|FUNDS RETURNED for?777? 7 -$3,095.80
2015|1125 GARDEN AVENUE PROPERTY IS EXEMPT FROM FEE 3 N/A $0.00
2017|2000 MEADOW DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES 2ND ADDITION 1 RACETRACK $1,125.10
_ ~ $284,248.80
IMPACT STUDY COMPLETED 2009
2010|2324 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 34 RACETRACK $880.83
2011|623 EIGHTH STREET - LAND MOVIN OUT-GENERAL DUNKIRK $54,200.00
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2011623 EIGHTH STREET - PARK IMP. MOVIN OUT-GENERAL DUNKIRK $1,941.00

2012|317 S. ACADEMY STREET JOHN NELSON ADDITION GENERAL $3,098.39

2012|2432 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 41 RACETRACK $880.83

2012|2332 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 35 RACETRACK. $880.83

2013|732 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 3 DIVISION ST. $1,006.55

2013|728 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 4 DIVISION ST. $1,006.55

2013|801 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 1 DIVISION ST. $1,006.55

2013|809 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 2 DIVISION ST. $1,006.55
BLUE HERON ADDN TO JOHN NYGAARD'S

2013}1201 NYGAARD STREET/ 2316 LAKE WOODS WAY VIRGIN LAKE ESTATES 202 VIRGIN LAKE $2,013.10
BLUE HERON ADDN TO JOHN NYGAARD'S

2013[1101 VIRGIN LAKE DRIVE/ 2016 Roby Rd. VIRGIN LAKE ESTATES 180 VIRGIN LAKE $1,006.55

201312225 FIELDVIEW LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 20 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2013{809 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 47 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2013|733 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 49 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2013|709 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 52 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2013|705 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 53 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2013|732 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 17 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

20132209 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 10 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2013|801 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 48 WESTVIEW $1,006.55

2014|816 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 1 DIVISION ST. $1,033.73
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

20142125 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 1 NORSE $1,033.73
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2014{2101 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 4 NORSE $1,033.73

: NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2014|2117 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 2 NORSE $1,033.73
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2014|2033 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 1 NORSE $1,033.73
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2014|2017 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 3 NORSE $1,033.73
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

20142009 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 4 NORSE $1,033.73

2014 (2425 STONE CREST RD STONE CREST 42 RACETRACK $1,033.73

2014/2416 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 55 RACETRACK $1,033.73

2014]1101 & 1105 OVERLOOK DRIVE UNKNOWN 2 SCHEFELKER $2,067.46

20141528 W. MAIN STREET PLEASANT HILL HEIGHTS WESTVIEW $6,719.14

2014(2208 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 30 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2014|717 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 51 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2014|716 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 19 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2014|2224 FIELDVIEW LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 23 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2014|800 HILLDALE AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 15 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2014|717 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 78 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2014|615 HOEL AVENUE WESTVIEW RIDGE 81 WESTVIEW $1,033.73

2015{824 BERRY STREET MEADOW VIEW CONDOMINIUMS 2 DIVISION ST. $1,061.64

2015432 & 434 HANSON ROAD KEGONSA RIDGE 12 GENERAL $2,123.28

2015}410 N. VAN BUREN STREET GENERAL $1,061.64

2015100 ISHAM STREET WILLOW SPRINGS ADDITION 17 GENERAL $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW BEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015(2101 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 3 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015{2033 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRATL 1 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015|2025 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 2 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015[2018 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 3 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015}2017 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 3 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015|2010 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 4 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

20152009 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAILL 4 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015[2133 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 133 NORSE $1,061.64
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION~

2015|2109 N. PAGE STREET (INCL $3265.23 LAND) FUTURE TRAIL 3 NORSE $4,326.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-

2015/2025 N. PAGE STREET FUTURE TRAIL 2 NORSE $1,061.64
STIKLESTAD 2ND HIGH FIELD ADDITION

2015|2301 LINCOLN AVENUE TO NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 36- NORSE $5,573.57

2015|816 HASKELL COURT STONE CREST 51 RACETRACK $1,061.64

2015|609 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 55 WESTVIEW $1,061.64

2015|2225 W. MILWAUKEE STREET WESTVIEW RIDGE 12 WESTVIEW $1,061.64

2015|725 HILLDALE LANE WESTVIEW RIDGE 50 WESTVIEW $1,061.64
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2016|708 ROBY ROAD GLEN OAKS 22 GENERAL $1,082.87
2016|2025 KORGEN DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 103 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016|2100 MARKENS GATE ROAD NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 12 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016|2108 MARKENS GATE ROAD NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 11 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016]908 HOEL AVE. OR 2200 MARKENS GATE RD NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 9 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016|1101 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 19 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016/1025 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-~Park Shelter & Splash Pad 18 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.37
2016]1017 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 17 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016[1009 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 16 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016]1001 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 15 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016[2016 MARKENS GATE ROAD NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 3 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
20162101 KORGEN DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 104 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
20161009 HOEL AVENUE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 30 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016|1016 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 26 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
2016[2008 MARKENS GATE ROAD NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 14 NORDIC RIDGE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016[2126 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 134 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016(2118 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 1 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016|2109 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 2 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016[2117 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 1 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016{2034 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 1 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016(2102 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 3 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
20162110 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 2 NORSE $1,082.87
NORSE VIEW HEIGHTS 7TH ADDITION-
2016)2026 CARL AVENUE FUTURE TRAIL 2 NORSE $1,082.87
2016[2330 AUTUMN CREST STONE CREST 50 RACETRACK $1,080.87
2016(2417 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 43 RACETRACK $1,082.87
2016|800 HASKELL COURT STONE CREST 52 RACETRACK §1,082.87
2017|753 NOTTINGHAM ROAD HILL-OLSON ADDITION TO HILLCREST 1 GENERAL $L,125.10
2017|324-326 NORA STREET JULSETH ADDITION 4 GENERAL $2,250.20
2017|221 8. WATER STREET MISCELLANEQUS GENERAL $4,584.26
2017|MULTIPLE 'NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 27,29,31,34- | NORDIC RIDGE $218,550.17
2017]2101 MARKENS GATE ROAD NORDIC RIDGE-Perk Shelter & Splash Pad 28 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017|2017 KORGEN DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 102 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017|1108 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 23 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017|1109 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 20 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017|2109 KORGEN DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 105 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017[1101 HOEL AVENUE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 33 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017|1025 HOEL AVENUE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 32 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017|1117 PETERSON DRIVE NORDIC RIDGE-Park Shelter & Splash Pad 21 NORDIC RIDGE $1,125.10
2017{2008 MEADOW DRIVE EASTWOOD ESTATES 2 RACETRACK $1,125.10
2017|2317 STONE CREST ROAD STONE CREST 48 RACETRACK. $1,125.10
2017[2217 HILLDALE CIRCLE WESTVIEW RIDGE 25 WESTVIEW $1,125.10
Impact Fees Collected Since 2010 $399,254.82
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Whitewater Park Research

Benefits Dan & Tom 100% 11/1/16 1/31/17

Cost Dan & Tom 100% 1/31/17 2/14/17

Feasibility Dan & Tom 100% 2/14/17 5/1/17

Decision to Move Forward Dan 100% 1/8/18 1/8/18 I
Coming to a Consensus

Steering Committee Creation Dan 50% 2/1/18 6/15/18 _

User Group Input Sessions Steering Committee 0% 7/1/18 12/31/18

Decision on In-Stream Features Steering Committee 0% 7/1/18 12/31/18

Descision on Rental Facility Dan (Business Plan) 0% 9/27/18  12/31/18

Decision on Fishing Features Steering Committee 0% 7/1/18 12/31/18

Consensus on Project Steering Committee 0% 7/1/18 12/31/18
Engineering & Construction - In-Stream Features and Trails

Phase | - Conceptual Plan REP 100% 2/1/18 5/16/18 _

Phase Il - Preliminary Design & Permitting REP 0% 3/1/19 9/1/19

Phase Ill - Final Design, Bid Support, Construction Oversight REP 0% 9/1/19 10/15/20

Uniryoal Trail Engineering Vierbecher 0% 9/1/19 12/31/19

Soil & Sediment Sampling True North Consulting 0% 1/1/19 3/1/19

Soil & Sedimental Disposal 0% 1/1/20 10/15/20

RDA & Uniroal Easements Dan & Attorney 15% 3/1/18 12/31/18

Uniroyal Trail Construction 0% 4/15/20  10/15/20

In-Stream Features, Trail, and Riverwalk Construction 0% 4/15/20  10/15/20

Preliminary Facility Cost Estimates Dan 100% 3/1/18 5/31/18
Business Plan for Facility Dan 5% 9/27/18  12/31/18
Mandt Park Master Plan (Finalize Location) Dan 0% 1/1/19 12/31/19
Concept & Master Plan Validation Dan & Architect 0% 1/21/20 2/18/20
Schematic Design Architect 0% 2/18/20 3/4/20





X 60 Dec 18, 2017 Dec 25, 2017 Jan 1, 2018 Jan 8, 2018 Jan 15, 2018 Jan 22,2018 Jan 29, 2018 Feb 5, 2018
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AsslT%NED PROGRESS START
Design Development Architect 0% 3/4/20 5/1/20
Construction Documents Architect 0% 5/1/20 7/1/20
Bidding Architect 0% 7/1/20 8/1/20
Construction Architect 0% 8/1/20 3/14/21
Fundraising
Apply for DNR Stewardship Fund Dan 100% 2/1/18 5/1/18 _
Professional Fundraiser vs In-House Decision Steering Committee 0% 6/4/18 7/31/18
Develop Project Budget Dan & Steering Committee 65% 2/1/18 12/31/18 _
Develop Fundraising Strategy Dan & Steering Committee 0% 7/31/18 9/31/18
Fundraise Dan & Steering Committee 0% 10/1/18 3/1/20
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SIMPLE GANTT CHART by Vertex42.com
https://www.vertex42.com/ExcelTemplates/simple-gantt-chart.html

About This Template

This template provides a simple way to create a Gantt chart to help visualize and track your project.
Simply enter your tasks and start and end dates - no formulas required. The bars in the Gantt chart
represent the duration of the task and are displayed using conditional formatting. Insert new tasks by
inserting new rows.

Guide for Screen Readers

There are 2 worksheets in this workbook.

TimeSheet
About

The instructions for each worksheet are in the A column starting in cell A1 of each worksheet. They are
written with hidden text. Each step guides you through the information in that row. Each subsequent step
continues in cell A2, A3, and so on, unless otherwise explicitly directed. For example, instruction text might
say "continue to cell A6" for the next step.

This hidden text will not print.

To remove these instructions from the worksheet, simply delete column A.

Additional Help

Click on the link below to visit vertex42.com and learn more about how to use this template, such as how
to calculate days and work days, create task dependencies, change the colors of the bars, add a scroll bar
to make it easier to change the display week, extend the date range displayed in the chart, etc.

How to Use the Simple Gantt Chart

More Project Management Templates

Visit Vertex42.com to download other project management templates, including different types of
project schedules, Gantt charts, tasks lists, etc.
Project Management Templates

About Vertex42

Vertex42.com provides over 300 professionally designed spreadsheet templates for business, home, and
education - most of which are free to download. Their collection includes a variety of calendars, planners,
and schedules as well as personal finance spreadsheets for budgeting, debt reduction, and loan
amortization.





Businesses will find invoices, time sheets, inventory trackers, financial statements, and project planning
templates. Teachers and students will find resources such as class schedules, grade books, and
attendance sheets. Organize your family life with meal planners, checklists, and exercise logs. Each
template is thoroughly researched, refined, and improved over time through feedback from thousands of

users.
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Proposal for Hydraulic Analysis, Preliminary Design and

Permitting Assistance
Yahara River Whitewater Recreation Improvements
Stoughton, WI
By Recreation Engineering & Planning (REP)
May 18, 2018

The following proposal is for Hydraulic Analysis, Preliminary Design and Permitting
Assistance services for recreational improvements on the Yahara River in Stoughton, WI.
This proposal is being sent to Dan Glynn of the City of Stoughton as requested.

Work Item | Task | Cost

Phase |

Concept Plan:

Kick off meeting, site visit and review of site opportunities and
constraints, obtain appropriate base mapping, develop conceptual
renderings and narrative report identifying potential whitewater, bank,
access, and navigation improvements along the Yahara River in
Stoughton. Meet with applicable regulatory agencies. On Site
Presentation in Stoughton to present the conceptual plan to the City
of Stoughton and key stakeholders.

Completed

Phase Il

Site Survey:

Obtain bathymetric (river bottom) and adjacent topographic survey
1 data necessary for the design of the instream portion of the park. $6,500.00
REP will provide a bathymetric topographical map at the appropriate
scale.

Hydraulic Analysis:

Update the DNR model of record with updated survey data, build
proposed conditions model, calibrate, and analyze floodplain impacts.
2 Submit model and report to local floodplain administrator for review $12,800.00
and comment. Does not include additional requests from the DNR.
Hydraulic analysis for fish passage, split flow analysis for the bypass
channel and whitewater performance characteristics.

Preliminary Design (60%):

Develop a preliminary plan for the site. This plan will include a short
design report on recommendations for in-channel improvements to
enhance boating and fish habitat, and for access and bank
improvements as outlined in the concept plan. The intent is to
provide:

e Preliminary plan of structures that are structurally and
hydraulically sound, aesthetically pleasing, and natural in
appearance. Includes plan, profile, section, and typical
drawings

e Drawings suitable for permit applications

o Sufficient detail to determine preliminary costs

$46,000.00
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Quantity and Cost Estimate:
Revise conceptual quantity and cost estimate concurrent with
preliminary design

$1,800.00

Permitting Assistance:

Application for USACE 404 Permit, Wisconsin State DNR Permits
(dredging, bank modification, headrace and tailrace abandonment)
and local floodplain development permit.

Includes two (2) design review meetings with City and DNR staff.

$21,000.00

Additional Request: Complete additional requests from the
permitting agencies.

As Requested
Hourly

Estimate Travel Expenses: Three (3) trips to Stoughton.
Only direct expenses will be billed.

$3,300.00

Total Phase Il

$91,400.00

Phase lll

Final Design:
Development of final construction plans and technical specifications
Final construction plans to include:
o Design layouts, cross sections, profiles, elevations, details,
and specifications for river improvements.
e Includes one round of stakeholder comments and revisions

$34,400.00

Bidding Support:

Aide the City with preparation of bid documents and review,
attendance to the pre-bid meeting, answer contractor questions, and
review bids. Assumes the project will be bid through the City of
Stoughton.

$6,400.00

Construction Phase Services:

Construction phase services to include: attendance to the pre-
construction meeting, construction inspection and documentation,
quantity documentation, quality conformance, etc. Technical support
and communication to both the approved contractor and city
representative through the complete construction process. This will
include critical on-site technical inspections and review of work for
compliance to drawings, details and specifications. Assumes a six (6)
month construction period.

$30,720.00

Estimate Travel Expenses: Only direct expenses will be billed.

$11,200.00

Phase lll Total:

$82,720.00

Notes:

2) assumes the DNR will supply the current effective HEC-RAS model of record for the reach.
5) includes two design review meetings with City staff, regulatory agencies and other key stakeholders.

5)Does not include additional rebuttals, studies, reviews, analysis, threatened and endangered species, etc.

that may be required by the agencies noted above.

9) Construction phase services (assumes eight (8) trips to the site at three (3) days each)
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Payment

Invoices will be sent every 30 days for work completed plus expenses. Payment is due
within 30 days.

If the above proposal is acceptable to you, please print 2 copies, sign both copies and

return to REP.
S 5/18/18

Gary Lacy, President Date
REP Headquarters

485 Arapahoe Ave

Boulder, CO 80302

(303) 545-5883

gary@boaterparks.com

Submitted by:

Approved by:

[Please Print Name, Title, Date
Address, and
Telephone Number]





		Yahara Project Schedule.pdf

		Stoughton_proposal Design Services.pdf




Project/Park

Yahara Riverfront Development

Mandt Park Master Plan

Mandt Park & Riverside Park - Whitewater Park Phase Il Engineering and Permitting
Mandt Park & Riverside Park - Whitewater Park Phase lIl Engineering and Permitting
Uniroyal Trail Engineering

Soil & Sediment Sampling (Waste Determination)

Sediment & Soil Disposal

Trail & Whitewater Feature Construction

Rental Facility - Site Construction Costs (site grading, parking lots, landscaping, etc)
Rental Facility - Building Construction Costs

Rental Facility - Furniture, Fixtures, & (food service lockers, etc)
Rental Facility - Soft Costs (architectural design, civil engineering, soil testing, etc)
Passenger Vans (Shuttles)

Canoe and Kayak Trailers

Kayaks, Canoes, and Innertubes

Mandt Park Skating Trail

Criddle Park
Natural/Adventure Playground

Nordic Ridge Park
Playground

Multiuse Sport Court
Park Furnishings

Kettle Park West Park

KPW Playground

KPW Multiuse Sport Court

KPW Shelter

KPW Park Furnishings (Bike Rack, Trash Cans, Benches, Tables)
KPW Solar

Mandt Park Pickleball Courts
Perimeter Fencing
Court Lighting

Racetrack Park

Racetrack Park - Barn Renovation

Racetrack Park - Scoreboard Controllers (Diamonds 3 & 4)
Racetrack Park Master Plan

Park Expansion - Harvey Property

Expansion Development

Settler's Point
Trail
Nature Center/Livery

Lowell Park
Playground Replacement

Division Street Park
Boat House Renovation

Norse Park
Norse
Shelter Replacement

Troll Beach

Inflatable Equipment Replacement

Mobi Mat - Hard Surface Mat for Sand (ADA Requirement)
Lounge Chair Replacement

Safety Bouys

Yahara River Trail
Hospital to Cooper's Causeway Segment
Cooper's Causeway to Division St Park

Uniroyal Park

2019
$16,000
$91,400
$82,720
$14,840
$30,000

TBD

2019
$45,000

2019
$125,000

$7,700

2019

2019
$7,000

2019

2019
$101,250

2019

2019

2019

2019
$3,969
$4,500

2019

2019

Year
2020 2021 2022
$1,976,470
$205,975
$1,443,750
$168,740
$212,500
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
Year
2020 2021 2022
Year
2020 2021 2022
$61,000
Year
2020 2021 2022
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
Year
2020 2021 2022
$25,000
Year
2020 2021 2022
TBD
$2,000
Year
2020 2021 2022
TBD
Year
2020 2021 2022
$50,000
Year
2020 2021 2022
Year
2020 2021 2022
$50,000
TBD
Year
2020 2021 2022
$2,500 $10,000 $4,800
$1,400 $1,400
$700
Year
2020 2021 2022
TBD
TBD
Year
2020 2021 2022

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023

2023
$2,869

2023

2023

Funding Source

2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$16,000
$45,700
$41,360
$7,420
$15,000
$224,942
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
TBD
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$40,000
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$48,634.00 $16,366.00
$7,700
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$12,500
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$2,000
$17,000 $17,000
$150,000 $150,000
TBD
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$50,625
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$50,000
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$40,000
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$50,000
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
$1,600
$4,500
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund
Funding Source
2024 Gen O Debt  Park D Fund

TIF

Notes

Ayres Proposal

$45,700 REP Proposal, Needs to happen in 2019 to keep project on schedule for 2(

$41,360 REP Proposal, Needs to happen in 2019 to keep project on schedule for 2(
$7,420 Vierbecher Cost Estimate

$15,000 Cost increased from initial conversations due to bypass channel. Would n¢

Grants

TBD Depends on how much material is contaminated and with what. WEDC m:
$720,000 $1,031,528 Cost estimates provided by REP and Vierbecher, Stewarship Fund cover ug
TBD ADCI Cost Estimate for 7500 sq ft building with kitchen for concessions. Ar
TBD ADCI Cost Estimate for 7500 sq ft building with kitchen for concessions. Ar
TBD ADCI Cost Estimate for 7500 sq ft building with kitchen for concessions. Ar
TBD ADCI Cost Estimate for 7500 sq ft building with kitchen for concessions. Ar

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

TIF

Won't be decided until business planning is completed
Won't be decided until business planning is completed
Won't be decided until business planning is completed
Won't be decided until business planning is completed

Grants Notes
Moyer's cost estimate
Grants Notes

$60,000 Lee Rec Proposal, Impact Fees are based on 77 1 bedroom units being buil
Based on 2018 Bjoin Park Reconstruction Bids, Asphalt Court
Bike Rack X 1, Tables X 4, Benches X 3, Trash Cans X 5. Based on same tabl:

Grants Notes
General items typically included. Unknown when park will be built.
Grants Notes
Price quote from Lemke Fence, Interior fencing was fundraised in 2018, 4'
$12,500
Grants Notes
Would need to know prior to acquiring land to the west and expanding th
The property is roughly 10 acres. A local developer told us that land has be
Grants Notes

$50,625 Vierbecher cost estimate, trail would connect to Viking County Park and rt
When development takes place. Would be a 3 mile trip from this location

Grants Notes
Replace current structure
Grants Notes
Possibility for public/private partnership with concessions
Grants Notes
Replace current playstructure
Would need to be a four season shelter if skating remains at park
Grants Sinking Fund  Notes
$25,738
Needed for ADA , quote from urer w
$2,800 Would cover 10 chairs each time. Doheny's
$700
$29,238
Grants Notes
We need two easements for this trail connection and the property owners
Grants Notes





2020 ion due to DNR ip Fund timeline requirement

2020 completion due to DNR Stewardship Fund timeline requirement

need 3-4 sediment and 10-12 soil sample locations

naterial management (matching cost

1p to half the cost, proposed TIF would cover 100% of the riverwalk and bank restoration of RDA site, and 25% of the in-stream feature
Anticipate applying for grants to cover costs. Building size and features won't be decided until business planning is completec
Anticipate applying for grants to cover costs. Building size and features won't be decided until business planning is completec
Anticipate applying for grants to cover costs. Building size and features won't be decided until business planning is completec
Anticipate applying for grants to cover costs. Building size and features won't be decided until business planning is completec

Jilt on lot 134, Grant to cover pour in place surfacin

>les and benches used for uniformit

' High chain link with two gate

he par
been going for $15,000/acre in 2018. There is $199,000 in the park development fund for land acquisitiot

run along river to high spot in Settler's Point. Bryan Foundation would match the City's contributior
1 to Mandt Park which is the most popular length of trip in Ann Arbc

who sells direr

'rs do not want to grant the easement. Phase Il of Lower Yahara River Trail by the County is expected to be completed by the end of 202:





Troll Beach Inflatable Replacement Schedule

Wibit Step

Wibit Slope

Wibit Cliff

Wibit Slide

Wibit Quarterpipe
Summit Express Slide
Summit Free Fall 6
Wibit Bungee Ropes

2019
$1,300
$2,400

SO

SO

SO

SO

SO
$269
$3,969

2020
S0

S0

S0

S0
$2,500
S0

S0

S0
$2,500

2021 2022

S0 S0

S0 S0

S0 S0

S0 S0

S0 S0
$10,000 S0
S0 $4,800

S0 S0

$10,000 $4,800

2023
S0

S0
$2,600
S0

S0

S0

S0
$269
$2,869

2024
S0

S0

S0
$1,600
S0

S0

S0

S0
$1,600





CITY OF STOUGHTON
PARKS & RECREATION DEPARTMENT

Dan Glynn, Director

381 East Main Street Stoughton, WI 53589
(608) 873-6746 www.stoughtonrec.com
Date: June 15, 2018
Subj ect: CIP and Capital Outlay Narrative

This document is the narrative portion of my CIP and Capital Outlay. | will outline the projects below and provida explanations.

Yahara Riverfront Development (Whitewater Park) - Planning & Engineering

The planning and engineering for this project includes a park master plan for Mandt Park, Phase |1 ancylll casfigineering from Rec-
reation Engineering and Planning, and soils and sediment sampling in the project area. This woulgdial nedgl to take place in 2019 if
the City is awarded funds from the WDNR. | have included an additional document that shefws theyxoject schedule that shows the
timeline in more detail. The project schedule is based on receiving funds from the WDNEC ar,having#wo construction seasons to
complete the project. If we do not receive or opt to turn down WDNR funds, the timeline for thigoroject could be extended. The mas-
ter plan for Mandt Park along with the soil and sediment sampling should be done sgior to movinginto Phase |1 and Phase I11 of en-
gineering.

Mandt Park Master Plan

A master plan would be needed for Mandt Park to forecast long-term usagp.and placement of iafrastructure in the park. The plan
would gather input from user groups such as the Stoughton Fair and would 1&gus on consengtis building. This would give the com-
munity along-term vision of how the park should be utilized. The cosig&stimatefor this yras gathered from communicating with three
different companies.

Soil & Sediment Sampling
Soil and sediment sampling are needed to see what needs togse ¢ pposiu of when exCavation for the bypass channel and in-stream
features of the park. Based on talking to the environmental copsuli=sit workingwrith the RDA, the area should be tested for:

Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)

Semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) ! polyiesiear aramiatiC hydrocarbons (PAHS).
RCRA metals

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)

Gasoline Range Organics (GRO)

Diesdl Range Organics (DR@)

Total and Reactive Sulfur

The sampling cost anticig€uecis higher than initially thought due to the excavation of the bypass channel. The sampling could take
place in the winter megths to ke o the project on schedule.

Recreation Enginteriiy anadyPanning (REP) —Phase |1 and 111
of Engineering®ad Ps. mitting

This engineering “gfvices by REP would encompass the fol -
lowing project elemcpts: bank restoration, the bypass channel,
in-stream improvements east of the 4th Street bridge, and the
river walk from the eastern edge of the RDA site to the dam
area.

Phase |1 includes a site survey, hydraulic analysis, preliminary
design, updated cost estimates, and permitting assistance.

Phase |11 includes final design, bidding support, and construc-
tion phase services (support during the construction period).





Uniroyal Trail Engineering

Thisisagenera (15% of construction) cost estimate of the trail that would connect from the Stoughton dam areato Water St. The
trail would run along the river and include a boardwalk to avoid encroachment to Uniroyal’ s propane storage containers. This addi-
tion along with the river walk would create over 2000 feet of off-road trails near the downtown area.

Sediment & Soil Disposal

The cost for thisis unknown. It depends on if the areais contaminated and what it is contamifiatec with. Based on conversations with
residents who know the history of Riverside Park, they do not believe the soil will be conttiinated.“Shris Valcheff from True North
Consultants believes that the in-stream improvement areas near Fourth Street bridge do Tiot hedye contaminants due to the flow in that
section of the river. The spillway area with little flow may be contaminated, but it is planned to L filled-in. The sampling cost esti-
mate includes consultant grant writing and oversight.

Y ahara Riverfront Development (Whitewater Park) - Trail & In-Stream I mproviament Construction

This cost is for the construction of the Uniroyal trail, river walk, bank restoration, in-stizam features east of the Fourth St bridge, and
the bypass channel. This could be bid out in January of 2020 and constructian would take theéeto four months according to Gary
Lacy from REP.

Y ahara Riverfront Rental Facility—Planning & Engineering. £ol# uct on, and Eaquipment
These are costs for a 7,500 sguare foot facility and a placeholderfciatil a'o@&ness plan can be completed.
I have recently applied for a program with UW Extension ang®i!ED Gt providesusiness planning. The
business plan will assist in providing information on size of (Huifaihg, amenitiés and services to be of-
fered, and how to scale the operation.

Criddle Park Natural/Adventure Playground

Former Director Lynch had previously budgeted€:30,000%0r this playground replacement. After gather-
ing input from residents and neighbors of /e park, e playground, cémponents favored were more ex-
pensive than initially planned. For exam| e, the owerwnelmingly favorite component voted by childrenis
the tree house to the right.

Nordic Ridge Park Playgroupg&

The plan for Nordic Park incltles agiiayground. The\brayground structure has a cost estimate of $125,000 and is based on having a
$60,000 pour in place surface meifsial. Initia conversations with alocal founda-

tion have found that thigf's sorigethiidg they would consider funding.

$65,000 of the costsmthegctual/playground structure. There are still impact fees
to be collected fiat cal | assicyin paying for the playground. The impact feesin-
cluded in the 2029 t572023 CIP document assume 77 one bedroom units which
would generate $1.,366 in impact fees.

Nordic Ridge M ulti-Use Court

The plan for Nordic Ridge Park also includes a multipurpose sport court. The
cost estimate is based on the Bjoin Park court replacement project cost. The court
would be used for tennis, pickleball, and basketball.

Nordic Ridge Park Furnishings

Over $12,0000 was donated in 2018 for park furnishing at Nordic Ridge Park.
Thisincluded picnic tables for the shelter and benches for the splash pad area.
With the addition of the playground, additional benches and tables would be
needed. A bikerack is also needed at the park due to the splash pad and to en-
courage physical activity. Trash receptacles were also never budgeted for and are
included in this cost.





Mandt Park Pickleball Court Perimeter Fencing

Fencing for this project was not included in the initial budget. Area pickleball players have raised enough funds to cover interior
fencing in 2018. The perimeter fence would be four foot high chain link which is sufficient for pickleball since the balls do not
bounce like atennis ball. The perimeter fencing would stop balls from rolling away from the court and deter anyone from parking a
vehicleon it.

Mandt Park Pickleball Lighting
Lighting the court would increase the usable time for playing at the court. Thereis some interest with local groupsto assist with
funding.

Racetrack Park Scoreboard Controllers
There are scoreboards on diamonds 3 and 4 at Racetrack Park that are inoperable due to not having controllers for them. Thereisa
need for the controllers with large sport tournaments such as the state softball tournament.

Norse Park Playground Replacement

The $50,000 cost estimate provided by former Director Lynch is still accurate based on cost estimated providedyby Lee Recreation
and Minnesota Wisconsin Playground. This cost would provide a replacement at the scale that is currentlysighe wark. The current
playground is at the end of its lifespan according to parks maintenance.

Lowell Park Playground Replacement

The $50,000 cost estimate provided by former Director Lynch is still accurate based on costg&tiriited previded by Lee Recreation
and Minnesota Wisconsin Playground. This cost would provide areplacement at the scaled at is curjantly at the park. The current
playground is at the end of its lifespan according to parks maintenance.

Troll Beach ADA Hard Surface Mat

The water at Troll Beach is currently not compliant with ADA Title I1. There arf har\! surface mats that make the water accessible
for people with disabilities. The mat would create a path to the water from the sun she e concrete pad. Thereisatool for the mat that
would allow maintenance to roll it up when dragging the sand.

Troll Beach Equipment Replacement

The sinking fund for Troll Beach currenti i has $1¢,000 in it Aot of the inflatable equipment is nearing the end of itslifecycle and
needs to be replaced. | have creates! a replacimafic schedwlathat will phase in replacements over a period of time. The sinking fund
will cover these replacements.

Settler’s Point Trail

The Settler’s Point Trailgwill Cqaneds,Viking County Park to Settler’s Point. The County has agreed to move the fence back from the
river's edge and allowis to coni ect through to the Settler’s Point property. The end of the trail would be on high ground providing
views of the river e tidil woll d be 2400 linear feet and 10 feet wide. It would be a gravel trail. Thereis also wetland for 235 linear
feet where a boafdwal)) wotig need to be constructed. The cost estimate was prepared by Vierbecher. A local foundation has ex-
pressed interest i asyt sting with the project.
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Criddle Park Potluck Notes

- Schedule construction for summer break since the park is used as a bus stop

- No hiding spots and visibility into the park is important

- Basketball court has some holes that need to be patched

- Dog leash sign at the entrance to the River Trail at Cooper’s Causeway pedestrian bridge

- Design should focus on imagination and creativity

- Current playground works well because it is geared toward younger children with little
entrapments

- Like the loop around the playground since it makes the entire playground area accessible for
people with disabilities and older adults.

- Couple of spots at the fence could use reinforcement

- No musical instruments since the proximity to neighboring houses

- Boulder bridge to climb on — Boulder, CO example

- The current maze needs to be replaced since it creates a hiding plage

- Seating close to the street for parents and grandparents

- Table for picnics would be nice

- Seating in the gazebo would be nice

- Parents would like a small shelter with a table/bench if {ne gizebo goes. It’s nice to have in
inclement weather

- Video camera or more police patrolling during the s§mmer

- Garbage can in the winter since it’s a bus stop





Natural Park Playground Children Input

#1
#2
#3
#4
#5
#6
#7
#8
#9
#10
#11
#12
#13
#14
#15
#16
#17

All Ages

First
Ground Fort
Climbing Wall
Cave
Tee Pee
Tree House
Swinging Bridge
Musical Instruments
Monkey Bars
Bridges
Tunnels
Sand Box
Balance Beams
Log Jam
Slides
Stepping Logs
Swings
Water Play
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0 2 2.02%
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1 5 5.05%
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EROSION NOIES

THE STONE CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO ANY CONSTRUCTION. THE
TRACKING PAD IS TO BE MAINTAINED BY THE CONTRACTOR IN A CONDITION, WHICH WILL PREVENT
THE TRACK OF MUD OR DRY SEDIMENT ONTO THE ADJACENT PUBLIC STREETS. SEDIMENT REACHING
THE PUBLIC ROAD SHALL BE REMOVED BY STREET CLEANING (NOT HYDRAULIC FLUSHING) BEFORE
THE END OF EACH WORKDAY.

EROSION CONTROL DEVICES SHALL BE INSTALLED PRIOR TO GRADING OPERATIONS AND SHALL BE
PROPERLY MAINTAINED FOR MAXIMUM EFFECTIVENESS UNTIL VEGETATION IS ESTABLISHED. ALL
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES AND STRUCTURES SERVING THE SITE MUST BE INSPECTED AT LEAST
WEEKLY OR WITHIN 24 HOURS OF A 0.5 INCH RAIN EVENT. ALL MAINTENANCE WILL FOLLOW AN
INSPECTION WITHIN 24 HOURS.

INLET PROTECTION SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ALL STORM INLETS AS SOON AS THE INLET IS SET.
INLET PROTECTION SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE AND BE MAINTAINED BY THE CONTRACTOR UNTIL THE
VILLAGE HAS ACCEPTED THE SURFACE COURSE OF ASPHALT. THE FILTER SHALL BE REMOVED AFTER
THE FINAL LAYER OF ASPHALT IS PLACED.

CLASS IIl, TYPE B EROSION MAT SHALL BE PLACED IN ALL CHANNELS FOLLOWING TOPSOIL
PLACEMENT. THE EROSION MAT SHALL REMAIN IN PLACE AND BE MAINTAINED BY THE CONTRACTOR
UNTIL

El

VEGETATION IS ESTABLISHED.
WET DETENTION POND & INFILTRATION POND SHALL BE OVEREXCAVATED ONE FOOT DURING
CONSTRUCTION.

ALL DISTURBED SLOPES GREATER THAN 3:1 WILL BE MULCHED PRIOR TO FORCASTED RAIN EVENTS.

CUT AND FILL SLOPES SHALL BE NO GREATER THAN 3:1. SILT FENCE AND STOCKPILES SHALL BE
FIELD LOCATED BY THE ENGINEER

EROSION CONTROL IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR UNTIL ACCEPTANCE OF THIS
PROJECT. EROSION CONTROL MEASURES AS SHOWN SHALL BE THE MINIMUM PRECAUTIONS THAT
WILL BE ALLOWED. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR RECOGNIZING AND CORRECTING
ALL EROSION CONTROL PROBLEMS THAT ARE A RESULT OF CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES. ADDITIONAL
EROSION CONTROL MEASURES, AS REQUESTED IN WRITING BY THE STATE OR LOCAL INSPECTORS, OR
THE DEVELOPER'S ENGINEER, SHALL BE INSTALLED WITHIN 24 HOURS.

IIME_SCHEDULE:

JUNE 22 — JULY 15, 2016 INSTALL INITIAL EROSION CONTROL DEVICES AND EAST

INFILTRATION POND.

INSTALL CONNECTING PIPES BETWEEN WET DETENTION POND AND
EAST INFILTRATION POND.

OCTOBER 1, 2016

JULY 15 — OCTOBER 31, 2016 CONSTRUCT CARL AVENUE (PHASE 2,

STREET AND UTILITIES, AND
TRAIL, AND RESTORE DISTURBED AREAS.

ALL PERVIOUS DISTURBED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE A MINIMUM OF FOUR (4) INCHES OF TOPSOIL,
SEED AND MULCH. ALL PERVIOUS DISTURBED AREAS SHALL RECEIVE FERTILIZER EXCEPT NATIVE
PLANTING AREAS. RESTORATION WILL OCCUR AS SOON AFTER THE DISTURBANCE AS PRACTICAL.
WET DETENTION NATIVE SEED MIXTURES SHALL BE USED FOR THE BOTTOM OF THE DETENTION
POND. SEED MIXTURE 40 SHALL BE USED ON ALL OTHER DISTURBED AREAS. MIXTURES SHALL
BE IN ACCORDANCE WTH SECTION 630 OF D.O.T. SPECIFICATIONS. AN EQUAL AMOUNT OF
ANNUAL RYEGRASS SHALL BE ADDED TO THE MIX.

MIXTURES SHALL BE APPLIED AT THE RATE OF FOUR (4) POUNDS PER 1,000 SQUARE FEET.
FERTILIZER SHALL BE APPLIED AT THE RATE OF FOUR (4) POUNDS PER 1,000 SQUARE FEET.
MULCH SHALL CONSIST OF HAY OR STRAW APPLIED AT THE RATE OF 2 TONS PER ACRE.

FERTILIZER SHALL MEET THE MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS THAT FOLLOW: NITROGEN, NOT LESS THAN
16% PHOSPHORIC ACID, NOT LESS THAN 8% POTASH, NOT LESS THAN 8%

NORSE VIEW HOLDINGS, LLC
2255 TOWER DRIVE
STOUGHTON, WI 53589

QUAM ENGINEERING, LLC
ATTN: RYAN QUAM
4604 SIGGELKOW ROAD, SUITE A
MCFARLAND, W 53558

CARL AVENUE DEVELOPMENT (PHASE 2)
GRADING AND EROSION CONTROL PLAN

PAGE: 2 OF 6
DATED: SEPTEMBER 14, 2016

QUAM ENGINEERING, LLC
Residential and Commercial Site Design Consultants
@
www.quamengineering.com
4604 Siggelkow Road, Suite A — McFarland, Wisconsin 53558
Phone (608) 838-7750; Fax (608) 838-7752
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Parks Friends Group Formation

Stoughton Parks & Recreation

Dan Glynn ) Sun, 7/1/2018
Project Start:

1 Jul 2, 2018 Jul9, 2018 Jul 16, 2018 Jul 23, 2018 Jul 30, 2018 Aug 6, 2018 Aug 13,2018 Aug 20, 2018

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 2223 24 2526 27 28 293031 1 2 3 4 5|6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19|20 21 22 23 24 25 26

Display Week:

ASSIGNED

PROGRE!
T0 OGRESS

Establishing the Group

Create a Core Group Dan & P&R Comm. 0% 7/1/18 7/31/18
Hold a General Interest Meeting Dan & Core Group 0% 7/31/18 9/7/18
Contact Important People Dan & Core Group 0% 7/1/18 12/31/18
Additional Member Recruitment Dan & Core Group 0% 7/1/18 12/31/18
Host an Event Dan & Core Group 0% 12/31/18 3/1/19

Formalizing the Structure

Mission, Vision, and Goals Dan & Core Group 0% 10/1/18 11/1/18
Developing a Structure Dan & Core Group 0% 11/1/18 12/1/18
Developing By-Laws Dan & Core Group 0% 11/1/18 12/1/18
Electing Leadership Dan & Core Group 0% 12/1/18 12/31/18
Creating Interim Committees Dan & Core Group 0% 12/1/18 12/31/18
Creating Ad Hoc Committees Dan & Core Group 0% 12/1/18 12/31/18
Creating Standing Committees Dan & Core Group 0% 12/1/18 12/31/18
Fundraising

Develop Fundraising Plan Group 0% 1/1/19 3/1/19

Approaching Local Businesses 0% 2/1/19 3/31/19
Writing Grants 0% 2/1/19 12/31/19
Individual Donations 0% 2/1/19 12/31/19
Money Handling 0% 2/1/19 12/31/19

T

Incorporate Dan 0% 3/1/19 5/31/18
Tax Exemption Forms Attorney or Accountant 0% 6/1/18 12/31/18
Federal & State Obligations Attorney or Accountant 0% 1/1/19 12/31/19

Insert new rows ABOVE this one
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Trails, lanes, or traffic: Valuing bicycle facilities
with an adaptive stated preference survey
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Abstract

This study evaluates individual preferences for five different cycling environments by trading off a better facility with a
higher travel time against a less attractive facility at a lower travel time. The tradeoff of travel time to amenities of a par-
ticular facility informs our understanding of the value attached to different attributes such as bike-lanes, off-road trails, or
side-street parking. The facilities considered here are off-road facilities, in-traffic facilities with bike-lane and no on-street
parking, in-traffic facilities with a bike-lane and on-street parking, in-traffic facilities with no bike-lane and no on-street
parking and in-traffic facilities with no bike-lane but with parking on the side. We find that respondents are willing to travel
up to twenty minutes more to switch from an unmarked on-road facility with side parking to an off-road bicycle trail, with
smaller changes associated with less dramatic improvements.
© 2006 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

Keywords: Bicycling; Stated preference; Adaptive stated preference; Bike-lane; Trail

1. Introduction

If bicycling is to be a viable mode of transportation, it must have appropriate facilities. Evaluating what is
appropriate requires an understanding of preferences for different types of cycling facilities. In this study we
explore and provide a quantitative evaluation of individual preferences for different cycling facility attributes.
This understanding can be incorporated into an evaluation of what facilities are warranted for given
conditions.

* Corresponding author. Tel.: +1 612 626 0024; fax: +1 612 626 7750.

E-mail addresses: tila0006@umn.edu (N.Y. Tilahun), levin031@umn.edu (D.M. Levinson), kjkrizek@umn.edu (K.J. Krizek).
U Tel.: +1 612 625 6354; fax: +1 612 626 7750.
2 Tel.: +612 625 7318; fax: 612 625 3513.

0965-8564/$ - see front matter © 2006 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/.tra.2006.09.007
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The facilities considered here are: (A) Off-road facilities, (B) In-traffic facilities with bike-lane and no on-
street parking, (C) In-traffic facilities with a bike-lane and on-street parking, (D) In-traffic facilities with no
bike-lane and no on-street parking, and (E) In-traffic facilities with no bike-lane but with on-street parking.
The aim is to understand what feature people desire by quantifying how many additional minutes of travel
they would be willing to expend if these features were to be available. This added travel time is the price that
individuals are willing to pay for the perceived safety and comfort the attributes provide.

A computer based adaptive stated preference survey was developed and administered to collect data for this
study. To understand if the value that people attach to attributes of facilities is systematically related to dif-
ferent individual and social characteristics, the study has also collected demographic, socioeconomic, house-
hold, and current travel mode information from each participant. This information is then used to build an
empirical model to evaluate relationships between these independent variables and the additional travel time
that people are willing to expend for different attributes of cycling facilities. In addition to giving a measure of
the appeal of the attributes under discussion, the model also highlights the social and individual factors that
are important to consider in evaluating what facilities to provide.

Interest in studying bicyclists and cycling environments is growing. Recent papers by a number of authors
have investigated preferences of cyclists and the bicycling environment as well as the relationship between the
supply and use of facilities. Availability of cycling facilities and the type and quality of a cycling facility are
important determinants of how well they are used. Studies by Dill and Carr (2003), Nelson and Allen (1997)
have shown that there is a positive correlation between the number of facilities that are provided and the
percentage of people that use bicycling for commuting purposes. While both studies state that causality
cannot be proved from the data, Nelson and Allen (1997) state that in addition to having bicycle facilities,
facilities must connect appropriate origins and destinations to encourage cycling as an alternative commuting
mode.

Stated Preference has been used to analyze bicycle route choice in the city of Delft. Their work looked at
facility type, surface quality, traffic levels and travel time in route choice. Bovy and Bradley’s (1985) work
found that travel time was the most important factor in route choice followed by surface type. Another study
by Hopkinson and Wardman (1996) investigated the demand for cycling facilities using stated preference in a
route choice context. They found that individuals were willing to pay a premium to use facilities that are
deemed safer. The authors argue that increasing safety is likely more important than reducing travel time
to encourage bicycling.

Abraham et al. (2004) also investigated cyclist preferences for different attributes using a SP survey in the
context of route choice. Respondents were given three alternate routes and their attributes and were then
asked to rank the alternatives. The responses were analyzed using a logit choice model. Among other variables
that were of interest to their study, the authors found that cyclists prefer off-street cycling facilities and low-
traffic residential streets. But the authors also claim that this may be due to an incorrect perception of safety
on the part of the respondents, and education about the safety of off-road facilities may change the stated
choice.

Proximity to an off-road bicycle trail plays in route choice decisions. Using intercept surveys along the
Burke-Gilman trail in Seattle, Shafizadeh and Niemeier (1997) find that among people who reported origins
near the off-road facility, travel time gradually increases as they are further from trail to a point and then
decreases, leading them to speculate that there may be a 0.5-0.75 mile “bike shed” around an off-road bike
path, within which individuals will be willing to increase their travel time to access that facility and outside
of which a more direct route seems to be preferred.

Aultman-Hall et al. (1997) use GIS to investigate bicycle commuter routes in Guelph, Canada. While com-
paring the shortest path to the path actually taken, they found that people diverted very little from the shortest
path and that most bicycle commuters use major road routes. They found little use of off-road trails. While
this may be due to the location of the trails and the O-D pair they connect, even in five corridors where com-
parably parallel off-road facilities do exist to in-traffic alternatives, they found that commuters used the in-
traffic facilities much more often. Only the direct highest quality off-road facility (one that is “wide with a
good quality surface and extends long distance with easy access points™) seemed to be used relatively more.

Web based stated preference survey’s have been used to estimate a logit model to understand important
attributes for commuter cyclist route choice. Stinson and Bhat (2003) find that respondents preferred bicycling
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on residential streets to non residential streets, likely because of the low traffic volumes on residential streets.
While their model showed that the most important variable in route preference was travel time, the facility was
also significant. It was shown that cyclists preferred in-traffic bike-lanes more than off-road facilities. Both
facility types had a positive effect on utility but the former added more to utility than the latter. In addition
they find that cyclists try to avoid links with on-street parking. Another study by Taylor and Mahmassani
(1996) also using a SP survey to investigate bike and ride options, finds that bike-lanes provide greater incen-
tives to inexperienced cyclists (defined as those with a “‘stated low to moderate comfort levels riding in light
traffic”’) as compared with more experienced cyclists, with the latter group not showing a significant preference
to bike-lanes over wide curb lanes.

The results from these papers seem somewhat mixed. Though some of the research has shown a stated pref-
erence and revealed preference with some constraints for off-road facilities, others have shown that cyclists
generally prefer in-traffic cycling facilities with bike-lanes. Especially in revealed preference cases, the apparent
preference for in-traffic routes may be due to their ability to connect to many destinations in a more direct
fashion and therefore leading to a lower travel time. In addition route choice may be restricted by facility
availability, geographic features or missing information. It may also be that for people who regularly bicycle,
who are most likely the subjects of the revealed preference studies, travel time and not perceived safety are
likely of utmost importance, as these individuals are more likely to be conditioned to the cycling environment.
The actual preference therefore may not be for the in-traffic facility; however, it may be the best alternative
available to the cyclists.

Commuter choices are clearly limited by facilities that are available to them. Understanding preferences
and behavior is crucial to providing choices that people desire. This can be best accomplished when the value
of any given improvement in facility attribute is known. Valuation of facility attributes can be done by con-
sidering what people are willing to pay for using these facilities. In this study we try to uncover this value by
measuring how much additional time individuals would be willing to spend bicycling between a given origin
and destination if alternate facilities with certain attributes were available to them.

In the next section we present the methodology in detail. This is followed by a description of the survey
instrument and design. The analysis methodology is presented, and then the results.

2. Methodology

The methodology we follow to extract this valuation of attributes uses an adaptive stated preference (ASP)
survey. While both revealed and stated preference data can be used to analyze preferences, there are certain
advantages to using the latter method in this case. In using consumer revealed preference, often, a limitation
arises because only the final consumer choice is observed. This makes it difficult to ascertain how consumers
came to their final decision. This complication arises because the number of choices that are available to each
consumer may be very large and information on those alternatives that went into an individual’s decision may
not be fully known. Even in cases where all possible alternatives are known, it is difficult to assess whether the
decision makers considered all available alternatives. In addition, the exact tradeoff of interest may not be
readily available. Even in cases where the tradeoffs seem to be available, one cannot be certain that the con-
sumer is acting out his preference for the attributes we are observing. The lack of appropriate data can pose a
major challenge in this respect.

Stated preference surveys overcome these complications because the experimenter controls the choices. In
SP settings, the experimenter determines the choices and the respondent considers. While this may not reflect
the actual market choice that individual would make because of the constraints the survey places on the choice
set, it allows us to measure attribute differences between the presented alternatives. Further, by using special-
ized forms of SP such as adaptive stated preference (ASP) one can measure the exact value individuals attach
to attributes of interest. In this type of survey each option is presented based on choices the respondent has
already made. This allows for the presentation of choices that the individual can actually consider while
removing alternatives that the respondent will surely not consider. This methodology has been adopted in
a number of contexts, including value of time for commercial vehicle operators (Smalkoski and Levinson,
2005), in mode choice experiments (Bergantino and Bolis, 2002), and in evaluating transit improvements
(Falzarno et al., 2000) among others.
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3. Survey instrument, design and administration

All respondents of the ASP survey were given nine presentations that compared two facilities at a time.
Each presentation asks the respondent to choose between two bicycle facilities. The respondent is told that
the trip is a work commute and the respective travel time they would experience for each facility is given. Each
facility is presented using a 10 s video clip taken from the bicyclists’ perspective. The clips loop three times and
the respondent is able to replay the clip if they wish.

Each facility is compared with all other facilities that are theoretically of lesser quality. For example, an off-
road facility (A) is compared with a bike-lane no on-street parking facility (B), a bike-lane with parking facility
(C), a no bike-lane no parking facility (D) and a no bike-lane with parking facility (E). Similarly, the four
other facilities (B, C, D and E) are each compared with those facilities that are theoretically deemed of a lesser
quality. The less attractive of the two facilities is assigned a lower travel time and the alternate (higher quality)
path is assigned a higher travel time. The respondent goes through four iterations per presentation with travel
time for the more attractive facility being changed according to the previous choice. The first choice set within
each presentation assigns the lesser quality facility a 20 min travel time and the alternate (higher quality) path
a 40 min travel time. Travel time for the higher quality facility increases if the respondent chose that facility
and it decreases if the less attractive facility was selected. A bisection algorithm works between 20 and 60 min
either raising or lowering the travel time for the alternate path so that it becomes less attractive if it was chosen
or more attractive if the shortest path was chosen. By the fourth iteration, the algorithm converges on the

Fig. 1. Cycling facilities used in the study (A) Off-road bicycle facility. (B) Bike-lane, no parking. (C) Bike-lane, on-street parking.
(D) Bike-lane, no parking. (E) No bike-lane, on-street parking.
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Fig. 2. Location of facilities used in the adaptive stated preference survey Note: (A) off-road facility; (B) bike-lane, no parking facility;
(C) a bike-lane, on-street parking facility; (D) a no bike-lane, no parking facility; (E) a no bike-lane, on-street parking facility.

maximum time difference where the respondent will choose the better facility. This way the respondent’s time
value for a particular bicycling environment can be estimated by identifying the maximum time difference
between the two route choices that they will still choose the more attractive facility. Pictures of these facilities
are shown on Fig. 1. Fig. 2 maps the locations of the facilities where the videos were taken in St. Paul,
Minnesota.

The procedure used to converge on the time trade-off for the particular facility is illustrated as follows. If
the subject first chose the longer option, then the next choice set assigns a higher travel time for the higher
quality path (raised from 40 min to 50 min). If the respondent still chooses the longer option, the travel time
for that choice increases to 55 min and the choice is posed again. If on the other hand, the 50 min option is

Table 1

Facility pairs compared in the ASP survey

Alternate routes Base route
B Bike-lane, no C Bike-lane with on-street D No bike-lane, no E No bike-lane with
parking parking parking on-street parking

A off-road T, T, T; Ty

B Bike-lane, no parking N/A Ts Ts T,

C Bike-lane with on-street  N/A N/A N/A Ty

parking
D No bike-lane, no parking N/A N/A N/A T

T; represents the average additional travel time user are willing to travel.
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Table 2

Choice order for a sample presentation

Presentation Facility travel time Choice
Route 1 (min) Route 2 (min)

Choice set 1 40 20 Route 2

Choice set 2 30 20 Route 1

Choice set 3 35 20 Route 1

Choice set 4 37 20 Route 2

T; 36

rejected and the respondent chose the 20 min route, the bisection algorithm will calculate a travel time that is
between the now rejected option and the previously accepted option, in this case 45 min. By the time the
respondent makes a fourth choice, the survey will have either narrowed down the respondents’ preference
to within two minutes or the respondent has hit the maximum travel time that can be assigned to the longer
trip, which is 58.5 min. Table 1 shows the pairs of comparisons that were conducted and used in the analysis.
Table 2 shows a sample series of travel time presentations and Fig. 3a and b shows sample screenshots of the
survey instrument.

The survey was administered in two waves, once during winter and once during summer. The winter and
summer respondents were shown video clips that reflected the season at the time of the survey taken at approx-
imately the same location. Our sample for both waves was compromised of employees from the University of
Minnesota, excluding students and faculty. Invitations were sent out to 2500 employees, randomly selected
from an employee database, indicating that we would like them to participate in a computer based survey
about their commute to work and offering $15 for participation. Participants were asked to come to a central
testing station, where the survey was being administered. A total of 90 people participated in the winter survey
and another 91 people participated in the summer survey, making a total of 181 people. Among these 13 peo-
ple had to be removed due to incomplete information leaving 167 people. Of these 167, 68 people indicated
that they have bicycled to work at least once in the past year. Thirty eight of these sixty eight identified them-
selves as regular bicycle commuters at least during the summer. Also, 127 of the 167 people said they have
bicycled to somewhere including work in the past year. Further demographic information on the respondents
is given in Table 3.

4. Model specification and results
4.1. Switching point analysis

The adaptive nature of the survey allows us to extract the actual additional minutes each individual is will-
ing to travel on an alternate facility. In the context of the survey, this is the maximum travel time beyond
which the subject would switch to use the lesser quality facility. For each pair of facilities that are compared
during the summer and the winter, the averages of this switching point are computed and plotted in Fig. 4. On
average, individuals are willing to travel more on an alternate facility when the base facility is E (undesignated
with on-street parking), followed by D (no bike-lane without parking) and C (bike-lane with parking). For
example individuals are willing to travel further on facility B when the base facility is E, as opposed to D
or C.

Fig. 4 shows the hierarchy between facilities clearly — each of the lines plotted connects the average of the
maximum additional travel time that each individual is willing to bicycle over the 20 min that the base facility
would have provided. For example, looking at the winter data, the top solid line connects the average of the
maximum additional time individuals say they would travel on an alternate facility when the base facility is E
(in-traffic with parking at 20 min). The alternate facilities are as shown on the horizontal axis. For example,
looking at the aggregate data, on average subjects are willing to travel about 23 additional minutes if an
off-road bike-lane was available if the alternative was to bike in traffic with side parking. We can further
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Fig. 3. (a) (top) Comparing designated bicycle lanes with no parking with in-traffic bicycling with no parking and (b) (bottom) Same
presentation three iterations later.

approximate the sampling distribution for the mean additional travel time between each pair of facilities by
employing methods such as the bootstrap.

The bootstrap, which was first developed by Efron in 1979 (Efron and Tibshirani, 1993), approximates
the sampling distribution of the mean by repeatedly sampling with replacement from the original sample
and calculating the mean of the resamples. The distribution of the means from the re-sampled data is then
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Table 3
Demographic distribution of respondents
Number of subjects 167
Sex
% Male 34.5%
% Female 65.5%
Age Mean (Standard deviation) 44.19 (10.99)
Usual mode (Year round)
% Car 69.7%
% Bus 18.5%
% Bike 9.2%
% Walk 2.6%
Bike commuter
All season 9.2%
Summer 22.6%
HH income
<$30,000 8.3%
$30,000-$45,000 14.3%
$45,000-$60,000 19.6%
$60,000-$75,000 15.5%
$75,000-$100,000 20.2%
$100,000-$150,000 17.9%
>$150,000 4.2%
HH Size
1 25.0%
2 32.7%
3 16.7%
4 20.8%
>4 4.8%

used to estimate a new mean and to approximate the variability of this estimated mean about the true
mean. Here we employ the non-parametric bootstrap, which makes no prior assumptions on the distribu-
tion of the statistic. Once the resamples are made, and the means are calculated, one can build a confi-
dence interval around the point estimate using the 95 percentiles of the calculated means or using a
normal approximation if it is deemed appropriate based on the observed distribution of the bootstrapped
mean. The bootstrap analysis is implemented in R using the boot library (R Development Core Team,
2004).

Consider the histogram shown in Fig. 5a, it reflects the maximum additional travel time individuals are will-
ing to give for facility A (an off-road trail) if their alternative was facility C (an in traffic facility with a bike
lane and parking). Employing the non-parametric bootstrap on this data with 5000 resamples, with each
resample having 167 elements, we can see that the bootstrap distribution of the mean is very close to normal
(Fig. 5b). The bootstrap distributions of all nine pairs of comparisons lead to symmetric distributions that
show no evidence of non-normality. The percentile confidence interval based on the actual 2.5% and 97.5%
values of the bootstrapped mean, as well as a normal 95% confidence interval are computed for each pair
of comparisons. From Table 4, it can be seen that the 95% normal interval and the ordered 95 percentile
around the mean are almost the same.

The bootstrap also allows us to estimate the bias of the sample mean by the difference of the mean from the
original sample and the bootstrap mean. For each pair of comparisons, the bias in the mean is also found to be
very small, being consistently less than 3/100th of a minute. The sample mean, the estimate of the bias and
the confidence interval (CI) using the normal distribution and the percentile of the bootstrap are reported
in Table 4 for each pair of comparisons both for the combined and season specific data.

4.2. Model specification

We start with the economic paradigm of a utility maximizing individual, where given a bundle of goods the
individual chooses that bundle which results in the highest possible utility from the choice set. In the current
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Fig. 4. Hierarchy of Facilities. Note: (A) off-road facility; (B) bike-lane, no parking facility; (C) a bike-lane, on-street parking facility;
(D) a no bike-lane, no parking facility; (E) a no bike-lane, on-street parking facility.

context then, given two alternatives 4 and B, the chosen alternative is the one that the subject derives a higher
utility from. We can then break down each bundled alternative to its components to understand what amount
each contributes to utility. This will enable us to extract the contribution of each feature of the facility in the
choice consideration of the individual. Mathematically, we would state this as alternative 4 is selected if U, is
greater than Up, where 4 and B are the alternatives and U is the utility function.
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Fig. 5. (a) Distribution of the additional travel time for facility C over facility A and (b) The bootstrapped mean for the additional travel
time between facilities A and C (based on 5000 resamples).

Table 4

Mean additional travel time between facility pairs and confidence interval of the bootstrapped distribution of the mean

Fac 1 Fac 2 Original mean Bias Standard error Normal 95% CI Percentile 95% CI
Combined data

A B 14.21 0.0223 0.962 (12.30, 16.08) (12.41, 16.17)
A C 16.00 0.0136 0.964 (14.10, 17.88) (14.16, 17.92)
A D 18.46 —0.0160 0.984 (16.55, 20.41) (16.58, 20.40)
A E 23.14 —0.0051 0.939 (21.30, 24.98) (21.26, 24.94)
B C 10.13 0.0092 0.973 (8.21, 12.03) (8.25, 12.06)
B D 13.73 —0.0008 0.957 (11.85, 15.61) (11.90, 15.62)
B E 20.87 0.0245 0.956 (18.97, 22.72) (19.09, 22.84)
C E 19.65 —0.0033 0.950 (17.79, 21.51) (17.79, 21.49)
D E 18.25 0.0211 1.002 (16.27, 20.20) (16.35, 20.22)
Winter data

A B 15.33 0.0208 1.335 (12.69, 17.92) (12.78, 18.00)
A C 13.69 0.0339 1.327 (11.06, 16.26) (11.21, 16.40)
A D 17.57 —0.0252 1.344 (14.96, 20.23) (14.99, 20.19)
A E 20.66 —0.0025 1.319 (18.08, 23.25) (18.16, 23.28)
B C 6.17 —0.0064 1.197 (3.83, 8.52) (3.97, 8.57)
B D 10.86 —0.0244 1.180 (8.57, 13.19) (8.58, 13.25)
B E 17.45 —0.0101 1.248 (15.02, 19.91) (15.02, 19.91)
C E 17.39 —0.0097 1.264 (14.92, 19.87) (14.98, 19.92)
D E 15.72 0.0074 1.270 (13.22, 18.20) (13.22, 18.22)
Summer data

A B 13.04 —0.0051 1.338 (10.43, 15.67) (10.49, 15.74)
A C 18.43 0.0146 1.353 (15.76, 21.07) (15.84, 21.16)
A D 19.40 0.0079 1.434 (16.58, 22.20) (16.58, 22.25)
A E 25.73 —0.0071 1.292 (23.21, 28.27) (23.18, 28.27)
B C 14.28 0.0154 1.397 (11.53, 17.01) (11.63, 17.10)
B D 16.75 —0.0128 1.481 (13.86, 19.66) (13.89, 19.68)
B E 24.46 —0.0072 1.332 (21.85, 27.07) (21.78, 27.06)
C E 22.03 0.0013 1.403 (19.27, 24.77) (19.30, 24.82)
D E 20.92 —0.0055 1.485 (18.01, 23.83) (17.96, 23.82)

We hypothesize that the utility a user derives from using a bicycle facility depends on the features of the
facility and the expected travel time on the facility. Choices are also affected by individual characteristics that





N.Y. Tilahun et al. | Transportation Research Part A 41 (2007) 287-301 297

we may not directly observe, but can try to estimate using individual specific variables such as income, sex,
age, etc. As discussed earlier, each individual records a response over various alternatives and therefore the
data reflects the repeated choices over the same subject. This implies that the errors are no longer indepen-
dently distributed. To overcome this problem, we can specify a generalized linear mixed model (GLMM) that
addresses the ‘within subject’ and ‘between subject’ errors separately (Agresti, 2002). These models take the
repeated nature of the responses into consideration, and account for differences between individuals that
reflect taste heterogeneity. In addition to separating the within subject and between subject errors, using
GLMM ensures that the correct error terms are estimated for hypothesis tests. The data analysis for this sec-
tion is done using SAS/PROC NLMIXED software (SAS Institute, 2004).

The specification for the mixed logit model is as follows. If we let Y;; be the response of individual i on
choice j, and b; be the random term associated with individual i, then for each choice presentation, we can
write:

(Yy;/b;) ~ binomial (1, p,;)
logit(pij) =U; + b
bi ~ N(O, 0'2)

where U is the linear utility derived from each alternative and based on which the choice is made. The utility of
each alternative is defined in terms of the attributes of the facility. In addition, we are also interested in trends
that can be explained by individual specific variables. The linear component is then defined as follows:

U = f(Facility, Travel Time, Season, Individual Variables)
The utility of a particular alternative j for individual i can be written as

Uiy = Vi +&;

Vij = Bo+ By Wi+ By0s + B3Bi; + BaPyy + BsTi; + BeSi + Brdi + Psli + PoH i + B1oCi
Where:

Weather (winter = 1, summer = 0)

Dummy indicating whether the facility is off-road (1 = Yes, 0 = No)
Dummy indicating whether the facility has a bike-lane (1 = Yes, 0 = No)
Dummy indicating whether the facility allows vehicle parking (1 = absent, 0 = present)
Expected travel time on the facility being considered

Sex (Male = 1, Female = 0)

Age

Median household income for the reported income range (Inc/1000)
Dummy for household Size (hhsize > 2 = 1, Otherwise = 0)

Cyclist at least during summer (Yes =1, No = 0)

Gumbel (0, 1)

T ARNANNTY®OS

To interpret the model appropriately it is important to note how the dummy variables are coded (Table 5).
Variable B represents whether a facility has a designated bike-lane, O represents whether the facility is off-
road, and P represents whether a facility has no parking adjacent to it. This would allow separately valuing
bike-lanes as well as being off-road. It should be observed that ‘O’ is not equivalent to an off-road trail. ‘B’, ‘O’
and ‘P’ together constitute an off-road trail.

The parameter estimates of binomial logit model are given in Table 6. The model is estimated such that the
predicted probabilities reflect the odds of choosing the theoretically better facility. The model suggests that
there is significant subject-to-subject heterogeneity supporting the use of a mixed model (¢ = 1.27, CI (1.10,
1.44)). The signs of the estimated parameters are as expected. The travel time is negative showing an aversion
to longer trips. The improvements (off-road, bike-lane and no parking) all have a positive and significant influ-
ence on choice of different magnitudes. Of these three, for a given individual, a bike-lane improvement
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Table 5
Coding for facility features
Facility O B P
A (Off-road) 1 1 1
B (Bike-lane, No parking) 0 1 1
C (Bike-lane, on-street parking) 0 1 0
D (In traffic, No parking) 0 0 1
E (In traffic, on-street parking) 0 0 0
Table 6
Generalized mixed logit model
Parameter Estimate  Standard error  #-Value  Pr> |¢| 95% CI

Lower Upper
o Subject random effect SD (o) 1.271 0.088 14.51 <0.0001 1.10 1.44
$0 Intercept 0.166 0.284 0.58 0.560 —0.396 0.727
pl (W) Season (1 = winter, 0 = summer) —0.582 0.209 -2.79 0.006 —0.994 -0.170
p2 (0) Offroad Improvement? 0.260 0.060 4.33 <0.0001 0.141 0.378
p3 (P) Parking improvement? 0.474 0.065 7.34 <0.0001 0.346 0.602
p4 (B) Bikelane improvement? 0.838 0.067 12.51 <0.0001 0.706 0.971
p5 (T) Travel time —0.052 0.004 —12.11 <0.0001 —0.060 —0.043
p6 (S) Sex (1=M, 0=F) —0.405 0.225 —1.80 0.073 —0.849 0.038
p7 (A) Age —0.001 0.001 —1.16 0.248 —0.002 0.001
p8 )] Income/1000 0.007 0.003 2.51 0.013 0.002 0.013
p9 (H) HHsize(1 if >2, 0 otherwise) —0.693 0.227 -3.06 0.003 —1.141 —0.246
p10 (C) Cyclist (1 = atleast summer, 0 = No) —0.094 0.257 —0.36 0.716 —0.602 0.414
Fit Statistics
—2Log Likelihood 7266.1 Observations 6012
AIC 7290.1 Subjects 167
BIC 7327.4 Observations/subject 36

increases the odds of choosing the higher quality path much more than parking elimination or that of an off-
road improvement alone.

The season variable is negative and significant, indicating that given all other attributes are held the same,
people have lower odds of choosing the better facility during winter than during summer (p-value = 0.006).
The model suggests that individuals from higher income households have a higher odds of choosing the better
facility given all other variables are held constant (p-value = 0.013). Sex and Age are not significant at the 0.05
level, however the sign for sex indicates that women have a higher tendency to choose the facilities that are
perceived safer (better quality) than men (p-value = 0.073). The cyclist variable, which indicates if the subject
uses bicycling as their main mode at least during summer, is highly insignificant; indicating that preferences
are not dictated by experience at least in this SP context. Also individuals whose household size is greater than
two have lower odds of choosing the better quality, longer travel time facility (p-value = 0.003). This may be
because these individuals have higher constraints on their time than individuals who live in single or two per-
son households.

The estimated logit model based on utility theory can be used to determine the time value of a facility being
off-road, a bike-lane improvement or the removal of parking. These are derived using the marginal rate of
substitution between each of the facility features and travel time. These values are derived based on SP ques-
tions that have a 20 min base travel time, and should be interpreted as such. Accordingly, a bike-lane improve-
ment is valued at 16.41 (CI (13.25, 19.56)) minutes, a no parking improvement is valued at 9.27 (CI (6.59,
11.94)) minutes and an off-road improvement is valued at 5.13 (CI (2.76, 7.49)) minutes. This is to say, for
a given individual, keeping utility at the same level, one can exchange the off-road improvement for 5.13 min-
utes of travel time, a bike-lane for 16.41 min of travel time and a no parking improvement for 9.27 min of
travel time. This says that the most value is attached to having a designated bike lane. While having an
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Table 7
Time values of facility attributes
Attribute Calculated Estimate Standard error t-Value Pr> |1 95% CI

Lower Upper
o Offstreet —B2/B5 5.13 1.20 4.27 <0.0001 2.76 7.49
P Parking improvement —PB3/B5 9.27 1.36 6.83 <0.0001 6.59 11.94
B Bikelane improvement —p4/p5 16.41 1.60 10.27 <0.0001 13.25 19.56

off-road facility would certainly increase the utility of the individual, most of the gains of an off-road facility
seem to be derived from the fact that such facilities provide a designated bike lane. The absence of parking is
also valued more than taking the facility off-road Table 7.

4.3. Switching point analysis

An alternate specification of the model looks at time as a dependent variable, and features of the facility as
independent variables along with demographic covariates. The dependent variable is the maximum additional
minutes individuals would be willing to travel for attributes of an alternate facility. This is the switching point
beyond which individuals would take the lesser quality facility. This specification employs a linear mixed mod-
els approach to account for the repeated measurements taken over the same subject as was done in the bino-
mial logit case. This approach yields similar patterns in the order of valuation of the different attributes of the
facilities and the expected directions of the parameter estimates. The results of this model are reported in Table
8.

4.4. Comparison

A side by side comparison of the logit and linear models is not possible; however, we can compare the val-
ues derived for different facility pairs based on the logit model and the linear model for a given individual. This
is given in Table 9 and Fig. 6. As can be seen from Table 9, most comparisons have confidence intervals that
overlap, however the estimates from the logit model are more narrowly estimated as compared to the linear
model. In addition, the logit model confidence intervals as well as point estimates closely approximate what is
observed in the row data. For instance, between facilities A and D, the logit model estimates a 21.5 min (CI
(17.1, 25.9)) value while the mean from the raw data is 19.4 min (CI (16.6, 22.2)).

Table 8
Linear model
Parameter Estimate Standard error t-Value  Pr> |1 95% CI

Lower Upper
a Subject random effect SD (o) 8.913 0.512 17.39 0.000 7.91 10.05
$0 Intercept 5.794 3.285 1.76 0.078 —0.651 12.239
pl (W) Season (1 = winter, 0 = summer) —3.833 1.460 —2.63 0.010 —6.716 —-0.950
p2 (0) Offroad improvement? 2.284 0.421 5.43 0.000 1.459 3.109
p3 (P) Parking improvement? 3.520 0.447 7.88 0.000 2.644 4.397
pa (B) Bikelane improvement? 5.820 0.447 13.03 0.000 4.943 6.696
p5 (S) Sex (1=M, 0=F) —3.327 1.574 -2.11 0.036 —6.435 -0.218
p6 (A) Age 0.161 0.070 2.32 0.022 0.024 0.299
p7 D Income/1000 0.032 0.021 1.51 0.133 —0.010 0.073
p8 (H) HHsize (1 if >2, 0 otherwise) —3.748 1.606 —2.33 0.021 —6.920 -0.577
p9 (©) Cyclist (1 = atleast summer, 0 = No) —2.038 1.798 —1.13 0.259 —5.590 1.513
Fit statistics
—2Log Likelihood 10838.824 Observations 1503
AIC 10862.82 Subjects 167
BIC 10926.45 Observations/subject 9
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Table 9
Comparison of travel time values between facilities using the linear model and the logit model
Facilities Logit Logit model Linear Linear model CI Mean (aggregate raw Bootstrap 95%
compared model CI model data) Normal CI
AvsB 5.1 (2.8, 7.5) 8.1 (1.7, 14.6) 13.0 (10.4, 15.7)
AvsC 14.4 (10.5, 18.3) 11.6 (5.2, 18.1) 18.4 (15.8, 21.1)
Avs D 21.5 (17.1, 25.9) 139 (7.5, 20.4) 19.4 (16.6, 22.2)
Avs E 30.8 (24.7, 36.9) 17.4 (11.0, 23.9) 25.7 (23.2, 28.3)
BvsC 9.3 (6.6, 11.9) 9.3 (2.9, 15.8) 14.3 (11.5, 17.0)
BvsD 16.4 (13.3, 19.6) 11.6 (5.2, 18.1) 16.7 (13.9, 19.7)
Bvs E 25.7 (20.6, 30.7) 15.1 (8.7, 21.6) 24.5 (21.9, 27.1)
CvsE 16.4 (13.3, 19.6) 11.6 (5.2, 18.1) 22.0 (19.3, 24.8)
DvsE 9.3 (6.6, 11.9) 9.3 (2.9, 15.8) 20.9 (18.0, 23.8)
@ logit model
| linear model
Time Value of Facilities using Alternate Models | ..., data
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Fig. 6. Comparison of the estimates of the additional time willing to travel between facility pairs based on logit model, linear model and
the raw data.

The overall assessment of the models suggests that designated bike lanes seem to be what are most desired.
It is also important to consider that both the linear and logit models found no evidence against the hypothesis
that preferences between cyclists and non-cyclists are the same. This is encouraging in many respects, because
it avoids the dilemma of which interest to serve. The policy implication is that by addressing this common
preference, we can ensure cyclists receive the facilities they prefer and non-cyclists get the facilities that they
could at least consider as a viable alternative.

5. Conclusion

This paper analyzes preferences for different cycling facilities using a computer-based adaptive stated pref-
erence survey with first person videos. Using the survey on 167 randomly recruited individuals, we derive the
values that users attach to different cycling facility features and expose which are most important. The choice
data was collected based on individual preferences between different facilities having different travel times, but
the same origin and destination. From the raw data we have demonstrated that a hierarchy exists between the
facilities considered and we have extracted a measure of how many additional minutes an individual is willing
to expend on an alternate facility if it were available and provided certain features that were not available on
the base facility. The data was then used to fit a random parameter logit model using a utility maximizing
framework. A linear model was also estimated and compared to the results from the mixed logit model.
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The results show that users are willing to pay the highest price for designated bike-lanes, followed by the
absence of parking on the street and by taking a bike-lane facility off-road. In addition, we are able to extract
certain individual characteristics that are indicative of preferences such as age, household structure and loose
connections with sex and household income. Such an understanding can be incorporated into the planning
process to help planners make appropriate recommendations and investment decisions in developing bicycle
facilities that are more appealing to the public.
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Park & Open Space Plan — Public Input Plan

Included in the Ayres Proposal:

Online Survey and Community Comment Portal
Workshop with Stakeholders and Staff

Public Information Meeting (Open House)

Outreach - Online Survey

- Email to identified community organizations

- Have the Hub publish a link to the survey

- Stoughton Recreation Email Blast

- Social Media — Facebook Pages, Stoughton Neighborhood Group

Exhibits — Paper Copies of Survey

- 1-2 Farmers Markets
- 2-3 Gazebo Musikk Concerts
- School Registration Days (if allowed and works with timeline)

Workshop

- Stakeholders — Fair, Youth Sport Groups, Non-Sport Groups, Older Adults, Others?

Underrepresented Groups?






Organization

Lions Club

Rotary Club

Optimist Club

Kiwanis Club

Sustainable Stoughton
Ezra Church

Lakeview Church
Covenant Lutheran Church
Stoughton Baptist Church
Christ Lutheran Church

Stoughton United Methodist Church

St Ann's Parish
First Lutheran Church

Good Shephard by the Lake Lutheran Church

Stoughton Conservation Club
Viking Snowdrifters

SAYSA

SALL

SABA

Youth Tackle Football
Stoughton Lacrosse
Stoughton Area Resource Team
Youth Center Parents
Kegonsa PTO

Sandhill PTO

Fox Prairie PTO

River Bluff PTO

Martin Luther PTO
Stoughton High School PTO
Stoughton Fair

Stoughton Sports Boosters
Stoughton Girl Scouts
Stoughton Boy Scouts 167
Stoughton Boy Scouts 164
Stoughton Cub Scouts 162

Contact Person
Kris Heckman
Kris Krentz

Bryan Lemmenes

Tiffany Wogsland
Andy Fuqua

Sara Rabe

Mark Weiss

Paula Geister-Jones

Todd McVey

Jeremiah Bennett
Karina Clausen

Sara Knickmeier
Stephanie Wanninger

Wade Rewey

Cindy Thompson
Greg Hoyte

Erin Conrad

Jeff Fimreite

Krista Huntley Rogers
Trish Gates

Mike Kruse
Trevor Dybevik
Wade Rewey

Email

kheckman@paasnational.com
kkrentz@skaalen.com
Bryanjack5555@gmail.com
stoughton.kiwanis@gmail.com
sustainablestoughton@gmail.com
tiffany@ezra.church
andy@Ilakevc.org
pastorsararabe@gmail.com
stoughtonbaptistchurch@gmail.com
pastorpaula@clcstoughton.org
office@stoughtonumc10.org
http://stannparish.weconnect.com/cc
info@flcstoughton.com
pastortodd@tds.net
Sccmembership@Stoughtoncc.com
jerbnntt@gmail.com
kiclausen@charter.net
sknickme@amfam.com
wanninger4@charter.net
stoughtonyouthfootball@gmail.com
wrewey@gmail.com
cthompson@startstoughton.org
ghoyte@ci.stoughton.wi.us
Erin.Conrad@stoughton.k12.wi.us
Jeff.Fimreite@stoughton.k12.wi.us
Krista.HuntleyRogers@stoughton.k12.
Trish.Gates@stoughton.k12.wi.us
info@martinlutherkids.org
Mike.Kruse@stoughton.k12.wi.us
trevor.dybevik@greatplainsmfg.com
wrewey@gmail.com
Troop2301@gmail.com
Hikermikel0@gmail.com
jifoldy@chartermi.net
redmare88@gmail.com






»ntact/index/id/1192

.Wi.us





LUOISIA

L L 3 T 1 U STHENE 23]
5 + £ T 1 250 3 gedsmon seeE jped 2oeds w=dyg
£ ¥ £ F 1 TERES AJEEEIRS INFIA0OT Adas ] INVIMOOO] TVALNAN[] IMVIE0d'TN[] INVIG0dDdn A¥EA]
BTV J0 ANEnD, [ERUES & 01
3 L4 3 T LS =ped pEOGEET S soeds m=de puE soped 30 souEpodun 2 16T nod pTRow ot mElsAE soped s sen nod EPe 2o Jo sEpESEY f
£ d 3 T 1 TEEE SUIERELE 18d
£ . 3 T 1 EEHIITE] SUITTLA L U0 150 SEL 10 1R oL op ed e e
£ ¥ 3 F I FEEIE IR
£ A £ T 1 LR ATVAO[] ADHIMN[] HINOWVIMNMWL] ATHINOM[ WOTHES[ HEATN]
w ¥ 3 T 1 0T [EQASTI0N {UOESTONG W EEHITEL
ped sen 3o s ATELdA proqEeney mod 10 BqUEETE AUE fR0p ST AUETT ot Fupds puE Eim [EIESR A
£ ¥ 3 £ 1 FIMOT SEE]
c d 3 T I M0 [EREYED
ATVO[] ATEIW[] HINOMVYIJWL[] ATHINOM[ WOOHES[ AT
£ r E T 1 E[EH SETHLERE EREL] JIOEENG1E T S NITIoRT ped 26 10 1151 DOEEno] Mos 10 BqTERT E DD S0 ATETT o ‘Brmms 1ed sy T
= ¥ £ = 1 sqEd & pioruEmsEped pesEd
£ ¥ £ T 1 TPEE [[FQI007,=0008
L v £ T 1 ST STHENE 23]
] d 3 x I PET U0 EEED
i ¥ £ T I zen >y gedsmon ek ped soeds wmdp
g ¥ £ T 1 pEd mppo spmmarEAEd pooqreqeE =
| 2t S e am e i | ped pEOgEEg
m.m |2 8 E LESTIID 30 sediy € || £ x| 1 ST SO g
mr. W W. = |8 S el S 10 FEq TR 11 & FESIDAIT B0
FE = H o | ‘peeosinoeq gy ampeg nak op = e Y
2 E yEpodm so spredie nogEnoig T L ¢ % B Ll @ =5 gEnd EIER]
L | ¥ E|l T 1 FIM0D SREL
) El T 1 AT [EQEEg
£ ol E T 1 ETPOOHEEF 30 SERTHEES T c t E T 1 FTIER SETHTIEEERIES]
g ol E T 1 SRR 10 QTR 5 t £ T 1 siped & eoguEmsEped pesEg
L L £ T 1 (e=1qE1 2rvd “5°8) SUAEAIET fEd o ] = I ¢ PED [FUmEag
£ ¥ 3 £ I Supped 10 AETEAY £ | ¥ £ | T 1 WEE [FQE0s TEFEEY
L ¥ 3 T 1 S0 mad o) jped 1o Ayrormoarg £l ¥ £ | T 1 ped =ppo) spmarsEd poopoqrEE]
€ | ¥ E | E I R PER RS 10 IR & m 21 8| F e
-]
L ¥ £ x I FERE, = mbe 0] $52008 J0 298 g = Sk 1N 30 A = Aq perage seRoer sped
o2 STIMOTAY S BN T0L 0p B0 M0H T
£ ¥ £ T 1 SENNRE,IEDdmbe 10 5084, z 2
L d 3 T 1 seRITeL IErdmbe 10 & METEITET]
‘Fmonar & InoqE swormde mod spegss 15eq B ssnadser S (RS J0  TAND) ETE SRRl JSAIOLL)IMLSNT
£ ¥ 3 = 1 FERUIUEE] e
< & £ T 1 fEms gEg EREq nod sars @ dEg 01 5wl S SapEl rag ned el sped Ao
e 30 1m0 Pedie nod Fs pOE 6 ned wo0f STPIRISRPD =18 M0 0] B 5 Indarmoy smny S W Img e
£ ¥ £ T I =pEd TagEnmg i TORTEITHES [ERAD WS FEQ S0 10 s=dd) s oy 1madengq € 5 seAlet E [Ea 58 eped SonsnE mo I pereDd ANIEIND SSHMATE
o - = o ot TEIONESRET PO SERIITED 31 100G sIovIide mod puElsepam sn g 01 peasteEp 91 ASAms ST WD s30T
m_m_ m_ W E = m - S ) FUD DfT =18 SUrETASE 10 see0ard S T 51 DOEN0lS 10 4117 #1 10 METIUE de(] DoNERREy] PIE SpEd (L
= 3 m m_ TONIEJEHES IO [BAR] MIOA BEDRL 2TER]d @
= i R
& e ARaming Juapisay
Juawpedsaq uonealday g syied
uowbnols jo Auo

N NN





G85ES M ‘UnUBNoIS h._ D _m _>

BaNs UHno S ELEE
Juswpedag uogeESIISY B SYiEd
uciyEnoys jo Ao

Aanns aovds uadn 9 SHJEL

WHEHIOO MVISYIOVI JDVASHL]
SV DTV ZALLYH] HVISY I SV OTEEINY M0V TV
SR PSR IR Fad SEpr e (TVWMOILAD) 51
TR SR
L1 - E1 E=RAR 30 Bqmm]
= T1 - § =RIFR 30 =qmm]

£ 01 ( TEIRTAR 30 BquRL]
(81 =40} TIMPE 10 FEQEAL]
#58 4q proqEenoy mod oy Sma eideed 10 qUMT S SEXPD SR ]

=0Lg & - 65 - srg -0 6T-81 =88 MO, 1
ITVTEI] TV TEPES MOR T

EUEAY NI JITT TRD SSREET F LW

B[l Fo 2L i FRE PUE Sk £ 0[50 SIRFPPE SR 210 SFLE S0 pRprA0sd ST T0 POy o1 2ms 2 SMEARY WD (LT TR D INPOmE PRI E MERI ]
TSNS I B 9T T INE TEnag T DWEI ]

EENY WOETNE T OE TR RGN 15 T RWEI

BI04 N4 SR SENDTE SR T
Eade]

HOUYI 00L] HEIS HLVNOEaY ] TIVINS 0OL[]
JIoqEnm g T eped S 10 FSIiE RN E] IN0qE Torrido mad spepEr 199 METRELE PRY, 31

o TR i Bl it Rt it bttt b ANV 00L[] WA LNEIILNS O AFT 0010

=g =q b JIOIENMS mr spEd 10 QA INEIND S IN0qE wornide mod sepsr 159 IEWEELE R 5
WP #300 WRAY) DT AP LD IO IR e 21 1= 000 24 8 IR 25 [ PuE smrede mod snEa e,
“zoredonred mod rop nod yoELL

EOO EL [EQI0aTIE0
A= outen R T B LTS EIACO 3 sy SPUIOTER [FAH0E [FEED
OUEFIE —00000TS0  G6EE6T- 000 SLE BEEFLE - 000°EET
EESt-MIEID SFEE- Ui S TEHI@INT] ped prEoEETS R0 [RRETA
[EmEo SE0uE =, provEsney med auessdss 1w S S I0 PR 91 — sEpoer onod pERAn — Smon [EENES
(e 's=qqEL EuE) snmee srod wdg FEd ERAmg STEEM
EIMO0 FHE], .Eﬂw_ﬁ_m.buw.umum STHBTEAN
Emdmbe AE7d =, =R goeds wedo 30 5107

BT T3 T STHEs 300 35 ], Hoq] AJmon 05 SR [ UL § AJH0 1R[: aseag

“FTIE Q] AUE 0 A10tnd SWES S USTETE 100 O PIOUSEAY Mod 10 SeqET 3P
na4 Aq 250 pepedi= & w0 peseq 2F SALLTAOTEd 9 401 Mod Eqx S[ENPI Sme]d woEq pela] foonde
1 &€ SIS, "PeqEqELsE 2q 1 nmond Tped sew prmg o sEQd S5 Qs pEMI SSA0T DHYEN0LE FY g

I R e





2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Q1 How often do you use the following

park facilities offered by the City of

Stoughton?
Answered: 549 Skipped: 0
Never Rarely Sometimes Often All the time Total
Neighborhood playgrounds/toddler parks 11.67% 17.22% 27.04% 25% 19.07%
63 93 146 135 103 540
Baseball/softball fields 31.97% 20.07% 16.36% 19.52% 12.08%
172 108 88 105 65 538
Soccer/football fields 33.71% 22.53% 18.25% 15.64% 9.87%
181 121 98 84 53 537
Paved pedestrian/bicycle paths 10.50% 15.29% 31.31% 29.28% 13.63%
57 83 170 159 74 543
Nature/multiuse trails 8.89% 15.37% 30.19% 29.81% 15.74%
48 83 163 161 85 540
Basketball courts 39.40% 26.08% 24.77% 8.07% 1.69%
210 139 132 43 9 533
Tennis courts 40.67% 24.21% 25.69% 7.58% 1.85%
220 131 139 41 10 541
Nature preserves 15.57% 19.70% 31.89% 23.26% 9.57%
83 105 170 124 51 533
Picnic areas/shelters 11.71% 21.75% 44.42% 17.29% 4.83%
63 117 239 93 26 538
Troll Beach Swimming Facility 30.21% 17.82% 27.95% 16.14% 7.88%
161 95 149 86 42 533
Skateboard/bike parks 64.17% 20.26% 8.82% 4.69% 2.06%
342 108 47 25 1 533
Lowell Park Community Garden 66.29% 16.95% 9.60% 2.82% 4.33%
352 90 51 15 23 531
Open space park areas/nonspecific use 23.56% 22.26% 32.10% 15.96% 6.12%
127 120 173 86 33 539
Norse Ice skating rink 55.87% 20.11% 17.32% 4.10% 2.61%
300 108 93 22 14 537
Disc golf course 17.04% 10.86% 3.18% 1.87%
358 91 58 17 10 534






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Q2 This past summer, how many times did
a member of your household visit or use
park facilities in Stoughton?

Answered: 546 Skipped: 3
Never
Seldom.
Monthly
Twice a.
month

Daily

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Answer Choices Responses

Never 2.38% 13
Seldom 8.06% 44
Monthly 5.13% 28
Twice a month 8.42% 46
Weekly 54.03% 295
Daily 21.98% 120
Total 546






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Q3 In the fall, winter, and spring, how many
times does any member of your household

typically visit or use park facilities in

Stoughton?

Answered: 544 Skipped: 5

Never

Seldom

Monthly

Twice a
month

Daily

0% 20% 40%

60%

80%

100%

Answer Choices Responses

Never 5.88% 32
Seldom 16.73% 91
Monthly 16.36% 89
Twice a month 20.40% 111
Weekly 34.01% 185
Daily 6.62% 36
Total 544






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Q4 Which Stoughton park do you visit or
use most often?

Answered: 521 Skipped: 28

Answer Choices Responses

Mandt Park 12.48% 65
Racetrack Park 19.39% 101
Norse Park 14.01% 73
East Park 4.22% 22
Virgin Lake Park 9.79% 51
Bjoin Park 10.17% 53
Lowell Park 2.88% 15
Veteran's Park 6.91% 36
Riverside Park 3.07% 16
Division St. Park 1.34% 7
Dunkirk Park 3.45% 18
Criddle Park 2.50% 13
Schefelker Park 5.57% 29
Westview Ridge Park 2.69% 14
Heggestad Park 1.15% 6
Mill Pond Park 0.38% 2
Total 521






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Q5 Regardless of how often you use the
parks system, how would you rate the
importance of parks and open space to the
general “quality of life?”

Answered: 544 Skipped: 5

Very
Unimportant

Unimportant

Neutral

Important

Very
Important

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very Unimportant 12.50% 68
Unimportant 0.55% 3
Neutral 2.21% 12
Important 24.08% 131
Very Important 60.66% 330
Total 544






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Q6 Please indicate your level of
satisfaction with the following:

Answered: 543 Skipped: 6

Extremely Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Neutral Satisfied | Extremely Satisfied Total

Overall satisfaction with Stoughton parks 2.04% 3.90% | 15.58% 67.16% 11.32%
" 21 84 362 61 539

Park safety 0.37% 2.23% | 18.99% 66.29% 12.10%
2 12 102 356 65 537

Park cleanliness 0% 4.66% | 14.90% 70.20% 10.24%
0 25 80 377 55 537

Maintenance of equipment/facilities 0.93% 10.59% | 23.42% 56.51% 8.55%
5 57 126 304 46 538

Maintenance of turfgrass 3.37% 11.42% | 26.22% 50% 8.99%
18 61 140 267 48 534

Variety of equipment/facilities 1.87% 11.42% | 30.15% 49.63% 6.93%
10 61 161 265 37 534

Ease of access to equipment/facilities 1.12% 411% | 22.06% 61.68% 11.03%
6 22 118 330 59 535

Availability of equipment/facilities 1.50% 6.17% | 24.30% 57.76% 10.28%
8 33 130 309 55 535

Proximity of park to your home 0.37% 2.23% | 12.83% 52.04% 32.53%
2 12 69 280 175 538

Availability of parking 0.75% 414% | 24.11% 54.80% 16.20%
4 22 128 291 86 531

Park furnishing (e.g. picnic tables) 1.32% 12.78% | 27.82% 49.06% 9.02%
7 68 148 261 48 532

Number of restrooms 4.31% 21.16% 33.90% 3.00%
23 113 201 181 16 534

Cleanliness of restrooms 4.92% 14.77% 29.17% 2.84%
26 78 255 154 15 528






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

As Stoughton expands, how important
do you believe it is for the City to add, or
increase the number of the following types
of facilities?

Extremely Unimportant Unimportant Neutral Important Extremely Important Total

Neighborhood playgrounds/toddler parks 1.32% 5.83% 26.50% 41.92% 24.44%
7 31 141 223 130 532

Baseball/softball fields 3.75% 14.79% 37.08% 30.90% 13.48%
20 79 198 165 72 534

Soccer/football fields 3.74% 14.02% 40.75% 28.60% 12.90%
20 75 218 153 69 535

Paved pedestrian/bicycle paths 1.86% 4.28% 19.18% 41.53% 33.15%
10 23 103 223 178 537

Nature/multiuse trails 1.87% 2.62% 20% 39.63% 35.89%
10 14 107 212 192 535

Basketball courts 4.50% 13.70% 48.78% 26.45% 6.57%
24 73 260 141 35 533

Tennis courts 6.00% 12.95% 51.22% 24.39% 5.44%
32 69 273 130 29 533

Volleyball courts 5.83% 13.53% 49.81% 25.75% 5.08%
31 72 265 137 27 532

Nature preserves 3.01% 3.38% 22.93% 40.60% 30.08%
16 18 122 216 160 532

Picnic areas 0.94% 2.83% 25.47% 51.70% 19.06%
5 15 135 274 101 530

Swimming facilities 2.81% 6.18% 24.91% 36.89% 29.21%
15 33 133 197 156 534

Pet exercising areas 7.88% 9.57% 34.33% 32.08% 16.14%
42 51 183 171 86 533

Skateboard/bike parks 11.68% 20.34% 46.14% 16.95% 4.90%
62 108 245 90 26 531

Community gardens 4.68% 6.93% 35.96% 34.46% 17.98%
25 37 192 184 96 534

Open space park areas/nonspecific use 3.54% 5.22% 36.01% 37.31% 17.91%
19 28 193 200 96 536

Ice skating rinks 7.69% 14.45% 43.53% 26.27% 8.07%
4 77 232 140 43 533

Outdoor performance venues 4.52% 6.21% 35.97% 38.98% 14.31%
24 33 191 207 76 531






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

As Stoughton moves forward with its
plans to build new parks, priorities must be
established. There are options listed
below. Please indicate what your TOP 6
PRIORITIES are based on the expected use
by you and/or members of your household.

Priority #1 Priority #2 Priority #3 Priority #4 Priority #5 Priority #6 Total

Open Space 7.24% 12.83% 17.43% 17.43% 21.05% 24.01%
22 39 53 53 64 ] 304

Wildlife Preserve / Wetlands 20.62% 20.62% 14.12% 14.97% 16.67% 12.99%
73 73 50 53 59 46 354

Walking / Bicycle Paths 30.62% 25.05% 20.56% 12.63% 6.85% 4.28%
143 117 96 59 32 20 467

Basketball Courts 8.24% 15.29% 14.12% 21.18% 20% 21.18%
7 13 12 18 17 18 85

Volleyball Courts 7.81% 7.81% 17.19% 15.63% 23.44% 28.13%
5 5 11 10 15 18 64

Baseball / Softball Diamonds 33.88% 17.49% 13.66% 10.93% 9.84% 14.21%
62 32 25 20 18 26 183

Soccer/ Football Fields 16.33% 17.01% 16.33% 18.37% 21.09% 10.88%
24 25 24 27 31 16 147

Children's Play Equipment 24.93% 19.88% 17.51% 15.13% 13.65% 8.90%
84 67 59 51 46 30 337

Tennis Courts 5.13% 15.38% 15.38% 12.82% 19.23% 32.05%
4 12 12 10 15 25 78

Pickleball Courts 6.67% 6.67% 10% 10% 20% 46.67%
2 2 3 3 6 14 30

Covered Picnic Facilities 5.57% 11.50% 18.12% 25.78% 18.47% 20.91%
16 33 52 74 53 60 287

Skateboard/Bike Park 4.26% 19.15% 4.26% 23.40% 17.02% 31.91%
2 9 2 11 8 15 47

Riverwalk 10.36% 16.84% 22.28% 19.95% 20.47% 10.10%
40 65 86 77 79 39 386

Outdoor performance venues 8.10% 8.50% 14.17% 19.43% 21.05% 28.74%
20 21 35 48 52 71 247

Other 28.74% 11.49% 9.20% 5.75% 16.09% 28.74%
25 10 8 5 14 25 87






2013 Stoughton Parks and Recreation Department Resident Survey

Economic
impact for
the...

Shared
social
experiences

Health
benefits

0%

40%

Important [ Somewhat Important

Q9 How do you rate the importance of
parks in the following catagories?

60% 80%

Not Important

Answered: 536 Skipped: 13

100%

Important Somewhat Important Not Important Total
Economic impact for the community 60.86% 31.09% 8.05%
325 166 43 534
Shared social experiences 7711% 19.70% 3.19%
411 105 17 533
Health benefits 84.40% 13.35% 2.26%
449 71 12 532
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Q10 Which statement best reflects your
opinion about the current number of parks
in Stoughton?

Answered: 538 Skipped: 11

Too Few

Sufficient
Number

Too Many

0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

100%

Answer Choices Responses
Too Few 22.68% 122
Sufficient Number 76.02% 409
Too Many 1.30% 7
Total 538
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Q11 Which statement best reflects your
opinion about the current sizes of the parks
in Stoughton?

Answered: 542 Skipped: 7

Too Small

Adequate
Size

Too Large

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Answer Choices Responses
Too Small 20.11% 109
Adequate Size 79.52% 431
Too Large 0.37% 2
Total 542
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012 Please indicate where you vote

District 1,
First
Lutheran...

District 2,
Stoughton
Fire...

District 3,
United
Methodist...

District 4,
Lakev iew
Church,
2200...

Township
voting
location...

U% 20% 40% 6U% 8U% TUU%
Answered: 543 Skipped: 6

Answer Choices Responses
District 1, First Lutheran Church, 310 E. Washington Street 18.42% 100
District 2, Stoughton Fire Station, 381 E. Main Street 17.31% 94
District 3, United Methodist Church, 525 Lincoln Avenue 21.36% 116
District 4, Lakeview Church, 2200 Lincoln Avenue 17.13% 93
25.78% 140

Township voting location (out of City)

Total

543
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13 Please indicate your gender

Answered: 539 Skipped: 10

Male

Female

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Male 30.43% 164
Female 69.57% 375
Total 539
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014 Please indicate your age:

Answered: 539 Skipped: 10

18-29

l

45-59

60-69

70+

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

18-29 5.75% 31
30-44 48.98% 264
45-59 30.61% 165
60-69 9.83% 53
70+ 4.82% 26
Total 539
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Q15 Please indicate the number of people
living in your household by age:

Children 0
to5

Children 6 -
12

Children 13
-17

Adults (over
18)

(e}
-
N
w
ES
o

Answered: 532 Skipped: 17

Answer Choices Average Number Total Number Responses

Children 0 to 5 1 240 222
Children 6 — 12 1 373 286
Children 13 - 17 1 197 191
Adults (over 18) 2 940 449
Total Respondents: 532






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

Greetings! This survey is designed to gather feedback pertaining to the existing park and open space facilities available to residents of
the Stoughton area. The goal of the survey is to collect information on outdoor facilities in CITY PARKS. County, private, indoor and
school district facilities are not included in this study.

Participation should take approximately 10 minutes and is greatly appreciated.






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

Which of the following age groups in your household visit Stoughton parks? (Select all that apply)
Ages0-3
Ages 4 -6
Ages7-9
Ages 10 - 13
Ages 14 - 17
Ages 18 - 25
Ages 26 - 35
Ages 36 - 45
Ages 46 - 55
Ages 56 - 65

Ages 65 and up

Do you or any members of your family require ADA (American Disabilities Act) accommodations to access
park facilities?

Yes

No






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

What Stoughton park do you and/or members of your family visit themost often? (Choose one)

Why do you visit this park (what facilities do you use)?

What is the condition of this park and it's facilities?
Excellent
Good
Fair

Needs Improvement

What, if anything, needs improvement in this park?

What new facilities would you like to see in this park in the future? (Select all that apply)
Baseball/softball fields
Football Fields
LaCrosse Fields
Multi-Use Fields
Soccer Fields
Basketball Courts
Tennis Courts
Pickleball Courts
Volleyball Courts
Boating
Fishing Access

Community Gardens






OO0t no oot ond

Natural Gardens
Historic/Educational Sites
Park Concession Facilities
Park Restroom Facilities
Park Shelters
Bandshell/Performance Space
Picnic Areas

Playgrounds

Disc Golf

Horseshoes

Skate Park

Splash Pad

Community Pool
Community Recreation Center
Outdoor Ice Skating Rinks
Dog Park

Sledding Hills

Cross Country Ski Trails
ADA Accessible Trails
Hiking Only Trails

Shared Use Trails/Paths
No improvements needed

Other (please specify)






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

What Stoughton park do you and/or members of your family visit the second most often? (Choose one)

Why do you visit this park (what facilities do you use)?

What is the condition of this park and it's facilities?
Excellent
Good
Fair

Needs Improvement

What, if anything, needs improvement in this park?

What new facilities would you like to see in this park in the future? (Select all that apply)
Baseball/softball fields
Football Fields
LaCrosse Fields
Multi-Use Fields
Soccer Fields
Basketball Courts
Tennis Courts
Pickleball Courts
Volleyball Courts
Boating
Fishing Access

Community Gardens






OO0t no oot ond

Natural Gardens
Historic/Educational Sites
Park Concession Facilities
Park Restroom Facilities
Park Shelters
Bandshell/Performance Space
Picnic Areas

Playgrounds

Disc Golf

Horseshoes

Skate Park

Splash Pad

Community Pool
Community Recreation Center
Outdoor Ice Skating Rinks
Dog Park

Sledding Hills

Cross Country Ski Trails
ADA Accessible Trails
Hiking Only Trails

Shared Use Trails/Paths
No improvements needed

Other (please specify)






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

What Stoughton park do you and/or members of your family visit thethird most often? (Choose one)

Why do you visit this park (what facilities do you use)?

What is the condition of this park and it's facilities?
Excellent
Good
Fair

Needs Improvement

What, if anything, needs improvement in this park?

What new facilities would you like to see in this park in the future? (Select all that apply)
Baseball/softball fields
Football Fields
LaCrosse Fields
Multi-Use Fields
Soccer Fields
Basketball Courts
Tennis Courts
Pickleball Courts
Volleyball Courts
Boating
Fishing Access

Community Gardens






OO0t no oot ond

Natural Gardens
Historic/Educational Sites
Park Concession Facilities
Park Restroom Facilities
Park Shelters
Bandshell/Performance Space
Picnic Areas

Playgrounds

Disc Golf

Horseshoes

Skate Park

Splash Pad

Community Pool
Community Recreation Center
Outdoor Ice Skating Rinks
Dog Park

Sledding Hills

Cross Country Ski Trails
ADA Accessible Trails
Hiking Only Trails

Shared Use Trails/Paths
No improvements needed

Other (please specify)






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

Considering the various age groups of people in the Stoughton area, please indicate whether the existing
facilities adequately meet their needs. If needs are not currently met, please specify what is lacking in the
blank box below.

Adequately Serviced Needs Not Currently Met Not Sure

Families

Toddlers 0-5 years
Children 5-12 years
Adolescents 13-18 years
Adults 19-54 years
Seniors 55+ years

Individuals with
disabilities

If needs from any/all groups are not currently met, please comment here.

Please indicate which if any of the following support components at existing park facilities need
improvement. Select all that apply.

Public Restrooms

Parking

Handicap Accessibility

Shelter

Safe Routes to Walk and/or Bike to the Facility

Programs

Please indicate the park locations and support components that need improvement below.






Considering the needs for additional outdoor recreational facilities, resources, and programs, please rate
the following in order of importance with 1 being the most urgent and 5 being the least urgent.

Maintenance of Existing Facilities
Increased Staffing

Improvements Added to Existing Facilities
Development of New Facilities

Offer Additional Programs






Stoughton Park Needs Survey

Your survey has been completed. Thanks for your input!
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