


Primary Research Objective

The Primary Research Objective was to develop and conduct a survey to assess 
community preferences regarding road funding options for the 
Town of Grand Chute. Achieving this objective included three major steps:

1. Generating a list of all Town roads rated three or less on the PASER rating system, 
along with estimated associated costs for improvements.

2. Creating an easily readable summary of road funding options that included how 
each option will affect tax rates at tiered home values.

3. Conducting a survey to gauge residents’ preferences regarding the listed options.
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Methodology

Online and Paper Survey

• Conducted September 8 – October 4, 2024.

• Recruitment:

• Postcards mailed to approximately 6,100 residential property owners.

• Announcements made on social media.

• In-person events held by the Town Administrator.

• Paper copies made available at the Town Hall.

• 1,286 total responses were collected. After quality checks, 975 responses 
were retained.
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Sample Characteristics
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Age %

18 – 34 4

35 – 44 12

45 – 54 13

55 – 64 21

65+ 50

Gender %

Male 62

Female 37

Non-binary / third gender <1

Prefer to self-describe 1

Race %

American Indian or 
Alaskan Native

1

Asian 2

Black or African American 1

Hispanic or Latino 1

Middle Eastern or North 
African 1

Native Hawaiian or Pacific 
Islander <1

White 93

Annual Household 
Income

%

Less than $25,000 3

$25,000 - $50,000 17

$50,001 - $100,000 38

$100,001 - $200,000 31

More than $200,000 11



Sample Characteristics
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Education %

Graduated from HS, GED 13

Some college or 
associate’s degree 28

Bachelor’s degree 36

Graduate or professional 
degree 23

Rent / Own %

Rent 2

Own 97

Both 1

Neither rent nor own 0

Length of Time Grand 
Chute Resident

%

Less than one year 2

1 – 5 years 13

6 – 10 years 19

11 or more years 65

I do not live in Grand 
Chute 1



Interpreting the Results

• Margin of Error

• Every study based on a random sample has an associated Margin of Error because a sample 
was taken rather than a survey of the entire population.

• The margin of error for this study, in which all households were invited to participate, is 
presumed to be +/- 3% at the 95% Confidence Interval. This value is roughly the same whether 
computed relative to the population of Grand Chute or the number of households within 

Grand Chute.

• If the margin of error is +/- 3% and the percent in the sample who said they Strongly Support a 
Special Assessment with a Cap is 28%, it is likely that between 25% and 31% of Grand Chute 
residents would Strongly Support the Special Assessment with a Cap.

• Percentages in some tables and graphs may not total 100% due to rounding.
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Background



Background

• Every two years, approximately 400 roads in Grand Chute are evaluated using a 

system called Pavement Surface Evaluation and Rating (PASER). Each road is given 

a rating from 1, meaning failed, to 10, meaning excellent.

• Currently, there are 60 roads in Grand Chute with a rating of 3, meaning poor, or 
lower. (The list was provided.) These roads need to be repaired. The yearly cost to 

maintain Town roads is approximately $9 million.

• The Town Administrator will pursue all external funding options, such as grants, but 

if those sources are not available, road repairs will be funded by property owners.
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Funding Options
There are few funding options available in Wisconsin. All of 

them involve property tax increases, but the timing and 
amounts vary. These options are under consideration.



Funding Options

1. Special Assessment with a Cap: With Option 1, taxes are increased for all properties, but owners on roads to be repaired pay a 
greater portion. A charge is levied against all the properties along a road. For example, if a road has 10 frontage properties of equal 
length, each owner pays 1/10th of the cost. This charge can be paid up front or over time with interest. The Town Board has 
suggested capping the charge at $5,000 for residential properties and 50% of the cost for commercial properties. The Town would 
pay for the remaining cost by issuing debt, which would be covered by increasing the tax levy. All property owners would pay relative 
to their assessed values. With this option, all necessary road repairs would be completed.

2. Tax Levy with Referendum: With Option 2, taxes are raised by a specified percentage for all properties in the community. No debt is 
issued, so there is no interest incurred. This would require a large increase in the levy and would have a significant impact on 
property taxes. Given their relative assessed value, commercial and industrial properties will pay a larger share as usual. Because of 
state law and the amount currently needed to support road restoration, a referendum would need to pass. Once enacted, the new, 
higher levy would remain in place. This means that funds would be available for future repairs. The number of roads repaired each 
year would vary based on current funds, but general maintenance would continue each year.

3. Debt Service: With Option 3, money is borrowed for major road repairs, and taxes are increased to pay off the new debt. Bonds 
would be issued about every other year and paid back over a period of ten to twenty years. As in Option 2, taxes are raised by a 
specified percentage for all properties based on their relative assessed value and commercial / industrial owners pay a larger share. 
The tax levy would be adjusted annually as needed to fund the new debt service. No referendum is required, but there are other 
limits on the amount of debt a municipality can have outstanding. For that reason, the number of roads repaired would vary from 
year to year. Careful planning would be necessary to ensure that roads are repaired when needed without steep increases in 
property taxes.
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Table comparing how each funding option 
could impact residential property owners in the 

first year of each option
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Survey Results



Support / Oppose Road Funding Options
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Support / Oppose Road Funding Options
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Rank Road Funding Options
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Rank these road funding options from 1, the option you 
support the most, to 3, the option you support least.

_____ Special Assessment with a Cap

_____ Tax Levy with Referendum

_____ Debt Service



Rank Road Funding Options
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Special Assessment 
with a Cap (n=972)

Tax Levy with 
Referendum (n=971) Debt Service (n=972)

Rank #1
     (support the most) 46%  |  n=445 15%  |  n=142 40%  |  n=386

Rank #2 22%  |  n=218 52%  |  n=510 25%  |  n=242

Rank #3
     (support the least) 32%  |  n=309 33%  |  n=319 35%  |  n=344



Rank Road Funding Options
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Summary Observations

• Special Assessment with a Cap and Debt Service received the most support of 
the three options. However, these options were also opposed by many.
• The Debt Service option received a modestly higher level of support and less strong 

opposition as compared to the Special Assessment with a Cap option.

• The Tax Levy with Referendum option received less support.
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Thank you!
Valerie Kretz, Director

Keri Pietsch, Research Coordinator

Craig Stencel, Director of Operations

100 Grant Street,  De Pere, WI 54115

920-403-2906

Valerie.Kretz@snc.edu
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