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PLAN PURPOSE
East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (ECWRPC), in partnership with municipalities 
throughout the Fox Cities, is fostering a long-term plan for a new multi-modal route to connect pedestrians 
and bicyclists to High Cliff State Park. This plan will provide guidance on the route alignment, as well as 
concept design and strategies for funding and implementation. This project has been identified as a priority 
through previous planning efforts throughout the Fox Cities. Most recently, a Fox Cities Trail Summit hosted 
on February 25, 2020, which included stakeholders from across the region, clearly identified this project as a 
priority for study. 

1
PROJECT 
CONTEXT 
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STUDY AREA
The East Central Wisconsin region offers more than 
2,000 miles of bicycle and pedestrian facilities. This 
network consists of paved shoulders, paved trails, 
shared lane markings, bike lanes, natural surface trails 
and sidewalks. The bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
is constructed and maintained by a patchwork of 
municipal and state agencies. 

The study area was developed through collaboration 
with ECWRPC staff and builds from the priorities 
identified in the 2020 Trail Summit to develop a 
connection from the Fox Cities to High Cliff State 
Park. The Loop the Little Lake Trail, with a trailhead 
at the Miron Bridge on the west end of Broad Street, 
will serve as the western terminal point of the High 
Cliff Connection corridor. The conclusion of this 
study will determine the best route and provide 
recommendations for facility types to create a 
continuous and connected path for pedestrians and 
bicyclists across an east-west corridor to connect to 
High Cliff State Park. Spur connections north to the 
Appleton/Kimberly/Combined Locks area will also be 
identified, as well as potential connections from the 
southern area of High Cliff State Park.

PARTNERS 
Representatives from the following groups 
worked together to provide guidance and 
input for this plan:

•	 City of Menasha
•	 Village of Harrison
•	 Village of Kimberly
•	 Fox Cities Greenways
•	 Fox Cities Cycling Association
•	 Friends of High Cliff State Park
•	 Calumet County
•	 Winnebago County
•	 Wisconsin DNR
•	 Community Foundation for the Fox 

Valley Region
•	 Fox Valley Thrives
•	 ESTHER
•	 Wisconsin Bike Federation
•	 Residents and local advocates in the 

study area

Existing conditions on Fire Lane 12

Trail segment at the Menasha Conservancy

Existing trailhead at the Menasha Lock and Miron Bridge
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PARTNERS 

Figure 1.1  High Cliff Connection Study Area
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Photo: www.mnprairieroots.com

Photo: www.mnprairieroots.com

HIGH CLIFF STATE 
PARK
High Cliff State Park is a 1,187-acre park, owned by the 
State of Wisconsin and managed through the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources (WiDNR). High Cliff 
State Park is adjacent to Lake Winnebago, Wisconsin’s 
largest inland lake, with access from the Village of 
Sherwood to the north, and a maintenance access from 
the Village of Harrison to the east. 

Today, the park contains a marina; historic sites; 
campgrounds; picnic areas and shelters; a beach; an 
observation tower; trails for hiking, biking, and horse 
riding; and a playground. 

With the natural surface trails at High Cliff State Park 
extending throughout the southern portion of the park, 
there is potential for a future access point from the 
south, with potential for connection to Calumet County 
Park.
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HISTORY OF HIGH CLIFF

Photo: www.wisconsinfirstnations.org

Photo: www.stateparks.com

Photo: www.travelwisconsin.com

The High Cliff Escarpment 
was designated a State 
Natural Area in 1982.

The State of Wisconsin purchased 
the land in 1956 after advocacy 
by a group of local residents. The 
leadership of that group included 
Lewis Nelson, father of David Nelson, 
the source of funding for this study. 
The area was opened up as a park by 
the State of Wisconsin in 1957.

1895-1956 a limestone quarry and kiln were 
constructed to extract lime for such uses as 
plaster and cement. Most of the workers at this 
facility were recent immigrants of Hungary. A 
small company town with 16 houses and several 
stores were also constructed and in-use during 
this time.

1,000 – 1,500 years ago a nomadic indigenous group of 
Siouan constructed effigy mounds in the area now designated 
as High Cliff State Park. Thirty of these mounds were first 
spotted at High Cliff, yet now only nine remain: four panther-
shaped mounds, two buffalo-shaped and conical mounds, and 
one linear mound. Today, the Park contains a statue of Ho-
Chunk tribe leader Red Bird to commemorate the history of 
the people of the area.
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Task 1 - Organize the Effort

Task 2 - Community 
Engagement Phase 1

Task 3 - Feasibility Analysis

Task 4 - Develop Master Plan

Task 5 - Community 
Engagement Phase 2

Task 6 - Final Document and 
Approvals

 

KEY EVENTS

Core Team Meetings (5-6)

Stakeholder Group Meetings (3)  

Listening Sessions / Pop-Up 
Events 

Community  Open House

Master Plan Presentations (6)

Project Milestones

SCHEDULE & TIMELINE

#

1

2

3

#

1

2 3

4

5

Kick-off Meeting 
and Site Tour 

Summary of Community 
Engagement Phase 1

Updated5/26/2022

High Cliff Connection Study

Summary of Community 
Engagement Phase 2 + DRAFT 
Master Plan Elements

online survey

online survey

Stakeholder Presentations 

Develop Draft 
Document

Finalize 
Document

Draft 
Options

Finalize 
Route 

Direction

Meetings with 
partner agencies/

municipalities

In-Progress 
Feasibility 

Analysis 
Feasibility 
Report

Draft 
Document

Project 
Completion
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Table 1.1  High Cliff Connection Study Schedule

PROJECT SCHEDULE
The study commenced in August of 2021 and was completed the following year. Over the course of the study, six tasks were completed. Due to the ongoing conditions of the 
COVID-19 pandemic, most meetings were held virtually. 
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INTRODUCTION
This chapter examines the community context of the project area, analyzing the demographic 
characteristics of the surrounding region as well as the existing transportation infrastructure. Paired with 
analysis of route and user information, the project team identified the most popular routes in the region 
used for recreation and tracked the modes of transportation park users currently take to High Cliff State 
Park. From this information, conclusions were drawn about bike and pedestrian travel to High Cliff as 
well as recreational user activity within the Fox Cities, and used to help inform the potential route options 
explored for subsequent phases of the High Cliff Connection study. 

The feasibility analysis was shared with ECWRPC staff, the Core Team, and the Stakeholder Group, as well 
as shared with the general public during engagement and outreach events. 

2
FEASIBILITY 
ANALYSIS
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EDUCATION, EMPLOYMENT, 
AND INCOME
Education levels and available employment have a 
strong influence on the character and make up of a 
community. The region encompasses communities with 
a higher level of education than the state’s average, 
34% of people in East Central Wisconsin have a 
bachelor’s degree or higher, versus 30% in the rest of 
the state. 

Nearly two-thirds of the population participate in 
work considered white collar, which includes office and 
administrative work and management work. Twenty-
six percent of the workforce is employed in blue collar 
positions, and 9% work in the service industry. 

The average household income for the area is $63,971, 
which is slightly above average for the State of 
Wisconsin ($61,747). The average per capita income 
is $33,890. The largest income bracket (20.5% of 
households) is between $50,000—$74,999. However, 
7,997 households (8%) live below the Poverty Level in 
the region. 

RACE AND ETHNICITY
The racial diversity index of this region is 29.50. This 
index indicates the probability that two people chosen 
at random will be from different race and ethnic 
groups. The majority of residents (89%) are white. The 
remainder of the population is Asian (4%), and Black 
(2%); 2% of the population is some other race, and 2% 
are two or more races. Nearly 6% of the population is of 
Hispanic origin. 

AGE
The median age for residents is 38.9 years. As of the 
2020 census: 

•	 22.6% of residents are under 18

•	 62% of residents are between the ages of 18 to 65

•	 14% of residents are 65 or older

HOUSING
About 69% of households are owner-occupied, 26% are 
tenant-occupied, and 5% are vacant. 

Figure 2.1  Figure 2. ACS 2021 Age 
Pyramid for the Fox Cities TMA

POPULATION CHARACTERISTICS
Data available through the US Census Bureau and the East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
(ECWRPC) provides a snapshot of the region’s demographics. The Fox Cities’ total population in 2021 was 251,755, 
with 102,501 households. The average household size for this region is 2.42 people, which is slightly above average 
for the State of Wisconsin, but lower than the US average of 2.58. 

The counties in this region combine rural areas with important urban centers that function as trade and employment 
centers. The following information represents the urbanized areas of the Fox Cities, which include the cites of 
Appleton, Neenah, Menasha, and Kaukauna; the villages of Kimberly, Combined Locks, Harrison, Fox Crossing, Little 
Chute, and Sherwood; the towns of Buchanan, Grand Chute, Greenville, Harrison, Kaukauna, Menasha, Neenah, 
Vandenbroek; and the counties of Calumet, Outagamie, and Winnebago.

DEMOGRAPHICS
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TRANSPORTATION
Understanding how people commute provides insight 
regarding potential multi-modal use in the region. As 
of the most recent American Community Survey (ACS) 
data, 85% of people reported driving alone to work or 
school, while 7% say they carpool. 

The majority of households have access to 2 or more 
vehicles; approximately 16% have access to one vehicle; 
and one percent of households have no access to a 
vehicle. 

Approximately 2% of people report walking to work, 2% 
report taking public transportation, and less than 1% 
bike to work. While these rates of active transportation 
are low, they are comparable to other similar areas. It is 
important to note that this data reflects pre-pandemic 
patterns and so may not accurately reflect current 
realities, such as potential increases in the number 
of people working from home. Approximately 38 
percent of people in the area spend an average 
of less than 15 minutes commuting to work, most 
of which are likely traveling by personal vehicle, alone. 
With the projected increase in investment in trails, 
bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, and public transit 
throughout the area, this group of people may be most 
impacted by better options for active transportation. 

At a regional scale, there are approximately 70,000 
workers who commute into the Fox Cities metro area 
daily for work, while approximately 79,000 workers work 
and live within the same area. Over 46,000 workers 
commute from the Fox Cities to outside of the metro 
region. 

HOUSEHOLDS AT-RISK
Addressing equity through planning requires 
understanding which populations are currently 
disadvantaged. Individual challenges related to 
poverty, health and education are often inter-related, 
compounding disparities over time.

Of the 100,423 households that are within the Fox Cities 
region:

•	 21% (20,897 households) have at least one 
member with a disability

•	 29% (29,235 households) receive Social Security 
Income

•	 1% (1,138 households) do not have access to a 
personal vehicle

•	 8% (7,808 households) receive food stamps/SNAP 
benefits

Figure 2.2  2021 ACS Estimates for Travel Time to Work

Figure 2.3  2019 US Census On The Map diagram showing 
in-flow and out-flow of commuters in the Fox Cities
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DATA COLLECTION TOOLS
New data sources, such as StreetLight and Strava Metro, are making it possible to better understand points of 
interest, preferred routes, travel patterns (origins-destinations), and bicycle/pedestrian demographics. These 
data sets are typically being collected through people who have opted into mobile applications that track their 
movement. A summary of the data sets used for this study are highlighted below and discussed throughout this 
section.

STRAVA METRO ANALYTICS
Pedestrian and bicycle activity in the study area is 
relatively high when reviewing Strava Metro © heat 
maps. These maps indicate routes people are choosing 
for recreation and commuting purposes. According to 
Strava Metro heat maps, the region is experiencing high 
levels of pedestrian and bicycle activity. Points of interest 
include High Cliff State Park, downtown Menasha, 
downtown Appleton and other local destinations. 
Routes that are experiencing high levels of pedestrian 
and bicycle activity include the following (See Figures 
5-8): 

•	 Loop the Little Trail, Broad Street and Plank 
Road connecting the Miron Bridge and Heckrodt 
Wetland Reserve (walking and biking).

•	 Midway Road between Appleton Road and North 
Coop Road (walking and biking) 

•	 Friendship Trail

•	 Friendship Trail and State Park Road connecting 
Menasha and High Cliff State Park

The level of pedestrian and bicycle activity along 
Midway Road/Schmidt Road, Manitowoc Road and 
State Park Road is also important to note. It assumes 
these routes are being used more heavily to access 
High Cliff State Park. For example, the most direct route 
between Menasha and High Cliff State Park is along 
Highway 114 by using the Friendship Trail. However, 
there are trail gaps (east of Fire Lane 13) that limit this 
connection to High Cliff State Park. It is assumed more 
people are choosing alternative routes (indirect routes) 
to access High Cliff State Park to avoid Highway 114, 
which has higher traffic volumes and speeds compared 
to other east-west roadways. Most people are using 
State Park Road as the primary route to enter/exit High 
Cliff State Park.

StreetLight InSight® provides metrics about 
major modes of transportation, including information 
on bicyclists and pedestrians, trip volumes, origin-
destination patterns, trip characteristics, inferred traveler 
demographics, and inferred home and work locations. 
Using the metrics generated by the StreetLight 
platform, the study team was able to measure trends in 
travel patterns and forecast community needs. 

StreetLight uses trillions of spatial data points from 
millions of devices (e.g., cell phones, connected 
cars, fleet management systems, and smartphone 
applications) to determine on-the demand trip volumes 
and trip routes. 

Strava Metro The study team was granted access to 
Strava Metro © data to analyze pedestrian and bicycle 
routes and demographics for portions of the study 
area in Winnebago & Calumet counties. Strava Metro 
is a voluntary mobile application people use to track 
their routes by foot or bike. It is important to note the 
data does not represent the entire population. The data 
is provided voluntarily by pedestrians and bicyclists 
who chose to use the application for recreational 
and community purposes. The data may represent 
people living outside the study area and should not be 
considered the only method for understanding user 
routes and behaviors. 

ROUTE & USER ANALYSIS
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STRAVA METRO DEMOGRAPHICS
Tables 1 -3 provide a basic understanding of Strava Metro users at a region-wide level. 
The majority of pedestrians and bicyclists in the area are between the ages of 20 and 
54. Data is not collected for those under the age of 13 per data privacy laws. The data 
also provides a snapshot of those traveling from outside the region to visit the area 
(See Figures 5 - 8). This finding supports general assumptions about the area’s ability 
to attract people from outside the County to explore its lively downtowns, parks (e.g., 
High Cliff State Park and Heckrodt Wetland Reserve), and robust trail network. There 
other driving factors that could contribute to the large number of visitors, such as 
college students who use the Strava Metro, but have a permanent address outside 
the area.

Strava data is provided voluntarily by users, so results tend to skew towards 
recreational users and those that are traveling longer distances for higher intensity 
exercise. This should be kept in mind while exploring the information. 

The maps shown in Figures 5 - 8 are for internal project review. Strava 
Metro does not permit the widespread sharing of map images without 
expressed permission. These maps will not be included in final documents 
or those intended to be shared with the broad public. 

Table 2.1  2021 StravaMetro data on trips and modes in the Fox Cities region
Table 2.1  2019 - 2021 StravaMetro data on age of Strava pedestrian participants in the Fox 
Cities region

Table 2.1  2019 - 2021 StravaMetro data on age of Strava bicycling participants in the Fox 
Cities region
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Figure 2.4  StravaMetro map of pedestrian trips taken in 2021

PEDESTRIAN TRIPS (INTERNAL USE ONLY)
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Figure 2.5  StravaMetro map of bicycle trips taken in 2021

BICYCLE TRIPS (INTERNAL USE ONLY)
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Figure 2.6  2021 StravaMetro map of most popular/most direct routes 
between the Miron Bridge Trailhead and High Cliff State Park

POPULAR AND DIRECT BICYCLE ROUTES (INTERNAL USE ONLY)
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Figure 2.7  StravaMetro map of most popular/most direct routes 
between Downtown Appleton and High Cliff State Park

BICYCLE TRIPS (INTERNAL USE ONLY)
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STREETLIGHT ANALYSIS
MODES
StreetLight data identifies modes of travelers based on 
patterns of travel such as speed and location within the 
roadway. Three modes of travel analyzed for this study 
are: 

•	 All Vehicles (cars, trucks, and buses)
•	 Bicyclists
•	 Pedestrians

By looking at each of these modes separately, we are 
able to understand how far and what routes people 
take to walk, bike, and drive within the study area.

ZONES
Zones are used by the Street Light Program to identify 
areas of interest. The boundaries of a zone determine 
which travelers are measured in the analysis. Some 
zones will be considered Pass Through because most 
people are moving through an area and likely not 
stopping and staying for long (like a trail segment) and 
others are Non-pass Through zones that indicate the 
place a person’s trip starts or ends. The zones used 
for this analysis were: High Cliff State Park; Heckrodt 
Wetland Reserve; the Miron Bridge Trailhead; and 
Jefferson Park.

TYPES OF ANALYSIS 
COMPLETED
A wide variety of transportation analyses is available 
to explore using StreetLight data. The project team 
decided to ask the following questions:

•	 How far are people traveling to reach High Cliff 
State Park and other destinations within the study 
area? 

•	 Which mode of travel (bike, walk, or drive) 
are people choosing to take to travel to their 
destinations within the study area? 

•	 Which modes of travel are taken within High 
Cliff State Park? What can we understand about 
recreational activities within High Cliff State Park?

•	 What demographic information can we gather to 
understand the characteristics of the people who 
are traveling to destinations within the study area? 

To best answer the questions above, the following types 
of analyses were completed for the study area: 

Zone Activity Analysis  
This type of analysis is useful for identifying who is 
coming to a zone and general information on how 
the space is being used including how long people 
spending in that zone, how far they are going within 
the zone, etc. 

Trips to or from Pre-set Geography  
This type of analysis evaluates trips to and from the 
zone of interest providing information on where visitors 
to each zone are coming from and going to.

StreetLight metrics were used in this feasibility analysis 
to better understand the ways that people are moving 
around the study area. These metrics are calculated 
using de-identified (anonymous) smartphone location 
data and other navigation devices in combination with 
several other sources including the U.S. Decennial 
Census, American Community Survey (ACS), digital 
road networks, and parcel data. The Streetlight program 
normalizes and adds context to that information to 
allow users to answer questions that relate to how 
people are moving within and through different 
geographic areas. 

TIME FRAME
The analysis took stock of activity by mode of travel for 
the entire year of 2020. While 2020 was an unusual year 
in many ways, trends in outdoor activities that the onset 
of the COVID-19 pandemic brought on have largely 
continued today.

StreetLight data can also differentiate between days of 
the week and parts of the day when travel is occurring. 
For our analysis we gathered data on the differences 
between weekdays (Monday-Friday) and weekend days 
(Saturday and Sunday), and each day was separated 
into 4–6-hour segments (Early AM, Peak AM, Mid-day, 
Peak PM, and Late PM) of activity. By differentiating 
the data in this way we can look at trends and patterns 
in the way the study area is used over the course of a 
normal week.
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STREETLIGHT RESULTS
The following pages provide a snapshot of some of the 
information gathered through StreetLight. The amount 
of information that can be explored is quite vast, and 
the project team will continue to return to this platform 
to answer questions throughout the planning process. 
The following results represent information gathered 
over the entirety of the year 2020 using StreetLight 
metrics, which track cell phone data. This information 
is not exhaustive but provides some insight regarding 
patterns of travel.  

VEHICLE TRAVEL TO HIGH CLIFF 
STATE PARK
People travel from all over the state of Wisconsin and 
beyond to visit High Cliff State Park. The Streetlight 
data shows that generally most people are entering 
the park via a vehicle (bus, car or truck), with 2,677 
vehicles counted in 2020. Approximately 55% of these 
trips originate from within the Sherwood and Harrison 
area immediately adjacent to the State Park, within 10 
miles of the park entrances. Most other trip originations 
by vehicle to High Cliff State Park are spread equally 
throughout the Fox Cities and along the east shore of 
Lake Winnebago.

Figure 2.8  StreetLight Data: Origins of Vehicles Traveling to High Cliff State Park in 2020
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BICYCLE TRAVEL TO HIGH CLIFF 
STATE PARK
All bike trips to the park are coming from the Fox 
Cities region. Of those trips, 58.4% are coming from 
the census tracts directly around the park and 39% are 
coming from the census tract immediately north of 
the park. Most bike trips (24%) taken are between 0-5 
minutes long. Bike trip frequency largely decreases as 
travel time increases until getting to the 55–60-minute 
trip mark where there is an increase. A similar trend 
occurs when considering trip length. Most trips (36%) 
are between 0-1 miles and the frequency of trips 
decreases as length of trips increase until reaching trips 
above 9 miles long. Likely, the majority of bike trips 
taken to the park are by nearby residents, but 
there are a number of cyclists traveling to the 
park as part of longer trips. 

Figure 2.9  StreetLight Data: Origins of Bicyclists Traveling to High Cliff State Park in 2020
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PEDESTRIAN TRAVEL TO HIGH CLIFF 
STATE PARK
A significant number of people walked to High Cliff 
State Park in 2020. Like the other modes discussed, 
most pedestrians are coming from the areas 
immediately adjacent to the State Park. Of pedestrian 
trips, 72% are starting from the census tract that 
surrounds the park. Surprisingly, many people 
walking to the park are spending more than 
60 minutes (15%) to arrive at their destination, 
although they are primarily only traveling up to 2 
miles. This indicates that pedestrians are walking 
for recreation, likely taking longer or more scenic 
routes to reach the State Park.

Figure 2.10  StreetLight Data: Origins of Pedestrians Traveling to High Cliff State Park in 2020
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VISITOR ACTIVITY WITHIN HIGH CLIFF 
STATE PARK
Using the StreetLight Data, we can understand 
characteristics and travel patterns for the activities that 
people are undertaking while they are visiting High Cliff 
State Park. Based on the feedback gathered through the 
Community Engagement phase, it is clear that biking 
and hiking are among the most popular activities for 
visitors within the park. 

Of the people who are cycling as an activity within High 
Cliff State Park, many actually live farther than the areas 
adjacent to the State Park. Most of these cyclists live in 
the Appleton (12%) and Menasha (8%) areas, with other 
cyclists living throughout the Fox Cities, and smaller 
percentages who live throughout the state. Because the 
home locations of these park users differ from the origin 
data collected about how people travel to the park, 
there are a few assumptions we can make:

•	 Many cyclists throughout the Fox Cities tend to 
drive to High Cliff State Park, bringing their bicycle 
to ride recreationally throughout the park. 

•	 Most (59%) cyclists within the park most are 
traveling a short distance of 0-2 miles at fairly low 
speeds (between 0-6MPH). This could indicate 
younger children, seniors, and families taking 
leisurely rides together within the park.

Zone Activity data from StreetLight shows that people 
who visit High Cliff to walk or hike are traveling from 
farther destinations, some beyond the state. The 
duration of these hikes vary, with most (18%) walking 
for more than 60 minutes. However, most walking trips 
within the park (61%) are less than one mile, which likely 
is due to people taking short trips to connect to park 
facilities while camping.  

Figure 2.11  StreetLight Data: Home Locations of Cyclists within High Cliff State Park in 2020
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION OF 
HIGH CLIFF VISITORS
StreetLight Data combines trip information with census 
data to make assumptions about the demographics of 
the travelers represented in the datasets. 

After examining the assumed demographic information 
about bicyclists traveling to and from High Cliff State 
Park, the following observations were made: 

•	 While the race and ethnicity information of 
bicyclists traveling to/from High Cliff is similar to 
the region’s demographics, the percentage of 
cyclists who are white (92%) is higher than the 
percentage of overall residents who are white 
(89%). 

•	 Household income of bicyclists traveling to/from 
High Cliff is very close to the region’s current 
demographics, with slightly more cyclists from 
incomes below $100K (78.5%) represented than 
percentage of overall residents with incomes 
below $100K (71.9%). 

•	 Information about trip purposes shows very 
few cyclists traveling throughout the study area 
for work commuting purposes. Less than 3% of 
trips taken were likely related to employment 
destinations. 

•	 While the data does not provide travelers’ ages, 
there is information assumed about family status. 
Of the cyclists traveling within the study area, 
approximately 64% are part of households that 
do not have any kids. 16% are part of households 
with young kids (6 years and younger), and 28% 
are part of households with kids between the ages 
of 6-17.

Figure X. StreetLight Data: Race and Ethnicity Data for Cyclists Traveling to/from High Cliff State Park in 2020

Figure 2.12  StreetLight Data: Income Data for Cyclists Traveling to/from High Cliff State Park in 2020
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UNDERSTANDING THE THRESHOLDS FOR USE
A Level of Stress (LTS) analysis was performed to understand the level of comfort or stress bicyclists face on the 
existing bicycle and pedestrian system in the urban (developed) area of downtown Menasha. While this analysis 
traditionally focuses on bicyclists, the outcomes are easily translatable for pedestrian experiences. Understanding 
that this part of the potential route for the High Cliff Connection would involve using existing roadway corridors 
(rather than develop facilities along new roadways or developments), this was the only area that seemed appropriate 
for a LTS analysis. 

Level of stress is influenced by the following:

•	 Traffic Volume: High volume of adjacent traffic is stressful and less desirable for bicyclists, especially when 
sharing the road with vehicles.

•	 Traffic Speed: High speed of adjacent traffic is stressful and less comfortable for bicyclists, especially when 
sharing the road with vehicles. 

•	 Separation: Adjacent vehicle traffic in close proximity is stressful and less comfortable for most bicyclists. 
Separating bicyclists from the road (e.g., off-street trails) are the most comfortable routes to experience. Off-
street trails also provide safer routes for pedestrians.

•	 Crossings: Unmarked or un-signalized intersections can be stressful and uncomfortable for both pedestrians 
and bicyclists. Crossing driveways and access roads can also be stressful for pedestrians and bicyclists. Visible 
and comfortable pedestrian and bicycle crossings require site-specific design elements. Not every crossing is 
stressful or uncomfortable. 

After completing the LTS scores for the Menasha urban area it appeared that most of the existing roadways, or 
potential routes, connecting the Little Lake trailhead and Jefferson Park had similar levels of comfort for pedestrians 
and bicyclists, with most appearing to be comfortable for folks with a wide range of abilities, ages, and perceptions 
of safety. When applying the criteria of traffic volume, speed, separation and crossings, there were very subtle 
differences in the user experience for stress or comfort. The biggest differences between the corridors appear to 
manifest in the rating of comfort for crossing intersections, and some differences in posted speed limits.  

The map on the opposite page shows inventory of intersection types, Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) and 
posted speed limits, along with existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the anticipated route area for the High Cliff 
Connection in Menasha. 

LEVEL OF STRESS / COMFORT ANALYSIS
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Figure 2.13  Inventory of Posted Speed Limits and Intersections in Menasha
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? +ISSUES

•	 Finding one single facility type along the 
full corridor is not likely.

•	 Balance of connecting to neighborhoods 
and finding a direct route seem to be at 
odds with each other.

•	 Preference for route options along more 
“public” roadways. 

•	 Additional land acquisition is likely needed 
for most routes east of Oneida Street.

•	 Need for engineering (survey) level study 
to determine best facility types.

OPPORTUNITIES

•	 Direct route options along major roadways 
seem to be preferred, prompting 
exploration of trail designs along US 
10/114 that are elevated and could provide 
a new type of trail experience. 

•	 Through engagement and interaction 
with Core Team and Stakeholder Group, 
preferences for as much separation 
between trail users and vehicles seems 
to be preferred, even if cost or impact is 
greater.  

•	 There continues to be strong support for a 
future bike and pedestrian connection.

Example image of an 
elevated boardwalk trail

Example of 
separated, multi-

use paved trail

ISSUES + OPPORTUNITIES
The following high-level issues and opportunities were identified at the conclusion of the feasibility analysis 
phase of the study and were refined later on through the route exploration phase. 
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ENGAGEMENT PHASE 1
The purpose of the first phase of community engagement was to gather information and initial ideas from 
the broad community, as well as understand specific ideas, issues, and opportunities from specific user 
groups (stakeholder groups).

In order to reach as many people as possible to inform them about the project and how to provide input, 
the outreach effort included a variety of platforms and events. A project website and social media updates 
were used to inform the public of upcoming events and project information. Pop-up events at farmers 
markets and community gatherings solicited initial feedback about the project. An online survey asked 
detailed questions about individuals’ recreation habits and an interactive map sought comments and 
recommendations on possible route options through the project area. A summary of the results of this 
feedback is outlined in the following chapter.

COMMUNITY 
ENGAGEMENT
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High Cliff Halloween Hike Pop-Up on October 23, 2021

Appleton Farmers Market Pop-Up on October 23, 2021

Neenah Farmers Market Pop-Up on October 9, 2021

POP-UP EVENTS
(3) Pop-up Events were held in the month of October, 
hosted by HKGi and ECWRPC staff. Pop-up events 
involve setting up an info booth and interacting with 
people attending a community event.

•	 10/9: Neenah Farmers Market

•	 10/23: Appleton Farmers Market

•	 10/23: High Cliff Halloween Walk

Each of the farmers market events was successful in 
providing a way to speak one-on-one with more than 
100 people at each event. In general, people were very 
excited about the project, enthusiastic about the idea of 
expansion of the trail network, and appreciative (some 
almost surprised) of the engagement effort. Many 
people talked about riding their bikes to High Cliff for 
many years and the long overdue need for this project.

The Halloween Walk at High Cliff was very heavily 
attended. However, fewer people were interested in 
speaking with us about the project (likely because the 
setting was much more social and family oriented, and 
most people were more interested in trick-or-treating). 
However, introduction and face-to-face interaction 
with members of the Friends of High Cliff State Park 
(FOHCSP) was a success.

Business cards that included project branding and 
instructions to visit the website and participate in the 
online survey tools were handed out to booth visitors, 
boosting traffic to the online suite of tools.

OUTREACH AND EVENTS
In order to reach as many people in the community as 
possible, to inform them about the project and how to 
provide input, the following actions were taken:

•	 Public Website

•	 Social Media

•	 Pop-Up Events

PROJECT WEBSITE
A project website was created to serve as a hub of 
information for the entire project. The site gives a 
description of the project, the study area, and directed 
visitors to participate in online survey tools. The project 
website will remain throughout the duration of the 
project as a means to display concepts, draft materials, 
solicit input and share about events. Currently, there is 
an interactive map (Social Pinpoint) and Community 
Survey linked from the project website. 

Project website: www.hkgi.mysocialpinpoint.com/
high-cliff-connection

SOCIAL MEDIA
Through the Stakeholder Group, the Core Group, 
and an ongoing list of community agencies and 
organizations, social media posts have shared 
information about the project launch and community 
survey tools. We have seen a boost in activity following 
municipal social media posts.

http://www.hkgi.mysocialpinpoint.com/high-cliff-connection
http://www.hkgi.mysocialpinpoint.com/high-cliff-connection
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Project website homepage from January 2022
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COMMUNITY SURVEY
SURVEY RESULTS
The following is a summary of questions asked and responses gathered through the community survey. All questions 
were optional. 

An online community survey was launched at the 
beginning of October 2021 and was open until 
December 1st, 2021. This survey contained (10) 
questions to understand ideas and sentiments 
towards the project and biking/walking in the area. 
An additional (5) questions were asked at the end of 
the survey to understand the demographics of the 
participants. The survey was designed to take 5-10 
minutes to complete.

PARTICIPATION
Over the eight weeks that the survey was open, 275 
responses were collected. The survey was advertised 
through the project website, social media accounts of 
the Core Team and Stakeholder Group contacts, and by 
word-of-mouth at the pop-up events. 

HOW OFTEN DO YOU VISIT 
HIGH CLIFF STATE PARK?

HOW DO YOU USUALLY GET TO 
HIGH CLIFF STATE PARK?

(CHOOSE ALL THAT APPLY)



91%
41%

28%

17%

24%

12%

7%

2%

8%

17%

16%

2%

4%

3%

10%

HIKING

BIKING

XC-SKIING

PICNICKING

SNOWSHOEING

FAT TIRE 
BIKING

CAMPING

SWIMMING

OTHER
HORSEBACK 

RIDING
SNOW- 

MOBILING

FISHING
HUNTING

CANOING/KAYAKING

WILDLIFE 
VIEWING

5+ TIMES PER WEEK

2-3 TIMES PER WEEK

ONCE A WEEK

ONCE A MONTH

NEVER

FOR EXERCISE

TO VISIT FRIENDS

TO GO TO A 
RESTAURANT/BAR

TO GO TO CULTURAL, 
RELIGIOUS, OR 

COMMUNITY EVENTS

TO GO TO WORK

TO CONNECT 
WITH PUBLIC 

TRANSPORTATION

FOR RECREATION

TO GO SHOPPING/ 
RUN ERRANDS

TO GO TO SCHOOL
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WHAT ARE YOUR FAVORITE ACTIVITIES AT HIGH CLIFF STATE PARK? DURING THE WARMER MONTHS OF THE YEAR, HOW OFTEN 
DO YOU WALK/BIKE FOR THE FOLLOWING REASONS?(CHOOSE ALL THAT APPLY)



40%

12%

STRONG & 
FEARLESS

ENTHUSIASTIC & 
CONFIDENT

INTERESTED BUT 
CONCERNED

NOT ABLE OR 
INTERESTED

43%

5%

PERCENTAGE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60

DESTINATIONS ARE TOO FAR

UNCOMFORTABLE WEATHER

LACK OF BIKE PARKING AT DESTINATION

TOO ICY/SNOWY IN WINTER

DON’T FEEL SAFE NEAR TRAFFIC

SIDEWALKS ARE LACKING LIGHTING

WORRIED ABOUT PERSONAL SAFETY

LACK OF SHADE OR PLACES TO SIT

LACKING THE PROPER SHOES/EQUIPMENT

LACK OF WAYFINDING/DIRECTIONAL SIGNS

DON’T FEEL SAFE CROSSING

NO TRAILS WHERE I WANT TO GO

SIDEWALKS IN POOR CONDITION

DON’T HAVE ANYONE TO WALK/BIKE WITH

TOO MUCH TO CARRY/TRANSPORT

TRAILS ARE NOT HANDICAP-ACCESSIBLE

OTHER

YES, I EXPERIENCE OTHER 
DISABILITIES NOT LISTED

NO, I DO NOT EXPERIENCE 
DISABILITIES THAT AFFECT MY 
COMFORT WITH BIKING/WALKING

YES, I AM HEARING IMPAIRED

YES, I AM SEEING IMPAIRED

YES, I USE A MOBILITY AID

OTHER
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WHAT KEEPS YOU FROM WALKING OR BIKING MORE?

HOW WOULD YOU CHARACTERIZE YOUR COMFORT WITH BIKING?

DO YOU EXPERIENCE DISABILITIES THAT AFFECT YOUR COMFORT 
WITH BIKING OR WALKING?

(CHOOSE ALL THAT APPLY)
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WHAT ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT DESTINATIONS FOR YOU TO WALK/BIKE TO?
(1 BEING THE LEAST IMPORTANT, 4 BEING THE MOST IMPORTANT)
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ABILITY TO GET TO DESTINATION AS QUICK AS POSSIBLE

FEELING SAFE & COMFORTABLE ALONG THE ROUTE

AVOIDING CROSSING MAJOR ROADWAYS AS MUCH AS POSSIBLE

INCLUSION OF PLACES TO SIT OR REST ALONG ROUTE

YEAR-ROUND TRAIL USE (PLOWED DURING WINTER)

WAYFINDING SIGNAGE & ABLE TO NAVIGATE EASILY

LIGHTING ALONG ROUTE

SAFE & COMFORTABLE CROSSINGS

ROUTE WITH SCENIC VIEWS & CONNECTIONS TO PARKS

CONNECTIONS TO OTHER TRAILS IN REGION

SEPARATION/PROTECTION BETWEEN TRAIL AND ROADWAY
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HOW IMPORTANT ARE EACH OF THE FOLLOWING TO YOU, IN THE 
CONTEXT OF A FUTURE BIKE/PEDESTRIAN CONNECTION

(1 BEING THE LEAST IMPORTANT, 4 BEING THE MOST IMPORTANT)
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“I WOULD USE THIS NEW ROUTE IF 
IT WAS SAFE AND NOT ROUTED TOO 
FAR OUT OF THE WAY.”

BADLY NEEDED. FAR TOO 
FEW GOOD PLACES TO BIKE 
THAT ARE FREE OF TRAFFIC, 
BUSY INTERSECTIONS BUT 
WITH PLEASANT SCENERY. 
EVEN BIGGER URBAN AREAS 
LIKE MINNEAPOLIS ARE 
BETTER FOR BIKING.

“I WOULD LOVE TO RIDE MY BIKE TO HIGH 
CLIFF ON A TRAIL AWAY FROM TRAFFIC.”

FANTASTIC PROJECT WOULD LOVE TO SEE TRAILS 
CONNECTING RESIDENTIAL AREAS OF HARRISON 
AND BUCHANAN CONNECTING TO HIGH CLIFF.

“THE FOX VALLEY IS A WONDERFUL BLEND OF 
CLOSE URBAN AND RURAL DESTINATIONS, A 
PLEASURE TO BE ABLE TO EXPERIENCE THIS 
WITH CYCLING.”

“WOULD LOVE TO SEE GREEN WILDLIFE 
CORRIDORS WITH TRAILS FOR RELAXING 
WALKS, WILDLIFE VIEWING, AND INCREASED 
AMOUNT OF VEGETATION/TREES.”

I WANT TO SEE TRAILS THAT CAN BE SAFELY 
NAVIGATED INDEPENDENTLY BY OLDER 
YOUTH AND ARE FRIENDLY FOR FAMILIES 
WITH CHILDREN. SHADE IS VERY IMPORTANT. 
AREAS THAT ARE PLOWED BUT NOT SALTED, 
AS THIS KEEPS ME FROM BEING ABLE TO 
WALK MY DOG DUE TO IRRITATION.

“GREAT IDEA. ONE OF THE MOST VISITED 
STATE PARKS WITH NO TRAILS CONNECTING IT 
TO ONE OF THE MOST URBAN AREAS OF THE 
STATE. WOULD ALSO BE GOOD TO CONNECT 
WITH THE CE TRAIL VIA N OR STATE PARK RD.”

“NEED TO FIND A SAFE 
WAY TO CROSS 114 AT 
STATE PARK ROAD.”

“WOULD LIKE TO SEE 
A PLAN FOR A TRAIL 
CONNECTION TO 
CALUMET COUNTY 
PARK.”

“IT WOULD BE NICE TO EVENTUALLY 
ADD A NORTH/SOUTH CONNECTOR 
TO ANY TRAIL ALONG LAKE 
WINNEBAGO, CONNECTING TO 
APPLETON AND/OR THE CE TRAIL.”

“HIGH CLIFF IS A COMMON DESTINATION 
FOR PEOPLE IN OUR COMMUNITIES. AS 
DEVELOPMENT HAS OCCURRED ON THE 
EASTERN SIDE OF THE FOX CITIES TRAFFIC HAS 
INCREASED MAKING SAFE BIKING DIFFICULT. 
A TRAIL TO HIGH CLIFF WOULD ENCOURAGE 
MORE PEOPLE TO RIDE TO THE PARK.”
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WHO PARTICIPATED?SHARE ANY THOUGHTS OR IDEAS YOU HAVE ABOUT THE PROJECT:



“WOULD BE GREAT TO BE ABLE TO 
GET FROM HIGH CLIFF TO MENASHA 
OR KIMBERLY, EXPANDING CURRENT 
TRAIL DOWN PIGEON WOULD MAKE 
SOME SENSE.”

“STRETCH ON 114 
BETWEEN CTY N 
AND STATE PARK IS 
TREACHEROUS TO 
NONVEHICLE TRAFFIC.”

“THE ROUTE THAT WILL BE MOST-USED WILL 
BE THE MOST DIRECT - WITHOUT NEED TO GO 
NORTH TO GO EAST AND THEN SOUTH. THERE IS 
RIGHT OF WAY ROOM TO PLACE AN OFF ROAD 
TRAIL ALONG 10-114. IT IS WET AND WILL NEED 
BRIDGES, ETC (MONEY CAN BE FOUND!) AND 
MAYBE DNR APPROVAL. PLEASE TRY TO WORK 
WITH THEM TO MAKE THAT HAPPEN!”

“I’D LIKE TO SEE A TRAIL ALONG 
114/10 BETWEEN ONEIDA AND 
LAKE PARK THAT COULD JOIN 
THE FRIENDSHIP TRAIL.”

“THERE NEEDS TO BE AN 
UNDERPASS TO SAFELY 
GET UNDER HWY 76.”

“WOULD LOVE TO SEE 
THE WALKING/BIKING 
PATH GO THROUGH THE 
CONSERVANCY THEN 
HEAD DOWN VETERANS 
HWY AND CONNECT UP 
TO LAKE PARK TRAIL.”

“MANITOWOC RD IS USED HEAVILY BY 
BIKERS. THERE ARE NO BIKE LANES, 
AND IT IS VERY NARROW. IT IS A NICE 
ALTERNATIVE TO THE MUCH BUSIER 114. 
ADD BIKE LANES, INCREASE ROAD WIDTH.”

34 HIGH CLIFF CONNECTION PLAN

Community Engagement

SUGGESTIONS FOR TRAIL ROUTES:
•	 Fire Lane 12

•	 Continue along State Hwy 114 (Friendship Trail 
Extension)

•	 With more roundabouts at intersections

•	 Add trail along Manitowoc Road

•	 Would need to fill open ditch for drainage

•	 Lots of interest in trails connecting between 
Menasha Conservancy to Lake Park Road area

 
CONCERNS:

•	 Lots of shared concern about biking/walking 
along HWY 114 (where there is no trail)

•	 Concern about safety along Manitowoc Road

•	 Traffic island and intersection design at Oneida 
and Plank Road

 
MANY COMMENTS/IDEAS PLACED BEYOND 
THE IMMEDIATE PROJECT AREA:

•	 Project team will consider how to best to share/
document comments for municipal bike/ped 
planning in the future.

SOCIAL PINPOINT
Social Pinpoint is an interactive mapping tool that 
allows participants to provide comments directly on 
a map, as well as view, comment, and like/dislike 
comments left by others to the site. Participants are 
encouraged to use color-coded markers to indicate 
if comments are ideas, refer to destinations, or voice 
concerns. The tool was launched alongside the 
Community Survey in late August.

PARTICIPATION
As of January 2022, the site had over 1,100 visitors and 
96 comments have been left on the map; the majority 
of which (64%) are ideas or suggestions.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
POPULAR DESTINATIONS INCLUDE:

•	 Heckrodt Wetland Reserve 

•	 Waverly Beach

•	 Menasha Conservancy

•	 Jefferson Park

•	 Calumet County Park (for single track trails)

 
OTHER NOTED DESTINATIONS:

•	 Barebones Brewery and Club Tavern (Menasha)

•	 Hidden Park (Menasha) 

•	 South side of High Cliff (entry)

•	 (Future) Arrowhead Park

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS:



“Great 
alternate route 

to High Cliff 
with views of 

the lake.”

“Add High Cliff 
Connector Route 
using E-W High 

Voltage Transmission 
Line Corridor.”“Trail could go from 

High Cliff to Heckrodt 
as an anchor and 

excellent point for 
access to the valley. So 
many points to access 

easily from here.”

“Would love to 
see a scenic trail 

through here. 
Then connect it up 
to Memorial Hwy 
to go Lake Park 

Trail.”

Along Manitowoc Road 
early morning joggers 
have no where to get 

out of the flow of traffic 
and are hard for drivers 

to see in the darker 
mornings of fall!

“State Park Road is 
used but road bikers 

all summer long. 
It’s a direct route to 
High Cliff from the 
eastern portion of 

the valley.”

“Establish a 
destination trailhead 
at Lawson Canal that 

will attract bikers, 
hikers, kayakers, 

canoers, in-line skaters 
and other outdoor 
reacreationalists.”

“The Loop the Lake connects 
to the standard bike lanes 

here. I would love to see it be 
changed to a bi-directional 
bike lane on the East side of 
the road, and the road traffic 

moved over. Eliminate the 
need to cross the road for 
bike traffic heading south 

near the factory.”
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Figure 3.1  Screen capture from 1/20/22 of the interactive Social Pinpoint map from the project’s website showing a sample of comments from the public.
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DEVELOPING A FRAMEWORK
The analysis work performed during the Feasibility Study provided a robust 
understanding of how people are currently using the existing bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure throughout the area, as well as an understanding of destinations and 
challenges to providing a multi-modal connection to High Cliff State Park.

Building off of existing and recent investments in bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure, as well as the information collected through Phase 1 of community 
engagement, a series of route options were developed. The study area has been 
broken down into 3 primary areas based on urban/rural characteristics, and also 
(approximately) in alignment with municipal boundaries:

•	 Menasha Urban Area 

•	 New Development Area

•	 Harrison / Sherwood Area

1
2
3

4
ROUTE 
EXPLORATION
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Beginning at the western route termination point of 
the Miron Bridge / the Little Lake Trailhead, a series of 
route options and recommendations are shown. Route 
segments labeled with letters (A - J) are various options 
that have been identified. Route segments labeled with 
numbers (1 - 2) are route recommendations, meaning 
that only a single route “given” has been identified 
along a trail or facility that has already been built and is 
used heavily today by bicyclists and pedestrians.

The following pages outline each area and included 
route segment options. For consistency, route options 
are generally described as traveling west-to-east.   

PURPOSE OF CREATING 
OPTIONS
After completing the analysis work and compiling 
community feedback gathered in Phase 1, it was 
apparent that a single determined route was not 
obvious. However, there were a few places that seemed 
to be givens, or very likely candidates for the future 
route. The intention of this portion of the planning 
study is to provide a framework for gathering feedback 
on the route options and recommendations from 
ECWRPC staff, the Core Team, the Stakeholder Group, 
and from the general public.

Splitting the route into options and recommendations 
within specific areas provides a structure for gathering 
useful feedback throughout the corridor in the 
next phase of the project, while providing some 
guidance regarding potential future facility types and 
implementation considerations.

ROUTE OPTION CRITERIA
A series of route criteria was developed, to serve as a tool to describe each route option and recommendation. As 
the study develops into a long-term plan for implementation, the criteria will be used to identify project priorities.

The criteria include the following:

•	 Length: Overall length of route segment.

•	 On/Off Road Experience: Ability to provide an 
off-road (separated, paved trail) facility or on-road 
(bike lane or shared lane marking) facility.

•	 Views + Experience: Ability to provide access to 
features that enhance the user experience, such as 
access to natural areas, scenic views, or trailhead 
opportunities.

•	 ROW/Land Acquisition: Ability to construct the 
route within the existing Right-of-Way, minimizing 
additional land acquisition or easements.

•	 Speed/Volume of Roadway: Ability to construct 
the route along lower volume roadways (less than 
3,000 AADT), with lower posted speeds (less than 
35mph). Conversely, the ability to align the route 
completely independent of an existing roadway 
alignment.

•	 Intersections: Ability to construct a route with 
minimal roadway intersection crossings.

•	 Environment: Ability to construct a route with 
minimal impact to adjacent environments, (such 
as wetlands) or existing tree canopy.

•	 Utilizes Existing Facilities: How well can a route 
be completed using existing (built) bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities?

•	 Cost Impacts: What will impact costs for this 
route?

•	 Community Support: Based on community 
input gathered so far, how do we anticipate public 
response to the route option?

•	 Recommended Improvements: What will 
improve the route experience or assist with 
implementation of the route option?

ROUTE OPTIONS
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Figure 4.1  Key Map for High Cliff Connection Route Options

1
2

3



40 HIGH CLIFF CONNECTION PLAN

IMPLEMENTATION

MENASHA URBAN AREA OPTIONS
The Menasha Urban Area begins at the western terminal point of the route (Miron Bridge Trailhead for the Loop the LIttle Trail) and travels to the intersection of Oneida Street 
and Plank Road. This area is primarily urban, with access to the commercial area of downtown Menasha and to the park amenities along the lakefront. A number of other trail 
corridors exist in this area, such as the Friendship Trail and the Paper Trail.

FIRST STREET
This route option travels from the Miron Bridge 
Trailhead on Broad Street for one block before turning 
north on Lock Street, then east onto First Street. The 
route option then continues along First Street to Ice 
Street, then turns south to connect with the existing 
paved trail on the west end of Jefferson Park. This route 
option is approximately 1.5 miles in length.

Some considerations for the First Street Option:

•	 Shared lane markings are currently installed 
along portions of this route; additional shared 
lane markings are proposed for this route option 
where not installed today

•	 There are existing sidewalks along the full length 
of this route option. 

•	 A number of other trails are already signed for 
this route (although there are not consistent bike/
pedestrian facilities)

•	 This route would require potential safety upgrades 
at the Tayco Street, Milwaukee Street, and Racine 
Street intersections.

BROAD STREET
This route option travels from the Miron Bridge 
Trailhead and continues along Broad Street until 
connecting with the existing paved trail on the west end 
of Jefferson Park at Green Bay Street. This route option 
is 1.4 miles in length.

Some considerations for the Broad Street Option:

•	 Shared lane markings are currently installed along 
Broad Street from the Miron Bridge Trailhead to 
Tayco Street. Bike Lanes are installed between 
Tayco Street and Milwaukee Street on Broad 
Street. There are existing sidewalks along the full 
length of the route. 

•	 Additional shared lane markings or bike lanes east 
from Milwaukee Street are proposed for the route.

•	 This route would require potential safety upgrades 
at the Tayco Street, Milwaukee Street, and Racine 
Street intersections.

•	 Improvements (to be completed in 2023) 
on Racine Street will include a median with 
pedestrian crossing refuge at the intersection with 
Broad Street.

FRIENDSHIP TRAIL 
(CONSTRUCTED)
This route segment begins on the west end of Jefferson 
Park and continues east with an existing paved trail 
along the Jefferson Park lakefront. The trail crosses 
Third Street at the Jefferson Park Apartments with a 
mid-block crossing and continues north to Plank Road. 
Here, the paved trail continues east along Plank Road, 
connecting to Heckrodt Wetland Reserve. The paved 
trail then continues farther to the east until Oneida 
Street.

Some considerations for this route recommendation: 

•	 Wayfinding and trail identity (name) will be 
important to distinguish in this segment of the 
route. This route option overlaps with the existing 
Friendship Trail.

•	 Trailhead options could exist in coordination with 
Jefferson Park and Heckrodt Wetland Reserve.

A B C
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Figure 4.2  Menasha Urban Area Route Options
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IMPLEMENTATION

Route Description Length On/Off Road Experience Views & Experience ROW/Land Acquisition Speed/Volume Intersections Environment Utilizes Existing Facilities Cost Impacts Community Support Recommended 
Improvements

Menasha 
Urban Area

Brief description of route option, 
beginning and end points

Overall length 
of route option 
(mi)

Ability to provide a separated 
trail (off-road) or on-road 
facility (bike lane or shared 
lane)

Ability to provide access to 
natural areas, scenic views, 
trailhead opportunities, or 
other features that enhance 
the user experience

Ability to construct the route 
within the existing Right-of-
Way, minimizing additional land 
acquisition or easement needed.

Ability to construct the route 
along lower volume (>3,000 
AADT) roadways with lower 
speeds (>35mph), or align route 
independent of an existing 
roadway.

Ability to construct route with 
minimal roadway intersection 
crossings

Ability to construct route with 
minimal impact to adjacent 
environments (wetlands, 
existing tree canopy, etc.)

How well can we construct this 
route utilizing existing bike/
pedestrian facilities?

What will impact costs for this 
route?

Based on community input gathered 
so far, how do we anticipate public 
response to the route?

What will improve the route 
experience with this option?

First Street

Starting at Broad St from the 
Trestle Bridge, then up Lock St 
and continuing along First St until 
turning on to Ice St to connect 
with the trail in Jefferson Park.

1.48

Roadway with some bike 
facilities for the first section, 3 
blocks of shared lane markings 
and 2 blocks of paved shoulder.

Residential streets, close 
proximity to Clinton Center 
Park and Winz Park.

Assumes a majority of the trail 
can be accommodated in the 
existing right-of-way and little or no 
easements are needed.

Speeds of 25-15 MPH along all 
sections of the roadway. This 
stretch is lower volume but does 
have a high volume crossing 
(7,100) at Tayco St, Racine St 
(8,200) and De Pere St (7,700).

(11) High number of crossings  
primarily on uncontrolled or 
stop controlled intersections but 
with one signalized intersection. 
Uncontrolled intersections are at 
the beginning of this segment in 
low volume residential areas.

No impact on adjacent 
environment, the entire 
segment runs through 
existing fully developed 
residential neighborhood.

Builds on some existing shared 
lane facilities and these could 
be extended to increase 
consistency or re striped into a 
bike lane

Dependant on extent of 
changes to roadway facilities.

Neutral; today there are a number 
of previously planned and signed 
routes along this roadway.

n/a

Broad Street

Starting at the Trestle Bridge and 
continuing straight on Broad St 
until meeting up with the trail in 
Jefferson Park.

1.38

Roadway with some bike 
facilities for the first section, 2 
blocks of shared lane markings 
and 1 block with bike lanes.

Residential Streets. Runs 
closets to areas of historic 
Downtown Menasha 
and waterfront providing 
opportunities for spurs to 
other attractions

Assumes a majority of the trail 
can be accommodated in the 
existing right-of-way and little or no 
easements are needed.

Speeds of 25-15 MPH along all 
sections of the roadway. This 
stretch is lower volume but does 
have a high volume crossing 
(7,100) at Tayco St, Racine St 
(8,200) and De Pere St (7,700).

(9) Lower number of crossings 
and all crossing are uncontrolled 
or stop controlled intersections. 
Uncontrolled intersections are 
at the beginning of this section 
on very low volume quiet 
residential streets at the end 
of the segment with the same 
conditions.

No impact on adjacent 
environment, the entire 
segment runs through 
existing fully developed 
residential neighborhood.

Builds on some existing shared 
lane and bike lane facilities, 
remainder of the street 
segments without bike lanes 
could be re stripped to make 
the route more consistent

Dependant on extent of 
changes to roadway facilities.

Some initial input in opposition to a 
Broad Street route was recorded. n/a

Friendship 
Trail 

(Constructed)

Paved trail running through 
Jefferson Park, crossing 3rd and a 
railroad before turning east and 
following Plank Rd

1.96
Separate paved trail the rest 
of the way after downtown 
stretch.

Moves through Jefferson 
Park and past Heckrodt 
Wetland Reserve which 
provide scenic views and 
amenities for trail users 
including potential as a 
trailhead.

Existing trail, no ROW or land 
acquisition needed.

Trail segment in park is separated 
from the roadway, but road 
speed through the park is low. 
However there is a high volume 
crossing at Oneida and WI 114 
with AADT of 13,000)

(4) Existing trail crossing within 
park, crossing at 3rd, railroad 
crossing, double crossing at 
Oneida and WI 114 (signalized 
with some pedestrian facilities)

Existing trail runs past some 
areas with forest cover and 
past wetland areas but since 
it is already constructed 
should not have a further 
impact on the environment 
of these spaces.

Existing trail system can be 
used for the entirety of this 
segment.

Minimal costs, already 
constructed, costs would 
be related to increasing 
signage, and potential trail 
maintenance.

Already constructed
Additional amenities/parking 
to park or preserve to increase 
trailhead potential

Table 4.1  Route Option Analysis - Menasha Urban Area

A

B

C
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Route Description Length On/Off Road Experience Views & Experience ROW/Land Acquisition Speed/Volume Intersections Environment Utilizes Existing Facilities Cost Impacts Community Support Recommended 
Improvements

Menasha 
Urban Area

Brief description of route option, 
beginning and end points

Overall length 
of route option 
(mi)

Ability to provide a separated 
trail (off-road) or on-road 
facility (bike lane or shared 
lane)

Ability to provide access to 
natural areas, scenic views, 
trailhead opportunities, or 
other features that enhance 
the user experience

Ability to construct the route 
within the existing Right-of-
Way, minimizing additional land 
acquisition or easement needed.

Ability to construct the route 
along lower volume (>3,000 
AADT) roadways with lower 
speeds (>35mph), or align route 
independent of an existing 
roadway.

Ability to construct route with 
minimal roadway intersection 
crossings

Ability to construct route with 
minimal impact to adjacent 
environments (wetlands, 
existing tree canopy, etc.)

How well can we construct this 
route utilizing existing bike/
pedestrian facilities?

What will impact costs for this 
route?

Based on community input gathered 
so far, how do we anticipate public 
response to the route?

What will improve the route 
experience with this option?

First Street

Starting at Broad St from the 
Trestle Bridge, then up Lock St 
and continuing along First St until 
turning on to Ice St to connect 
with the trail in Jefferson Park.

1.48

Roadway with some bike 
facilities for the first section, 3 
blocks of shared lane markings 
and 2 blocks of paved shoulder.

Residential streets, close 
proximity to Clinton Center 
Park and Winz Park.

Assumes a majority of the trail 
can be accommodated in the 
existing right-of-way and little or no 
easements are needed.

Speeds of 25-15 MPH along all 
sections of the roadway. This 
stretch is lower volume but does 
have a high volume crossing 
(7,100) at Tayco St, Racine St 
(8,200) and De Pere St (7,700).

(11) High number of crossings  
primarily on uncontrolled or 
stop controlled intersections but 
with one signalized intersection. 
Uncontrolled intersections are at 
the beginning of this segment in 
low volume residential areas.

No impact on adjacent 
environment, the entire 
segment runs through 
existing fully developed 
residential neighborhood.

Builds on some existing shared 
lane facilities and these could 
be extended to increase 
consistency or re striped into a 
bike lane

Dependant on extent of 
changes to roadway facilities.

Neutral; today there are a number 
of previously planned and signed 
routes along this roadway.

n/a

Broad Street

Starting at the Trestle Bridge and 
continuing straight on Broad St 
until meeting up with the trail in 
Jefferson Park.

1.38

Roadway with some bike 
facilities for the first section, 2 
blocks of shared lane markings 
and 1 block with bike lanes.

Residential Streets. Runs 
closets to areas of historic 
Downtown Menasha 
and waterfront providing 
opportunities for spurs to 
other attractions

Assumes a majority of the trail 
can be accommodated in the 
existing right-of-way and little or no 
easements are needed.

Speeds of 25-15 MPH along all 
sections of the roadway. This 
stretch is lower volume but does 
have a high volume crossing 
(7,100) at Tayco St, Racine St 
(8,200) and De Pere St (7,700).

(9) Lower number of crossings 
and all crossing are uncontrolled 
or stop controlled intersections. 
Uncontrolled intersections are 
at the beginning of this section 
on very low volume quiet 
residential streets at the end 
of the segment with the same 
conditions.

No impact on adjacent 
environment, the entire 
segment runs through 
existing fully developed 
residential neighborhood.

Builds on some existing shared 
lane and bike lane facilities, 
remainder of the street 
segments without bike lanes 
could be re stripped to make 
the route more consistent

Dependant on extent of 
changes to roadway facilities.

Some initial input in opposition to a 
Broad Street route was recorded. n/a

Friendship 
Trail 

(Constructed)

Paved trail running through 
Jefferson Park, crossing 3rd and a 
railroad before turning east and 
following Plank Rd

1.96
Separate paved trail the rest 
of the way after downtown 
stretch.

Moves through Jefferson 
Park and past Heckrodt 
Wetland Reserve which 
provide scenic views and 
amenities for trail users 
including potential as a 
trailhead.

Existing trail, no ROW or land 
acquisition needed.

Trail segment in park is separated 
from the roadway, but road 
speed through the park is low. 
However there is a high volume 
crossing at Oneida and WI 114 
with AADT of 13,000)

(4) Existing trail crossing within 
park, crossing at 3rd, railroad 
crossing, double crossing at 
Oneida and WI 114 (signalized 
with some pedestrian facilities)

Existing trail runs past some 
areas with forest cover and 
past wetland areas but since 
it is already constructed 
should not have a further 
impact on the environment 
of these spaces.

Existing trail system can be 
used for the entirety of this 
segment.

Minimal costs, already 
constructed, costs would 
be related to increasing 
signage, and potential trail 
maintenance.

Already constructed
Additional amenities/parking 
to park or preserve to increase 
trailhead potential
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IMPLEMENTATION

NEW DEVELOPMENT AREA OPTIONS
The New Development Area begins at the intersection of Oneida Street and Plank Road and will connect trail users from this point to the intersection of Lake Park Road and 
Highway 114. Currently, this area is undergoing a significant amount of new residential development. Trails have been constructed as part of the development at Lake Park Road 
and Highway 114, but there are currently no continuous connections for pedestrians and bicyclists east-to-west through the area. 

TRAIL THROUGH NEW RESIDENTIAL
From Oneida Street, an existing paved trail continues for 0.1 miles east and then turns north. The existing trail then 
switches to a boardwalk segment (independent of the roadway), with natural views of the surrounding wetlands 
and investment in pedestrian-scaled lighting. The boardwalk ends at Nature’s Way at the northwest corner of the 
Menasha Conservancy. This route option then travels east along Nature’s Way to connect to an existing paved 
trail. Here the option proposes construction of paved trail, potentially ahead of new development, that follows the 
existing contours of the site, connecting to Woodland Hills Drive. From here, a proposed paved trail will continue 
through the recently constructed residential neighborhood along Kernan Avenue to Gosling Way, then travel 
through the 3rd Addition and Woodland Lakes Cottages development, connecting to the existing paved trail at 
Snowberry Way and traveling along the frontage road of Hwy 114 to the intersection of Lake Park Road.  
 
Some considerations for this option:

•	 This area has some significant topographical and wetland challenges. Trail routes should be constructed with 
less than 5% slopes to maintain accessibility and comfort for trail users. 

•	 Portions of the proposed route have been previously coordinated between the City of Menasha and site 
developers. This route will require continued coordination, and possibly joint maintenance agreements. 

•	 The proposed trail route crosses a privately owned property within the Village of Harrison. This segment will 
likely require either land acquisition for the trail corridor or a special easement to construct. The path as shown 
follows the existing contours of the land; further study into this particular route is needed if this option moves 
forward during the master planning stage, as well as dedicated coordination with the property owner. 

•	 Open, natural or scenic views or observation areas could be designed along with the trail corridor. 

•	 A separated trail will potential require crossing up to 40 existing driveways.

PLANK ROAD TO MANITOWOC 
ROAD TO LAKE PARK ROAD
This route option travels north along Oneida Street 
(proposes converting existing sidewalk to a shared use 
trail). At Manitowoc Road, the route would connect with 
the existing trail to head northeast, and continue east 
along Manitowoc Road where it splits with Plank Road. 
This route option proposes new on-street bike lanes or 
widened paved shoulders to accommodate bicyclists 
and pedestrians to Lake Park Road. At Lake Park Road, 
the route turns south to continue to Highway 114 along 
the existing paved trail along the west side of the road.

Some considerations for this option:

•	 This route takes advantage of a number of 
existing built paved trail segments.

•	 This route requires crossing twice at Manitowoc 
Road, which has a moderately high AADT (5,000) 
and currently there is no signal or stop control 
at either location. Potential RRFB or HAWK signal 
could be considered at these locations.

•	 Construction of new on-street facilities along 
Manitowoc Road will be challenging with existing 
rural section and landscaping. The current 
roadway width is narrow, and would require 
widening of the roadway (within the 80-ft ROW) 
to accommodate new bike/ped facilities.
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Di�cult intersection 
for pedestrians and 
bicyclists Over the course of this study, a trail 

along US10/114 was discussed. It was 
not posed as an option during this 
phase of the planning process, but 
was later revisited as a viable option.

Di�cult intersection 
for pedestrians and 
bicyclists

Existing sidewalk 
proposed to be 
widened for trail

Existing 
Trail

Existing 
Paved Trail

AADT: 
13,300

Proposed as an on-street 
bike lane or paved shoulder. 
Will require widening of 
roadway (within the 
existing 80’ ROW). 

This route will 
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crossing here 
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Figure 4.3  New Development Area Route Options
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Route Description Length On/Off Road Experience Views & Experience ROW/Land Acquisition Speed/Volume Intersections Environment Utilizes Existing Facilities Cost Impacts Community Support Recommended 
Improvements

New 
Development 

Area

Brief description of route 
option, beginning and end 
points

Overall length 
of route 
option (mi)

Ability to provide a 
separated trail (off-road) or 
on-road facility (bike lane or 
shared lane)

Ability to provide 
access to natural areas, 
scenic views, trailhead 
opportunities, or other 
features that enhance the 
user experience

Ability to construct the route 
within the existing Right-of-
Way, minimizing additional land 
acquisition or easement needed.

Ability to construct the route 
along lower volume (>3,000 
AADT) roadways with lower 
speeds (>35mph), or align 
route independent of an 
existing roadway.

Ability to construct route 
with minimal roadway 
intersection crossings

Ability to construct route 
with minimal impact to 
adjacent environments 
(wetlands, existing tree 
canopy, etc.)

How well can we construct 
this route utilizing existing 
bike/pedestrian facilities?

What will impact costs for 
this route?

Based on community input 
gathered so far, how do we 
anticipate public response to the 
route?

What will improve the 
route experience with this 
option?

Trail Through 
New 

Development

Trail from Oneida (HWY 10) 
east, boardwalk north on 
Province Terrace Trail to Nature’s 
Way. From Nature’s Way, 
route continues east through 
Menasha Conservancy, follows 
grade to Woodland Hills Drive, 
Gosling Way, to frontage road, 
terminating at Lake Park Road / 
Hwy 114.

2.81

The majority of this route 
would be constructed as a 
separated trail, with a few 
segments independent of 
roadway.

Potential trailhead at 
Nature’s Way, scenic/natural 
views through Conservancy 
Area and will take advantage 
of unique boardwalk, well-lit 
path and natural area. Will 
connect new and existing 
neighborhoods.

Majority to be constructed with 
new development. Approx. (20) 
residential properties will be 
crossed. Private landowner east 
of Woodland Lakes Cottages will 
require significant negotiation to 
provide connection.

Low volume/low speed 
residential roadways or trail to 
be independent of roadway.

Intersection at Oneida/Hwy 
10 is difficult; users cross high 
volume roadway 3x with a 
slight ‘jog’. Visibility to drivers 
is questionable. Low-volume 
stop-controlled or roundabout 
intersections within residential 
area. Crossing of US 10/114 at 
Lake Park Road is a major barrier.

Route through undeveloped 
areas will require 
consideration of existing 
grades to maintain slopes for 
ADA accessibility.

Builds from existing trail 
through Menasha Conservancy 
and frontage Road in Lake Park 
neighborhood. Segment along 
Natures Way could be a pilot 
or demonstration project for 
a road diet to accommodate 
continuous paved trail.

Majority of costs for capital 
project will be responsibility 
of developer. Segment east 
of Menasha Conservancy 
and east of Woodland Lakes 
Cottages will likely require 
municipal funds to complete.

Based on input gathered so far, 
we believe this route option will 
be well-received, some potential 
push back by existing residents, 
but overall support for connecting 
trail within neighborhoods. Faster 
bicyclists may opt for a route that is 
more direct to maintain speed.

Road diet or protected 
on-street facility on Natures 
Way, wayfinding through 
neighborhood.

Manitowoc 
Road to Lake 

Park Road

Starting up along Oneida Road, 
turning onto Manitowoc Rd and 
continuing to Lake Park Road, 
south to Hwy 114.

3.47

Separated trail on  west portion 
of Manitowoc Road. 1.6mi 
stretch of Manitowoc Road will 
be difficult in some sections to 
build separated trail. Existing 
separated trail on Lake Park 
Road.

Less opportunity, although 
some potential views from 
Manitowoc Road.

Approx. (40) private properties 
will be crossed, with a variety of 
Menasha and Harrison residents. 
Narrow roadway on Manitowoc 
Road with rural/ditch cross 
section (will require covering 
ditch to either expand roadway or 
provide separated trail), significant 
disturbance of existing landscape 
screening.

35mph on Manitowoc Road. 
AADT between 2,700 - 5,000; 
however narrow roadway poses 
a barrier.

Will require crossing Manitowoc 
Road twice (at Province Terrace 
and at Plank Road) to utilize 
existing trail on north side of 
Manitowoc Road. Moderate 
number of driveways will need 
to be crossed to accommodate 
route.

Significant disturbance of 
existing drainage way, tree 
cover and landscape to 
construct a trail or widen 
roadway for on-street facility.

Existing 0.3 mi trail on north 
side of Manitowoc Road, 0.9mi 
trail on Lake Park Road.

Significant costs to construct 
trail or widen Manitowoc 
Road to accommodate route.

While many people currently use 
Manitowoc Road for biking, it has 
been identified as a dangerous 
roadway (narrow, high speeds). The 
directness of this route may appeal 
to some confident bicyclists, but 
likely will have significant opposition 
from affected property owners.

Crosswalk improvements 
at Plank Road. Wayfinding, 
crosswalk improvements 
to neighborhood north 
of Manitowoc Road (will 
also require crosswalk 
improvements).

D

E

Table 4.2 Route Option Analysis - New Development Area
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Route Description Length On/Off Road Experience Views & Experience ROW/Land Acquisition Speed/Volume Intersections Environment Utilizes Existing Facilities Cost Impacts Community Support Recommended 
Improvements

New 
Development 

Area

Brief description of route 
option, beginning and end 
points

Overall length 
of route 
option (mi)

Ability to provide a 
separated trail (off-road) or 
on-road facility (bike lane or 
shared lane)

Ability to provide 
access to natural areas, 
scenic views, trailhead 
opportunities, or other 
features that enhance the 
user experience

Ability to construct the route 
within the existing Right-of-
Way, minimizing additional land 
acquisition or easement needed.

Ability to construct the route 
along lower volume (>3,000 
AADT) roadways with lower 
speeds (>35mph), or align 
route independent of an 
existing roadway.

Ability to construct route 
with minimal roadway 
intersection crossings

Ability to construct route 
with minimal impact to 
adjacent environments 
(wetlands, existing tree 
canopy, etc.)

How well can we construct 
this route utilizing existing 
bike/pedestrian facilities?

What will impact costs for 
this route?

Based on community input 
gathered so far, how do we 
anticipate public response to the 
route?

What will improve the 
route experience with this 
option?

Trail Through 
New 

Development

Trail from Oneida (HWY 10) 
east, boardwalk north on 
Province Terrace Trail to Nature’s 
Way. From Nature’s Way, 
route continues east through 
Menasha Conservancy, follows 
grade to Woodland Hills Drive, 
Gosling Way, to frontage road, 
terminating at Lake Park Road / 
Hwy 114.

2.81

The majority of this route 
would be constructed as a 
separated trail, with a few 
segments independent of 
roadway.

Potential trailhead at 
Nature’s Way, scenic/natural 
views through Conservancy 
Area and will take advantage 
of unique boardwalk, well-lit 
path and natural area. Will 
connect new and existing 
neighborhoods.

Majority to be constructed with 
new development. Approx. (20) 
residential properties will be 
crossed. Private landowner east 
of Woodland Lakes Cottages will 
require significant negotiation to 
provide connection.

Low volume/low speed 
residential roadways or trail to 
be independent of roadway.

Intersection at Oneida/Hwy 
10 is difficult; users cross high 
volume roadway 3x with a 
slight ‘jog’. Visibility to drivers 
is questionable. Low-volume 
stop-controlled or roundabout 
intersections within residential 
area. Crossing of US 10/114 at 
Lake Park Road is a major barrier.

Route through undeveloped 
areas will require 
consideration of existing 
grades to maintain slopes for 
ADA accessibility.

Builds from existing trail 
through Menasha Conservancy 
and frontage Road in Lake Park 
neighborhood. Segment along 
Natures Way could be a pilot 
or demonstration project for 
a road diet to accommodate 
continuous paved trail.

Majority of costs for capital 
project will be responsibility 
of developer. Segment east 
of Menasha Conservancy 
and east of Woodland Lakes 
Cottages will likely require 
municipal funds to complete.

Based on input gathered so far, 
we believe this route option will 
be well-received, some potential 
push back by existing residents, 
but overall support for connecting 
trail within neighborhoods. Faster 
bicyclists may opt for a route that is 
more direct to maintain speed.

Road diet or protected 
on-street facility on Natures 
Way, wayfinding through 
neighborhood.

Manitowoc 
Road to Lake 

Park Road

Starting up along Oneida Road, 
turning onto Manitowoc Rd and 
continuing to Lake Park Road, 
south to Hwy 114.

3.47

Separated trail on  west portion 
of Manitowoc Road. 1.6mi 
stretch of Manitowoc Road will 
be difficult in some sections to 
build separated trail. Existing 
separated trail on Lake Park 
Road.

Less opportunity, although 
some potential views from 
Manitowoc Road.

Approx. (40) private properties 
will be crossed, with a variety of 
Menasha and Harrison residents. 
Narrow roadway on Manitowoc 
Road with rural/ditch cross 
section (will require covering 
ditch to either expand roadway or 
provide separated trail), significant 
disturbance of existing landscape 
screening.

35mph on Manitowoc Road. 
AADT between 2,700 - 5,000; 
however narrow roadway poses 
a barrier.

Will require crossing Manitowoc 
Road twice (at Province Terrace 
and at Plank Road) to utilize 
existing trail on north side of 
Manitowoc Road. Moderate 
number of driveways will need 
to be crossed to accommodate 
route.

Significant disturbance of 
existing drainage way, tree 
cover and landscape to 
construct a trail or widen 
roadway for on-street facility.

Existing 0.3 mi trail on north 
side of Manitowoc Road, 0.9mi 
trail on Lake Park Road.

Significant costs to construct 
trail or widen Manitowoc 
Road to accommodate route.

While many people currently use 
Manitowoc Road for biking, it has 
been identified as a dangerous 
roadway (narrow, high speeds). The 
directness of this route may appeal 
to some confident bicyclists, but 
likely will have significant opposition 
from affected property owners.

Crosswalk improvements 
at Plank Road. Wayfinding, 
crosswalk improvements 
to neighborhood north 
of Manitowoc Road (will 
also require crosswalk 
improvements).
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FRIENDSHIP TRAIL
The Friendship Trail is a recreational trail that exists 
today in two sections: a 14-mile western segment 
connecting the Wiouwash Trail to Harrison, and a 4.4-
mile eastern segment connecting Forest Junction to 
Brillion. Along the south frontage road of Highway 114, 
there is a segment built of the Friendship Trail between 
Oneida Street (US 10) and Fire Lane 12. Here, trail 
consists of striped bike lanes and a separated paved 
trail for a short segment west of Fire Lane 12. The trail 
is maintained by the Village of Harrison. This route 
segment is 2.2 miles in length.

Some considerations for this route recommendation: 
•	 The pedestrian experience along this segment 

could be improved with landscaping or screening 
from vehicles to further separate trail users from 
fast moving vehicles. 

•	 Tree canopy or shaded areas could also provide 
amenity for trail users. 

•	 Wayfinding is important in this area, especially 
with the overlap of state trails. 

•	 The condition of existing striping and roadway 
condition along the Highway 114 frontage road is 
in need of maintenance.

HIGHWAY 114 
This route option begins at the termination of the 
Friendship Trail at Fire Lane 12 and continues east 
along Highway 114 to Pigeon Road with a proposed 
paved trail. At Pigeon Road, the route turns south with 
another segment of proposed paved trail, meeting 
with the existing trail on the west side of Pigeon Road. 
The route option continues south to State Park Road, 
following the existing trail around the Butterfly Pond 
and terminating at the main entry to High Cliff State 
Park. This route segment is 3.7 miles in length.

Some considerations for this route option: 

•	 This route option is perhaps the most direct 
route in the area to connect between the existing 
Friendship Trail and the entryway to High Cliff 
State Park.

•	 The trail experience along Highway 114 is not 
favorable for pedestrians and does not provide 
for many options for trail amenities, or scenic 
views.

•	 The proposed route will require an additional 
railroad crossing.

•	 The proposed trail route will require potential 
safety upgrades for crossing of Fire Lane 12, Fire 
Lane 13, and State Park Road.

RAILROAD ALIGNMENT
This route option begins at the termination of the 
Friendship Trail and turns south onto Fire Lane 12. After 
crossing the railroad, the route turns southeast to follow 
along the railroad corridor with a proposed paved trail. 
At Pigeon Road the route turns south to meet with the 
existing paved trail along the west side of Pigeon Road. 
The route option then continues south to State Park 
Road, following the existing trail around the Butterfly 
Pond and terminating at the main entry to High Cliff 
State Park. This route segment is 3.8 miles in length.

Some considerations for this route option:

•	 The railroad corridor is narrow and it is unlikely 
that a trail can be constructed within the existing 
ROW of 14’. The route option will require 
additional land easement or acquisition.

•	 In 2017, there were approximately two trains 
per day traveling at 35 mph. At this speed and 
frequency, a trail along the corridor is potentially 
feasible (further study is needed to verify this).

•	 A similar option was explored for the Friendship 
Trail corridor, as a boardwalk section along the rail 
line, but was not chosen due to high costs.

•	 Condition and species of the existing tree canopy 
will need to be considered with this route to avoid 
unnecessary removals.

HARRISON + SHERWOOD AREA OPTIONS
The Harrison + Sherwood Area route options begin at Lake Park Road and Highway 114 and continue to the main entrance of High Cliff State Park. This area is primarily rural in 
character, with single family residential lots along the shore of Lake Winnebago. The residential properties along the lake are accessed through fire lanes; the fire lanes do not all 
connect with each other (likely due to a number of ravines that drain to the lake). This area provides a number of pristine views of the lake and of the escarpment at High Cliff. 
Suburban land use patterns with single family properties are found in the Sherwood area surrounding High Cliff State Park.

F G H
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Figure 4.4  Harrison + Sherwood Area Route Options
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OFF-ROAD ALIGNMENT
This route option begins at the termination of the 
Friendship Trail and turns south onto Fire Lane 12. A 
paved trail is proposed along Fire Lane 12 for 0.5 miles, 
then would turn east to travel along the edge tree line 
of larger tract properties. At Fire Lane 13, the proposed 
paved trail jogs south then east again, traveling along 
the edge tree line of larger tract properties for 0.5 miles. 
The route option then continues south on State Park 
Road, turning east to connect to Pigeon Road, following 
the existing trail around the Butterfly Pond and 
terminating at the main entry to High Cliff State Park.

Some considerations for this route option:

•	 This option is shown as a conceptual 
alignment, in order to gather feedback on 
the idea of constructing a route through 
larger properties to create a trail that is 
more separated from vehicle traffic. The 
actual alignment will require significant 
coordination and collaboration with land 
owners in this area. If the idea of an off-road 
alignment moves forward for the long-term 
plan, robust engagement will be needed 
with property owners.

•	 Wayfinding will be especially important with this 
route option.

•	 Condition and species of the existing tree canopy 
will need to be considered with this route to avoid 
unnecessary removals.

FIRE LANE 12 TO 
STATE PARK ROAD
This route option begins at the termination of the 
Friendship Trail and turns south onto Fire Lane 12. The 
option proposes a paved trail along Fire Lane 12, with 
a short segment of on-road facility along the bridge at 
the curve in the roadway. There appears to be enough 
ROW to explore a paved trail along the north side 
of Fire Lane 12. At Fire Lane 13, the route turns north 
and then crosses east into an area of flatter terrain 
to continue east at the boundary of larger property 
lines. A short boardwalk segment is likely necessary 
in this area, to cross a small drainage stream. At State 
Park Road, the route continues alongside the roadway, 
following through the residential neighborhood. At 
Pigeon Road, the trail turns south to connect to the 
existing trail connection on the east side of the Butterfly 
Pond and enter High Cliff State Park.

Some considerations for this route option: 

•	 Route will require collaboration with 
property owners along the entirety of the 
route.

•	 This option is shown as a combination of off- and 
on-road facilities; further exploration of this option 
could result in change of facility type as shown.

•	 This option would allow pedestrians and bicyclists 
to bypass the main (vehicle) entrance to High Cliff 
State Park.

I J
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Mid-block crossing of existing trail on Pigeon Road

A view of Firelane 12

Existing rail corridor as option 
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Route Description Length On/Off Road Experience Views & Experience ROW/Land Acquisition Speed/Volume Intersections Environment Utilizes Existing Facilities Cost Impacts Community Support
Recommended 
Improvements

Harrison + 
Sherwood 

Section

Brief description of route option, 
beginning and end points

Overall length 
of route 
option (mi)

Ability to provide a 
separated trail (off-road) or 
on-road facility (bike lane or 
shared lane)

Ability to provide 
access to natural areas, 
scenic views, trailhead 
opportunities, or other 
features that enhance the 
user experience

Ability to construct the route 
within the existing Right-of-
Way, minimizing additional land 
acquisition or easement needed.

Ability to construct 
the route along lower 
volume (>3,000 AADT) 
roadways with lower 
speeds (>35mph), or 
align route independent 
of an existing roadway.

Ability to construct route 
with minimal roadway 
intersection crossings

Ability to construct route 
with minimal impact to 
adjacent environments 
(wetlands, existing tree 
canopy, etc.)

How well can we construct 
this route utilizing existing 
bike/pedestrian facilities?

What will impact costs for 
this route?

Based on community input 
gathered so far, how do we 
anticipate public response to the 
route?

What will improve the 
route experience with this 
option?

ROUTE F: 
Friendship Trail 
(Constructed)

Paved shoulder with marked bike 
lanes from Lake Park Road to just east 
of North Shore Road. From here to 
Fire Lane 12, existing separated paved 
trail. 

2.20 Existing There is possibility within 
the ROW

Existing facility; no additional ROW 
needed.

Existing along lower 
volume roadway with low 
speeds. 

(13) existing minor crossings Existing (n/a) Existing Minimal cost (existing) 
Existing trail segment is used today; 
further use is anticipated with 
longer extensions on either side. 

Shade trees or landscape 
features, refreshed markings 
with pavement improvements.

OPTION G: 
Highway 114

Starting at end of Friendship Trail at 
Fire Lane 12 and continuing east along 
Highway 114 to Pigeon Road, turning 
south and continuing to existing trail 
at Butterfly Pond and enters High Cliff 
State Park.

3.66

An off-road trail separated 
from the highway would be 
preferred for user safety, 
however depending on 
ROW and land acquisition/
easements, a paved shoulder 
may need to be considered

Views are primarily oriented 
towards Highway 114 Trail construction would require 

further coordination with WisDOT to 
construct within public ROW

Potential exposure to high 
volumes of traffic along 
Highway 114 (11,000 AADT) 
and speeds (55 mph)

Approx. 5 intersections, 9 
driveways, and 1 railroad 
crossing

Few (if any) tree canopy or 
wetland impact anticipated. 
VERIFY DITCH SECTION

Route option utilizes existing 
trail on Pigeon Road and at 
Butterfly Pond.

High costs for stormwater, 
additional land acquisition, 
utility coordination.

There might be less desire for a 
route along a busy highway, but 
appreciation for the directness 
of the route and how it avoids 
residential areas

Crossing improvements at 
Fire Lane 12, Fire Lane 13, and 
State Park Road. Wayfinding 
and trailhead at High Cliff 
State Park entry.

OPTION H: 
Railroad 

Alignment

Starting at end of Friendship Trail, 
turning south onto Fire Lane 12, 
continuing to railroad tracks, turning 
east, following railroad tracks to 
Pigeon Road, turning south and 
continuing to existing trail at Butterfly 
Pond and enters High Cliff State Park.

3.56

This route option runs adjacent 
to an existing rail corridor and 
would be a separated, off-road 
trail

Views are primarily oriented 
along the rail line with views 
of natural features

Potential impact to ~10 parcels and 
rail road

Potential exposure to local 
traffic along Fire Lane 12, 
Pigeon Road, and exposure 
to rail traffic

(~2 trains a day at 35 mph 
- 2017)

Approx. 4 intersections,  3 
driveways and 1 railroad crossing

Potential impact to ~1.5 miles 
of existing tree cover will 
likely need to be removed 
along south side of railroad.

Route option utilizes existing 
trail on Pigeon Road and at 
Butterfly Pond.

High costs potentially for 
stormwater management, 
additional land acquisition, 
coordination with rail corridor. 

Possible opposition from residents/
adjacent property owners, 
but desire for an off-road trail 
experience

Land easement or acquisition 
adjacent to rail corridor, 
crossing improvements over 
train tracks at Fire Lane 12. 
Wayfinding and trail amenities, 
trailhead at High Cliff State 
Park entry.

OPTION I: New 
East/West 

Route

Starting at end of Friendship Trail, 
turning south onto Fire Lane 12. 
Turns south at Fire Lane 13, then east, 
continuing off-road along private 
properties to State Park Road, turning 
onto Pigeon Road. Trail follows 
existing trail at Butterfly Pond and 
enters High Cliff State Park.

3.95
This route option runs between 
private properties and would 
be a separated, off-road trail

Views are primarily tied 
to natural landscapes and 
open spaces

Potential impact to large tracts 
of farmland and ~30 parcels, 
depending on the placement of the 
option

Potential exposure to local 
traffic along Fire Lane 12 
and Pigeon Road

Approx. 3 intersections, 8 
driveways and 1 railroad crossing

Potential impact to 
woodlands (~0.25 miles) and 
~0.50 miles of tree line

Route option utilizes existing 
trail on Pigeon Road and at 
Butterfly Pond.

Potential high costs for 
land acquisition, boardwalk 
segments in low lying areas.

Possible opposition from residents/
adjacent property owners, 
but desire for an off-road trail 
experience

Land easement/acquisition 
and cooperation from 
adjacent land owners, crossing 
improvements over train 
tracks. Wayfinding and trail 
amenities, trailhead at High 
Cliff State Park entry.

OPTION J: Fire 
Lane 12 - State 

Park Road

Starting at end of Friendship Trail, 
turning south onto Fire Lane 12, to 
Fire Lane 13, and continuing to State 
Park Road. The trail ends on the east 
side of the Butterfly Pond and enters 
High Cliff State Park.

3.98

This route would most likely 
take the form of an on-road 
facility - an off-road trail might 
be difficult along this route 
with the narrow ROW and tight 
bends in the road

Views are primarily oriented 
towards residential homes, 
woodlands and the lake

Potential impact to 60 to 90 parcels, 
depending on the placement of the 
option and the existing road right-
of-way

Potential exposure to local 
traffic along Fire Lane 12 
and State Park Road

Approx. 3 intersections, 55 
driveways and 1 railroad crossing

Moderate impact, 
depending on whether trail 
is constructed as on- or 
off-road facility. Ditch section 
along Fire Lane 12 may 
dictate whether separated 
trail is feasible.

Route option utilizes existing 
trail at Butterfly Pond.

Potential high costs for land 
acquisition, pedestrian ramps 
at driveways, stormwater 
management. 

Possible opposition from residents/
adjacent property owners, 
but desire for an off-road trail 
experience

Cooperation from adjacent 
land owners, crossing 
improvements over train 
tracks. Section of boardwalk 
trail over drainage ditch. 
Wayfinding and trail amenities 
(where space allows), trailhead 
at High Cliff State Park entry.

Table 4.3 Route Option Analysis - Harrison + Sherwood Area

F
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Route Description Length On/Off Road Experience Views & Experience ROW/Land Acquisition Speed/Volume Intersections Environment Utilizes Existing Facilities Cost Impacts Community Support
Recommended 
Improvements

Harrison + 
Sherwood 

Section

Brief description of route option, 
beginning and end points

Overall length 
of route 
option (mi)

Ability to provide a 
separated trail (off-road) or 
on-road facility (bike lane or 
shared lane)

Ability to provide 
access to natural areas, 
scenic views, trailhead 
opportunities, or other 
features that enhance the 
user experience

Ability to construct the route 
within the existing Right-of-
Way, minimizing additional land 
acquisition or easement needed.

Ability to construct 
the route along lower 
volume (>3,000 AADT) 
roadways with lower 
speeds (>35mph), or 
align route independent 
of an existing roadway.

Ability to construct route 
with minimal roadway 
intersection crossings

Ability to construct route 
with minimal impact to 
adjacent environments 
(wetlands, existing tree 
canopy, etc.)

How well can we construct 
this route utilizing existing 
bike/pedestrian facilities?

What will impact costs for 
this route?

Based on community input 
gathered so far, how do we 
anticipate public response to the 
route?

What will improve the 
route experience with this 
option?

ROUTE F: 
Friendship Trail 
(Constructed)

Paved shoulder with marked bike 
lanes from Lake Park Road to just east 
of North Shore Road. From here to 
Fire Lane 12, existing separated paved 
trail. 

2.20 Existing There is possibility within 
the ROW

Existing facility; no additional ROW 
needed.

Existing along lower 
volume roadway with low 
speeds. 

(13) existing minor crossings Existing (n/a) Existing Minimal cost (existing) 
Existing trail segment is used today; 
further use is anticipated with 
longer extensions on either side. 

Shade trees or landscape 
features, refreshed markings 
with pavement improvements.

OPTION G: 
Highway 114

Starting at end of Friendship Trail at 
Fire Lane 12 and continuing east along 
Highway 114 to Pigeon Road, turning 
south and continuing to existing trail 
at Butterfly Pond and enters High Cliff 
State Park.

3.66

An off-road trail separated 
from the highway would be 
preferred for user safety, 
however depending on 
ROW and land acquisition/
easements, a paved shoulder 
may need to be considered

Views are primarily oriented 
towards Highway 114 Trail construction would require 

further coordination with WisDOT to 
construct within public ROW

Potential exposure to high 
volumes of traffic along 
Highway 114 (11,000 AADT) 
and speeds (55 mph)

Approx. 5 intersections, 9 
driveways, and 1 railroad 
crossing

Few (if any) tree canopy or 
wetland impact anticipated. 
VERIFY DITCH SECTION

Route option utilizes existing 
trail on Pigeon Road and at 
Butterfly Pond.

High costs for stormwater, 
additional land acquisition, 
utility coordination.

There might be less desire for a 
route along a busy highway, but 
appreciation for the directness 
of the route and how it avoids 
residential areas

Crossing improvements at 
Fire Lane 12, Fire Lane 13, and 
State Park Road. Wayfinding 
and trailhead at High Cliff 
State Park entry.

OPTION H: 
Railroad 

Alignment

Starting at end of Friendship Trail, 
turning south onto Fire Lane 12, 
continuing to railroad tracks, turning 
east, following railroad tracks to 
Pigeon Road, turning south and 
continuing to existing trail at Butterfly 
Pond and enters High Cliff State Park.

3.56

This route option runs adjacent 
to an existing rail corridor and 
would be a separated, off-road 
trail

Views are primarily oriented 
along the rail line with views 
of natural features

Potential impact to ~10 parcels and 
rail road

Potential exposure to local 
traffic along Fire Lane 12, 
Pigeon Road, and exposure 
to rail traffic

(~2 trains a day at 35 mph 
- 2017)

Approx. 4 intersections,  3 
driveways and 1 railroad crossing

Potential impact to ~1.5 miles 
of existing tree cover will 
likely need to be removed 
along south side of railroad.

Route option utilizes existing 
trail on Pigeon Road and at 
Butterfly Pond.

High costs potentially for 
stormwater management, 
additional land acquisition, 
coordination with rail corridor. 

Possible opposition from residents/
adjacent property owners, 
but desire for an off-road trail 
experience

Land easement or acquisition 
adjacent to rail corridor, 
crossing improvements over 
train tracks at Fire Lane 12. 
Wayfinding and trail amenities, 
trailhead at High Cliff State 
Park entry.

OPTION I: New 
East/West 

Route

Starting at end of Friendship Trail, 
turning south onto Fire Lane 12. 
Turns south at Fire Lane 13, then east, 
continuing off-road along private 
properties to State Park Road, turning 
onto Pigeon Road. Trail follows 
existing trail at Butterfly Pond and 
enters High Cliff State Park.

3.95
This route option runs between 
private properties and would 
be a separated, off-road trail

Views are primarily tied 
to natural landscapes and 
open spaces

Potential impact to large tracts 
of farmland and ~30 parcels, 
depending on the placement of the 
option

Potential exposure to local 
traffic along Fire Lane 12 
and Pigeon Road

Approx. 3 intersections, 8 
driveways and 1 railroad crossing

Potential impact to 
woodlands (~0.25 miles) and 
~0.50 miles of tree line

Route option utilizes existing 
trail on Pigeon Road and at 
Butterfly Pond.

Potential high costs for 
land acquisition, boardwalk 
segments in low lying areas.

Possible opposition from residents/
adjacent property owners, 
but desire for an off-road trail 
experience

Land easement/acquisition 
and cooperation from 
adjacent land owners, crossing 
improvements over train 
tracks. Wayfinding and trail 
amenities, trailhead at High 
Cliff State Park entry.

OPTION J: Fire 
Lane 12 - State 

Park Road

Starting at end of Friendship Trail, 
turning south onto Fire Lane 12, to 
Fire Lane 13, and continuing to State 
Park Road. The trail ends on the east 
side of the Butterfly Pond and enters 
High Cliff State Park.

3.98

This route would most likely 
take the form of an on-road 
facility - an off-road trail might 
be difficult along this route 
with the narrow ROW and tight 
bends in the road

Views are primarily oriented 
towards residential homes, 
woodlands and the lake

Potential impact to 60 to 90 parcels, 
depending on the placement of the 
option and the existing road right-
of-way

Potential exposure to local 
traffic along Fire Lane 12 
and State Park Road

Approx. 3 intersections, 55 
driveways and 1 railroad crossing

Moderate impact, 
depending on whether trail 
is constructed as on- or 
off-road facility. Ditch section 
along Fire Lane 12 may 
dictate whether separated 
trail is feasible.

Route option utilizes existing 
trail at Butterfly Pond.

Potential high costs for land 
acquisition, pedestrian ramps 
at driveways, stormwater 
management. 

Possible opposition from residents/
adjacent property owners, 
but desire for an off-road trail 
experience

Cooperation from adjacent 
land owners, crossing 
improvements over train 
tracks. Section of boardwalk 
trail over drainage ditch. 
Wayfinding and trail amenities 
(where space allows), trailhead 
at High Cliff State Park entry.
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LETTERS TO RESIDENTS
Prior to the announcement of the Phase 2 engagement 
opportunities, letters were sent to residents and 
property owners that owned property immediately 
adjacent to the proposed route options. There were XX 
letters sent to 365 property owners in early April 2022.

The letters included background information about the 
project and informed residents that a proposed trail 
route was being explored near their property. Residents 
were encouraged to get involved and provide feedback, 
and information was included about the upcoming 
opportunities for engagement as well as contact 
information for project staff.

IN-PERSON OPEN HOUSE
A community open house was hosted at Menasha City 
Hall on Wednesday, April 20, 2022 from 4-6pm. (12) 
presentation boards were set up around the room with 
information about project background and context, 
possible route options, trail facility types, trailhead 
amenities, and intersection improvements. Project 
and City staff were available to answer questions and 
participate in discussions with community members. 
Feedback captured on comment cards as well as on 
sticky notes directly on the presentation boards.

VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
A virtual open house was hosted f on Wednesday, 
April 27, 2022 from 4-6pm using the Zoom platform. It 
included a presentation to review the meeting materials 
and route options, the same information that was 
presented during the in-person open house. After a 
brief question period as a large group, guests could 
then join break-out rooms for small group discussions 
about each of the study areas and share feedback 

The purpose of the second phase of community 
engagement was to present project background and 
context, and gather feedback on possible route options, 
trail facility types, trailhead amenities, and intersection 
improvements for the High Cliff Connection. Responses 
were collected through both in-person and virtual 
platforms, including:

•	 Ongoing: Project Website

•	 April 20, 2022: In-Person Open House

•	 April 27, 2022: Virtual Open House

•	 March-July 2022: Social Pinpoint (Interactive Map 
Platform)

OUTREACH & 
COMMUNICATION
PROJECT WEBSITE
The website has been regularly updated throughout 
the course of the project to share information about the 
project, schedule, upcoming and recent engagement 
events, and links to active online engagement 
opportunities.

The website also includes information about the project 
area and context, links to summaries of previous 
engagement, and a list of project partners.

Project website: www.hkgi.mysocialpinpoint.com/
high-cliff-connection

about the possible route options. The Mural platform 
was used to display presentation materials and capture 
comments digitally.

SOCIAL PINPOINT MAP
A second interactive map was launched on the Social 
Pinpoint platform in April 2022 and was open for 
comment for two months. The Social Pinpoint page 
presented the same information that was presented 
during the two open houses through a number of 
sidebar tabs containing background and context 
information. Community members could explore 
an interactive map that displayed the possible route 
options and leave comments directly on the map, and 
review comments left by other community members. 
There were also 5 short surveys asking participants to 
share their preferences on route options, facility types, 
trailhead amenities, and intersection improvements.

OTHER FEEDBACK RECEIVED
All project communications to the public, as well as 
the project website, encouraged community members 
to contact the ECWRPC directly if they had further 
comments or questions. During the course of Phase 
2 of community engagement, project staff at the 
ECWRPC received a number of phone calls, emails, and 
letters from the public regarding questions, comments, 
and concerns about the project. Each comment was 
responded to individually by project staff.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT PHASE 2

http://www.hkgi.mysocialpinpoint.com/high-cliff-connection
http://www.hkgi.mysocialpinpoint.com/high-cliff-connection


55Route Exploration

Project website homepage from May 2022.

Community discussion 
at the open house.

Photo Credit: Dave Horst
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IN-PERSON OPEN HOUSE
MENASHA URBAN AREA COMMENTS:

•	 Participants liked the Route Option B along Broad 
Street.

•	 Suggestion to follow rail corridor from Jefferson 
Park to Pigeon Road.

NEW DEVELOPMENT AREA 
COMMENTS:

•	 Participants that preferred Route D said that it was 
more direct and a better route for pedestrians, 
and that Route E jogs too far north and presents 
less-favorable conditions (narrow road, exposed 
to strong wind coming off the lake).

•	 Participants that preferred Route E suggested 
that many cyclists already use Manitowoc Road, it 
was accessible to more adjacent residents, and it 
connected to an existing trail on Lake Park Road.

•	 Many comments stated that Manitowoc Road 
is dangerous for bicyclists and pedestrians 
and needs improvements, like a path or paved 
shoulder.

•	 Some participants suggested both Routes D and 
E because they each offer unique experiences and 
conditions that would benefit different users and 
communities.

•	 There were concerns from residents about 
possible impacts from trail alignment on 
properties/yards and increased traffic in a quiet 
neighborhood.

HARRISON + SHERWOOD AREA 
COMMENTS:

•	 Participants that preferred Route Option G feel 
that it would be an efficient route that would 
disturb the fewest number of property owners.

•	 Some community members were concerned with 
Route Option G’s proximity to the busy highway, 
and that a separated trail could be challenging 
with the narrow Right of Way containing obstacles 
like power poles and stormwater ditches.

•	 Several comments stated support for a Route 
Option on Pigeon Road that could utilize an 
existing path.

•	 There was some support for a Route Option on 
State Park Road, but also some concern about 
privacy for adjacent residents.

•	 Participants that preferred Route Options H and 
I thought those routes were more scenic and 
desirable for trail users, and support the ‘rails to 
trails’ aspect of Route Option H.

•	 A few participants expressed concern about the 
natural gas utility terminal at Fire Lane 12 and the 
railroad.

•	 There were several comments concerned 
about Route Option J; the road is narrow with 
bridges/blind corners, maintaining privacy for 
adjacent residents, and the route would require 
collaboration from a lot of property owners.

PARTICIPATION
The open house was well-attended by the community. 
There were 68 attendees that signed in on the event 
sign-in sheet, plus a handful of participants that may 
not have signed in. There were 15 comment cards 
handed in or collected at the end of the event.

In general, attendees showed enthusiasm about the 
project, and reiterated the need for safe biking and 
walking paths to connect the area. There were also 
several groups of residents that attended to provide 
feedback on the proposed route options. In particular, 
some concerns were expressed about the proposed 
routes in the New Development and Harrison + 
Sherwood Areas. There was good discussion between 
the community and project staff during the event, which 
resulted in a possible third route option along Highway 
114 in the New Development Area.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
GENERAL THEMES:

•	 Safety - Many participants expressed a need 
in the community a safe and direct bike and 
pedestrian route, especially along busy roads, to 
make trails more family-friendly and accessible to 
more users.

•	 Increased Traffic in Neighborhoods - There 
was concern among property owners about 
a potential trail increasing traffic through 
neighborhoods.

•	 Protecting Privacy - Also concern among 
residents about maintaining privacy on their 
properties with a potential adjacent trail, and 
concern about possible mistreatment of property 
by trail users.

WHAT WE HEARD:
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Photos from the Open House event Presentation boards with comments
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VIRTUAL OPEN HOUSE
•	 Interesting Routes - Participants expressed a 

desire for routes that will be interesting for users 
and provide an enjoyable trail experience.

MENASHA URBAN AREA COMMENTS:
•	 [no questions or comments on this area]

NEW DEVELOPMENT AREA 
COMMENTS:

•	 Many residents voiced concern about Route 
Option D and routing the trail through the 
neighborhoods, but some residents did consider 
a bike lane as a facility here rather than a paved 
trail.

•	 Concerns were expressed about potential conflict 
between trail users and residents backing in 
and out if the trail were to cross over private 
driveways.

•	 For Route Option E, participants commented that 
Manitowoc road is narrow and would need to 
widen to accommodate trail facilities.

•	 There were suggestions to bring Route Option 
E through the existing trail in the Menasha 
Conservancy to connect to Manitowoc Road, 
rather than up Oneida Street.

•	 There was a suggestion to create a route that 
blended Route Options D and E, that begins with 
the west portion of Route D, then heads north at 
Kernan Ave to connect to Manitowoc Road and 
follow Route E for the remainder of the study 
area.

•	 Participants expressed support for an additional 
route option along Highway 114 between Oneida 
Street and Lake Park Road - this route would 
have to navigate adjacent wetlands but residents 
appreciated the direct route this provided.

HARRISON + SHERWOOD AREA 
COMMENTS:

•	 Participants suggested aligning the trail on the 
north side of the rail corridor if Route Option H 
were to be explored further.

•	 Some participants expressed support for Routes H 
and I over the other options as they would disturb 
less property owners.

•	 Participants expressed a desire for any route in 
this study area to connect to Pigeon Road rather 
than State Park Road.

•	 There was concern about trail user safety with a 
natural gas terminal on Fire Lane 12 at the railroad 
crossing.

•	 Many residents expressed concern with Route 
Option Route J, stating that the Fire Lanes in this 
area are quite narrow with private driveways and 
blind corners and could be dangerous for trail 
users.

•	 Residents also expressed concerns about 
maintaining privacy with an adjacent trail for 
Route Option J.

•	 Some participants expressed that Route Option G 
along Highway 114 is less desirable for trail users 
and would require a separated trail for safety.

A virtual open house was hosted on Wednesday, April 
27, 2022 from 4-6pm. Feedback captured digitally 
on the Mural platform that was used to display the 
presentation boards.

PARTICIPATION
The virtual open house had over 20 attendees that 
actively participated in both the large-group question 
period and the small-group discussions for each of the 
project study areas.

Attendees were excited about the project and came to 
the event with lots of ideas to share. People want a trail 
route that will be safe, scenic, and interesting for users. 
Participants also wanted to see a trail that is family-
friendly and appealing to new trail users. Adjacent 
residents and property owners that attended shared 
some concerns they had about potential route options 
but open to other routes or proposed new ideas.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
GENERAL THEMES:

•	 New Route Ideas - Conversations with 
participants sparked ideas for new routes or 
route segments, including a route option along 
Highway 114, redirecting a route north up Kernan 
Avenue to connect with Manitowoc Road, and 
suggestions that a route travel through the 
Menasha Conservancy to Manitowoc Road for a 
more scenic option.

•	 Safety - Participants expressed concerns about 
potential conflict between trail users and residents 
backing out of driveways, safety for trail users on 
routes that travel along narrow roads, and safety 
for trail users on routes along Highway 114.

WHAT WE HEARD:
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Figure 4.5  Comments captured about the Menasha Urban Area route options on the Mural Board from the Virtual Open House
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Figure 4.6  Comments captured about the New Development Area route options on the Mural Board from the Virtual Open House
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Figure 4.7  Comments captured about the Harrison + Sherwood Area route options on the Mural Board from the Virtual Open House
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SOCIAL PINPOINT MAP
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
GENERAL THEMES:

•	 Safety - Participants expressed concern for safety 
of both trail users and private property.

•	 Minimally Disruptive - Many comments shared 
an interest in trail options that are less disruptive 
to property owners.

•	 Utilizing Existing Trails - There was a desire 
expressed for route to follow existing trail 
infrastructure as much as possible.

•	 Direct Routes - Many participants shared an 
interest in the trail routes to follow most direct 
route.

•	 Scenic Routes - There was an equal amount of 
interest in more scenic trail options, even if less 
direct.

MENASHA URBAN AREA COMMENTS:
•	 Route Option A is more direct

•	 Roadwork on Broad Street may disrupt certain 
crossings, so Route Option B on First Street is better

NEW DEVELOPMENT AREA 
COMMENTS:

•	 Route D offers a quieter alternative to a busy 
roadway and would be appealing to trail users of 
all ages and abilities

•	 Route D would have too great of an impact on 
residents and private property

•	 Route E is too far north and out of the way

•	 Route E is already popular bike route, add trail to 
make it safer

•	 Consider a route on Highway 114, it would be 
more direct and connect existing open space and 
trails

HARRISON + SHERWOOD AREA 
COMMENTS:

•	 Route G is more direct route, better lit, and has 
better visibility of the trail

•	 Route G is less appealing and too close to busy 
road

•	 Routes H and I are more scenic and it would be 
more pleasant to be off the road

•	 Routes H and I would impact private property

•	 Route J would provide scenic lake views and offer 
a connection between neighborhoods

•	 Route J is a narrow roadway with blind curves and 
would cause disruption to property owners

For the second phase of community engagement, a 
second Social Pinpoint map was created to gather 
input. In this phase of engagement, participants were 
encouraged to review the map and provide feedback 
on the draft route options. There were also 5 short 
surveys asking participants to share their preferences 
on route options, facility types, trailhead amenities, and 
intersection improvements. The tool was launched in 
March 2022 to collect feedback from the community, in 
addition to the in-person and virtual open houses.

PARTICIPATION
As of May 2022, the site had over 1,000 unique visitors, 
224 comments from 124 unique users, and 51 survey 
responses. The comments were categorized as “I Like 
This” (42.9% of the comments captured), “I Have an 
Idea” (14.7%), or “I Have a Concern” (42.4%).

The process generated mixed sentiment from 
participants, although the vast majority expressed 
support for the project and the desire for a trail. 
Opinions were quite varied between the different route 
options, and the survey results showed almost an even 
split between route preferences for both the New 
Development and Harrison + Sherwood study areas.

WHAT WE HEARD:
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Figure 4.8  Screen capture from 5/13/22 of the interactive Social Pinpoint map from the project’s website showing a sample of comments from the public
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SOCIAL PINPOINT SURVEYSWHAT WE HEARD:
•	 Shared Use Path or Paved Trail: At a minimum, A shared use path (or 

paved trail) is a two-way facility physically separated from motor vehicle 
traffic and used by bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized users. 
Shared use paths can provide a low-stress experience for a variety of users 
using the network for transportation or recreation.

•	 Bicycle Lane: On-street bike lanes designate an exclusive space for 
bicyclists through the use of pavement markings and signs. The bike lane 
is located directly adjacent to motor vehicle travel lanes and is used in the 
same direction as motor vehicle traffic. Bike lanes are typically on the right 
side of the street, between the adjacent travel lane and curb, road edge or 
parking lane.

•	 Shared Lane Markings: Shared lane markings (or “sharrows”) are 
pavement markings that indicate shared bicycle and motor vehicle travel 
lanes. The markers are two chevrons, positioned above a bicycle symbol, 
alert motorists that bicycles may use that shared space. In general, this 
is a design solution that should only be used in locations with low traffic 
speeds and volumes as part of a signed route, bicycle boulevard, or as a 
temporary solution on constrained, higher-traffic streets until additional 
right of way can be acquired.

•	 Paved Shoulder: Paved shoulders on the edge of roadways can be 
enhanced to serve as a functional space for bicyclists and pedestrians 
to travel in the absence of other facilities with more separation. A rural 
paved shoulder or a paved shoulder is a way to accommodate bicyclists 
alongside travel lanes. Paved shoulder width varies according to the 
adjacent travel lane width, and whether or not a rumble strip is present. 
Unlike bike lanes, paved shoulders are not travel lanes, so they may 
be utilized to temporarily store disabled vehicles and parking, unless 
otherwise prohibited.

•	 Boardwalk Trail: In some areas where the route is near wetland areas, a 
boardwalk trail will be explored to reduce the impact of trail construction 
on water and wildlife habitats. A boardwalk is a raised path on piers that 
is made of wood, a recycled plastic wood-like material, or metal. The 
boardwalk can also have a curb and/or railings for safety. They are designed 
to be ADA-compliant and can accommodate bicyclers as well as walkers.

As part of the Social Pinpoint map, there were also short surveys asking participants 
to share their preferences on route options, facility types, and trailhead amenities. The 
surveys received 51 responses.

BICYCLE & PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES
The following glossary of terms and images were included in the survey to describe 
different bicycle and pedestrian facilities options for the High Cliff Connection route. 
(This information is from the ECWRPC’s 2022 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Design Guidelines 
document.)
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SURVEY QUESTIONS AND RESULTS

ROUTE PREFERENCE

ROUTE PREFERENCE

ROUTE PREFERENCE

In this area, which route 
option do you prefer?

Which of the following trailhead locations do you 
prefer?

TRAILHEAD AMENITY PREFERENCE

FACILITY TYPE PREFERENCE

FACILITY TYPE PREFERENCE

FACILITY TYPE PREFERENCE

TRAILHEAD LOCATION PREFERENCE
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Which bike/pedestrian 
facility type do you prefer 
in this area?

Of the following route amenities, which would you like 
to see along the High Cliff Connection or at trailheads?
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OTHER FEEDBACK 
RECEIVED
During the course of Phase 2 of community 
engagement, project staff at the ECWRPC received a 
number of phone calls, emails, and a letter along with 
a neighborhood petition signed by residents in the 
Harrison and Sherwood study area.

SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK
•	 Concerns were expressed by adjacent residents 

and property owners about route options 
through more residential areas (particularly Route 
Options D and J). Residents are concerned about 
disruptions to their properties as well as fear of 
increased crime or vandalism from trail users.

•	 Residents of the Harrison and Sherwood study 
area signed a letter and petition to submit 
concerns about Route Option J and express their 
opposition to this route option.

•	 Community members encouraged the project 
team to consider incorporating existing trail 
facilities into the recommended route as much as 
possible.

•	 There was a desire from community members 
in support of the project for the trail to be 
completed in the near future.

PHASE 2 
CONCLUSIONS
The community has been actively engaged throughout 
the project, and shared good feedback with project staff 
during the second phase of engagement. This feedback 
will influence the final High Cliff Connection route and 
recommendations within proceeding chapters of this 
document.

TAKE-AWAYS AND IDEAS
•	 Add a route option along Highway 114 between 

Oneida Street and Lake Park Road.

•	 Major concerns from residents regarding Route 
Options D and J, consider removing from any 
possible route recommendations.

•	 Additional concern from property owners 
adjacent to Route Options H and I. 
Consider removing from any possible route 
recommendations and explore volunteer land 
acquisition and incentive programs for willing 
participants.
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