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Minutes 
BROWN COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
Wednesday, January 4, 2017 

Green Bay Metro Transportation Center 
901 University Avenue, Commission Room 

Green Bay, WI  54302 
6:30 p.m. 

ROLL CALL: 
 
Paul Blindauer X  Mark Handeland X  Debbie Schumacher  Exc 

James Botz X  Matthew Harris X  Ray Tauscher X 

Brian Brock X  Frederick Heitl Exc  Jason Ward X 

William Clancy X  Phil Hilgenberg Exc  Dave Wiese Exc 

Norbert Dantinne, Jr. X  Kathleen Janssen X  Reed Woodward X 

Bernie Erickson X  Dotty Juengst X  City of Green Bay (Vacant) 

Kim Flom  X  Patty Kiewiz Exc  City of Green Bay (Vacant) 

Steve Gander X  Michael Malcheski X  Br. Co. Board – DePere (Vacant) 

Adam Gauthier X  Gary Pahl X   

Steve Grenier X  Terry Schaeuble  Exc  Burt McIntyre (alternate) X 

 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Chuck Lamine, Cole Runge, Dan Teaters, Devin Yoder and Kathy Meyer 
 
1. Approval of the minutes of the December 7, 2016 regular meeting of the Brown County 

Planning Commission Board of Directors.  
 
A motion was made by G. Pahl and seconded by A. Gauthier to approve the minutes of the 
December 7, 2016, regular meeting of the Brown County Planning Commission Board of 
Directors.  Motion carried. 

 
2. Receive and place on file the draft minutes of the December 5, 2016 meeting of the Brown 

County Transportation Coordinating Committee.  
 

A motion was made by B. Erickson and seconded by G. Pahl to receive and place on file the 
draft minutes of the December 5, 2016 meeting of the Brown County Transportation 
Coordinating Committee.  Motion carried. 
 

3. Public Hearing:  Public Hearing regarding the Draft 2016 Brown County Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan Update. 

 
D. Teaters opened the public hearing.   
 
D. Teaters stated that nobody had signed the public hearing speaker registration form 
before the meeting began.  D. Teaters then asked three times if anyone wished to speak.  
Hearing no comment, D. Teaters closed the public hearing.  
 

4. Discussion and action regarding the Draft 2016 Brown County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan 
Update. 
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D. Teaters presented the Draft 2016 Brown County Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update via 
PowerPoint. 
 

I. Plan Purpose 
- 1994 plan set the foundation 
- build upon its successes 

II. Public Participation  
- Informational map 
- Survey 

o 22 questions focused on bicycling and walking 
o 367 survey participants 

- Interactive map 
- Public information meeting was held on December 14, 2016 
- Public hearing tonight 

 
D Teaters reviewed the 5 “E’s” 

1. Evaluation 
2. Engineering 
3. Enforcement 
4. Education 
5. Encouragement 

 
D. Teaters stated that all recommendations considered were addressed by reviewing the 
public comments that were provided through our public input process.  For the urban 
recommendations, there was a real focus on connecting existing facilities. D. Teaters 
explained that one of the main goals was to try to connect people and facilities to regional 
trails and trying to connect people to schools and parks and trying to make bicycle facilities 
more visible.  For the rural recommendations, there was a focus on connecting our satellite 
communities.   
 
Pedestrian gap analysis – all the recommendations considered the public comments that 
staff received through the public input process, the analysis was focused on our functionally 
classified roadways.   
 
D. Teaters stated staff updated the list of available funding sources and provided a summary 
of all recommendations and summarized them towards the end of the plan.  D. Teaters 
stated staff also provided an implementation chapter, steps on how to implement the plan 
over the next five years.   

 
Discussion occurred on the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. 
 
Question asked by B. Clancy: Do you see in the next five years the amount of increase that 
there has been in the last five years of bicycle use? D. Teaters stated that bicycling goes 
through fluctuations and D. Teaters stated he felt that there was opportunity within the 
bicycling industry and the bicycling industry is expanding, offering more different types of 
opportunities and while we may not see a huge increase of people riding on the streets, 
there may be an increase in people looking for off-road recreation opportunities, an example 
“fat bikes”. The Brown County Reforestation Camp is partnering with local bicycle shops to 
rent fat bikes.  
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Question asked by G. Pahl: Bump outs (referring to Hwy 96 in Greenleaf) – makes bikes 
come out in front of vehicles, isn’t that a safety hazard?  D. Teaters stated that the bump 
outs should be designed so that they only come out as far as where the parking should go 
and there should be enough room within that lane to continue with the bicycle lane.   
 
Question asked by G. Pahl: Are there any opportunities to put together a course for bicycling 
safety teaching, such as a uniform document for trainers to have as a guideline?  D. Teaters 
stated that the plan offers some different ideas for bicycle education; and noted that there 
are league certified instructors of Brown County that are certified by the League of American 
Bicyclists to teach bicyclist safety.  
 
G. Pahl stated he would like to see reflective clothing be mandated for walkers or bicyclists. 
D. Teaters noted that within the bicyclist community, reflective clothing is highly encouraged 
and clothing manufacturers are coming out with reflective gear.  B. McIntyre stated that 
mandating reflective clothing for runners who run in the street was attempted, but it couldn’t 
be done. Public education should be a priority.  
 
Question posed about licensing by B. McIntyre.  D. Teaters noted that there is nothing in the 
plan update concerning licensing.  D. Teaters explained that if a bicyclist is over the age of 
16 and has a driver’s license, and involved in a traffic violation, because by state law, 
bicycles are a vehicle, the bicyclist can be pulled over and cited and lose points. B. McIntyre 
noted that one community that he is aware of, as bicyclists went through a standardized 
training program, they received stickers to put on their bicycles, this just identified that they 
had training. 
 
S. Grenier noted that he has some questions, comments and concerns that need 
clarification and asked if the expectation was that this document be adopted tonight.  S. 
Grenier expressed concern that a lot of the information contained in the document could be 
in direct conflict with what the City of Green Bay has and noted that he would not be in a 
position to approve the document as written tonight.   
 
Discussion then occurred on whether or not the Board wanted to adopt the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan Update tonight or defer adoption.   
 
Clarification and discussion occurred on what is being proposed – what you’re proposing is 
not mandating municipalities’ specific requirements or actions you’re talking about a county 
plan that would be making recommendations to municipalities.  D. Teaters explained that 
while there are specific recommendations in the document the rural recommendations are 
mainly focused on the county highway system and many of the urbanized area 
recommendations are recommendations for areas that have gaps where we’re trying to fill a 
gap in a network. 
 
C. Runge noted that the public outreach that occurred at the beginning of the process, D. 
Teaters and K. Vang met with representatives in most of the communities in the area to get 
their thoughts and input and make sure that what we’re recommending in the plan is 
consistent with what their municipalities are recommending in their own plans.  So between 
the communities’ comprehensive plans, the stand-alone bicycle and pedestrian plans, and 
meetings with community staff, C. Runge explained that BCPC staff thought it understood 
what communities wanted to see in the Brown County plan.  However, BCPC staff can 
consider additional comments and questions, and if you wanted to do that as a Board, staff 
can bring the plan back at the next meeting for adoption.   
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Question asked by B. McIntyre if staff has any written comments, recommendations from 
any municipalities.  D. Teaters stated that toward the end of the process, an email was sent 
out to all the municipalities to give them an opportunity to provide comments, and staff did 
meet with Dave Wiese and Geoff Farr and went through the pedestrian network gap 
analysis as well as long term vision of bicycle facilities in Howard.   
 
S. Grenier asked D. Teaters who staff met with as he was not aware that anyone from the 
City of Green Bay Public Works was involved in the meetings.  S. Grenier stated that if staff 
met with any of the city’s planning staff that’s not necessarily reflecting the views of public 
works staff.  There are certain social, political and economic realities that are not addressed 
in the plan, and if we’re putting out a plan that has rules and recommendations that are 
unattainable, then the plan has some flaws in it and we would be better served taking care 
of those upfront so we have an implementable plan and those realities need to be 
addressed, not necessarily resolved, at least identified and addressed within the plan, and if 
you’re dealing strictly with the city’s planning department and not the city’s public works 
department then you’ve not completed the loop.  You need to have the input from the city’s 
public works department.  
 
C. Lamine asked D. Teaters who staff met with.  D. Teaters indicated that Green Bay City 
Traffic Engineer Dave Hansen (from the city’s public works department), Green Bay’s new 
Planner II, and a couple of others from the Green Bay Community Development Department 
were at the meeting.  C. Lamine requested clarification that Dave Hansen represented the 
Traffic Division of Green Bay Public Works.  
 
K. Flom commended D. Teaters on the public outreach side, namely, the interactive map 
and survey and noted that the City of De Pere will look at this as a model to use for its 
planning efforts.  K. Flom also noted that the City of De Pere did not have any issues with 
the Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan Update. K. Flom stated she is supportive of deferring 
adoption of the plan to make sure that all issues are addressed.  
 
Question was asked if subcommittees reviewed the plan.  C. Runge stated that the 
Transportation Subcommittee members were provided with a copy of the draft plan for 
review and comment.   
 
Question was asked if there was any need to include bicycle expansion statistics or 
demographics or census of bicycle use or sales numbers.  D. Teaters explained that this 
information can be hard to collect, and in some instances, you need to pay to get this 
information.   
 
Question was asked if bicycle organizations were a part of the study.  D. Teaters indicated 
that yes, that each of the bicycle shops as well as bicycling groups were included on the 
email lists for the public input process.  
 
B. Erickson clarified that the document is a “living document”, not carved in stone – a guide, 
and suggestions and changes can be made.  The document is not binding.  B. Erickson 
acknowledged that each member was given this document at least three months ago for 
review.  
 
M. Harris noted that this is a guide for ideas and recommendations to consider.  
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C. Lamine recognized and expressed appreciation to Dan for all of his work and amount of 
outreach done on the bicycle and pedestrian plan. C. Lamine indicated that staff is happy to 
have it adopted tonight, but are also comfortable holding off approval of the plan to address 
all issues and comments.  C. Lamine did emphasize that he is aware of all the meetings that 
staff attended and talking with the communities and staff put in hours and hours of work.  C. 
Lamine also expressed that staff was not interested in only one group’s opinion; there was 
participation from the public.   
 
B. Erickson asked if we hold off approval for a month, will it be ready to approve in February 
or will we need to put if off again?  B. Erickson stated he can make a motion right now to 
approve, contingent upon some input and changes from City of Green Bay Public Works.  C. 
Runge stated that staff would be comfortable going forward with approval of the document 
tonight, but if there are significant comments that we need to address between now and next 
meeting, we can do that before adoption.  C. Runge asked if there are any comments or 
significant modifications that would need to occur before adopting at this point.   
 
S. Grenier noted that there were several significant modifications; one in particular – 
advocacy of road hazard identification program and the liability impacts to local 
municipalities.  The City of Green Bay used to have a proactive sidewalk maintenance 
program that was discontinued years ago due to the sheer volume of non-compliant 
sidewalks that we found in the first year inundated the program for over seven years.  Now 
that we’ve identified those issues with the sidewalks, we have liability. The type of legal 
issues of this program are not addressed in this plan.  At the very least, we need to discuss 
those, what the legal liability issues may be and how it might impact the municipalities if an 
R.H.I.P. (Road Hazard Identification Program) is part of the plan.  I understand it’s a guide, 
but there are groups that will say it’s in the plan and you signed off on the plan.    
 
B. McIntyre indicated that the word recommendations has been used throughout the plan 
presentation, he does not see recommendations as being binding.   
 
B. Erickson stated that if these are recommendations to a living document, most documents 
have a conclusion, all ideas, speculations, comments, whatever are only recommendations 
that may or may not be looked at by communities – something with no legal binding status.   
Brown County’s Corporation Counsel could add a disclaimer statement.  
 
C. Runge stated that staff wants the BCPC Board, communities, and others to be 
comfortable with the recommendations in the plan so they will support their implementation.  
 
Question asked if staff identified any gaps in the study and how they may or may not link 
into the Oneida public trails.  D. Teaters stated that he did not think we have any actual 
connections into the Oneida public trails.   
 
N. Dantinne voiced that the plan has been on the agenda for about three months now and 
staff has worked on this for a long time.  
 
A motion was made by B. Erickson and seconded by M. Harris to hold the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Plan Update until the next planning commission meeting to have it worked 
through the various municipalities and have it ready for approval.  Motion carried. 
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5. Directors Report.  
 

C. Lamine introduced Devin Yoder, Transportation Planner/GIS.  Devin started two weeks 
ago. Devin previously worked with the City of Aurora in Aurora, Colorado, has a masters in 
Urban Planning Degree from UW Milwaukee, and Planning is pleased to have him on board.   
 
C. Lamine indicated that staff will begin working on the county comprehensive plan update 
in the near future and our goal is to complete it by the end of this year. C. Lamine stated that 
we should have a final draft to the Board by September for review.  
 
C. Lamine stated that he and C. Runge will provide an update on the Southern Bridge 
project at January’s Planning, Development and Transportation (PD&T) Committee meeting. 
C. Lamine stated that B. Brock indicated that WisDOT staff will be at PD&T as well. In 
addition, C. Lamine stated that they will be presenting at the City of De Pere City Council on 
February 7th.   
 

6. Brown County Planning Commission staff updates on work activities during the month of 
December.                       

 
A motion was made by S. Grenier and seconded by A. Gauthier to receive and place on file 
the Brown County Planning Commission staff updates on work activities for the month of 
December, 2016.  Motion carried.  
 

7. Other matters. 
 
None.  
 

8. Adjourn. 
 

A motion was made by G. Pahl and seconded by K. Flom to adjourn.  Motion carried. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:55 p.m.  


