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CHAPTER 2 
 

Land Use 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
The wide ranges of land uses in Brown County are a reflection of the diverse demographics, geography, and 
communities within the County. From the urban settings of downtown Green Bay and De Pere to the rural 
Towns of Glenmore and Humboldt, Brown County is a study in contrasts. Sometimes as a result of these 
contrasts, conflicts regarding the use of land can occur. This is particularly the case as local communities 
experience a sometimes not-so-gradual shift from primarily rural communities to more suburban or urban 
communities as increasing numbers of people call Brown County home. While this chapter will not 
eliminate the conflicts resulting from change, it will provide a snapshot of the existing land uses in Brown 
County and identify specific policies or “tools” that the local communities can utilize to try and avoid 
potential conflicts resulting from the change. Which tools from the Brown County Comprehensive Plan each 
community chooses to utilize in implementing their local comprehensive plans that meet Section 66.1001, 
Wisconsin Statutes, is up to them, but what is necessary is that a consistent and coordinated vision for the 
future of Brown County is shared by all.  The following goal and objectives will assist in creating a 
framework for such a consistent and coordinated vision. 
 
Land Use Goal 
Encourage planned, efficient, compact, and cost-effective development and redevelopment that maintains 
or enhances Brown County residents’ overall quality of life. 
 
Objectives 

• Encourage redevelopment, infill, and contiguous 
growth to most efficiently utilize existing and new 
public services and utilities. 

• Support development that is consistent with 
comprehensive plans and community expectations. 

• Promote the development of neighborhoods that 
support varied housing types, mixed-uses, and 
multi-modal transportation options. 

• Ensure transportation facilities are built in a manner 
that support and complement the existing and 
planned surrounding land uses. 

• Encourage the development of municipal centers 
and civic spaces to promote neighborhood activities 
and unique community identities. 

• Promote land use patterns and development 
techniques that protect environmentally sensitive 
areas, surface waters, groundwater, and unique 
natural features, and minimize development impact 
on active agricultural lands.  

 
Existing Land Use 
 
In order to plan for future land use and development in Brown County, it is necessary to consider existing 
land uses and development trends. A land use inventory, which classifies different types of land use 
activities, is an important means of identifying current conditions. In addition, by comparing land use 
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inventories from previous years, various trends can be discerned that are helpful in establishing the plan for 
future land use. 
 
The Brown County Planning Commission conducts a countywide land use inventory every decade. Fieldwork 
for the most recent inventory was completed in 2010 and was updated in 2014. Using this data, the various 
land use categories were generalized, broken down by acreage, and compared to 2000. Figure 2-1 describes 
the land use composition of the County, and Figure 2-2 shows the location of the various land uses within 
the County. Appendix A contains the year 2014 land use breakdown for each community within Brown 
County.  When reviewing this data, it must be noted that the classification of land uses is a subjective 
process and is therefore subject to the interpretation of the person performing the land use inventory.  For 
instance, in 2000, the decision was made to classify all lands owned by the Airport as a transportation use; 
however, in 2014, the determination was made to classify only the physical airport structures (runways, 
taxiways, buildings, etc.) as airport, and the airport owned property as its actual use (largely agricultural and 
natural areas).  Likewise, a forested park could be classified as outdoor recreation or a natural area.  For this 
reason, comparing land use inventories that were taken years apart should be viewed as an indicator of 
general trends, rather than as a precise measurement of specific land uses. 
 
As identified in Figure 2-1, Brown County has experienced changes in land uses over the past 14 years.  
Continuing the trend discussed in the 2004 comprehensive plan and the 2013 Brown County Farmland 
Preservation Plan, agricultural lands now account for less than 50 percent of the total land uses within 
Brown County, and have decreased 3.4 percent since 2004.  Much of the agricultural land was lost to 
development (primarily residential), the acreage of which increased approximately 808 acres (0.2 percent 
increase from 2000), while some agricultural lands were simply converted out of agricultural use and may 
now be considered vacant lands or natural areas, which may be developed in the near future.  The trends 
that have occurred over the years resulting in these changes and recommendations as to how communities 
can still achieve orderly, efficient growth are discussed within this chapter. This discussion begins with a 
look at the existing conditions of the various land uses.  Figure 2-2 maps the 2014 generalized land uses. 
 
Figure 2-1:  Brown County Generalized Land Use Acreages, 2000 and 2014 
Land Use 2000 2014 Change 2000-

2014 (Acres) 
Change 2000-
2014 (%) 

 Acres % Acres %   
Residential 44,657 13.0% 45,465 13.3% 808 0.2% 

Commercial 4,740 1.4% 5,105 1.5% 365 0.1% 

Industrial 6,050 1.8% 6,661 1.9% 611 0.2% 

Transportation 25,339 7.4% 26,509 7.7% 1,170 0.3% 
Communication/ 
Utilities 

1,526 0.4% 1,546 0.5% 20 <0.1% 

Institutional/ 
Governmental 

3,590 1.0% 3,657 1.1% 67 <0.1% 

Outdoor 
Recreation 

10,939 3.2% 10,992 3.2% 53 <0.1% 

Agricultural 180,331 52.6% 168,686 49.2% -11,645 -3.4% 
Natural Areas 65,458 19.1% 74,009 21.6% 8,551 2.5% 

GRAND TOTAL 342,629 100.0% 342,629 100.0% ---- ---- 
Source: Brown County Planning Commission, 2000 and 2014. 
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Residential Land Uses 
 
Of the developed land uses other than Transportation (primarily road/street right of way), residential land 
use is the dominant category. In 2000, 44,457 acres within the County were devoted to residential land use, 
which was 13 percent of the County’s land base. Fourteen year later, residential uses have increased by 808 
acres to 45,465 acres of land (13.3 percent of the County).  As is depicted in Figure 2-1, and anecdotally 
experienced across the County, residential growth continued at varying rates in spite of the recession during 
the late 2000’s and slow economic recovery during the 2010’s. 
 
Residential land uses in Brown County are most heavily concentrated within the Green Bay Metropolitan 
Area communities, such as Green Bay, Allouez, De Pere, Bellevue, Howard, and Ashwaubenon, while higher 
rates of residential growth have occurred in the communities of Lawrence, Ledgeview, Suamico and Hobart.  
Concentrations also exist in the rural villages, such as Denmark, Wrightstown, and Pulaski, and in smaller 
quantities in town hamlets, such as Greenleaf, Dyckesville, New Franken, and Hollandtown.  Scattered, rural 
residential development is also common across the county. 
 
The older residential parts of the County, typically near the downtown areas of cities and villages, have a 
mixture of single-family, two-family, and multifamily structures. As the municipalities grew, however, the 
residential uses tended to become more separated into their own distinct areas, creating large tracts of only 
one housing type. An example of this separation of housing types is noticeable in many communities where 
entire blocks (especially along high-volume streets) are uninterrupted blocks of duplex units. It is also 
apparent where large multi-structure apartment complexes are located adjacent to one another in an effort 
to provide a “buffer” between commercial uses and lower-density single-family developments.  Although 
the past trend in these municipalities has been to separate housing types, many local comprehensive plans 
are now encouraging some 
variability in the housing locations, 
such as including duplexes or 
neighborhood-scale commercial 
uses on corner lots and mixing 
smaller-scale multifamily units 
among single-family residences.  
Advantages associated with mixing 
residential types within 
neighborhoods is that it provides 
various housing options as 
individuals pass through their life 
cycles and enables people to stay 
within a neighborhood. Locating 
smaller multifamily housing within 
a neighborhood may also result in 
improved maintenance and design 
of structures so that they fit into 
the new subdivision or existing 
neighborhood. 
 
In the rural areas of Brown County where public sewer is not available, residential development is typified 
by scattered single-family homes on large (5-10 acre) lots or within rural subdivisions on lots of 1.5–5 acres. 
This is often done in an effort to protect farmland and to preserve the rural character of the community. 
However, it oftentimes results in taking land out of agricultural production and does little to preserve rural 
character or the environmental features that attract people to move to the country in the first place.  In 
order to protect their quality of life and rural character of the community, some Brown County communities 
limit the number of lot splits allowable from a parcel and/or have a maximum lot size of 1 to 2 acres for 
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residences.  This avoids splitting farm fields with a residence in the middle of a 40 acre parcel, and provides 
for a more rational street and development pattern in the future if/when the area further develops. 
 
Commercial Land Uses 
 
The 2000 land use inventory identified 4,740 acres of commercial uses (1.4 percent of the total), while the 
2014 land use inventory identified 5,105 acres (1.5 percent of the total).  Since the 2000 land use inventory, 
new commercial areas have largely followed residential growth along Lineville Road in Howard and Suamico 
and at the intersection of CTH G and CTH GV in Ledgeview.  These commercial areas generally serve nearby 
residents with the potential to grow into larger commercial centers in the future.  Other significant areas of 
commercial development in Brown County include (but are not limited to) the Oneida Street / Holmgren 
Way area in Ashwaubenon, University Avenue, Military Avenue, and E/W Mason Street in Green Bay, the 
Monroe Road/Allouez Avenue corridor in Bellevue, and Webster Avenue in Allouez.  In addition, large 
commercial areas are planned for the STH 29/ CTH VV interchange areas of in Hobart (Centennial Centre) 
and Howard, the STH 54/57 interchange in Green Bay and Scott, and the STH 29/I-41 interchange in 
Howard. 
 
Similar to residential land uses, the 
largest concentrations of commercial 
uses are located within the Green Bay 
Metropolitan Area communities, 
primarily in the form of business parks, 
commercial strips, central business 
districts (downtowns, such as Green 
Bay and De Pere), and commercial 
shopping centers, which are expanded 
upon in the Economic Development 
chapter. The downtown areas in the 
County, which have lost some retail 
commercial development to suburban 
development in the past decades, have 
more recently been recommitted to 
revitalization efforts to attract and 
retain businesses in these core areas. 
The focus of downtown Green Bay, for instance, is to attract residential development, which is then able to 
support commercial uses outside of the workday.  Downtown De Pere has focused on promoting the 
historic nature of the buildings and St. Norbert campus.  Both processes have proven to be an effective 
strategy in many cities across the country and look to be effective in both De Pere and Green Bay as well. 
 
Smaller-scale commercial development is located within Brown County’s rural villages (including Denmark, 
Pulaski, and Wrightstown) in the form of community centers and neighborhood centers or nodes at the 
edges of residential development. The community centers are similar to central business districts of larger 
communities, while the neighborhood centers are generally geared to serve the immediate area rather than 
the entire community. 
 
Industrial Land Uses 
 
Industrial land uses occupied 6,661 acres in 2014, or 1.9 percent of the County. This is an increase of 
approximately 600 acres from the 2000 land use inventory.  Industrial uses primarily include manufacturing, 
warehousing, processing, or wholesaling activities. Many of the industrial areas in the County today have 
historically been utilized for industrial purposes, such as the paper mills and other industries located along 
or near the Fox River dependent on port access.  In addition, there are a number of  industrial parks located 
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within the County, which contain a concentration of industrial uses, including the 400-acre East De Pere 
Industrial Park, several large industrial parks in the City of Green Bay, and the 700-acre Ashwaubenon 
Industrial Park. Industrial uses are also found scattered throughout the rural areas of the County either 
along major highways or in the form of smaller businesses located adjacent to rural residential 
development. 
 
Transportation 
 
The transportation system within Brown County is comprised of one interstate highway (soon to be two, 
when USH 41 is converted to I-41), two US highways, nine state highways, several county trunk highways, 
and numerous local streets. In addition to streets, roads, and highways, the transportation classification 
also includes the airport, railroad right of ways, and trucking-related businesses.  Combined, the 
transportation classification is the second largest developed classification behind only residential uses and 
includes 26,509 acres or 7.7 percent of the County.  This is an increase of 1,170 acres (0.3 percent) from 
2000. 
 
Communications/Utility Land Uses 
 
Communication/utility land uses include such uses wastewater treatment facilities, electric or natural gas 
substations, power plants, and landfills.  These uses comprised a total of 1,546 acres of Brown County (0.5 
percent), which is similar to the year 2000 land use inventory. 
 
Institutional/Governmental Land Uses 
 
Institutional/governmental land uses include public and quasi-public uses that serve the needs of the 
community, such as schools, government offices, fire stations, hospitals, religious institutions, and libraries. 
These uses comprised 3,657 acres, or 1.1 percent of the County in 2014. 
 
Outdoor Recreation Land Uses 
 
The Brown County land use inventory 
indicates that in 2014 the County contained 
10,992 acres of outdoor recreation uses, 
which comprised 3.2 percent of the County. 
This figure includes active recreational areas, 
such as the Brown County boat launches, 
school- affiliated athletic fields and 
playgrounds, trail systems, private recreation 
facilities, and municipal parks.  Large, Brown 
County-owned park and recreation facilities 
include such amenities as the NEW 
Zoo/Reforestation Camp, Neshota Park, 
Brown County Golf Course, and Fort Howard 
Paper Foundation Wildlife Area.  Parks and 
other outdoor recreational uses are discussed 
in detail in the Community Facilities chapter of the plan. 
 
Agricultural Land Uses 
 
Agriculture has long been the overall predominant land use in Brown County.  However, agricultural lands 
have slowly but steadily decreased over time as urban land uses continue to increase.  For example, the 
1980 Brown County Land Use Inventory showed that Brown County had 236,128 acres of agricultural land, 
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but the most recent inventory (2014) lists agricultural lands at 168,686 acres.  This demonstrates that the 
County experienced a decrease of over 28 
percent of its farmland during this 34-year 
period, and is now for the first time, less than 
50 percent of the County’s land uses. Perhaps 
more than any other land use statistic, the 
reduction in farmland depicts how quickly 
many municipalities in the County are 
evolving from rural farm communities to rural 
residential areas and areas of suburban 
development.  
 
The majority of the remaining agricultural 
lands within Brown County are located in the 
Towns of Glenmore, Holland, Morrison, New 
Denmark, Rockland, and Wrightstown in 
southern Brown County, while considerable 
amounts also remain in the Towns of Eaton, Green Bay, Humboldt, Scott, and Pittsfield. 
 
Natural Areas 
 
Natural areas account for 74,009 acres, or 
21.6 percent of the County. The primary 
natural areas in the County are associated 
with the Fox River and its tributaries, the Bay 
of Green Bay, the Niagara Escarpment, and 
smaller rivers and streams, such as Plum 
Creek, the East River, and the Suamico River. 
In addition, there are large natural areas 
associated with wetlands in the Towns of 
Scott and Green Bay, Villages of Howard and 
Suamico, and Towns of Holland and Morrison.  
The locations and features associated with the 
County’s natural areas are described in 
greater detail in the Natural and Cultural 
Resources chapter.  
 
Land Use Trend Analysis 
 
General Development Influences 
 
The land use of a given community, county, region, or state is driven by a number of influences and/or 
constraints.  If public sewer and water are not available, it is unlikely that a community will be able to 
support a diverse industrial park.  Having access to fiber optic telecommunications infrastructure means 
that a community could support a data center or other industry requiring high-speed Internet access.  
Wetlands or floodplain in a given area is generally not a good location for development due to the negative 
environmental impacts and high water table affecting the structural integrity of a building.  Analysis of land 
use requires an understanding of the multitude of factors that influence the effect, the location, and the 
distribution of various land uses.  The following section identifies a few of the major factors that may 
influence development. 
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Utility Availability 
 
As previously discussed, development location decisions are greatly influenced by the availability of 
infrastructure-intensive utilities, such as public sewer, water, streets, natural gas, electricity, and 
telecommunications.  These utilities are available in varying degrees to Brown County’s municipalities; 
however, the one utility that really drives development within Brown County is the availability of public 
sewer.  The presence of sanitary sewer services is generally necessary for large commercial, industrial, and 
medium-density or greater residential uses and is of vital importance to developers.  Commercial and 
industrial developments generally need a much higher level of service than residential development. 
Therefore, sewer service is a strong determinate in where more intensive development may locate. 
Many Brown County communities have historically used the availability or lack thereof, of public sewer as a 
primary determinant as to whether or not certain parts of the communities are available for new 
development.  The Brown County Sewage Plan identifies parts of the County that are eligible for public 
sanitary sewer service and should be used to encourage efficient growth. 
 
Transportation Network 
 
Transportation systems have always influenced development patterns. Over the past 60 years, perhaps no 
other element of the built environment has had as much of an influence on the location and shaping of 
development as the transportation network. Locating development near transportation corridors provides a 
fast, economic means of transporting goods and people. Additionally, transportation corridors and nodes 
generate development for the support of transportation itself. In essence, everything that happens to land 
use has transportation implications, and every transportation action affects land use. 
 
While historical development in the County is associated with river and rail transportation systems, today’s 
greatest influences are roads and highway systems. Interstate and state highways afford greater freedom 
for commuting workers and convenient commerce. The older pattern of concentric development rings 
around urban centers has changed due to a more dispersed pattern of development that follows 
transportation corridors with a greater density at intersections. 
 
The trend since World War II in Brown County has generally been toward the creation of automobile-
oriented transportation systems that are generally characterized by a separation of land uses (residential 
from commercial, commercial from industrial, etc.), a lack of convenient connections between these uses, 
large parking lots situated between streets and buildings, wide streets that may not have sidewalks on 
either side, development significantly outside the urban core, and other features that force people to drive 
to and from all of their destinations because other transportation modes may not be practical. In many 
places, these land use and transportation facility decisions have created a dependency on the automobile 
so significant that the communities feel they have no choice but to continue building, rebuilding, and 
expanding their street and highway systems so they can continue to function. In addition to being very 
expensive to build and maintain, these systems make traveling very difficult for people who cannot or 
choose not to drive. 
 
More recently, Brown County’s communities have begun to reevaluate the balance of transportation 
facilities and there is a renewed interest in creating communities that encourage walking and bicycling as 
part of a healthy lifestyle.  Multi-use trails along Cardinal Lane in Howard, Packerland Drive in Ashwaubenon 
and Hobart, and CTH GV in Ledgeview and Bellevue, as well as the inclusion of sidewalks as part of 
neighborhood infrastructure and safe routes to school efforts in many Brown County communities indicate 
how non-vehicular transportation is gaining importance. 
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Natural Features and Environmental Factors 
 
The presence of geographic and environmental features often has significant positive and negative impacts 
upon the desirability and practicality of a particular land use. Every parcel of land has certain natural-
physical features that affect the manner in which it can be used. Several natural features, such as soil types, 
drainage, water bodies, wetlands, aquifers, minerals, slopes, woodlands, and topography act in association 
with each other, which directly influences development plans and decisions and development intensity,. For 
these reasons, the Natural Resources chapter of this plan includes the identification, mapping, and analysis 
of the natural-physical features that exist in Brown County. 
 
In addition, regulations regarding the development of or proximity to certain natural and environmental 
features also drive land use decisions and composition. Such regulations are primarily required by the 
federal and state levels of government, while others are from the county, and still others are from local 
communities that wish to preserve and enhance these valuable land resources. Most regulations directed 
from the federal and state are intended to protect surface water quality, such as the regulation of 
development within shorelands, wetlands, and floodplains and how to deal effectively with stormwater 
resulting from development. Local communities may impose greater restrictions on other natural features, 
such as significant woodlands and topographic features, such as the Niagara Escarpment. 
 
Annexations 
 
Another factor which influences land use in Brown County is that of annexation. State law gives cities and 
villages the power to annex land from adjacent towns.  Annexations are often contentious and tend to lead 
to poor relationships between towns and cities/villages. Some influences on land use due to annexation, or 
threat thereof, include the development of subdivisions on private onsite sewage disposal systems in 
unincorporated communities along their borders with a city or village in an effort to prevent annexation of 
the land or the premature extension of sewer services to such areas before they are ready for development.  
An alternative to annexation in some instances is for unincorporated areas to incorporate as a city or 
village, which has been done in Brown County, whereby the former towns of Bellevue, Hobart, and Suamico 
become villages. However, this option is not for all unincorporated communities as certain statutory criteria 
must be met, including level of services provided, compactness of area, and the existence of a reasonably-
developed community center. 
 
Another option is for neighboring communities to develop cooperative boundary agreements. Such 
agreements can reduce some of the conflict regarding boundary and annexation issues that often arise 
between local governments. The communities involved in such agreements undertake cooperative 
preparation of a plan for the areas of contention. This plan is then sent to the State Department of 
Administration for approval of a contract binding the parties to put it into effect. 
 
Supply and Demand 
 
In order to assess the supply of available building sites on the market, an analysis of the number of newly 
created lots per year was completed. As is evident from Figure 2-3, the number of new lots peaked in 2004 
in the midst of the housing market bubble, followed by a steep decline during the depths of the recession.  
Over the past three years, there has been an average of about 438 new lots per year.  For comparison, 
between 1991 and 2003, there was an average of 1,268 new lots per year.  Considering the projected 
demand for new housing units to accommodate a growing population over the next 20 years, it can be 
reasonably expected that the number of new lots created will begin to increase as the availability of existing 
desirable lots decreases. 
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Figure 2-3:  Number of New Lots Created by Subdivision Plat or Certified Survey Map in Brown County, 
2002-2013. 
 

 
Source: Brown County Planning Commission, 2014 
 
Land Prices 
 
Figure 2-4 identifies the average (mean) sale price of unimproved agricultural land from 2009 through 2012, 
based on Wisconsin Department of Revenue real estate transfer data.  Although this is a rather limited data 
set, a general upward trend in agricultural lands is discernable from an average of $4,810/acre in 2009 to 
$6,324 in 2012.  If the trend of increasing agricultural land prices continues, it will become increasingly 
costly for agricultural producers to purchase adequate land for agricultural practices and may instead 
decide to sell their property for development instead. 
 
Figure 2-4:  Average Agricultural Land Selling Price in Brown County, 2009-2012. 
 

 
Source: Wisconsin Department of Revenue 2009-20012, Brown County Planning Commission, 2014 
 
Land Conversions 
 
Figure 2-5 identifies the developed and undeveloped lands for each community in Brown County in 2000 
and 2014 based upon the land use inventories for both years.  When reviewing the data it is important to 
keep in mind that the percentages of developed and undeveloped lands are impacted by the total amount 
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of land in each community.  Although this is typically an indicator of development activity within a 
community, the percentage may also change significantly due to annexations.  Towns from which land was 
annexed may experience an increase in percent developed lands (example – Town of Scott) and 
cities/villages that receive the annexation will potentially see a decrease in percent developed lands 
(example – City of De Pere).  Except in the event of annexations, developable land is generally a finite 
resource within a community’s municipal boundaries.  The figure is intended to provide an idea of how 
rapidly Brown County communities are changing from “undeveloped” to “developed”.  How efficiently a 
community utilizes its developable land today can have a long-term impact on property tax revenues, 
municipal expenditures, and efficiency of public utilities and services.   

For purposes of this analysis, developed lands include the following categories from the 2014 Land Use 
Inventory: Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Institutional/ Governmental, Transportation, Outdoor 
Recreation, and Communication/Utilities. Undeveloped lands include Natural Areas (including water bodies) 
and Agricultural lands.  It is important to note that undeveloped does not necessarily mean “developable” 
since the undeveloped areas may include wetlands, floodways, and other environmentally sensitive areas 
that typically may not be developed.  Over 85,000 acres of land, or almost 25% of Brown County is 
considered to be within environmentally sensitive areas.  Figure 2-6 depicts the 2000 developed and 
undeveloped lands in Brown County, and Figure 2-7 depicts the 2014 developed and undeveloped lands. 
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Figure 2-5:  Developed Lands by Community, 2000 and 20141 

  

2000 2014 
Change in 
Percentage of 
Developed 
Lands 2000 - 
2014 

Developed Undeveloped Total Developed Undeveloped Total 

# % # %   # % # %   

TOWNS                       

Eaton 1,879 12.1% 13,698 87.9% 15,577 2,239 14.4% 13,339 85.6% 15,578 2.3% 

Glenmore 2,044 9.7% 18,977 90.3% 21,022 2,089 9.9% 18,934 90.1% 21,023 0.2% 

Green Bay 2,035 14.4% 12,118 85.6% 14,153 2,370 16.7% 11,783 83.3% 14,153 2.4% 

Holland 2,059 8.9% 20,974 91.1% 23,033 2,176 9.4% 20,855 90.6% 23,031 0.5% 

Humboldt 1,680 10.9% 13,765 89.1% 15,445 1,798 11.7% 13,584 88.3% 15,382 0.8% 

Lawrence 2,872 27.9% 7,417 72.1% 10,289 3,282 32.2% 6,912 67.8% 10,194 4.3% 

Ledgeview 3,836 33.9% 7,484 66.1% 11,320 4,160 37.2% 7,026 62.8% 11,186 3.3% 

Morrison 2,297 9.8% 21,024 90.2% 23,321 2,420 10.4% 20,900 89.6% 23,320 0.5% 

New Denmark 2,878 12.9% 19,436 87.1% 22,314 2,998 13.6% 19,012 86.4% 22,010 0.7% 

Pittsfield 3,438 16.8% 17,074 83.2% 20,512 3,525 17.2% 16,988 82.8% 20,513 0.4% 

Rockland 2,186 14.9% 12,513 85.1% 14,699 2,442 17.4% 11,564 82.6% 14,006 2.6% 

Scott 1,971 16.5% 9,998 83.5% 11,969 2,624 22.5% 9,035 77.5% 11,659 6.0%2 

Wrightstown 2,641 12.5% 18,515 87.5% 21,156 3,063 14.5% 18,093 85.5% 21,156 2.0% 

TOWN TOTAL 31,816 14.2% 192,994 85.8% 224,810 35,186 15.8% 188,025 84.2% 223,211 1.6% 

VILLAGES                       

Allouez 2,709 81.7% 605 18.3% 3,314 2,803 84.6% 512 15.4% 3,315 2.8% 

Ashwaubenon 6,567 79.2% 1,721 20.8% 8,288 6,551 79.5% 1,687 20.5% 8,238 0.3% 

Bellevue 4,135 44.5% 5,156 55.5% 9,291 4,560 49.5% 4,645 50.5% 9,205 5.0% 

Denmark 539 57.1% 405 42.9% 944 702 56.1% 549 43.9% 1,251 -1.0%3 

Hobart 7,043 33.3% 14,130 66.7% 21,173 7,389 34.9% 13,810 65.1% 21,199 1.6% 

Howard 6,298 53.8% 5,415 46.2% 11,713 7,230 61.2% 4,576 38.8% 11,806 7.5% 

Pulaski 896 65.0% 483 35.0% 1,379 1,004 69.0% 451 31.0% 1,455 4.0% 

Suamico 10,757 46.4% 12,434 53.6% 23,191 11,387 48.8% 11,968 51.2% 23,355 2.4% 

Wrightstown 834 44.1% 1,057 55.9% 1,891 970 45.3% 1,173 54.7% 2,143 1.2% 
VILLAGE 
TOTAL 39,778 49.0% 41,406 51.0% 81,184 42,596 52.0% 39,371 48.0% 81,967 3.0% 

CITIES                       

De Pere 5,243 73.6% 1,881 26.4% 7,124 5,773 72.8% 2,158 27.2% 7,931 -0.8%4 

Green Bay 21,872 74.9% 7,319 25.1% 29,191 22,200 75.2% 7,317 24.8% 29,517 0.3% 

CITY TOTAL 27,115 74.7% 9,200 25.3% 36,315 27,973 74.7% 9,475 25.3% 37,448 0.0% 

COUNTY 
TOTAL 98,709 28.8% 243,600 71.2% 342,309 105,755 30.9% 236,871 69.1% 342,626 2.0% 

Source:  Brown County Planning Commission, 2014 

1 Developed includes Residential, Commercial, Industrial, Institutional/Governmental, Transportation, Outdoor Recreation, and 
Communication/Utilities. Undeveloped includes Natural Areas (including water bodies) and Agricultural. 

2 Significant increase largely due to sizeable annexation from Town of Scott. 
3 Negative change due to sizeable annexations into Village of Denmark. 
4 Negative change due to sizeable annexations into City of De Pere. 
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Future Land Conversion Projections 
 
Figure 2-8 depicts the actual and projected “developed” acreage for Brown County, based upon a linear 
projection from the years 2000 – 2014 in order to take into account the most recent development trends in 
Brown County.  The actual acreages for 1980, 2000, and 2014 are from the land use inventories performed 
for each of the years.  The years 2020 and 2040 are projected based upon the most recent development 
trend between 2000 and 2014.  While this projection is a possible outcome, it is only one of many 
possibilities dependent upon such factors as the economy, land use regulations, and development trends, 
and is therefore for discussion and general planning purposes only. 
 
Figure 2-8: Analysis of Historical and Projected Developed Lands in Brown County 
 
Year 

Developed 
Acres 

Percentage of 
Total County 

Absolute Change Percent Change 

1980 58,980 17.2% -- -- 

2000 95,750 27.9% 36,770 62.3% 

2014 104,945 30.6% 9,195 9.6% 

2020 (proj) 108,889 31.8% 3,944 3.8% 

2040 (proj) 122,027 35.6% 13,138 12.1% 

Source:  Brown County Planning Commission, 2014 
 
Residential Density Analysis 
 
Density of residential development has a direct impact on the availability of land for future development, 
particularly in communities with little undeveloped land remaining.  The density of residential development 
varies significantly from community to community within Brown County.  This is particularly apparent when 
comparing a rural town and an urban city or village.  Figure 2-9 depicts the persons per residential acre for 
each community in Brown County.  Based on the analysis, the urban City of Green Bay has the highest 
persons per residential acre at 12.00, while the rural Town of Rockland has the lowest residential acre 
density at 1.18 persons per acre of residential development. 
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Figure 2-9: Persons per Residential Acre, 2014 

  

2014 
2014 Residential Acreage 2014 Population Estimate Density (persons/ residential acre) 

TOWNS       
Eaton 1,084 1,532 1.41 

Glenmore 606 1,114 1.84 

Green Bay 1,069 2,045 1.91 

Holland 733 1,528 2.08 

Humboldt 724 1,303 1.80 

Lawrence 1,550 4,634 2.99 

Ledgeview 2,104 7,337 3.49 

Morrison 780 1,591 2.04 

New Denmark 873 1,556 1.78 

Pittsfield 2,030 2,634 1.30 

Rockland 1,490 1,753 1.18 

Scott 1,309 3,575 2.73 

Wrightstown 1,310 2,232 1.70 

TOWN TOTAL 15,662 32,834 2.10 

VILLAGES     
 

Allouez 1,448 13,795 9.53 

Ashwaubenon 1,815 16,855 9.29 

Bellevue 2,000 14,760 7.38 

Denmark 275 2,144 7.80 

Hobart 4,136 7,610 1.84 

Howard 2,738 18,703 6.83 

Pulaski 396 3,282 8.29 

Suamico 5,392 11,593 2.15 

Wrightstown 499 2,690 5.39 

VILLAGE TOTAL 18,699 91,432 4.89 

CITIES     
 

De Pere 2,378 24,180 10.17 

Green Bay 8,723 104,710 12.00 

CITY TOTAL 11,101 128,890 11.61 

COUNTY TOTAL 45,462 253,156 5.57 
Source: Brown County Planning Commission, 2014 
 
Existing and Perceived Land Use Conflicts 
 
One goal of developing a comprehensive plan is to formulate a functional strategy for the orderly transition 
of land uses. There may be some degree of undesirability between many land use combinations. However, 
there are typical associations that continually create problems. A typical example might be a residential 
development in close proximity to a particularly intense commercial or industrial development that might 
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conflict due to sight, sound, odor, or other undesirable characteristics. Another example could be an auto 
salvage yard in proximity to a recreational or natural area or a home occupation in a single-family 
residential area that has outgrown its roots. However, with the constraints of existing development and 
limiting factors on future growth, the most desirable situations are not always possible. What should be 
strived for is an awareness of incompatible land uses and an effort to alleviate or avoid them where 
possible. The following identifies some of the existing, potential, and perceived land use conflicts in Brown 
County. 
 
Agricultural Operations and Residential Development 
 
Currently, the major land use conflict experienced by many developing villages and towns is that of new 
homes in close proximity to active farming operations. It is important that new residents in these areas be 
made aware of active farms, as well as the sights, smells, and other activities that characterize farming 
operations. These communities should work with agricultural landowners to identify those areas that are to 
remain agricultural, and every effort should be made to ensure that the existing farming operations are not 
negatively impacted by development. In addition, cities and villages should continue to work with the 
farmers and neighboring towns to ensure that future development, either agricultural or residential, does 
not negatively impact existing residents or farming operations. This can be accomplished through setting 
facilitated yearly meetings to discuss issues, such as farming and residential development, and to try to 
work toward a compromise or solution that both sides find agreeable. The Intergovernmental chapter 
provides additional policies and programs that communities can utilize to help minimize or resolve conflicts 
among one another. 
 
Wisconsin adopted a Right To Farm 
Law in 1982, which was substantially 
amended in 1995, specifically to 
address the issue of land use conflicts 
between farming operations and 
residential developments. The primary 
intent of the law is to encourage 
agricultural production and discourage 
land use conflicts between expanding 
farming operations and their 
neighbors.  Subsequently, Wisconsin 
adopted the Livestock Siting Law 
(Section 93.90 Wis. Stats.) and set 
forth the detailed policies of the law in 
Administrative Code ATCP 51.  The 
Livestock Siting Law, which became 
enforceable in 2006, establishes state 
standards that local municipalities must adhere to if they want to regulate the size of livestock herds in 
agricultural zoning districts.  Due to the complexities associated with administering and enforcing the law at 
the local level, no Brown County communities have adopted the standards to date.  It is important for 
people who move to the rural parts of Brown County to understand that they may experience impacts 
associated with large-scale livestock facilities that may not always be conducive to residential development. 
 
As depicted in the land use projection tables (Figures 2-9 and 2-10), unless a dramatic change in land use 
policy occurs, most development is expected to occur at the expense of agricultural lands.  The availability 
of agricultural fields for feed and the spreading of manure is critical to supporting Brown County’s dairy 
farm industry.  The decreasing acreage of agricultural lands is currently an inverse relationship to the 
increasing number of cattle and calves in Brown County.  According to the 2012 Census of Agriculture, in 
2007 Brown County had 525 farms and 104,312 head of cattle/calves; however, in 2012 Brown County had 
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fewer farms (474 farms) but over 18,500 more (122,885) head of cattle/calves.  As more formerly 
agricultural lands are used for development, fewer acres of land will remain to support an increasing 
nutrient load from larger herds. 
 
Multifamily Developments 
 
A land use conflict often experienced in communities is that of disproportionate amounts of large 
multifamily structures being concentrated in one location.  This often results in greater traffic impacts and a 
general dissatisfaction by nearby single-family dwelling occupants. Rather than concentrating multifamily 
structures in one or two specific locations, communities should instead promote the development of well-
designed owner- and renter-occupied housing units that are oriented toward the surrounding 
neighborhood and dispersed throughout the community. More specifically, multifamily developments can 
be limited to fewer structures , and the structures can be designed to be more architecturally-compatible to 
the surrounding single-family homes. 
 
Development Trends 
 
The extension of sanitary sewer services by local communities to areas distant from existing development 
and other services may result in inefficient development patterns and more expensive utilities and services 
(longer extensions of infrastructure with fewer users and more underutilized facilities). This type of 
development pattern results in land use conflicts, such as increases in traffic, noise, lights, pollution, 
stormwater runoff, and the resultant friction between urban, rural, and agricultural landowners. 
 
The premature extension of sewer service frequently occurs without other comparable and necessary 
services, which also creates conflict. A development served by public sanitary sewer typically needs a 
comparable level of other services such as drinking water, stormwater management facilities, roads, 
bicycle/pedestrian accommodations, and public safety (fire, police, ambulance) services. If these other 
services are not provided at the same time as the sewer, efficiencies of scale and concurrency will not be 
achieved, and will generally be much more costly to provide at a later date. 
 
Home-Based Businesses and Residential Districts 
 
Home occupations are becoming more popular as the workforce disseminates from the office environment 
and more people begin testing the waters of self-employment from their homes. In addition, employees can 
be networked to home offices through high-speed mobile Internet technologies. The transformation of the 
worldwide web, and wireless and fiber optic technology has and will continue to change the way people 
work and do business now and in the future. 
 
In many instances, home occupations are acceptable. They are especially important in acting as an 
incubator to entrepreneurs looking to develop bigger, more successful businesses.  However, communities 
need to be able to draw the line on when a business is in incubation and when it has graduated to the next 
level, and should relocate in a more appropriate commercial or industrial business environment. 
 
Sand and Gravel Quarry Operations and Residential Development 
 
Sand, gravel, and stone quarries have a long history in Brown County and have contributed to the 
development of the community.  Quarries are often associated with heavy machinery operations, truck 
traffic, blasting and other similar practices that are typically incompatible with residential development. In 
light of such negative externalities on potential homes, communities are encouraged to keep residential 
developments from locating near active quarries.   Adequate buffers should be established between 
residential development and the quarry operation, and potential homebuyers should be notified by the 
community that there is an active quarry in the vicinity. 
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Development at Community Borders 
 
Conflicting land uses may arise as a result of a lack of coordination among neighboring communities. If there 
are no lines of communication among the municipalities, one community could be establishing an industrial 
area directly across from where the other community is planning for a residential development, resulting in 
two uses that do not typically co-exist well together, leaving neither the municipalities, business owners, or 
homeowners satisfied. Therefore communities are encouraged to cooperatively plan for development 
activity at their borders, which can be accomplished through the establishment of boundary agreements, 
joint planning commissions, or simply involvement in one another’s planning processes. 
 
General Land Use Compatibility 
 
As communities continue to develop, they need to ensure that new land uses are compatible with existing 
and planned development. Many uses, such as neighborhood commercial, institutional, recreational, and 
different housing types, should be integrated into new residential developments so long as they are 
designed to a scale and style that is compatible with neighboring land uses. However, uses, such as 
industries with heavy semi- trailer traffic, noise, or odors, and big box retail are typically not compatible 
with residential developments and should be sited in more appropriate locations. 
 
25-Year Projection of Land Uses 
 
The State of Wisconsin Comprehensive Planning Law requires communities to project their future land use 
needs for residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural lands for a 20-year period in 5-year 
increments.  
The Issues and Opportunities chapter states that Brown County’s population is expected to grow by 
approximately 54,180 people over the 20-year timeframe of this plan to 308,730 residents by 2035.  Based 
on the average of 2.51 people per household in the County, there will be a need for almost 22,000 
additional housing units over the timeframe of this plan. Development trends since 2004, indicate that new 
residential lots developed on public sewer systems in the County has averaged about 1/4 acre (10,890 
square feet) in size, while those residential lots developed on private sewage systems generally average 
about 3 acres in size. 
 
An analysis of development trends in the County since 1990 reveals that approximately 75 percent of new 
residential development is on public sewer, and the remaining 25 percent have private sewer systems. 
Based on this pattern of development continuing through the planning period (2035), there would be a 
projected demand for 4,125 acres of additional publicly sewered residential development and 16,500 acres 
of private onsite sewage disposal systems residential development. Adding the two totals together results 
in 20,625 acres of land needed to accommodate residential development through the year 2035. This total 
incorporates the amount of land necessary for new street rights-of-way needed to serve the developing 
areas based on 17 percent of the average subdivision plat being devoted to street rights-of-way. 
 
The land use inventory found that the ratio of land uses in the County is (approximately) for every 1 acre of 
commercial land, there are 1.3 acres of industrial land and 8.9 acres of residential development, 
respectively.  Applying the ratios to the projected 20,625 acres required for residential development yields a 
demand for another 2,316 acres of commercial land and 3,022 acres of industrial land during the 20-year 
planning period. For purposes of this projection, it is estimated that for every acre of land needed for new 
development, an acre of agricultural land will be lost, resulting in a decrease of almost 26,000 acres of 
agricultural lands over the 20-year planning period.  
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Figure  2-10: 5-Year  Growth  Increments  by  Acreage  for  Brown  County  Based  on Residential 
Development at 75 Percent Publicly Sewered 

 Year 

 
Use 

2014 
(existing) 

 
2015 

 
2020 

 
2025 

 
2030 

 
2035 

Residential 45,465 46,447 51,357 56,267 61,177 66,090 

Commercial 5,105 5,215 5,765 6,315 6,865 7,421 

Industrial 6,661 6,805 7,525 8,245 8,965 9,683 

Agricultural 163,667 162,431 156,251 150,071 143,891 137,704 

 
Based on the population growth and associated land use changes experienced in the County between 2004 
and 2014, it is projected that approximately 25,963 acres of land will be needed to accommodate the 
current growth trend over the next 25 years. This total includes 20,625 acres for residential development, 
2,316 acres for commercial development, and 3,022 acres for industrial development. In addition, a 
continued proportional decline in agricultural land is anticipated. Figure 2-10 depicts the anticipated land 
use changes in residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural land in 5-year increments. 
 
For comparative purposes, a second projection of acreage needs was completed. This second projection is 
based on a greater amount of new residential development occurring on public sewer systems (90 percent) 
than what has typically been the case in Brown County as a whole between 2004 and 2014 (75 percent 
sewered/25 percent private onsite sewage disposal systems). The results of this analysis are shown in Figure 
2-11 and demonstrate how much less acreage is required when development is on a public sewer system. 
 
Figure  2-11:  5-Year  Growth  Increments  by  Acreage  for  Brown  County  Based  on Residential 
Development at 90 Percent Publicly Sewered 
 

 Year 

 
Use 

2014 
(existing) 

 
2015 

 
2020 

 
2025 

 
2030 

 
2035 

Residential 45,465 46,015 48,765 51,515 54,265 57,015 

Commercial 5,105 5167 5,477 5,787 6,097 6,402 

Industrial 6,661 6,742 7,147 7,552 7,957 8,353 

Agricultural 163,667 162,975 159,515 156,055 152,595 149,128 

 
Based on a comparison of Figures 2-10 and 2-11 it is evident that encouraging communities to promote 
more of the new development to occur on public sewer and/or smaller privately sewered lots could 
potentially result in up to 11,000 agricultural acres being spared from development over the 20-year 
planning period. 
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