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DRAFT CHAPTER 3 
 

Transportation 

Note:  Proposed additions are shown in green, and proposed deletions are 
shown in red with strikethroughs. 

Introduction 

Over the last several decades, the term transportation has become synonymous with 
streets and highways.  If you ask someone to come up with a brief definition of a 
community’s transportation system, chances are the person will tell you it is the 
community’s street network.  The same person will probably also tell you that a state 
department of transportation’s purpose is to build and maintain highways.  Although 
streets and highways are components of a transportation system, they are just that – 
components.   A truly comprehensive and balanced transportation system includes 
several modes and facilities that can be conveniently and safely used by the young, old, 
and everyone in between.   

The trend over the last several years has been toward the creation of automobile-oriented 
transportation systems that are characterized by a strict 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 do not have sidewalks on either side, development 
significantly outside of the urban core, and other features that force people to drive to 
and from all of their destinations because other transportation modes are not 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 drive.  
These types of transportation systems also force seniors and others who might prefer not 
to drive to continue using their cars out of fear of losing their independence.   

Creating a community (or, in this case, a county) where people and freight are able to 
move about safely and efficiently is the purpose of this chapter.  Some of the methods of 
creating a comprehensive and balanced transportation system that serves everyone are 
addressed in the following sections. 

Existing Transportation System  

Streets and Highways 

Brown County currently contains one two interstate highways, two one US highways, 
nine state highways, several county trunk highways, and many local streets.  These 
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streets and highways are currently the primary means of reaching the County’s 
residential, commercial, industrial, and other destinations (see Figure 3-1 for the 
County’s street and highway system).   
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Functional Classification System 

A component of a street and highway system is the functional classification network.  
This network is typically based on traffic volumes, land uses, road spacing, and system 
continuity.   

The four general functional classifications are freeways, arterials, collectors, and local 
streets.  These classifications are summarized below. 

Freeways:  Freeways are controlled-access highways that have no at-grade intersections 
or driveway connections.  Interstates 43 and US 41 are examples of freeways in Brown 
County. 

Arterials:  Principal and minor arterials carry longer-distance vehicle trips between 
activity centers.  These facilities are designed to provide a very high amount of mobility 
and very little access. 

Collectors:  Collectors link local streets with the arterial street system.  These facilities 
collect traffic in local areas, serve as local through routes, and directly serve abutting land 
uses.   

Locals:  Local roads and streets are used for short trips.  Their primary function is to 
provide access to abutting land uses, and traffic volumes and speeds are relatively low. 

The street patterns in some parts of Brown County’s urban and rural communities enable 
many vehicle trips to occur on the local and collector streets because they are well 
connected.  However, many communities contain several cul-de-sacs, horseshoe roads, 
and other streets that do not provide convenient connections to surrounding streets.  This 
lack of street connectivity forces motorists to use the arterial streets and highways at 
some point during many trips, and this concentration of traffic can create barriers to 
other transportation modes (such as walking, bicycling, and transit).  Figure 3-2 shows 
the County’s existing functional classification system. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Brown County’s most recent bicycle and pedestrian plan was adopted by the Brown 
County Planning Commission Board of Directors in 1998 2011, and the plan’s 
recommendations are gradually being implemented by WisDOT, the Brown County 
Highway Public Works Department, and the County’s communities.  The 2011 bicycle 
and pedestrian plan and the plans that preceded it have helped to increase Although the 
number of bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the County, but there are still communities 
in the County that do not has grown considerably since 1998 and pedestrian access has 
been improved through the construction of the Fox River Trail and other area trails, the 
number of communities that require sidewalks in new developments and elsewhere 
when they are warranted. is still very small.  The County’s existing pedestrian system is 
shown in Figure 3-3, and the County’s existing and recommended bicycle systems are 
shown in Figures 3-4 and 3-5.  Methods of creating a comprehensive pedestrian system in 
the County’s urban and rural areas are also addressed later in this chapter. 
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Transit 

Urban Transit 

The urbanized portion of Brown County is served by two public transit agencies (Green 
Bay Metro and the Oneida Transit System) and several private transit providers that 
primarily offer services to seniors and persons with disabilities in elderly and disabled 
residents of the area.  Green Bay Metro operates 15 fixed routes and several limited 
service routes in the Cities of Green Bay and De Pere and the Villages of Allouez, 
Ashwaubenon, and Bellevue (see Figure 3-6 for Metro’s fixed route system).  Metro also 
connects with the Oneida Transit System on the west side of Green Bay to enable people 
to transfer between the two systems.   

Green Bay Metro is currently a radial pulse system, which means it has a hub (which is 
located on University Avenue in downtown Green Bay) and several routes that radiate 
outward from the hub.  The “pulse” aspect of the system comes from the arrival of all of 
the buses at the hub at regular intervals, which allows people to make transfers with little 
or no waiting time.  The radial pulse system has been used in Green Bay since 1937 
because it is viewed as the most efficient method of providing service in places that have 
a limited number of river crossings or other physical constraints.  A second major hub 
and two additional minor hubs were established on the west side of the Fox River in 
2011, and a major east side hub may be established in 2016.   

The Brown County Planning Commission recently completed a Transit Development 
Plan (TDP) for Green Bay Metro in 2013 that addresses the system’s operating and capital 
needs between 2004 and 2008 2014 and 2018.  However, unlike Like previous TDPs, the 
2004-2008 2014-2018 document includes an extensive long-range element that addresses 
many of the barriers Metro faces to attract people to the system and strategies aimed to 
increase ridership.  These barriers and strategies are also discussed later in this chapter. 

Rural Transit 

The rural sections of Brown County are currently served by the area’s private 
transportation providers and Red Cross Curative Connections, but the Red Cross 
Curative Connections service does not currently extend very far outside of the urbanized 
area.  However, this service is planned to be extended farther into the rural area in the 
future, and the Brown County Planning Commission intends to complete a study in 2016 
to identify where the need for this extended service exists.  This study is addressed later 
in this chapter.   

Specialized Transportation Services for the Elderly and Disabled Seniors and Persons 
with Disabilities (Paratransit) 

As a federally funded public transit system, Green Bay Metro is required by the 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) to provide service to people with disabilities 
using lift-equipped fixed route buses and/or specially designed (paratransit) vehicles.  
Since paratransit is designed to complement the fixed route service, eligible patrons are 
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able to use it during the same hours as Metro’s regular service to travel to and from any 
destination within the communities served by Metro.   

Metro currently provides paratransit service through a contractual arrangement with a 
private company, and this arrangement is working well.  However, the per-trip cost of 
providing paratransit service has escalated nearly every year since 1994, and Metro will 
be examining examine other methods of providing reliable service at a lower cost after 
the current contract expires.    
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Rail Transportation 

Although Brown County has several rail lines in place, most of these lines do not carry 
many trains each day.  These lines, which are currently operated by the Canadian 
National Railroad (CN) and the Escanaba and Lake Superior Railroad Company (ELS), 
carry goods to and from various industries in the County.  However, the CN line that 
runs along the west side of the Fox River into the City of Green Bay carries several trains 
each day and provides service to the Village of Wrightstown Industrial Park, City of De 
Pere Business Park, and the industrial area immediately south of downtown Green Bay.  
Until the early 2000s, the Green Bay area contained three very important intermodal 
freight facilities.  These were: 

 The Schneider National intermodal facility, which was used to transfer truck trailers 
to and from rail cars. 

 The Canadian National rail yard, which was used to transfer truck trailers to and 
from rail cars. 

 The Leicht Transfer and Storage facility, which is a truck/rail transfer facility that 
uses a lift system like the one used at the CN rail yard. 

In October of 2003, the Schneider National and CN rail yard transfer facilities were 
closed, but the Leicht facility continues to operate.  This and other future rail activities 
are discussed later in the chapter. 

The CN Railroad has a business model that establishes intermodal facilities 500 miles 
from each other.  Because an intermodal facility already exists in Chicago, CN is 
currently not considering the establishment of an intermodal facility in Wisconsin.  
Because of this spacing policy, the establishment of an intermodal facility in Brown 
County will likely have to be driven by businesses that desire this service.   

This and other future rail activities are discussed later in the plan. 

Air Transportation 

According to Austin Straubel International Airport’s 1999 master plan update, the airport 
handled approximately 344,000 passengers in 1998, and the airport expects this number 
to grow to approximately 635,000 passengers in 2017 (see Figure 3-7 for the airport’s 
location).  The airport’s master plan update also estimates that the amount of air cargo 
that will be transported from the airport will increase from approximately 589,000 
pounds to about 698,000 during the same period.  Commercial service at the airport is 
currently provided by Northwest Airlines and Northwest Airlink, American Eagle, 
United Express, Skyway/Midwest Express Airlines, and ComAir Delta.  Charter service 
is provided by Executive Air and TitleCounty Jet Center.  Air cargo service is provided 
by Northwest Cargo. 

In 2003, the airport began constructing a new concourse to accommodate projected 
passenger growth, and a second concourse is planned to be built in the future for the 
same purpose.   
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As the third largest airport in Wisconsin, Green Bay Austin Straubel International 
Airport is an important component of Northeastern Wisconsin’s economic growth and 
quality of life (the airport’s location is shown in Figure 3-7).   

The airport is currently served by five major commercial airlines, and charter service is 
available as well.  The commercial airlines provide direct service to seven cities, and 
connections are available to any destination in the world.  The airport is also a regional 
base of operations for the Transportation Security Administration (TSA), and this office 
serves the northern half of Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula of Michigan.  In addition, 
the airport has a U.S. Customs office stationed within the main terminal for those who 
wish to enter or exit the United States.  

During the five-year period from 2009 to 2013, the number of passengers handled at 
Green Bay Austin Straubel International Airport decreased by approximately 15 percent.  
Annual passenger numbers for this period are shown below.   

 

Year Passengers 

2009 719,268 
2010 725,036 
2011 731,284 
2012 586,943 
2013 610,675 

                                       Source:  Green Bay Austin Straubel International Airport. 

The amount of cargo that was transported in and out of airport fluctuated during the 
same five-year period.   These amounts are shown below.   

 

Year 
Cargo & Mail 

On 
(in pounds) 

Cargo & Mail 
Off 

(in pounds) 

2009 130,772 225,052 
2010 185,186 266,673 
2011 212,431 313,424 
2012 134,866 251,554 
2013 177,382 365,474 

                                   Source:  Green Bay Austin Straubel International Airport. 
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Trucking 

Brown County contains several large and small trucking companies that serve the 
immediate area, region, and nation.  The County is also home to Schneider National Inc., 
which operates in the United States, Canada, and Mexico and is one of the largest 
transportation companies in North America. 

For several years, Schneider National worked with various railroad companies to 
provide truck-on-railcar (“piggyback”) services at the intermodal depot south of 
downtown Green Bay, but this operation no longer exists.  Schneider and the rest of the 
trucking firms in Brown County also import and export a variety of goods to and from 
the area and enable area businesses to avoid having to warehouse large quantities of 
materials through the provision of “just in time” delivery services.     

Over the long-range planning period, it is important that the area’s truck routes be 
maintained and easily identified to minimize travel time delays and impacts on 
neighborhoods.  It is also important to maintain the intermodal connections with the 
area’s railroads and attempt to enhance connections with the Port of Green Bay.  These 
issues are addressed later in this chapter.  

Water Transportation 

The Port of Green Bay is a very important part of Brown County’s economic structure 
(see Figure 3-7 for the port’s location in Brown County).   

The port is currently served by the following 14 terminal operators: 

 C. Reiss Coal Company 
 Construction Resource Management 
 Flint Hills Resources 
 Fox River Dock Company 
 Georgia-Pacific Corporation 
 Great Lakes Calcium Corporation 
 KK Integrated Logistics, Inc. 
 Lafarge North America 
 Noble Petro, Inc.  
 RGL Holdings 
 Sanimax 
 St. Mary’s Cement Company 
 US Venture 
 Graymount  

During the 2013 shipping season, the port handled a total of 2,216,904 metric tons of 
limestone, coal, cement, and other commodities.  A five-year summary of recent port 
activity is shown in the following table: 
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2009-2013 Port Activity in Metric Tons 

Year 
Domestic 
Imports 

Foreign 
Imports 

Domestic 
Exports 

Foreign 
Exports Total 

2009 1,469,254 314,249 26,808 0 1,810,311 
2010 1,592,825 131,343 5,986 0 1,730,154 
2011 1,690,763 261,629 152,359 58,005 2,162,756 
2012 1,542,298 162,893 91,094 121,366 1,917,651 
2013 1,833,381 277,873 96,451 9,199 2,216,904 

Five-Year Total: 8,128,521 1,147,987 372,698 188,570 9,837,776 

Percent of Total: 82.6% 11.7% 3.8% 1.9% 100.0% 
Source: Brown County Port and Solid Waste Department.  Metric Ton = 2,204.6 lbs. 

According to port data, the vast majority of the port’s activities (94.3 percent) were 
devoted to imports during this five-year period, and these imported materials were 
transported throughout Northeast Wisconsin to support the area’s paper mills and other 
industries.  The port was also responsible for approximately $83 million in economic 
output and had an impact on more than 800 jobs in 2010 alone. 

Potential methods of increasing imports and exports during the long-range planning 
period are addressed later in this chapter. 

During the 2000 shipping season, the port handled a total of 1,671,274 metric tons of coal, 
cement, limestone, and other commodities,1 and this total increased to 1,962,157 metric 
tons during the 2001 season.2  According to the port’s 2001 economic impact study, the 
vast majority of the port’s activities were devoted to domestic imports (80.18 percent) 
and foreign imports (19.6 percent), and the imported materials were transported 
throughout northeast Wisconsin to support the area’s paper mills and other industries.  
The economic impact study also indicated that the port was responsible for 
approximately $60,023,900 in economic output and that 580.6 jobs were directly or 
indirectly associated with the port in 2001. 

Since domestic and foreign exports represented only 0.26 percent of the port’s activities 
in 2001, methods of increasing exports during the long-range planning period should be 
investigated.  It is also important to determine if some of the commodities that are 
currently imported and exported from the area by train or truck could and should be 
shipped through the port instead.  These and other issues are addressed later in this 
chapter. 

 

                                                 
1 According to the 2000 Modal Shift and Environmental Impacts Study for the Green Bay Harbor by the Bay-
Lake Regional Planning Commission. 

2 According to the 2001 Economic Impact Study of the Port of Green Bay by the Bay-Lake Regional Planning 
Commission. 
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Future Transportation System 

This section of the Transportation chapter identifies the major aspects of Brown County’s 
transportation system and recommends methods of developing them over the next 20 
years to create a more comprehensive intermodal transportation system.  The chapter 
also discusses the land use patterns that communities are encouraged to promote during 
this period to help create this system. 

County Highways and Community Streets  

Brown County’s communities currently have relatively few multi-lane streets, but some 
of the two-lane streets are still at least 40 feet wide.  The communities also contain cul-de-
sacs and long blocks that provide infrequent connections to intersecting streets.  In 
addition to being expensive to construct and maintain, the wide streets encourage people 
to drive rapidly through neighborhoods, school zones, and other areas where high 
speeds are not appropriate.  The long blocks, cul-de-sacs, and separation of land uses in 
the newer portions of the communities also do more than encourage people to drive from 
place to place – they often force them to drive because other transportation modes are not 
practical.   

To enhance everyone’s ability to safely and efficiently navigate the County’s 
transportation system with and without personal vehicles, the County’s communities are 
encouraged to: 

 Increase street connectivity and intersection frequency. 
 
 Minimize barriers to pedestrian and bicycle travel and encourage people to drive at 

appropriate speeds. 
 
 Improve accessibility and safety at intersections and other potential conflict points. 

Methods of achieving these aims are addressed in this section. 

Develop Complete Streets Policies for Street Construction and Reconstruction Projects 

Brown County’s communities are encouraged to develop “complete streets” policies for 
construction and reconstruction projects to ensure that bicyclists, pedestrians, and 
motorists can be safely and conveniently accommodated on all streets.  The communities 
should also work with the state and County to ensure that state and county highways in 
the metropolitan area communities are built and rebuilt to safely and conveniently 
accommodate all transportation modes.   
 
A complete streets approach to planning, design, and construction would improve 
accessibility throughout the County and be consistent with the Green Bay MPO’s Surface 
Transportation Program-Urban (STP-U) project evaluation and scoring process that was 
approved by the Brown County Planning Commission Board of Directors in May of 2015.   
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Develop Well-Connected Street Patterns 

To enable and encourage people to walk and bicycle throughout the County’s 
communities, the communities are encouraged to require the development of well-
connected street networks within new developments that have frequent connections to 
the existing street system.  These kinds of street patterns also provide motorists several 
route options and avoid concentrating traffic on relatively few streets.  A comparison of 
well-connected and conventional street patterns is shown in Figure 3-8. 

Figure 3-8:  Comparison of Well-Connected and Conventional Street Patterns 

 

Although well-connected street patterns enable traffic to be distributed evenly, are very 
accessible to a variety of transportation system users, are easy for public works 
departments to plow and maintain, enable communities to create efficient sewer and 
water systems (that do not have several stubs), and provide efficient routes to incidents 
for fire departments and other emergency responders, situations will arise where streets 
cannot be connected due to physical or environmental constraints.  If constraints prohibit 
street connections, the County’s communities are encouraged to allow the development 
of cul-de-sacs near the constraints.  However, to maximize connectivity in these 
neighborhoods, the cul-de-sacs should have public rights-of-way or easements reserved 
at the bulbs to enable pedestrians and bicyclists to travel throughout the area easily.  This 
connectivity concept is further discussed later in this chapter. 

Allow the Construction of Narrow Streets 

Many incorporated Brown County communities currently require streets to be at least 36 
feet wide and rights-of-way to be at least 70 feet wide.  Street and right-of-way widths 
are typically narrower for town roads, but rural subdivisions also contain relatively wide 
streets and rights-of-way.  Although the construction of wide streets has been standard 
practice for many years, these widths are typically not necessary (especially within 
residential neighborhoods) and force communities to maintain a significant amount of 
land that could instead be taxable property.  To address this issue, the street width 
requirements in the communities’ subdivision ordinances are encouraged to be amended 
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to allow the construction of narrower streets.  The ordinances should also be amended to 
establish right-of-way width standards that do not require the acquisition of more right-
of-way than necessary.   

A summary of street and right-of-way standards that should be considered by the 
communities is shown in Figure 3-9.  These standards are based on local experience with 
street construction projects and the recommendations in Residential Streets (third 
edition), which was developed by the Urban Land Institute in conjunction with the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers, National Association of Homebuilders, and 
American Society of Civil Engineers. 

Figure 3-9:  Street and Right-of-Way Width Standards Summary 

Street Type 
Right-of-Way 

Width * 

Pavement 
Width 

(curb face to 
curb face) 

Driving Lane 
Width 

On-Street 
Parking 

Parking Areas 
Defined by 

Curbs? 
Collectors 60 feet 34 feet 9 - 10 feet Both Sides Yes 
Local Streets      
No parking     
allowed 40 feet 18 23 feet 9 10 feet None No 
Parking on 
one side 46 - 48 feet 

22 - 24  
28 feet 

14 - 16 10 foot 
travel lanes One Side If Needed 

Parking on 
both sides 50 - 52 feet 

26 - 28  
32 feet 

10 - 12 10 foot 
travel lanes Both Sides If Needed 

Alleys 16 feet 12 feet --- --- --- 
* The right-of-way width includes the widths of the driving area, parking area, curbs, terraces 
(between the sidewalk and street), and sidewalks. 

The implementation of these standards will enable communities to reserve only the land 
they need to accommodate their streets, sidewalks, and terraces and to construct streets 
that conform to the development concepts addressed in the comprehensive plan. 

Define the Parking Areas of Streets That Have Curbs 

The parking areas of streets should be defined by curb extensions at many intersections 
throughout the County when the streets have curbs and other urban characteristics.  If a 
block is relatively long, extensions should also be placed at other points along the street.  
The curb extensions will prohibit drivers from using the parking lanes as passing or 
turning lanes at intersections and encourage people to drive slowly when parked 
vehicles are not present.  The curb extensions will also minimize pedestrian crossing 
distances at intersections.  Examples of curb extensions that were recently built along 
Fourth Street and Grant Street in De Pere are shown on the following page. 
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Curb extension on Fourth Street in De Pere             Curb extension on Grant Street in De Pere 

Attempt to Avoid Expanding Streets to Four or More Lanes 

The typical response to traffic congestion throughout the United States is to widen streets 
to accommodate the traffic.  However, the additional capacity offered by a widened 
street almost always attracts additional vehicle trips (both necessary and discretionary), 
and the result is that the widened streets become congested again.  Since street widening 
has proven to not be an effective long-term method of relieving traffic congestion, Brown 
County and the communities within the County should save the millions of dollars that 
would be necessary to expand the streets to four or more lanes and examine other 
approaches to reducing traffic congestion unless expansion is found to be absolutely 
necessary through the completion of traffic studies and other analyses.  

One way to move traffic efficiently while minimizing barriers to pedestrian and bicycle 
travel and encouraging people to drive at appropriate speeds is through the construction 
of a system of two-lane arterial boulevards or three-lane arterial streets that are 
complemented by an interconnected collector and local street system, mixed land uses, 
and efficient traffic control techniques at intersections.  The street interconnectivity and 
mixing of land uses make walking and bicycling viable transportation options and help 
to avoid forcing traffic onto a system of relatively few large arterial streets.  Building 
narrower arterial streets instead of the standard wide arterial streets will also make 
thoroughfares more attractive throughout the County.   

This and similar design techniques have been used in De Pere and are recommended in 
several comprehensive plans several Brown County communities to create efficient and 
attractive arterial streets that promote neighborhood compatibility and accessibility for 
everyone.   These concepts are illustrated on the following page.   



21 
 

   

 

   

Three-lane streets work well 
when arterial corridors contain 
driveways… 

…but two-lane boulevards 
are ideal for streets that have 
little or no direct driveway 
access. 
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Continue to Design Intersections to Maximize Safety and Accessibility 

Brown County and the County’s communities should continue to utilize street design 
techniques that reduce vehicle speeds, minimize the possibility of conflicts, and enhance 
traveler awareness to maximize pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist safety and 
accessibility at intersections.  Techniques that the County and communities should 
continue to use include roundabouts, curb extensions at intersections, and other similar 
street design features.  The narrower street widths recommended in this chapter can also 
help make intersections safer by controlling the speed of vehicles as they approach the 
intersections. 

Roundabouts in Brown County 

As of November of 2015, there were 71 roundabouts in place in Brown County, and 
another 10 roundabouts were either planned or scheduled for construction.  The existing 
and planned/scheduled roundabouts in Brown County are shown in Figure 3-10.   

There are currently five single-lane roundabouts in De Pere, four single-lane 
roundabouts in the Village of Howard, and one single-lane roundabout in the Town of 
Ledgeview.  The two roundabouts on Lineville Road in Howard were recently featured 
in a Brown County Planning Commission study that examined their safety, efficiency, 
and other impacts between 1999 and 2001.  This study found that the Lineville 
roundabouts have made the intersections more accessible to pedestrians and bicyclists 
and safer for everyone.  An example of this safety improvement is shown in the study 
and in Figure 3-9, which identifies the number of reportable crashes and injuries at the 
Lineville/Cardinal intersection before and after the roundabout. 

Figure 3-9:  Reportable Crashes and Injuries at the Lineville Road/Cardinal Lane 
Intersection (1996-2001) 

0
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1996 1997 1998 1999a 1999b 2000 2001*

Reportable Crashes

Injuries

 
Source:  Brown County Sheriff’s Department crash records:  1996 – 2001 

1999a: January 1, 1999 - July 31, 1999 (before roundabout - still a two-way stop) 
1999b: August 1, 1999 - December 31, 1999 (during and after roundabout construction) 
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2001*: Through October 1, 2001 
                 

The De Pere and Ledgeview roundabouts have not been studied because they were 
completed more recently than the Lineville Road roundabouts.  However, 
representatives of the De Pere Police Department, De Pere Department of Public Works, 
and De Pere School District have indicated that the roundabouts are operating very 
efficiently and that they are unaware of any reportable crashes at the intersections.  
Observations by the Brown County Planning Commission and Highway Department 
have also found that pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists interact well at the 
roundabouts. 

Potential Additional Roundabout Locations in Brown County 

Because the existing roundabouts have proven to be successful in Brown County’s urban 
and rural areas, the County’s communities should continue to work with the Brown 
County Planning Commission, Brown County Public Works Department, and Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation to study the possibility of installing roundabouts at other 
intersections throughout Brown County.   

Lineville/Cardinal roundabout in Howard Chicago/Swan roundabout in De Pere 

     

The County’s communities should also investigate the installation of smaller 
neighborhood roundabouts at minor intersections to calm traffic and enhance the 
appearance of neighborhoods.   
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Speed Limits in Rural Areas 

Over the last several years, the Brown County Planning Commission has been asked by 
some of the County’s unincorporated communities to address the establishment of speed 
limits on their roads.  The findings of staff’s research into this issue are summarized in 
this section.   

According to Chapter 349.11(1) of the Wisconsin Statutes, local authorities are allowed to 
establish speed limits for any road under their jurisdiction if they determine that the 
speed of vehicles on any part of a road is inappropriate.  However, Chapter 349.11(3) of 
the statutes restricts this power in the following ways: 

 Local authorities may not declare a speed limit that exceeds 55 miles per hour, 
which is the limit identified in Chapter 346.57(4)(h) of the Wisconsin Statutes. 

 Local authorities may not modify the limits that are stated in Chapter 346.57(4)(c) 
or Chapter 346.58(1), which are 15 mph designations for: 

 Safety zones occupied by pedestrians. 
 Areas where people are being picked up or dropped off by a public passenger 

vehicle. 
 Any vehicle equipped with metal or solid rubber tires. 

 Local authorities may not modify existing speed limits without the consent of the 
Wisconsin Department of Transportation except in the following situations: 

 To reduce the speed limit during road projects (Chapter 349.11(10)). 
 To increase the speed limit within the corporate limits of a city or village 

(Chapter 346.57(4)(e) and (f)). 
 To increase the speed limit above 35 mph in a semi-urban district outside the 

corporate limits of a city or village (Chapter 346.57(4)(g)). 
 To reduce by 10 mph or less the 15 mph speed limits designated for school zones 

where children are present, properly marked school crossings where children are 
present, and alleys (Chapter 346.57(4)(a), (b), and (d)). 

 To reduce by 10 mph or less the 35 mph speed limit that is imposed on town 
roads under Chapter 346.57(4)(j), which states that the speed limit is: 

 
Thirty-five miles per hour on any town road where on either side of the 
highway within any 1,000 feet along such highway the buildings in use 
for business, industrial, or residential purposes fronting thereon average 
less than 150 feet apart, provided the town board has adopted an 
ordinance determining such speed limit and has posted signs at such 
points as the town board deems necessary to give adequate warning to 
users of the town road. 

It is possible that a town can establish and modify speed limits on its roads under 
Chapter 346.57(4)(g) and (j).  Assuming this is the case, a town could establish speed 
limits as low as 25 miles per hour on roads that qualify under Chapter 346.57(4)(j) and as 
low as 5 miles per hour in school zones, school crossings, and alleys.  However, roads 
that do not have the development densities identified in subsections (g) and (j) of 
Chapter 346.57(4) will likely have to be assigned speed limits of 45 or 55 miles per hour. 
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Establishment of Speed Limits 

The County’s towns are encouraged to study their roads to determine the appropriate 
speed limit for each road based on the standards in Chapters 346.57(4) and 349.11(3) of 
the Wisconsin Statutes.  Once a study is completed, the community should establish the 
speed limits by adopting an ordinance for each town road and posting signs at 
appropriate locations.   

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

Brown County and many of the County’s communities have been continuing to 
implement implementing the bicycle facility recommendations in the Brown County 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Plan since the most recent update was completed in 1998 2011, 
and trail systems continue to be are being built throughout the County to serve regional 
and local purposes.   

Some Brown County communities continue to not require sidewalks along their streets 
and highways, but many communities have adopted comprehensive plans and codes 
that call for the installation of sidewalks in new developments and in other areas. Most 
communities and the County continue to not require sidewalks along their streets and 
highways, but a few communities have recently adopted or are nearly finished with 
plans that call for the installation of sidewalks in all new developments and in other 
areas.  However, much of the recent development in Brown County’s communities is also 
However, development in some communities continues to be characterized by cul-de-
sacs, horseshoe streets, long blocks, and other design features that make walking and 
bicycling difficult and undesirable.   

To enable people of all ages and physical abilities to travel from place to place on foot 
and by bicycle, Brown County and the County’s communities should:  

 Develop land use patterns that enable and encourage walking and bicycling. 
 
 Continue to create safe and continuous pedestrian and bicycle systems. 
 
 Enable people to easily reach developments on foot or by bicycle. 

Although many transportation trips in the rural areas will not be able to be made on foot 
or by bicycle, the town centers that are being recommended in some of the rural Smart 
Growth plans are designed to be walkable and bikeable areas.  Methods of enabling and 
encouraging urban and rural residents to walk and bike are addressed in this section. 

Mixing Land Uses  

To enable and encourage people to make additional walking and bicycling trips in Brown 
County, the County’s communities are encouraged to implement the Land Use chapter’s 
recommendations for mixing land uses to create destinations that can be easily reached 
by pedestrians and bicyclists.  The additional mixing of residential, commercial, 
institutional, and recreational uses will enable people of all ages and physical abilities to 
travel from place to place without motorized vehicles, which will significantly improve 
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mobility for all County residents and minimize traffic on the existing street and highway 
system.   

Dentist’s office in a De Pere neighborhood Business in a Green Bay neighborhood 

Figure 3-11 compares a conventional land use and street pattern with a mixed land use 
and well-connected street pattern.  The dotted circle on the diagram represents a 500-foot 
radius, which is a distance that most people feel comfortable walking.  This diagram 
demonstrates that a greater number and variety of destinations are easily reachable on 
foot (and by bicycle) when land uses are mixed and streets are frequently interconnected.  
The benefits of street connectivity in neighborhoods are also illustrated in Figure 3-12, 
which demonstrates that a well-connected street system requires people to travel much 
shorter distances to reach their destinations than a system with few connections. 

Figure 3-11:  Segregated Land Uses vs. Mixed Uses with High Connectivity 

 
 

The older neighborhoods in Green Bay, De Pere, and other Brown County communities 
have many of the characteristics of the high connectivity diagram on the right, but newer 
developments in many some of the County’s communities tend to resemble the diagram 
on the left.  To enable and encourage people of all ages and physical abilities to travel 
from place to place safely and easily, the County’s communities are encouraged to 
implement the Land Use chapter’s recommendations and require the creation of well-
connected and diverse neighborhoods that contain pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
(sidewalks, trails, bicycle lanes, and other facilities).  
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Developing Comprehensive Sidewalk Systems in Urban Portions of Communities  

Most of the communities in the Green Bay Metropolitan Area have developed and 
adopted policies requiring the installation of sidewalks in all new developments.  The 
following table shows the metropolitan area communities that had sidewalk installation 
policies as of November of 2015.  

Metropolitan Area Community 
Sidewalk Policy per 

Subdivision or Other 
Ordinance? 

City of De Pere Yes 
City of Green Bay Yes 
Village of Allouez Yes 
Village of Ashwaubenon No 
Village of Bellevue Yes 
Village of Hobart No 
Village of Howard Yes 
Village of Suamico Yes 
Town of Green Bay No 
Town of Lawrence Yes 
Town of Ledgeview Yes 
Town of Rockland Yes 
Town of Scott Yes 

A process for creating a community sidewalk policy is summarized in the following 
section. 

The installation of sidewalks has been discussed during Smart Growth plan development 
processes in many Brown County communities, and this issue has often been the most 
controversial element of these plans.  Since September of 2002, only one community 
(Howard) has joined the City of De Pere in requiring the installation of sidewalks in all 
new developments, but the Town of Eaton will require sidewalks to be installed in its 
Poland town center as the center develops.   Other communities that are nearly finished 
with their Smart Growth plans have draft documents that recommend sidewalks in all 
new developments, but most of the communities in Brown County (including the City of 
Green Bay) do not currently require sidewalks in new developments. 

Although sidewalks have been a contentious issue in Brown County for many years, the 
installation of sidewalks in new developments does not appear to be as controversial in 
other parts of the state.   

Figure 3-12 shows that eight of the state’s ten largest cities require sidewalks to be 
installed in all new developments, and the population growth that occurred between 
1990 and 2000 in six of the eight large cities that require sidewalks (as well as in De Pere, 
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Kaukauna, and other smaller communities that also require them) demonstrates that 
sidewalks do not discourage development.   

Figure 3-12:  Sidewalk Requirements in Wisconsin’s Ten Largest Cities as of February 
2003 

 
 

City 

Sidewalks 
Required in 

All New 
Developments? 

 
 

2000 Population 

 
 

1990 Population 

 
Percent 
Growth 

1990 - 2000 
Milwaukee Yes 596,974 628,088 -4.95% 
Madison Yes 208,054 191,262 8.78% 
Green Bay No 102,313 96,466 6.06% 
Kenosha Yes 90,352 80,352 12.45% 
Racine No 81,855 84,298 -2.90% 
Appleton Yes 70,087 65,695 6.69% 
Waukesha Yes 64,825 56,958 13.81% 
Oshkosh Yes 62,916 55,006 14.38% 
Eau Claire Yes 61,704 56,856 8.53% 
West Allis Yes 61,254 63,221 -3.11% 

Sidewalk Policy Sources:  Milwaukee Department of Public Works, Madison Department of Public 
Works, Green Bay Planning Department, Kenosha Subdivision Ordinance, Racine Department of 
Public Works, Appleton Planning Department, Waukesha Subdivision Ordinance, Oshkosh 
Planning Department, Eau Claire Department of Public Works, and West Allis Department of 
Development.  Population Data Source:  1990 and 2000 United States Census of the Population.  

An indication of how some people feel about sidewalk installation in and around Brown 
County comes from an online survey conducted by the Green Bay Press-Gazette between 
December 9 and December 15, 2002.  This survey asked if residential neighborhoods 
should be required to have sidewalks, and the 1,442 responses were distributed as 
follows: 

Yes, to ensure pedestrian safety and to promote walking over driving. 55.8% 

No, it adds too much to the cost of a home and it’s extra work for 
homeowners to shovel sidewalks in winter. 

17.3% 

The decision to add sidewalks should be up to homeowners, not the local 
government. 

26.8% 

Although this survey was not statistically significant or random, the results suggest that 
sidewalks are more popular in Brown County than many people have been led to 
believe.   

Methods of Creating a Sidewalk System   

In addition to providing a place for people of all ages and physical abilities to travel 
safely, sidewalks are a place for friends and neighbors to interact with each other, for 
children to play, and for commerce to occur.  Sidewalks also provide the “street life” that 
helps to enhance neighborhood security.  For these and other reasons, Brown County 
should install sidewalks along its highways within incorporated communities and in 
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portions of unincorporated communities that have urban characteristics.  The County’s 
incorporated and unincorporated communities that do not have sidewalk installation 
policies are also encouraged to adopt these policies and create sidewalk systems in their 
areas of urbanization.  A process for accomplishing this is summarized in this section. 

Step 1:  Require sidewalks in all new subdivisions.  The County’s communities could 
begin the process of creating their comprehensive sidewalk systems by requiring 
developers to install sidewalks on both sides of all streets in new subdivisions and by not 
approving new subdivisions that do not include sidewalks.  The only situation where 
sidewalks should not be required on both sides of a street is when physical or 
environmental constraints exist.  In these situations, sidewalks should be required on at 
least one side of the street. 

Step 2:  Install sidewalks along major streets and walk routes.  Next, communities could 
install sidewalks along both sides of all existing home-to-school walking routes and all 
existing collector and arterial streets.  These sidewalks will enable children to walk 
outside of the driving area and provide people a safe place to walk along the streets that 
carry high volumes of traffic. 

Step 3:  Construct sidewalks along the rest of the streets by identifying demand and 
consulting residents prior to street reconstruction projects.  After requiring sidewalks 
along all new subdivision streets and installing sidewalks along all home-to-school 
walking routes and collector and arterial streets, the communities could work toward 
constructing sidewalks along the rest of their existing streets by identifying 
neighborhoods where people want sidewalks and meeting with residents prior to street 
reconstruction projects to determine if street narrowing and sidewalks should be 
elements of the projects.   

Walkways Along Streets with Reverse Frontage Lots 

One of the reasons that sidewalks are not installed along major streets is that many of 
these streets do not have homes or other developments that directly face or access them.  
This lack of direct access prevents governmental (state, county, and local) entities from 
assessing for the costs of the sidewalks and makes it difficult to justify requiring property 
owners to maintain them, and these entities often do not want to make the equipment 
and labor investments needed to maintain the sidewalks themselves.  Unfortunately, this 
results in minimal or no pedestrian access along streets where traffic is very heavy and 
many commercial and other destinations are located.  It also restricts the ability of non-
drivers to travel in the newly developed parts of Brown County because the arterial 
street system must be used at some point to make many trips in these areas.     

If sidewalks cannot (or will not) be installed, the state, county, and local governments 
should consider enhancing pedestrian access along major streets that have reverse 
frontage lots and little or no driveway access by constructing multi-use trails that are 10 
or 12 feet wide.  Once the trails are installed (the cost of which can likely be covered with 
grant and local funds), they can be plowed and maintained using equipment that 
governments at all levels already have.    
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Determining the Safety of Bicyclists on Parallel Trails Using the Sidepath Suitability 
Index 

A method of estimating the relative safety of bicyclists on trails (or paths) that run 
parallel to streets was developed by the League of Illinois Bicyclists (LIB).  This “Sidepath 
Suitability Index” is designed to enable communities and other entities to rate the safety 
of existing parallel paths, determine if a new path would be an appropriate option, and 
identify methods for making existing or planned paths as safe as possible.   

To assess the suitability of placing a path along a road segment, the following factors are 
considered: 

a. Intersection traffic, which considers vehicle volumes, vehicle speeds, the number of 
driveway and street intersections, and other conditions. 

 
b. Path continuity, which measures the impact of gaps (unpaved areas, etc.) that exist 

along the path. 
 
c. Curb cuts, which considers whether or not curb cuts exist at street and driveway 

crossings. 
 
d. Pedestrian use, which considers the level of pedestrian use and the conflicts that exist 

or could exist between walkers and bicyclists. 
 
e. Crosswalks, which measures the visibility of crosswalks at intersections. 
 
f. Separation between intersections and sidepaths, which considers the proximity of 

the path’s intersection and driveway crossings to the parallel road.   

Each of these factors is assessed and scored, and the final score is used to determine the 
overall suitability of the path by comparing the score to the categories in the following 
table: 

 
Sidepath Suitability 
 

 
   Points 

Most Suitable 0-7 
Somewhat Suitable 8-9 
Least Suitable 10-11 
Not Suitable 12+ 

 

If communities intend to emphasize the construction of parallel paths, it is important that 
those who will be involved in developing these paths carefully consider where the paths 
should and should not be built.  The following two examples illustrate how the 
suitability index works.  

Example 1:  A street segment with very few access points that has curb cuts and highly visible 
crosswalks at intersections.  The sidepath crosswalks are close to the parallel street at the 
crossings, and pedestrian use of the path is moderate. 
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After completing the analysis shown in Appendix 1, this segment’s suitability rating was 
found to be 4, which falls within the Most Suitable category.  This result suggests that a 
path along this segment that includes the features summarized in Example 1 would be 
acceptable.   
 

Example 2:  A street segment that intersects often with commercial driveways and streets.  This 
segment has curb cuts and highly visible crosswalks at street intersections.  The sidepath 
crosswalks are close to the parallel street at the street intersections, but the driveway crossings are 
not close to the parallel street.  Pedestrian use of the path is moderate here as well. 

After completing the analysis shown in Appendix 1, this segment’s suitability rating was 
found to be 11, which falls within the Least Suitable category.  This result suggests that a 
path along this segment that includes the features summarized in Example 2 would not 
be as safe as on-street bicycle lanes because of the relatively high number of street and 
driveway crossings and the possibility that drivers will not see oncoming bikers because 
the drivers will tend to look for gaps in traffic instead of bicyclists on the path.  
 
In situations where parallel multi-use paths are found to fall within the Not Suitable or 
Least Suitable categories, communities should strongly consider adding on-street bicycle 
lanes and sidewalks instead of the paths.  Communities should also consider choosing 
on-street lanes and sidewalks over multi-use paths in situations where the parallel paths 
fall within the Somewhat Suitable category.  However, if communities still want to build 
paths when undesirable conditions exist, they should try to maximize the paths’ 
suitability by minimizing the number of conflict points and making the paths as visible 
as possible to drivers. 

Developing Pedestrian and Bicycle Trail Systems in Urban and Rural Communities  

The number of trails in Brown County has steadily grown for several years, and studies 
have shown that facilities like the Fox River Trail are heavily used and contribute to the 
economic health of the areas they serve.  In addition to the County-operated Fox River 
and Mountain-Bay Trails, local trail systems exist or are being developed in many of the 
County’s urban and rural communities.  The Oneida Nation is also in the process of 
developing a trail along the former Wisconsin Central rail line between Howard and 
New London. 

Over the next 20 years, it is important to continue developing trails throughout Brown 
County and to link as many of the trails as possible to create a continuous system that 
serves the urban and rural areas and connects Brown County to the surrounding 
counties.  Some examples of trail connections that should be pursued include: 

 Extending the East River Trail through the Town of Ledgeview to connect to the Fox 
River Trail on the north or south side of Rockland Road.  This link and the estimated 
costs of creating it are identified in the East River Trail Extension Plan that was 
prepared by the Brown County Planning Commission in 2000.   
 

 Completing the East River Trail Extension in Green Bay.  Once built, the trail will 
fill the one-mile gap between the Fox River Trail and the East River Trail 
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(between Quincy Street and Baird Street) through the historic Olde Main Street 
District.  Planning for this missing trail link has been completed with the 
publication of the East River Trail Connection Plan.  Funding for this project will 
be sought through grants and public/private partnerships. 

 Continuing to pave portions of the Fox River Trail.  The trail is currently paved 
with asphalt from Green Bay to Lasee Road in the Town of Rockland, and the 
trail continues south with limestone cover into Outagamie County.  The County 
should seek grants and funds through private/public partnerships to accomplish 
this task. 

 
 Extending the Fox River Trail from its current end point in Greenleaf to Hilbert in 

Calumet County.  This extension should be pursued if the railroad tracks south of 
Greenleaf are proposed for abandonment in the future. 

 
 Developing a trail along the former Wisconsin Central rail line on the west side of 

Green Bay (near Helen Keller Elementary School) and extending the trail north to the 
Mountain Bay Trail if the tracks between the school and Mountain Bay Trail are 
proposed for abandonment in the future. 

 
 Working with the Villages of Howard and Hobart, Oneida Nation, and Wisconsin 

DNR, and other stakeholders to develop access and trailhead facilities for the 
proposed trail along the former Wisconsin Central rail line between Howard and 
New London. 

 
 Extending the Denrock Trail between the Village of Denmark and Town of 

Rockwood in Manitowoc County. 

Trails should also be developed along other rail rights-of-way as they are proposed for 
abandonment throughout Brown County over the next 20 years, and unpaved trails 
should be considered for paving if they are located in densely developed areas.  

Designing Developments That Provide Direct Access to Sidewalks and Streets 

Many buildings in downtown Green Bay, downtown De Pere, and in other heavily 
developed parts of the County can be easily reached by pedestrians, bicyclists, and 
motorists because they have minimal or no setbacks.  However, many developments 
throughout the County are more difficult to reach on foot or by bicycle because they were 
built a significant distance from the street and are fronted by large parking lots that are 
difficult for walkers and bikers to cross.  Examples of these types of developments 
include most large discount stores, large grocery stores, and strip developments along 
arterial streets.   
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Parking lots between sidewalks and buildings 
discourage walking and bicycling,… 

…but buildings that provide direct access to 
sidewalks and streets encourage walking and 
biking. 

To enable and encourage people to travel to destinations in the County with and without 
motorized vehicles, the County’s communities should encourage the development and 
redevelopment of buildings that have zero or minimal setbacks, parking along the side or 
in the rear, and other features similar to those recommended in the plan’s Land Use 
chapter.  Figure 3-13 shows examples of auto-oriented vs. pedestrian- and transit-
oriented development patterns.  People will still be able to reach their destinations with 
motorized vehicles, but these design features will also enable and encourage people to 
travel to them using other transportation modes.   

Figure 3-13:  Pedestrian- and Transit-Oriented Development vs. Automobile-Oriented 
Development 
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Ensuring That All Transportation Structures Have Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

The County should continue to work with the Wisconsin Department of Transportation 
and the County’s communities to ensure that all of the bridges, interchange overpasses, 
and other transportation structures within the County have adequate pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities when they are constructed or reconstructed.  The new Claude Allouez 
Bridge, Southern Bridge and the new interchanges, overpasses, and underpasses along I-
41 and STH 29 and new US 41 interchange at Southbridge Road are examples of facilities 
that will need to be equipped with adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities when they 
are built to avoid the cost and inconvenience of retrofitting the structures in the future. 

Enabling People to Travel Easily Between Subdivisions and Other Developments 
When Cul-de-sacs Are Necessary 

In some parts of the County, the well-connected street networks recommended earlier in 
this chapter will not be feasible due to the presence of existing development or 
environmental/physical constraints.  When cul-de-sacs must be built and development 
and physical barriers are not insurmountable, the County’s communities should require 
the designation of public rights-of-way at or near the end of the cul-de-sacs for multi-use 
paths that connect to neighboring subdivisions, schools, parks, and other destinations.  
These paths should be between 10 and 12 feet wide and paved to accommodate 
pedestrians, bicyclists, skaters, and other non-motorized uses.  This width and surface 
will also be able to handle authorized vehicles, such as park and public works trucks. 

Developing land use patterns that enable and encourage walking and bicycling, 
expanding the County’s pedestrian system, and enabling people to easily reach 
developments from the streets and walkways will enhance accessibility and mobility for 
everyone in Brown County.  This enhanced mobility and choice of viable transportation 
modes will also help attract new residents of all ages to the County, improve access to 
businesses, and allow the existing and future street and highway systems to handle 
traffic efficiently.   

Bicyclist, Pedestrian, and Driver Enforcement Activities 

Treat Enforcement Actions as Education and Outreach Opportunities 

As pedestrian and bicycle systems continue to be developed throughout Brown County 
and residents are being educated on how to use them properly, law enforcement 
agencies should support these efforts by enforcing the rules of the road as they apply to 
bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers.  These enforcement activities should initially be 
treated as education outreach programs where officers see offenses, stop the offenders, 
explain what they did wrong, and give them a leaflet or other piece of literature.  The 
agencies could issue citations for serious violations and repeat offenses, but most 
ticketing should not occur until after the outreach element has been in place for several 
months.   

Encourage Residents to Correct Unsafe Driving, Walking, and Bicycling Behavior 

Because Brown County has over 250,000 residents and law enforcement agencies have to 
enforce all laws, it is impossible for the agencies to correct most of the unsafe bicycling, 



37 
 

walking, and driving behavior.  To help the agencies with this effort, residents should be 
encouraged to remind their friends, families, neighbors, and others that: 
 
 Bicyclists must ride with traffic and stop at stop signs and signals. 
 Drivers must yield to pedestrians in crosswalks. 
 Pedestrians and bicyclists must provide drivers enough time to yield to them in 

crosswalks.  
 Bicyclists belong on the street and should not be harassed by passing drivers.   
 Drivers need to look for pedestrians before proceeding through intersections. 

Bicyclist, Pedestrian, and Driver Education Activities 

Several methods should be used to educate people about the rights and responsibilities 
of bicyclists, pedestrians, and drivers.  Some examples of possible methods are 
summarized below.  

Offer Bicycle Safety Training in Physical Education Classes 

Bicycle crashes in Brown County often involve children, and many of these crashes are 
partially or largely caused by children making illegal or unpredictable movements at 
intersections.  To maximize the likelihood that children will learn and retain the 
information they need to be safe bicyclists, bicycle safety training should be offered in 
grades K through 12 as a unit in gym classes.  This program would be similar to many 
driver education programs in that it would combine classroom instruction with on-road 
experience.   
 
For the younger students, the emphasis would be placed on educating them about 
bicycle safety and the rules of the road.  However, the older students would also be able 
to practice what they learn on a course situated on the school grounds or along actual 
streets.  The bicycles for the on-road training could be donated to schools by local law 
enforcement agencies and maintained by local high school students in exchange for the 
community service credits that many of them need to graduate.   
 

Continue to Offer Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Programs at Schools 

Special presentations at schools, bicycle education programs, and education and 
enforcement programs should continue to be offered at schools throughout the area.  
School liaison officers could also speak to classes or entire schools about bicycle and 
pedestrian laws and safety.    
 

Ensure that Driver Education Courses Address how to Interact with Bicyclists and 
Pedestrians  

The driver education courses offered through public schools and private companies 
should include units that address how to safely and lawfully interact with bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  For example, young drivers should be taught that they must share the road 
with bicyclists and yield to pedestrians at marked and unmarked crosswalks.  They 
should also be taught that bicycles are vehicles and that bicyclists must obey all traffic 
laws.   
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Install Share the Road with Bicycles Signs 
Along Bicycle Routes and Other Streets Where 
Bicycling is Common 

Brown County communities should consider 
installing “Share the Road with Bicycles” signs 
along signed bicycle routes and on other streets 
where bicycling is common to remind drivers to 
look for bikes and that bicyclists belong on the 
streets.  
 
Developing land use patterns that enable and 
encourage walking and bicycling, expanding the 
area’s pedestrian system, and enabling people to 
easily reach developments from the streets and 
walkways will enhance accessibility and mobility 
for everyone.  This enhanced mobility and choice 
of viable transportation modes will also help 
attract new residents of all ages to the area, 
enable and encourage people to live active and 
healthy lifestyles, improve access to businesses, and allow the existing and future street 
and highway systems to handle traffic efficiently.  

Transit 

There are many reasons for the Green Bay Metropolitan Area to promote the use of mass 
transit over the next several decades.  Transit uses require far less land than vehicle-
oriented land uses (such as parking lots and structures), it is a form of transportation that 
is available to anyone who wants to use it, a bus is a far more efficient use of the 
metropolitan area’s street system than an individual vehicle (especially a vehicle carrying 
only one occupant), a bus’s impact on the environment is much lower than the number of 
cars it would take to equal a bus’s carrying capacity, and transit enhances the livability of 
an area because it reduces people’s reliance on cars and minimizes the negative impacts 
of driving (noise, traffic congestion, etc.).  But despite these positive attributes, Green Bay 
Metro’s buses primarily serve area residents who do not have access to cars.  There are 
many reasons that the bus system appeals to these “captive” riders and does not appeal 
to most people who have other transportation options.  Some of these reasons include: 

Travel time.  Since the Metro buses have to share the same streets (and the same delays) 
as personal vehicles, the buses do not provide travel time incentives for people who have 
the option to use their own vehicles.  In most cases, buses actually take longer to travel 
from place to place than cars because the buses have to stop to pick up passengers.  This 
time deterrent is especially significant for trips where people have to transfer to another 
route to reach their destinations. 

Direct costs.  The cost per mile to operate a personal vehicle is often higher than the per-
mile cost of riding a bus when indirect costs such as vehicle depreciation, insurance, 
vehicle registration, vehicle maintenance, and parking subsidy are added to direct 
vehicle operating costs such as fuel and parking.  However, people tend to only consider 
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direct (or out-of-pocket) travel costs when they choose a transportation mode, and these 
costs are often very low for drivers because fuel is relatively cheap and parking is often 
free or very inexpensive.  These personal considerations and pricing conditions make 
paying $1.25 for a one-way transit trip much less appealing than spending about $.06 per 
mile for gas and little or nothing for parking.3 

Frequency, convenience, and reliability.  Compared to many other transit systems, Green 
Bay Metro provides relatively frequent service to many destinations in the metropolitan 
area.  However, the most frequent Metro routes only provide access to many destinations 
every half hour, and the rest of the routes serve their areas once an hour.  Although this 
service frequency is pretty good by transit standards, it cannot compete with the current 
level of convenience offered by personal vehicles that can be accessed quickly and driven 
to any destination without having to continually stop.  The missed transfers that 
occasionally occur also make it difficult for people to rely on the system for work and 
other trips.   

Urban design.  Over the last several decades, the communities in the Green Bay 
Metropolitan Area have stopped developing in a transit-friendly manner.  For instance, 
all of the communities in the area have stopped building interconnected street networks 
and are instead building systems that contain cul-de-sacs or long uninterrupted streets 
that provide minimal access.  Only two metropolitan area communities (De Pere and 
Howard) currently require sidewalks along most of their streets, and many land 
development projects in the metro communities contain minimal density and little, if 
any, mixture of uses (residential with commercial, etc.).   These types of street and 
sidewalk patterns make it very difficult for a bus to serve an area within a specified 
schedule and make it very inconvenient (and possibly unsafe) for potential riders to walk 
to and from bus stops.  Over the last decade, many communities in the Green Bay Metro 
service area have built interconnected streets, sidewalks and trails, and other facilities 
that make transit an attractive and viable transportation mode.  However, many land 
development projects still include only minimal density and little mixture of uses 
(residential with commercial, etc.).  Low-density and homogenous development patterns 
make transit service very inefficient because the number of potential riders in these areas 
tends to be low. 

Another element of urban design that has made transit less appealing is the 
decentralization of the metropolitan area.  When Green Bay was the area’s clearly 
defined economic center, taking a bus from the outlying areas to downtown Green Bay 
for work, shopping, or other purposes was more convenient than it is today because 
transfers often weren’t necessary and several destinations were within easy walking 
distance of the downtown transit center.  But today, many large employers, educational 
institutions, commercial developments, and other destinations are located on the edge of 
the transit service area or outside the service area altogether.  This situation makes taking 
the bus to these places inconvenient or impossible, and it is certainly one of deterrents to 
transit use by those who have other transportation options.  

Green Bay Metro clearly provides a very important service to the metropolitan area, and 
it is important to enhance its attractiveness to non-captive riders as the area grows in the 

                                                 
3 Based on a per gallon cost of $1.60 and a vehicle fuel efficiency of 25 mpg. 
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future.  But to significantly increase ridership over the next several years, Metro will have 
to overcome many well-established local, state, and federal policies, procedures, and 
preferences.  This challenge will be very difficult, but it will not be impossible.  Some 
methods of addressing these issues are discussed in the rest of this section. 

Meeting the Challenge 

To maximize its chances of significantly improving ridership over the next several years, 
Green Bay Metro will need to work with state and local government representatives, 
elected officials at every level, private companies, and the public to create a viable set of 
coordinated transit incentives and automobile disincentives.  Some examples of these 
measures that pertain to the issues discussed in the previous section are discussed below. 

Establish a Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) or Similar Funding Mechanism   

For many years, Green Bay Metro has been one of the most cost-effective transit systems 
in Wisconsin.  Audits conducted by WisDOT and other agencies have shown that Metro 
consistently provides more rides for less money than nearly all of its peer systems 
throughout the state.  But even though Metro has proven its ability to do a lot with a 
relatively small budget, the system’s current and projected funding levels are not nearly 
enough to improve service to a point where most people believe that the buses are as 
reliable, convenient, and pleasant as personal vehicles.   

 

To significantly enhance service for existing bus riders and make Metro a viable 
transportation option for non-riders, Metro will have to raise and sustain additional 
capital and operating money in the future.  Since the current federal, state, and local 
funding sources will not likely increase substantially over the next several years, Metro 
should work with Brown County, the City of Green Bay, and its other municipal partners 
to develop a strategy for the creation of a Regional Transportation Authority (RTA) that 
is governed by a body that includes elected officials or a similar funding mechanism that 
enables Metro to maintain or expand its service.   

 

Improve transit travel time  

The best method of improving transit travel time is through the creation of busways or 
railways that have very few or no conflicts with other vehicles.  These conflict-free rights-
of-way enable transit vehicles to avoid traffic congestion and other impediments that 
would ordinarily slow them down, which makes transit travel more appealing to people.  
Being able to avoid the traffic congestion that drivers cannot avoid is also a very 
powerful method of encouraging people to choose transit over their cars. 

Some examples of facilities that enable transit to operate on dedicated rights-of-way 
include rapid rail lines (such as those that currently exist in Atlanta, San Francisco, and 
other large American cities), electric trolley lines, street and highway lanes that are 
devoted strictly to buses (busways), and high occupant vehicle (HOV) lanes that can be 
shared by transit vehicles and personal vehicles that contain more than one person.4  

                                                 
4 The number of required occupants varies from place to place.  Some cities require four or more people to be in 
the vehicle, but many only require two or more people. 
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These transit options are attractive to potential riders because they are not subject to 
many of the delays that the Green Bay Metro buses and other similar vehicles face by 
traveling on the same streets as everyone else.  In many cases, these dedicated right-of-
way transit modes are more attractive than driving because people actually save time 
during their work commutes and other trips.  Of course, the main obstacle to 
implementing a dedicated right-of-way transit system is the high cost of starting the 
system, and it is very unlikely that the Green Bay Metropolitan Area will build a rapid 
rail or electric trolley system within the next 20 years because of the cost and other 
constraints.  It would be physically possible to convert some existing street and highway 
lanes in the Green Bay area to HOV lanes (especially during events such as Packers 
games), and this might encourage people to choose the bus over their cars if the service is 
also frequent, reliable, and competitively priced.  However, this policy would initially 
draw sharp criticism from many interests and might not be politically feasible as a result.  
Because of the cost and other factors, it is unlikely that transit service in the Green Bay 
Metropolitan Area will become attractive to “choice” riders in the future based solely on 
travel time savings. 

 

Consider Maintaining Fares at Current Levels and Continue the Green Saturday Program 

As transit operating costs escalate, Metro and systems like it are often pressured to raise 
fares to cover the additional expenses.  However, the amount of money generated by 
fares is relatively small for many transit systems (fixed route fares cover only 15-18% of 
Metro’s overall expenses), and fare increases make it more difficult to attract riders to the 
systems.  As a result, fare increases often do more harm to transit systems than good.   

 
A transit system has a very difficult time competing with cars for the reasons discussed 
at the beginning of this section, so it is important for Green Bay Metro to make it as 
financially attractive as possible to potential riders.  One method of doing this that was 
implemented by Green Bay Metro in 2011 is the Green Saturday Program, which allows 
everyone to ride the fixed route system for free on Saturdays.  The program is designed 
to encourage non-riders to give Metro a try with the goal that they become fare-paying 
regular riders during the week, and a survey of riders indicated that this has occurred.  
Because the response to the program has been positive, Green Bay Metro should continue 
to operate the Green Saturday Program. 
 

Expand Metro’s U-Pass Program  

The U-Pass (or Universal Pass) Program began on July 1, 2008.  The program allows 
participants an unlimited number of rides on any Green Bay Metro bus by scanning an 
authorized identification card.  Metro is reimbursed for the trips by the U-Pass Program 
participant at an agreed upon rate.  UW-Green Bay, Rasmussen College, and St. Norbert 
College currently participate in the program.  In 2014, Metro provided 39,708 U-Pass one-
way trips.   
 
Because this program has been successful, Green Bay Metro should investigate similar 
arrangements with other educational institutions and local businesses.  
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Cost savings.  As transit operating costs escalate, Metro and systems like it are often 
pressured to raise fares to cover the additional expenses.  However, the amount of 
money generated by fares is relatively small for many transit systems (fares represented 
only 13.9 percent of Metro’s overall revenues in 2002) and fare increases make it more 
difficult to attract riders to the systems, so these increases often do more harm to transit 
systems than good.  An example of these negative impacts is summarized in this section. 

Figure 3-14:  Fare Increases Implemented by Green Bay Metro in 1998 

Fare Category Previous 
Cash Fare 

New Cash 
Fare 

Previous 
Pass Fare 

New Pass Fare 

Adult $.75/trip $1.00/trip $22.00/mo. $21.50/mo. 

Student $.65/trip $1.00/trip $11.00/mo. $16.00/mo.* 

Elderly/Disabled $.35/trip $.50/trip $11.00/mo. $10.75/mo. 
Source:  Green Bay Metro, Brown County Planning Commission 
 

*The student fare increased to $13.00 per month in the spring of 1998 and to $16.00 per month in the fall of 1998. 
 

These fare increases were expected to steadily increase Metro’s overall revenue stream 
for several years.  However, the following table summarizes what actually happened 
after the increases went into effect. 

Although Metro’s farebox revenue increased immediately after the fare increases went 
into effect, the system’s farebox revenue has steadily decreased since 1999.  Figure 3-15 
also shows that the percentage of operating expenses covered by farebox revenue has 
steadily declined since 1998. 

Figure 3-15:  Farebox Revenue Before and After Metro’s 1998 Fare Increases 
 

Year 
Farebox 
Revenue 

Total Operating 
Expenses 

Percentage of Operating Expenses 
Covered by Farebox 

1997 $810,000 $4,748,000 17.1% 
1998 $931,000 $4,849,000 19.2% 
1999 $942,000 $5,219,000 18.0% 
2000 $905,000 $5,438,000 16.6% 
2001 $865,000 $5,785,000 14.9% 
2002 $863,000 $6,190,000 13.9% 

 Source:  Green Bay Metro, Brown County Planning Commission 

Figure 3-16:  Ridership Before and After Metro’s 1998 Fare Increases 
 

Year Ridership Percent Change 

1997 1,965,649  
1998 1,744,323 -11.3% 
1999 1,660,679 -4.8% 
2000 1,624,501 -2.2% 
2001 1,624,932 0.03% 
2002 1,648,584 1.5% 

 Source:  Green Bay Metro, Brown County Planning Commission 
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Figure 3-17:  Ridership By Fare Category:  1997-2002 
  

1997 
 

1998 
 

1999 
 

2000 
 

2001 
 

2002 
1997-2002 
Change 

Adult        

Cash 251,954 223,486 210,838 198,973 167,109 158,494 -37.1% 

Pass 301,147 323,581 326,444 353,462 402,076 428,579 42.3% 

Total** 553,101 547,067 537,282 552,435 569,185 587,073 6.1% 
Student        

Cash 125,544 102,172 89,827 75,303 64,620 54,331 -56.7% 

Pass 414,607 372,237 345,298 323,962 318,523 333,522 -19.6% 

Total** 540,151 474,409 435,125 399,265 383,143 387,853 -28.2% 
E&D        

Cash 68,478 67,741 67,049 52,443 42,413 36,556 -46.6% 

Pass 411,703 409,683 399,909 413,410 425,270 459,280 11.6% 

Total** 480,181 477,424 466,958 465,853 467,683 495,836 3.3% 
Source:  Green Bay Metro. 
 

**These ridership totals do not include riders who used tickets and tokens. 

Although there could be many factors that contributed to the significant decline in 
ridership following the 1998 fare increases, the information in Figures 3-14 through 3-17 
strongly suggests that: 

 The fare increases did not result in a significant long-term increase in farebox 
revenue.  Instead, the system’s farebox revenue has steadily declined, and the 
system’s operating deficit has consistently grown since 1999. 

 The fare increases likely played a significant role in reducing the annual number 
of transit trips.  This occurred even though the Adult and E&D pass costs were 
reduced in 1998 in an attempt to encourage riders to shift from the cash to pass 
categories.   

 The shifts that were expected to occur within the Adult and E&D categories 
appear to have occurred, but people within the Student category could not shift 
to a lower cost fare option because the cash and pass categories experienced 
significant increases.  The decision to increase the Student cash and pass fares 
was largely based on the assumption that the Green Bay School District 
purchased nearly all of the Student passes and that the district would continue to 
purchase the same number of the more expensive passes.  However, Metro later 
discovered that many Student passes were purchased by the students 
themselves, and it is very likely that many of the students decided to stop riding 
the bus because of the significant fare increases. 

A transit system has a very difficult time competing with cars for the reasons discussed 
at the beginning of this section, so it is important for Green Bay Metro to make itself as 
attractive as possible to potential riders.  One method of doing this would be to reduce 
fares for the Adult, Student, and Elderly/Disabled categories.  The amount of the 
reduction should vary by category, but Metro should reduce the Student cash and pass 
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fares to levels at or below what existed before 1998 (possibly $.50 for a one-way trip and 
$10.00 for a monthly pass).  In addition to these fare reductions, Metro should consider 
developing semester and summer passes for K-12 and college students that could be 
purchased for slightly less than the cost of four monthly passes (or three monthly passes 
in the summer).  Metro should also make sure that the cost of the semester pass is less 
than the cost of a semester parking pass at UWGB, and Metro and Brown County 
Planning Commission staff should contact UWGB, NWTC, and area high schools to 
determine the feasibility of establishing or raising parking fees (an automobile 
disincentive) to encourage students to ride the bus.  These fare adjustments should be 
accompanied by an aggressive marketing campaign that clearly informs students and 
other potential riders that the system wants them back. 

Other Transit Cost Incentives 

In addition to modifying the system’s fare structure maintaining the system’s current fare 
structure and expanding the U-Pass Program, Metro should work with the area’s large 
retail centers, hospitals, businesses, and other significant trip generators to establish 
programs that encourage transit use and discourage driving.  Some examples of these 
programs include: 

Travel allowance programs   

Travel allowance programs can be established by employers to provide employees 
incentives to give up their cars in favor of the bus or another mode of transportation.  The 
travel allowance is determined by the market value of a parking space used by an 
employee, and this amount is given to the employee to use for the parking space or a bus 
pass.  The employee can also keep the allowance and find a non-motorized means of 
reaching work (walking, bicycling, etc.).      

Free bus passes for employees.  Since the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) allows 
employers to deduct the cost of transit passes (up to $100 per employee per month) from 
their gross incomes,5 employers within the Green Bay Metro service area would be able 
to deduct the entire cost of bus passes that they purchase for their employees.  This 
incentive would be even more effective if employers restricted the number of parking 
spaces available to employees and/or charged the employees a substantial monthly fee 
for using the spaces.  

Transit trip validation programs 

Many malls and other retail centers attempt to attract people to them by offering to pay 
for a portion of their customers’ parking costs, but very few (if any) retail outlets offer 
validation programs for people who ride the bus.  This program could be as simple as 
selling or donating bus tokens vouchers to interested businesses and having the 
businesses “validate” a shopper’s bus trip by giving him or her a token voucher 
following a purchase.  The Metro service area contains several retail centers that might be 
interested in participating in a transit trip validation program, and the program would be 
relatively inexpensive to start and administer. 

                                                 
5 According to the American Payroll Association (2002). 
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Create Park and Ride Partnerships with Owners of Private Parking Lots 

Metro does not directly serve the state-owned park and ride lots in the Green Bay 
Metropolitan Area, but many of Metro’s fixed routes directly serve developments that 
have large parking lots that are often partially occupied or empty.  To encourage more 
people to ride the bus, Metro should contact area shopping centers, churches, and other 
developments with large lots to find out if the owners will allow people to use their lots 
as transit park and ride facilities.   

 

Although the park and ride arrangements would be beneficial to Metro, the shopping 
centers and other for-profit developments could also benefit by having potential 
customers park at their facilities.  The additional vehicles in the parking lots will also 
suggest to passersby that the participating businesses are popular places to shop.   

Frequency, convenience, and reliability improvements 

Metro’s current and projected budget situation will make it difficult to increase service 
frequency to a point where the bus can compete with private vehicles, and it is currently 
much less convenient to take a bus than to drive a car because free or low cost parking is 
almost always available next to or near most destinations.  However, there are ways to 
encourage people to choose the bus over their private vehicles.  For example, the 
communities in the Metro service area could increase the cost of parking in community-
owned ramps and lots and use the extra revenue to increase the frequency of transit 
service throughout the area.  This policy could be beneficial in many ways.  First, the 
additional revenue would help to make transit service more frequent and convenient, 
which would improve its appeal to people who can choose from a variety of 
transportation modes.  Second, it would provide an incentive for people who do not have 
to drive to choose the bus (or another transportation mode), which could relieve traffic 
on the street system and extend the life of the existing infrastructure.  Third, it would 
force drivers to recognize and absorb a larger portion of the cost of providing parking by 
increasing their direct (out-of-pocket) costs.   

This parking pricing strategy could be implemented as a flat hourly increase or as a 
graduated fee.  With a graduated fee system, people who park for long periods of time 
would pay a fee that increases every hour (e.g., $0.50 the first hour, $0.70 the second 
hour, $0.90 the third hour, etc.).  This approach would encourage people who park for 
long periods of time and typically do not need their cars during the day (commuters, etc.) 
to use the bus while accommodating people who make trips for business meetings and 
other time-sensitive trips where cars might be necessary.  

Other Frequency, Convenience, and Reliability Strategies 

Study the establishment of a two-hub system.  Another approach to improving 
convenience and reliability for many people could be to establish transit hubs on the east 
and west sides of the Fox River and to create a system of routes that extends outward 
from each hub.  These hubs would be connected by a single route that crosses the river 
using a bridge that experiences few or no delays.  A two-hub system could attract new 
riders to the system by reducing travel times and distances for many riders, providing 
east-west and north-south service much more efficiently on each side of the river, and 
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serving portions of the metropolitan area that cannot be served within the current Metro 
schedule.  However, this type of system could discourage existing and potential cross-
town riders from using the bus by forcing them to transfer twice instead of once.  A two-
hub system would also likely cost much more to operate than the current system, so 
additional funding would need to be obtained to implement this strategy.  To determine 
if this is a strategy that Metro should pursue in the future, the benefits and costs of a two-
hub system should be studied in the near future. 

Install bicycle racks on Metro’s buses.  Installing bicycle racks on all of Metro’s buses 
would make the bus a viable option for bicyclists who want to reach the Fox River Trail 
and other area recreational attractions, for people who do not live within walking 
distance of a bus stop, and for many others who want to ride in certain locations but are 
unable to reach their destinations on their bikes.  These racks will also help to create the 
integrated and balanced transportation system that is an essential component of any 
sustainable area.  Metro would likely be able to cover most of the equipment cost 
through its federal capital assistance grant, and local bicycle clubs might be willing to 
pay for a portion of the project’s local share.  For this program to be successful, however, 
racks would have to be installed on all of the system’s buses to guarantee that the bus 
that accommodates a person’s bike on the outbound trip can also handle the bike on the 
return trip. 

Modified fixed route service for Green Bay Packers games.  The most severe traffic 
congestion in the Green Bay Metropolitan Area is typically experienced during Packers 
home games.  Most of the 70,000+ fans and stadium workers who attend each game 
reach Lambeau Field by car or van, and many of these people choose to park on 
neighborhood streets, at nearby businesses, or in yards because stadium parking is 
limited.  Traffic congestion near the stadium tends to worsen as game time nears, for the 
streets become narrower as the number of people traveling to the stadium in vehicles and 
on foot increases.  Congestion is even worse after the game, for most people leave the 
stadium area simultaneously. 

The traffic congestion that is experienced before and after each game causes increased 
accident probability, street deterioration, fuel consumption, and traveler irritability 
(particularly after a Packers home loss).  However, the negative effects of congestion 
could possibly be reduced if a service could be offered that would be convenient and 
inexpensive enough to persuade people to ride a bus to the game.  In 1998, Brown 
County Planning Commission staff developed a proposal for a limited Sunday Packers 
game service that would consist of nine routes that run between the stadium and the 
metropolitan area periphery.  These routes were designed to enable people to get on and 
off the buses at 15 park-and-ride lots throughout the metropolitan area, several hotels, 
and all signed stops along the routes.  This program was not implemented because the 
Planning Commission and transit system did not receive the necessary grant funding 
from the state, but it should be considered again in the future.  The program should not, 
however, be implemented at the expense of existing fixed or limited route service.   
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Urban design improvements 

At the beginning of this section, some of the urban design characteristics that discourage 
or prevent many people from riding the bus were summarized.  Although some of these 
characteristics will be very difficult to change, others are actually changing in some 
service area communities at this time.  Some transit-friendly urban design characteristics 
are briefly discussed in this section. 

Well-connected street patterns.  Well-connected street systems minimize walking distances 
and enable people to reach bus stops much easier than if they have to walk the 
equivalent of several blocks to reach a stop.    

Sidewalks.  An interconnected street network should be complemented by an extensive 
sidewalk system to allow people to safely travel to and from bus stops and to provide a 
place to wait for the bus.   Sidewalks are especially important to children, the elderly, 
people who use mobility aids, and others who face a particularly high risk walking 
within the driving areas of streets.  

Mixed land uses.  The mixing of residential, commercial, institutional, and recreational 
uses provides several different trip generators for transit systems to serve. 

Developments that provide direct access to sidewalks and streets.  To encourage people to 
travel to destinations on a bus, communities should ensure that new and redevelopment 
projects have buildings with direct access to sidewalks and streets and other features 
illustrated in Figure 3-13. 

Developing land use and street patterns that enable and encourage transit use, creating a 
safe and continuous sidewalk system, and enabling people to easily reach developments 
from the streets and sidewalks will increase the attractiveness and viability of transit in 
the Green Bay Metro service area.  The pricing incentives and other recommendations in 
this section of the Transportation chapter will also help make transit more competitive 
with cars and other private vehicles, but the strategies identified in this chapter must be 
accompanied by complementary policies that force people to realize the high financial, 
environmental, and social costs of excessive driving.  The Green Bay Metropolitan Area 
is not currently facing the severe traffic congestion and other vehicle-related issues that 
Milwaukee, Minneapolis, Atlanta, and other large automobile-dependent communities 
are experiencing, but the metropolitan area’s future could be similar to these 
communities’ situations if a strong effort is not made to develop a more balanced 
transportation system that contains a transit system that people with and without other 
mode options are willing and able to use.  

Specialized Transportation Services for Seniors and People with Disabilities 

Individuals with qualifying disabilities in communities that are in Metro’s fixed route 
service area will continue to have access to the service offered by Metro’s paratransit 
provider within ¾ of a mile of each fixed route.  Although there are other private 
companies in the Green Bay Metropolitan Area that offer the same service, Metro’s 
paratransit provider is able to offer clients a very low per-trip rate that is largely 
subsidized by Metro.  The Metro paratransit provider is also obligated to pick up and 
drop off clients within time limits specified in a contract with Metro (which is based on 
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standards in the Americans with Disabilities Act), so the service is very reliable.   
Retaining access to this service will be very important in the future as the population 
continues to age, and many agencies such as the CP Center and Curative Connections 
will continue to rely on Metro’s paratransit provider to transport clients to and from their 
facilities.   

Seniors and people with disabilities who are residents of communities that are included 
in Metro’s fixed route service area will continue to have access to the service offered by 
Metro’s paratransit provider.  Although there are other companies in Brown County that 
offer the same service, Metro’s paratransit provider is able to offer clients a very low per-
trip rate that is largely subsidized by Metro.  The Metro paratransit provider is also 
obligated to pick up and drop off clients within time limits specified in a contract with 
Metro (which is based on standards in the Americans with Disabilities Act), so the 
service is very reliable.   Retaining access to this service will be very important in the 
future as Brown County’s population continues to age, and many agencies such as Syble 
Hopp School, Curative Rehabilitation Center, and the County’s hospitals and clinics will 
continue to rely on Metro’s paratransit provider to transport clients to and from their 
facilities.   

Rural Specialized Transportation 

The specialized transportation service that has been provided to seniors and people with 
disabilities by the Lakeland Chapter of the American Red Cross for many years was 
formally transferred to Curative Connections on July 1, 2015.  As discussions about this 
transfer were occurring, representatives of the Aging and Disability Resource Center of 
Brown County (ADRC) expressed a desire to extend the specialized transportation 
service farther into the rural portion of the County in January of 2017.   
 
The discussion participants agreed that there are many seniors and people with 
disabilities in rural Brown County who would benefit from the extended transportation 
service because they currently have few or no transportation options.  However, the 
participants also agreed that it is important to identify where these unmet transportation 
needs exist before extending the service.  This will enable Curative Connections to 
allocate its limited financial, human, and capital resources in a way that maximizes the 
number of seniors and people with disabilities in the rural area who have access to the 
specialized transportation service.    
 
To identify unmet needs for specialized transportation service in the County’s rural area, 
the Brown County Planning Commission will develop a Rural Specialized 
Transportation Needs Study for the ADRC and Curative Connections in 2016.   
 
The study development process will include the following components: 
 
 Data collection and mapping 
 Stakeholder interviews 
 Public outreach meetings 
 Analysis of the information obtained from the data collection efforts, stakeholder 

interviews, and public outreach meetings 
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 Development of a report that identifies where needs currently exist for rural 
specialized transportation service and where these needs are expected to exist in the 
future 

 
An advisory committee will also be formed at the beginning of the process to guide 
BCPC staff as it develops the study.  This advisory committee will include 
representatives of the ADRC, Curative Connections, and others with knowledge of the 
transportation needs of seniors and people with disabilities in the County’s rural area.     

Highways 

Although several highway projects of various sizes will occur in Brown County during 
the long-range planning period, the following studies and projects will likely be the most 
significant. 

Southern Bridge and Connecting Arterial Streets 

Following the adoption of the Brown County Year 2020 Land Use and Transportation 
Plan in 1996, the Brown County Planning Commission began working with the Brown 
County Public Works Department, WisDOT, FHWA, communities, environmental 
agencies, and the public to study methods of handling existing and projected 
transportation demand in this part of the metropolitan area.  The 1996 plan and the 
findings of subsequent plans, meetings, and studies suggested that the addition of a Fox 
River bridge and connecting roadway segments in this area would be the most effective 
method of handling the demand that will be generated by the development planned for 
the area.  However, the federal, state, and local agencies involved in these efforts also 
recognized the need to complete an environmental analysis before proceeding with a 
project that could affect the area’s natural, social, and other characteristics.  

The Brown County Planning Commission is currently working with federal agencies, 
state agencies, local agencies and communities, and the public to complete an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Interstate Access Justification Report (IAJR) 
for this project.  The EIS process is currently in the alternatives analysis phase, and the 
EIS document that recommends a location for a new Fox River bridge and connecting 
arterial street system is expected to be completed in 2018.   

STH 29 Freeway Conversion   

The conversion of STH 29 from CTH FF to CTH U from an expressway to a freeway will 
help to preserve and enhance the long-term safety, efficiency, and mobility of the 
highway. 
 
As traffic increases on STH 29, the number of conflicts between vehicles entering and 
exiting from the existing access points on the highway will also increase.  Movements to 
and from the intersecting roads disrupt the flow of traffic as vehicles merge or cross STH 
29. Without improvements, crashes (especially side-swipe, right angle, and rear-end 
crashes) are expected to increase. 
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Converting STH 29 from an expressway to a freeway and limiting access will improve 
safety by restricting where vehicles enter and exit the highway and reduce the number of 
crashes and injuries. 
 
STH 29 is designated by WisDOT as a “backbone” route. The highway serves interstate 
and inter-regional trips and functions as the primary route across Northcentral 
Wisconsin, linking Green Bay with I-94 and Minneapolis/St. Paul. 
 
Current traffic volumes make STH 29 the state’s most heavily traveled east-west highway 
north of I-94. These traffic volumes also indicate that a large amount of truck traffic 
travels STH 29, which highlights the highway’s importance to Wisconsin’s industries, 
businesses, and agriculture. 
 
This project has been split into the following two phases: 
 
Phase I was completed in 2014 and included the following elements: 
 STH 29/CTH FF intersection – conversion to a diamond interchange  
 STH 29/CTH FF interchange ramps – roundabouts installed 
 Golden Pond Park Ct. - access relocated farther away from ramps  
 STH 29/Sunlite Dr./Woodland Rd. intersection - Woodland Rd. and Sunlite Dr. 

relocated in order to remove intersection with STH 29  
 STH 29/Catherine Dr. - cul-de-sac built at Catherine Dr. east of Woodland 

Rd./Sunlite Dr.  
 CTH FF/Golden Pond Park Ct./Navajo Trail - roundabout installed 
 Sherwood St./Shawano Ave. (CTH C) – roundabout installed 

 
Phase II has not been completed but includes the following elements: 
 STH 29/CTH VV intersection - Design and construction of a diamond interchange 
 STH 29/North Pine Tree Rd. - Pine Tree Rd. to be extended over STH 29  
 Milltown Rd. - Realignment  
 Old Highway 29 - Realignment  
 STH 29/CTH U – CTH U to be extended over STH 29 

Funding had not been approved for Phase II as of November of 2015, and real estate 
acquisition will not begin until construction funding is secured.   

I-41 Interstate Designation and Expansion Project   

The Federal Highway Administration officially approved the designation of US 41 as an 
interstate in late 2014, and the installation of approximately 3,000 new interstate signs 
throughout the I-41 Corridor between Green Bay and Milwaukee was completed in 2015.  

The expansion of I-41/US 41 between CTH F and CTH M in Brown County began in 2010 
and is programmed to be completed in 2017.  Over this 14-mile stretch, the project will 
include the addition of 24 roundabouts and nine rebuilt interchanges. 
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Eastern Arterial Extension 

The Eastern Arterial (CTH EA) between STH 54/57 and STH 29 has been recognized in 
Brown County and community plans since the 1960s as an important north-south route 
east of I-43.  Brown County, Green Bay, and Bellevue have been actively planning, 
programming, and constructing segments of the arterial for the last several years, and the 
corridor is scheduled to be completed between STH 54/57 in Green Bay and STH 29 in 
Bellevue by 2018.  

WisDOT has completed an environmental study for the extension of CTH EA from STH 
29 to US 141/CTH R.  Although this extension project is not currently programmed, the 
study recommends that EA be extended directly south to US 141/CTH R.   

It is also possible that the Eastern Arterial will be extended south to I-43 during the life of 
the plan.  

Southern Bridge and Connecting Arterial Streets 

The recommendation for a bridge south of De Pere first appeared in the 1968 Brown 
County Comprehensive Plan.  This bridge was envisioned to cross the Fox River in the 
vicinity of Rockland Road well after the plan’s horizon year of 1985.  However, the 
southern bridge issue was not extensively addressed again until a 1991 study by the 
Brown County Planning Commission compared the Rockland Road crossing location to a 
possible crossing at Heritage and Scheuring Roads.  The results of this study were used 
by the Planning Commission and the consulting firm HNTB during the development of 
the Brown County Year 2020 Land Use and Transportation Plan to determine the plan’s 
river crossing recommendation.  In June of 1996, the 2020 plan was adopted with the 
recommendation for a crossing within a half-mile corridor surrounding Rockland and 
Red Maple Roads. 

Following the adoption of the 2020 plan, Planning Commission staff immediately began 
working to identify and reserve right-of-way for the Southern Bridge and connecting 
arterial streets.  Between 1996 and 2000, staff worked with several communities, state and 
federal agencies, landowners, and a Planning Commission subcommittee to identify and 
reserve right-of-way so it would be available when the efficient growth pattern 
recommended in the 2020 plan reached the Rockland Road/Red Maple Road area.   

The development north of the Southern Bridge corridor has occurred relatively efficiently 
since 1996.  This efficiency was demonstrated in the Planning Commission’s Southern 
Bridge Population Analysis (May 2001) and Employment, Population, and Large Truck 
Volume Analysis for the Claude Allouez and Southern Bridge Areas (January 2002), 
which found that most of the population and employment growth in this area between 
1990 and 2000 occurred within and next to the already developed portions of De Pere, 
Ledgeview, and Lawrence.  These findings led Planning Commission staff to recommend 
not accelerating the Southern Bridge's construction schedule in order to avoid disrupting 
the area’s efficient development pattern, harming the economic competitiveness of De 
Pere’s downtown, and spending millions of dollars for a facility that was not yet needed.   
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During these studies, the Planning Commission also cited evidence as to why traffic 
volumes on the Claude Allouez Bridge will not decrease significantly after the Southern 
Bridge is built.  An example of this evidence is shown in Figure 3-18, which compares 
traffic volumes on the Claude Allouez Bridge and STH 172 Bridge between 1969 and 
1998. 

Figure 3-18:  Traffic Volumes on the Claude Allouez and STH 172 Bridges:  1969-1998 
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Instead of significantly decreasing after the construction of the STH 172 Bridge, traffic 
volumes on the Claude Allouez Bridge stabilized and then increased after the new bridge 
was built.  Although some vehicle trips were likely diverted to STH 172 from the Claude 
Allouez Bridge when the 172 bridge opened, the diverted trips were soon replaced by 
new trips on the Claude Allouez Bridge that were attracted there because of the newly 
created capacity.  The consistency of the traffic volumes on the Claude Allouez Bridge 
suggests that drivers will still choose to use it even when average daily traffic volumes 
are around or above 24,000 vehicles per day because they perceive this route to be more 
convenient than the STH 172 Bridge, but it appears that people will seek alternatives to 
or make fewer trips across the Claude Allouez Bridge when volumes approach 27,000 
vehicles per day.   

While a new bridge two miles south of the Claude Allouez Bridge will probably divert 
some truck and other trips from the downtown bridge, traffic volumes on the downtown 
bridge will likely return to previous levels in a few years as the diverted trips are once 
again replaced by new discretionary and essential trips.  Basically, as long as vehicle 
capacity is available on the Claude Allouez Bridge (or any other bridge or highway), it 
will be used.  This condition is also one of the reasons that the expansion of the Claude 
Allouez Bridge and connecting approaches and streets will likely result in a significant 
increase in traffic volumes on these facilities. 

Current Conditions 
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Since the beginning of 2002, the conditions in the Southern Bridge corridor have changed.  
Some of these changes include: 

 Planning Commission staff stated in the Employment, Population, and Large Truck 
Volume Analysis for the Claude Allouez and Southern Bridge Areas report that the 
population within the Southern Bridge’s urban and rural study areas grew by 
approximately 2,270 people between January of 1990 and October of 2001.  However, 
assuming that each housing unit that received a building permit between January of 
2002 and September of 2003 is built and occupied by an average of 2.6 people (which 
is the same methodology used for the previous studies), the total number of residents 
in the study areas has grown by approximately 1,500 people over the last 1.5 years.6    

 
 The land immediately north of the corridor on both sides of the Fox River in Brown 

County is developed or developing, several new single-family and multifamily 
projects have occurred south of Red Maple Road in Brown County, new subdivisions 
that contain relatively high residential densities are planned for the area south of 
Rockland Road on land that was recently annexed by De Pere, and Ledgeview is in 
the process of extending development toward the arterial corridor.   

 
 Employment within the Southern Bridge study area has not changed significantly 

since the last analysis.  For instance, a comparison of information from July of 1999 
and August of 2002 found that the estimated number of employees within De Pere’s 
West Business Park and East Industrial Park increased from 5,158 to 5,269, which is 
an increase of only 2.2 percent.7  This comparison also found that most of the 
employment gains and losses in the De Pere parks occurred immediately north and 
south of Heritage Road and Scheuring Road. 

 
 The Brown County Highway Department has built a portion of the southern arterial 

between American Boulevard and US 41, and the department plans to complete 
nearly all of the remaining arterial segments on the east and west sides of the river by 
20098.   

 
 Brown County, the City of De Pere, and the Towns of Rockland and Lawrence are 

currently preparing comprehensive plans that will conform to Wisconsin’s 
Comprehensive Planning (Smart Growth) Law, and the Town of Ledgeview adopted 
a plan that conforms to this law in July of 2004.    These plans will identify 5-year 
growth increment areas and recommend several other strategies for promoting 
efficient development, creating mixed land use patterns, and establishing balanced 
transportation systems. 

Although these current conditions will not improve the Southern Bridge’s ability to 
divert traffic from the Claude Allouez Bridge (especially after the downtown bridge is 

                                                 
6 This estimate is also based on apartment unit counts and plat reviews by the Brown County Planning 
Commission.  The estimate of an average of 2.6 people per household is based on the same methodology shown 
in Appendix 2 of the January 9, 2002, Southern Bridge study.  

7 Based on business and industrial park employment information from the City of De Pere for 1999 and 2002 
(the most recent employment count period). 

8 According to the Brown County Highway Department 6 Year Highway Improvement Plan – 2004 to 2009 
(issued in August of 2003). 
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expanded), the potential problems with inefficient development in the area should be 
addressed through the development and implementation of the Brown County, De Pere, 
Ledgeview, Rockland, and Lawrence Smart Growth plans.  The concern about the 
possible negative impacts on De Pere’s downtown is still valid, but the arterial street 
projects (which will probably have the greatest effect on the downtown) are already 
occurring.  Therefore, after the Smart Growth plans for Brown County and the Southern 
Bridge corridor communities are finished and approved, the communities should work 
with the county and state to develop an implementation schedule for the Southern 
Bridge.  In doing this, the participants should consider WisDOT’s construction schedule 
for the new US 41 interchange, the availability and prioritization of funding for the 
bridge project, and the effectiveness of the Smart Growth plans in establishing a dense 
and efficient growth pattern adjacent to and south of the bridge corridor.  Although this 
implementation schedule (which should include environmental analysis, Federal 
Highway Administration interchange criteria analysis, right-of-way acquisition, 
engineering, and construction elements) could move the construction phase forward 
from the current target year of 2020, the bridge should not be built until the new US 41 
interchange is in place, the arterial street connections are completed, and a dense and 
efficient development pattern is present next to and south of the corridor on both sides of 
the Fox River. 

Implementation of the STH 29 Corridor Study 

In 2001, the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) asked Brown County 
Planning Commission staff to determine if the Brown County Year 2020 Land Use and 
Transportation Plan’s recommendation for an interchange at CTH U was still valid.  
WisDOT also asked Planning Commission staff to expand on the 2020 plan’s 
recommendations for STH 29 by recommending when a new interchange should be built 
and if additional access to the highway would be necessary in the future.   

Between November of 2001 and August of 2002, Planning Commission staff worked with 
representatives of the Village of Howard, Village of Hobart, Town of Pittsfield, Oneida 
Nation, Brown County Highway Department, Outagamie County Planning Department, 
and WisDOT to develop recommendations for the STH 29 corridor between CTH FF and 
Shawano County.  This process involved several committee/stakeholder meetings, two 
public open house meetings, interviews with business owners along the corridor and 
representatives of the Pulaski School District, presentations to citizens groups and 
WisDOT managers, and three presentations to the Brown County Planning Commission 
Board of Directors.   

The study that was adopted by the BCPC Board of Directors in August of 2002 contained 
the following recommendations for the corridor: 

Physical Characteristics of the Corridor and Surrounding Area 

 A grade-separated interchange should be built slightly west of where CTH VV 
currently meets STH 29 to complement the interchange planned for CTH FF.  This 
interchange should be located slightly west of the existing CTH VV/STH 29 
intersection to make the spacing between CTH FF and STH 32 as even as possible 
and allow for an efficient connection to Marley Street in Howard. 
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 The Village of Howard should transfer Marley Street between the CTH VV 

interchange and CTH C to Brown County.  Following this jurisdictional transfer, 
CTH VV will extend from CTH U in Hobart to CTH C in Pittsfield. 

 
 A grade-separated overpass should be built at CTH U to provide a means for people 

to conveniently travel between the north and south sides of STH 29.   
 
 Direct access to STH 29 from Sunlite Drive in Hobart and Woodland Road in 

Howard should be removed when the CTH FF interchange is built.  However, direct 
access to STH 29 should be maintained at CTH VV and CTH U until the new CTH 
VV interchange and CTH U overpass are built. 

 
 Hobart and Howard should retain control of their portions of the Sunlite Drive and 

Woodland Road rights-of-way after direct access to STH 29 is eliminated.  This will 
provide a clear path for the construction of a pedestrian or full-service overpass if it 
is warranted in the future. 

 
 A single-lane roundabout should be built at the intersection of CTH U and CTH VV 

to maximize traffic flow, safety, and multi-modal accessibility.  Roundabouts and 
other traffic calming techniques should also be considered elsewhere near the 
interchange to minimize the impact of traffic on the surrounding areas. 

 
 Direct access to STH 29 from South St. Augustine Drive and STH 156 in Pittsfield 

should be eliminated, and STH 156 should be continued along Old 29 Drive to the 
STH 32 interchange.  These changes should occur as soon as possible to prevent 
additional crashes at the existing intersection. 

 
 The streets that connect to the interchange in Howard and Hobart should be two-

lane boulevards that include bicycle lanes, left-turn bays at minor intersections, and 
roundabouts at major intersections.  These features will allow the streets to carry 
traffic to and from the interchange efficiently while maximizing bicycle and 
pedestrian accessibility.  The relatively narrow streets and roundabouts will also 
minimize noise and other negative impacts that are typically associated with arterial 
streets.   

 
 The Villages of Howard and Hobart and Town of Pittsfield should develop local 

street networks that maximize connectivity and offer several route options for 
motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians.   

Estimated Construction Schedule 

 The CTH FF interchange should be built after 2015.  As previously mentioned, direct 
access to STH 29 from Sunlite Drive should be eliminated on the north and south 
sides of the highway when the CTH FF interchange project is finished.  Hobart and 
Howard should, however, maintain control of the Sunlite Drive and Woodland Road 
rights-of-way adjacent to STH 29 in case an overpass is warranted in the future. 

 



56 
 

 The CTH VV interchange should be built after 2022.  The STH 29/CTH U intersection 
should remain open until the CTH VV interchange project is finished. 

 
 Once the CTH VV interchange is completed, the CTH U overpass project should 

begin.   

Now that the study is adopted, WisDOT should proceed with the engineering and right-
of-way acquisition phases of the project to enable the study’s recommendations to be 
implemented as the urban area expands to the west.  The study’s recommendations 
should also be recognized when Hobart, Pittsfield, and the Oneida Nation develop 
comprehensive plans over the next several years. 

 US 41 Expansion Project 

The expansion of US 41 between CTH F and I-43 in Brown County has been discussed for 
several years.  WisDOT currently plans to expand the highway before 2012 if funds are 
available for the project, but it is possible that the project will be postponed due to 
limited highway funding.  Some people believe that expanding the highway will make it 
safer and relieve the traffic congestion that is projected to exist in the future, while others 
are concerned that the project will be very expensive and that it is not a long-term 
solution to congestion.  Some people are also concerned that the additional highway 
capacity will spur residential and business/industrial sprawl by encouraging people and 
employers to locate even farther away from the urban core than they do now. 

Although expanding the highway will reduce traffic congestion after the project is 
completed and encourage additional economic development around the corridor, the 
additional capacity could be consumed by additional trips in a relatively short period of 
time.   

The actual and perceived driving time reductions could also encourage people and 
businesses to locate farther away from the Green Bay Metropolitan Area, and locating in 
Little Suamico or other communities in Oconto County could become much more 
appealing than it is today.  These and other highway-related issues must be considered 
as the communities along the US 41 corridor prepare their Smart Growth plans over the 
next six years. 

STH 54/172 Corridor Study 

WisDOT began a study of the STH 54/172 corridor between US 41 and the City of 
Seymour in 2004, and the study is expected to be finished at the beginning of 2005.  This 
study, which will recommend future treatments to the urban and rural segments of the 
highways, will be based on existing and future land use along and near the corridor and 
the need to maximize safety and accessibility for motorized and non-motorized 
transportation modes. 

Context Sensitivity 

Example of context sensitivity:  Street connections to the new Claude Allouez Bridge 
in De Pere  



57 
 

Highways are typically seen as facilities that are designed to move traffic efficiently, but 
it is very important to consider the area the highway serves when deciding how it should 
be designed.  Since 1997, De Pere, Brown County, WisDOT, and various consultants have 
been considering several options for replacing the deteriorating Claude Allouez Bridge 
(State Trunk Highway 32) in downtown De Pere.  Several months before the De Pere 
Common Council chose the single four-lane bridge alternative, the City was informed by 
WisDOT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) that a four-lane bridge must 
replace the existing two-lane structure if federal funds are to be used for the project due 
to existing and projected traffic volumes.  While the bridge project (and the widening of 
the bridge approaches and connecting street driving areas) will increase the traffic-
carrying capacity of the bridge and surrounding highway segments, the project could 
make it more difficult to travel throughout the downtown in anything but a car because 
street crossings will be wider and vehicle volumes and speeds will steadily increase after 
the project is finished.  Essentially, this project is intended to move motorists through 
downtown De Pere quickly, but the project could make trips to downtown more difficult 
and less appealing unless something is done to bring the transportation system into 
better balance.   

Achieving Better Balance West of the Fox River 

In 2001, the Brown County Planning Commission prepared a paper (based on the 
FHWA’s 1999 Flexibility in Highway Design guide) that emphasized the need to consider 
the context of a highway project when it is planned, designed, and built.  In this case, the 
context was a downtown area that contains recently renovated historic buildings, St. 
Norbert College, and several other attractions that are faced with being penetrated by a 
widened state highway that will attract many more vehicles each day and further limit 
accessibility for non-motorists.  To achieve greater balance and enable the highway 
project to fit better within the context of De Pere’s downtown, the Brown County 
Planning Commission developed design proposals in 2001 for Main Avenue and Reid 
Street between Third Street and Fifth Streets (see Figures 3-19 and 3-20 for the proposals).  
These proposals were designed to: 

 Calm traffic on Main Avenue, Reid Street, and Third Street. 
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Figure 3-19:  Proposed Downtown De Pere (West) Street Design for Four-Lane Claude 
Allouez Bridge 
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Figure 3-20:  Possible Improvements to Main Avenue and Reid Street Between Third 
and Fifth Streets in De Pere if a Four-Lane Bridge is Constructed 
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 Force vehicles to approach the west end of the bridge at reasonable speeds. 
 Make pedestrian crossings safer and more convenient by converting Main, Reid, and 

Third to two-lane streets and installing curb extensions and crosswalks at 
intersections and in the middle of blocks.   The curb extensions and lane reductions 
are designed to create crossing areas that are highly visible, relatively short, and 
frequent enough to enable people to cross the streets easily.  

 Significantly reduce vehicle merging and lane changes (weaving) on Third Street 
between Reid and Main. 

 Create well-defined and easily recognizable bicycle lanes that can connect to the 
bicycle lanes planned for the new bridge. 

 Retain full access between Third Street and Reid Street’s east leg (the street that 
serves St. Norbert College).   

 Retain parking along all of the area streets.   

These features will help to maximize safety and accessibility for motorists and non-
motorists on the downtown’s west side while enabling the street to operate efficiently 
with the new bridge.  The improvements will also make it easier and more pleasant to 
stop and spend some time (and money) in the City’s downtown.  Although these 
recommendations were specifically designed for De Pere’s downtown, similar context 
considerations should be made during the long-range planning period when highway 
projects occur throughout Brown County. 

Rail Transportation 

Freight Rail 

With the absence of all intermodal freight facilities in the Green Bay area for over a 
decade, a Brown County Intermodal Freight Committee comprised of private and public 
sector members was established in 2012 to investigate the re-opening of an intermodal 
rail ramp to enhance existing service and attract new businesses to the area.  The 
committee met for over a year and recommended the re-establishment of an intermodal 
rail ramp in Green Bay.   

However, as stated earlier in this chapter, the CN Railroad has a business model that 
establishes intermodal facilities no closer than 500 miles from each other.  Because an 
intermodal facility already exists in Chicago, establishing an intermodal facility in 
Northeast Wisconsin will be a challenge.  Green Bay will need substantial private 
industry participation in order to drive the establishment of an intermodal freight 
facility.   

Passenger Rail 

The Green Bay Metropolitan Area communities do not currently have access to 
passenger rail service, but a high speed passenger rail line extended to the Green Bay 
Metropolitan Area is included in the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MRRI) plan.  If 
this service is implemented, it will provide another means for area residents to travel 
throughout the Midwest without using their personal vehicles.  The implementation of 
this service will also enhance the attractiveness of public transit to metropolitan area 
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residents by enabling them to use the bus to reach what will likely be the area’s primary 
MRRI terminal in downtown Green Bay.   

Attempts to implement the MRRI plan or other high speed intercity passenger initiatives 
have been denied in recent years with several states (including Wisconsin) cancelling or 
rejecting the federal funds that were offered to help establish and operate the service. 

Austin Straubel International Airport can also benefit from this service if the airport can 
cooperate with Green Bay Metro or another local transportation provider to transport 
passengers between the MRRI terminal and the airport.  For this to succeed, the airport 
will have to also market the service to people who live outside the area and offer 
incentives (in addition to avoiding long-term parking charges) to use the train.  The 
airport should also prepare a strategy to reclaim some of its passengers if people who 
would ordinarily fly through Green Bay choose to use the train to travel to General 
Mitchell Field in Milwaukee. 

 

Although the intermodal transportation of freight has many advantages from a system 
standpoint, it can be very expensive for rail companies to participate in these 
arrangements because the companies must be able to transport high volume loads over 
long distances to make a profit.  Since the railroads in Brown County tend to carry 
relatively small intermodal loads over relatively short distances, it is very difficult for a 
regional railroad like the Canadian National (CN) to realize profits from these 
arrangements.  If this eventually leads to the CN reducing or abandoning its intermodal 
operation in Green Bay, one of the results will likely be a much higher number of trucks 
on the area’s highways that are pulling trailers that were previously hauled by trains.  In  
addition to increasing the amount of fuel consumed to transport these loads throughout 
the area, this increase in truck traffic will lead to a higher volume of exhaust emissions 
and will contribute to traffic congestion on the area’s highways.  

Because the Escanaba and Lake Superior Railroad (ELS) is a short line railroad (that 
specializes in short distance hauls), it might be able to step in and replace the Canadian 
National now that the CN has abandoned its Green Bay intermodal operation.  Although 
the ELS currently only serves northern Wisconsin and the Upper Peninsula of Michigan, 
the company should investigate participating in an intermodal arrangement with local 
trucking firms and determine if one or more of the firms would hire the railroad as an 
intermodal subcontractor.  If the ELS finds that a subcontracting arrangement is feasible, 
the railroad should also attempt to gain access to the CN rail line that runs along the west 
side of the Fox River.  Without access to this rail line, the ELS will not be able to transport 
intermodal freight to areas west and south of Green Bay.   
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Air Transportation 

Green Bay Austin Straubel International Airport will continue to provide air service to 
people traveling to and from the Green Bay Metropolitan Area, and the expansion of 
Green Bay Metropolitan Area’s commercial and industrial base over the life of the plan 
will likely increase the demand for air freight service at the airport.   

According to the 2012 Austin Straubel International Airport Development Committee Study & 
Findings Report, the airport must begin the process of evolving its existing business 
model, which relies strictly on passenger flow to financially sustain itself.  The airline 
industry is no longer focused on passenger volume, but instead on revenue volume per 
passenger.  Accordingly, the airport must further diversify its revenue streams in order 
to remain sustainable as the airline industry moves forward.  The airport must begin to 
look at other sources of revenue to remain financially viable by developing a 
comprehensive strategic plan that identifies these potential revenue sources. 

The 2012 report states that a long-term strategic plan should encompass the following 
three points to ensure sustainable future development:  

 Utilization of available outlying properties through leasing and development that 
will create long-term income streams based on increased property values. 

 Development of niche aviation businesses based at and near the airport. 

 Continued efforts at increasing public understanding of the economic value of the 
airport to the community with the ultimate goal of establishing an air service 
development fund. 

The report concludes with the following recommendations: 

 Pursue development of a more detailed market analysis to further refine efforts to 
recruit compatible business to the sites identified in each of the three sectors (retail, 
light industrial, and office/professional). 

 When the detailed market analysis plan has been completed, create marketing 
materials designed to most closely align with selection criteria for businesses in each 
of the three identified sectors. 

 Upon completion of the tasks summarized in the previous two bullet points, begin an 
active business attraction campaign to identify and recruit businesses within each of 
the identified sectors. 

 Pursue planning or other grant opportunities for a detailed market analysis plan, 
market assessment, or target-marketing opportunity. 

 For the sector identified as light industrial (manufacturing), pursue Wisconsin 
Certified Sites Program designations to increase airport readiness for development 
opportunities and to improve the marketability of these sites. 

 Pursue approvals from the FAA, Village of Ashwaubenon, Village of Hobart, and 
Oneida Nation for proposed uses through amendments to their comprehensive plans 
and zoning ordinances.   
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 Pursue the establishment of Tax Increment Finanacing (TIF) districts in the Village of 
Hobart and the Village of Ashwaubenon to provide necessary infrastructure 
improvements or business incentive finanacing.   

 Develop a capital improvments plan to determine what, if any, infrastructure 
improvements would be necssary for the development of the identified sites. 

 

Establishment of the Green Bay Austin Straubel Commerce District 

  
Since the publication of the 2012 report, Brown County staff has identified and begun 
marketing a number of parcels available for commercial and industrial use.  Brown 
County staff is also currently pursuing Wisconsin Certified Sites Program designation for 
certain properties to increase airport readiness for development opportunities and to 
improve the marketability of these sites.  One of these airport properties (in the Village of 
Hobart) was officially designated as a Certified Site in the fall of 2015, and this 
designation will be sought for other properties as well in the future.    

 

The airport is currently building a new concourse to accommodate this growth, and a 
second new concourse is planned to be built in the future.  In addition to this project, the 
airport should address the following issues during the long-range planning period: 

 The airport should extend runway 18/36 from its current length of 8,200 feet to 
10,000 feet to enable the runway to accommodate larger carriers.  The cost of 
extending the runway will be covered by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) 
and by funds from landing and other fees collected by the airport.  The land for the 
project is already owned by the County, as well.  

 
 The airport will need to expand its ticketing and luggage operations to conform to 

security requirements imposed by the FAA.  The new facilities will be designed to 
enable airport staff to scan for illegal items more efficiently than they can using the 
current facilities.  Although these improvements are expected to cost between $6 and 
$8 million, the airport will be able to use funds from the FAA and airport fees to 
cover all of the costs. 

 
 The airport terminal will need to be modified to create office space for FAA staff 

because the FAA representatives are currently housed in the airport’s control tower.  
The cost of this project will be covered by FAA funds and airport fees. 

 
 The airport should study its long- and short-term parking needs to determine if a 

ramp should be built.  This study should include an estimate of how many trips to 
and from the airport can be made by modes other than private vehicles (such as 
transit and taxi cabs), and the airport should monitor the progress of the Midwest 
Regional Rail Initiative (MRRI) to determine if air passengers can use the high speed 
trains to reach the airport from outside the metropolitan area.  Promoting the use of 
other transportation modes (as well as carpooling) can help to minimize the 
investment needed for airport parking in the future. 
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 The airport should continue to work with the City of Green Bay, Village of 
Ashwaubenon, Village of Hobart, and Town of Lawrence to address development 
near the airport and the airport’s crash zones.  Development near the crash zones in 
Green Bay has been an issue in the recent past, but most of the City’s land near the 
zones is now occupied.  However, much of the Hobart, Ashwaubenon, and Lawrence 
land near the airport and the crash zones is currently unoccupied, so it is very 
important that airport staff be consulted before development occurs near the zones.  
Airport staff should also be involved in the development of the Hobart and 
Lawrence Smart Growth plans and implementation of Ashwaubenon’s plan to 
ensure that these issues are addressed. 

 Airport staff should work with WisDOT, the Brown County Planning Commission, 
the consulting firm chosen by WisDOT, and the affected communities on the STH 
172 Corridor Study.  Although the Brown County Year 2020 Land Use and 
Transportation Plan recommends the construction of an interchange at the 
intersection of STH 172 and Airport Drive, a facility of this magnitude will be very 
expensive to build and might not be necessary to efficiently move traffic into and out 
of the airport.   

Trucking 

Brown County’s truck routes are mainly the state and county highways that run through 
the County’s communities.  However, as commercial and other truck-generating land 
uses are mixed into various parts of the communities over the next 20 years, the 
communities should consider formally identifying streets where heavy trucks are 
allowed to travel.  These truck routes should be designed to minimize impacts on 
residential areas and to inform truck drivers of the most efficient routes into and out of 
the communities. 

Once this system is identified, the County’s communities should mark the truck routes 
with street signs that distinguish them from the other streets.  One method of doing this 
is to paint the truck route street signs a different color so they can be easily identified by 
truck drivers.  This approach has been used by the Village of Ashwaubenon for several 
years to enable truckers to determine if they can drive on certain streets before they 
unknowingly enter them illegally.   

In addition to clearly identifying truck routes, Schneider National and other local 
trucking firms should continue to work with the Port of Green Bay and the rail 
companies that serve Brown County to continue transporting raw and finished goods to 
and from the County. 
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Water Transportation 

Channel Depth and Width 

Perhaps the most significant issue facing the Port of Green Bay at this time is the depth 
and width of the shipping channel.  Although Green Bay’s port is considered to be an 
international facility, its 24-foot-deep and 100-foot-wide channel is unable to 
accommodate international shipping traffic because these ships require a deeper and 
wider channel to avoid scraping the riverbed.  The limited depth and width of Green 
Bay’s channel forces international ships carrying steel and other raw products destined 
for the Green Bay area to unload in Milwaukee and other larger ports, and the materials 
are then transported to Brown County and elsewhere by truck (or occasionally by train).  
The Port of Green Bay’s channel depth and width also deters industries that rely on the 
international shipping companies from locating in Green Bay. 

The deepening and widening of the Port of Green Bay’s channel and the attraction of 
international shipping traffic to the port would be beneficial in the following ways: 

 The number of trucks on (and the damage to) the highways between Milwaukee and 
Green Bay will be reduced, which will help to reduce fuel consumption and 
emissions and extend the life of the highways.   

 The potential for increasing exports from the port could improve as the international 
ships seek “backhauls” after unloading their materials here.  These backhauls (which 
are loads that are carried from a port after unloading the original cargo) will also 
allow the ships to avoid having to travel long distances empty, which will save 
shipping companies a significant amount of money. 

 The ability to accommodate international shipping traffic will enable Green Bay and 
the surrounding area to compete for industries that will not consider Brown County 
at this time because of the insufficient channel depth and width. 

 The ability to handle international shipping traffic will add to the prestige of the Port 
of Green Bay, which can also help to attract additional industries to the area. 

For these and other reasons, Brown County and the communities directly affected by the 
Port of Green Bay should work with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to change the 
port’s federally-authorized dredging depth to 26 feet and width to at least 250 feet.  Once 
this is done, the County and affected communities should work with the federal 
government to ensure that the Corps of Engineers has enough money to complete and 
maintain the dredging project.  Brown County should also identify sites to dispose of the 
additional dredge spoils to enable the channel to maintain its adequate depth and width.    

Other Issues 

In addition to increasing the depth and width of the Fox River channel, the Port of Green 
Bay should address the following issues during the long-range planning period: 

 Once the channel is deepened and widened, the port should seek additional 
manufacturing, agricultural, and other products to import and export from the area.  
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Examples of possible exports include finished products from area foundries, paper 
converting machines from local and regional paper mills, and wood pulp.  The port 
should also investigate the possibility of exporting grain from producers in northeast 
Wisconsin.   

 To receive additional exportable goods and continue to enable imported materials to 
be transported throughout the region, the port should attempt to expand its 
relationship with the area’s rail and trucking companies.  This could include making 
arrangements with local trucking companies to carry truck trailers on ships (like 
trains currently do) in addition to various finished and/or raw products from the 
region.   

 The port should continue to accumulate funds (through docking fees and other 
charges) to purchase land that can be leased to port-related industries in the future.   

 The port should continue to coordinate land use activities with the City of Green Bay. 
as the City implements its recently adopted comprehensive plan.  According to the 
plan, the City would prefer that most port activities occur north of Main Street on the 
west side of the Fox River and north of the East River on the Fox River’s east side.  
However, the port should work with the City to determine if some activities also 
could and should occur south of Mason Street on the west side of the Fox River.  To 
determine the most appropriate uses for the land along the river in Green Bay and 
the rest of the metropolitan area communities adjacent to the river, the Brown 
County Planning Commission should work with the Cities of Green Bay and De 
Pere, Villages of Allouez and Ashwaubenon, Port of Green Bay, Bay-Lake Regional 
Planning Commission, and other entities to develop a land use plan for the Fox River 
shoreline in the metropolitan area.  

 The port should continue to pursue federal and state grants to expand port activities.  
The port should also initiate an aggressive marketing campaign after the channel’s 
depth and width are increased to inform industries of the area’s new shipping 
opportunities. 

Funding to Help Develop the County’s Transportation System 

To help Brown County and the County’s communities fund the development of a 
multimodal transportation system, they should continue to apply for transportation 
grants from various sources over the next several years.  Some examples of these 
programs are summarized in this section. 

Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) and Stewardship Program 

Brown County and the County’s communities should continue to apply for federal 
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP) grants through the Green Bay MPO and 
statewide programs to help fund the development of a Countywide bicycle and 
pedestrian system.  The County and communities should also continue to apply for 
funds from Wisconsin’s Stewardship Program to assist in funding the construction of off-
street trail systems.  

Since 1994, the TAP and its predecessor programs have enabled many bicycle, 
pedestrian, Safe Routes to School (SRTS), and other projects to be completed throughout 
Brown County.  Information about the TAP can be obtained from the Brown County 
Planning Commission or Wisconsin DOT, and the County and communities can contact 
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the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for information about the Stewardship 
Program. 

Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) (formerly the Hazard Elimination and 
Safety [HES] Program)  

Hazard Elimination and Safety (HES) Program grants funded 90 percent of the cost of 
installing a roundabout at the intersection of Ninth and Grant Streets and safety 
improvements at Main Avenue and Ninth Street in De Pere.  Safety funds were also used 
to install positive-offset left turn lanes on Ashland Avenue and STH 172 in 
Ashwaubenon, and other safety-related projects in the County have been funded through 
this program in the past.   

The County and the County’s communities should continue to apply for federal safety 
funds through what is now the Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) to correct 
safety problems, and other grant programs through WisDOT’s Bureau of Transportation 
Safety should also be investigated to address safety issues. 

CMAQ Program  

If Brown County is designated as an air quality non-attainment area in the future, the 
County and the County’s communities should seek funds from the Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Program administered by WisDOT to implement 
projects that will improve the area’s air quality. 

Brown County and the County’s communities should also investigate other grant 
opportunities as they arise in the future. 

SMIP and Stewardship Program 

Brown County and the County’s communities should continue to apply for grants from 
Wisconsin’s Statewide Multi-Modal Improvement Program (SMIP) to help fund the 
development of the County’s bicycle and pedestrian system.  The County and 
communities should also continue to apply for funds from Wisconsin’s Stewardship 
Program to assist in funding the construction of off-street trail systems.  

Since 1994, the SMIP has enabled several bicycle, pedestrian, beautification, and historic 
preservation projects to be completed throughout Brown County.  A summary of the 
Brown County projects that were funded through the SMIP between 1994 and 2002 is 
shown in Figure 3-21. 

Figure 3-21:  SMIP Funds Awarded in Brown County Between 1994 and 2002 
Funding 

Cycle 
 

Project 
SMIP Funds 

Awarded 
1994 Mountain-Bay Trail $292,800 
1994 Chicago & Northwestern Passenger Depot Project $350,000 
1994 East River Trail $163,000 
1994 Fox River East Bank Parkway $100,000 
1998 Fox River Trail $395,600 
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1998 Packerland Drive Trail $140,000 
1998 East River Trail (Phase II) $81,760 
1998 Broadway Street Reconstruction/Beautification Project $223,052 
2000 Grant Street Bicycle/Pedestrian Project $413,500 
2000 National Railroad Museum Library/Archive Facility $290,250 
2000 Cardinal Lane Trail $206,400 
2000 Broadway Street Reconstruction/Beautification Proj.  (Phase III) $273,830 
2002 South Broadway Street Bicycle Lanes $315,000 
2002 Baird Creek Parkway Trail $427,000 

 Total SMIP Funding, 1994 – 2002 $3,672,192 
Source:  Brown County Planning Commission. 

Information about the SMIP can be obtained from the Brown County Planning 
Commission or Wisconsin DOT, and the County and communities can contact the 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources for information about the Stewardship 
Program. 

Statewide Enhancement Program 

The Wisconsin DOT also offers enhancement funds for transportation-related projects 
that are within the right-of-way of highways controlled by the state.  These funds can be 
used to implement the Main Avenue/Reid Street pedestrian circulation improvements 
that were identified in this chapter, as well as other enhancement projects on state-
controlled highway rights-of-way throughout the County. 

Hazard Elimination and Safety (HES) Program  

In 2002, Brown County and De Pere obtained a Hazard Elimination and Safety (HES) 
Program grant to fund 90 percent of the cost of installing a roundabout at the intersection 
of Ninth Street and Grant Street, and the County recently obtained an HES grant to 
improve intersection safety along Main Avenue west of Seventh Street in De Pere.  HES 
funds are also being used to install negative-offset left turn lanes on Ashland Avenue and 
STH 172 in Ashwaubenon.   

The County and the County’s communities should continue to apply for HES grants to 
correct existing and potential transportation safety problems, and other grant programs 
through WisDOT’s Bureau of Transportation Safety should also be investigated to 
address safety issues. 

Consistency With State and Regional Transportation Plans 

State and Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans 

The bicycle and pedestrian system recommendations in the Brown County plan are 
consistent with the goals of the Wisconsin and Brown County bicycle and pedestrian 
plans.  Like the state and regional bicycle and pedestrian plans, many of the 
recommendations in the Brown County plan are designed to increase the number of 
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people using these transportation modes and to ensure that walkers and bikers are able 
to travel safely throughout the area. 

State and Regional Highway Plans 

Several aspects of the state and regional highway systems in this area were addressed 
throughout the chapter.   

State and Regional Rail Plans 

The state railroad plan is currently being developed implemented by WisDOT, and the 
Brown County plan addresses freight rail service in the County.  The Brown County plan 
also acknowledges the Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MRRI) and recommends that 
County residents use the passenger rail service as an alternative to their personal vehicles 
if the service is extended to the County in the future. 

State Airport Plan  

The Wisconsin State Airport System Plan 2020 2030 recognizes Green Bay Austin 
Straubel International Airport as an important component of the state’s airport system, 
and the Brown County plan recommends that the airport continue to work to retain and 
expand the current number of air carriers that offer passenger and freight service. 

Regional Waterway Plans 

The current status and future plans of the Port of Green Bay are addressed in this 
chapter. 
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Summary of Recommendations 

This chapter recommends the following policies: 

County Highways and Community Streets 

 To enable and encourage people to walk and bicycle throughout the County’s 
communities, the communities are encouraged to require well-connected street 
patterns within new developments that have frequent connections to the existing 
street system.  However, if physical or environmental constraints prohibit street 
connections, the County’s communities are encouraged to allow the development of 
cul-de-sacs near the constraints.   

 

 Brown County’s communities are encouraged to amend their subdivision ordinances 
to allow the construction of narrower streets and to establish right-of-way width 
standards that do not require the acquisition of more right-of-way than necessary. 

 

 The parking areas of streets should be defined by curb extensions at many 
intersections throughout the County when the streets have curbs and other urban 
characteristics.  If a block is relatively long, extensions should also be placed at other 
points along the street.   

 

 To move traffic efficiently while minimizing barriers to pedestrian and bicycle travel, 
Brown County should construct and the County’s communities are encouraged to 
construct a system of two-lane arterial boulevards and three-lane arterial streets that 
are complemented by an interconnected collector and local street system, mixed land 
uses, and efficient traffic control techniques at intersections. 

 

 Brown County and the County’s communities should continue to use street design 
techniques that reduce vehicle speeds, minimize the possibility of conflicts, and 
enhance traveler awareness to maximize pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist safety 
and accessibility at intersections.  Techniques that the County and communities 
should continue to use include roundabouts, curb extensions at intersections, and 
other similar street design features.   

 
 If vehicle speed is an issue at the local level, the County’s towns are encouraged to 

consider a study of their roads to determine the appropriate speed limit for each road 
based on the standards in Chapters 346.57(4) and 349.11(3) of the Wisconsin Statutes.  
Once a study is completed, the community should establish the speed limits by 
adopting an ordinance for each town road and posting signs at appropriate locations.   

Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 

 To enable and encourage people to make additional walking and bicycling trips in 
Brown County, the County’s communities are encouraged to implement the Land 
Use chapter’s recommendations for mixing land uses to create destinations that can 
be easily reached by pedestrians and bicyclists.  
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 Brown County should install sidewalks along its highways within incorporated 
communities and in portions of unincorporated communities that have urban 
characteristics.  The County’s incorporated and unincorporated communities are also 
encouraged to create sidewalk systems in their areas of urbanization. 

 
 If sidewalks cannot (or will not) be installed along streets with reverse frontage lots 

that have little or no direct driveway access, the state, county, and local governments 
should consider enhancing pedestrian access along these streets by constructing 
multi-use trails that are 10 or 12 feet wide.   

 
 Over the next 20 years, it is important to continue developing trails throughout 

Brown County and linking as many of the trails as possible to create a continuous 
system that serves the urban and rural areas and connects Brown County to the 
surrounding counties.   

 
 To enable and encourage people to travel to destinations in the County with and 

without motorized vehicles, the County’s communities should encourage the 
development and redevelopment of buildings that have zero or minimal setbacks, 
parking along the side or in the rear, and other features similar to those 
recommended in the plan’s Land Use chapter. 

 
 The County should continue to work with the Wisconsin Department of 

Transportation and the County’s communities to ensure that all of the bridges, 
interchange overpasses, and other transportation structures within the County have 
adequate pedestrian and bicycle facilities when they are constructed or 
reconstructed.   

 
 When cul-de-sacs must be built and development and physical barriers are not 

insurmountable, the County’s communities should consider the designation of public 
rights-of-way at or near the end of the cul-de-sacs for multi-use paths that connect to 
neighboring subdivisions, schools, parks, and other destinations.   

Public Transit and Specialized Transportation Services 

 The communities within the Green Bay Metro service area are encouraged to work 
with Metro, employers within the service area, retail centers, the Brown County 
Planning Commission, and other groups and individuals to implement programs 
that could increase transit ridership. 
 

 The communities within the Green Bay Metro service area should continue to utilize 
Metro’s paratransit service to provide another transportation option for the area’s 
seniors and people with disabilities. 

 
 Because the response to the Green Saturday Program has been positive, Metro 

should continue to operate the program. 
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 Metro should continue to cooperate with current U-Pass Program participants and 
investigate similar arrangements with other educational institutions and local 
businesses.  

 
 To identify unmet needs for specialized transportation services in the County’s rural 

area, the Brown County Planning Commission should develop a Rural Specialized 
Transportation Needs Study for the ADRC of Brown County and Curative 
Connections in 2016.   
 

Highways 

 The Brown County Planning Commission should continue to work with federal 
agencies, state agencies, local agencies and communities, and the public to complete 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Interstate Access Justification Report 
(IAJR) for the Southern Bridge project.   

 WisDOT should continue to implement Phase II of the STH 29 freeway conversion 
project.   

 WisDOT should finish the I-41/US 41 reconstruction project by the target completion 
year of 2017. 

 After the Eastern Arterial (CTH EA) is extended from Willow Road to STH 29 in 
2018, WisDOT, Brown County, Bellevue, and Ledgeview should work to extend the 
county highway directly south from STH 29 to CTH R and I-43. 

 
 After the Smart Growth plans for Brown County and the Southern Bridge corridor 

communities are finished and approved, the communities should work with the 
county and state to develop an implementation schedule for the Southern Bridge.  In 
doing this, the participants should consider WisDOT’s construction schedule for the 
new US 41 interchange, the availability and prioritization of funding for the bridge 
project, and the effectiveness of the Smart Growth plans in establishing a dense and 
efficient growth pattern adjacent to and south of the bridge corridor.  

 
 Now that the STH 29 Corridor Study is finished and adopted, the Wisconsin 

Department of Transportation should proceed with the engineering and right-of-way 
acquisition phases of the project to enable the study’s recommendations to be 
implemented as the urban area expands to the west.  The study’s recommendations 
should also be recognized when Hobart, Pittsfield, and the Oneida Nation develop 
comprehensive plans over the next several years. 

 
 The probable impacts of the US 41 expansion project must be considered as the 

communities along the US 41 corridor prepare their Smart Growth plans over the 
next six years. 

 
 The recommendations in the STH 54/172 Corridor Study should be implemented 

after the study is completed in 2005. 
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Context Sensitivity 

 The Wisconsin DOT, Brown County, and the County’s communities should continue 
to consider the context of highway projects when they are planned, designed, and 
built to enable the highways to fit with the surrounding areas. 

Rail Transportation 

Freight Rail 

 An intermodal rail terminal should be established in the Green Bay Metropolitan 
Area during the long-range planning period. 

 Now that the Canadian National Railroad (CN) has eliminated its intermodal 
activities, the Escanaba and Lake Superior Railroad (ELS) should investigate 
participating in an intermodal arrangement with local trucking firms and determine 
if one or more of the trucking firms would hire the railroad as an intermodal 
subcontractor.  If the ELS finds that a subcontracting arrangement is feasible, the 
railroad should also attempt to gain access to the CN rail line that runs along the 
west side of the Fox River.  Without access to this rail line, the ELS will not be able to 
reach the Green Bay intermodal facility or transport intermodal freight to areas west 
and south of Green Bay.   

Passenger Rail 

 Brown County and the County’s communities should monitor the progress of the 
Midwest Regional Rail Initiative (MRRI) and encourage residents to use it to travel 
throughout the Midwest if it is extended to Brown County.   

Air Transportation 

In addition to the two concourse projects, Green Bay Austin Straubel International 
Airport should address the following issues during the long-range planning period: 

 Pursue development of a more detailed market analysis to further refine efforts to 
recruit compatible business to the sites identified in each of the three sectors (retail, 
light industrial, and office/professional).  
 

 When the detailed market analysis plan has been completed, create marketing 
materials designed to most closely align with selection criteria for businesses in each 
of the three identified sectors. 
 

 Upon completion of the tasks summarized in the previous two bullet points, begin an 
active business attraction campaign to identify and recruit businesses within each of 
the identified sectors. 
 

 Pursue planning or other grant opportunities for a detailed market analysis plan, 
market assessment, or target-marketing opportunity. 
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 For the sector identified as light industrial (manufacturing), pursue Wisconsin 
Certified Sites Program designations to increase airport readiness for development 
opportunities and to improve the marketability of these sites. 
 

 Pursue approvals from the FAA, Village of Ashwaubenon, Village of Hobart, and 
Oneida Nation for proposed uses through amendments to their comprehensive plans 
and zoning ordinances.   
 

 Pursue the establishment of Tax Increment Finanacing (TIF) districts in the Village of 
Hobart and the Village of Ashwaubenon to provide necessary infrastructure 
improvements or business incentive finanacing.   
 

 Develop a capital improvments plan to determine what, if any, infrastructure 
improvements would be necssary for the development of the identified sites. 
 

 The airport should extend runway 18/36 from its current length of 8,200 feet to 
10,000 feet to enable the runway to accommodate larger carriers.   

 
 The airport will need to expand its ticketing and luggage operations to conform to 

security requirements imposed by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). 
 
 The airport terminal should be modified to create office space for FAA staff.   
 
 The airport should study its long- and short-term parking needs to determine if a 

ramp should be built.  This study should include an estimate of how many trips to 
and from the airport can be made by modes other than private vehicles (such as 
transit and taxi cabs), and the airport should monitor the progress of the Midwest 
Regional Rail Initiative (MRRI) to determine if air passengers can use the high speed 
trains to reach the airport from outside the metropolitan area.   

 
 The airport should continue to work with the City of Green Bay, Village of 

Ashwaubenon, Village of Hobart, and Town of Lawrence to address development 
near the airport and the airport’s crash zones.  Airport staff should also be involved 
in the development of Hobart’s Smart Growth plan and implementation of 
Ashwaubenon’s plan to ensure that these issues are addressed. 

 
 Airport staff should work with WisDOT, the Brown County Planning Commission, 

the consulting firm chosen by WisDOT, and the affected communities on the STH 
172 Corridor Study.   

Trucking 

 As commercial and other truck-generating land uses are mixed into various parts of 
the communities over the next 20 years, the County’s communities should consider 
formally identifying streets where heavy trucks are allowed to travel.  Once this 
system is identified, the County’s communities should mark the truck routes with 
street signs that distinguish them from the other streets.   
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 Schneider National and other local trucking firms should continue to work with the 
Port of Green Bay and other companies that serve Brown County to continue 
transporting raw and finished goods to and from the County. 

Water Transportation 

In addition to increasing the depth of the Fox River channel from 24 to 26 feet and the 
width from 100 to at least 250 feet, the Port of Green Bay should address the following 
issues during the long-range planning period: 

 Once the channel is deepened and widened, the port should seek additional 
manufacturing, agricultural, and other products to import and export from the area.  
Examples of possible exports include finished products from area foundries, paper 
converting machines from local and regional paper mills, and wood pulp.  The port 
should also investigate the possibility of exporting grain from producers in northeast 
Wisconsin.   

 
 To receive additional exportable goods and continue to enable imported materials to 

be transported throughout the region, the port should attempt to expand its 
relationship with the area’s rail and trucking companies.  This could include making 
arrangements with local trucking companies to carry truck trailers on ships (like 
trains currently do) in addition to various finished and/or raw products from the 
region.   

 
 The port should continue to accumulate funds (through docking fees and other 

charges) to purchase land that can be leased to port-related industries in the future.   
 
 The port should continue to coordinate land use activities with the City of Green Bay. 

as the City implements its recently adopted comprehensive plan.  According to the 
plan, the City would prefer that most port activities occur north of Main Street on the 
west side of the Fox River and north of the East River on the Fox River’s east side.  
However, the port should work with the City to determine if some activities also 
could and should occur south of Mason Street on the west side of the Fox River.  To 
determine the most appropriate uses for the land along the river in Green Bay and 
the rest of the metropolitan area communities adjacent to the river, the Brown 
County Planning Commission should work with the Cities of Green Bay and De 
Pere, Villages of Allouez and Ashwaubenon, Port of Green Bay, Bay-Lake Regional 
Planning Commission, and other entities to develop a land use plan for the Fox River 
shoreline in the metropolitan area.  

 
 The port should continue to pursue federal and state grants to expand port activities.  

The port should also initiate an aggressive marketing campaign after the channel’s 
depth and width are increased to inform industries of the area’s new shipping 
opportunities. 
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Funding to Help Develop the County’s Transportation System 

 To help fund the development of Brown County’s intermodal transportation system, 
the County and the County’s communities should continue to apply for 
transportation grants from various sources during the long-range planning period. 
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Appendix 1:  Calculations for Sidepath Suitability Analyses 

 

Example 1 Calculations 

1. Intersection Traffic Score 
 
R = Number of residential driveway intersections:  0 
A = Number of minor street/minor commercial driveway intersections (< 1,000 ADT):  3 
B = Number of major street/major commercial driveway intersections ( 1,000 ADT):  2 
M = Street segment length (in miles):  1 mile 
Spd = Posted speed limit on parallel street ( 30 mph = 1, 35-40 = 2,  45 = 3):  35 mph 
Vol = Average daily traffic (ADT) on parallel street ( 2,000 = 1, 2,000-10,000 = 2,  10,000 
= 3):  11,000 
 

Intersection Traffic Score (ITS) = spd x vol x (R+[2A]+[4B])/M 
 

ITS = 2 x 3 x (0 + 6 + 8)/1 
= (6 x 14)/1 

= 84/1 
= 84 

 
Int. Traffic 
Score  

0 1-40 41-80 81-120 121-160 161-200 201-240 240 

Suitability 
Points 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Number of suitability points = 3 

 
2.  Path Continuity  
No pavement gaps exist along the sidepath.   
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
 
3. Curb Cuts 
All of the intersecting streets have curb cuts. 
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
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4. Pedestrian Use   
The path has a moderate amount of pedestrian use and is 10’ wide. 
 

Low Pedestrian Use Medium Pedestrian Use High Pedestrian Use 
Path 0’ – 5’ = 1 point Path 0’ – 5’ = 2 points Path 0’ – 5’ = 4 points 
Path  5’ = 0 points Path 6’ – 7’ = 1 point Path 6’ – 7’ = 2 points 

 Path  7’ = 0 points Path  7’ = 1 point 
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
 
5.  Crosswalks 
The crosswalks along the segment are prominent at each street intersection. 
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
 
6.  Separation Between Intersections and Sidepath 
The path is brought close to the parallel road at each street/driveway crossing. 
 

Crossing Condition Points 
Crossings go through stopped traffic at intersecting streets/driveways 5 
Crossings not “close enough” to the parallel streets 3 
Crossings brought close to the parallel streets 1 

 
Number of suitability points = 1 

 
Total Suitability Score 
 

Sidepath 
Suitability 

Most 
Suitable 

Somewhat 
Suitable 

Least 
Suitable 

 
Not Suitable 

Points 0-7 8-9 10-11 12 or more 

 
Total number of suitability points = 4 

 
Sidepath Suitability Rating = Most Suitable 
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Example 2 Calculations 

1.  Intersection Traffic Score 

R = Number of residential driveway intersections:  2 
A = Number of minor street/minor commercial driveway intersections (< 1,000 ADT):  12 
B = Number of major street/major commercial driveway intersections ( 1,000 ADT):  2 
M = Street segment length (in miles):  1 mile 
Spd = Posted speed limit on parallel street ( 30 mph = 1, 35-40 = 2,  45 = 3):  35 mph 
Vol = Average daily traffic (ADT) on parallel street ( 2,000 = 1, 2,000-10,000 = 2,  10,000 
= 3):  11,000 
 

Intersection Traffic Score (ITS) = spd x vol x (R+[2A]+[4B])/M 
ITS = 2 x 3 x (2 + 24 + 8)/1 

= (6 x 34)/1 
= 204/1 

= 204 
 

Int. Traffic 
Score  

0 1-40 41-80 81-120 121-160 161-200 201-240 240 

Suitability 
Points 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Number of suitability points = 6 

 
2.  Path Continuity  
No pavement gaps exist along the sidepath.   
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
 
3.  Curb Cuts 
All of the intersecting streets have curb cuts. 
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
 
4.  Pedestrian Use 
The path has a moderate amount of pedestrian use and is 10’ wide. 
 
 

Low Pedestrian Use Medium Pedestrian Use High Pedestrian Use 
Path 0’ – 5’ = 1 point Path 0’ – 5’ = 2 points Path 0’ – 5’ = 4 points 
Path  5’ = 0 points Path 6’ – 7’ = 1 point Path 6’ – 7’ = 2 points 

 Path  7’ = 0 points Path  7’ = 1 point 
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
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5.  Crosswalks 
The crosswalks along the segment are prominent at each street intersection. 
 

Number of suitability points = 0 
 

6.  Separation Between Intersections and Sidepath 
The path is not close to the parallel road at each street/driveway crossing. 
 

Crossing Condition Points 
Crossings go through stopped traffic at intersecting streets/driveways 5 
Crossings not “close enough” to the parallel streets 3 
Crossings brought close to the parallel streets 1 

 
Number of suitability points = 5 

 
Total Suitability Score 
 

Sidepath 
Suitability 

Most 
Suitable 

Somewhat 
Suitable 

Least 
Suitable 

 
Not Suitable 

Points 0-7 8-9 10-11 12 or more 

 
Total number of suitability points = 11 

 
Sidepath Suitability Rating = Least Suitable 

 

 


