
MINUTES OF THE SUSTAINABILITY 
COMMISSION

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 20, 2021, 5:00 PM
Virtual Meeting. Public may join via Zoom.

A. ZOOM MEETING INFORMATION.
 

 

1. This item contains documents which provide call in information and instructions for the Zoom 
meeting.
 

 

B. ROLL CALL.
 

 

1. Chair--Seth Hoffmeister; Vice Chair--Ned Dorff; Alder Randy Scannell; Kaurie Mihm--PRF; Prof. John Arendt; Julia Noordyk; Cody 
Sandahl; Mark Walter; Stephanie King
 

 

C. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA.
 

 

1. Approval of the agenda for January 20, 2021.
 

Moved by Ald. Randy Scannell, seconded by  Mark Walter to approve the agenda for January 20, 
2021. Motion carried. 
Yes- Randy Scannell, Ned Dorff, Seth Hoffmeister, Julia Noordyk, Mark Walter, John Arendt, Kaurie 
Mihm, Cody Sandahl, No- None, Abstain-Stephanie King
 

D. APPROVAL OF MINUTES.
 



 

1. Approval of the minutes from December 16, 2020.
 

Moved by Ald. Randy Scannell, seconded by Professor John Arendt to approve the minutes from 
December 16, 2020 Sustainability Commission meeting. Moved by Ald. Randy Scannell, 
Yes- Randy Scannell, Ned Dorff, Seth Hoffmeister, Julia Noordyk, Mark Walter, John Arendt, Kaurie 
Mihm, Cody Sandahl, No- None, Abstain- Stephanie King
 

E. REGULAR BUSINESS.
 

 

2. Discussion of comments received for proposed code amendments to Sec. 8.11 Noxious Weeds 
and Maintenance of Vegetation. Possible action to refer comments and recommendations to 
Improvement and Services Committee. 
 

Moved by  Ned Dorff, seconded by Ald. Randy Scannell to approve as amended, to refer 
recommendations with changes made as discussed to I&S Committee. Motion carried. 
Yes- Randy Scannell, Ned Dorff, Seth Hoffmeister, Julia Noordyk, Mark Walter, John Arendt, Kaurie 
Mihm, Cody Sandahl, No- None, Abstain- Stephanie King

 

1. Presentation with possible action to refer staff to discuss the feasibility of developing a city-wide 
urban tree canopy goal.
 

Moved by  Mark Walter, seconded by Ald. Randy Scannell to approve to refer to staff the feasibility 
of developing a city-wide urban tree canopy goal.

Motion carried. 
Yes- Randy Scannell, Ned Dorff, Seth Hoffmeister, Julia Noordyk, Mark Walter, John Arendt, Kaurie 
Mihm, Cody Sandahl, No- None, Abstain- Stephanie King
 

3. World Water Day resolution discussion and possible action.
 

Moved by Ald. Randy Scannell, seconded by Professor John Arendt to approve as amended, to 
forward the resolution with changes made as discussed to with legal's approval to forward for 
Council's approval.  Motion carried. 
Yes- Randy Scannell, Ned Dorff, Seth Hoffmeister, Julia Noordyk, Mark Walter, John Arendt, Kaurie 
Mihm, Cody Sandahl, No- None, Abstain- Stephanie King
 

F. INFORMATIONAL.
 

 

1. Resiliency Coordinator updates.



 

 

2. Member &/or sub-committee updates
 

 

G. ADJOURNMENT.
 

Moved by Ald. Randy Scannell, seconded by  Mark Walter to adjourn. Motion carried. 
Yes- Randy Scannell, Ned Dorff, Seth Hoffmeister, Julia Noordyk, Mark Walter, John Arendt, Kaurie 
Mihm, Cody Sandahl, No- None, Abstain- Stephane King
 

VERBATIM MINUTES

- I don't see anyone trying to get into the meeting right now. Do you have her cell phone, can you get 
a hold of her? Maybe a little faster, Julia, to see if she's received it?

- What?

- The link, I just emailed her the link to the meeting.

- Well, if it's gonna be a moment, I suppose we could entertain a motion to amend the agenda to go 
on to item two.

- It says the host, sorry. I'm sorry Seth. She just said the host has to let her in now. So, that's good 
news. That's a good sign.

- That's progress.

- Where, I'm looking to see where that might be. I don't see that anyone's waiting to get in right now.

- Melissa, why don't you go ahead and make me the co-host so then I can maybe help with that.



- Okay.

- So you hover over my, the three dots on my picture and click on them, oh, there we go, okay. And 
Tierney Bosky, no, Bocsi.

- It looks like she's connecting with audio.

- Yeah, here she is.

- She just said, though, she needs the call-in stuff because she's had to switch to her desktop which 
doesn't have a camera or audio.

- What kind of desktop is that?

- So I will, here. I can send it to her in the chat. Melissa, you go ahead. I'll send her the info, the call-in 
information, the chat. Just give me a second.

- Okay, so what are, where are we at right now then?

- Personally, I would move on to the next item if I were you. Amend the agenda. I think Seth is gonna 
entertain a motion to amend the agenda.

- To amend the agenda. There's a motion to amend the agenda to go to item two fingers business, 
who's there to second?

- Second.



- Yeah, Mark. Mark with the two fingers there. All those in favor say aye.

- [All] Aye!

- All those opposed, thumbs down. Alright, we'll move on to, that passes item two, alright we've got 
a discussion of comments that we talked about, I think last week or those code amendments on the 

noxious needs thing. So I will let Melissa take that away.

- I am going to share my screen. Did everyone have a chance to look at the summary of comments 
that was received regarding section 8.11? Hopefully, yes. Let me know when you can see my screen. 

Celestine?

- Yes.

- Saying that the whole, I made you the co-host but now it's saying that I'm not able to share my 
screen. 'Cause you made me the host. Okay, so let me make you the co-host. There you go. Alright, 

go ahead.

- Does somebody maybe need to mute their radio or something?

- Oh, that's me, yap.

- Oh, okay sorry.

- I was muted and sorry that was me.



- Okay, so, just give you a background on why we are discussing this today. The, as part of the green 
infrastructure code audit that that is being, that's in progress right now. A consultant was hired to 

examine an audit quite a few of the codes to make them more green infrastructure friendly and just 
to provide maybe some improvements of certain areas of the code. So this particular code is about 

noxious weeds and maintenance of vegetation. The comments were solicited last month from 
members of the sustainability commission and also members of staff. So what I'm proposing that we 

do today this evening is we go through the various comments that were received and if there's 
questions or discussions on any of these, you know, we, we have those discussions. And then the 

next step of the, part of the code audit is that this then this particular code would go to 
Improvement and Services Committee for their considerations of the of the comments and steps 

going forward as far as where where some of the changes might be taking place. And just to give you 
a little bit more background, we received comments from three members of the Sustainability 

Commission. And then the comments that we received from staff went to the development team 
meeting, which has senior staff and then also a handful of staff members from Park Rec and Forestry 

and DPW also provided comment. One of the comments I'll just, I can just go through this as is 
unless there's specific areas that we wanna discuss right off the bat. There were some comments 

relating to just the general, a general comment saying maybe we should consider creating a separate 
section for the establishment of natural gardens. And to have this section 8.11 relate only to 

maintenance of vegetation and noxious weeds and then a lot of different recommendations regarding 
like, which, you know, comment or actual language to remove from the code, which words to add in 

potentially changing some of the definitions that are currently in the code. Recommendation to 
remove language that states which may exceed the height height of a typical garden. You know, 

there's a lot of different types of typical gardens. So, that was one comment and suggestion in the 
findings which is subsection two of eight 11, the recommendation to include language to support a 
healthy and diverse pollinator community. And to also to remove the words harboring of debris or 

trash. So I rewrote this section of the code which would incorporate these changes up above not just 
because I made these changes doesn't mean that that's what you know, where they'll stand but just to 
give you a better idea of what the findings would look like as far as. This is sort of the lead paragraph 
of the start of this section. And if there's any discussion regarding this, we can we can talk about that 

now. I'd rather have comments as we go versus saving them up for the end.

- So, Melissa, I have a comment regarding, you know, perhaps separating out the establishment of the 
natural gardens from this section. I think that initial intention perhaps of this part of the code was 

relating more to the noxious weeds and you know, maintaining vegetation throughout the city. And 
to me permitting and kind of establishing a natural type of garden or landscape is kind of a different 
entity. So I just felt that perhaps it would make sense for a separate section of the ordinance to talk 
about the permitting and the one about maintaining weeds and plants and things like that. Okay. And 
at this point, I'm not sure, you know, because this was an audit of our current codes, you know to 
add in, maybe a different section or a whole other actual new code. I'll leave that up to, you know, 
that's gonna be further staff discussion to see you know, where that could potentially go. And this 

comment or the addition right here to support a healthy pollinator community. Did anyone have any 
further comments on that in general? I think it's a nice addition to this. Definition of destroy. The 

recommendation was to replace the word weed with the term vegetation. And then also to further 
define the term weed in the list of definitions since it's used in several areas of the code. Definition of 

noxious weeds or grasses, we received a couple of comments in this area too. Also have it read 
noxious or invasive weeds or grasses and said just of just having noxious weeds or grasses and to also 



include the DNR invasive weeds website also as a reference in the code. Another definition where 
there were suggestions was the definition of unmanaged vegetation growth. The recommendation 

was to include the word turf grass. So this would also, right now it reads any grass, hay weeds, brush, 
or other vegetation. So to also include the word, the term or the words turf grass in that as well. 

Definition of planned natural landscape area. Several comments regarding the the height of the 
vegetation. I did wanna spend a little bit of time on this because the comments that I received I think 

were, they were understanding this is meaning that the natural vegetation may not exceed eight 
inches in height, meaning it would be it would be restricting native vegetation to eight inches in 

height, but it doesn't, that's not what it means. It means that it may exceed eight inches in height. 
Meaning if you have something that grows 16 or 24 or 36 inches tall, that's fine because natural 

vegetation makes it eight inches in height. So, I addressed some of those comments with the 
individuals that made those comments before the meeting in the last week or so. So, I feel 

comfortable keeping that terminology in this version.

- Melissa.

- Yes.

- I guess I just wanted to comment too again on the unmanaged growth section backing up a little bit.

- Up here, okay.

- I guess to me it's just a little unclear, you know, when you say there when it states unmanaged 
vegetation growth means unmaintained area, in which any grass, you know the turf grass, hay weeds, 

brush or other vegetation has grown to height of over eight inches. Well, I guess I'm still not sure 
what that means because, you know, any ornamental grass grows over eight inches. Unmanaged 

means you're not really managing it, it's growing. Same with, you know, other vegetation. I guess to 
me, if you're not cutting it back, it's unmanaged. And so I think that's still just a little confusing the 

way it reads.

- I agree, Corey, I think that makes sense. Maybe we can include something like a planned natural area 
or a planned garden or planned landscaping within the areas that are not included such as the 

agricultural land.



- Tom, are you you're talking right down here where it says, this definition shall not include 
vegetation located on ag land, shore land, environmentally sensitive areas and then also, and planned 

in actual landscape areas. Is that the recommendation?

- I would say that, you know, I mean, that's my main concern but also for people who, like Corey's 
saying, if they just have ornamental grasses, in a ornamental garden, you know, that's a little different 

than a planned natural area, but certainly do include a planned natural area. You can say planted 
natural areas or gardens perhaps, or perennial, you know, it's kind of a perennial garden that would 

end up looking like that.

- So Ned, looking back at the previous version of this that we had seen, there was a statement that 
the excluded, did not include planned and natural landscaping that is wholly contained within the 

parcel on which is planted and maintained. And that was struck from this, the version we're looking 
at now. But is that getting more at what you're actually looking at then?

- John I'm not sure if that was you talking or not 'cause I don't tell if like. Oh, it's Mark. Mark, I did, 
yes. That was struck. I'm not entirely sure why that was struck initially you know, through the first, 
you know, the initial round of audit that was done I think it would clear it up a little bit to keep that 

in. And, you know, all of the suggestions that were made through that code audit are just that. 
They're proposals, they're proposed language and they're suggestions. So that was definitely 

something that, I mean, it's not anything that has to be kept out. So I made a note of that and 
highlighted it here, just so that we can revisit that and after the meeting, when these comments go on 

to the next group that's captured. Was there any more discussion on this, the definition of 
unmanaged vegetation growth before we move on?

- Yes, it's still I guess a little confusing to me and I think should be better defined when it says, you 
know, other vegetation, which has grown to a height of over eight inches needs to be cut mode or 
other maintenance. Well, how often does it need other maintenance? I mean, I obviously you want 

turf grass to be mowed below it. Again, I think it's kind of getting back to the ornamental grasses and 
the ornamental perennials and things. To me, it's saying that unless you're cutting them back on a 

regular basis to the height of eight inches, it's unmaintained.

- Yeah, and I think, you know, my interpretation of this part of the code, is this is for, you know, 
potentially vacant lots and, you know, maybe properties that are being neglected where there's 

language in the code to address those areas. Those types of properties and parcels, not necessarily 
the average homeowner or residential person.



- I guess, I think then maybe defining like actually what you're looking for, if it's weeds and turf grass. I 
mean, if it's nice vegetation why would it need to be cut back? You know what I mean? So perhaps we 
just eliminate some of the other language in there such as other vegetation or something along those 

lines.

- I dunno if this goes along with what you're saying Corey too, but down at the bottom, there's like 
an 8.11 six B four, there's, it says natural planting areas shall be no closer than three feet to any 
property line. And I'm just imagining like a residential yard. And then you like you have, I mean it 

would be weird, kind of odd to have like a mowed strip of grass along, if you did like your yard in a 
native managed area, that would look really weird. So I don't know. And then some yards are really 

small so you're potentially, just not sure why.

- Julia, I guess my one thought about perhaps why that might make sense is first no removal. If you 
have vegetation that's tall and it's flapping over onto the sidewalk that could potentially, you know, 

create an unsafe condition or something.

- But there's so many, I mean, there's so many properties that don't have like a sidewalk or like it's 
just along a driveway. That's what I'm imagining too. You know, it's their property like you should 

kind of do, can do what you want on your property up in your property. It's not as part of like a ride 
away. Maybe, I don't know, maybe I'm wrong. I have no idea. It's not really.

- Are you down here in this section now under 8.11 six a?

- Six B.

- Six B.

- Six B two.

- Can we take up six A before we get to-



- Yeah I remember-

- I didn't mean to jump around. I was just, I think like when based on Corey's comments it's kind of, I 
dunno, it's all kind of blending together into like, to how to be, you're, like creating this like natural 
area and into the weeded stuff too. So I guess that's where I was coming from. So I don't mean to 

jump around, skip stuff.

- here on 8.11 three F for a definition. It was a similar, the comments were similar as far as the eight 
inch height. So I think we cleared that up. And then 8.11.

- I'm just curious why that eight inch needs to even be in there then, you know what I mean? If it can 
be any height then why even put that in there?

- I am not sure why, you know, maybe there was a past reason for defining that. I don't know. I think 
that was part of the original, that may have been a part of the original. I can pull up the other 

document to see it.

- Yeah, I think we were differentiating that from the lawn height required. Like, that's why that eight 
inches was specifically noted in there. And yeah, I mean, at this point I don't know that it needs to be 

either. But that was the intent at the beginning.

- Okay, alright. I'm just gonna put that aside. Okay, Ned, did you have comments on this section, the 
8.11 four A? Unmanaged vegetation growth prohibited? I didn't know if that was the one that you said 

that you wanted to talk about next

- Six A was probably a big one for me.

- So, unmanaged vegetation growth prohibited the way the the code amendment reads is, a person 
owning, occupying or controlling any lot in residential use or any lot or property adjacent to, 

adjoining a lot in residential use shall mow, cut or otherwise control and remove any unmanaged 
vegetation growth on the land. So the question that was raised in earlier through the comment 

period was asking if this only applies in residential areas and the answer is this part of the ordinance 



mainly applies to residential areas but it would also apply to nonresidential land if it adjoined or was 
adjacent to a residential use lot. And then moving down to 8.11, six A. Planned natural landscape 

areas. This is the chunk of the code that addresses the the requirements, not, you know, now we're 
out of the definitions and we're into, you know, sort of a bullet point list of what a plan natural 

landscape area, you know, might include. Three comments were received that disagreed with the 300 
square foot or 5% of the gross area of the lot, whichever is greater. Two reviewers misunderstood 

the meaning of the requirement as far as it's, so it's up to it's five, it could be, you know, 300 foot or a 
maximum of 5% of the gross area of the lot. So it can go over 300 square feet. It's just, 5% is, is 

what's being recommended in this audit for right now. But again, that's not set in stone.

- Could I, could we stop there?

- Yes.

- Cool. I'm just wondering where is that recommendation coming from? And then I have some 
suggestions for rewriting them.

- Sure. Well, the suggestion came from JB Heights, our consultant.

- To reduce from 100% to 5% or 300 square feet, that would get more environmentally friendly?

- I didn't write, I'm just stating what I know.

- Okay.

- So I mean, the thing is, is 100%, you know, you're talking every house every lot has a house on it 
that you're doing this potentially at. So, you know, if you have a 10,000 square foot, it's not gonna be 
a 10,000 square foot natural planned area. It's 5% of the total size of the lot. So, and even with 100% 

in place, there's still setbacks. So it would never be 100%.



- I understand that.

- I think we're just trying to understand like where the change came from. She recommended a 
change based on some kind, something from staff. So we're trying to understand why this is solving a 

problem that didn't maybe exist before.

- I don't know where she came up with that number. I did ask her about that. She said that, you 
know, there's many towns that have fairly you know, some stringent, some less stringent, natural 

planned area codes. So maybe she was getting that this from a particular area. Again, it's just a 
proposal. It's just a proposed change. It doesn't need to be that way. So Ned, what would your 
suggestion be? That's, what this, you know, that's what the comment period is for. So, adding 

meaningful suggestions as part of the process.

- Sure, thank you. And I appreciate you reaching out to us about this before it ever went to INS. 
Yeah, we never had an arbitrary limitation before when we wrote this ordinance. We have limitations 

in regard to sight lines. We're looking at a potential limitation along the property lines. And you 
know, outside of that, if there's not a clear issue, I believe we need to respect the private property 
right of people to plant what they want to plant. That's, in a way that's not harmful to anyone, in a 
way that actually does good for the environment by filtering water, reducing flooding, providing 

pollinator habitat. To set an arbitrary limitation I think would be antithetical to the work that we do 
as a commission when our goal is to create more sustainable ordinances and recommendations for 

the city of Green Bay. So I would like to amend the line in six A, on the kind of, the red copy, I guess 
you could call it, it was six A one, no, sorry, just six A, where it had said, up to four planned natural 
landscaping areas may be permitted on any one property with a maximum cumulative surface area of 
300 square feet or 5% of the gross area of the lot whichever is greater. I would like to change that, 
amend that to say, in regards to plan natural landscaping areas, no arbitrary maximum cumulative 

surface area, or number of plantings shall be set by the city.

- Can you repeat that? I'm typing it as you are, no arbitrary maximum...

- Cumulative surface area or number of planted areas shall be set by the city. We can have rules 
about where they can't go and I think that's fine, but I don't think we should pull just a random 

percentage out of the air. And I think, you know, with the definition of the planned natural landscape 
area that we looked at before, that includes trees, that includes shrubs, that includes grasses, flowers. 
A lot of us live in wooded areas in town. So technically those would fall under that definition. There's 

a lot of us who have spent considerable time and money putting in native plants on our properties 
and our ordinance was, I think, very solid without having an arbitrary limit.



- Okay. So, just so you can see what I'm doing in my other screen I'm writing in verbatim, the 
comment that you just stated, that okay.

- Thank you.

- Alright, so there's a motion to amend, as Ned had said, and it's I believe written on the screen. Is 
there a second?

- I'll second it.

- Seconded by Corey. Is there any further discussion before we go to a vote on this or questions or 
clarification?

- Yeah, this is Mark. I just had a question for Ned. You know, in terms of that, the red line copy, 
there is, you know there was a phrase in there, that phrase that you read, up to four planned natural 
areas may be permitted on any one property. Would you also support just striking that phrase from 

the document? I mean, it doesn't mean that it's there and it's kind of defining, it's kind of stating 
exactly what you're getting at as well. I mean, just as, it doesn't make sense yeah.

- I think, you know, striking that entire thing or using what I. I guess what would people like to see? 
No direction kind of given in there or a stated direction from the city?

- Okay, that would achieve the same result probably, so.

- From what I can understand it, the more open you can be, the more flexible, I think is better.

- Okay, is there any more discussion on this part of it, of the comments? Otherwise I can just keep 
going through what was received.



- Were we still voting on the amendment?

- Yeah, we're in a motion. So we would, I think need to vote on that right now. And then are we 
gonna are we changing what you're proposing to strike what Mark proposed? Or leaving it as, is there 

gonna be an amendment within the amendment?

- I like having a stated position by the city but I could go, like I said, I could go either way. Like if more 
people just want it struck completely, please chime in. I'm fine either way.

- So Ned, just to clarify, you're looking at replacing this language with the language you propose and I, 
can I ask to look at that, what you were talking about again. Did you write that down, Melissa or do 

you have it somewhere we can see it?

- What I wrote down, it wasn't specific language. It was no well, no maximum, no arbitrary maximum 
cumulative surface area, or a number of planted areas should be set by the city.

- And Ned-

- If the recommendation is to just remove the language up to four planned natural areas may be 
permitted and just strike that out then, you know, if that's the suggestion, then I can make, you know, 

put that in there and have that go forward from the sustainability commission.

- And I guess I would go back and say I would support what, what Ned had proposed now that I see 
that language. And that, with the understanding that that language is replacing the section that's 

highlighted in blue there. Is that correct?

- Yeah, that was my suggestion, yeah.



- Okay.

- To replace that.

- Alright, any further questions on the proposed amendment before we vote on that?

- Question on what we're doing here. Are we, I thought we were just making suggestions. We don't 
have a final-

- That's correct.

- So I don't know if we really need to be voting on anything. We're just making suggestions here and 
maybe when it's all on it. 'Cause there could be, there's some more suggestions to make and we're in 

the middle of a process. I mean, I'm not sure why we're voting.

- Because each amendment should probably be voted on separately, don't you think?

- If we just wait.

- But even that isn't necessarily done. There's, we still gonna have other people looking at this, right? 
And possibly making even more-

- Right, so it's gonna go to INS and then INS will make recommendations based on the comments 
received, the discussions that are here today and then it would go to the law department further. So 

to get more, you know, refined.



- Okay, alright. Well, again, if you want to do it section by section I guess that's fine. I was just 
thinking, we'd do the whole thing and then vote on the whole thing. But if you wanna go section by 

section, whatever you wanna do. I just didn't understand that first.

- We have more changes and we agree with one, but not the other, how do we vote on those?

- Well,

- Yeah.

- The possible motion or the possible action is to forward these comments on based on what you've 
discussed today to INS.

- Alright, well, I think we should call the question then and vote on this and keep moving on then. All 
those in favor of Ned's amendment say, aye.

- [All] Aye.

- All those opposed. Alright, that passes. We'll go back to you, Melissa to continue through the 
document.

- Okay. Alright, there was a comment, one comment that opposed required registration. Another 
comment asked about the role of the weed commissioner and his or her level of landscaping plan 

approval. The weed commissioner's role is involved in enforcement of the code, not plan approval. 
To answer that question, that came, that was a question that came from a sustainability member. And 

then two comments asked about how and why a plan would potentially be denied. And Ms is, you 
know, my comments. So a plan, not meeting the requirements outlined above in sections one through 
four here, and then section B one through four would potentially be denied. So, my interpretation is 
if registration is required and a plan is submitted, the city is, you know, it creates a couple of different 
things. One, it creates a dialogue between the person or person submitting the plans with city staff to 
review the plan and to work with the applicants on understanding the plan requirements. And second 

of all, required registration would also potentially offer that property owner some, I guess 



reassurance and protection in the future if their yard was challenged by another neighbor. And that is 
where I see the benefit of required registration coming into place. Now does that mean that the city 

is then going out and searching for natural landscaped yards that haven't been registered with the 
city? My personal opinion, no. That's not what the intent is. The intent is to help the people that 

really wanna put in a planned natural landscape to have a mechanism for, I just, I guess, getting on the 
books with the city because we know that the city's had issues in the past with neighbors complaining 

against neighbors that have done this. So that's my 2 cents on that.

- Melissa, I do think too, an added benefit could be that it would be a nice way to track it as far as 
seeing how many of those areas we have throughout the city. It could be nice for grant writing and 

things like that.

- Yeah, that was one of the other comments that was received is that, the person that sent that 
comment said they see potential value in having potentially the role of the weed convention being 
more efficient to have that ability to document those properties via GIS and being able to quantify 
pollinator gardens and rain gardens in the city as well. So that I thought was a very constructive 

comment and perception of that part of the code audit. The planned and natural landscaped areas, 
moving on to six B two, the comment key, there was a comment regarding fence height. So one of 
the requirements of a planned natural landscape is that it would require some kind of edging. And 

there's a lot of different types of edging. Can be a natural edging, could be, you know, the old plastic 
stuff. It could be a fence, different things like that. So the question was, could it be the fence height in 
case of a property having, already having a privacy fence in place, would that three foot fence for an 

edging requirement still apply in that situation? So I did a rewrite suggestion here and I also consulted 
with the consultant on this. 'Cause I thought that was a really good comment. The planned natural 

landscaping area must have a distinct and clearly defined border. The border may be any combination 
of mowed grass, fencing up to three feet in height and a permitted fence installed along the property 
lines. So if the property already has a fence in place they wouldn't need to then put in an additional 
fence. Now I'm further into the code, just the next section down, there was another tweak that will 
help reinforce that as well as far as the fencing requirement. The location and the dimensions, I'm in 

this section right now, location and dimensions of the natural planting area, language recommendation 
for accommodating new property having fences. So the way it's written, is the natural area may be no, 
shall be no closer than three feet away to any property line. However, where the natural landscaping 

area abuts a permitted fence, along a side or a rear property line, no setback shall be required. So 
that would get us out of the potential of having, let's say you have a privacy fence along the side of 

your yard, but because we have this three foot setback rule, you'd have this strip of whatever, grass, 
mulch, ground cover, whatever. So, if there's already a fence then the setback wouldn't apply in that 

case for rear inside property lines, but not for front. Are there any-

- I do not-



- Ned, you look like you're thinking really hard on this, so.

- You know I am, Melissa. I know of several yards in the city where there are natural areas along the 
property line in the front yards including some where neighbors share garden space together. So I do 

have some concerns regarding this. There are front yards that abut a drive lane where there's not 
much room, so there might be natural plantings there. There might be plantings that, like I said, cross. 
Actually my mother is in the call and on her street, there's a yard like that where two neighbors have 

apparently agreed to do a big native planting crossing property lines or front yards. So I guess if 
there's not an issue between neighbors in the front yard, if it's something the neighbors are fine with 

and have agreed to, can we find a way to make an allowance for that?

- They get a plan permit. And that when we were talking about before.

- With the required registration, Randy?

- Yeah.

- And when they go through this and then they would say you can't do that in your permit.

- The permit says, oh, you have it in the front yard. No, you don't get a permit.

- Yeah. This is kind of what I was trying to say earlier. There's a lot of yards that like, you could 
imagine a planting just right up, the edge is, or border is like the cement.

- Well, I did ask a staff person about, you know, the situation where if a garden went all the way up 
to the sidewalk and because the sidewalk is city property, technically, they shouldn't plant all the way 
up to the sidewalk because if the city needs to get in there to do any maintenance or anything, there's 
gonna be overeach. And I don't know exactly what that, you know, how many inches that is or how 

many feet that is, but that does, that's part of the reason why, you know, the reason why not to go all 
the way up to the front property line. Whether it's the sidewalk or the curb.



- Is that, can you clarify, is that like with anything like a bush or any type of plant?

- I think so.

- Okay, so then there's a lot of yards that don't have fences that are like what Ned was just 
describing, so.

- Yeah. So then they still have to do with some other type of edging requirement then.

- Again, we've got trees in our definition and sometimes there are trees within that three feet of a lot 
line or crossing over the lot, obviously with how they grow and that can happen in the front yard or 
the backyard, with a fence without a fence. I really think there should be a way to make allowances 
for this. If there are no issues between the neighbors, you know, I don't think we need to create a 
new issue between neighbors. And having gone through a sidewalk replacement this summer, just, I 

know this is anecdotal but I do have a small native garden right up to the sidewalk in front. It is a risk 
as a property owner I'm willing to take, I didn't really lose anything. So, but knowing that if I crossed 

the sidewalk and put in plants between the sidewalk and the street A, that's not allowed and B, if they 
did need to get in there and do work I would lose everything and have to pay to replace it. So, I think 
there are so many plants that go up to sidewalks in the city right now. It would be hard at this point 
to say you're not allowed to do that. Just taking a walk up and down my street, shrubs, gardens, all 
kinds of stuff go up to the sidewalks or go next to driveways or, yeah. So if shrubs and trees and 

things are included in our definition this is gonna be really tricky to do, to enforce. And it's gonna be 
enforced, I don't think there'll be consistent enforcement. So I'm not sure it's a good rule to put in 

place.

- So if you had to sum up your comment in one sentence as a suggested amendment to this 
amendment, what would it be?

- Are you asking me?

- I sure am.



- Okay, oh boy. I would strike it. I don't see how any of this is enforceable.

- Let me just go back to the actual markup. I think it's good neighborly practice. I mean, you don't 
want your plants growing into your neighbor's yard but I just don't see how any of this is enforceable 

with how we've defined natural landscapes.

- Okay, so this is the part I believe that we're all talking about here. So, location and dimensions.

- And I think the sight line stuff absolutely should stay. Yeah, like the safety, absolutely. And if there 
are rights of way, absolutely. Terraces, for sure. You shouldn't block traffic sight lines. But as far as 
like the property line stuff, I guess that's, that would be the part that I don't think is enforceable and 

the fact that we haven't had, as far as I know, a problem. So I don't know why we need to fix a 
problem that we haven't had.

- So un-limiting the three foot setback from the front.

- Front end, yeah, and the back. And I think in the blue there, it says along the side or rear property 
line. Okay, yep, got it. That's, so that's just back to where it was before, right? With no setback 

required.

- Where there's a permitted, where it abuts a permanent fence.

- Okay, sorry, I'm having a hard time seeing.

- You know, but in cases where neighbors have agreements with each other, I don't think that would 
apply in that case. Is what I'm getting from your...

- Well, yeah, I don't, when would it apply? Would it be a complaint based system?



- Probably. I think that's where the three foot setback rule suggestion came in place because, you 
know, if you're planting all the way up to your property line and there's no, and there's absolutely no 

setback, then, you know, it's probably created issues in the past.

- get a permit?

- Well, if registration's required, yes. Now that doesn't mean that people are gonna register.

- But the whole point of the registration is to encourage it in a positive way.

- Correct.

- So this would discourage me from doing that. So you don't want, right? Especially if you're saying 
that it only matters if it's complaint based.

- Well, the way it's currently written right now, I think it's complaint driven, the enforcement of it. 
You know? So if somebody registers their landscape and puts a landscaping plan together for this and 
the city says, well, look you have it all the way up to your property border. We do have a three foot 

setback. And they say, well, I have an arrangement with my neighbor. Well then maybe that's, you 
know, the neighbor gets involved in and it's a joint permit. I don't really know how it's all gonna play 

out, but, and I don't know how common it is for neighbors to have agreements with each other 
either.

- I just don't understand how like a non native turf grass is more desirable. It's still vegetation. It's still 
oftentimes filled with weeds and things and they creep over into your neighbor's yard as well and so I 
just don't understand why native plants are being picked on. I feel like. To me, I think it really comes 

down to a lot of people's aesthetics preferences. And I think we're at a time right now where it's 
important to teach and educate people about the importance of native plants and to get away from 
the typical green lawn that is very, is not good. You know, we have is of turf grass being maintained 

throughout the US and it's terrible for our environment. And so I think the easier we can make it for 
people to plant as many plants as possible, the better.



- I agree. I'd like to make an amendment to strike number two, the entire thing. Nature of the red 
lined one. That entire, just keep one and three under location. So six B four, two.

- Six B, four two, exactly.

- Yeah, I would second that.

- There's a motion by Ned and seconded by Mark. Is there questions or further discussions before 
we vote on this recommendation? Hearing none. All those in favor, please say aye.

- [ALl] Aye.

- All those opposed say nay. Alright, recommendation passed.

- Alright, moving on.

- Calm down, I'll keep it on him.

- We covered all this. And then-

- Did we, sorry, I'm sorry. I didn't, did we keep that required permitting? Was it still required or was 
it voluntary? Up above?

- Was it, it wasn't, there was not a lot of discussion on it. I mean, I kind of said my piece and a few 
others, but...



- Does it still say registration required?

- In the proposed language, it does, yes.

- Sorry, can I make a motion on that one? I think as far as enforcement again, I think registration 
needs to be voluntary.

- Can be voluntary then instead of needs to be or something-

- Maybe voluntary.

- Well, the way it's written right now in the, you know, let me see if I can see the full markup, but it's, 
I think it's written as...

- Go ahead.

- Oh, I'm sorry. It says, but I don't know, oh no, upon registration with department-

- It says may implement. And then I don't think it says anything right here about registration.

- Oh, but it does say upon registration with department of public works.

- May implement a planned natural landscaping area.

- So I would say striking upon registration with the department of public works or making that 
voluntary, registration is voluntary.



- Or Ned again, you know, maybe instead of, so if you strike the word required and just so this is 
labeled registration. Then a person, and then there was a section in there that said on their property 

may register their property, may actually bring back some of the language that was stricken. May 
implement the planned landscape area and just leave it at that. But, you know, for certainly that some 

registration required to just registration and then a person may wishing to, I'm trying to re-phrase 
this.

- What if you said may be implemented and registered with by the department of department of 
public works or something along those lines?

- No.

- Try to Mark.

- No, that's okay. I'm trying to think at the same time, like we all are just in terms of that paragraph, 
we've already rewritten.

- Yeah, you know what, I'm gonna ask that this, what we're doing right now, we do this offline 
because the comment, you know, I asked for comments for the last several weeks. So, I like the 

discussion that we're having but I don't think we're in the position to rewrite every sentence right 
now. The other areas, the general comments that were received from city staff was discussed at the 
development team meeting, which has senior staff and it was also sent to two different departments. 

It was sent to the Park Rec and Forestry for staff review and to public works as well. And cover 
stations were also held with some individual staff members from those departments. So, and I just 
want to qualify these by saying that these are comments from individual staff. It's not necessarily a 

consensus of all that participated, you know, or consensus of the various departments that did 
provide feedback. But they were asked for, you know, to make comments. Just some general 

questions. How will the city address noxious weeds and invasive species on city owned parcels? That 
was a question that came up. I don't have answers to all of these but I just thought it would be 

beneficial for everyone to hear, like, you know, what some people are thinking. Staff member not in 
favor of required registration for planned and natural landscape plans. The right of way ordinance 

must be looked at to determine plantings would be permitted in the street terrace which we know 
they're not permitted in the street terrace, but also we need to also look at the right of way for 
sidewalks and curbs and things of that nature to make sure that the code reflects that as well. 

Another comment that they thought that the procedures that were outlined as far as the things 
involved with developing a planned natural landscape area, made the procedures are now clear with 



the amendments. Could language be added for areas with rat abatement issues. And could a plan be, a 
question was, could a plan be denied for only using one species of native plant? And should language 
be added to specify diversity of native plant, native vegetation in a plan? I don't personally think we 
should get that specific on the types of native plants that, you know, that go into a plan. So I would 

not be advocating to, I would not be advocating for a plan to say, you know, it has to be 50% of one, 
you know, it can't account for more than 50% of one specie s or anything like that. I think that makes 
good sense to have a diversity of species. But with this particular question that came up that's how I 
would be, the recommendation I would make is that we're not specifying the species mix of a natural 

landscape area. And then another comment was that the problems usually creep in when personal 
ownership takes over. And another comment was, you know, maybe we should add incentives for 

those who implement natural landscape areas with a tax credit for something else. And I don't really 
know much about that so, I can't speak to that last comment as far as the types of incentives that 

could potentially be offered to, for property owners.

- Melissa, I'm kind of confused. What number seven is trying to get across. Can you explain that a 
little more?

- I think that one, that came out of development team and it was, you know, usually when there's, I 
think what they meant was, you know, let's say you've got a natural, a person has natural landscape 
front yard or backyard or wherever and now a new property owner moves in next door, or, you 
know, adjacent to the property in some form or fashion or maybe not, maybe they're a few doors 

down. That that's sometimes when the problems creep in because maybe they don't know the 
neighborhood, maybe they don't know the neighbors, maybe not familiar with what a planned natural 
landscape area is and they're new or something like that. But I think that's what that comment was, 
where that, that's where it was coming from. Is that the problems that maybe have cropped up, that 
have bubbled up to a level of complaint status, you know, that maybe that's where they start. Is when 

you have a new somebody new move into the neighborhood or move in next door.

- Okay, that makes more sense, thanks.

- Melissa, I would just like to add that point number eight from the city staff seems to suggest Where 
registration would actually make sense if that was something they wanted to implement.

- I could just spell tonight. Okay, so that is, that's it. And I wanna remind everybody that this audience 
actually got an a minus, so it wasn't, this wasn't the most marked up of the ordinances that, you 
know, that were looked at. So that's good. So the next step here is if there will be a motion, you 
know, to see it have a motion to take all of these comments and then all of the comments and 

discussion that were had tonight, and to now send it to INS for their examination.



- Who moved?

- Motion by Ned, is there a second?

- Second. Does that include, did we clean up the registration or that gonna get cleaned up through 
that language for the registration, that will be...

- I think Melissa was taking a recommendation as kind of a general idea and then the language needs 
to be cleaned up at INS or through legal.

- Okay.

- So who initiated that motion?

- Ned and then seconded by Randy.

- Okay.

- Alright, all those in favor, please say aye.

- [All] Aye.

- All those opposed, say nay. Alright, go ahead and click approve. Alrighty then. Then moving on to, I 
guess back to item one of regular business. If everybody is here we will have the presentation on the 

urban tree canopy goal. So Tierney, I believe that's all you. Thanks for joining us.



- Do we need to do a motion to open the floor?

- Yeah.

- Motion open the floor.

- By Randy, is there a second?

- Second.

- Second by John. All those in favor, say aye.

- [All] Aye Floor open. Alright Tierney, welcome.

- Thank you. Yeah, sorry for the tech problems earlier. I'm actually live from my cell phone in my 
office. So we're gonna see how screen sharing works. I downloaded the Zoom app and the 

PowerPoint app. Julia, did you have anything to kick us off or did you want me to just kind of 
introduce myself and jump right in?

- Yeah, that's fine. And I have your present doesn't work, so.

- Okay, so I'm gonna go ahead and try to share my screen. Let's see. Melissa, are you the host?

- I am.



- Okay, perfect, thank you.

- I just .

- Just made you the co-host.

- Alright, Excellent. Are we sharing?

- No, Tierney, not yet. You wanna go ahead and send it to me or Julia. Do you wanna send it to me?

- Or I can just run it.

- Okay, here, let me make you the co-host.

- You're controlling the host right now. Evidently. There we go. And quick Tierney, you're gonna 
introduce yourself. Is that correct?

- Yeah, okay.

- So Julia, if you wanna go ahead and just get to slideshow. Oh, and just kinda move through. Yeah, so 
my name is-

- Okay, thank you.

- Yes, but we're seeing presenter view but that doesn't bother me.



- There we go.

- That's good.

- Okay, great. Yeah, so I am Tierney. I'm a second year PhD student at UW Madison on the forestry 
department getting my PhD in Forestry. I was brought on to work with the coast resilience team is 
for the Wisconsin Sea Grant Institute at UWA Madison to help out with this initiative and potential 

to be working on an urban tree canopy goal for the city of Green Bay. And so this has been kind of a 
collaborative effort among myself, Kayla Wandsnider, who's listed here. Who's a project assistant 

who works mostly on green infrastructure projects as well as Julia. And so if we wanna move ahead 
to the next slide I figured I would just give a quick rundown and sort of get our definitions out there. 
So what is an urban tree canopy? So urban tree canopy or UTC. Would provide tree coverage at the 

ground when viewed from above. So, you know, in terms of Green Bay, this is our canopy cover 
within municipality boundaries which encompasses both public and private spaces as well as the trees 
including city owned street trees that are managed by the Forestry Division. Next slide. And so why 
do we care about this? I'm sure many of you here are familiar that urban trees have a lot of benefits 

or as we call them ecosystem services, so benefits to us as people and these span environmental 
economic and social benefits that include everything from stormwater management, carbon 

sequestration, urban heat island mitigation, pollution reduction as well as its kind of alternative 
benefits that are a little bit harder to capture like noise reduction or public safety. There's a bunch of 
human health and wellbeing benefits that are listed here in this imagery as well as opportunities for 
environmental education and awareness and jobs. Next slide. And so when we think about these 
urban forest benefits, oftentimes and especially in the context of the urban forest and urban tree 
canopy cover questions are asked for sort of how much, what do we have, what does this urban 

forest look like and how do we quantify the value of all of these benefits? And so that's where i-Tree 
comes in. And so i-Tree is based on peer reviewed research by the USDA forest service and 

collaborators. And it's used to develop models that are constantly refined and updated that essentially 
work in the background with input data to generate benefit and economic valuation outputs \ of the 
urban forest. And while it certainly has its limitations, it is considered the best available and is the 

most widely used tool for quantifying urban forest. And so i-Tree was established around 2006 and 
it's a collaboration again between the USDA forest service, the Davey Tree Expert Company, Arbor 
Day Foundation and a few other collaborators. And so they have again a suite of different applications 
or i-Tree tools, Julia, if you could go to the next slide. One of which is i-Tree Canopy. And so Kayla 
used i-Tree Canopy to get, to try to get what is Green Bay's current tree canopy cover. And so the 

way that i-Tree Canopy works, next slide please, is that you input your geographical boundary of 
interest. And so what we're seeing here is an example from i-Tree, from their website based in 

Washington DC but essentially, next slide, Kayla brought in a shape file of the city of Green Bay that 
was downloaded from the Brown County GIS database on. And so that places this GIS shapefile this 
overlay onto Google aerial imagery. Next slide. I-Tree Canopy then randomly selects locations, and 
so they recommend at least 500 locations within your area of interest or your study area. And the 

next slide. You as a user then takes these randomly assigned data points and you assign it a cover so 
you can see the list of cover class options i-Tree has there. And so obviously the more data points 



the better and then i-Tree operates internally to essentially extrapolate your sample and provide yes, 
exactly, results based on estimation statistical estimations of what your total percent land cover is for 
those different cover classes throughout your entire study area. And so the thing to note here is that 

trees and shrubs account for just under 25%, according to the i-Tree results of land covered 
throughout the city. The other big one you're seeing in the dark green all the way to the left in that 
graph is grass herbaceous and then followed by kind of mixed impervious surfaces. In the next slide. 
And so we also talk about the benefits and i-Tree really their goal is to get at this kind of quantifying 

the benefits and evaluation. And so there's a bunch of data thrown up here, but these are more 
results that i-Tree generates using the canopy cover estimations. And basically our takeaway here is 

that this 25% or so canopy cover is estimated to be removing over 275 tons of air pollutants, 
sequestering and storing almost 95,000 tons of carbon and potentially managing over 5 million gallons 

of water. And we can see the economic value of those in terms of the carbon, the social cost of 
carbon and air pollution is a combination of health benefits and some other externality values. And so 
a next step for that first piece before we move into the street inventory is just that we're gonna be 
looking at kind of sectioning the city into different segments to look at different sectors. So public 

versus versus private, and then also different land uses such as a business, industrial and so on to kind 
of figure out, you know, where the urban tree canopy is concentrated in, where those benefits are 

really. Excellent. Another way we can look at our urban forest, again I mentioned those 36,000 public 
street trees. So these are trees and public rates of way as you can see, going down the road headed 
towards Lambeau Field, that are managed by the forest department. And the great thing about the 
city and their street trees is that we have a digital inventory of each of the trees that has a whole 

bunch of information about each tree including species, size, condition, maintenance requirements. 
And so we have this data from 2012, 2017 and the forestry department is continuing to update that 
and transition it fully into ArcView. And so in 2012, it's mostly kind of spreadsheet data. Whereas in 
2017 we had this really great, especially referenced GIS data and that's being built upon now in that 
transition to ArcView. And next slide. So using the 2012 data that Wisconsin DNR implemented the 
i-Tree streets application which is no longer in use. It's the legacy application that's kind of been done 
away with in light of more refined and user-friendly applications. But they did run a report using that 
2012 inventory data. And so we're seeing a lot of the similar information that puts out. You know, 

things like the stormwater runoff production, air quality improvement, CO2 reduction but we're also 
capturing energy savings and property value increase. So again, there's kind of pros and cons to these 
different tools and different limitations and opportunities with each. And then the other neat thing as 
you can see on the trunk of that tree is the top five most commonly planted species. So there was a 

bit of analysis going on to see kind of percent composition and species diversity. And again, this is just 
our street trees. And so that full report I have the link down, it's at resources at the end if folks are 

interested in checking that out. So on the next slide, what I've been working on alongside of the work 
that Kayla's been doing is getting ready to do this kind of inventory analysis and comparison. And so 
you can see on the left-hand side that as you might imagine, there are more trees in 2017 than 2012. 
And that number again is currently in 2021, approximately 36,000 trees. There's also greater species 
diversity in 2017 compared to back in 2012, which makes sense. This is right in line with the forestry 
department's goals to expand species diversity, especially in light of pests and disease. So pests like 

the Emerald ash borer and you'll see that directly reflected in these percent composition slide, where 
you're seeing less of both Ash species and it's kind of shifting up percentages where these five species 
are still the most common in each year but there's less percent composition of each really reflecting 
that kind of influx of that, even though there's more trees, there's more species diversity. And so my 

plan is to use the kind of flagship tool i-Tree Eco, which is essentially kind of a more refined and 
updated version or alternate version of i-Tree Streets to look at the 2017 inventory data and 

eventually the most current RQ dataset. Next slide please. So, thinking about urban tree canopy, 



what it is, a sense of what it looks like in Green Bay, what does it mean or what goes into developing 
an urban tree canopy goal? And what I really like to highlight here is, you know, according to i-Tree 
Canopy, we're at about 25% canopy cover. A lot of cities really push for 40 to 50%. 40% tends to be 
the percentage that's really kind of swung around in the urban forestry sustainability world. But the 
question here is, is it doable? Is it plausible for in this instance, Green Bay? And you know if the city 
were to develop an urban tree canopy goal, they really need to be customized for achievability and it 
should be based on our kind of baseline climate, what the land use is, and also looking forward down 
the road. So changing climate, perhaps we're anticipating a warmer and wetter climate, how can we 
use trees to mitigate that? What kind of tree should we be planting? Where should they go to help 

that? As well as other community specific goals. So perhaps we'd like to be addressing socio 
economic inequities across different neighborhoods as well as efforts to support beautification and 
community revitalization. Next slide please. And just to kind of pull us out for context, you know, I 

mentioned that sort of 40% is most oftentimes identified as the goal. And we hear this because many 
cities around the country are kind of defining these urban tree canopy goals. And so we listed some 

of them here where you could see what the initial cover was the year the goal was assessed and 
established, the percent cover or just the cover goal that these cities are trying to have and their 
timeline for doing so. And so then you kind of see the, how it is customizable and essentially what 

makes sense for these different cities and what is doable. Next slide. What does this mean for Green 
Bay and where do we go from here? Kayla, Julia and I have talked about, you know, having an 

opportunity to improve our GIS data. Having the most updated land cover data where we'd be able 
to actually have that, you know, versus using Google aerial imagery if we're able to get our hands on 
our land cover in GIS. So we can start, you know, really honing in and quantifying what those land 

cover classes look like. Leaf on aerial imagery would be our pie in the sky goal. As well as looking at 
our current tree inventory to kind of, you know, we have our past and seeing some differences over 

time to 2012 to 2017. So, you know, really where are we at right now? What's our baseline? And 
again, identifying, you know, coming to all as a sustainability commission, what are your goals? What 

are your questions, concerns? What do you care about? And then of course, you know, including and 
engaging with the community, again thinking about, you know, these other, these alternative, kind of 
less captured benefits of trees in terms of beautification, revitalization and just in general improving 
the community and making sure those benefits of trees reach the people they're intended to reach. 
And so with that, I'll have Julia pull up the last slide that has mine and Kayla's contact information. I 

know I kinda really breezed through this but we wanted to kind of give the background, tell you what 
we're working on, and then really just open it up to see if folks have opinions about, you know, what 

direction Kayla, Julia and I, and our team should be looking so that we can kind of figure out, you 
know, how to best help move this forward if this is something folks are interested in. And then again, 
there's a list of resources there if folks are interested. And I can, I think, are we opening the floor for 

questions? 'Cause I'd be more than happy to take those now.

- Do you want me to keep the presentation up just in case someone wants to refer back to a slide 
or?

- That's okay.



- Or anybody?

- I know our city foresters were on the call. I don't, I believe they still are around on the meeting and 
I know we need to open the floor to allow them to come in too, if we wanna do that now.

- The floor's been opened and they're staff, they don't need, they can speak at any time.

- Thanks.

- If they like this.

- Well, since they're all shy, I have a question. This is Mark Walter from, so who sets the goal for 
canopy, you know, the 40%, if that's the goal for Green Bay, who would be the people to set that? Is 
that something that would, the sustainability commissioner would discuss or the forestry department 

would go after? Or is it based on some empirical data that, analysis that says this is achievable and 
within a given timeframe and, you know, so is there an analysis that feeds into that to help us define 

that that percent cover?

- Yes, D as in all of the above. Julia, I don't know if you'd like to join in as well.

- No, I think you're right. I think that's kind of what we're bringing here today. You know, where this 
is the work that we've been doing. We've had a conversation with, with Corey and the forestry and 
Brian and Melissa, and it's kind of like, it's kind of at a point where I would, it would be nice to know 
at this point, I think need commitment from the city to move forward, to wanna do something like 

this and have the city take it up as an initiative. So whether it's like a recommendation from the 
commission or I think it's on the agenda is referred to staff. So it's open for conversation and 

discussion from my perspective.

- This is, you hear me, this is Mark Freebird, city forester and we appreciate your help on this Julia. 
Urban tree canopy is a fairly new term and cleanly been doing in the business. And so this is a 

baseline for us, you know, this is the first time I've seen what an urban tree canopy is from a source 
like yours. So I appreciate your help on this and establishing a baseline for us which we can begin to 



plan further and manage our program. All this stuff has been going on for decades, of course. You 
know, the benefits of trees and all that sort of thing but this makes it a little more public friendly and 
a little easier to present to staff and commissions and council, things like that as well. So appreciate 

your efforts.

- Good to work with you. Sorry, go ahead, John.

- My question is, is there literature out there showing or is this almost too new? What have we seen 
for cities that have made a commitment? What is realistic in terms of moving those percentages on 
an annual basis towards wherever you're at? And if the goal is 40, what can we hope to achieve sort 

of on an annual basis? What have other cities done? You know, if we want to get from where we are, 
of what, 24% to eventually 40.

- Yeah, so I guess like from what I've heard and what I've seen and read and Tierney, you can back me 
up or add onto, Eric correct me if I'm wrong, you know, a couple of things there's a lot of, couple 

things. For me for this part you really do would need, we want something achievable, and so the next 
step to even figuring out, say we just throw out 40 as a starting place and we would wanna do more 

detailed GIS analysis. And that's when you kind of get to understanding like, well, where are the 
opportunities? Where's the low hanging fruit and put trees, first of all, that's where you wanna start. 
You wanna start with areas that are easy, you know, and then why, what are places that are never 

gonna have, be able to have trees or and then what community benefits that people really care about 
and then where would those go in the city? So there's just like a next level planning element I think 
that's missing to determine some of those questions. And then also would say in that we have heard 
already, you know, there are many benefits to trees. There's also city like, and Mark and Brian can 

speak to this more, but you know, there's other considerations moving forward for municipalities to 
do more trees in terms of maintenance and annual maintenance. And then is probably the biggest 

item to consider I would say. So thinking about that in terms of budgets and how that would move 
forward for a city is probably one of the more limiting factors.

- Yeah, and there's a lot of, I mean, there's cities across the country also establishing like million tree 
planting goals. And the last thing, you know, we're advocating for here just, go plant thousands and 
thousands of trees everywhere you can squish them in. I mean, Brian and Mark will tell you, you 

know, right tree, right place, kind of all of the rules of urban forestry. And I think John getting back at 
your question, you know, when people talk about like optimal canopy cover level, that'd be like 

planting a tree every single place you plant them. But like Julia mentioned like, you don't always wanna 
do that because there are like, you have to wait. I mean, there's a lot of research and resources. 

Kayla and I haven't gotten to the point of distilling sort of like an average to kind of how, like how 
you would essentially benchmark, our kind of first step was figuring out, you know, what would be a 
reasonable canopy cover goal if it was something we would pursue. And I think the next phase, and 
like the next bit of research we would be doing would be digging into the literature. Other cities 



plans, you know, a lot of that stuff you can find off the line, which is great. And it's oftentimes distilled 
in other urban forestry literature. So we would hopefully have a better answer for what that would 

look like. And again, what that percentage should be.

- Yeah, I mean, one of the things that isn't just a planning element too, it's, you know, where but soils 
really make a difference in terms of planning out where trees should go in a city. Also soils and like 

where they won't survive or thrive really well, you know? And so, there's definitely communities I've 
seen develop a tree canopy, you know, urban forestry plans. And I don't know if the city of Green 

Bay has something like that but that could be something developed, but better I think, a more 
detailed analysis based on what we should be looking at.

- I can jump in. Right now and probably for the next five years, our biggest concern is Emerald Ash 
borer and the amount of canopy cover that either we're gonna lose to the Ash borer or the amount 
of canopy cover that we can preserve through our ongoing treatment program. You know, we've got 
out enough that we can do right now between doing those removals of infested trees and replacing 
those trees back and to look at putting a goal out there to increase canopy cover. Essentially if we 
take down a mature Ash tree and we plan how many small trees do we have to plant back to keep 
that existing canopy cover that we right now, you know, the main emphasis for now in the next five 
to 10 years should be just maintaining as much mature tree canopy cover that we have. Otherwise, 

you're gonna see that percentage drop a lot faster than what you're gonna see at goal what, by 
increasing planting spaces.

- I think that's a really good point. That would be something to outline as a major goal, to maintain. 
Yeah, we always want to keep the most mature trees possible no matter what. I think in addition 

though that this would go, urban tree canopy goals should go beyond just what the city owns and it 
should be a citywide . Is there opportunities on residential properties potentially there's a lot of, you 

know, developed areas that have been converted from ag fields and there's a lot of room for 
improvement, tree canopy just in residential areas that, you know, used to be forested but now 

they're just a suburb, you know, suburb that's redeveloped over ag fields. So, I think like really looking 
at like those opportunities and having the city invested in saying, you know, there's a lot of benefits 

and where can we, you know, where aside from just street trees, can we add value?

- And I would second that, I actually just came across an article. Wasn't anything official, you know, 
no peer reviewed journal or anything but it was kind of a response somebody had to the tree planting 

efforts in Milwaukee and just the challenge of, you know, private residences and private properties, 
having more trees on them than what the city actually owned. And so I think Julia makes a good point 

there that if, you know, maybe having some sort of goal or plan that kind of encompasses and 
includes those private spaces could also be potentially an area for low-hanging fruit that takes the 

burden off of, you know, you guys, Brian and Mark your, your team's shoulders too.



- Yeah, for sure. You know, certain new subdivisions and things like that. Those would be great places 
to target as far as doing any type of canopy cover analysis for private property, that's something that 

we haven't done. Is that's something that you could parse out of that canopy covered study that 
you've done already or would that be a separate study?

- So the fact that that is a next level detail of analysis that would take some effort. So, one of the 
things that kind of got this even going quicker was when John brought up at our last meeting, needing 
an urban canopy cover percentage for the greenhouse gas emission calculation for the city. So that 

kind of got it going and the metrics they use in that calculation are slightly different or they are a little 
bit different than what we would use potentially to do a further analysis for tree canopy. So there's 
one thing. So Kayla was going to start working and we're gonna meet with John to figure out if we 

could tackle that first. 'Cause it seems like it's doable and easier. When it comes to doing like a more 
detailed, I think a GIS analysis, I think it's to be determined like to what level we might need to seek a 

grant or have a more concerted effort rather than having it but then having student assistants, 
graduate assistants, helping with this project. So I think that's, like the next, another level of 

discussion. So coming in today, I wanted to show, we wanted to show people what's been going on 
but really like, we might need more resources and more of a concerted effort to bring together a 

team to work on this and figure out how to actually make a better plan or in a more detailed analysis. 
I don't think I said that really well but .

- And Tierney maybe you can speak to the level of data needed for the next level of what would be 
needed and are our limitations or capacity levels.

- Yeah, well, and I think if we wanted, you know, in any case, especially if you get down to talking 
about, if it comes to the point where you're investing money, we're asking for a grant, like you want 
the best available data. And I think Kayla and I feel a little like we have our hands tied, something like 
i-Tree canopy is obviously not perfect. And that's really an estimation for what that product's putting 
out. And so that's where Julia was mentioning, you know, do we write a grant to get more five scaled 
GIS data of canopy cover in the city currently, you know, what do we have, what can we work with? I 

think it does sound like if we, you know, had shape files or just designations for what's public and 
private, we could do the same. Like Brian, you had asked the same i-Tree at the analysis, where we're 

able to maybe bring in shape files into i-Tree canopy that designated the difference between public 
and private. It just, I'm worried that's like, gonna be a little too complicated and cumbersome for that 

application because it is such like a simplified product. So that's where we talked about, you know, 
can we move this into totally like arcGIS? Can we get a layer that has, you know, public versus private 

parcels or those different greenhouse gas emission parcels but then we need to layer that canopy 
cover on top and we don't have a good base, you know, those cover classes you saw from i-Tree 

Canopy, we don't have that available to us or replicable in like a GIS GA file. So that's kind of where 
we're trying to figure out, you know, is it worth our time? If we do really want some kind of better, 
more refined citywide land cover data that incorporates this tree canopy, that looks at the different 



ways you can kind of break up the city, if that would be of interest to folks if that's like something 
that we should be pursuing. And then just some of that, you know, once it is in GIS, Kayla and I, you 
know, we can manage what the, to a certain point but if it's a matter of, you know, training remote 
sensing data and stuff like that, those are things that are kind of beyond our skillset. So that's sort of 
where we're kind of in flux, you know, we've got the data we have and we're kind of doing the best 
we can with the tools that we have. But I think knowing where you all/the city wants to go next will 

kind of dictate where we put our energy, I guess.

- Yeah, so maybe a more direct question. I'm not sure if this is gonna, I guess it's more like, so an 
initiative like this, how does, how do we move forward as a city or with the sustainability commission 

or in general with something like this?

- Just wanna jump in quick, my battery may die. So if I do cut out I'm not abandoning you. I just, my 
battery died, so.

- Thanks for being here, Brian.

- Yeah, thank you.

- Yeah and I mean.

- Go ahead, sorry.

- This requires another conversation too. I think Mark this is the first time we've kind of got a chance 
to meet amongst us with you guys more directly to figure out, you know, from your perspective what 
those goals would look like then, you know, I know Brian and I have an email chain going too, so we 

can always be in touch. But yeah, I guess to reiterate Julia's question kind of in terms of the 
sustainability commission, I mean do folks think it's worthwhile to pursue something like this?

- I mean, I think we could give you direction to work with our forestry department. Our forestry 
department, I think is, you know, they know what's going on, they've been working on this awhile and 

they could give you direction and working together with our department I think would be the 



smartest way to go. I know there's like, I think Downtown Inc wants to plant trees downtown and I 
believe they're coming up with a plan. I believe they're working with the forestry department and you 

know, it'd be a way to get everything all synced. You know, I think if you're working with forestry 
they know what's going on with the city, they know what the needs are and where we're at, and just 
maybe report to us once in a while. So we know what's going on or if there's anything you need from 
us, certainly. But I would think working with our forestry department just makes the most sense to 

me. I don't know what you feel about that, Mark.

- I would like to continue on this, Julia. I know one thing that caught my eye was you listed all those 
cities and the different percentages of canopy, I guess, would be an easy thing, would be the staffing 

levels of those communities. You know, how many guys that does it take per, you know, 10% or 20% 
or 30% of canopy, what does it take? And that'd be a real good start. We've got the same 12 guys 
we've had for the last 40, 50 years. And then it's all we can do to maintain what we have. So, you 

know, I see Winnetka had like a 50% canopy and that's a very affluent suburb of Chicago. And so they 
might have, you know, double the staff of what we have. So, that correlation would be interesting. 
That'd be very easy to get as well. So simple stuff like that. And then we could pursue these goals, 
higher goals of, you know, if we had 25% now with 12 guys if we wanna get the 40%, well then we 

might need a few more guys to, you know, help us get there. So, some simple things like that would 
be, you know, looking forward to in the future. Working with you guys .

- So I just wanna chime into and say, I think it would be great to increase tree canopy cover but I 
know that, you know, in forested areas throughout the city, it's important for us, then it's also the 

vegetation under the trees that are kind of, to me, part of the equation because you have the 
invasives that move in and things of that nature, which can to some point compromise those forested 
areas and things. So I think maybe in some regard that should be considered moving forward as we're 

discussing, you know, especially in kind of more of a natural type setting for the trees, so.

- Thank you. That's good. Comment, thank you.

- Do we need to make any kind of motion here? Seth?

- I mean, would an appropriate motion be to refer to staff with support and allow you all to gather 
the data and collaborate needed to set up a potential goal.

- Yeah, I, this is Mark. I'd make that motion that we refer to staff to discuss the feasibility of 
developing citywide urban tree canopy goal. How's that sound?



- That's the ticket, is there a second to Mark's? Randy. Randy looks like Wilson from home 
improvement right now. All those in favor say aye.

- [All] Aye. All those opposed? Alright, great. This is really exciting. Thanks everybody for presenting 
on that. Alright, so we will move on then to-

- Thanks Mark.

- World Water Day resolution discussion and possible act. Ned and or Julia that are bringing that 
forward.

- Sorry, yes. I can talk about it. If, is there a way to display that one, Melissa? Thank you.

- Sure. If I have the ability to share my screen or if I have to ask, hang on.

- It looks like you're still the co-host Melissa.

- Just hang on a sec. Let me see if I can do this.

- You are still the co- There you go, alright.

- Can everyone see that? The relative resolution to value and protect water resources, Ned? This is 
the one that you, the most recent one that you said.

- Correct. Okay, thank you. So to give a little background on why bringing this forward. I've been 
meeting with a group for my, sorry, I'm walking to let my dog out, green infrastructure for public 



lands including public schools over the last year. And in talking with them and talking about how do 
we set up Green Bay to be attractive for grants that can deal with green infrastructure that would 

help kind of our local waters, a resolution of this type might make our city a little more attractive for 
the grant providers. Thank you for bearing with me. I wanna get the dog out there. And so that was 
kind of the genesis of this document here. And so Julia graciously took some time to help talk and 

come up with some really good bullet points about some of the things that our Rivers do for us, and 
some of the things that we've done as people to try to clean up some of the pollution we've caused. 
So that's what you see in the bullet points here, looking through. So the rationale, the city of Green 

Bay is rich with water resources and as well suited to take advantage of grants and other funding 
opportunities to improve the quality of local water. A resolution recognizing the value of local water 
resources has the potential to both make the city more competitive in grant funding and to set a tone 
of mindful use of water resources. And then below that some important facts about our city and the 
water bodies that we rely on and that people have traditionally relied on here for a very long time, 

including economic value that the waters can bring to us. Below that there's a section on kind of the 
pollution that's been caused as we've industrialized and agriculturalized the area. So it touches on 

some of those chemicals that have run off into the Rivers and the bay and the wetlands around here. 
And it touches on the cleanup efforts especially those big PCB cleanup efforts. And I see there's a 

couple of highlighted points. So Melissa, did you highlight the, something in particular?

- I highlighted these two because they seemed redundant. It seemed like the same thing. That's the 
only reason I did that.

- Sure, yeah, absolutely. They are. You are absolutely right. They are totally redundant. So yeah, it 
definitely . And any of this, I'm not, this has not been wordsmithed whatsoever. So this is still kind of 
the rationale section of why we're even doing this, but yeah, just kind of, let's, we can kind of keep 

going down. And then yeah. So in this frame, as a community, we are committed to swimmable, 
drinkable and fishable waters and addressing the problems which will make our waters cleaner and 
safer for swimming, fishing and other recreational opportunities and the benefits of clean wetland 
streams aquifers Rivers in bay. We've got safe, swimming waters, less frequent harmful algae, blue 

edible fish and waterfall. Clean and beautiful public parks, trails and beaches reduce costs for routine 
navigational dredging. This is stuff that Julia is the expert on here. So I got to give her a lot of credit. 

She came up with a lot of these technical ones. Abundant fishing, hunting and wildlife viewing 
opportunities, thriving local business and tourism. So again, we're still kind of in the rationale of why 
we would want a resolution and then the resolution language is coming on the next page. And it's 

pretty short. A resolution to value and protect local water resources. Whereas the city of Green Bay 
acknowledges the hard work our local wetlands streams, aquifers, Rivers and bay have done for the 
residents of and visitors to our area. Whereas the city of Green Bay acknowledges the hard work 
that's been done to clean up the Fox River. Whereas the green city of Green Bay recognizes the 
partnership created by Brown Outagamie, Winnebago, and Fond du Lac counties and the Oneida 

nation, in the Northeast Wisconsin water quality pact. The City of Green Bay affirms its commitment 
to clean swimming in the bay of Green Bay to safe fishing in the Fox River, East River and Bay of 

Green Bay, to clean drinking water for our population and to high quality and sustainable 
management of our water resources. Furthermore, the city of Green Bay hereby resolves to work to 

protect water resources for the present and future, manage storm water with high quality 



engineering and green infrastructure, provide access to clean and safe drinking water, work to reduce 
water pollution and protect people and property from natural water related hazards, including 

flooding. And our hope would be to have this to council within a month. So that by world water day, 
we could have a resolution on the books or sent to legal to redirect if need be but to get something 

within the next two months to the city council. I believe world water day is March twenty 
something...

- I think it was twenty second.

- Thank you. So with that being presented, I, yeah. If anybody wants to ask about it or chop things up 
or anything.

- Ned, this is Melissa. I just wanted to let you know that I did talk briefly about this with the mayor 
today during our check-in. So he knows this is being discussed tonight and that will, you know, will 

likely be something for common council in March. So just wanted you to know that.

- Thank you so much.

- I think it's a great idea. Wonderful. The only think I'm not sure of, I don't understand, it's a water 
resolution. Shouldn't it be a water solution? Can it be soluble?

- Oh man. I think that's the first one tonight. Thank you, Randy.

- That's all I got to contribute. It looks nice to me.

- Yeah, the only piece that I'm seeing that I might add a word, is in the first section, we talk about the 
residents and visitors to our area. I would probably acknowledge industry as well.

- So residents or visitors to and industry in our area, something like that?



- Yeah, something like the residents. Yeah, industry somewhere in there. That makes sense.

- Could we add after visitors and industry within, you know, visitors to an industry within our area 
just to get a different word in there I guess.

- Sure.

- Can we take out the and for residents?

- Oh yeah. After residents I'll take out the and, you're right, yeah.

- How many ands in there? Residents, visitors. Yeah we need a comma after residents.

- Well, it's residents of and visitors to. So, unless we all, you know, everything goes with within, that'd 
be fine too I think.

- And it may have done for the residents.

- Visitors and industry within our area. I think that's a good way we could get rid of some words. 
Nice, I like it, Randy.

- For the residents. Why do we need of and to, why can't we just put residents, visitors?

- Well, yeah, that's what I'm saying. I'm saying we can. Just residents, visitors and industry within our 
area. Yeah, I think that's a good suggestion. Yeah, skip the Oxford comma in there please.



- What, after visitors?

- Yeah.

- That's the only sentences are called-

- Ned and I are Oxford guys.

- I'll go head to head with you on the use of commas.

- I'm an Oxford man all the way through.

- Ned and I liked Oxford.

- It's fine.

- But you're in control of the cursor, so.

- Ned, since the furthermore cites access to clean and safe drinking water, I think there can be an 
opportunity in of the whereas clauses and creating a new one to brag up that Green Bay I think our 

last lead service lines recently.

- I think that's a great point. Andrew ranks very highly with like taste, right? Don't we tend to be a 
well-regarded water, but yeah, what would you, do you have a phrase in mind?



- Whereas the city of Green Bay has made efforts to remove all-

- No, removed! Not made efforts, we have removed the last-

- That's fully removed all lead service lines or something.

- Whereas the city of Green Bay has removed all lead service lines.

- Sure.

- Lead water service lines seriously?

- Yeah.

- Where is this going? I'm sorry.

- A new whereas, I guess, is that-

- I guess, I'm sorry, whoever's tryna say something. It's very specific. I'm not, it's an amazing 
accomplishment. Like one of the top things I can think of. I, but there's a lot of things related to water 

quality, like a lot of different things. So why would you put one specific thing in and not mention 
others?

- What other ones are there?

- Well, the PCB cleanup's finally done.



- I thought we had that, didn't we?

- We alluded to.

- Oh, that was in the rationale.

- Oh, that was in the rationale.

- So maybe now some things added in about removal of lead service lines.

- There's been a lot of work and restoration along, around the bay. So I'm just saying like, there's, I 
mean, if you want specific examples to add in there, that's fine. But it's just odd to me to add one 

specific example and not address several other ones potentially.

- Yeah, I mean, I guess if this resolution is something that like the media sees, it's just, it's a good 
opportunity to brag about all the things we have done. So if there are like three really good things, I 

would err on having the like three things added rather than not including anything. 'Cause it allows us 
to brag about all the good things we've done.

- I'd even go for four.

- Four but five, then we should just forget about it.

- Could some of this bragging stuff fit in the second whereas? So recognize, acknowledges the hard 
work that's been done to clean up the Fox River, to restore wetlands and to remove lead water 

service lines.



- That sounds concise and effective.

- And PC, you actually cleaned the Fox River that's the PCB.

- Right. Julia, would we have to say Fox River and lower Bay to make that more accurate or would it, 
is Fox River fine?

- For the cleanup it's mostly the Fox River. Mark, do you have an opinion about that? I had thought in 
my head but I don't know if it's worth adding. I think it's the Fox River.

- Yeah, I think it's the Fox River.

- Yeah.

- 'Cause I don't know that we take any credit yet for the East River, it's still work, that's still a work 
in progress.

- Yeah and I said, PCB cleanup doesn't go very far into the Bay.

- Okay.

- Would it be, you know, do we hedge our language in there and say, the hard work has been done 
to clean up the Fox River including restoring wetlands, removing lead services, including but not 

limited to, you know, something like that so that it's not just saying, these are the only things we've 
done?

- Yeah.



- Well the wetlands and the lead service lines aren't necessarily cleaning up the Fox River though.

- I agree with Ned.

- But you know what I'm getting at in terms of, you wanna provide a couple of examples but you 
don't wanna say these are the only things.

- Done to protect our water resources including cleaning up the Fox River, restoring wetlands and 
removing lead service lines.

- I think it's restore more than protect.

- Hi, I don't know if I'm muted or not.

- No.

- Okay, I was gonna suggest that, you know, based on the discussion we're having right now, that Ned 
and Julia, or whoever, you know, wants to refine this and do more wordsmithing, to take it back after 

the meeting and do that. And then once it's in, I guess, more show-ready shape, then we send it to 
law for review.

- Okay.

- That's my suggestion.



- As far as a timeline would go, would it be able to get to council by that second March meeting do 
you believe? that's all I'm, I mean, it's not the end of the world if it doesn't, I'm just curious.

- I think that if the language was, you know, if the language gets cleaned up a little bit more like in the 
next week or two, I don't, you know, I don't get the sense that that wouldn't be a realistic timeline.

- So we wouldn't need to bring it back to our group here first?

- Well, how is the motion written? Its passable action is how it was written for tonight's agenda 
meeting. So, Seth is there, is there in the past at these meetings, has it been done, like where more 
work's been done and then it gets circulated and there's a vote, you know, via email or something 

like that, or does it have to be, do we have to be in a, in a monthly meeting?

- I think we could, typically, I think it would come back here with changes, but if they are, I think 
we've outlined very specific recommendations, a motion.

- I make a motion that the, are we talking Julia and Ned or that...

- I just wanna say like the whole point was Ned kind of drafted this up to get feedback.

- Okay.

- We did what we like, we were seeing what we came out of us basically.

- So-

- I have a couple ideas.



- Appropriate I think if he's gonna make additional adjustments.

- So, just a couple of things that I wanted to comment on and don't need to wordsmith about is, I 
think too it might be important to kind of highlight the storm water management ordinance that's 

been implemented in the city, it's done a ton to help with the efforts just in general. I know like some 
of our restrictions are even more restrictive or in favor, I guess in favor of better water quality than 
even what the DNR requires. So I think, you know, those efforts are maybe worth mentioning. And 

then also I think too that the resolution has kind of, somewhat reads as an anthropocentric view 
where we're doing it to benefit as humans. But I think there's a lot of wildlife too that will benefit 
from it. So I think maybe just kind of incorporating that also into the reason why we want clean 

water would be a good thing to do.

- Thanks for those ideas Corey. I almost didn't put the word resources in there because that makes it 
so anthropocentric actually. So I totally feel you on that one. Yeah. I guess, are there any other, I 

think, you know, I don't, I mean, I'd be okay playing with suggestions and putting them in and sending 
them somewhere if Julia is okay with, if or, you know, I don't wanna volunteer you.

- I really shouldn't probably be working on .

- Is there a way I could, okay.

- Yeah, and is this one of those situations where we really, it can't be more than like two or three of 
us working on this at any one time because then it's a rolling quorum, but Ned, you know if you 

wanna talk to, I'd be willing to work, wordsmith this through with you if you want, and then then we 
just have to decide. So, the one of two things today that we say we approve it as it is with 

modifications to be made from discussions or we wait until next month, right?

- Right.

- Next month, if it comes back next month after it's been wordsmithed, is that soon enough to get to 
March the city council? So that's your, and that's your question, right?



- That would, yeah, I'd be kind of worried about that timeline. I mean, I suppose it's possible, right? 
Like, I don't know, Randy, thoughts on that?

- Our next meeting is...

- I guess you'd see it on the first March meeting, right? Is that long enough to get it to legal and then 
to council? Like, I don't know.

- Yeah.

- Can Ned and I have a conversation and then, and you know, or edit it and get it to council or to 
legal to review before sustainability commission meeting?

- Right, when's the next sustainability commission meeting? Isn't that a month from now?

- Yeah. That should work 'cause that's, well then it still needs to go unless we...

- How many readings does it need? Three or two?

- No, two. Well, a resolution, does a resolution even need two? An audit needs two, I think, yeah, 
just one, I think.

- Does it absolutely need to come back to the commission if we don't intend to further wordsmith it? 
I mean, if you send it out via email just as an informational can't it just go to because it's gonna have 

to go to committee anyway?



- Right, I think it might be better that we trust the wordsmiths to fix this up as directed and then legal 
to provide, to get it to the council. So I make a motion that we forward the resolution with changes 

made as we discussed to legal to pass on to council.

- That sounds good.

- Motion to forward the resolution with changes made as discussed to forward.

- Oh, did I say forward twice?

- No, I'm just trying to type this down.

- Okay, motion to forward the resolution with changes made as discussed to legal, changes made as 
discussed with legal's approval to forward to council.

- Alright, is there a second? Alright, John, with the hand raise. All those in favor-

- Sorry, I just have one quick comment discussion item. I just, Corey, you mentioned the storm water 
piece. I, you know, if we could get something like specific, I don't know, if there's something you 
could send them specifically. 'Cause I'm not familiar with that one. If there's something we wanna 

make, yeah. That would be .

- Can I just ask the process would be, after this meeting Mark and I get together at some point, finish 
drafting it and then would we give it to Melissa?

- Give it to Melissa, she can get it to legal.

- Okay, yeah.



- Yeah, and I would say the same thing with, if Corey, you know, comments that you want us to look 
at, don't send it to Ned and me, send it to Melissa and she can send it to us. 'Cause I think that's 

cleaner from, you know, a meeting standpoint.

- Okay, sounds good.

- Alright, any other questions or comments before we vote on that motion? Alrighty then, all those in 
favor, say aye.

- [All] Aye.

- All those opposed, nay. Alright, motion passes. Thank you. On to informational resiliency 
coordinator updates, Melissa.

- Okay. Right, new updates. So, one of the, I guess main things I've been working on as of late is, the 
city is applying for a FEMA grant. It's a post-disaster mitigation grant for property acquisition in the 
East River floodway. So that's due January 28th. I've been working on that along with people, staff, 

people from public works and the planning department primarily. So if that goes through we should 
know in a couple of months and right now we're targeting nine homes in the flood way. And then 
those areas would be returned to green space. Another grant that we applied for was through the, 
it's the national league of cities. This was a small grant and it's, primarily it's a partnership between 

city of Green Bay, Ledgeview, Alloway and I'm trying to think if there was one more community along 
the East River that climbed on board with this one. And it's a grant to develop a communications plan 

for stakeholders in the East River area regarding resiliency along the East River. And so it's a 
collaborative grant. We won't know about that one probably until the end of the month as well. So, 

there's also been some discussions with our water utility in regards to possibly developing some 
programs that would benefit resident, primarily residential repairs of the water utility. So, we're 

looking at just very preliminary discussions right now. Nothing, definitely nothing set in stone. And 
the other group, and I mentioned this during our last meeting was, there's a new group formed and 
it's called the Wisconsin Local Government Climate Coalition. And right now it's city of Milwaukee, 
Madison, Racine, Lacrosse, Green Bay and then the counties of Dane and Milwaukee County. And 
this is a group that's forming to be able to do more, to have a municipal voice with some of the 

matters at the PSC regarding energy legislation. And so we recently put forth comments on there's 
an open docket right now as far as how the language is written for rate tariffs regarding renewable 
energy. So we put forth our first set of comments. We've only been a group for about a couple of 



months so it's, it was a very good process to work through and the mayor was very supportive of 
that as well. So, I that's all I had. Any questions?

- I just wanna say that's awesome, thank you.

- And the green infrastructure code audit. I mean, that's like, that's kind of always going on. So, I don't 
wanna leave that out.

- Yeah, I just wanna say thanks for working on that. The East River flooding is such a huge-

- It is.

- Huge deal. So thank you so much for-

- Yeah, and it's a-

- Pushing that forward. And it's just, you know, there was work done a couple of years ago on this, 
the planning department had put forth a grant application and it was denied. And so the Wisconsin 

energy manage, the division of emergency management reached back out to the city very recently and 
said, we think that the city should reapply for this funding. Now that the Brown County hazard 

mitigation plan is more solidified and it's gonna be passing. So that prompted sort of this flurry of 
activity of like, hey, let's get it done. So now I'm reworking the grant application and sort of, you 

know, changing the scope a little bit. But so that's, that's been a big part of what I've been focusing on 
right now. I guess that's all I have if we move on.

- Well, thank you, Melissa. Are there any member or working group updates that folks would like to 
share? Alright, hearing what-

- I have a question then for Mark, if he would, about composting, how if there's anything new with 
the county or anything privately that you know of going on with composting?



- Not at this point, still working on some options that are out there but actually Corey and I had a 
conversation a while ago about some of the options that are out there, but nothing specific. We do 

have a new waste management company in our area that took over and they have some options 
nationally. I'm waiting to see what, when things settle down if they're gonna be able to offer us 

anything. But I haven't had, you know, it'll come. I think I'm pretty sure we're gonna have something 
again by mid to late year 2021.

- Okay, good thing. 'Cause I'm still composting, but after awhile it just ends up in the, but I'm still 
hoping, I'm still thinking someday I'll get the word and then I can, thanks.

- Would mention that Brown County board is voting on tonight potentially the resolution for clean 
energy and a working, a sustainability commission, which has been over the last year informed by the 

work that we're doing. And hopefully, you know, I hope it passes tonight. It'd be nice to see the 
county get things rolling at that level too. So keep an eye out for that, hopefully any minute.

- Okay, and then piggybacking on that. Melissa, if they form a sustainability commission, would we be, 
would you be connected with them at all? Or how would be, would that, would we work in two 

separate spheres or how would that?

- I don't know. I'm getting more involved, you know, invited to more, you know, the I've been invited 
now to be on the, I can't even remember the name of the committee through the Brown County, it's 

like emergency management stuff. So I'm not sure if they would ask me to be on that or how that 
process works. I think it would make a whole lot of sense.

- And I've been, I've had a couple of supervisors talk to me when we were developing the resolution 
for Brown County's sustainability commission. And so I may end up being a liaison also, potentially 

being away since, you know, I work for Brown County and cover that side of things. So, but we'll see, 
that's nothing certain.

- You're gonna be like a spy?

- Yeah, that's it.



- Well, fingers crossed for that. Any other updates, questions?

- Motion to adjourn.

- Motion to adjourn, Mark. Second, Randy. All those in favor, say aye.

- [All] Aye.

- All those opposed-

- Aye.

- Alright, motion passes. Good to see you all. Have a good night, everybody.

- Goodnight.

- Thanks everybody.

- Ned, you're gonna, oh, that right.


