
PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY 
ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wis. Stats., a special meeting of the Brown County Administration Committee was 
held on Monday, August 8, 2022 in Room 200, 305 E. Walnut Street, Green Bay, WI, 54301.  

Present: Supervisor Schadewald, Supervisor Vander Leest, Supervisor Peters, Supervisor Lefebvre, 
Supervisor Lund 

Also Present:   Corporation Counsel David Hemery, Director of Administration Chad Weininger, BCCAN 
Chief Operating Officer August Neverman; Supervisors Randy Schultz, John Van Dyck, Patrick 
Evans, Devon Coenen, David Kaster; other interested parties and news media  

I. Call to Order.

The meeting was called to order by Chair Schadewald at 5:00 p.m.

II. Approve/Modify Agenda.

Motion made by Supervisor Lefebvre, seconded by Supervisor Vander Leest to approve. Vote 

taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Comments from the Public – None. 

Resolutions & Ordinances 
1. Ordinance to Amend Chapter 9 of the Brown County Code of Ordinances (Brown County Sales and

Use Tax).

Motion made by Supervisor Vander Leest, seconded by Supervisor Peters to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Motion made by Supervisor Lefebvre, seconded by Supervisor Vander Leest to suspend the rules to
allow interested parties to speak. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Motion made by Supervisor Peters, seconded by Supervisor Lefebvre to return to regular order of
business. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Schadewald informed that for many years the County Board has always had to look ahead on its
Capital Improvements Plan (CIP), they had a 5-year plan. As they looked at the 5-year plan, they’re
always looking at the funding options and they had two. They had a sales tax that was enacted in
2017, and that ordinance shall end at the end of 2023. What they’re looking at now was a revision to
that ordinance and the revision has pretty much the same revisions as the previous one. It is only to
be used for 3 things: 1. Specific County Capital Projects; 2. Broadband Expansion, and 3. County Debt
Elimination. The main goal in 2017 was to reduce county debt and since 2017 they have reduced it
from $120 million to around $80 million, which was 1/3rd. Also, in 2017 they passed an amendment
that he proposed that would not allow the county to borrow anymore money. That was also
included in this ordinance. He did that because the Brown County Taxpayers Association and other
units were worried that they were going to borrow money and collect a sales tax. This ordinance
does not allow that and would bring them to the end of debt in Brown County and at that time it
would sunset. When the county becomes totally out of debt, they would be the only county in
Wisconsin, that he could find through his research, that would be debt free, approximately around
2037 or sooner. The other thing was the Property Tax Mill Rate. In 2017, they put in a provision that
the county tax rate could never exceed what it was. In this ordinance, they proposed that it will
never be higher than what it is in 2018. They’ve gone from over $4.00 per thousand to $3.76 so the



tax rate has gone down because of the state law. The state law says every time a county reduces its 
debt, it cannot collect for that debt anymore in its mill rate. Every time the debt goes down, the tax 
rate must go down and since they’re using sales tax to reduce the debt, the tax rate goes down. So, 
this was their choice, or they can go back to previous years and borrow money, pay interest and the 
taxpayer paid for it.  They do have to fix our roads 60% of sales tax goes to roads, bridges, and 
infrastructure. Many years ago, very few counties use sale tax, today over 64 out of the 72 counties 
use sales tax so he considers it a bit of a fairness issue that every time he visits another county that 
has the sales tax, he helps reduce their property taxpayer’s burden. He believes as a destination 
county, Brown County should also benefit from that.   
 
Supervisor Evans stated on the surface he did support the continuation of the Brown County sales 
tax, he felt it proved to be a benefit for the people of Brown County, a great financial tool for the 
county to have. The reasons he can’t support the proposal right now was not having a time limit, he 
felt they should do 6-years, same as the current one. He liked that they were paying down debt, but 
they need to have the County Board six years from now decide what to do. The one thing that 
everyone said when the first sales tax was passed was that it was never going to end. It was 
extremely important, and he will only support if they have a time limit. Secondly, he doesn’t care for 
the mill rate freeze. He understood what it was, but he felt to the public it was just a shiny object and 
didn’t mean a lot. It was a political item that made things sound good but in essence didn’t mean a 
lot. If they wanted to talk about real property tax relief, freeze the property taxes. Evans didn’t really 
care for the ambiguity regarding specific county capital projects. To fund county capital projects, 
they had their CIP. What he liked about the current half percent sales tax was they listed the specific 
projects they were going to have, and it was in the resolution.  Depending on what county 
Administration or County Board you get, this could be an open checkbook on a lot of things, and he 
didn’t like that. The resolution was what the county was bound by, and he would like it to be a little 
more specific. Evans noted that it was a simple majority to pass this ordinance amendment, but they 
tie the hands of future County Boards with a 2/3rd vote required to further amend the ordinance. 
 
Schadewald explained, if you freeze the tax rate, taxes can’t go down. In the last 6-years, if you 
owned a $100,000 property and you didn’t get reassessed, your taxes went down. So, there was no 
way he would want to freeze someone at this level realizing that next year their taxes on that same 
property at the same evaluation, can’t go down. Evans responded things could change in the state. 
Schadewald added that’s why there is a provisional that the County Board can change it and the 
board was provided with a list of capital projects. If they want to put a list like that, they can. The 
reason they didn’t was what if something comes up, then the County Board would have to vote on it. 
The ambiguity was there in the sense of being able in the future to do whatever capital 
improvements are needed. All of those, the same way the sales tax, goes through the County Board. 
The end date, they put in there it’s expected to occur on or about 2037 to look for some sunset. 
They’re okay with 6 years and 6 years but not 15-years? Schadewald stated that’s why they put 9.05 
in the ordinance; they could change it at any time they find it doesn’t work. Every County Board will 
get to have their say as always, they’re not saying they can’t do anything. Evans thought it made 
good practical business sense to have it in there.  
 
Supervisor Van Dyck questioned if Corporation Counsel could clarify if simple majority was the only 
option, they would have available to them for this ordinance? Corporation Counsel David Hemery 
informed that was right. Van Dyck questioned if they could impose the 2/3rd for future. Hemery did 
run it by some other attorneys and the answer was yes.  
 
Van Dyck agreed with Evans regarding a term, they may want to look at that. However, in one hand, 
they have a concern about the ambiguity and open checkbook but on the other hand, they had a 
concern about tying the hands of a future County Board by making them vote on a 2/3rd vote to 
change things, he saw that as being conflictual in which he briefly explained.  He has no issue with 
the 2/3rd vote, because it should be hard to make a change. It should be hard to say they want to 
borrow, and he agreed things can happen, but it doesn’t mean the county board can’t vote in the 
future. And that should be a difficult decision to make. Other than that, he doesn’t have a problem 
with the way it’s written, they may want to work on the timeline a little potentially. He felt regarding 



the mill rate, it was important as well there, he understood the concept of freezing taxes, however 
he felt it was impractical as they look forward, things cost more in the future. So they can’t just lock 
themselves into say tax rate was one thing today and it’s never going to change. By tying to the mill 
rate at least they force future investments or as the county continues to grow and that tax base goes 
up, they should still have that ability to spend that additional amount as the population grows and 
your value grows, you have those resources available to you to continue to provide the services that 
were continuing to provide which are going to cost more and there may be other services they’ll be 
able to provide in the future. He thought the mill rate freeze was also important.  
 
Lund agreed with this. The 2/3rd majority was fine because it was it was an important document, and 
you don’t want frivolous changes to it. Mill rate freeze doesn’t have to be there, but they also must 
have the goal of paying down the debt and reducing overall taxes. When there is no more debt this 
will go to property tax reduction, and they’ll also still have to have a mechanism to pay for things. He 
questioned if they were going to go on a yearly plan when these things are done and show in the 
budget book, and this was the funding source?  Hemery responded that he wasn’t seeing any 
significant changes to the CIP plan. Any of these proposed projects would require full County Board 
approval. Any appropriation of the sales tax dollars, whatever it’s spent on, they need to go through 
committees and then the County Board. Weininger added, prior to the sales tax they would follow 
the same process. It would get placed in the budget like the sales tax, there’s a special area in the 
budget that outlines that and shows what the expenses are. All they’re doing is substituting the 
revenue source. Lund was in favor of this, they need to have this going forward especially as rates 
are going to be going higher on municipal bonds. This was not the time to get out of sales tax use. 
 
Schadewald noted this will go on to the August 17, 2022, County Board meeting.  

 
Other 
2. Such other matters as authorized by law.  None.  

 
3. Adjourn.  

 
Motion made by Supervisor Peters, seconded by Supervisor Vander Leest to adjourn at 6:02 p.m. 
Vote taken.  MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Alicia A. Loehlein 
Legislative Specialist - Transcriptionist  


