
 Board of Park Commissioners 

   335 South Broadway 
  De Pere, WI  54115 

 Regular Meeting http://www.de-pere.org 

 

 Revised Agenda  

Thursday, August 25, 2016 6:30 PM De Pere City Hall Nicolet Conference Room 

 

Generated 8/18/2016 8:58 AM 

 

Pursuant to Wisconsin Statutes 19.84, Notice is hereby given to the public that a meeting of the Board of 

Park Commissioners of the City of De Pere will be held on August 25, 2016 at 6:30 PM in the De Pere 

City Hall Nicolet Conference Room, 335 S. Broadway, De Pere, WI 54115. 

This meeting can be viewed LIVE at www.depere.tv. This meeting is also rebroadcast on TW Cable 
Channel 4 and AT&T U-verse Channel 99 throughout the week and available on demand at 
www.depere.tv. 

I. Call to Order 

1. Roll Call  

II. Action Items 

1. Approve Board of Park Commissioners Meeting Minutes 7-21-16  

2. Consider cooperative planning effort with Brown County regarding Fairgrounds property.  

3. Approve final draft of Aquatic Study.  

4. Approval to accept $500 donation from Brown County Community Women's Club to 

Community Center.*  

5. Approval to accept donation from De Pere Area Men's Club for Senior Picnic.*  

6. Consider proposal from Dog Park Committee to donate pet exercise equipment and 

change dimensions.*  

7. Review and consider 2017 Draft Budget request.  

III. Public Comment Period 

IV. Future Agenda Items 

V. Staff Updates 

1. Optimist Park, Summer Carnival and Recreation Scholarship Donations  

2. Fox Point Boat Launch Grant  

3. Donations for Senior Picnic  

4. Optimist Park Playground  

VI. Adjournment 

Any person wishing to attend this meeting who, because of disability, requires special 

accommodations should contact the Clerk-Treasurer’s office at 339-4050 by Noon, the previous 

day so that arrangements can be made. 

 

Committee Members    De Pere Youth Hockey  

Alderpersons     Tod Maki , De Pere Select Soccer   

http://www.depere.tv/
http://www.depere.tv/


  

Regular Meeting  Thursday, August 25, 2016 6:30 PM  

2 | P a g e  

Mayor Michael J. Walsh   Shana Ledvina, City Clerk  

Larry Delo, City Administrator   City Hall 1st and 2nd  Floor  

Judy Schmidt-Lehman, City Attorney  De Pere Area Chamber of Commerce  

Definitely De Pere    Brown County Library De Pere  

Marty Kosobucki    TV & Radio Stations  

John Zegers, WDP High School District  Ben Villaruel, Unified School District  

De Pere Rapides Soccer    De Pere Baseball  

Ella Buboltz, Teen Advisor   Rachel McMorrow, Teen Advisor  

Mike Stumpf     John Barnstorff  

De Pere Men's Club    Matt Kriese, Brown County Parks   

Brown County Community Womens Club   

 

Notice is hereby given that a majority of the Members of the Common Council of the 

City of De Pere may attend this meeting to gather information about a subject (s) over 

which they have decision making responsibility.  



Updated: 8/15/2016 11:55 AM  Page 1 

 

                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Debbie Zierson 

 

SUBJECT: Approve Board of Park Commissioners Meeting Minutes 7-21-16 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 Draft Minutes 7-21-16 (PDF) 
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 Board of Park Commissioners 

   335 South Broadway 
  De Pere, WI  54115 

 Regular Meeting http://www.de-pere.org 

 

 Draft Minutes  

Thursday, July 21, 2016 6:30 PM De Pere City Hall Council Chambers 

 

Generated 8/15/2016 11:51 AM 

I. Call to Order 

 The meeting was called to order at 6:30 PM by Alderperson Michael Donovan 

Attendee Name Title Status Arrived 

Michael Donovan Alderperson Present  

Larry Lueck Alderperson Present  

Lisa Rafferty Alderperson Present  

George Brown Board Member Excused  

Sue Schinkten Board Member Present  

Randy Soquet Board Member Present  

Bill Volpano Board Member Excused  

Krista Abrahamson Teen Advisor Excused  

Rachel McMorrow Teen Advisor Present  

II. Action Items 

1. Approve Board of Park Commissioners Meeting Minutes 6-16-16.  

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Sue Schinkten, Board Member 

SECONDER: Randy Soquet, Board Member 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

2. Zombie Run for Desert Verterans of Wisconsin  

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Sue Schinkten, Board Member 

SECONDER: Larry Lueck, Alderperson 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

3. Waiver of Fees for MDA Muscle Walk in May of 2017.  

Marty Kosobucki reviewed the Waiver Fee Policy with the board and took questions 

from the board. 

 

Larry Lueck made a motion to allow the event, but not to waive the fees for the 

event, seconded by Randy Soquet.      

RESULT: ADOPTED AS AMENDED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Larry Lueck, Alderperson 

SECONDER: Sue Schinkten, Board Member 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

4. Consider Contract Language Change for Fox  River Boat Company.*  

Marty Kosobucki took questions from the board in reference to the language change.   
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RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Sue Schinkten, Board Member 

SECONDER: Randy Soquet, Board Member 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

5. Approve donation from De Pere Baseball to improve Gandrud Field.*  

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Lisa Rafferty, Alderperson 

SECONDER: Randy Soquet, Board Member 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

6. Review and Approve Recreation Division 2016 2nd Quarter Report  

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Randy Soquet, Board Member 

SECONDER: Larry Lueck, Alderperson 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

7. Approval to Accept Donation from De Pere Kiwanis Club for the Youth Tennis 

Tournament.*  

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] 

MOVER: Randy Soquet, Board Member 

SECONDER: Sue Schinkten, Board Member 

AYES: Donovan, Lueck, Rafferty, Schinkten, Soquet 

EXCUSED: George Brown, Bill Volpano 

8. Discussion of Preliminary Aquatic Study from Vierbicher.  

Daniel Lindstrom from Vierbicher presented the Preliminary Aquatic Study.  Daniel took 

questions from the board in reference to the study.  Marty Kosobucki explained there will 

be no vote taken on the information at this time.   

RESULT: NO ACTION 

III. Public Comment Period 

None 

IV. Future Agenda Items 

None 

V. Staff Updates 

1. Optimist Park Update.  

Marty Kosobucki reported the Community Build playground was a success. 

2. VFW Pool Update.  
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Marty Kosobucki reported there were several issues with the VFW pool this summer, but 

everything is going well.  Marty took questions from the board in reference to the pool 

problems.      

3. Emerald Ash Borer Update.  

Marty Kosobucki reported we do have Emerald Ash Borer in the city.  Don Melichar the 

City Forester is dealing with the problem and will keep the Park Board updated.  

4. Budget Update.  

Marty Kosobucki reported the budget has been started.  Normally the budget is presented 

to the board in August, but it will probably be September before the budget is presented 

to the board.   

5. Park Name History.  

The board was presented with a preliminary of the Park Name History and will be 

updated as progress is made. 

 Adjournments 

Sue Schinkten made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 7:53 p.m., seconded by Randy Soquet. 
 

Respectfully submitted, 

Debbie Zierson 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Consider cooperative planning effort with Brown County regarding 

Fairgrounds property. 

 

 

Matt Kriese from the Brown County Parks Department will be in attendance to discuss a planning effort 

they are undertaking with the Brown County Fairgrounds property and their interest in having the City of 

De Pere collaborate with the planning.   

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 Collaboration Request with DePere on MP_2016 (PDF) 

2.2
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 PARK DEPARTMENT 

 
 

1150 BELLEVUE STREET, RM 151 

GREEN BAY, WI 54302  MATTHEW M. KRIESE 

 

 

PHONE  (920) 448-4464 FAX (920)448-4054 
                                     ASSISTANT PARK DIRECTOR 
E-MAIL   KRIESE_MM@CO.BROWN.WI.US 

June 23, 2016 

 

RE:  Fairgrounds Property Master Plan  

 

Mr. Kosobucki: 

 

As you are aware, Brown County and the City of De Pere have a vested interest in the property 

known as the “Fairgrounds” on the west side of the Fox River.  The property has long been a topic 

of conversation and over the years various plans were developed and discussions ensued.  Although 

not all of these plans moved forward, one thing remains constant; citizens from around the nation 

come to use the park for reasons ranging from fishing to relaxation to attending an organized 

festival. All of these uses are vital contributors to our livability and connectedness in the 

community, our personal and environmental health, as well as our bottom lines.   

  

Brown County realizes the need to create a vision and develop a Master Plan for the property in 

order for it to meet the modern needs of our area, for today and the future.  In its current state, this 

will not happen.   

 

Brown County has recently been awarded $80,000 from the Professional Football Stadium District 

to complete a Master Plan of the property.  During initial discussion it was found Ashwaubenon is 

also interested in trail connectivity between the properties, and will be involved with this portion of 

the Master Plan. 

 

The City of De Pere has identified a Fairgrounds Master Plan in its November 2012 Comprehensive 

Outdoor Recreation Plan (CORP) as a mid-term capital need, and placed an estimated value of 

$30,000 on this plan.     

 

In order to meet the current and future needs of park users Brown County would like to work with 

De Pere staff on development of a combined Master Plan so the property truly can meet the needs 

of our community into the future, while continuing to host the County Fair and other events.  It is 

difficult to speculate on what the Plan may entail, as it will be imperative that citizens, elected 

officials, CVBs, and local leaders are involved with the planning process. 

 

I am asking for support from the City to collaborate on this Master Plan during the summer of 2016 

so we can create a unique, year round usable space for all to enjoy, while saving De Pere from 

developing its own Plan.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 
Matt Kriese 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Approve final draft of Aquatic Study. 

 

 

We have received the final draft of the Aquatic Study and is included in your packet.  The role of the Park 

Board will be to review, question content, and then eventually accept the study and its recommendations.  

Once this is done, staff will then begin developing a comprehensive look at all the options for moving 

forward.   

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 De Pere Pool Study - revised (PDF) 
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Aquatic Facility  
Location Study 

CITY OF DE PERE 

August 2016 
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Aquatic Facility Location Study 

Prepared For: 
City of De Pere 
Parks, Recreation and Forestry  
925 S 6th St,  
De Pere, WI 54115  
 
Prepared By: 
Vierbicher 
999 Fourier Drive, Suite 201 
Madison, WI  53717 
 
Phone: (608) 821-3967 
Fax: (608) 826-0530 
 
Prepared: 
August  2016 
 
 
©2016 Vierbicher Associates, Inc. 
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Reference 
FIGURE REFERENCE: 
Figure 1: Resident of De Pere 
Figure 2: Length of Time in De Pere 
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Figure 6: Household Pool Users 
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Figure 8: Pool Usage Frequency 
Figure 9: General Pool Location Preferences 
Figure 10: General Pool Amenities Preference 
Figure 11: General Pool Programming Preference 
Figure 12: Municipal Pool Funding Preference 
Figure 13: Individual Pool Funding Efforts 
Figure 14: Splash Pad 
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Figure 16: Bierman Family Aquatic Center 1 
 
MAP REFERENCE: 
Map 1: Site Location Map 
Map 2: VFW Park Pool Site 
Map 3: Fairgrounds Map 
Map 4: Conservancy Site (Humana Sports Complex) 
Map 5: Southwest Park Site 
Map 6: Voyageur Park Site 
Map 7: Legion Park Pool Site 
Map 8: Jim Martin Park Site 
Map 9: Future YMCA Site 
Map 10: Voyageur Park Site Fit Study 
 
TABLE REFERENCE: 
Table 1: Reason For Not Using the Pools 
Table 2: Location Preference 
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Table 6: Southwest Park - Population Breakdown within 10 minute vehicle travel time 
Table 7: Voyageur Park - Population Breakdown within 10 minute vehicle travel time 
Table 8: Legion Park Pool - Population Breakdown within 10 minute vehicle travel time 
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Executive Summary/Introduction 
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Vierbicher City of De Pere:  Aquatic Facility Location Study 

 

2  

Introduction: 
 
For years, the City of De Pere has been 
known as a city with great community as-
sets; however, the two existing aquatic fa-
cilities are outdated and substandard 
when compared to other facilities through-
out the area, and plagued with emer-
gency repair and maintenance issues sev-
eral times each year. The deficiencies are 
attributed to the aging structures and 
changes in pool amenity preferences over 
the past several decades. The deteriorat-
ing infrastructure, increased maintenance, 
aging mechanical systems, ADA code 
concerns, accessory building concerns, 
minimal social programming elements, and 
inconsistent attendance are contributing 
to the unsustainable and costly operation. 
In 2014, the City completed a pool condi-
tion report/study for the two existing pools 
(Legion Park Swimming Pool and VFW Park 
Swimming Pool) and found that costs to 
maintain the aging community pools could 
be far greater than an eventual replace-
ment. Therefore, the two aquatic facilities 
in their current state are not adequate to 
support the community as it continues to 
grow. 
 
To develop a long-term solution, the City of 
De Pere City Council charged the Parks 
and Recreation Board and the general 
public to participate in the long-term solu-
tion to address the pool issues. The City 
contracted with Vierbicher in March of 
2016 to study (1) the feasibility of locating a 
single future aquatic facility, (2) the possi-
bility of building co-operating a facility with 
the YMCA, and (3) the potential for build-
ing and operating a facility as a joint ven-
ture with a neighboring community. 
 
It is very important to note this study is only 
a component of the larger discussion be-
tween the City Council, Park Board of 
Commissioners, and the general public re-
garding the appropriateness of one or 
more aquatic facilities.  
 
 

Study Approach: 
 
The location study balanced the qualita-
tive research gathered from the public 
outreach with quantitative research gen-
erated from the market analysis and an 
initial needs assessment to create a series 
of recommendations.  
 
Public Outreach: 
 
The majority of the public opinion was 
submitted during the April 2016 Commu-
nity Survey. This part of the study focused 
on a 15-question survey available to any-
one within the region in digital or print 
format. The City promoted the question-
naire in news stories, social media, social 
groups, and several other outlets.  Over 
2,200 individuals started the question-
naire, and over 1,600 completed it result-
ing in an 80% completion rate. Vierbicher 
did control for duplicate responses from 
individuals completing the survey more 
than once. 
 
The survey asked respondents to state 
basic demographic and household char-
acteristics, their household usage of the 
current pool facilities, their general pref-
erence for aquatic facility amenities and 
programs, and their preference for 
aquatic facility funding efforts. While the 
survey did ask respondents to list up to 
two locations they felt were appropriate 
for an aquatic facility, the most impor-
tant question in the questionnaire asked 
respondents to rate their location char-
acteristic preference. The preference 
factors included the following: 
 

Site located within walking distances 
to the respondent’s home 
Site located within biking distance to 
the respondent’s home 
Site located within a short driving dis-
tance to the respondent’s home 
Site located near safe bicycle and 
pedestrian routes 
Site located in proximity to an existing 
park 
Site co-located with the YMCA or a 
neighboring community. 
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Vierbicher 3  City of De Pere:  Aquatic Facility Location Study 

 

As part of this survey, the City and Vier-
bicher deliberately did not ask if the City 
should retain both existing facilities. The 
City will engage the public later in the 
process to determine the appropriate-
ness of one or more aquatic facilities.  
 
Vierbicher presented the survey findings 
in a Public Meeting in May 2016.  
 
Market Analysis: 
 
The market analysis examined the demo-
graphics of the service areas and as-
sessed the market potential for the sites. 
The study examined each site as it relates 
to the number of households within a 
comfortable 15-minute walking distance, 
a comfortable 15-minute bicycling dis-
tance, a 10-minute drive-time distance 
(single aquatic facility scenario), and 7.5-
minute drive-time distance (two aquatic 
facilities scenario). The results of the mar-
ket analysis were normalized to averages 
for each category and then weighted 
based on the results of the community 
survey. Vierbicher also conducted a 
“back of the envelope” calculation for 
the estimated growth of the community 
based on the Comprehensive Plan to 
understand how the recommendations 
would impact the future population. 

Needs assessment: Facility Planning  
Standards: 
 
A method for determining the appropriate 
number of pools for a municipality is to use 
the widely recommended standards set 
forth by the National Recreational and 
Parks Association (NRPA). The NRPA recom-
mends one publically accessible pool for 
every 20,000 residents within the service 
area, and the pools should accommodate 
three to five percent of the population at 
any given time. The current estimated 
population of approximately 24,000 resi-
dents is above the recommended amount 
for a single pool; however, cities in northern 
climate regions tend to have higher thresh-
olds to help balance the cost and the 
shorter revenues period. 
  
 
Final Recommendations  
Finally, Vierbicher combined the qualita-
tive and quantitative analysis to create a 
series of recommendations for the City 
based on their preference for a future pool 
location(s). 
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5  

Pool Utilization and  
Location Questionnaire Summary  
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Household Review 
Location of Residence 
The first series of questions in the survey 
asked respondents to list their current mu-
nicipal jurisdiction and how long they 
have resided in that community. The ma-
jority of respondents (83.7 percent) cur-
rently reside in the City. East side residents 
accounted for 51 percent of respondents 
while residents on the west side ac-
counted for 32.86 percent.  Figure 1 illus-
trates the results.  
  
  
  
Length of Time in De Pere 
Over 79 percent of all City of De Pere 
respondents have been residents of the 
City for longer than five years. Further-
more, over 61 percent have lived in De 
Pere for longer than ten years.  Figure 2 
illustrates the results. 
  
The amount of respondents living in the 
community for several decades offers 
opportunities and challenges throughout 
the remainder of the pool location study. 
The enthusiasm among the long-term 
residents ensures high-quality public par-
ticipation, data collection, and sampling; 
however, the level of neighborhood 
pride could result in adversarial discus-
sions and a struggle to reach consensus 
over potential locations. 
  
  
 
Location of Residence Outside  
De Pere 
The majority of the 300 respondents lo-
cated outside of the City were from the 
Town of Ledgeview and the Town of 
Lawrence. Figure 3 illustrates the results. 

Figure 1: Resident of De Pere 

Figure 2: Length of Time in De Pere 

Figure 3: Location of Residence Outside De Pere 
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Household Review 
Number of Household Member(s) 
The second series of questions studied 
the number of household members and 
their pool usage. According to the survey 
results, the largest percentage of respon-
dents stated there are four members of 
their household (35.45 percent) and the 
second largest percentage of respon-
dents stated there are five members of 
their household hold (23.94 percent). The 
average reported household size is ab-
normally high when compared to the 
2.44 people average household as re-
ported in 2010-2014 American Commu-
nity Survey 5-Year Estimates. Figure 4 illus-
trates the results.  
  
Household Member(s) Age 
According to the survey results, the larg-
est percentage of individuals residing 
within the respondent household were 25
-44-year-olds,  representing 29.57 percent 
of the total 6,642 declared household 
members. The second largest group was 
6-12-year-olds representing 19.90 percent 
of the declared household members. The 
results could be slightly skewed by cou-
ples with children each answering the 
survey. Figure 5 illustrates the results.  
  
Pool Usage 
According to the survey results, 67.5 per-
cent respondents stated they currently 
used the pools and nearly 68 percent of 
the reported pool users utilize the pools 
for family purposes. 
  
Over 60 percent of the pool users utilize 
the pools at least once a week during 
the months of operation.  Figures 6-8 illus-
trate the results. 

Figure 4: Number of Household Members 

Figure 5: Age of Household Members 

Figure 6: Household Pool Users g

Figure 8: Pool Usage Frequency Figure 7: Pool Usage 
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Reasons for Not Using the Pools 
According to the survey results, 507 re-
spondents stated their household does 
not use the existing pools. The most com-
mon stated reasons for not using the 
pools included the following: 
  

Having a pool membership else-
where or having a private pool; 
Concerns with user age (respondent 
felt their households members are too 
young or too old to use the pools); 
Household scheduling conflicts with 
the hours of operation; 
The pools are too crowded; 
Not interested in using the pools; and 
Cannot or do not swim. 

  
Table 1 detail the results.  

Household Review 

General Pool Location Preference 
The third series of questions in the survey 
asked respondents to rank their general 
pool location preferences. 
  
Respondents felt most strongly that a fu-
ture pool should be located near safe 
bike & pedestrian routes, located with 
easy vehicular access, and near an exist-
ing park. 
 
 
 

Pool Location Preferences 
Figure 9: General Pool Location Preferences 

Reason Percent
Own Pool/ Membership Elsewhere 23.09%
Age/Too Young/Too Old 16.73%
Too Busy/Scheduling Issues/Hours 13.64%
Not Interested 8.36%
Too Crowded 7.45%
Cannot Swim/Do Not Swim 3.82%
Did Not Live In The Area/New To The Area 3.45%
Feel The Pool Is Unclean 3.09%
Did Not Know About It 2.73%
Would Like More  Activities 2.73%
No Children In Our Household 2.55%
Would Like An Indoor Pool 2.36%
15 Others under 2% each 10.00%
Total 100%

Table1: Reason For Not Using the Pools
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 Pool Location Preferences 
Specific Pool Location Preference 
The survey respondents provided over 2,100 
suggestions to the potential pool location. The 
answers ranged from generally listing a side of 
the Fox River to specific park and school loca-
tions. Vierbicher organized the responses in the 
following categories: 

General De Pere Location; 
Adjacent to Roads; 
Adjacent to Parks; 
Adjacent to School; and 
General Non – De Pere Location. 

The result of the location preference are as 
follows: 

An east side location accounted for 
48.92% of the responses; 
A west side location accounted for 
37.23% of responses; and 
Sites located outside of the City ac-
counted for 13.85% of the responses. 

  
Table 2 details the complete summary of 
the responses. 

West De Pere 10.45% East De Pere 7.91%
At a current Location 5.03% At a current Location 5.03%
Downtown/Downtown Location 0.86% Downtown/Downtown Location 0.86%
Adjacent to Fox River 0.53% Adjacent to Fox River 0.53%
On Both Sides of the City 0.24% On Both Sides of the City 0.24%
Near St Norbert College 0.24% Near Kress Library 0.24%
Scheuring Road Commercial Areas 0.19% De Pere (General) 0.05%
De Pere (General) 0.05% At Yard Waste Facility 0.05%
At Ashwaubenon sports complex 0.05% -
Brown County Fair Grounds 0.05% -
Along Lawrence Drive and I-41 4.26% Adjacent to County PP/Rockland Road 0.86%
Along to Scheuring Road 0.29% Along N. Broadway 0.29%
Along Grant Street 0.19% Along Chicago Street 0.14%
Along Lost Dauphin Road 0.19% Along Cook Street 0.14%
Along American Boulevard 0.10% Along Charles Street 0.05%
At VFW Park/Community Center 12.17% At Legion Park 15.09%
At the Brown City Fair Grounds 0.38% At Voyageur Park 9.68%
At Patriot Park 0.34% At Jim Martin Park 3.35%

- At Optimist Park 0.77%
Near West De Pere High School 1.49% Near Altmayer School 2.54%
At Westwood Elementary School 0.05% Near De Pere High School 0.62%
Near Lady of Lourdes School/Church 0.10% Near Dickinson Elementary 0.43%

- At Irwin School Site 0.05%
37.23% De Pere -East Side of River Totals 48.92%

?/ No preference 4.79% In Hobart 0.05%
In Neighborhoods or parks 0.91% In Bellevue 0.10%
Do not need one 0.96% At Ashwaubenon sports complex 0.05%
Near Bus/Walking/Biking Friendly Area 0.62% In Allouez 0.05%
With the YMCA 0.48% Along Packerland Drive 0.29%
Adjacent to a School 0.14% Along County F 0.05%

- Near Hemlock Elementary School 1.15%
- Near Heritage Elementary School 0.53%
- At Ledgeview Park 2.20%
- At Sands Acres Park 0.77%
- At Quarry Park 0.48%
- At Scray Hill Park 0.24%
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Table 2: Location Preference
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Pool Amenities Preferences 

Pool Funding Preference 
The fifth series of questions in the survey 
asked respondents rank their pool fund-
ing preferences. 
  
The ranked responses stated that private 
donations should be the primary funding 
sources, and tax revenue should ac-
count for a nearly a third. 
  
Nearly a third of respondents stated they 
would attend a fundraising event and 
over 26 percent stated they would make 
a monetary donation.  
 
Figures 12 and 13 illustrate the results.  

Pool Funding 

Pool Amenities Preference 
The fourth series of questions in the survey 
asked respondents to rank their pool 
amenities and programming prefer-
ences. 
  
Respondents felt most strongly that a fu-
ture pool should have family amenities; 
including, a family locker room, zero en-
try pool, separate splash pad from the 
main pool, and a slide into deep water. 
Figure 10 illustrates the results. 
  
The majority (31.96 percent) of respon-
dents stated they would use the pool for 
general public swimming. Over 22 per-
cent stated they would use the pool for 
swim lessons, and 17.1 percent would 
prefer an adult only swim time. Figure 11 
illustrates the results. 
  
Other desired programs included local 
swim teams, lap swim, senior exercises, 
lifeguard training, sand beaches, kayak 
and paddle board lessons, and separate 
family, teen, and adult nights. 

Figure 10: General Pool Amenities Preference 

Figure 11: General Pool Programming Preference 

Figure 12: Municipal Pool Funding Preference 

Figure 13: Individual Pool Funding Efforts 
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 Final Comments 

1 A sandy or beachy area would also be a good idea

2 A single pool will inevitably favor one side of the river. It's a bad idea. 

3

Can you do something about how overcrowded they get? i dont like chilling with friends when all of the sudden, a 
random dad comes out of nowhere and starts talking to us. Im all for being nice to people and all that, but i dont 
want to have a conversation with some random dude. lets put it this way, if you have all those people in one spot. 
What was supposed to be a fun day with your wife and kids, turns into a giant public bath with some random shady 
people.

4
Children should have access to pool within walking or biking distance. Too dangerous to cross the bridge.  Or, 
supply transportation by means of a bus.

5 Convenient access to residents from either side of the river.

6 create something like a man made lake

7
emphasis on one zero entry warm water pool for adult aqua exercise walking and exercises that are suggested from 
the arthritis foundation, as used at the CP aqua center.

8 HOT TUB

9

I am addressing the concern of combining the two pools into one.  It would be unfair to pick the location of the 
pool on the East or West side of DePere.  They both serve a purpose.  Currently, residents don't have to cross the 
bridge to reach the pool that's closest to their proximity.  Creating one central location would eliminate that.  What 
was once an easy walk or bike ride would now be a car ride across an already crowded bridge.  Also, consider the 
amount of people that would be at one central pool location.  Two pools help eliminate the overcrowding issue.

10
I believe DePere should KEEP a pool on each side of town to make it easier for ALL kids to use instead of one 
aquatic center.

11
I believe the pool should NOT be located in Martin Park. This area has enough traffic with the schools and all their 
events. It should be located where one of the current pools are.

12 I don't think this pool should be built. It's not worth the money. 

13
I don't think we need a big aquatic center because there are plenty of aquatic centers in Green Bay. I used both as 
a kid and was just as happy going to a regular pool as I was for an aquatic center.

14
I feel West Depere should have the pool facility some the east side has a close pool option in the Broadview ymca. I 
would also like to see the new facility have an outdoor/indoor option as well.

15
I think it is important not to take a pool away for either side of depere because many children and parents rely on 
them for summer.

16
I think the new facility should be indoors so as to be utilized year round,but not partnered with a YMCA or any 
corporation for profit. Profits should go back into the facility to eventually fund itself, but overseen by city leaders.

17

( g g) ( g
room, yoga, art, other activities year round.)  I would rather extra expenses to this new 'aquatic center' be used on 
things other than just the pool.  ALSO, I would encourage a salt water, LEAST CHEMICALS POSSIBLE in the water 
option.

18

I would like to see a pool with actual lanes for swimming as opposed to strictly an aquatic center.  Some aquatic 
centers do have diving, but no swimming is allowed in those areas.  Cost for using pool shouldn't be prohibitive.  
Keeping the cost in line with Green Bay pools/aquatic centers would be acceptable.  Grandchildren should be 
able to be included in family pass, even if they don't live at the same address.   

19 I Would not use the it if it is on the East side, I f they do this I hope it is on the WEST  SIDE 

20
If usage is declining why looking at new pool?  Perhaps look at other non-aquatic options.  Also, taxes in De Pere are 
already very high compared to surrounding communities.  I would not support a new aquatic center by an increase 
in taxes.

21
It will be very tough to have a location everyone is happy with.  Also consider pool at  Brown County Fairgrounds 
and then build bike paths there too.

22 Keep the present two pools. 

23 keep the two pools so each side of Fox River has their own.  Fix pools and not spend 3.5 M on new facility.

24
Kids in De Pere deserve a nice pool.  And they deserve the community to pay for it.  It makes our city more 
attractive to families.  And gives kids something to do.

25
MAKE SURE you incorporate De Pere High School into the mix as they have a swim team. It would be nice for them 
to utilize as well. Revenue stream?

Please comment on any items of concern that you have that were not addressed in the previous questions.
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26

My kids take swimming lessons at the VFW pool.  I have to get my sitter to drive them there and back to my house.  It 
would be nice to have something closer.  We used to be members of the YMCA, but it was a hassle and too far 
away.  There isn't anything indoor between Allouez and Kaukauna.  I know there was a plan for a YMCA on 
Rockland Road, but that was dependent on a southern bridge project, which they still haven't made decisions on.  
De Pere is growing to the south, and having a YMCA or Kroc Center equivalent would be well used.  I know lots of 
people in the subdivisions around Hemlock Creek and Southwest park that would like to have something that the 
family could go to.

27 N/A

28 N/A

29 None

30 Our family likes having 2 pools- one on each side of the river. 

31
Our family utilizes Kaukaunas public pool often as it has a good range for young to old. I think De Pere would benefit 
from a pool very similar with almost the same features as Kaukauna.

33 Pool numbers keep declining. Put in splash pads only. Keep costs down, no new taxes.

34
The city does not need to spend tax payers money on a pool.  Walmart sells inexpensive pools a family can put in 
tHeir own backyard.

35
The pools serve many youth who cannot afford higher cost memberships. A facility must remain affordable. I also do 
not think replicating a facility like Joannes Park is a good idea.

36 we need pools for the children to learn how to swim and enjoy on hot day not elaborate water parks.

37

What makes the two pools (one on each side of the river) work is that they are 'neighborhood' pools. The geography 
of the city with the river in the middle is not conducive to a larger facility constructed on one side or the other. 
Transportation to and therefore use of the pool is driven by location and ease of accessibility. Without a 'southern' 
bridge the traffic in De Pere will continue to increase. Bicycle and pedestrian traffic to a facility located on one side 
or the other presents a considerable safety hazard with the traffic patterns as they are now. It's a function of 
geography - not which 'side' is better.

38 wheather its a waste of money or not

39 Would be nice to have a beach type of area with sand

40
Would like the possibility of a skate park to be considered at one of the existing sites (Legion or VFW) in place of 
removed (?) pool.

41
Would you sell season passes? Discounts for families with more than 2 children? Offer pool time to elderly and those 
with disabilities? Advertise in outlying rural areas and small towns?

42
We would love a Aquatic location in West Depere off the Schering Road area. A lot of people we talked to would 
like it very much.

43

I honestly like it the way it is and don't want to lose the pools at VFW. I just bought a house nearby because I can 
walk there and this is very important to me as I am legally blind and walking is the main way we can utilize the pools. 
It was a major decision for buying my home on Morning Glory. It is also my childhood home. Please tell me the pool 
at VFW will not be discontinued.

44 This is a poor survey in the fact that there are no questions about keeping the two pools.

45

Hello, My name is (name removed for privacy). I live at (location removed for privacy). I am writing you today to 
give you my opinion of the Pool Survey. I thought it was a poor survey. It never asked if I wanted an aquatic pool. It 
never asked if I wanted two aquatic pools. It never asked if I wanted to have the existing pools replaced or 
repaired. Perhaps these are questions the City doesn’t want to hear answers to. We cannot have just one pool in De 
Pere. If it’s going to be an aquatic pool then there has to be one on each side of the river. That’s just the way it is in 
De Pere and anyone who has lived in De Pere long enough should know that. So please don’t put much credence 
into that survey.

Please comment on any items of concern that you have that were not addressed in the previous questions.

Final Comments 
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Market Analysis 
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Purpose of the Market Analysis 
The goal of the aquatic facility location 
study is to find an ideal location(s) for new 
community aquatic facilities to serve the 
residents of De Pere and potentially the 
residents of the surrounding towns and vil-
lages. As part of the  aquatic facility loca-
tion study Vierbicher conducted a service 
area market study to determine the best 
location(s) based on  quantitative data.  
 
Vierbicher notes the market analysis is only 
one component the City of De Pere will 
use to make their final decision. Therefore, 
this study attempts to balance the qualita-
tive experiences expressed by residents in 
the community survey with research de-
rived from a variety of data sources, in-
cluding Brown County, the City of De Pere, 
the US Census, ESRI, stakeholder interviews, 
and site visits.  
 
Site Locations 
The City of De Pere initially identified eight 
sites for potential pool locations. After an 
exhaustive search for additional potential 
sites, the project team concluded the sites 
were the most appropriate sites to study. 
These sites are: 
 

VFW Park Pool; 
Fair Grounds; 
Conservancy (Humana Sports Complex); 
Southwest Park; 
Voyageur Park; 
Legion Park Pool; 
Jim Martin Park; and 
The future YMCA Site. 

  
Map 1 illustrates the researched sites.  
 
Methodology 
The project team analyzed each site 
against the following categories: 

Proximity to safe bicycle and pedestrian 
routes; 
Proximity to an existing park,; 
Households with easy & quick access by 
vehicle; 
Households with easy & quick access by 
bicycle; 
Households with easy & quick access by 
walking; and 
Possibility for co-Location with YMCA or 
neighboring community. 

 

 
The project team then utilized the data 
generated from the community survey to 
create a weighted matrix based on the 
expressed community preferences. 
 
The remainder of the report section sum-
marizes the basic demographic character-
istics of the service areas surrounding each 
of the locations and the challenges and 
opportunities for each site.  
 
Service Areas:  
Service areas are usually defined by the 
distance people will travel on a regular ba-
sis to utilize the facility. Use by individuals 
outside of the service area is typically lim-
ited to special activities or events. 
 
The service area for each location can 
vary in size due to location near vehicular, 
pedestrian, bicycle facilities, or the prox-
imity of similar services offered by a 
neighboring community. Service areas can 
also vary in size with the types of compo-
nents that are included in a facility.  A 
community aquatic facility with more ac-
tive amenities can draw a larger service 
area than a passive outdoor community 
facility.  
 
For this study, the project team made the 
following service area assumptions: 
 

A potential pool would include amenities 
found in recent pool construction projects 
in the neighboring communities (slides, 
splash pads, diving well, etc); 
Typical/comfortable walking travel time – 
15 minutes; 
Typical/comfortable biking travel time – 15 
minutes; 
Typical vehicle travel time for a single pool 
location – 10 minutes; and 
Typical vehicle travel time for two pool lo-
cation – 7.5 minutes. 

  
The project team concluded the travel 
time for the two pools scenario would be 
shorter as the service area would have sig-
nificant overlap at the full 10 minute travel 
time. During the study, Vierbicher deter-
mined several of the central and western 
locations have trade area spillover into the 
Village of Ashwaubenon and the City of 
Green Bay, where pool/lake facilities al-
ready exist for residents.  
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 The study accounts for this spillover bias 
by reducing the service area statistics 
according to the approximate percent-
age of population and households cap-
tured inside the Village of Ashwaubenon 
and the City of Green Bay. 

Map 1: Site Location Map 
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Site: VFW Park Pool Site 
Description:  
The VFW Park is a large existing park lo-
cated on the west side of the Fox River and 
adjacent to West De Pere High School. 
Map 2 illustrates the site location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time: 1,072 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time: 10,922 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time: 8,335 (spillover bias: 20%) 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  15,679  (spillover bias: 40%) 

  
The VFW Park Pool Site Accessibility Rank-
ings: 

Tied for second for the amount of house-
holds within the comfortable walking dis-
tance. 
Fourth for the amount of households within 
the comfortable biking distance. 
In the middle of the range for the amount 
of households within both of the vehicular 
service areas. 

 

Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
Vehicle Travel Time: 
Nearly 65% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is nearly identical to the seven other sites 
with exception to the Southwest Park and 
the Conservancy Site (Humana Sports 
Complex) that average approximately 
70%. Table 3 details these findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The VFW Park Pool site is: 

In a well-established neighborhood park. 
An efficient choice because the remod-
eling or construction of a pool  would en-
able the City to utilize existing site infra-
structure (parking, water line, stormwater, 
etc) and potentially reduce costs. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The VFW Park Pool site is: 

A greater challenge if the site infrastruc-
ture continues to deteriorate. A complete 
subgrade inspection during renovations 
could expose greater concern for the 
existing infrastructure than was previously 
reported in the 2014 facility assessment. 
Furthermore, a strict adherence to func-
tional remodeling leaves the community 
with a facility that is not as desirable as 
those in surrounding communities. 

 
The site could accommodate most of 
the City by automotive vehicle, but it is 
also influenced by the traffic impacts 
from the single bridge crossing and 
would limit access from the southern por-
tion of the community. 
 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The VFW Park Pool site ranks as the third 
best location if the City demolishes both 
pools and rebuilds one new facility. 
 
The VFW Park Pool site ranks as the sec-
ond best location if the City builds co-op 
facilities with the Towns of Ledgeview 
and Lawrence. 
 
 

Table 3:  
VFW Park Pool - 

Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 
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 Map 2: VFW Park Pool Site 
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Site: Brown County Fairgrounds Site 
Description:  
The Brown County Fairgrounds site is a 
large existing fairground located on the 
west side of the Fox River and adjacent 
Ashland Avenue. Map 3 illustrates the site 
location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time: 15 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  9,271 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  8,544  (Spillover bias: 25%) 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  19,066  (Spillover bias: 15%) 

 
 
The Fairgrounds Site Ranks: 

Second to last for the amount of 
households within the comfortable walking 
distance. 
Fifth for the amount of households within 
the comfortable biking distance. 
In the top of the range for  the amount of 
households within both of the vehicular 
service areas. 

 
Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
vehicle travel time: 
Over 64% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is nearly identical to the seven other sites 
with exception to the Southwest Park and 
the Conservancy Site (Humana Sports 
Complex) that average approximately 
70%. Table 4 details these findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Fairgrounds site is: 

Open and can easily accommodate a 
significant amount of vehicular traffic. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The Fairgrounds site is: 

Very limited in both pedestrian and bicy-
cle access. 
Limited by old growth trees and pro-
tected wildlife habitat constraints. 
Further isolated from the newer portion of 
the east side of the City; therefore, caus-
ing residents to travel to STH 172 to access 
the site (loss of potential retail spending at 
local businesses within the City). 
Encumbered by other programming ele-
ments at the fairgrounds (boat launch, 
trade shows, etc). 

 
The site could accommodate most of 
the older portions of the City by automo-
tive vehicle, but is isolated from the 
southeast side and far east side of the 
community. The 2025-2030 completion of 
the southern bridge crossing could help 
alleviate the traffic impact concerns. 
 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Fairgrounds site ranks as the sixth best 
location if the City demolishes both pools 
and builds one new facility. 
 
The Fairgrounds site ranks as the sixth best 
location if the City builds co-op facilities 
with the Towns of Ledgeview and Law-
rence. 

Table 4:  
Fairgrounds - 

Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 

time 
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 Map 3: Fairgrounds Site 
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Site: Conservancy (Humana Sports 
Complex) Site 
Description:  
The Conservancy site is located at the 
southwest corner of the City adjacent to 
Lawrence Drive and I-41. Map 4 illustrates 
the site location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time: 14 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  4,198 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  2,883 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  6,731  (spillover bias: 5%) 

 
The Conservancy (Humana Sports Com-
plex) Site Accessibility Rankings: 

Last for amount of households within the 
comfortable walking distance. 
Second to last for the amount of house-
holds within the comfortable biking dis-
tance. 
Last for the amount of households within 
both of the vehicular service areas. 

 
 

Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
vehicle travel time: 
Nearly 70% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is the second highest percentage of all 
the studied sites. Table 5 details these 
findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Conservancy (Humana Sports Com-
plex) site is: 

Open and can easily accommodate a 
significant amount of vehicular traffic. 
In the future growth area of the commu-
nity. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The Conservancy (Humana Sports Com-
plex) site is: 

Very limited in both pedestrian and bicy-
cle access (outside the immediate 
neighborhood). 
Isolated from the east side and the older 
portions of the City. 
Current lack of  available public parking 

 
The site could not easily accommodate 
both sides of the river as it is isolated from 
the east and southeast side of the com-
munity.  
 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Conservancy (Humana Sports Com-
plex) site ranks as the least appropriate 
location if the City demolishes both pools 
and builds one new facility. 
 
The Conservancy (Human Sports Com-
plex) ranks as the least appropriate loca-
tion if the City builds co-op facilities with 
the Towns of Ledgeview or Lawrence.  

Table 5:  
Conservancy - 

Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 
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 Map 4: Conservancy Site (Humana Sports Complex) 
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Site: Southwest Park Site 
Description:  
The Southwest Park site is located at the 
southwest corner of the City adjacent to 
Lawrence Drive and I-41. Map 5 illustrates 
the site location. 
 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time:  118 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  1,612 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  3,570 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  7,314  (Spillover bias: 5%) 

 
 
The Southwest Park Site Accessibility 
Rankings: 

Sixth for amount of households within the 
comfortable walking distance. 
Last for the amount of households within 
the comfortable biking distance. 
Second to last for the amount of house-
holds within both of the vehicular service 
areas. 

 

Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
vehicle travel time: 
Over 70% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is the highest percentage of all the stud-
ied sites. Table 6 details these findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Southwest Park site is: 

Open and can easily accommodate a 
significant amount of vehicular traffic. 
In the future growth area of the commu-
nity. 
Supported by ample parking. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The Southwest Park site is: 

Very limited in both pedestrian and bicy-
cle access (outside the immediate 
neighborhood) 
Isolated from the older and historic por-
tions of the City. 

 
The site could not easily accommodate 
both sides of the river as it is isolated from 
the east and southeast side of the com-
munity. 
 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Southwest Park site ranks as the sev-
enth best location if the City demolishes 
both pools and builds one new facility. 
 
The Southwest Park site ranks as the sev-
enth best location if the City builds co-op 
facilities with the Towns of Ledgeview or 
Lawrence. 

Table 6:  
Southwest Park - 

Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 

time 
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 Map 5: Southwest Park Site 
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Site: Voyageur Park Site 
Description:  
Voyageur Park is a large existing park lo-
cated on the east side of the Fox River and 
located adjacent to the downtown and 
well established historic district. Map 6 illus-
trates the site location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time: 1,072 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  13,026 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  10,534 (spillover bias: 5%) 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time: 16,425 (spillover bias: 15%) 

 
Voyager Park Site Accessibility Rankings: 

Tied for second for the amount of house-
holds within the comfortable walking dis-
tance. 
First for the amount of households within the 
comfortable biking distance. 
In the top for the amount of households 
within both of the vehicular service areas 

 
Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
Vehicle Travel Time: 

Nearly 65% of the population is within the  
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is nearly identical to the seven other sites 
with exception to the Southwest Park and 
the Conservancy Site (Humana Sports 
Complex) that average approximately 
70%. Table 27 details these findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Voyageur Park site is: 

Centrally located in the community if the 
City Council decides to build one new 
facility. 
Centrally located for all schools within the 
De Pere and West De Pere School Dis-
tricts. 
Directly adjacent to the Fox River Trail. 
Directly adjacent to the downtown and 
could lead to spillover spending for sur-
rounding businesses. 
Supported by ample parking. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The Voyageur Park site is: 

Limited in size, and a potential pool could 
utilize space that is currently used during 
festivals; however, the project team con-
cluded a 2.0-2.5 acre site could accom-
modate a lap pool, slides, splash pads, 
and other amenities similar to those at the 
Resch Aquatic Center on Green Bay’s 
west side.  
Currently covered in small trees and land-
scaping that would have to be relocated 
to the perimeter of the site for visual and 
audio screening. 
Located off Broadway and does not al-
low for direct visual access to the site 
from a vehicle. 
Hard to access for residents at the south-
ern edge of the community and is influ-
enced by the traffic impacts caused by 
the single river crossing.  

 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Voyageur Park site ranks as the best 
location if the City demolishes both pools 
and build one new facility. 
 
The Voyageur Park site ranks as the fourth 
best location if the City builds co-op fa-
cilities with the Towns of Ledgeview or 
Lawrence. 

Table 7:  
Voyageur Park - 

Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 

time 
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 Map 6: Voyageur Park Site 
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Site: Legion Park Pool Site 
Description:  
The Legion Park Pool Site is located in an 
existing park on the east side of the Fox 
River and adjacent to Webster Avenue 
and Dickinson Elementary School. Map 7 
illustrates the site location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time: 1,560 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  12,558 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  11,409  (spillover bias: 5%) 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  15,487  (spillover bias: 15%) 

 
The Legion Park Pool  Accessibility Rank-
ings: 

First for the amount of households within the 
comfortable walking distance. 
Second for the amount of households within 
the comfortable biking distance. 
In the top range of sites for the amount of 
households within both of the vehicular 
service areas. 

 
Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
vehicle travel time: 
Nearly 65% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age  

demographic (family age - 0-49 years 
old). This is nearly identical to the seven 
other sites with exception to the South-
west Park and the Conservancy Site 
(Humana Sports Complex) that average 
approximately 70%. Table 8 details these 
findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Legion Park Pool site is 

In a well-established neighborhood park. 
An efficient choice because the 
remodeling or construction of a pool 
would enable the City to utilize existing 
site infrastructure (parking, water line, 
stormwater, etc) and could potentially 
reduce costs. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The Legion Park Pool site is 

Limited in space. A larger pool with 
additional amenities could require the 
removal and relocation of other park 
amenities. 
Limited in parking. The constructing or 
remodeling of the pool with more 
amenities could attract additional 
unsupported vehicular traffic to the site. 
A greater challenge  if the site 
infrastructure continues to deteriorate. A 
complete subgrade inspection during 
renovations could expose greater 
concern for the existing infrastructure 
than was previously reported in the 2014 
facility assessment. Furthermore, a strict 
adherence to a simple remodeling leaves 
the community with a facility that is not as 
desirable as those in surrounding commu-
nities. 

 
The site could accommodate most of 
the City by automotive vehicle, but it is 
also influenced by the traffic impacts 
from the single bridge crossing and limits 
access from the southern portion of the 
community. 
 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Legion Park site ranks as the second 
best location if the City demolishes both 
pools and build one new facility. 
 
The Legion Park site ranks as the third 
best location if the City builds co-op fa-
cilities with the Towns of Ledgeview and 
Lawrence. 

Table 8:  
Legion Park 

Pool - Popula-
tion Breakdown 
within 10 minute 

vehicle travel 
time 
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 Map 7: Legion Park Pool Site 

2.3.a

Packet Pg. 44

A
tt

ac
h

m
en

t:
 D

e 
P

er
e 

P
o

o
l S

tu
d

y 
- 

re
vi

se
d

  (
50

52
 :

 A
p

p
ro

ve
 f

in
al

 d
ra

ft
 o

f 
A

q
u

at
ic

 S
tu

d
y.

)



Vierbicher City of De Pere:  Aquatic Facility Location Study 

 

28  

Site: Jim Martin Park Site 
Description:  
The Jim Martin Park site is located in an ex-
isting park on the east side of the Fox River 
and adjacent to Chicago Street and De 
Pere High School. Map 8 illustrates the site 
location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minute walking travel 
time: 956 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  11,820 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  10,594 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  14,873  (spillover bias: 5%) 

 
The Fairgrounds Site Accessibility Rankings: 

Fourth for the amount of households within 
the comfortable walking distance. 
Third for the amount of households within 
the comfortable biking distance. 
In the top  of the range for the amount of 
households within both of the vehicular ser-
vice areas. 

Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
vehicle travel time: 
Nearly 65% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is nearly identical to the seven other sites 
with exception to the Southwest Park and 
the Conservancy Site (Humana Sports 
Complex) that average approximately 
70%. Table 9 details these findings. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Jim Martin Park site is 

In an established neighborhood park. 
Supported by a fair amount of parking. 
Located adjacent to a heavily traveled 
and visible street with a buffered side-
walk. 
Located adjacent to De Pere High 
School. 

 
 
Observational Challenges:  
The Jim Martin Park site is 

Limited in space. A larger pool with addi-
tional amenities could require the re-
moval and relocation of other park 
amenities. 
Limited in spillover parking. There are 
nearly 90 parking stalls which would serve 
the pool unless there were other concur-
rent park events. 

 
The site could not accommodate both 
sides of the river because it is isolated 
from the southwest side of the commu-
nity. 
 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Jim Martin Park Site ranks as the 
fourth best location if the City demolishes 
both pools and build one new facility. 
 
The Jim Martin Park Site ranks as the best 
location if the City builds co-op facilities 
with the Towns of Ledgeview or Law-
rence. 

Table 9:  
Jim Martin Park 

- Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 

time  
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 Map 8: Jim Martin Park Site 
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Site: Future YMCA Site 
Description:  
The Future YMCA Site is located at the cur-
rent City of De Pere yard waste site off 
Rockland Road, and south of the industrial/
business park. This site would only be con-
sidered if part of a new YMCA were built 
after the construction of the southern 
bridge crossing between 2025-2030.  Map 9 
illustrates the site location. 
 
Households: 

Households with 15 minutes walking travel 
time: 180 
Households with 15 minute biking travel 
time:  4,859 
Households with 7.5 minute vehicle travel 
time:  5,850 
Households with 10 minute vehicle travel 
time:  10,629 

 
The Future YMCA Site Accessibility Rank-
ings: 

Fifth for amount of households within the 
comfortable walking distance. 
Sixth for the amount of households within 
the comfortable biking distance. 
Sixth for the amount of households within 
both of the vehicular service areas. 

Population Breakdown within 10 minute 
vehicle travel time: 
Over 65% of the population is within the 
ideal community pool user age demo-
graphic (family age - 0-49 years old). This 
is nearly identical to the seven other sites, 
with exception to the Southwest Park and 
the Conservancy Site (Humana Sports 
Complex) that average approximately 
70%. Table 10 details these findings. 
 
Interview Observations: 
The YMCA would be willing to partner 
with the City of De Pere to create a lar-
ger recreational complex. They will not 
build the site without the southern bridge 
crossing, giving them closer access to I-
41 and the West De Pere neighborhoods. 
The YMCA has a very successful business 
model and would not deviate away from 
that model without support from the City 
to construct and assist in managing an 
outdoor facility. Younger families are their 
core demographic target and the newer 
neighborhoods in the southwest and 
southeast corners of De Pere ideally fit 
the target demographic. 
 
Observational Opportunities:  
The Future YMCA site is: 

In the future growth area of the 
community. 
Located immediately adjacent to the Fox 
River Trail. 
Would co-locate resources with the 
YMCA to help efficiently run the two 
facilities as a single facility. 

 
Observational Challenges:  
The Future YMCA site is 

Currently isolated from most of the 
community. Most users would have to 
travel through the industrial/business park 
to access the site by vehicle. 
Currently a yard waste site and will 
remain a yard waste site for the 
foreseeable future. The existing pools will 
not last until the southern bridge 
connection is complete; therefore, the 
City would be required to relocate the 
yard waste site and coordinate with the 
YMCA to build the outdoor pool years 
ahead of the YMCA. This presents a 
challenge as the site would have limited 
access to most of the community for the 
first 5-10 years. 

Table 10:  
Future YMCA - 

Population 
Breakdown 

within 10 minute 
vehicle travel 

time 
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 Map 9: Future YMCA  Site 
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Currently encumbered by the missing 
connection between Rockland Road and 
Monroe Road. Completing the road 
network could make the site more 
appealing to a partnership with the YMCA, 
the City of De Pere, and the Town of 
Ledgeview. 

 
Weighted  Market Study Rankings: 
The Future YMCA site ranks as the fifth best 
(current) location if the City demolishes 
both pools and builds one new facility.  
 
The Future YMCA site ranks as the fifth best 
(current) location if the City builds co-op 
facilities with the Towns of Ledgeview and 
Lawrence and could enable the City to 
balance two pool locations on the north-
ern and southern ends of the City instead 
of the eastern and western ends. 

Co-location Interview 
Interviews with administrators from the 
surrounding communities reveal a poten-
tial opportunity to create facility or facili-
ties that could be constructed under an 
agreed partnership. There are already 
general relationships in place for shared 
use of several athletic fields, and it would 
be appropriate to extend the partnership 
to the aquatic facilities. The greatest 
challenge to the partnership could be 
location selection and negotiations be-
tween the elected bodies. 
 
As expected, the town's initial desired 
approach to a construction and mainte-
nance partnership would be on a per 
capita basis; however, it would be best 
to study past growth patterns and future 
growth trends for each municipality to 
best understand their individual roles in 
the partnership. Tables 11 and 12 illustrate 
a simple partnership example based on 
population.  
 
Example Partnerships Based on Flat Per 
Capita Percentages 

 
 

Table 11: De Pere –  
Ledgeview Partnership 

 Table 12: De Pere –  
Lawrence Partnership 
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Future Growth: 
Vierbicher conducted a “back of the 
envelope” calculation for the estimated 
growth of the community based on the 
Comprehensive Plan. According to the 
future land use map, Vierbicher identified 
approximately 1800-1900 acres of devel-
opable residentially designated land. Al-
most all of the available space is in the 
incremental growth area southeast of 
Rockland Road. To determine the poten-
tial future households, Vierbicher as-
sumed the following: 
 

15% space utilization for green space 
and natural area preservation 
60% space utilization for single to me-
dium density residential homes at ap-
proximately four units per acre (1/4 
acre lots similar to the subdivision lo-
cated south of Rockland Road) 
15% space utilization for mixed-use 
and multifamily developments at ap-
proximately 12 units per acre. 
10% space utilization for road right-of-
way (streets, sidewalks, and bike 
trails) 

 
According to the 2010-2014 American 
Community Survey, the City of De Pere 
had an estimated 2.62 members per 
households for owner-occupied housing 
units and 2.16 members per renter-
occupied units. Assuming a full build-out 
of the community, the southern portion 
of the city could see an increase of an 
additional 18,000 to 19,500 residents over 
the coming decades. The Wisconsin 
Population Lab partnership between the 
Wisconsin Department of Administration 
and the University of Wisconsin antici-
pates more conservative population 
growth. The Population Lab projects the 
City to expand to approximately 31,280 
by 2040; however, the partnership stated 
their projections make no assumptions for 
future annexations or boundary changes, 
and therefore do not anticipate growth 
from future annexed areas. 
 
The existing pool facilities have remained 
in use for over fifty years; therefore, it is 
vitally important to plan for the future 
growth of the community.  
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Final Recommendations 
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Final Recommendations  
Vierbicher combined the qualitative and 
quantitative analyses to create a series of 
recommendations for the City based on its 
preference for a future pool location(s).  
 
The recommendations are broken down 
into four parts 

A single facility 
Retain the existing facilities 
Co-locating Facilities 
Phased Co-located facilities 

Single Location  
The first option is to construct a larger single 
aquatic facility to serve the community. 
The City is slightly over the recommended 
thresholds for a single pool in the commu-
nity; however, cities in northern climate re-
gions tend to have higher thresholds to 
help balance the cost and the shorter 
revenue period. If the City elects to re-
move the existing two facilities and con-
struct a single aquatic facility, the three 
options available are (1) Voyageur Park, 
(2)Legion Park, and (3), VFW Park.  
 

Highest Ranked Option: Voyageur Park 
Voyageur Park is centrally located, and 
of the eight sites studied, has the poten-
tial to serve the second highest number 
of households by vehicle (second to the 
Brown County Fairgrounds). As a result, 
access to the Fox River Trail offers ease of 
access for walkers and cyclists. Therefore, 
the site affords the greatest amount of 
non-vehicular access to the facility. The 
site is also highly compatible with the ad-
joining commercial, residential, and rec-
reational land uses. Additional traffic to 
the site could spur an additional volume 
of retail sales as families stop on their way 
to and from the facility. The site also has 
ample parking, and the City would not 
have to construct new parking as a result 
of the site. 
  
Voyageur Park does have several con-
straints. Placing a single facility will re-
quire a portion of users to cross the Fox 
River to access it. Additionally, the adja-
cency to the main thoroughfares may 
pose some traffic concerns during the 
peak hours between 3:30 PM and 5:30 
PM. Therefore, the City will have to in-
crease signage and potential traffic 
calming to aid non-vehicular users ac-
cessing the site. The City will also have to 
designate a route/crossing for pedestri-
ans and bicyclists coming from the east 
side of Broadway.  Finally, the City will 
have to relocate any displaced existing 
young vegetation and work around the 
existing shoreland/wetland setbacks.  A 
site of 1.5-2.0 acres could be large 
enough to locate an aquatic facility. 
 
Second-Ranked Option: Legion Park 
Legion Park is located in an existing park 
on the east side of the Fox River and ad-
jacent to Webster Avenue and Dickinson 
Elementary School. Map 7 illustrates the 

Map 10: Voyageur Park Site Fit Study 

Figure 14: Splash Pad 
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Third-Ranked Option: VFW Park 
VFW Park is a large existing park located 
on the west side of the Fox River and adja-
cent to West De Pere High School. Map 2 
illustrates the site location. VFW Park is a 
well-established neighborhood park. It is an 
efficient choice because the remodeling 
or construction of a pool would enable the 
City to utilize existing site infrastructure 
(parking, water line, stormwater, etc.) and 
potentially reduce costs. The Park ranks as 
the third best location if the City demol-
ishes both pools and rebuilds one new fa-
cility. 
  
VFW Park also has several challenges. Use 
of the site would require relocation of exist-
ing park features to create enough space 
for an aquatic facility. The park is a greater 
challenge if the site infrastructure continues 
to deteriorate. A complete subgrade in-
spection during the renovations could ex-
pose greater concern for the existing infra-
structure than was previously reported in 
the 2014 facility assessment. Furthermore, a 
strict adherence to functional remodeling 
leaves the community with a facility that is 
not as desirable as those in surrounding 
communities. The most of the  residents 
could access the site by automotive vehi-
cle, but the site choice is limited by the 
traffic impacts from the single bridge cross-
ing 
 
Other Recommendation: 
Vierbicher also recommends that if the City 
removes the existing facilities then two 
small neighborhood-level splash pads 
should be installed where appropriate. This 
is to ensure that younger families still have 
immediate access to a facility. 
 

Map 11: Current Pools 

site location. The park is a well-
established neighborhood park. The park 
is an efficient choice because the re-
modeling or construction of a pool would 
enable the City to utilize existing site infra-
structure (parking, water line, stormwater, 
etc.) and could potentially reduce costs.  
Over the past 15 years, Legion Park has 
served more residents than VFW Park, 
ranging from a low of 2,500 additional 
residents in 2014 to almost 9,000 addi-
tional residents in 2011. The primary 
growth areas are also on the east side of 
the Fox River. Therefore, Legion Park ranks 
as the second best location if the City 
demolishes both pools and build one 
new facility. 
  
Legion Park also has several challenges 
and is limited in available space. A larger 
pool with additional amenities could re-
quire the removal and relocation of other 
park amenities. The site is limited in park-
ing. The constructing or remodeling of 
the pool with more amenities could at-
tract additional unsupported vehicular 
traffic to the site. The park is a greater 
challenge if the site infrastructure contin-
ues to deteriorate. A complete subgrade 
inspection during renovations could ex-
pose greater concern for the existing in-
frastructure than was previously reported 
in the 2014 facility assessment. Further-
more, a strict adherence to a simple re-
modeling leaves the community with a 
facility that is not as desirable as those in 
surrounding communities. The most of the 
residents could access the site by auto-
motive vehicle, but the site choice is lim-
ited by the traffic impacts from the single 
bridge crossing, and the site has a limited 
amount of on-site parking. 
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Two Facilities –  
Maintenance/Renovations  
A second option is to renovate the existing 
pool facilities to maintain their operating 
condition. This could be considered an effi-
cient use of resources because the remod-
eling or construction of a pool could en-
able the City to utilize existing and undam-
aged site infrastructure (parking, water 
lines, stormwater, accessory buildings, etc) 
to potentially reduce costs. 
 
The greatest challenge to this option is the 
uncertainty surrounding the full extent of 
the required renovations to the subgrade 
infrastructure. Furthermore, upon comple-
tion, the City would still be left with pool 
designs that are over a half-century old 
and accessory facilities that are outdated 
when compared to other aquatic facilities 
throughout the area. The City would also 
struggle to integrate new aquatic features 
(slides, splash pads, etc.) in the area of the 
existing pools without displacing old growth 
trees and other park amenities to help at-
tract new user groups. 
 
Many residents stated the City should re-
tain both facilities. Maintaining both facili-
ties would service both of the existing 
neighborhoods, but could eventually im-
pede the City from providing access to 
future residents of the City as the commu-
nity continues to grow in the southern por-
tion of the City.  According to the data 
gathered, the two facilities experienced a 
significant decline in user since 2002. Spe-
cifically, Legion Pool experienced a 56% 
drop in annual attendance, and VFW ex-
perienced a 43% drop in attendance since 
2002. Moreover, the combined atten-
dance of both pools in 2015 did not equal 
the attendance of the Legion Pool  alone 
n 2002. Vierbicher notes 2016 pool atten-
dance is up from the previous year, but  is 
only the third increase in attendance over 
the last 15 years. Without increasing the 
pool amenities to attract new families and 
users; it will be a greater challenge for the 
City to increase revenue to support the 
pools. 
 
The end of this report includes a case study  
from the City of Merrill. This City was faced 

with a similar decision to either renovate 
or reconstruct a pool at an existing loca-
tion with new amenities or construct a 
new aquatic facility with new amenities 
but in a different location. 
 
 
Co-located Facilities  
The third option is to construct and co-
locate a facility with the Town of Ledge-
view or the Town of Lawrence. This sce-
nario does provide the City with potential 
cost savings; however, it does have sev-
eral additional restrictions. Both commu-
nities expressed interest in combining re-
sources to construct a shared aquatic 
facility. Representatives of both commu-
nities also stated they understand a facil-
ity would most likely be located in the 
City, but express a desire to have the fa-
cility be nearby or with easy access to 
their residents. 
 
Therefore, based on the conducted mar-
ket analysis and the potential for the City 
to partner with a neighboring commu-
nity, the best locations for co-located 
facilities are Jim Martin Park with the 
Town of Ledgeview and a reconstructed 
facility at VFW Park for the Town of Law-
rence. 
 
Vierbicher notes each of these facilities 
would not be the ideal location if the 
City were to build a single facility as it 
would further isolate a portion of the City 
away from the aquatic facility. Therefore, 
if the City is to partner with one commu-
nity, it should also partner with the other 
community to provide equal access for 
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2 Locations – Phased Approach 
The final option studied includes the 
building of a single facility and the 
creation of available space for a future 
location as the City continues to grow. In 
this scenario, the City should construct a 
single aquatic facility that is best suited 
for the entire community at the present 
time. The completion of the southern 
bridge crossing and the further 
development of the industrial areas on 
both sides of the Fox River will eventually 
force the City to become more of a 
north/south community than the current 
east/west identification. Therefore, it 
would be appropriate  for the City to 
locate an aquatic facility  in the center 
of the northern portion of the City 
(Voyageur Park) and as the  community 
continues to grow, co-locate a facility 
with the YMCA in the southern portion of 
the City (Yard Waste site) during their 
construction period. 
 
Waiting until the anticipated 2025-2029 
bridge crossing will enable the City and 
the YMCA to cooperatively design and 
construct an aquatic facility to fit the site.  
A southern co-located facility could also 
be done in cooperation with both the 
Town of Ledgeview and the Town of 
Lawrence as their communities continue 
to grow. This option could offer significant 
cost savings for the construction of a sec-
ond facility within the City of De Pere. 
 
This phased approach does have some 
constraints. City residents will have ac-
cess to a single facility for approximately 
a decade until the development of the 
surrounding neighborhoods can support 
the new YMCA and bridge crossing. The 
future connection of Monroe Road to 
Rockland Road will also be vital to the 
success of this site. 
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Figure 15: Bierman Family Aquatic Center  

Figure 16: Bierman Family Aquatic Center  

Source: City of Merrill, WI 

Source: City of Merrill, WI 

Case Study 
Typically, attendance for aquatic facilities 
is highest after grand openings and stabi-
lizes over time. This trend also holds true on 
a seasonal basis, as patron attendance 
tends to be highest during the first half of 
the aquatic season but decreases to a sta-
ble level throughout the course of the sum-
mer. 

The City of Merrill, WI is located about two 
hours away by car. Merrill recently opened 
a new aquatic facility in June 2016 with 
tremendous success. The facility features a 
7,400 square foot pool area, a 2,300 square 
foot changing facility, and a 1,520 square 
foot equipment/mechanical/concession 
building. The facility contains three slides, a 
rock climbing wall, two diving boards, a 6-
lane competitive lap swim area, a zero-
depth splash pad area with playground, 
overhead dumping buckets, a family slide, 
a basketball area, floatable play structures, 
and shaded family areas.  

Merrill’s Parks and Recreation Director 
stated that attendance through the first 
month of the project surpassed 10,000, 
and revenue exceeded $50,000 due 
largely to the City-operated concession 
area. Similar to De Pere, there was some 
debate over location during the project’s 
planning process. One contingent hoped 
to build the new facility at the same lo-
cation as the old one, but floodplain 
concerns imposed limits on what could 
be built, and would have put the struc-
ture at risk due to site conditions. The City 
elected to build the new aquatic facility 
adjacent to an existing recreational 
complex and hoped the aquatic facility 
would complement existing recreational 
programming on site, such as baseball 
and softball diamonds, soccer fields, and 
a walking path. Aside from a handful of 
unforeseen expenses, the project was 
completed without delay and without 
major cost overruns. Merrill’s Parks and 
Recreation Director stressed that City offi-
cials were extremely pleased with the 
investment.  

Before the new facility, the City operated 
a small municipal pool that was forced to 
close in 2012 due to new ADA regulations 
and the costs associated with repair and 
maintenance. The City has experienced 
a dramatic increase in both attendance 
and revenue, with the Parks and Recrea-
tion director describing the difference as 
“night and day.” City officials stated they 
are drawing people from across the state 
because of the new facility, describing it 
as an “attraction and destination.” The 
City of Merrill’s new aquatic facility serves 
as a useful example of what is possible in 
the City of De Pere Elevated excitement 
among residents and success in terms of 
both attendance and revenue are 
achievable when a community intelli-
gently plans and invests in high-quality 
recreational infrastructure.  

Merrill has seen strong attendance and 
revenue figures despite its distance from 
large urban areas and relatively low re-
gional population.  
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Paula Rahn 

 

SUBJECT: Approval to accept $500 donation from Brown County Community 

Women's Club to Community Center.* 

 

 

The De Pere Community Center is the recipient of a $500 Community Award donation from the Brown 

County Community Women's Club. The donation would be applied towards various programs and special 

event costs such as the Senior Picnic, Halloween Workshop, Ringing In With Santa Claus Program, and 

prizes for our new VERB cooperative program with a portion also being applied to the Recreation 

Scholarship Program. 

 

Staff is seeking approval from the Board of Park Commissioners to accept this generous donation to help 

us provide wonderful events and to help make a difference for those in need of our services. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Jenny Hammes 

 

SUBJECT: Approval to accept donation from De Pere Area Men's Club for 

Senior Picnic.* 

 

 

On behalf of the Community Center, we are seeking the Board of Park Commissioner's approval  to 

accept a $300.00 donation from the De Pere Area Men's Club for the Senior Citizens Picnic. This 

donation will be used towards the cost of supplies for the picnic as well as purchase some door prizes. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Lori Tonn, 

Senior Program Coordinator 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Consider proposal from Dog Park Committee to donate pet exercise 

equipment and change dimensions.* 

 

 

The Dog Park Committee would like to donate Pet Exercise Equipment for the dog park. The exercise 

would be located on the easterly side of the Small Dog area. In order for the exercise area to be available 

to all dogs, the fencing would need to change so that the small dog area size is decreased.   

 

As staff, we are comfortable and would recommend changing the fencing to accommodate a higher 

potential use.  The small dog area, while definitely an attraction, is extremely large for the size of dogs 

that use the area.  We also don't see a reason to deny the donation, and feel it would provide a an 

attractiveness to the park.   

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 DPDPA letter for exercise equip 8-8-16 (DOCX) 

 Dog Park.Actual Fence (PDF) 
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August 4, 2016 

To:  City of De Pere Park Board 

From:  De Pere Dog Park Association  

Re: Agenda item to be reviewed at the August 18, 2016 meeting  

The De Pere Dog Park Association would like to move forward with capital improvements to the Dog 

Park located on Biotech Way.  The Association has raised additional money for the park and is seeking 

approval from the Park Board to proceed with the purchase and placement of the equipment for fall 

2016.  Your support of our ongoing effort to enhance the park is appreciated.   

Here are the details regarding the new equipment:  

 The purchase price of 4-5 agility items would be funded by the Association 

 The planned expenditure for these items is approximately $5K  

 The equipment will be commercial, professional grade, weather-proof , maintenance-free 

 Resources for installation including permanently affixing at the site will be provided by the 

City 

 The area to be used is located at the rear of the small dog area, approximate size of this area 

is 100x100 feet  

 Use of the equipment is open to all visitors to the park 

 The desired equipment includes a tunnel, jump, weave, and A-frame ramp with options to add 

additional equipment to the area  

The goal would also be to either cut the small dog area in half by adding additional fencing and a gate 

or to move the fencing from the north ½ of the small dog area and use it to create a smaller area and 

opening the equipment to the large area.  We would request the City’s help with this when possible. 

Questions may be directed to the DPDPA Officers.   

 John Barnstroff  *    Mary Cornelissen  *    Laurie McMorran  *    Mike Stumpf  *  
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Review and consider 2017 Draft Budget request. 

 

 

I have included a draft copy of our 2017 Budget proposal to the Mayor.  In addition, I have also included 

a brief summary/breakdown of our budget and how it compares to last year as a whole.  This is not a 

complete synopsis of our budget, and I will try to bring additional information to the Park Board meeting 

to better describe the details.   

 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.    

 

ATTACHMENTS: 

 2017 Draft Budget (PDF) 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Jenny Hammes 

 

SUBJECT: Optimist Park, Summer Carnival and Recreation Scholarship 

Donations 

 

 

Personal donation of $20.00 and the Pink Flamingo's donated $100.00 for Optimist Park Summer 

Playground.  Staff will use donations to purchase healthy snacks for kids in that area. 

 

De Pere Men's Club donated $200 for the summer carnival. 

 

The De Pere Parks, Recreation and Forestry Department recently received a donation of $200.00 from 

The Bugsy Softball Tournament Group to be used for the Recreation Scholarship Fund.   
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Fox Point Boat Launch Grant 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Donations for Senior Picnic 

 

 

We have several donations from community members and various businesses who have offered to donate 

various items, such as hand-knit items, plants, food supplies and small door prizes for the Senior Picnic. 
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                 City of De Pere, Wisconsin 

 

Request For Board of Park Commissioners Action 

 

 
  

 

MEETING DATE: August 25, 2016 

 

DEPARTMENT: Parks, Recreation & Forestry 

 

FROM: Marty Kosobucki 

 

SUBJECT: Optimist Park Playground 
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