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STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN 

i After careful evaluation and public review of alternatives, the Regional Planning Commission in 1966 adopted a 

regional land use plan for the design year 1990 as a guide for growth and development in the seven-county 

i Southeastern Wisconsin Region. Major reevaluations of the plan were completed in 1977 and 1992. These efforts 
culminated in the preparation and adoption of new land use plans embodying the basic principles and concepts of the 

initial plan, with the plan design period extended, first to the year 2000 and then to the year 2010. 

i In December 1997, the Commission completed the work necessary to extend the regional land use plan 10 years 
further into the future. The new plan accommodates population, household, and employment levels anticipated in the 

Region through the year 2020. As it was extended in time, the plan was reviewed and revised to reflect development 

i which had occurred or which had been committed to in the Region since completion of the year 2010 plan, and 

to reflect as well recently completed county and municipal land use plans which serve to refine and detail the 

regional plan. 

i The year 2020 regional land use plan incorporates the basic principles and concepts of the previously adopted plans. 
The plan promotes a compact, centralized regional settlement pattern, with urban development recommended to occur 

i within, and along the periphery of, existing urban centers; promotes the location of new urban development in areas 

which are physically suitable for such development and which may be readily served by basic urban services, 
including sanitary sewer, water supply, and public transit services; and seeks to preserve the environmentally sensitive 

lands and the most productive farmlands in the Region. Like the previous plans, the new plan is advisory in nature. 

i Plan implementation will depend largely upon the willingness of county and local governments to use land use 

controls to shape development patterns in the regional interest. 

i With the plan design period extended to the year 2020, the regional land use plan will continue to provide a sound 
regional development framework needed in support of transportation and other public facility planning at the regional 

level, and in support of the preparation of comprehensive plans and related plan implementation efforts by local units 

i of government in the Region. 

1 Very truly yours, 

i c Thomas H. Buestrin 
Chairman
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i Chapter I 

‘ INTRODUCTION 

The Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Com- In 1997, the Regional Planning Commission undertook a 

' mission is charged by law with the function and duty of project intended to extend the design year 2010 plan 10 
“making and adopting a master plan for the physical years further into the future, to a new design year of 

development of the [R]Jegion.” The permissible scope 2020. Because of the short period of time since adoption 
j and content of this plan, as outlined in the enabling of the design year 2010 plan and because new land 

legislation, extend to all phases of regional develop- use, population, and household data were not available, 

ment, implicitly emphasizing, however, the preparation a major plan reevaluation effort was not possible. This 

of spatial designs for the use of land and for supporting report documents the planning process applied to extend 
i transportation and utility facilities. the year 2010 plan to the design year 2020, and presents 

the resulting regional land use plan for that design year. 

The scope and complexity of areawide development 
; prohibit the making and adopting of an entire com- THE REGION 

prehensive development plan at one time. The Commis- | 
sion has, therefore, determined to proceed with the The Southeastern Wisconsin Region, as shown on Map 1, 

i preparation of individual plan elements which together —— gonsists of Kenosha, Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Racine, Wal- 

form the comprehensive plan. Each element is intended worth, Washington, and Waukesha Counties. Exclusive of 

to deal with an identified areawide developmental or Lake Michigan, these seven counties have a total area of 
; environmental objective. The individual elements are 2,689 square miles, or about 5 percent of the total area 

coordinated by being related to an areawide land use of Wisconsin. These counties, nevertheless, account for 
plan. Thus, the land use plan constitutes the most basic about 37 percent of the total population of the State, about 

if regional plan element, the element on which other 38 percent of all jobs in the State, and about 40 percent 
elements are based. of the total tangible wealth of the State as measured by 

_ equalized property value. Exclusive of school and other 

The Regional Planning Commission first adopted a special-purpose districts, the Region contains 154 local 
i regional land use plan in 1966. That plan had a design units of government, all of which participate in the work of 

year of 1990. Following a period of about 10 years, the the Commission. 

design year 1990 plan underwent a major review and 
a reevaluation, including an analysis of land development 

trends and their conformance to, and departure from, the 

year 1990 land use plan. This plan reappraisal was 
i supported by 1970 and 1975 regional land use inventory 

data and 1970 U. S. Bureau of the Census population 'The first regional land use plan is documented in 
and household data. This major plan reappraisal resulted SEWRPC Planning Report No. 7, Land Use-Transpor- 
in a determination that the basic principles and concepts tation Study, Volume One, Inventory Findings: 1963, May 

i of the 1990 land use plan should be carried forward into 1965; Volume Two, Forecasts and Alternative Plans: 1990, 
a design year 2000 land use plan, which was adopted June 1966; and Volume Three, Recommended Regional 
by the Commission in 1977. Similarly, following a period Land Use and Transportation Plans: 1990, November 

f of about 10 years, another major review and reevalua- 1966. The second regional land use plan is documented 

tion effort was undertaken using 1980, 1985, and 1990 in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 25, A Regional Land 
land use inventory data and 1980 and 1990 U. S. Bureau Use Plan and a Regional Transportation Plan for South- 

i of the Census population and household data. The basic eastern Wisconsin—2000, Volume One, Inventory Find- 

principles and concepts of the plan were again carried ings, April 1975, and Volume Two, Alternative and 
forward, into a design year 2010 land use plan, adopted Recommended Plans, May 1978. The third regional land 

; by the Commission in 1992. These plans are respectively use plan is documented in SEWRPC Planning Report 
documented in SEWRPC Planning Reports Nos. 7, 25, No. 40, A Regional Land Use Plan for Southeastern 

and 40.1 Wisconsin—2010, January 1992.
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The Southeastern Wisconsin Region, consisting of Kenosha, Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, Washington, and Waukesha Counties, encompasses 

an area of 2,689 square miles, or about 5 percent of the total area of the State of Wisconsin. These counties, nevertheless, account for about 37 percent 

of the total population of the State, about 38 percent of all jobs in the State, and about 40 percent of the tangible wealth of the State as measured by 

equalized property value. There are 154 general-purpose local units of government in the seven-county Region. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. 
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Geographically, the Region is located in a relatively The first regional land use plan placed heavy emphasis on 

i good position with regard to continued growth and devel- the continued effect of the urban land market in deter- 

opment. It is bounded on the east by Lake Michigan, mining the location, intensity, and character of future 

which provides an ample supply of fresh water for both urban development in the Region. The plan, however, 

a domestic and industrial uses and is an integral part of a recommended that the development trends be altered in 

major international transportation network. It is bounded the following significant ways in order to achieve a more 

on the south by the rapidly expanding metropolitan region healthful and attractive, as well as more efficient, regional 

of northeastern IIlinois and on the west and north by the settlement pattern: 
i fertile agricultural lands and desirable recreation areas 

of the rest of the State of Wisconsin. @ Encouraging a centralized settlement pattern with 
| new urban development proposed to occur at 

i THE EVOLVING REGIONAL medium urban densities as infill in existing urban 

LAND USE PLAN centers and along the periphery of, and outward 
from, existing urban centers, particularly in areas 

i The regional land use plan is an evolving guide for which can be readily served by public sanitary 

development in Southeastern Wisconsin. The current sewer, water supply, and transit services; which are 

plan—the design year 2010 plan adopted in 1992—is a covered by soils suitable for development; and 

i plan which builds upon the findings and recommendations which are not subject to special hazards such as 

of previous regional land use planning studies. While the flooding and erosion. 

regional land use plan has evolved, the basic concepts of 

j that plan have remained essentially the same since the @ Stabilizing and revitalizing existing urban centers, 
initial plan was adopted in 1966. The historical devel- halt} or ; ; ae 

; alting the historical loss in population and jobs in 
: opment of those concepts is described below. those centers, and promoting a return to growth, 

articularly in employment centers such as the 

Design Year 1990 Regional Land Use Plan Milwaukee central business district. 
In the initial regional land use planning study, a con- 

i certed effort was made to prepare and present for public 
evaluation the full range of alternatives that were prac- @ Preserving in essentially natural, open uses the 
tically available to the Region with respect to future land identified primary environmental corridors—that 
use development. Three alternative land use plans pro- is, linear areas in the landscape that encompass 

i posing distinctly different settlement patterns for the the most important elements of the natural resource 
Region—referred to as a “corridor” plan, a “satellite city” base, including lakes, rivers, and streams, and their 

plan, and a “controlled existing trend” plan—were pre- associated floodlands and shorelands; wetlands; 

a pared and evaluated. A fourth alternative, essentially an woodlands; prairies; wildlife habitat areas; and 
unplanned alternative, was also considered.? rugged terrain and high-relief topography. 

f | Technical evaluation indicated that the controlled existing ® Preserving most of the remaining prime agricul- 

trend plan was the best of the alternatives considered, and tural lands—the most productive farmland in the 

that alternative was the most favorably received by public Region—for agricultural use. 

a officials and citizens of the Region during an extensive 
public review process. Accordingly, the controlled exist- 
ing trend plan was adopted by the Commission in 1966 as Design Year 2000 Regional Land Use Plan 

the recommended regional land use plan for the year 1990. In the second regional land use planning study, two 
i variations of the controlled existing trend plan—a 

“controlled centralization” plan and a “controlled decen- 
tralization” plan—were considered. Under the former, 

i the basic development concept emphasized was one of 

: centralization, with most new development occurring in 

2The corridor, satellite city, and controlled existing planned neighborhoods as infill within existing urban 

i | trend alternative plans for the year 1990 are described centers, and along the periphery of existing urban centers 

in Chapter V of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 7, Volume within areas which may be readily served by centralized 

Two. The unplanned alternative for the year 1990 is public sanitary sewer and water supply facilities. Con- 

described in Chapter IV of SEWRPC Planning Report versely, the controlled decentralization plan placed greater 

a No. 7, Volume Three. emphasis on more diffuse, lower-density urban develop- 
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ment, with greater reliance on private soil absorption and urban land use in the Region through the year 2010. 

sewage disposal systems and private wells.? The alternative plans, in conjunction with the recom- i 
mended regional land use plan, represent a range of 

After careful review and evaluation of the alternatives and possible future conditions within the Region through the 

following public hearings, the Commission adopted the year 2010, within which planning and decision making 

controlled centralization alternative as the recommended regarding development matters may be carried out.* 

regional land use plan for the year 2000. In so doing, the 

Commission reaffirmed the basic principles and concepts NEED FOR PLAN 

of the first-generation plan, including, importantly, the REVISION AND EXTENSION 7 
centralization of urban development and the location of 

soe een ee cement in areas, which i inc meen To remain vital, the regional land use plan must be periodi- ; 
P eservation of prim environmental corti dors: and cally reviewed, revised as appropriate, and extended in 

th tio - vie acricultural lands ° time. The principal reason that the year 2010 plan needed 
© preservation OF prime ag 0 to be extended to the design year 2020, and revised and 

. . updated as part of such an extension, was to support i 

Design Year 2010 Regional Land Use Plan ongoing regional and local public facility planning. The 

In th e third regional land use pla nning study, the second regional land use plan provides a framework for trans- 
regional land use plan was revised and extended to the portation, utility, outdoor recreation, and other public , i 

year 2010. In view of the extensive work in the prepara facility planning at the regional, county, and local levels. 
tion and evaluation of alternative land use designs con- The planning period covered by the regional land use plan 

ducted in the first and second regional land use planning should be consistent with the planning periods used in | 
studies, and the finding i" each case that a controlled such facility planning. In facility planning, the planning 

existing trend plan emphasizing a centralized settlement period is usually established by the expected life of the 

pattern could best meet agreed-upon regional land use first facilities to be constructed as the plan is implemented, 
objectives, it was determined that additional design alter- and typically is about 20 years. By 1997, the year 2010 

natives need not be analyzed. Rather, it was determined regional land use plan had a remaining planning period of 

that the basic ° oncepts of the prior plans would be brought 13 years. If the regional land use plan is to continue to 

forward and incorporated into the year 2010 plan. Thus, serve as a sound basis for long-range public facility plan- i 
the year 2010 regional land use plan proposes a central- ning at the regional, county, and local levels, the design 
ized development pattern consistent with the efficient and year of the plan must be exten ded to the year 020. The 

economical provision of public facilities and services and next anticipated extension would occur in 2004 to the year j 

with the preservation of primary environmental corridors 2030, and would involve another major reappraisal of ) 
and prime agricultural lands. That plan is graphically the regional land use plan based upon year 1995 and year 

summarized on Map 2. Key features of the plan are set 2000 land use inventories, year 2000 U. S. Bureau of the ; 

forth in Table 1. Census population and household data, and year 2000 

In response to increased uncertainty regarding future employment data. 

trends in population and economic activity in the Region, As the design year of the regional land use plan is i 

under the third regional land use planning study, four land extended from 2010 to 2020, the plan will be reviewed and 

use plans for “alternative future” scenarios of growth amended to reflect development which has occurred or 

and change in the Region, conceptually bracketing the which has been committed to since completion of the 2010 i 
recommended year 2010 regional land use plan, were plan. The plan will incorporate recently completed county 

also prepared. The alternative future land use plans were and municipal land use plans which have served to refine 
intended to Teprese nt reasonable extremes of possible and detail the regional land use plan, and which are con- ; 
future conditions with respect to population, employment, sistent with adopted regional land use development 

objectives, principles, and standards. : 

3The controlled centralization and controlled decentrali- 4The recommended year 2010 regional land use plan i 

zation alternative land use plans for the year 2000 is described in Chapter X of SEWRPC Planning Report 
are described in Chapter V of SEWRPC Planning Report No. 40. The associated alternative future plans are pre- 
No. 25, Volume Two. sented in Chapter XI of that report. i 

a



i Map 2 

ADOPTED LAND USE PLAN FOR THE SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION: 2010 
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The design year 2010 regional land use plan adopted by the Commission in 1992 places heavy emphasis on the continued effect of the urban land market on determining the location, 
intensity, and character of future development. The plan seeks to influence the operation of the urban land market in three important ways. First, the plan recommends that intensive urban 
development occur only in those areas of the Region which are covered by soils suitable for such development, which are not subject to special hazards such as flooding and erosion, 

and which can be readily served by essential urban facilities and services. Second, the plan recommends the preservation in essentially natural, open uses of the remaining primary 
environmental corridors—linear areas in the landscape encompassing the most important features of the natural resource base. Third, the plan recommends the preservation, to the extent 
practicable, of the most productive farmland in the Region. 

Source: SEWRPC. 5



Table 1 

SUMMARY OF THE REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN FOR SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN: 2010 i 

ener e rere eee neers ce eee eee eee ence eeneene eee eeceeee eee eeeeeee eee ee ceeceeeee eee e eee eee eee c eee eeee ener e ee eee eee eee eee eee ence eee eee eee cece eee rece cece ee a 

Population, Households, and Employment 

e Accommodate growth in the resident population from 1,743,000 persons in 1985 to 1,911,000 persons in the year 2010, 
an increase of 168,000 persons, or 10 percent 

e Accommodate growth in resident households from 644,000 households in 1985 to 774,000 households in the year 2010, 

an increase of 130,000 households, or 20 percent | 

e Accommodate growth in regional employment from 944,000 jobs in 1985 to 1,180,000 jobs in the year 2010, an increase 

| of 236,000 jobs, or 25 percent 

Urban Areas i; 

e Expand the urban land area of the Region by 86 square miles, or 14 percent, from 605 square miles in 1985 to 691 

square miles in 2010 | 

@ Encourage a centralized pattern of urban land use, with new urban development proposed to occur as infill in existing ; 

urban centers and along the periphery of, and outward from, existing urban centers, particularly in areas which can 

be readily served by public sanitary sewer, water supply, and transit services; which are covered by soils suitable for 

development; and which are not subject to special hazards such as flooding and erosion | 

e Encourage new urban residential development to occur in planned neighborhood units which can be served with basic i 

facilities and services needed by households in daily life 

e Encourage new commercial and industrial development to occur in planned centers, including 19 major commercial 

centers and 25 major industrial centers | 

e@ Provide opportunities for participation in outdoor recreational activities, particularly through the development and 

maintenance of 31 major park sites 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas i 

e Preserve in essentially natural, open uses the remaining primary environmental corridors—linear areas in the landscape 

which contain concentrations of the most important remaining features of the natural resource base. Plan recommen- 

dations include limiting development to that necessary to accommodate required transportation and utility facilities, 

compatible outdoor recreational facilities, and, on a limited basis, rural-density residential use at a rate of no more than 

one dwelling unit per five acres. Under planned conditions, primary environmental corridors would encompass 474 
square miles, or 18 percent, of the total area of the Region | 

e Preserve, to the extent practicable, other environmentally sensitive areas identified as secondary environmental ; 

corridors and isolated natural resource areas. The preservation of such areas should be considered in county and 

local planning undertaken to refine and detail the regional plan 

Agricultural and Other Rural Lands , 

@ Preserve most of the remaining prime agricultural lands—the most productive farmland in the Region—for agricultural 

use, limiting residential development in such areas to one dwelling per 35 acres. Under planned conditions, prime | 

agricultural lands would encompass 1,031 square miles, or 38 percent, of the total area of the Region 

@ Retain other agricultural lands located beyond planned urban service areas in rural use. Provide opportunities for ‘ 

continued farming and maintain overall rural character insofar as practicable, particularly by limiting new development 

primarily to rural-density residential use at a rate of no more than one dwelling unit per five acres 

Source: SEWRPC. i 

The process of planning for the physical development be taken into account in the next phase of systems-level , 
of the Region is properly viewed as cyclical in nature, planning. There has been considerable county and local 
alternating between systems, or regional, planning and land use planning activity in the Region during the past 
local planning. With respect to land use planning, under decade. Two examples of recently completed plans under- i 
this planning cycle, an overall regional land use plan taken as local refinements of the regional land use plan 
design is initially prepared, followed by attempts to imple- include the Waukesha County development plan and 
ment the plan recommendations through county and local the comprehensive plan for the Kenosha Urban Planning a 
land use planning and zoning. If, for whatever reasons, District. Under the Waukesha County development plan, 
a particular feature of the regional plan cannot be imple- new approaches to farmland preservation and the curbing 

mented at the local level, such a determination needs to of urban sprawl are encouraged. For example, because i 
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of urban encroachment into agricultural lands, a limited accommodated is determined, in large measure, by the 

i | number of larger blocks of prime farmland remain in the population, household, and employment levels selected 
County. In order to maintain an agricultural resource for the plan design year. Under the continuing regional 

base, the plan encourages application of the concept of planning program, the Commission prepared new popu- 

community-supported agriculture (CSA). Community- lation, household, and employment projections for the 
i supported agriculture involves a close relationship between Region for the year 2020.° In response to the considerable 

farming operations and households in a local market area uncertainty which surrounds future rates of population 

that become direct consumers of products from the farms. and employment growth within the Region, the Com- 
; | Under a CSA arrangement, households in the vicinity of mission prepared three sets of population, household, and 

a farm operation pay an annual subscription fee for the employment projections. Two sets of projections, the 
right to share in the produce, typically fruits and vege- “high-growth” and “low-growth” projections, are intended 

: tables, produced on the farm over the course of a growing to identify reasonable upper and lower limits of popula- 
season. CSA arrangements provide for the convenient tion, household, and employment levels within the Region. 
distribution of quality produce to participating households; The high-growth and low-growth projections bracket 

i may provide a good return to the farmer and provide “intermediate-growth” population, household, and employ- 
additional stability to farming operations, since the risks ment projections, which are intended to be most repre- 
of a poor growing season are shared by the participating sentative of probable future conditions. 

f households; and provide an alternative form of agriculture, 
particularly on smaller farms where dairy farming and The recommended regional land use plan presented in 

large-scale cash grain operations are no longer feasible. this report was designed to accommodate population, 

| The Waukesha County development plan also seeks to household, and employment levels for the year 2020 pro- 
j curb urban sprawl by encouraging rural-density residen- jected under an intermediate-growth scenario. In order 

tial development in certain portions of the County, thus to provide a basis for the continued application of the 

accommodating limited residential uses while maintain- “alternative futures” approach to planning utilized by the 
i ing the rural character that still exists in those areas of Commission, two alternative land use plans accommo- 

the County. dating population, household, and employment levels 
projected under a high-growth scenario were also pre- 

a Numerous other local land use plans have been pre- pared. Within the context of the alternative futures plan- 

pared for cities, villages, and towns in the Region. In ning approach, the high-growth land use plans are intended 

. order to continue the planning cycle, this body of new to be used, together with the recommended land use plan, 
; local plans should be appropriately incorporated into in the development and evaluation of transportation and 

the design year 2020 regional land use plan. other public facility plans where it is necessary to consider 
a range of future population and employment levels. 

a THE PLANNING PROCESS 
ORGANIZATIONAL 

The new regional land use plan was prepared through a ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE STUDY 

seven-step planning process adhered to by the Regional 

i Planning Commission in all of its regional planning The work leading to the preparation of the year 2020 
studies. This process—study design, formulation of objec- —_—s regional land use plan was carried out by the staff of 
tives and standards, inventory, analysis and forecast, the Commission under the guidance of the Commission’s 

/ plan design, plan evaluation, and plan refinement and Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee on 
adoption—is described in detail in the aforementioned Regional Land Use Planning. Membership on that Com- 

SEWRPC Planning Reports Nos. 7, 25, and 40. mittee includes representatives from the U. S. Department 
i of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service; 

In the most basic sense, the year 2020 regional land use from the Wisconsin Departments of Natural Resources, 
plan was prepared as a revision and extension of the Administration, and Agriculture, Trade and Consumer 

i prior land use plan. The underlying principles and basic Protection; from the university community; from munici- 
design concepts of the year 2010 plan were brought for- pal and county planning and public works departments; 
ward into the new plan. The new plan was designed 

to accommodate anticipated population, household, and 

i employment levels in the Region through the year 2020. ®>See SEWRPC Technical Report No. 10 (3rd Edition), The 
| Economy of Southeastern Wisconsin, and SEWRPC Tech- 

In the preparation of the regional land use plan, the nical Report No. 11 (3rd Edition), The Population of 

' amount of new urban development which should be Southeastern Wisconsin, both dated October 1995. 
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from private utilities; and from environmental organi- presents the results of a review of the regional land use 

zations. A complete membership list of the Advisory development objectives and standards adopted under the i 

Committee is provided on the inside front cover of previous land use plans, along with any recommended 
this report. changes growing out of that review process. Chapter V 

presents a recommended regional land use plan designed f | 

to accommodate population, household, and employment 
SCHEME OF PRESENTATION levels for the year 2020 projected under an intermediate- 

growth scenario. Population levels envisioned under the 

The findings and recommendations of the year 2020 two alternative land use plans designed to accommodate ; 
regional land use planning study are documented in this year 2020 population, household, and employment levels 
report. Following this introductory chapter, Chapter II pre- anticipated under a high-growth scenario are presented in 

sents updated information regarding existing land use, pub- appendices. Chapter VI describes the actions which should a. 
lic utility service areas, and environmental corridors in the be taken by the various units and agencies of government 
Region; and Chapter III presents updated information concerned to facilitate implementation of the recom- 

regarding population, households, and employment levels mended plan. Chapter VII provides an overall summary of : 
in the Region, along with a set of population, household, the major findings and recommendations of this fourth 
and employment projections for the year 2020. Chapter IV regional land use planning study. 

8 | y



| Chapter II 

LAND USE AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

i INTRODUCTION Planning Report No. 30, A Regional Water Quality 
Management Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2000, a 

5 The regional land use plan for Southeastern Wisconsin has three-volume report completed in June 1979; and a series 
been developed based upon an extensive data base of the of SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Reports 

. physical characteristics of the Region which has been presenting refined planned sanitary sewer service areas 

i compiled by the Commission over the past 35 years. Under and environmental corridors within those areas. 

the regional planning program, the Commission has assem- 
bled a broad data base regarding the built and natural The summary presentation of inventory data in this chapter 

i environments of the Region, collating data from secondary is limited to those data most basic to the preparation of 
sources where feasible and undertaking primary data the year 2020 regional land use plan, including information 

collection activities as necessary. Information in this on existing and historical land use, public utility service 

f data base regarding the natural environment which areas, and environmental corridors in the Region. 

guided the preparation of the year 2020 regional land 
use plan includes data pertaining to the Region’s climate, LAND USE 
air quality, surface-water and groundwater resources, 

| physiography and topography, geology, mineral and The Commission relies on two types of inventories and 
organic resources, soils, vegetation including woodlands analyses in order to monitor urban growth and develop- 

and wetlands, fish and wildlife resources, natural hazards ment in the Region: an urban growth ring analysis and a 
i including floodlands, environmental corridors, and natural land use inventory. The urban growth ring analysis 

areas. With respect to soils data, it should be noted that delineates the outer limits of concentrations of urban 

pending changes to the Wisconsin Administrative Code development. The growth rings encompass concentrations 

i pertaining to the allowable types, siting, and design of of land developed for urban use and open lands being 

onsite sewage disposal systems will, contrary to sound preserved for resource conservation and outdoor recrea- 
land use planning practice, tend to foster, rather than tional purposes within such urban concentrations. When 

; discourage, the use of such systems. Soils limitations will related to urban population levels, the urban growth ring 
thus no longer pose a significant constraint to residential analysis provides a good basis for calculating urban popu- 
development in rural portions of the Region. Information lation densities. By contrast, the Commission land use 
regarding the built environment of the Region which inventory is a “land cover” inventory. As such, it identifies 

i guided preparation of the year 2020 regional land use plan as urban all lands which have been developed for resi- 
study includes data pertaining to existing and historical dential, commercial, industrial, institutional, transportation, 
urban growth, land use, housing stock, outdoor park and and other similar uses regardless of location. Both the 

f open space sites, historic sites, public utility systems and urban growth ring analysis and the land use inventory for 

service areas including sanitary sewerage and water supply the Region have been updated to the year 1990 under the 

systems, the arterial street and highway system, and public continuing regional planning program. 

i transit systems. 
Urban Growth Ring Analysis 

This data base of the Region’s built and natural environ- The urban growth ring analysis is intended to set forth a 
f ments used to guide the preparation of the regional land generalized graphical and quantitative depiction of the 

use plan has been extensively documented in Commission historical pattern of urban settlement, growth, and develop- 
reports, including SEWRPC Planning Report No. 40, A ment of the Region since 1850 for selected points in 
Regional Land Use Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin— time (see Map 3 and Table 2). Areas considered “urban” 

i 2010, January 1992; SEWRPC Planning Report No. 41, 4 under this time series analysis include areas of the Region 

Regional Transportation System Plan for Southeastern where residential structures or other buildings have been 

Wisconsin: 2010, December 1994; SEWRPC Planning constructed in relatively compact groups, thereby indi- 

i Report No. 42, A Regional Natural Areas and Critical cating concentrations of residential, commercial, industrial, 
Species Habitat Protection and Management Plan for governmental, institutional, or other urban land uses. In 

; Southeastern Wisconsin, September 1997; SEWRPC addition, the urban growth areas encompass certain lands 
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Until about 1950, urban development within the Region occurred in a fairly compact pattern, marked by concentric rings of relatively high-density urban 

development contiguous to existing urban areas and readily serviced by long-established transit, utility, and community facility systems. Soon after World 

War II, however, the character of urban growth in the Region began to change to a much more diffused pattern of development. Much of the new development 

occurred at relatively low densities in isolated urban enclaves to which the provision of urban services is difficult and costly. This urban sprawl pattern of 

development resulted in environmental and developmental problems which transcend the geographic limits and the fiscal capabilities of individual local units 

of government and therefore require the cooperation of all concerned units and agencies of government for sound resolution. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 
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Table 2 considered precisely representative of those respective 

i points in time. 
HISTORICAL URBAN GROWTH 

IN THE REGION: 1850-1990 In 1850, the urbanized portion of the Region was con- 
i OL ————— centrated primarily in the larger urban centers located at 

Burlington, Kenosha, Milwaukee, Racine, Waukesha, and 
Average Annual Change West Bend, along with many smaller settlements through- 

a Square from Previous Year out the Region. Over the 100-year period from 1850 to 

Year 1950, urban development in the Region occurred in what 
1850 4 -- could be considered concentric rings around existing urban 
1880 18 0.5 centers, resulting in a relatively compact regional settle- 

i 1900 37 1.0 ment pattern, and the developed urban area of the Region 
1920 56 1.0 increased at an average rate of about 1.4 square miles per 
1940 90 1.7 _ 
1950 146 5G year (see Table 2). After 1950, there was a significant 

i 1963 282 10.5 change in the pattern of and rate of increase in urban 

1970 338 8.0 development in the Region. While substantial amounts of 

1980 444 10.6 development continued to occur adjacent to established 
f 1990 513 6.9 urban centers, considerable-development also occurred in 

4Based upon the Regional Planning Commission urban growth isolated enclaves in out lying areas of the Region, resulting 
ring analysis. ina dramatic increase in the amount of urban development 

i in the Region since 1950. 
Source: SEWRPC. 

The change in population density in the Region is pre- 
sented in Table 3 and Figure 1. Between 1850 and 1970, 

i the regional population increased more than 15-fold, from 
about 113,400 persons tn 1850 to about 1,756,100 persons 

committed to urban use but not yet in such use, as well in 1970. As a result, the overall population density of 

f as open space lands, such as urban parks and lands the Region increased steadily from 42 persons per square 

being preserved for resource conservation purposes within mile in 1850 to 653 persons per square mile in 1970. 

the urban areas. It should also be noted that the afore- Owing to the relative stability of the regional popula- 

i mentioned definition of “urban” lands includes not only tion since 1970, there was little change in the overall 

high-density urban areas of central cities, but also areas population density of the Region between 1970 and 1990, 

generally perceived as “suburban” within both incorpo- that density approximating 673 persons per square mile 

i rated cities and villages and portions of towns that are in 1990. 

generally perceived as rural. The urban growth analysis 

is utilized to provide insight into the patterns of urban Population densities in urban areas of the Region, 

f development in the Region, especially prior to 1963—the however, have followed a different trend. The population 

date of the first Commission land use inventory—and as density of the urban area of the Region increased from 
a basis for calculating historical urban population densities about 7,156 persons per square mile in 1850 to its highest 

in the Region. level of 11,346 persons per square mile in 1920. After 

f 1920, the population density of the urban area of the 

The location and areal extent of urban development Region began a steady decline. In 1950, the urban popu- 

for the years 1850, 1880, 1900, and 1920 were identified lation density in the Region was 8,076 persons per square 

i using a variety of sources, including the records of local mile. The urban population density subsequently declined 

historical societies, land subdivision plat records, farm plat to 5,795 persons per square mile in 1963 and to 5,115 

maps, U. S. Geological Survey maps, and Wisconsin Geo- persons per square mile in 1970. Since 1970, the urban 

a logical and Natural History Survey records. The location population density has continued to decline, dropping 

and areal extent of urban development for the years 1940, to 3,510 persons per square mile in 1990. Continued 

1950, 1963, 1970, 1980, and 1990 were identified using reductions in urban population density have important 

i aerial photographs. Because of limitations inherent in the implications for regional transportation system planning, 

source materials, information presented for the years particularly with respect to public transit, because lower 

1850, 1880, 1900, and 1920 represents the extent of urban urban population densities tend to increase dependency 

development at approximately those points in time, on automobiles while decreasing the feasibility of tran- 

; whereas the information presented for later years can be sit systems. 
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Table 3 

POPULATION DENSITY TRENDS IN THE REGION: SELECTED YEARS, 1850-1990 j 

Urban Population Rural Population Area (square miles) Persons per Square Mile 

Percent Percent Total { 
Year Number of Total Number of Total Population Urban@ Total Urban Total 

1850 28,623 25.2 84,766 74.8 113,389 4 2,689 7,156 42.2 

1880 139,509 50.3 137,610 49.7 277,119 18 2,689 7,751 103.1 i 

1900 354,082 70.6 147,726 29.4 501,808 37 2,689 9,570 186.6 

1920 635,376 81.1 148,305 18.9 783,681 56 2,689 11,346 291.4 

1940 991,535 92.9 76,164 74 1,067,699 90 2,689 11,017 397.1 
1950 1,179,084 95.0 61,534 5.0 1,240,618 146 2,689 8,076 461.4 

1963 1,634,200 97.6 40,100 2.4 1,674,300 282 2,689 5,795 622.6 

1970 1,728,946 98.5 27,137 1.6 1,756,083 338 2,689 65115: 653.1 

1980 1,749,238 99.1 15,558 0.9 1,764,796 444 2,689 3,940 656.3 

1990 1,800,751 99:5 9,613 0.5 1,810,364 513 2,689 3,510 673.2 | 

NOTE: Beginning in 1940, the “rural nonfarm” population is included in the urban total. 

@Based upon the Regional Planning Commission urban growth ring analysis. i 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. 5 

Figure 1 

POPULATION DENSITY IN THE REGION: 1850-1990 { 

OVERALL POPULATION DENSITY POPULATION DENSITY FOR URBAN AREAS 
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Source: SEWRPC. i 

Land Use Inventory nine major categories which are divisible into 66 minor 
The land use inventory is intended to serve as a relatively categories, making the inventory suitable for both land use i 

precise, high-quality record of “land cover” in the Region and transportation planning; adaptable to stormwater drain- 
at selected points in time (see Map 4 and Table 4). The age, public utility, and community facility planning; and 
classification system for the land use inventory consists of compatible with other land use classification systems. fi 
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This map summarizes the spatial distribution of the various land uses existing within the Region in 1990. Urban land uses—consisting of lands devoted to 

residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, governmental and institutional, and transportation, communication, and utility uses—occupied a total of about 

637 square miles, or about 24 percent of the area of the Region, in 1990. Nonurban land uses—consisting of agricultural lands, wetlands, woodlands, surface 

water, extractive and landfill sites, and unused rural lands—totaled 2,053 square miles, or about 76 percent of the Region. While urban land uses encompassed 

less than one-quarter of the Region, those uses were diffused throughout the Region, creating an impression of widespread urbanization. 

i Source: SEWRPC. 
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Table 4 

LAND USE IN THE SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 i 

ee 

Existing Land Use 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Square | of Urban/ | Percent | Square | of Urban/ | Percent | Square | of Urban/ | Percent | Square | of Urban/ | Percent 
Land Use Category Miles | Nonurban | of Total Miles | Nonurban | of Total Miles | Nonurban | of Total Miles | Nonurban | of Total 

Urban i 

Residential ............55 191.5 43.2 7 223.0 44.1 8.3 281.0 475 10.4 307.7 48.3 114 
Commercial .......-0...5 88 2.0 0.3 10.5 24 04 12.8 22 05 15.2 24 0.6 
Industrial ..........0.004 14 2.6 0.4 14.3 2.8 0.5 75 3.0 07 20.5 3.2 0.8 
Transportation, 

Communication, 
and Utilities? ........... 143.2 32.3 5.3 162.0 32.1 6.0 183.9 31.1 68 194.9 30.6 7.2 

Governmental 

and Institutional ........ 20.4 46 08 24.8 49 0.9 26.6 45 1.0 27.0 43 1.0 
Recreational ............ 26.2 5.9 1.0 33.2 6.6 12 38.0 6.4 14 40.9 64 15 
Unused Urban Land ...... 41.7 94 1.6 375 74 1.4 31.1 53 1.2 30.5 48 11 

Nonurban 
Natural Areas 

Surface Water ........ 71.6 3.2 27 74.0 3.4 27 76.2 3.6 28 76.9 37 2.9 
Wetlands...........4. 274.3 12.2 10.2 270.3 12.4 10.1 266.6 12.7 9.9 268.7 13.1 10.0 
Woodlands ........... 186.8 83 69 184.3 84 69 181.9 87 68 185.9 91 6.9 
Subtotal 532.7 23.7 19.8 528.6 24.2 19.7 524.7 25.0 19.5 531.5 25.9 19.8 

Agricultural ............. | 1,637.1 72.9 60.9 1,564.7 7 58.2 1,475.4 70.3 54.8 1,395.4 68.0 51.9 
Unused Rural and 
Other Open Land ........ 76.3 3.4 28 90.4 41 34 98.4 47 3.7 125.9 61 47 

Change in Land Use 

1963-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1963-1990 | 

Land Use Category Square Miles Square Miles ‘Square Miles Percent Square Miles 

Urban 
Residential .............04 315 16.4 58.0 26.0 26.7 95 116.2 60.7 
Commercial ........000000 7 19.3 2.3 219 2.4 18.7 64 72.7 
Industdal: occcsecc.crersevs 2.9 25.4 32 22.4 3.0 74 9.1 79.8 
Transportation, 
Communication, 
and Utilities. 2. <osssysuvs 18.8 13.1 21.9 13.5 11.0 6.0 51.7 36.1 

Governmental 
and Institutional .......... 44 21.6 18 73 04 15 6.6 32.4 

Recreational ............605 7.0 26.7 48 14.5 29 18 14.7 56.1 
Unused Urban Land ........ 4.2 -10.1 -6.4 17.4 -0.6 “1.9 -11.2 -26.9 

Nonurban 
Natural Areas 

Surface Water .......... 2.4 3.4 2.2 3.0 07 0.9 5.3 74 
Wetlands ........0.06005 -4.0 -15 “3.7 “1.4 24 08 5.6 -2.0 
Woodlands ..........0.4 -25 13 “2.4 -1.3 4.0 2.2 -0.9 -0.5 

Subtotal 4.1 0.8 “3.9 0.7 68 13 “1.2 -0.2 
Agricultural .........0..22. 724 44 -89.3 6.7 -80.0 5.4 “241.7 -14.8 
Unused Rural and 
Other Open Land.......... 14.1 18.5 8.0 88 275 27.9 49.6 65.0 i 

Nonurban Subtotal | eae | ae | ws fs Tas eet 88 
Net Change in Total 
Area of Region -0.3 i 

NOTE: The change in the total area of the Region is the net effect of Lake Michigan shoreline erosion, accretion, and landfill activities. 

includes off-street parking areas with more than 10 spaces associated with various urban land uses. i 

Source: SEWRPC. i 
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Areas considered “urban” under the land use inventory encompassed about 30 square miles, or 4.8 percent of all 

i include areas of any size and location which are covered urban lands. 

by residential; commercial; industrial; transportation, com- 

munica tion, and utility; governmental and institutional; or Between 1963 and 1990, urban land uses in the Region 
intensive recreational uses; areas perceptibly committed to . ; 

increased by about 193 square miles, or 44 percent (see 
such uses but not yet in such uses; and unused urban ; 

1 . : Table 4). Lands in each of the major urban land use 
lands.' The land use inventory, which was first completed . : ; 

Lage . .; categories, with the exception of unused urban land, 
in 1963, is utilized to precisely locate and quantify various . . ou. 

increased significantly during this time. The residential 
land uses; precisely locate and quantify changes in land . } : 

land area increased by 61 percent; the commercial land 
use between inventory years; and provide base data as the . d bv 73 . ; 
oint of departure for land use plans area increased by 73 percent; and the industrial land 

i P area increased by 80 percent. Lands in the transporta- 

The location and areal extent of land use for all of the tion-communication-utilities, governmental “institutional, 
; . . ; ; and recreational land use categories also increased sig- 

Regional Planning Commission land use inventories ; 
iar ~ ; . nificantly—by 36 percent, 32 percent, and 56 per- 

were identified primarily using aerial photographs. With . 
. ; cent, respectively. 

the exception of intensively developed urban areas, where 
field surveys were undertaken, the existing land uses were 

; delineated on SEWRPC aerial photographs at a one-inch- The amount of urban land use and changes in the amount 

equals-400-feet scale. of urban land use in the Region by county is shown in 

Table 5. In 1990, Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties 

Urban Land Uses encompassed the most urban land use among the seven 

f Although Southeastern Wisconsin is an urban region, less counties in the Region, with 185 square miles and 168 

than one-quarter of its total area is devoted to urban land square miles, respectively, of urban land use accounting 

uses. The trend in the various major categories of land collectively for about 55 percent of all urban land use in 

; use for selected years from 1963 to 1990, based upon the the Region. The remaining five counties in the Region 

Commission land use inventories, is presented for the each encompassed 46 to 65 square miles of urban land 

Region in Table 4. In 1990, urban land uses—consisting of use, each representing 7 percent to 10 percent of all urban 

i residential, commercial, industrial, recreational, govern- land use in the Region. From 1963 to 1990, Waukesha 

mental and institutional, and transportation, communica- County experienced the largest absolute increase in urban 

tion, and utility uses—together with unused urban lands land use among counties in the Region, an increase from 
i encompassed about 637 square miles, or about 24 percent about 95 square miles in 1963 to about 168 square miles 

of the total area of the Region. Residential land comprised in 1990. Washington County exhibited the largest per- 

the largest urban land use category, encompassing about centage increase in the amount of urban land use between 

308 square miles, or about 48 percent of all urban land use 1963 and 1990, with an increase of about 87 percent. This 
and 11 percent of the total area of the Region. Commercial was followed closely by Ozaukee and Waukesha Counties, 
lands encompassed about 15 square miles, or 2.4 percent with urban land use in both counties increasing by about 

of all urban land use. Industrial lands encompassed about 76 percent over that period. 

E 21 square miles, or 3.2 percent of all urban land use. Land | 

used for governmental and institutional Pee encom Nonurban Land Uses 

passed 27 square mies, or 4.3 percent 0 j uroan 1an Nonurban lands—consisting of agricultural lands, wet- 

use. Lands devoted to eee eet vere ee ‘harben lands, woodlands, surface water, extractive and landfill 

passed about 41 “revon eS, OF ©. percent ora upan sites, and unused rural lands—encompassed about 2,053 
land USE. vanes evotec s Wine eae an 4 for streets square miles in 1990, or about 76 percent of the total area 

i ton, and utility “leave. ain Ing oad ai veo of the Region. Agricultural land constituted the largest 

and pen ays, ta ways, ee 0S ity an ‘les. oy nonurban land use category, encompassing about 1,395 

munication fact Nall uvba + tne | bout a eS, OF square miles, or about 68 percent of all nonurban land 

E about 31 en ° f h an van Unt vane pee and 52 percent of the total area of the Region. Wetlands, 
of the total area of the Region. Unused urban lands woodlands, and surface water, in combination, encom- 

passed about 532 square miles, representing about 26 per- 

i cent of all nonurban lands and about 20 percent of the 

1Unused urban lands consist of open lands, other than total area of the Region. Unused rural and other open 
wetlands and woodlands, which open lands are located in lands, consisting of open lands other than surface water, 
urban areas but which have not yet been developed for or wetlands, woodlands, and agricultural lands, encompassed 

P committed to a particular use. about 126 square miles, representing about 6 percent of 
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| , Table 5 | | 

URBAN LAND IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 i 

Urban Land@ | ; 

Square Percent Square Percent Square Percent Square Percent | 
| County Miles | of Region Miles of Region |: Miles of Region Miles of Region 

Kenosha ............. 37.4 8.4 41.5 8.2 48.6 8.2 52.3 8.2 
Milwaukee .............. 163.7 36.9 172.6 34.1 180.1 30.5 185.2 29.1 

Ozaukee .............8 25.9 5.9 32.8 6.5 41.5 7.0 45.6 7.2 | 
Racine ....... eee eee 46.2 10.4 54.6 10.8 61.8 10.5 65.0 © 10.2 
Walworth ...........6. 43.1 9.7 48.9 9.7 58.5 9.9 61.3 9.6 
Washington........... 31.8 7.2 38.3 7.6 50.5 8.5 59.5 9.3 
Waukesha ............. 95.1 21.5 116.6 23.1 149.9 25.4 167.8 26.4 

| Region | 443.2 | 100.0 | 5053 | 1000 | 5909 | 1000 | 6367 | 1000 | f 
Change in Urban Land 

1963-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1963-1990 i 

Square Square Square Square 
County Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent 

Kenosha ............. 4.1 11.0 7.1 17.1 3.7 7.6 14.9 39.8 

Milwaukee ............ 8.9 5.4 7.5 4.3 5.1 2.8 21.5 13.1 
Ozaukee ..........0008 6.9 26.6 8.7 26.5 4.1 9.9 19.7 76.1 
Racine .............-. 8.4 18.2 7.2 13.2 3.2 5.2 18.8 40.7 

Walworth............. 5.8 13.5 9.6 19.6 2.8 4.8 18.2 42.2 
Washington........... 6.5 20.4 12.2 31.9 9.0 17.8 27.7 87.1 
Waukesha ...........5 21.5 22.6 33.3 28.6 17.9 11.9 72.7 76.4 

P Region «| gat (| ao (| ase | toa | ase | 78 | sas | aa7 ' 
4Urban land includes residential; commercial; industrial; transportation, communication, and utility; governmental and institutional; 
recreational; and unused urban lands. . 

Source: SEWRPC. i 

all nonurban lands and about 5 percent of the total area the net effect of the clearing of woodlands in certain areas ; 
of the Region. and the reforestation of other areas. 

Nonurban lands in the Region decreased by about 193 , , Y PUBLIC UTILITY SERVICE AREAS 
Square miles, or about 9 percent, between 1963 and 1990. 
Most of this loss resulted from the conversion of agricul- 

tural land to urban use. As shown in Table 4, losses in Utility systems are among the most important and 

wetlands and woodlands also occurred during this time. permanent elements of urban growth and development, i 
The wetland area declined by 5.6 square miles, or about as urban development is highly dependent upon utility 

2 percent, between 1963 and 1990, while the woodland systems providing electricity, natural gas, communications, 

area declined by 0.9 square mile, or less than 1 percent. water, and sewerage. Sanitary sewerage and water supply i 
The change in wetland and woodland areas between 1963 utilities are particularly important to land use planning 
and 1990, like the changes in all land use categories, because the location and density of urban development 
represents net change within the Region. Thus, the change influences the need for such facilities and, conversely, the i 
in the wetland area reported between two inventory years existence of such facilities influences the location and 
is the net result of decreases in certain areas of the density of new urban development. Proper land use plan- 
Region—due, for example, to drainage or filling activity— ning can serve to discourage development to prevent the 
and increases in other areas—due, for example, to the need to serve some areas, while encouraging development 7 
abandonment of agricultural drainage systems or to to make serving other areas more feasible—in both cases 
planned wetland restoration efforts. Similarly, the change minimizing environmental impacts and public expendi- 
in the woodland area between two inventory years reflects tures. Lack of proper land use planning, such as was the i 
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q 
case around many lakes in the Region beginning in the in 1970, with 9.4 square miles, or 2 percent of the County 

| 1940s, can serve to inadvertently create a need for sewer- area, served, and 30,200 persons, or 47 percent of the 

| i age utilities, water supply utilities, or both where such a County population, served. 
need could have been avoided through more appropriate 

| development. The extent and location of areas served Water Supply Service 

| i by existing sanitary sewerage and water supply utilities Areas served by public water utilities in 1990 encom- 
| are thus important considcrations in any land use plan- passed about 344 square miles, or about 13 percent of the 
| ning effort. total area of the Region (see Map 6). As indicated in 
E Table 7, these areas were inhabited by about 1,484,600 

: The majority of sewerage and water supply utilities in persons in 1990, or about 82 percent of the total resident 
| the Region are organized as sewer and water departments population of the Region. Among the seven counties in the 

of incorporated municipalities, and serve largely those Region, Milwaukee County had the largest amount and 

| i areas within the respective political boundaries of the proportion of land and population served by public water 
| municipalities. Where sanitary districts have been organ- utilities in 1990, with 177 square miles, or 73 percent of 

, ized, sewer and water service area limits may not be coter- the County area, served, and 942,500 persons, or 98 per- 
| i minous, although the individual service areas will often cent of the County population, served. Ozaukee County 

tend to approximate one another. Therefore, a general exhibited the smallest amount of land served and the 
| pattern of sewer and water service areas following political smallest amount and proportion of population served by 

| ; boundaries rather than natural topographic boundaries, public water utilities in 1990, with 12 square miles, or 

| such as watershed boundaries, exists within the Region. 5 percent of the County area, served, and 35,900 persons, 

or 49 percent of the County population, served. 

; Sanitary Sewer Service 

Areas served by public sanitary sewers in 1990 encom- Comparable data pertaining to area and population served 
passed about 433 square miles, or about 16 percent of by public water utilities for 1970 are aiso presented in 

5 the total area of the Region (see Map 5). As indicated Table 7, and indicate that about 259 square miles, or about 
in Table 6, these areas were inhabited by about 1,594,300 10 percent of the total area of the Region, were served 

persons in 1990, or about 88 percent of the total resident by water utilities in 1970. As indicated in Table 7, these 
population of the Region. Among the seven counties in areas were inhabited by about 1,390,500 persons in 1970, 

i the Region, Milwaukee County had the largest amount or about 79 percent of the total resident population of the 
and proportion of land and population served by public Region at that time. Among the seven counties in the 
sanitary sewers in 1990, with 191 square miles, or 79 per- Region, Milwaukee County had the largest amount and 

i cent of the County area, served, and 954,600 persons, or _ proportion of land and population served by public water 
nearly 100 percent of the County population, served. utilities in 1970, with 165 square miles, or 68 percent of 
Washington County had both the smallest amount of the County area, served, and 1,013,900 persons, or 96 per- 

F land served and the smallest proportion of population cent of the County population, served. Ozaukee County 

served by public sanitary sewers in 1990, with 18 square had the smallest amount of land and population served 

miles, or 4 percent of the County area, served, and 53,300 by public water utilities in 1970, with seven square miles, 
, persons, or 56 percent of the County population, served. or 3 percent of the County area, served, and 25,700 per- 

sons, or 47 percent of the County population, served. 

Comparable data pertaining to area and population served Washington County exhibited the smallest proportion of 
by public sanitary sewers for 1970 are also presented in area served by public water utilities in 1970, with just 

F Table 6, and indicate that about 309 square miles, or about under 2 percent of the County area served; and Waukesha 
12 percent of the total area of the Region, were served by County had the smallest proportion of population served 
public sanitary sewers in 1970. As indicated in Table 6, by public water utilities in 1970, with about 37 percent of 

i these areas were inhabited by about 1,488,700 persons in the County population served. 
1970, or about 85 percent of the total resident population 
of the Region at that time. Among the seven counties in ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDORS 
the Region, Milwaukee County had the largest amount 

E and proportion of land and population served by public AND ISOLATED NATURAL 

sanitary sewers in 1970, with 179 square miles, or 74 per- RESOURCE AREAS 
; cent of the County area, served, and 1,034,700 persons, or 

98 percent of the County population, served. Washington One of the most important tasks completed under the 
County had the smallest amount of land and amount and regional planning program for Southeastern Wisconsin 

; proportion of population served by public sanitary sewers has been the identification and delineation of those areas 
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Centralized public sanitary sewer service in the Region was provided to an area of about 433 square miles, or about 16 percent of the total area of the Region, 
in 1990. About 1.59 million persons, or about 88 percent of the total resident population of the Region at that time, were then served by sanitary sewers. The 

remaining 12 percent of the resident population, or about 216,000 persons, relied on private onsite sewage disposal systems or holding tanks. A relatively small 

portion of these, about 10,000 persons, lived on farms. The remaining 206,000 persons were urban dwellers generally living in scattered fashion throughout 
the rural and rural-urban fringe areas of the Region. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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Table 6 

i AREA AND POPULATION SERVED BY PUBLIC SANITARY SEWERS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1970 AND 1990 

i [we SSC*dSC(“‘ONO™™OC OOO ame [Bar [oR [ee [Pa County Miles of Area Miles of Area Persons of Population Persons of Population 

) 

Milwaukee ............ 179.0 73.9 190.7 78.6 1,034,700 98.2 954,600 99.5 
Ozaukee ...........0-. 17.3 7.4 22.3 9.5 36,300 66.7 54,900 75.4 
Racine ..........--.-- 29.5 8.7 52.3 15.4 135,900 79.6 154,900 88.5 : 
Walworth ...........-. 11.9 2.1 20.5 3.6 35,500 56.0 45,200 60.2 

, Washington ........... 9.4 2.2 18.0 4.1 30,200 47.3 53,300 55.9 
Waukesha .........-.- 38.5 6.6 88.5 15.2 122,100 52.8 219,500 72.0 

| Region | tone | ts | asz9 | 61 | 1.488.700 | sas | 1594300 | 981 
i Source: SEWRPC. 

of the Region in which concentrations of the best mental corridors” by the Regional Planning Commission.” 
remaining elements of the natural resource base occur. It Primary environmental corridors include a wide variety 

E was recognized that preservation of such areas is essen- of the aforementioned important natural resource and 
tial to both the maintenance of the overall environmental resource-related elements and are at least 400 acres in size, 

quality of the Region and to the continued provision of two miles in length, and 200 feet in width. Secondary envi- 
F amenities required to maintain a high quality of life for ronmental corridors generally connect with the primary 

the resident population, especially where these elements environmental corridors and are at least 100 acres in size 

are concentrated in identifiable geographic areas. and one mile in length. In addition, smaller concentrations 
; of natural resource base elements that are separated 

Under the regional planning program, seven elements of physically from the environmental corridors by intensive 

the natural resource base have been considered essential urban or agricultural land uses have also been identified. 
F to the maintenance of the ecological balance, natural These areas, which are at least five acres in size, are 

beauty, and overall quality of life in Southeastern Wis- referred to as isolated natural resource areas. 
consin: 1) lakes, rivers, and streams, and their associated 
shorelands and floodlands; 2) wetlands; 3) woodlands; In any consideration of environmental corridors and 

i 4) prairies; 5) wildlife habitat areas; 6) wet, poorly drained, important natural features, it is important to note that 
and organic soils; and 7) rugged terrain and high-relief the preservation of such features can assist in flood- 

topography. In addition, there are certain other features flow attenuation, water pollution abatement, noise pollu- 
, which, although not part of the natural resource base tion abatement, glare reduction, and favorable climate 

per se, are closely related to, or centered upon, that base modification. In addition, because of the many interacting 

and are a determining factor in identifying and delineating relationships existing between living organisms and their 
: areas with recreational, aesthetic, ecological, and cultural environment, the destruction or deterioration of one impor- 

value. These five additional elements are: 1) existing park | tant element of the total environment may lead to a chain 
and open space sites; 2) potential park and open space reaction of deterioration and destruction of other elements. 

i sites; 3) historic sites; 4) scenic areas and vistas; and The drainage of wetlands, for example, may destroy fish 
5) natural areas and critical species habitat sites. 

; The delineation of these 12 natural resource and natural- 24 detailed description of the process of refining the 
resource-related elements on maps results, in most areas delineation of environmental corridors in Southeastern 
of the Region, in an essentially linear pattern of relatively Wisconsin is presented in the March 1981 issue (Vol. 4, 

; narrow, elongated areas which have been termed “environ- No. 2) of the SEWRPC Technical Record, pp. 1-27. 
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Public water supply service was provided to an area of about 344 square miles, or about 13 percent of the total area of the Region, in 1990. About 1.48 million 

persons, or about 82 percent of the resident population of the Region at that time, were then served by public water supply systems. In addition to publicly 

owned utilities, there were numerous private or cooperatively owned water utilities in the Region in 1990, serving residential subdivisions, apartment 

developments, mobile-home parks, and institutions. These private or cooperatively owned water supply systems served areas encompassing about 11 square 

miles, having a population of about 35,000 persons, in 1990. 

Source: SEWRPC.



: Table 7 

i AREA AND POPULATION SERVED BY PUBLIC WATER UTILITIES IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1970 AND 1990 

ss SSS 

i [wT SmSSSC*dSC(“‘CWOOOCCOOOCS ee County Miles of Area Miles of Area Persons of Population Persons of Population 

. 

Milwaukee ...........-. 165.2 68.1 176.5 72.8 1,013,900 96.2 942,500 98.2 
Ozaukee ..........0005. 7.2 3.1 11.5 4.9 25,700 47.2 35,900 49.3 
Racine ............0e- 25.2 7.4 38.0 11.2 120,900 70.8 142,700 81.5 
Walworth .........0.55. 12.7 2.2 16.1 2.8 36,300 57.2 40,900 54.5 
Washington ........--.. 8.1 1.9 15.6 3.6 28,300 44.4 50,900 53.4 
Waukesha ............. 24.6 4.2 59.1 10.2 84,400 36.5 174,700 57.4 

Revion ———=«d;SCasoa |e | eas | sae | vavosoo | 792 | 1aeao0 | 20 
i NOTE: In addition to publicly owned water utilities, there were numerous private or cooperatively owned water utilities in the Region in 1990 serving 

residential subdivisions, apartment developments, mobile-home parks, and institutions. For purposes of this study, private water supply systems are 

defined as those nonpublic systems which have at least 15 service connections used by year-round residents or which regularly serve at least 25 year- 

round residents. These private or cooperatively owned water supply systems served areas encompassing about 11 square miles, with a population 

i of about 35,000 persons, in the Region in 1990. 

Source: SEWRPC. 

i spawning areas, wildlife habitat, groundwater recharge valleys, around major lakes, and along the Kettle Moraine. 
areas, and natural filtration and floodwater storage areas of These primary environmental corridors contain almost 

i interconnecting stream systems. The resulting deterioration all of the best remaining woodlands, wetlands, and wild- 

of surface-water quality may, in turn, lead to a deteriora- life habitat areas in the Region, and represent a composite 

tion of the quality of the groundwater which serves as a of the best remaining elements of the natural resource 

i source of domestic, municipal, and industrial water supply, base. The protection of the primary environmental corri- 
and upon which low flows of rivers and streams may dors from additional intrusion by incompatible land uses, 

depend. In addition, the intrusion of intensive urban land degradation, and destruction is one of the principal objec- 
uses into such areas may result in the creation of serious tives of the regional land use plan. Their preservation in an 

E and costly problems, such as failing foundations for pave- essentially open, natural state, including park and open 
ments and structures, wet basements, excessive operation Space uses, will serve to maintain a high level of environ- 

of sump pumps, excessive clear-water infiltration into mental quality in the Region, protect the remaining natural 
i sanitary sewerage systems, and poor drainage. Similarly, beauty, and provide valuable recreational opportunities. As 

destruction of ground cover may result in soil erosion, indicated in Table 8, primary environmental corridors 

stream siltation, more rapid runoff, and increased flooding, encompassed about 464 square miles, or about 17 percent 

i as well as the destruction of wildlife habitat. of the total area of the Region, in 1990. 

Although the effect of any one of these environmental Secondary Environmental Corridors 

f changes may not in and of itself be overwhelming, the As further shown on Map 7, secondary environmental 
combined effects must eventually lead to a serious deteri- corridors are generally located along the small perennial 
oration of the underlying and sustaining natural resource and intermittent streams within the Region. These second- 
base and of the overall quality of the environment for life. ary environmental corridors also contain a variety of 

i The need to maintain the integrity of the remaining resource elements, often remnant resources from primary 
environmental corridors and isolated natural resource environmental corridors which have been developed 
areas in the Southeastern Wisconsin Region should thus for intensive urban or agricultural purposes. Secondary 

[ be apparent. The location and extent of the environmental environmental corridors facilitate surface-water drainage, 
corridors and isolated natural resource areas in the Region maintain pockets of natural resource features, and provide 
in 1990 is shown on Map 7. corridors for the movement of wildlife, as well as for 

i the movement and dispersal of seeds for a variety of plant 

Primary Environmental Corridors species. Such corridors should also be preserved in essen- 
As shown on Map 7, the primary environmental corridors tially natural, open uses as development proceeds within 

i in the Region are primarily located along major stream the Region, particularly when the opportunity is presented 
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The most important elements of the natural resource base of the Region—lakes, rivers and streams, wetlands, woodlands, prairies, wildlife habitat areas, and 

steeply sloped areas—are found in the environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas identified on this map. The preservation of these areas 

in natural, open uses will help maintain the overall quality of the environment of the Region; preserve its natural beauty; and provide opportunities for 

recreational, educational, and scientific pursuits. Moreover, because these areas are generally poorly suited for urban development, their preservation will 

help to avoid the creation of new environmental and developmental problems. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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Table 8 

; ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDORS AND ISOLATED NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 

er 

Pf [ge | ee | ee | Primary Secondary Corridors and Environmental 

Environmental Environmental isolated Natural Isolated Natural Corridors and Isolated 

. Corridors Corridors Resource Areas Resource Areas Natural Resource Areas Total Area 

i eS Se See County Miles of Area Miles of Area Mites of Area Miles of Area Miles of Area Miles of Area 

=] ela e tele ElBlElE)E 

Milwaukee ...... 14.5 6.0 5.3 3.5 23.3 9.6 219.3 90.4 242.6 100.0 

f Ozaukee sete eeee 32.0 13.6 7.6 5.4 45.0 19.1 190.1 80.9 235.1 100.0 

Racine ......... 36.2 10.6 11.0 11.7 | 58.9 17.3 | 281.6 82.7 340.5 100.0 

Walworth ....... 99.1 17.2 14.6 13.0 126.7 22.0 449.8 78.0 576.5 100.0 

Washington ..... 93.4 21.4 15.4 10.2 119.0 27.3 316.7 72.7 435.7 100.0 

Waukesha ...... 144.9 24.9 12.0 13.1 170.0 29.3 410.6 70.7 580.6 100.0 

i Tnegon [vases [va | vee [20 | ez7 | 2a | ooaa | zz | noses | 776 | 20mm | 000 | 
Source: SEWRPC. 

i to incorporate secondary environmental corridors into from the effects of such activity, that they contain intact 

urban stormwater retention and detention basins, asso- native plant and animal communities believed to be repre- 

ciated drainageways, and neighborhood parks. In 1990, sentative of the pre-European-settlement landscape. “Criti- 

i secondary environmental corridors encompassed about 76 cal species habitats” were defined as those additional tracts 

square miles, or about 3 percent of the total area of the of land or water which support endangered, threatened, 

Region (see Table 8). or rare plant or animal species. The study identified a 

i total of 447 natural areas in the Region encompassing 

Isolated Natural Resource Areas about 90 square miles and a total of 141 critical species 

In addition to the primary and secondary environmental habitat sites supporting endangered, threatened, or rare 

i corridors, other smaller pockets or concentrations of natu- plants or animals. 

ral resource base elements exist within the Region. These 

pockets are isolated from the environmental corridors SUMMARY 

i by urban development or agricultural use, and although 

separated from the environmental corridor network, these This chapter has provided an overview of development 

: isolated natural resource areas have significant value. They _ trends in Southeastern Wisconsin since 1850, along with 

i provide the only available wildlife habitat in an area, a description of the existing 1990 land use base in the 

usually provide good locations for local parks, and lend Region and changes in land use since 1963. This chapter 

unique aesthetic character and natural diversity to an _has also provided a description of existing water supply 
area. The isolated natural resource areas in the Region and public sanitary sewerage utility service areas in the 

i are shown on Map 7 and include isolated wetlands, wood- —_— Region. Finally, this chapter has described the environ- 
lands, and wildlife habitat areas. In 1990, isolated natural mental corridors in the Region, or those areas of the 

resource areas encompassed about 63 square miles, or Region in which concentrations of the best remaining 

i about 2 percent of the total area of the Region (see elements of the natural resource base are located. The 

Table 8). following findings have particular significance for regional 

, land use planning: 

i Natural Areas and Critical Species Habitat Sites 

The Commission recently completed an areawide study 1. Although urban development in the Region has 

to identify and plan for the protection and management of been continuous since 1850, the character of this 

i the best remaining natural areas and critical species habitat development changed dramatically after 1950. The 

sites in Southeastern Wisconsin. That study is documented earlier form of compact, concentric urban develop- 

in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 42, A Regional Natural ment was supplanted by a much more scattered 

i Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection and Man- pattern of areawide development, and the conver- 

agement Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin, September sion of land to urban use occurred at a much faster 

1997. For purposes of that study, “natural areas” were rate. Between 1850 and 1950, the developed urban 

defined as those tracts of land or water so little modified area of the Region increased at an average rate of 

i by human activity, or which have sufficiently recovered about 1.4 square miles per year; between 1950 and 
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1990, the developed urban area of the Region the location and density of urban development influ- 

increased at an average rate of about 9.2 square ences the need for such facilities and, conversely, i 

miles per year. These changes in the nature of urban the existence of such facilities influences the loca- 

development have been accompanied by dramatic tion and density of new urban development. Areas 
reductions in the population density of urbanized served by public sanitary sewers in 1990 encom- 

areas. The urban population density of the Region passed about 433 square miles, or about 16 percent i 
decreased from about 8,100 persons per square mile of the total area of the Region. These areas were 

in 1950 to about 3,500 persons per square mile inhabited by about 1,594,300 persons, or about 

in1990. | 88 percent of the total resident population of the i 
Region. Areas served by public water supply utili- 

2. Although Southeastern Wisconsin is an urban ties in 1990 encompassed about 344 square miles, or | 

region, less than one-quarter of its total area is about 13 percent of the total area of the Region. i 
devoted to urban land uses. In 1990, urban land These areas were inhabited by about 1,484,600 

uses encompassed about 637 square miles, or about persons, or about 82 percent of the total resident 

24 percent of the total area of the Region, with population of the Region. Among the seven counties i; 
residential land use constituting the largest urban in the Region, Milwaukee County had the largest 
land use category, encompassing about 308 square -amount and proportion of land and population 
miles, or about 48 percent of all urban land and served by sewerage and water supply utilities 
11 percent of the total area of the Region. Mil- in 1990. i 

waukee and Waukesha Counties encompassed the 
most urban land among counties in the Region in 5. The most important elements of the natural resource ' 

1990, with 185 square miles and 168 square miles, base and features closely related to that base— i 
respectively, of urban land use. The two Counties including wetlands, woodlands, prairies, wildlife 

| collectively accounted for about 55 percent of all habitat, major lakes and streams and associated 

urban land use in the Region. Between 1963 and shorelands and floodlands, and historic, scenic, and ; 

1990, urban land uses in the Region increased by recreational sites—when combined result essentially 
about 193 square miles, or 44 percent. Waukesha in elongated lineal patterns referred to by the Com- | 
County experienced the largest absolute increase mission as “environmental corridors.” “Primary” i 
in urban land use among counties in the Region environmental corridors, which are the longest and 

during that time, an increase from about 95 square widest type of environmental corridors, are gen- 

miles in urban use in 1963 to about 168 square miles erally located along major stream valleys, around 
in urban use in 1990. major lakes, and along the Kettle Moraine, and i 

encompassed about 464 square miles, or about 

3. Nonurban lands encompassed about 2,053 square 17 percent of the total area of the Region, in 1990. , 
miles of the Region in 1990, or about 76 percent of “Secondary” environmental corridors are generally i 
the total area of the Region, with agricultural land located along small perennial and intermittent | 
use constituting the largest nonurban land use streams, and encompassed about 76 square miles, or 

category, encompassing about 1,395 square miles, about 3 percent of the total area of the Region, in a 
or about 68 percent of all nonurban land and 52 per- 1990. “Isolated natural resource areas,” which con- 
cent of the total area of the Region. Nonurban lands sist of small pockets or concentrations of natural 

in the Region decreased by about 193 square miles, resource base elements separated physically from i 
or about 9 percent, between 1963 and 1990. Most the lineal environmental corridors, encompassed 
of this loss resulted from the conversion of agri- about 63 square miles, or about 2 percent of the 

cultural land to urban use. Some losses in wetlands - total area of the Region, in 1990. Primary and i 
and woodlands also occurred during this time. secondary environmental corridors and isolated 

natural resource areas combined thus encompassed 
4. Water supply and sanitary sewerage utilities are a total of 603 square miles, or about 22 percent of 

particularly important to land use planning because the total area of the Region, in 1990. F 
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Chapter III 

i DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC ACTIVITY 

f INTRODUCTION FORECAST METHODOLOGY 

i Current and historical information concerning the size and In any planning effort, forecasts are required of those 

characteristics of the resident population and the size and future events and conditions which are outside the scope 

structure of the economy are essential to comprehensive of the plan but which will affect plan design and 

i land use planning for the Region, as are soundly conceived implementation. In the preparation of the regional land use 

projections of future regional population and economic plan, the future demand for land and natural resources 

activity levels. Under the continuing regional planning which the plan must seek to accommodate depends 

i program, the Commission periodically undertakes inten- primarily upon future population, household, and employ- 

sive studies of the regional population and economy, ment levels. Control of changes in such levels lies largely 

initiating such studies after the release of all required data outside the scope of governmental activity and outside 

from the most recent U. S. Census of Population. These the scope of the physical planning process. Future popu- 

i studies culminate in the preparation of revised long-range lation, household, and employment levels must there- 

projections of population, household, and employment fore be forecast, with land use and supporting physical 
levels for the Region, with the projection period extended facility plans being designed to accommodate the fore- 

i in time under each successive study. | cast conditions. 

The most recent regional demographic study completed It has long been recognized that regional population, 

i by the Commission described and analyzed trends in household, and employment levels are interdependent. 

population and household levels and characteristics Certain characteristics of the population, such as the 

through the year 1990, the year of the most recent U. S. number of school-age children, number of households, 

f Census of Population, and culminated in the preparation and size and character of the labor force, have a marked 

of new projections of population and household levels for impact on the employment patterns of many industries. 

the Region through the year 2020. A related economic Similarly, the economic vitality of the Region is a 

study described and analyzed trends in the level and type — 
; of employment opportunities, or jobs, provided within 

the Region through the year 1990, and culminated in 
the preparation of a corresponding set of year 2020 

‘ employment projections for the Region. Oo | 
'Chapter III of SEWRPC Technical Report No. 11 (3rd 

The findings and projections of the Commission’s demo- Edition) presents a descriptive analysis of the regional 

i graphic and economic studies are presented, respectively, population, providing information regarding the age 

in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 11 (3rd Edition), The composition, sex composition, marital status, educational 

| Population of Southeastern Wisconsin, and SEWRPC attainment level, occupational status, mobility, racial 

i Technical Report No. 10 (3rd Edition), The Economy of composition, and ethnic composition of the regional 

Southeastern Wisconsin, both dated October 1995. population and changes in those characteristics over time. 
Reference should be made to those reports for a detailed Chapter IV of that report presents a descriptive analysis 

description of the characteristics of the regional population of the components of change—that is, natural increase 

i and the regional economy.!' This chapter summarizes and migration—in the regional population over time. 

information from those reports that is most relevant to the Chapter II of SEWRPC Technical Report No. 10 (3rd 

preparation of a new regional land use plan. Presented in Edition) presents a descriptive analysis of the size and 

i this chapter are a brief description of the methodology composition of the resident labor force and changes in 

used in the preparation of population, household, and the labor force size and composition over time. Chapter III 

employment projections; historical trends in population, of that report presents a descriptive analysis of domi- 

i household, and employment levels in the Region through nant and subdominant industries in the Region, providing 

1990; and projections of population, household, and current and historical trend information on employment 

employment levels in the Region for the year 2020. levels in those industries. 
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major determinant of the level of migration that in turn Migration is linked to both demographic and economic 
is an important determinant of population levels. Projec- factors, the latter including job availability, personal i 
tions of population, household, and employment levels income levels, and labor force participation rates. The 
for the Region were thus prepared and evaluated concur- complex interrelationship between migration and other 
rently using internally consistent and mutually support- demographic and economic factors is only partially under- 

ive methodologies. stood, and the determination of future migration levels i 
and patterns is always an uncertain process for areas such 

oo as the Southeastern Wisconsin Region. Three different 

To deal with the uncertainties inherent in making long- _ regional net migration rates, based upon the high-growth, j 
range projections, the Commission prepared alternative intermediate-growth, and low-growth economic projec- 

high-growth, intermediate-growth, and low-growth projec- tions for the Region, combined with factors such as the . 
tions of population, household, and employment levels rate of multiple job holding, assumed future unemploy- j 
to reflect a reasonable range of demographic and economic ment rates, and assumed future labor force participation 
activity. This range of projections 1s useful for the devel- rates, were considered in the range of population projec- 
opment of robust system plans at the regional level, as well tions for the Region. i 

as facility plans at the local level. Plans developed using 
the range of projections may be expected to remain viable Household Projections 

under greatly varying future conditions. Accompanying the changes in the size of the resident i 
_ population of the Region under three alternative population 

Population Projections projections are changes in the number and average size of 

The technique selected by the Commission for developing households in the Region. Household SIZES have been i 

population projections is known as the cohort survival decreasing in the Region since 1950 owing to stable or 
technique. This technique takes into consideration base low fertility rates, Increases In the number of single-parent 
year population and future rates of birth, death, and migra- families, and changes n the age composition of the 
tion. Three different projections were made using different population. Under the high-growth regional population ; 
combinations of assumed fertility, mortality, and migration scenario, It Is assumed that traditional households con- 
rates in an attempt to determine the population of the sisting of couples with children will constitute the domi- 

Region under a range of possible future conditions. nant type of household. Under the intermediate-growth f 
scenario, it is assumed that traditional households will be 

less dominant, and that single-parent and single-person 

Although fertility rates exhibited a moderate increase households will be more prevalent than under the high- i 
during the 1980s, age-specific fertility rates in the Region, growth scenario. Under the low-growth scenario, it is 
State, and Nation are currently at some of the lowest levels assumed that traditional households will continue to 
ever observed, and the total fertility rate is currently below decrease aS a proportion of total households, and that 

the replacement level in all three of these geographic areas. single-parent and single-person households will continue i 
While most demographers do not anticipate a return to to increase as a proportion of total households as they have 
the high fertility levels observed in the period from 1945 done historically. 

to 1965, there is uncertainty about whether fertility will a 

remain at its current low level, continue to increase, or Employment Projections 

begin again to decrease. It was assumed that fertility rates The regional employment projections for the year 2020 

would continue to increase gradually under a high-growth were developed using the dominant/subdominant-industry i 
scenario; remain virtually constant under an intermediate- methodology, which is a disaggregate technique dealing 

growth scenario; and decrease gradually under a low- separately with various components, or industries, of 
growth scenario. the economic system. Under this approach, separate i 

projections were made for each of the dominant and 

The mortality rates used in all of the projections are  SUOdominant industry groups’ within the Region. Employ- 
based upon the U. S. Social Security Administration life-  ™ent outside of those industry groups not accorded i 
expectancy tables, with survival rates adjusted to account 
for any differences in survival rates between Wisconsin a 
and the Nation. The survival rates utilized in the year 2020 2Dominant industry groups, as defined by the Regional 
population projections assume continuation of recent Planning Commission, account for 4 percent or more of i 
trends toward slightly decreased mortality, particularly in total regional employment, while subdominant industry 
some of the older age groups, and are reflective of longer groups account for 2 percent to 3.9 percent of total 
life expectancies. regional employment. i 
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Table 9 

i POPULATION IN THE REGION, WISCONSIN, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1950-1990 

: 
Change from Change from Change from as a Percentage of 

1960 | 1,573,614 | 332,996 | 268 3,951,777 517,202 | 15.1 179,323,175 | 27,997,377 18.5 39.8 0.88 
1970 | 1,756,083 | 182,469 11.6 4,417,821 466,044 | 118 203,302,031 | 23,978,856 13.4 39.7 0.86 
1980 | 1,764,796 8,713 0.5 4,705,642 287,821 6.5 226,504,825 | 23,202,794 11.4 37.5 0.78 

i 1990 | 1,810,364 45,568 2.6 4,891,769 186,127 4.0 249,632,692 | 23,127,867 10.2 37.0 0.73 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. 

i dominant or subdominant status was analyzed as a single POPULATION 
ageregate grouping. 

Historical Trends 
; The employment projections for the dominant and sub- Regional Population Growth 

dominant industry groups for the year 2020 were devel- Resident population levels and rates of population change 
oped utilizing a series of reports and analyses, including for the Southeastern Wisconsin Region, Wisconsin, and 

i historical-trends data; mathematical projections; economic the United States for the period from 1950 to 1990, as 

and industry outlooks from various State and Federal enumerated in U. S. Censuses of Population, are presented 
agencies, academic institutions, and corporations; and in Table 9. The 1990 population of the Region was about 

i trends in the relationship between regional and national 1,810,400, an increase of about 569,800, or 46 percent, 

employment for each industry group from 1969 to 1990. over the 1950 population of about 1,240,600. 

Various employment growth patterns embodied in these 

i reports and analyses were examined and were extended The population of the Region increased significantly 
: and applied to data for the Southeastern Wisconsin Region during the 1950s and 1960s, with increases of 27 percent 

to form composite projections for each dominant or sub- and 12 percent, respectively, occurring during those 

dominant industry. The results can be considered consen- decades. The population growth rate in the Region over 

i sus projections reflecting high-growth, intermediate- those two decades combined exceeded the respective 
growth, and low-growth scenarios for each dominant or growth rates for both the State and the Nation. During the 
subdominant industry. 1970s and 1980s, however, the population of the Region 

7 increased by only 3 percent, while the State’s population 
Other employment, consisting of self-employment and any increased by 11 percent and the Nation’s population 
industry groups not accorded dominant or subdominant increased by 23 percent. Over the entire period from 1950 

E status, collectively accounted for about one-quarter of to 1990, the population of the Region increased by about 
the Region’s total employment in 1990. Slight increases in 46 percent, compared to 42 percent for the State and 
other employment were envisioned under the high-growth 65 percent for the Nation. Because of this difference tn 

i and intermediate-growth scenarios, while no change population growth rates, the population of the Region as 

was deemed appropriate under the low-growth scenario. a proportion of the State population increased from 
The projected total employment levels under the three 36.1 percent in 1950 to 37.0 percent in 1990, and as a 
scenarios for the year 2020 are the result of aggregating the proportion of the Nation’s population decreased from 

f separate projections developed for each dominant or 0.82 percent in 1950 to 0.73 percent in 1990. The 
subdominant industry category, along with the projection population of the Region was estimated at about 1,879,200 
for “other” employment not accorded dominant or sub- persons in 1995—about 68,800 persons, or 3.8 percent, 

i dominant industry status. above the 1990 level. 

Projected levels of population, households, and employ- Urban-Rural Composition 
i ment under high-, intermediate-, and low-growth scenarios The urban-rural composition of the Region’s population, 

for the year 2020 are presented in the following sections of like that of most metropolitan regions in the United States, 
this chapter, along with existing 1990 and historical levels has become increasingly urban—as measured in terms of 

i of population, households, and employment in the Region. urban and rural place-of-residence data enumerated in the 
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U.S. Censuses of Population. As indicated in Figure 2, the Figure 2 

population of the Region was approximately 76 percent J 

rural and 24 percent urban in 1850. By 1910, this rela- URBAN AND ae POPULATION 

tionship had reversed to 24 percent rural and 76 percent INLET SE GION 15 50,1920 

urban. In response to increasing suburbanization occurring Cf eas q 7. aCe | i 
nationwide since the early 1900s, the rural category was 00 pees | a ne REEL 
split into rural-farm and rural-nonfarm categories begin- - he | a | ee | 

ning with the 1930 U. S. Census of Population. The rural- . ae are ae eo i 

nonfarm classification consists of persons living in rural 5 2 pee Po sie 

areas but generally employed in urban occupations, and % cof ——+--f a 
whose socio-economic characteristics are urban rather #0 |. | Me | de | - | i 

than rural. As shown in Figure 2, the proportion of total . bo) ee | URBAN POPULATION Pe | 

rural population in the Region has not changed sub- a | eee 1 r pel | 

stantially since 1930. However, the rural farm proportion 2 30 =| = | == | 

of the regional population decreased from about 7 percent i - =a ee | eG | i 

in 1930 to nearly zero by 1990, whereas the nonfarm co ole 7 | ie es 

proportion increased from 9 percent in 1930 to about ue Par ete | | | | 

13 percent in 1990. In 1990, the population of the Region ° - ! i 
1850 1860 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 

was 87 percent urban and 13 percent rural. YEAR 

Population Distribution Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. i 

The population levels and rates of change for each county 
in the Region from 1950 to 1990 are shown in Table 10. 

The greatest rates of population growth over the period 
from 1950 to 1990 occurred in Ozaukee, Washington, and i 
Waukesha Counties, with population increases of 212 per- tralization of population in the Region away from the 

cent, 181 percent, and 255 percent, respectively. Kenosha, older, established urban centers of Kenosha, Milwaukee, 

Racine, and Walworth Counties experienced population and Racine from 1963 to 1990 is evident on Map 8. I 

increases of between 60 and 80 percent between 1950 and 

1990, while the Milwaukee County population increased Projected Population Levels 

by 10 percent. The largest absolute increases in population Commission population projections for the Region and its i 

during the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s occurred in Waukesha constituent counties under three regional growth scenarios 
County. Milwaukee County experienced a population loss are set forth in Table 11 and Figure 4. Under a high- 

of about 95,000 persons from 1970 to 1990. growth scenario, the resident population of the Region I 
would increase by about 556,600 persons, or about 31 per- 

The proportional distribution of population in the Region cent, from 1,810,400 persons in 1990 to 2,367,000 persons 

by county for the years 1950, 1970, and 1990 is presented by the year 2020. Under this scenario, the largest abso- 
in Figure 3. Population growth has not been uniformly lute population increase, 160,700 persons, would occur i 

distributed throughout the Region since 1950, and vary- in Milwaukee County, while the largest proportional 
ing rates of population growth have resulted in signifi- increase, about 68 percent, would occur in Washington 

cant shifts in population among the seven counties. Most County. The absolute increases in population outside of J 

notably, the Milwaukee County share of the regional Milwaukee County would range from 38,200 persons in 

population decreased from about 70 percent in 1950 to Ozaukee County to 155,300 persons in Waukesha County. 
about 53 percent in 1990, and the Waukesha County share The proportional increases in population outside of Wash- i 

increased from about 7 percent in 1950 to about 17 percent ington County would range from 17 percent in Milwaukee 

in 1990. Much smaller but nevertheless positive changes County to 53 percent in Ozaukee and Walworth Counties. 
in the proportion of regional population also occurred in i 
Kenosha, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, and Washington Under an intermediate-growth scenario, the resident popu- 

Counties from 1950 to 1990, ranging from a gain of lation of the Region would increase by about 267,500 
2.6 percentage point for Washington County to a gain of persons, or about 15 percent, from 1,810,400 persons 

0.7 percentage point for Walworth County. Map 8 pro- in 1990 to 2,077,900 persons by the year 2020. Under i 

vides a visual perspective on the population distribution this scenario, the largest absolute population increase, 

of the Region for the years 1963 and 1990. The decen- 86,800 persons, would occur in Waukesha County, while I 
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i Table 10 

POPULATION IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-1990 

SS 

i 
Kenosha ...... 75,238 100,615 117,917 123,137 128,181 

i Milwaukee ..... 871,047 1,036,041 1,054,249 964,988 959,275 
Ozaukee ....... 23,361 38,441 54,461 66,981 72,831 
RaGih@ ccs es eo 109,585 141,781 170,838 173,132 175,034 
Walworth...... 41,584 52,368 63,444 71,507 75,000 

i Washington .... 33,902 46,119 63,839 84,848 95,328 
Waukesha ..... 85,901 158,249 231,335 280,203 304,715 

1950-1960 Change | 1960-1970Change | 1970-1980 Change | 1980-1990 Change | 1950-1990 Change 

i Kenosha ......| 25,377 33.7 17,302 17.2 5,220 4.4 5,044 4.1 52,943 70.4 
Milwaukee ..... | 164,994 18.9 18,208 18 -89,261 -8.5 -5,713 -0.6 88,228 10.1 
Ozaukee....... | 15,080 64.6 16,020 417 12,520 23.0 5,850 8.7 49,470 211.8 
Racine ........ 32,196 29.4 29,057 20.5 2,294 1.3 1,902 1.4 65,449 5937, 
Walworth...... | 10,784 25.9 11,076 21.2 8,063 12.7 3,493 4.9 33,416 80.4 
Washington....| 12,217 36.0 17,720 38.4 21,009 32.9 10,480 12.4 61,426 181.2 
Waukesha .....| 72,348 84.2 73,086 46.2 48,868 21.1 24,512 87 218,814 254.7 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. 

i Figure 3 

DISTRIBUTION OF POPULATION IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950, 1970, AND 1990 

i 1950 TOTAL 1970 TOTAL 1990 TOTAL 
REGION POPULATION-1,240,618 REGION POPULATION-1,756,083 REGION POPULATION 1,810,364 

KENOSHA (6.7%) KENOSHA (7.1%) 

] en ee a WAUKESHA (13.2%) / >), waukesa (16.8%) 

J WASHINGTON (2.7%) \ 

WALWORTH (3.4%) oe 
tz WASHINGTON (3.6%) fii PR 

| RACINE (8.8%) —| 
i Bron MALNORTH (S58) — WASHINGTON (5.3%) 

RAINE O70) WALWORTH (4.1%) 

MILWAUKEE (70.2%) MILWAUKEE (60.1%) MILWAUKEE (53.0%) 
OZAUKEE (3.1%) RACINE (9.7%) 

i . OZAUKEE (4.0%) 

i Source: SEWRPC. 

the largest proportional increase, about 38 percent, would Under a low-growth scenario, the resident population of 

i occur in Washington County. The absolute increases in the Region would increase by about 114,600 persons, or 

population outside of Waukesha County would range about 6 percent, from 1,810,400 persons in 1990 to 

from 18,900 persons in Ozaukee County to 50,700 persons 1,925,000 persons by the year 2020. Under this scenario, 

i in Milwaukee County. The proportional increases in the largest absolute population increase, 55,300 persons, 

population outside of Washington County would range would occur in Waukesha County, while the population of 

from 5 percent in Milwaukee County to 31 percent in Milwaukee County would decline by 6,300 persons. The 

| Walworth County. largest proportional increase, 26 percent, would occur in 
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8 Map 8 

POPULATION DISTRIBUTION IN THE REGION: 1963 AND 1990 
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The resident population of the Region increased from 1.67 million persons in 1963 to 1.81 million persons in 1990. Clearly evident on this map is a decentralization of regional population away from 

the Cities of Kenosha, Milwaukee, and Racine to suburban and rural areas of the Region. At the county level, the most notable changes in the relative distribution of the regional population occurred 

in Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties. Between 1963 and 1990, Milwaukee County's share of the regional population decreased from 65 to 53 percent, while Waukesha County's share increased from 

11 to 17 percent. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC.



Washington County. The absolute increases in population experienced increases of 50 percent to 123 percent in the 

i outside of Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties would number of households between 1950 and 1990. The largest 
range from 4,900 persons in Racine County to 24,700 absolute increases in the number of households during 

persons in Washington County. The proportional changes the 1950s and 1960s occurred in Milwaukee County, while 

f in population outside of Washington County would range the largest absolute increases during the 1970s and 1980s 
from -0.7 percent in Milwaukee County to 18 percent in occurred in Waukesha County. 
Waukesha County. 

i The proportional distribution of households in the Region 

HOUSEHOLDS by county for the years 1950, 1970, and 1990 is presented 
in Figure 5. Growth in the number of households has not 

i Historical Trends been uniformly distributed throughout the Region since 

Number of Households 1950, and varying rates of growth have resulted in 

Household levels and rates of change in the number of significant changes in the proportions of total households 
i households for the Southeastern Wisconsin Region, Wis- in the Region among the seven counties. Most notably, the 

consin, and the United States for the period from 1950 to Milwaukee County share of regional households decreased 
1990, as enumerated in U. S. Censuses of Population, are from about 70 percent in 1950 to about 55 percent in 1990, 
presented in Table 12. The number of households in and the Waukesha County share increased from about 

i the Region in 1990 was about 676,100, an increase of 7 percent in 1950 to about 16 percent in 1990. Much 
about 321,600, or 91 percent, over the 1950 level of smaller changes in the proportion of regional households 

about 354,500. also occurred in Kenosha, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, 

i -and Washington Counties from 1950 to 1990—ranging 

The number of households in the Region increased from a gain of 2.3 percentage points for Washington 
significantly during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, with County to a gain of 0.6 percentage point for Racine and 

5 increases of 31 percent, 15 percent, and 17 percent, respec- Walworth Counties. 
tively, occurring during those decades. The growth rate 

in households for the Region during the 1950s and 1960s Household Size 

i combined exceeded the corresponding growth rates for From the foregoing discussions relating to population and 
both the State and the Nation. During the 1970s and households, it is evident that the number of households 
1980s, however, the number of households in the Region in the Region, State, and Nation increased at a rate nearly 

i increased by 26 percent, while the number of households double that of the population between 1950 and 1990. 

in the State increased by 37 percent and in the Nation During this time, household sizes decreased significantly. 

increased by 45 percent. Over the entire period from 1950 Between 1950 and 1990, the average household size in 
to 1990, the number of households in the Region increased the Region decreased from 3.36 to 2.62 persons, or by 

f by about 91 percent, compared to 88 percent for the State 22 percent. Rates of decrease in the average household size 

and 117 percent for the Nation. Because of this difference among the counties in the Region over that period ranged 

in growth rates in the number of households, the house- from 19 to 25 percent. In 1970, all of the counties in 

i holds in the Region as a proportion of households in the Region exhibited average household sizes greater than 
the State increased from 36.6 percent in 1950 to 37.1 per- 3.00 persons, whereas in 1990 all of the counties exhibited 
cent in 1990, and as a proportion of households in average household sizes smaller than 3.00 persons (see 

i the Nation decreased from 0.84 percent in 1950 to Table 14). 
0.74 percent in 1990. The number of households in the 

Region was estimated at about 717,300 in 1995—about — One reason for this decrease in household size relates to 
i 41,200 households, or 6.1 percent, above the 1990 level. large increases in the number of single-person households 

since 1970. The increased incidence of divorce, the desire 

Distribution of Households of many elderly persons to remain alone in their house- 

The household levels and rates of change for each county holds, and the desire of many young unmarried persons 

in the Region from 1950 to 1990 are shown in Table 13. to form their own households have been important con- 

The greatest rates of growth in the number of households tributing factors to the increase in single-person house- 

over the period from 1950 to 1990 occurred in Ozaukee, holds. The types and sizes of households have important 

i Washington, and Waukesha Counties, with increases in implications for land use and facilities planning. The 

households of 290 percent, 251 percent, and 349 percent, household represents a basic consuming unit and generates 

' respectively. The remaining four counties in the Region much of the demand for urban land, and is an important 
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Table 11 i 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED POPULATION IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990-2020 
ene 

Projected Change i 

Actual 1990 Projected Population Levels 1990-2020 
Population 

Kenosha 128,200 |Low-Growth 136,900 141,100 143,000 14,800 11.5 i 
Intermediate-Growth 146,700 155,600 159,600 31,400 24.5 
High-Growth 158,700 173,300 180,000 51,800 40.4 

Milwaukee 959,300 |Low-Growth 957,300 955,200 953,000 -6,300 -0.7 i 
Intermediate-Growth 975,600 992,300 1,010,000 50,700 5.3 
High-Growth 1,011,000 1,063,900 1,120,000 160,700 16.8 

Ozaukee 72,800 |Low-Growth 80,500 82,800 84,000 11,200 15.4 | 
Intermediate-Growth 85,800 89,700 91,700 18,900 26.0 
High-Growth 99,000 106,900 111,000 38,200 52.5 

Racine 175,100 |Low-Growth 177,400 178,800 180,000 4,900 2.8 
Intermediate-Growth 184,900 190,800 195,600 20,500 11.7 

High-Growth 197,200 210,400 221,000 45,900 26.2 

Walworth 75,000 |Low-Growth 80,000 82,800 85,000 10,000 13.3 
Intermediate-Growth 86,500 93,000 98,000 23,000 30.7 

High-Growth 94,900 106,300 115,000 40,000 53.3 i 

Washington Low-Growth 111,100 117,300 120,000 24,700 25.9 
intermediate-Growth 118,500 127,500 131,500 36,200 38.0 

High-Growth 136,700 152,800 160,000 64,700 67.9 

Waukesha 304,700 |Low-Growth 341,600 353,800 360,000 55,300 18.1 
Intermediate-Growth 362,600 381,700 391,500 86,800 28.5 
High-Growth 408,300 442,500 460,000 155,300 51.0 

Region 1,810,400 |Low-Growth 1,884,800 1,911,800 1,925,000 114,600 6.3 i 
Intermediate-Growth 1,960,600 2,030,600 2,077,900 267,500 14.8 

High-Growth 2,105,800 2,256,100 2,367,000 556,600 30.7 

NOTE: The 1997 population of the Southeastern Wisconsin Region is estimated by the Wisconsin Department of Administration to be i 
1,899,200. At the county level, the estimates are: Kenosha, 140,100; Milwaukee, 958,400; Ozaukee, 79,400; Racine, 186,400; 

Walworth, 82,900; Washington, 110,600; and Waukesha, 341,400. These estimates are based upon tracking by State agencies of 
symptomatic indicators of changes in population reflected in such items as births, deaths, employment, income-tax filings, and 
vehicle registrations, using the most recent decennial U. S. Census of Population year as the base year. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. 

Table 12 | ; 

HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION, WISCONSIN, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1950-1990 J 

Regional Households 
Change from Change from Change from as a Percentage of 

Preceding Census Preceding Census Preceding Census Total Households in: i 

1950 354,544 -- -- 967,448 -- -- 42,394,320 -- .- 36.6 0.84 
1960 465,913 111,369 31.4 1,146,040 178,592 18.5 53,021,061 10,626,741 25.1 40.7 0.88 
1970 536,486 70,573 15.1 1,328,804 182,764 15.9 63,449,747 | 10,428,686 19.7 40.4 0.85 
1980 627,955 91,469 17.0 1,652,261 323,457 24.3 80,389,673 | 16,939,926 26.7 38.0 0.78 
1990 676,107 48,152 7.7 1,822,118 169,857 10.3 91,947,410 | 11,557,737 14.4 37.1 0.74 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. f 
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i Figure 4 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED POPULATION IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2020 
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Table 13 p 

HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-1990 

Households i; 

County 1950 1960 1970 | 1980 1990 

Kenosha ...... 21,958 29,545 35,468 43,064 47,029 

Milwaukee..... 249,232 314,875 338,605 363,653 | 373,048 

Ozaukee....... 6,591 10,417 14,753 21,763 25,707 

Racine ........ 31,399 40,736 49,796 59,418 63,736 

Walworth...... 12,369 15,414 | 18,544 24,789 27,620 

Washington.... 9,396 12,532 17,385 26,716 32,977 

Waukesha ..... 23,599 42,394 61,935 88,552 105,990 | 

354,544 465,913 536,486 627,955 | 676,107 

1950-1960 Change 1960-1970 Change 1970-1980 Change 1980-1990 Change 1950-1990 Change i 

Kenosha ...... 7,587 34.6 5,923 20.0 7,596 21.4 | 3,965 9.2 25,071 114.2 i 

Milwaukee..... 65,643 26.3 23,730 7.5 25,048 7.4 9,395 2.6 123,816 49.7 

Ozaukee....... 3,826 58.0 4,336 41.6 7,010 47.5 | 3,944 18.1 | 19,116 290.0 

Racine ........ 9,337 29.7 9,060 22.2 9,622 19.3 4,318 7.3 32,337 103.0 

Walworth...... 3,045 24.6 3,130 20.3 6,245 33.7 2,831 | 11.4 15,251 123.3 ' 

Washington.... 3,136 33.4 4,853 38.7 9,331 53.7 6,261 23.4 23,581 | 251.0 

Waukesha ..... 18,795 79.6 19,541 46.1 26,617 43.0 17,438 19.7 | 82,391 349.1 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. 

Table 14 i 

HOUSEHOLD SIZE IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-1990 i 

Cee eeeeeeeeee eee eee eee ee eee e eee eer ccc eee cececeececree eee eee eee eee eee eee eee secre eee eer eee eee en reece eee eee eee aE te a TG III ETN CA ANN NONI he COONS SEER erreur aarmaanammraate es 

| Average Persons per Household _ i 

County 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 | i 

Kenosha ...... 3.36 3.36 3.26 2.80 2.67 

Milwaukee ..... 3.34 3.21 3.04 2.59 2.50 | 

Ozaukee....... 3.51 | 3.65 3.66 3.04 2.79 

Racine ........ 3.37 3.39 3.35 2.86 | 2.70 i 

Walworth...... | 3.25 3.28 3.16 2.74 | 2.60 

Washington.... 3.55 3.64 3.63 3.14 2.86 | 

Waukesha ..... 3.51 3.66 3.66 3.11 2.83 

1950-1960 Change 1960-1970 Change 1970-1980 Change 1980-1990 Change 1950-1990 Change | 

Kenosha ...... 0.00 0.0 -0.10 -3.0 -0.46 ~14.1 -0.13 -4.6 -0.69 -20.5 

Milwaukee..... -0.13 -3.9 -0.17 -5.3 -0.45 -14.8 -0.09 | -3.5 -0.84 | -25.1 | 

Ozaukee ....... 0.14 4.0 0.01 0.3 -0.62 -16.9 -0.25 -8.2 -0.72 -20.5 | 

Racine ........ | 0.02 | 0.6 -0.04 -1.2 -0.49 -14.6 -0.16 -5.6 -9.67 -19.9 

Walworth...... 0.03 0.9 -0.12 | -3.7 -0.42 -13.3 -0.14 -5.1 -0.65 -20.0 

Washington.... 0.09 2.5 -0.01 -0.3 | ~ -0.49 -13.5 -0.28 -83.9 | -069 | -19.4 

Waukesha ..... 0.15 43 | 0.00 | 0.0 |  -0.55 -15.0 | -0.28 -9.0 -0.68 -19.4 . 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. J 
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Figure 5 

i DISTRIBUTION OF HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950, 1970, AND 1990 

1950 TOTAL 1970 TOTAL 1990 TOTAL 
i REGION HOUSEHOLDS-354,544 REGION HOUSEHOLDS-536,486 REGION HOUSEHOLDS-676, 107 

KENOSHA (6.9%) 
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i sr 
WALWORTH. (3.5%) WASHINGTON (3.2%) 
RACINE (8.8%) Z| wawonta 25%) S WASHINGTON (4.9%) 
OZAUKEE (1.9%) a) 

i RACINE (9.3%) LY WALWORTH (4.1%) 

MILWAUKEE (70.3%) OZAUKEE (2:74) 
MILWAUKEE (63.1%) MILWAUKEE (55.2%) RACINE (9.4%) 

i OZAUKEE (3.8%) 

Source: SEWRPC. 

i component in the generation of the demand for many other increases in the number of households outside of Wash- 

types of urban facilities and services. ington County would range from 9 percent in Milwaukee 
County to 42 percent in Ozaukee and Waukesha Counties. 

Projected Household Levels 

i Commission household projections for the Region and Under a low-growth scenario, the average household size 
its constituent counties under three regional growth in the Region would decrease from 2.62 persons in 1990 
scenarios are set forth in Table 15 and Figure 6. Under a to 2.35 persons by 2020. Under this scenario, the number 

i high-growth scenario, the average household size in of households in the Region would increase by about 

the Region would decrease from 2.62 persons in 1990 123,000, or about 18 percent, from 676,100 in 1990 to 
to 2.55 persons by 2020. Under this scenario, the number 799,100 by the year 2020. The largest absolute increase, 

i of households in the Region would increase by about 38,400 households, would occur in Waukesha County, 

229,000, or about 34 percent, from 676,100 households while the largest proportional increase, about 56 per- 

in 1990 to 905,100 households by the year 2020. The cent, would occur in Washington County. The absolute 
i largest absolute increase, 64,100 households, would occur increases in the number of households outside of Wauke- 

in Waukesha County, while the largest proportional sha County would range from 6,900 in Walworth County 
increase, about 91 percent, would occur in Washington to 28,100 in Milwaukee County. The proportional 

County. The absolute increases in the number of house- increases in the number of households outside of Wash- 
j holds outside of Waukesha County would range from ington County would range from 8 percent in Milwaukee 

15,400 in Walworth County to 61,400 in Milwaukee County to 36 percent in Ozaukee and Waukesha Counties. 

County. The proportional increases in the number of 
i households outside of Washington County would range 

from 17 percent in Milwaukee County to 65 percent in EMPLOYMENT 

Ozaukee County. 

i Historical Trends 

Under an intermediate-growth scenario, the average Regional Employment Growth 

household size in the Region would decrease from 2.62 Employment levels and rates of employment change for 
i persons in 1990 to 2.45 persons by 2020. Under this the Southeastern Wisconsin Region, Wisconsin, and 

scenario, the number of households in the Region would the United States for the period from 1950 to 1990 are 

increase by about 151,000, or about 22 percent, from presented in Table 16. The number of jobs in the 
676,100 in 1990 to 827,100 by the year 2020. The largest Region in 1990 was about 1,067,200, an increase of about 

i absolute increase, 44,600 households, would occur in 493,700 jobs, or about 86 percent, over the 1950 level of 

Waukesha County, while the largest proportional increase, about 573,500. 

64 percent, would occur in Washington County. The 

i absolute increases in the number of households outside of The number of available jobs in the Region increased 

Waukesha County would range from 10,500 in Walworth significantly during the 1950s and 1960s, with increases of 

: County to 34,700 in Milwaukee County. The proportional 17 percent occurring during each of those decades. The 
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Table 15 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990-2020 i 

| 

Projected Change i 
Actual 1990 Projected Household Levels 1990-2020 
Household 

Kenosha 47,000 Low-Growth 51,800 55,100 57,700 10,700 22.8 i 

Intermediate-Growth 54,800 59,200 61,800 14,800 31.5 

High-Growth 58,500 64,200 67,000 20,000 42.6 

Milwaukee 373,100 Low-Growth 382,200 391,400 401,200 28,100 | 7.5 

Intermediate-Growth 384,300 395,700 407,800 34,700 9.3 

High-Growth 393,100 413,200 434,500 61,400 | 16.5 

Ozaukee 25,700 |Low-Growth 29,900 32,500 34,900 | 9,200 35.8 
Intermediate-Growth 31,500 34,300 36,600 10,900 42.4 i 
High-Growth 35,900 39,800 42,500 16,800 65.4 

Racine 63,700 |Low-Growth 67,500 71,200 75,100 11,400 17.9 
Intermediate-Growth 69,400 73,900 78,200 14,500 22.8 
High-Growth 73,100 79,400 84,900 21,200 33.3 i 

Walworth 27,600 Low-Growth 30,400 32,500 34,500 | 6,900 | 25.0 

Intermediate-Growth 32,400 35,500 38,100 10,500 38.0 
High-Growth 35,100 39,500 43,000 | 15,400 55.8 i 

Washington 33,000 Low-Growth 41,000 46,500 51,300 18,300 55.5 
Intermediate-Growth 43,200 49,200 54,000 21,000 63.6 
High-Growth 49,300 57,600 63,100 30,100 | 91.2 

Waukesha 106,000 |Low-Growth 124,400 135,100 144,400 38,400 36.2 , 
Intermediate-Growth 130,400 | 141,900 150,600 44,600 42.1 
High-Growth | 144,900 160,300 170,100 64,100 60.5 

Region 676,100 Low-Growth 727,200 764,300 799,100 123,000 18.2 

Intermediate-Growth 746,000 789,700 827,100 151,000 22.3 

High-Growth 789,900 854,000 905,100 229,000 33.9 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. i 

employment growth rate in the Region over those two Table 17. As indicated in Table 17, the greatest rates of 
decades exceeded the growth rate for the State but was job growth over the period from 1950 to 1990 occurred i 
lower than that of the Nation. During the 1970s and 1980s, in Ozaukee, Washington, and Waukesha Counties, with 

the number of jobs in the Region increased by 36 percent, employment increases of 452 percent, 352 percent, and 
while the State’s employment increased by 46 percent and 1,068 percent, respectively. The number of jobs approxi- a 

the Nation’s employment increased by 55 percent. Over mately tripled in Walworth County, approximately 

the entire period from 1950 to 1990, the number of jobs in doubled in Racine County, and increased in Kenosha 
the Region increased by about 86 percent, compared to and Milwaukee Counties by 75 percent and 35 percent, i 
99 percent for the State and 120 percent for the Nation. respectively. The largest absolute increases in the number 
Because of this difference in employment growth rates, the of jobs during the 1950s and the 1970s occurred in 
employment of the Region as a proportion of the State’s Milwaukee County. The largest absolute increases in the 
employment decreased from 40.6 percent in 1950 to number of jobs during the 1960s and the 1980s occurred 
38.0 percent in 1990, and as a proportion of the Nation’s in Waukesha County. 
employment decreased from 0.93 percent in 1950 to 
0.79 percent in 1990. Employment in the Region was The proportional distribution of employment in the Region : 
estimated at about 1,132,400 jobs in 1995, about 65,200 by county for the years 1950, 1970, and 1990 is presented 
jobs, or 6.1 percent, above the 1990 level. in Figure 7. Job growth has not been uniformly distributed 

throughout the Region since 1950, and varying rates of / 
Distribution of Jobs growth have resulted in significant changes in the pro- 
The employment levels and rates of change for each portion of total employment in the Region among the 
county in the Region from 1950 to 1990 are shown in seven counties. Most notably, the Milwaukee County share f 

36



i Figure 6 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2020 
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Table 16 i 

EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION, WISCONSIN, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1950-1990 

a 

| Regional Employment 

eile Neen Employment Preceding Period Employment Preceding Period Employriient Preceding Period Total Employment in: 

1950 573,500 ae -- 1,413,400 sd “+ 61,701,200 = os 40.6 0.93 

1960 673,000 99,500 17.3 1,659,400 246,000 17.4 72,057,000 10,355,800 16.8 40.6 0.93 

1970 784,100 111,100 16.5 1,926,700 267,300 16.1 87,861,200 15,804,200 21.9 40.7 0.89 

1980 945,200 161,100 20.5 2,421,200 494,500 25.7 111,274,800 23,413,600 26.6 39.0 0.85 

1990 1,067,200 122,000 12.9 2,808,100 386,900 16.0 135,902,800 24,628,000 22.1 38.0 0.79 

Source: U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and SEWRPC. 

Table 17 i 

EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-1990 i 

a 

Employment (jobs) 

Kenosha......... 29,100 42,200 42,000 53,900 50,900 

Milwaukee ....... 453,500 503,300 524,900 581,700 613,300 

Ozaukee ......... 6,600 10,200 21,200 28,100 36,400 

Racine 2.2. case 44,500 49,900 64,500 80,900 88,800 

Walworth ........ 13,200 19,600 26,300 33,400 40,200 

Washington ...... 10,200 15,200 24,300 35,000 46,100 
Waukesha ....... 16,400 32,600 80,900 132,200 191,500 

573,500 673,000 784,100 945,200 1,067,200 i 

1950-1960 Change 1960-1970 Change 1970-1980 Change 1980-1990 Change 1950-1990 Change 

Kenosha......... 13,100 45.0 -200 -0.5 11,900 28.3 -3,000 5.6 21,800 74.9 i 
Milwaukee ....... 49,800 11.0 21,600 4.3 56,800 10.8 31,600 5.4 159,800 35.2 

Ozaukee ......... 3,600 54.5 11,000 107.8 6,900 32.5 8,300 29.5 29,800 451.5 

Racine seca sense 5,400 12.1 14,600 29.3 16,400 25.4 7,900 9.8 44,300 99.6 
Walworth ........ 6,400 48.5 6,700 34.2 7,100 27.0 6,800 20.4 27,000 204.5 

Washington ...... 5,000 49.0 9,100 59.9 10,700 44.0 11,100 31.7 35,900 352.0 

Waukesha ....... 16,200 98.8 48,300 148.2 51,300 63.4 59,300 44.9 175,100 1,067.7 

Source: U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and SEWRPC. i 

Figure 7 i 

DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950, 1970, AND 1990 

1950 TOTAL 1970 TOTAL 1990 TOTAL 
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i of regional employment decreased from about 79 percent would occur in Waukesha County, while the largest 

in 1950 to about 58 percent in 1990, and the Waukesha proportional increase, about 53 percent, would occur in 

County share increased from about 3 percent in 1950 to Walworth County. The absolute increases in employment 

about 18 percent in 1990. Much smaller changes in the outside of Waukesha County would range from 14,700 

i proportion of regional employment occurred in Ozaukee, jobs in Ozaukee County to 40,600 jobs in Milwaukee 

Racine, Walworth, and Washington Counties from 1950 to County. The proportional increases in employment out- 

1990, ranging from a gain of 0.6 percentage point for side of Walworth County would range from 7 percent 

i Racine County to a gain of 2.5 percentage points for in Milwaukee County to 40 percent in Ozaukee and 

Washington County. Kenosha County lost 0.3 percentage Waukesha Counties. 

point in its share of total regional employment between 

i 1950 and 1990. Under a low-growth scenario, the number of available 

jobs in the Region would increase by about 149,700, 

Map 9 provides a visual perspective on the distribution or about 14 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 1990 to 

i of jobs in the Region for the years 1963 and 1990. 1,216,900 jobs by the year 2020. Under this scenario, the 

The decentralization of employment in the Region away largest absolute employment increase, 64,100 jobs, would 

from the older, established urban centers of Kenosha, occur in Waukesha County, while the largest proportional 

Milwaukee, and Racine from 1963 to 1990 is evident increase, 45 percent, would occur in Walworth County. 

a on Map 9. The absolute increases in employment outside of Wauke- 

sha County would range from 9,800 jobs in Milwaukee 

While the overall economy of the Region has evidenced County to 18,200 jobs in Walworth County. The propor- 

f stability, a general shift in employment has occurred tional increases in employment outside of Walworth 

between the service and trade sectors and the manu- County would range from 2 percent in Milwaukee County 

facturing sector. The dominant and subdominant manu- to 34 percent in Ozaukee and Waukesha Counties. 

f facturing industry groups accounted for about 20 percent 

of total regional employment in 1950, but only about SUMMARY 

12 percent in 1990. Conversely, the dominant and sub- 

i dominant retail and service-oriented industry groups This chapter has presented the findings of demographic 

increased from about 25 percent of total regional employ- and economic inventories and projections conducted in 

ment in 1950 to about 41 percent in 1990. support of the preparation of a regional land use plan 
i for Southeastern Wisconsin for the year 2020. The most 

Projected Employment Levels important findings set forth in this chapter can be sum- 

Commission employment projections for the Region and marized as follows: 

its constituent counties under three regional growth 

a scenarios are set forth in Table 18 and Figure 8. Under a 1. In any long-range areawide planning effort, future 

high-growth scenario, the number of available jobs in the population, household, and employment levels must 

Region would increase by about 295,400, or about be forecast. To deal with the uncertainties inherent 

i 28 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 1990 to 1,362,600 jobs in long-range forecasts, the Commission prepared 

by the year 2020. Under this scenario, the largest absolute alternative high-growth, intermediate-growth, and 

employment increase, 94,700 jobs, would occur in low-growth projections of regional population, 

i Waukesha County, while the largest proportional increase, household, and employment levels for the year 

about 63 percent, would occur in Walworth County. The 2020. Three different population projections were 

absolute increases in employment outside of Waukesha thus made using different combinations of assumed 

a County would range from 18,100 jobs in Ozaukee County fertility, mortality, and migration rates with the 

to 84,400 jobs in Milwaukee County. The proportional cohort survival technique in an attempt to determine 

increases in employment outside of Walworth County the population of the Region under a range of 

would range from 14 percent in Milwaukee County to possible future conditions. In addition, three alterna- 

. 50 percent in Ozaukee and Waukesha Counties. tive projections for the number and average size of 

households in the Region accompanied the projec- 

Under an intermediate-growth scenario, the number of tions for the resident population of the Region. 

a available jobs in the Region would increase by about Projections of total employment levels in the Region 

209,900, or about 20 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 1990 under three scenarios for the year 2020 were made 

to 1,277,100 jobs by the year 2020. Under this scenario, by aggregating separate projections developed for 

i the largest absolute employment increase, 76,700 jobs, each dominant or subdominant industry category, 
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& Map 9 

EMPLOYMENT DISTRIBUTION IN THE REGION: 1963 AND 1990 
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Total employment in the Region increased from about 655,500 jobs in 1963 to 1,067,000 jobs in 1990. This employment growth has been accompanied by a change in the distribution of jobs in the 

Region, including a decentralization of jobs away from the central areas of the Cities of Kenosha, Milwaukee, and Racine to suburban and outlying areas of the Region. Many of the new job centers 

are considerably removed from the largest concentrations of the Region's labor force. 

Source: Wisconsin Department of Industry, Labor and Human Relations; Classified Directory of Wisconsin Manufacturers; and SEWRPC.



along with a projection for employment not by the year 2020. Under the high-growth projec- 

i accorded dominant or subdominant industry status. tion, Milwaukee County would experience the 

largest absolute increase in population; under the 
2. The 1990 population of the Region was about intermediate- and low-growth projections, Wauke- 

f 1,810,400, an increase of about 569,800, or 46 per- sha County would experience the largest absolute 
cent, over the 1950 population of about 1,240,600. increases in population. 
The population of the Region increased significantly 

i during the 1950s and 1960s, with increases of 4. The number of households in the Region in 1990 
27 percent and 12 percent, respectively, occurring was about 676,100, an increase of about 321,600, or 

during those decades. During the 1970s and 1980s, 91 percent, over the 1950 level of about 354,500. 

a however, the population of the Region increased The number of households in the Region increased 
by only 3 percent. Over the entire period from 1950 significantly during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s, 

to 1990, the population of the Region increased with increases of 31 percent, 15 percent, and 17 per- 
i by about 46 percent, compared to 42 percent for cent, respectively, occurring during those decades. 

Wisconsin and 65 percent for the United States. During the 1980s, however, that rate of growth 

The greatest rates of population growth over the slowed to about 8 percent. Over the entire period 
period from 1950 to 1990 occurred in Ozaukee, from 1950 to 1990, the number of households in 

i Washington, and Waukesha Counties, with popula- the Region increased by about 91 percent, compared 
tion increases of 212 percent, 181 percent, and to 88 percent for the State and 117 percent for the 
255 percent, respectively. Nation. The greatest rates of growth in the number 

/ of households over the period from 1950 to 1990 

Varying rates of population growth have resulted occurred in Ozaukee, Washington, and Waukesha 

in significant shifts in population among the seven Counties, with increases in households of 290 per- 
i counties. Most notably, the Milwaukee County cent, 251 percent, and 349 percent, respectively. 

share of the regional population decreased from : 
about 70 percent in 1950 to about 53 percent in Varying rates of growth have resulted in significant 

i; 1990, and the Waukesha County share increased changes in the proportional distribution of total 

from about 7 percent in 1950 to about 17 percent households in the Region among the seven counties. 
in 1990. Most notably, the Milwaukee County share of 

. regional households decreased from about 70 per- 

i The urban-rural composition of the Region’s popu cent in 1950 to about 55 percent in 1990, and the 
lation, like that of most metropolitan regions in the Waukesha County share increased from about 

United States, has become increasingly urban—as 7 percent in 1950 to about 16 percent in 1990. 
i measured in terms of urban and rural place-of- 

residence data enumerated in the U. S. Censuses of | 
Population. The population of the Region was The number of households in the Region, State, and 

i approximately 76 percent rural and 24 percent urban Nation increased at a rate nearly double that of the 

in 1850. By 1910, this relationship had reversed to population between 1950 and 1990. Between 1950 
24 percent rural and 76 percent urban. In 1990, the and 1990, the average household size in the Region 

| population of the Region was 87 percent urban and decreased from 3.36 to 2.62 persons, oF by 
i 13 percent rural. 22 percent. In 1990, all of the counties in the Region 

exhibited average household sizes of less than 3.00 

3. Under a high-growth scenario, the resident persons per household. | 
i population of the Region would increase by about 

556,600 persons, or about 31 percent, from 5. Under a high-growth scenario, the number of 
1,810,400 persons in 1990 to 2,367,000 persons households in the Region would increase by about 

i by the year 2020. Under an intermediate-growth 229,000, or about 34 percent, from 676,100 house- 
scenario, the resident population of the Region holds in 1990 to 905,100 households by the year 
would increase by about 267,500 persons, or about 2020. Under an intermediate-growth scenario, the 

. 15 percent, to 2,077,900 persons by the year 2020. number of households in the Region would increase 
Under a low-growth scenario, the resident popula- by about 151,000, or about 22 percent, to 827,100 

tion of the Region would increase by about 114,600 by the year 2020. Under a low-growth scenario, 
i persons, or about 6 percent, to 1,925,000 persons the number of households in the Region would 
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Table 18 | 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990-2020 i 

eee senescence een eee eens ee eee ccecee eee eee eee eee eee ee eee eee eee erence eee eee ee ceeeeecreee eee eee ca eee Tee 

Projected Change i 

Actual 1990 Projected Employment Levels (jobs) 1990-2020 
Employment 

County _| Levelijobs) | __Scenario | _—2000_—|__2o10__—*|— 2020 | Number_| Percent 
Kenosha 50,900 Low-Growth 56,800 62,500 66,900 16,000 31.4 i 

Intermediate-Growth 58,400 64,900 70,200 19,300 37.9 

High-Growth 60,700 68,000 74,900 24,000 47.2 

Low-Growth 620,800 629,800 623,100 9,800 1.6 

Intermediate-Growth 639,000 654,000 653,900 40,600 6.6 

High-Growth 663,600 685,600 697,700 84,400 13.8 

Ozaukee 36,400 Low-Growth 40,800 45,200 48,700 12,300 33.8 
Intermediate-Growth 42,000 46,900 51,100 14,700 40.4 i 

High-Growth 43,600 49,200 54,500 18,100 49.7 

Racine 88,800 Low-Growth 94,900 100,300 103,400 14,600 16.4 
| Intermediate-Growth 97,700 104,100 108,600 19,800 22.3 

High-Growth 101,400 109,200 115,800 27,000 30.4 

Walworth 40,200 Low-Growth 52,700 56,200 58,400 18,200 45.3 
Intermediate-Growth 54,200 58,400 61,300 21,100 52.5 
High-Growth 56,300 61,200 65,400 25,200 62.7 i 

Washington 46,100 Low-Growth 51,500 56,700 60,800 14,700 31.9 

Intermediate-Growth 53,000 58,900 63,800 17,700 38.4 

High-Growth 55,000 61,700 68,100 22,000 47.7 

Waukesha 191,500 Low-Growth 214,700 237,400 255,600 64,100 33.5 i 
Intermediate-Growth 221,000 246,500 268,200 76,700 40.1 
High-Growth 229,400 258,400 286,200 94,700 49.5 

Region 1,067,200 Low-Growth 1,132,200 1,188,100 1,216,900 149,700 14.0 i 
| intermediate-Growth 1,165,300 1,233,700 1,277,100 209,900 19.7 

High-Growth 1,210,000 1,293,300 1,362,600 295,400 27.7 

Source: U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and SEWRPC. i 

increase by about 123,000, or about 18 percent, to compared to 99 percent for the State and 120 per- 

799,100 by the year 2020. Under all of the house- cent for the Nation. The greatest rates of job growth 

hold projections, Waukesha County would experi- over the period from 1950 to 1990 occurred in ; 
ence the largest absolute increases in the number Ozaukee, Washington, and Waukesha Counties, 
of households. with employment increases of 452 percent, 352 per- 

cent, and 1,068 percent, respectively. The largest i 

6. The number of jobs in the Region in 1990 was absolute increases in the number of jobs during 
about 1,067,200, an increase of about 493,700 the 1950s and the 1970s occurred in Milwaukee 

jobs, or about 86 percent, over the 1950 level of County. The largest absolute increases in the num- 
about 573,500. The number of available jobs in the ber of jobs during the 1960s and the 1980s occurred 
Region increased significantly during the 1950s, in Waukesha County. 
1960s, 1970s, and 1980s, although not at as high a 

rate as those of the State and the Nation. Over Varying rates of growth have resulted in significant ; 
the entire period from 1950 to 1990, the number of changes in the proportional distribution of total 
jobs in the Region increased by about 86 percent, employment in the Region among the seven : 
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i Figure 8 

EXISTING AND PROJECTED EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2020 
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counties. Most notably, the Milwaukee County an intermediate-growth scenario, the number of 
share of regional employment decreased from about available jobs in the Region would increase by i 

79 percent in 1950 to about 58 percent in 1990, and about 209,900, or about 20 percent, to 1,277,100 
the Waukesha County share increased from about jobs by the year 2020. Under a low-growth scenario, 

3 percent in 1950 to about 18 percent in 1990. the number of available jobs in the Region would | 

increase by about 149,700, or about 14 percent, 

7. Under a high-growth scenario, the number of avail- to 1,216,900 jobs by the year 2020. Under all of 

able jobs in the Region would increase by about the employment projections, Waukesha County i 

295,400, or about 28 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs would experience the largest absolute increases 
in 1990 to 1,362,600 jobs by the year 2020. Under in employment. 
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i Chapter IV 

1 OBJECTIVES, PRINCIPLES, AND STANDARDS 

INTRODUCTION HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF 

i THE LAND USE OBJECTIVES, 
Planning is a rational process for formulating and meeting PRINCIPLES, AND STANDARDS 
objectives. Consequently, the formulation of objectives ? 

i is an essential task that must be undertaken before plans One of the most important tasks accomplished as part of 

can be prepared. This chapter presents a set of land use the first regional land use planning study in the mid-1960s 
objectives along with supporting principles and related yas the formulation of a set of objectives, principles, and 

i standar ds recommended by the Technical Coordinating standards expressing the desired direction, magnitude, and 
and Advisory Committee on Regional Land Use Planning quality of future development within the Region. Formu- 
as a basis for the preparation and evaluation of the year jated under the guidance of a broad-based Technical 

i 2020 regional land use plan. Coordinating and Advisory Committee, these objectives 
provided the basis for the development of the first regional 

BASIC CONCEPTS AND DEFINITIONS land use plan—the design year 1990 plan adopted by 
the Commission in 1966. About 10 years later, the ini- 

i The terms “objective,” “principle,” “standard,” “plan,” —_tial objectives, principles, and standards were carefully 
“policy,” and “program” are subject to a range of inter- reviewed and evaluated by the Technical Coordinating 
pretations. Although this chapter deals with only the first and Advisory Committee and the Commission. In that 

| three of these terms, an understanding of the inter- review, consideration was given to the degree of attain- 
relationship between the foregoing terms and the basic ment of each of the objectives since their initial adoption, 
concepts which they represent is essential to any con- as well as to both adverse and favorable public reaction 

i sideration of objectives, principles, and standards. Under to plan implementation proposals. The objectives, princi- 
the regional planning program, these terms have been ples, and standards were subsequently reaffirmed, with 

defined as follows: only minor modification, and recommended for use as a 

i basis for the preparation of the second regional land use 
1. Objective: a goal or end toward the attainment of plan—the design year 2000 plan adopted by the Com- 

which plans and policies are directed. mission in 1977. Subsequently, the adopted objectives, 
i principles, and standards were reviewed and evaluated in 

2. Principle: a fundamental, primary, or generally a similar manner; were again reaffirmed with only minor 
accepted tenet used to support objectives and pre- modification; and were recommended for use in the 
pare standards and plans. preparation of the third regional land use plan—the design 

5 year 2010 plan adopted by the Commission in 1992. 
3. Standard: a criterion used as a basis of comparison 

to determine the adequacy of plan proposals to Under the current effort to extend the regional land use 

| attain objectives. plan to the year 2020, the land use objectives, principles, 
and standards were again reviewed and evaluated by the 

4. Plan: a design which seeks to achieve agreed- Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee. Follow- 
| upon objectives. ing that review and evaluation, the Advisory Committee 

recommended that the land use objectives adopted as part 

5. Policy: a rule or course of action used to ensure of the year 2010 regional land use plan be incorporated 

i plan implementation. without change into the year 2020 plan. The Advisory 
Committee reaffirmed the principles and standards of 

6. Program: a coordinated series of policies and the year 2010 plan, with only minor change, for use in 

i actions to carry out a plan. the preparation of the year 2020 plan. The balance of this 
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chapter presents the objectives, principles, and standards urban areas of the Region; and prevention of slums 

recommended by the Technical Coordinating and Advis- and blight. i 
ory Committee for use in the preparation of the year 2020 

regional land use plan. 4. A broad range of choice among housing designs, 
sizes, types, and costs, recognizing changing trends | 

OBJECTIVES in age-group composition, income, and family 
living habits. 

The Commission has identified and recommended both 

general and specific land use development objectives. 5. An adequate, flexible, and balanced level of com- i 
General development objectives—often referred to by munity services and facilities. 
other agencies as “goals”—are by their very nature either 

qualitative or difficult to relate directly to development 6. An efficient and equitable allocation of fiscal | 

plans in a quantitative manner. Conversely, specific devel- resources within the public sector of the economy. 
opment objectives can be directly related to development 

plans and at least crudely quantified. 7. An attractive and healthful physical and social envi- i 
ronment with ample opportunities for high-quality 

General Development Objectives education, cultural activities, and outdoor recreation. 
The general development objectives which follow are 5 

proposed as goals which public policy within the Region 8. Protection, sound use, and enhancement of the natu- 
should promote over time. They are necessarily general ral resource base. 
but, nevertheless, provide the broad framework within i 

which regional planning aN take piace andi the more 9. Development of communities having distinctive 
specific goals for the various functional elements and wg . we 

‘ individual character, based on physical conditions, 
component parts of the Region can be stated and pursued. historical factors: and local desires i 

With respect to the application of these objectives, it is , . 
sufficient that there be a consensus within the Advisory . oe 

Committee and the Commission itself that plan proposals Specific Development Objectives 
support, or at least do not conflict with, the objectives. Within the framework established by the general develop- i 

Such consensus represents the most practical evaluation  ™ent objectives, a secondary set of more specific objec- 
of the ability of plan proposals to meet the general tives which is directly relatable to physical development 

development objectives. plans and which can be at least crudely quantified has been i 

postulated. The specific development objectives are largely 

The following general development objectives, previously _S¢lf-descriptive. They are concerned primarily with spatial 
adopted as part of the year 2010 regional land use plan, allocation to, and distribution of, the various land uses; 

have been reaffirmed by the Advisory Committee for land use compatibility; resource protection; and accessi- i 
use in the preparation of the year 2020 land use plan; no bility. Their application is facilitated by complementing 

ranking is implied by the order in which these objectives ach objective with a set of quantifiable planning standards 
are listed: which are, in turn, directly relatable to a planning principle i 

which supports the chosen objective. 

1. Economic growth at a rate consistent with regional 

resources, including land, labor, and capital, and ‘The following specific development objectives, previously i 
primary dependence on free enterprise in order to adopted as part of the year 2010 regional land use plan, 
provide needed employment opportunities for the have been reaffirmed by the Advisory Committee for use 

expanding labor force of the Region. in the preparation of the year 2020 land use plan; no 5 
ranking is implied by the order in which these objectives 

2. A wide range of employment opportunities through are listed: 

a broad, diversified economic base. i 
1. A balanced allocation of space to the various land 

3. Preservation and protection of desirable existing use categories which meets the social, physical, and 
residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural economic needs of the regional population. 
development in order to maintain desirable social i 
and economic values; renewal of obsolete and 2. A spatial distribution of the various land uses which 
deteriorating areas in the rural as well as in the will result in a compatible arrangement of land uses. i 
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3. A spatial distribution of the various land uses which by public utilities and having adequate parking and good 
i maintains biodiversity and which will result in the access to the arterial street and transit systems. 

protection and wise use of the natural resources 

of the Region, including its soils, inland lakes PRINCIPLES AND STANDARDS 
i and streams, groundwater, wetlands, woodlands, 

prairies, wildlife, and natural areas and critical Complementing each of the foregoing specific land use 
species habitats. development objectives are one or more planning princi- 

ples and a set of planning standards. Each set of standards 
i 4. A spatial distribution of the various land uses which _g directly related to a planning principle, as well as to the 

is properly related to the supporting transportation, objective, and serves to facilitate quantitative application 
utility, and public facility systems in order to assure —_of the objectives in plan design, testing, and evaluation. 

I the economical provision of transportation, utility, The planning principles support the specific objectives by 

and public facility services. asserting their validity. 

i 5. The development and preservation of residential The planning principles and standards recommended by 

areas within a physical environment that is healthy, the Advisory Committee as a basis for the preparation of 
safe, convenient, and attractive. the year 2020 regional land use plan are set forth in 

i Table 19. Most of the principles and standards were 
6. The preservation, development, and redevelopment —_incorporated without change from the year 2010 regional 

of a variety of suitable industrial and commercial land use plan. One standard from the year 2010 plan has 
i sites both in terms of physical characteristics been revised and one new standard has been added, as 

and location. indicated below. 

7. The preservation and provision of open space Objective No. 8, Standard No. 1 
i to enhance the total quality of the regional Standard No. 1 under Objective No. 8 calls for the 

environment, maximize essential natural resource _ preservation of prime agricultural lands. Under the year 
availability, give form and structure to urban devel- 2010 regional land use plan, the delineation of prime 

| opment, and facilitate the ultimate attainment of —_ agricultural lands was based upon consideration of soil 
a balanced year-round public outdoor recreational productivity, the size of individual farms, and the size and 
program providing a full range of facilities for all extent of the contiguous area being farmed. With the 

i age groups. advent of the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program, 
a tax-credit program, counties were given the legal 

8. The preservation of land areas to provide for responsibility for defining prime agricultural lands. Conse- 

| agriculture, provide a reserve or holding area for quently, the precise definition of such lands may be 

future urban and rural needs, and ensure the preser- expected to vary from county to county and to change over 

vation of those rural areas which provide wildlife time. Accordingly, the Advisory Committee determined 
habitat and which are essential to shape and order that the 2020 regional land use plan should focus on the 

i urban development. preservation of the most basic element of the agricultural 

resource base, namely the most fertile and productive 
The foregoing represent systems-level objectives which soils—those identified by the U. S. Natural Resources 

i the regional land use plan should seek to achieve. They are Conservation Service as comprising agricultural soil 

concerned with the proper allocation of space to the capability Classes I and II. Standard No. 1 under Objec- 
various categories of land use and the proper arrangement tive No. 8 has been appropriately revised to reflect 

i of land use at the systems level of planning. While the this determination. 
objectives and standards include guidelines for neighbor- 
hood development and the development of commercial and Objective No. 3, Standard No. 6 

3 industrial areas, detailed site design considerations are Objective No. 3 is concerned with the protection and 
properly addressed at the local level of planning, and it is wise use of the natural resources of the Region and the 
the function of local planning to ensure good design at maintenance of biodiversity. Existing standards under 

individual development sites. It is in the local planning this objective address individual elements of the natural 
i process that the ultimate responsibility lies to ensure the resource base, including soils, inland lakes and streams, 

development of properly designed neighborhood units and groundwater, wetlands, woodlands, prairies, and wildlife. 
i properly designed commercial and industrial areas served For purposes of the year 2020 land use plan, a new 
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standard has been added under Objective No. 3, dealing tions must be taken into account. First, it must be 

specifically with the preservation of natural areas—essen- recognized that it is unlikely that any one plan proposal i 

tially, areas representative of the pre-European-settlement can meet all of the standards completely; the extent to 

landscape—and habitat areas for endangered, threatened, which each standard is met, exceeded, or violated must 

or rare plants and animals. serve as a measure of the ability of the plan proposal 
to achieve the specific objectives which the given stan- I 

The urbanization of the Southeastern Wisconsin Region dard complements. 

combined with historical agricultural activity has greatly 

diminished the remaining undisturbed, natural areas of the Second, it must be recognized that some objectives may be i 

Region. Only remnants of the pre-European-settlement complementary, with the achievement of one objective 
landscape remain intact. The continued urbanization of supporting the achievement of others. For example, the 

the Region threatens to disturb or destroy the remaining —_concentration of new urban residential development within 5 
natural areas and the associated—in many cases, unique— —_—_ planning units served by public sanitary sewers, water 
plant and animal habitat which they afford. Disturbance or supply service, and other urban services and facilities, as 

destruction of these areas results in reduced biodiversity called for in Standard No. 1 under Objective No. 2, is i 

and the loss of important opportunities for educational, —_—_ consistent with and would support the protection of the 
scientific, and recreational pursuits. natural resources of the Region, as called for under Objec- 

The proposed new standard calls for the preservation of ine Touiting wensuhation Ae eh cou soaicer bor j 
the remaining “natural areas” and “critical species habitat example, the preservation of agricultural and other open 

sites” in the Region. j Natural a eas are) defined peas space lands, as called for under Objectives Nos. 7 and 8, 

or une Or water 50 nee edie Sy Pumas Sey must be reconciled with the required allocation of land to | 

whic Raye eulticienily Tecavered irom he ottests of suet the various urban uses, as called for in Objective No. 1, in 
activity, that they contain intact native plant and animal the plan design process. 
communities believed to be representative of the pre- j 

European: selenicnt lanteeaic) ia spends babii Third, it must be recognized that the standards must be 
ae conned as those aes ofjland on water which Support very judiciously applied to areas or facilities which are 
federally listed or State-listed endangered, threatened, or already partially or fully developed, since full attainment i 

rare plant or animal species. of certain standards may require extensive renewal or 

A comprehensive inventory of natural areas and critical Teconstruction programs. It should be noted in this respect 
species habitat sites within the Region was completed by _‘that the land use standards which are concerned with i 
the Commission in 1994. Recommendations with respect natural resource protection, use, or development or with 
to the protection and preservation of these sites, includ- Neighborhood and community development relate pri- 
ing recommendations regarding protective public or  M™atily to those areas of the Region where the resource 5 
private ownership, are set forth in a natural areas and -Dase_-‘has not as yet been significantly deteriorated, 
critical species habitat protection and management plan for depleted, or destroyed and where neighborhood and 
Southeastern Wisconsin adopted by the Regional Planning © ©Ommunity development has not yet been significantly 
Commission in 1997. disrupted. In areas where such disruption, deterioration, i 

depletion, or destruction has already occurred, application 

OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS of the standards may make it necessary to inaugurate 

programs which would restore neighborhoods and the i 

In applying the planning standards and in preparing the resource base to a higher level of both quality and quantity. 
regional land use plan, several overriding considera- | Such programs are specifically recommended for surface- 

water resources in the adopted comprehensive watershed i 
— plans and in the regional water quality management plan; 

\SEWRPC Planning Report No. 42, A Regional Natural for air resources in the regional air quality attainment and 

Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection and Manage- maintenance plan; and for certain recreational resources in 
ment Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin, September 1997. the regional park and open space plan. i 
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Table 19 

i LAND USE DEVELOPMENT OBJECTIVES, PRINCIPLES, AND STANDARDS 

i OBJECTIVE NO. 1 

A balanced allocation of space to the various land use categories which meets the social, physical, and economic needs of the 

i regional population. 

PRINCIPLE 

i The planned supply of land set aside for any given use should approximate the known and anticipated demand for that use. 

STANDARDS | 

1. For each additional 100 dwelling units to be accommodated within the Region at each residential density, the following minimum 
j amounts of residential land should be set aside: 

Net Area4 Gross AreaP 
(acres per 100 (acres per 100 

Residential Density Category dwelling units) dwelling units) 

High-Density Urban® ..........ccc eee e cece eee ee eeeees 8 13 
Medium-Density Urban® ............ ccc cece eee eee eeee 23 32 
Low-Density Urban® ........... 0. cece cece eeees 83 109 
Suburban] .... occ cece cece ceceeccecueuceaueunees 167 204 

ST 500 588 

; 2. For each additional 1,000 persons to be accommodated within the Region, the following minimum amounts of public park and 

recreational land should be set aside: 

Public Park and Net Area® Gross Area! 
i Recreational Land Category (acres per 1,000 persons) (acres per 1,000 persons) 

Major .. 0... ccc eee eee eee eee eee eee neeees 

Other .... cc ccc ec ccc et eee eee eee e eee eeees 

; 3. For each additional 100 industrial employees to be accommodated within the Region, the following minimum amounts of industrial land 

should be set aside: 

i Net Area® Gross AreaY 
Industrial Land Category (acres per 100 employees) (acres per 100 employees) 

i 4. For each additional 100 commercial employees to be accommodated within the Region, the following minimum amounts of commercial 

land should be set aside: 

i ) Net Area? Gross AreaY 
Commercial Land Category (acres per 100 employees) (acres per 100 employees) 

Retail and Service 
AYE) ce) a 

i Other .... 0. ce eee eee eee nee e eens 

Office 
Major and Other .......... eee eee eee reece ete ee 

f 5. For each additional 1,000 persons to be accommodated within the Region, the following minimum amounts of governmental and 

institutional land should be set aside: 

Governmental and Net Area? Gross Area 
Institutional Land Category (acres per 1,000 persons) (acres per 1,000 persons) 
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| OBJECTIVE NO. 2 

A spatial distribution of the various land uses which will result in a compatible arrangement of land uses. | i 

PRINCIPLE 

The proper allocation of uses to land can avoid or minimize hazards and dangers to health, safety, and welfare and maximize amenity and i 

convenience in terms of accessibility to supporting land uses. 

STANDARDS i 

1. Urban high-, medium-, and low-density residential uses should be located within planning units which are served with centralized public 

sanitary sewerage and water supply facilities and contain, within a reasonable walking distance, necessary supporting local service uses, 
such as neighborhood park, local commercial, and elementary-school facilities, and should have reasonable access through the appropriate 

component of the transportation system to employment, commercial, cultural, and governmental centers, and secondary-school and higher 

educational facilities. 

2. Rural- and suburban-density residential uses should have reasonable access through the appropriate component of the transportation 

system to local service uses; employment, commercial, cultural, and governmental centers; and secondary-school and higher educa- 

tional facilities. 

3. Industrial uses should be located to have direct access to arterial street and highway facilities and reasonable access through an 

appropriate component of the transportation system to residential areas and to railway, seaport, and airport facilities, and should not be 
intermixed with commercial, residential, governmental, recreational, or institutional land uses. 

4. Major commercial uses should be located in centers of concentrated activity on only one side of an arterial street and should be afforded 
direct access! to the arterial street system. , 

OBJECTIVE NO. 3 | . 

A spatial distribution of the various land uses which maintains biodiversity and which will result in the protection and wise use of the i 

natural resources of the Region, including its soils, inland lakes and streams, groundwater, wetlands, woodlands, prairies, wildlife, and 
natural areas and critical species habitats. | 

PRINCIPLE i 

The proper allocation of uses to land can assist in maintaining an ecological balance between the activities of humans and the natural 
environment which supports them. i 

1. SOILS 

PRINCIPLE ; 

The proper relation of urban and rural land use development to soil types and distribution can serve to avoid many environmental 
problems, aid in the establishment of better regional settlement patterns, and promote the wise use of an irreplaceable resource. 

STANDARDS i 

a. Sewered urban development, particularly for residential use, should not be located in areas covered by soils identified in the regional 
detailed operational soil survey as having severe limitations for such development. 

b. Unsewered suburban residential development should not be located in areas covered by soils identified in the regional detailed opera- i 
tional soil survey as unsuitable for such development. 

c. Rural development, including agricultural and rural residential development, should not be located in areas covered by soils identified i 
in the regional detailed operational soil survey as unsuitable for such uses. 

2. INLAND LAKES AND STREAMS | 

PRINCIPLE i 

Inland lakes and streams contribute to the atmospheric water supply through evaporation; provide a suitable environment for desirable 
and sometimes unique plant and animal life; provide the population with opportunities for certain scientific, cultural, and educational 
pursuits; constitute prime recreational areas; provide a desirable aesthetic setting for certain types of land use development; serve to store 

and convey floodwaters; and provide certain water withdrawal requirements. 
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| STANDARDS 

; a. A minimum of 25 percent of the perimeter or shoreline frontage of lakes having a surface area in excess of 50 acres should be maintained 
in a natural state. 

b. Not more than 60 percent of the length of the shoreline of inland lakes having a surface area in excess of 50 acres should be allocated 
to urban development, except for park and outdoor recreational uses. 

c. A minimum of 10 percent of the shoreline of each inland lake having a surface area in excess of 50 acres should be maintained for public 
; uses, such as a beach area, pleasure-craft marina, or park. 

d. It is desirable that 25 percent of the shoreline of each inland lake having a surface area of less than 50 acres be maintained in either a 
natural state or some low-intensity public use, such as parkland. 

i e. A minimum of 25 percent of both banks of all perennial streams should be maintained in a natural state. 

f. Not more than 50 percent of the length of perennial streams should be allocated to urban development, except for park and outdoor 
i recreational uses. | 

g. Floodlands! should not be allocated to any urban development which would cause or be subject to flood damage. 

h. No unauthorized structure or fill should be allowed to encroach upon and obstruct the flow of water in perennial stream channels! 
and floodways.'™ 

3. WETLANDS 

f PRINCIPLE 

Wetlands" support a wide variety of desirable and sometimes unique plant and animal life; assist in the stabilization of lake levels and 
streamflows; trap and store plant nutrients in runoff, thus reducing the rate of enrichment of surface waters and noxious weed and algae 
growth; contribute to the atmospheric oxygen supply; contribute to the atmospheric water supply; reduce stormwater runoff by providing 
area for floodwater impoundment and storage; trap soil particles suspended in runoff and thus reduce stream sedimentation; provide 
opportunities for certain scientific, educational, and recreational pursuits; and may serve as groundwater recharge and discharge areas. 

i STANDARDS 

a. All wetlands adjacent to streams or lakes, all wetlands within areas having special wildlife or other natural values, and all wetlands having 
; an area of five acres or greater should not be allocated to any urban development except limited recreational use, and should not be 

drained or filled. In addition, county and local units of government may choose to preserve all wetlands. 

b. Open lands surrounding particularly important wetlands, including wetlands adjacent to streams or lakes, wetlands having special wild- 
E life or other natural values, and wetlands having an area in excess of 50 acres, should be kept in open space uses such as agricultural or 

limited recreational uses. 

R 4. WOODLANDS 

PRINCIPLE 

Woodlands? assist in maintaining unique natural relationships between plants and animals; reduce stormwater runoff: contribute to the 
atmospheric oxygen supply; contribute to the atmospheric water supply through transpiration; aid in reducing soil erosion and stream 
sedimentation; provide the resource base for the forest product industries; provide the population with opportunities for certain scientific, 
educational, and recreational pursuits; and provide a desirable aesthetic setting for certain types of land use development. 

i STANDARDS 

a. A minimum of 10 percent of the land area of each watershed? within the Region should be devoted to woodlands. 

, b. For demonstration and educational purposes, the woodland cover within each county should include a minimum of one 40-acre or larger 
woodlot devoted to each major forest type: dry, mesic, or lowland forest. In addition, the best remaining examples of the native forest 
vegetation types representative of the pre-settlement vegetation should be maintained in a natural condition and be made available for 

; research and educational use. 

c. A minimum regional aggregate of five acres of woodland per 1,000 population should be maintained for recreational pursuits. 
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5. PRAIRIES 

PRINCIPLE i 

Prairies,4 including savannas, assist in maintaining unique natural relationships between plants and animals; reduce stormwater runoff; 
contribute to the atmospheric oxygen supply; contribute to the atmospheric water supply through transpiration; aid in reducing soil erosion; 
and provide opportunities for scientific, educational, and recreational pursuits. i 

STANDARD 

a. All remaining native prairies representative of the pre-settlement vegetation should be maintained in a natural condition and be made ; 

available for research and educational use. 

6. NATURAL AREAS AND CRITICAL SPECIES HABITATS 

PRINCIPLE i 

Natural areas’ and critical species habitats® are important in a number of ways—including economically, insofar as they support advances | 

in agriculture and medicine; functionally, insofar as they enhance surface-water and groundwater quality, minimize erosion, and enhance f 
air quality; educationally; recreationally; aesthetically; in basic scientific research; and in maintaining biological and genetic diversity. In 
a less tangible but equally important way, natural areas and critical species habitats contribute to mental well-being and to the overall 
quality of human life. 

STANDARD i 

a. The remaining natural areas and critical species habitat areas should be preserved. 

7. WILDLIFE [ 

PRINCIPLE 

Wildlife, when provided with a suitable habitat, will supply the population with opportunities for certain scientific, educational, and i 
recreational pursuits; comprises an integral component of the life systems which are vital to beneficial natural processes, including the 

control of harmful insects and other noxious pests and the promotion of plant pollination; provides a food source; offers an economic 
resource for the recreation industries; and serves as an indicator of environmental health. 

STANDARDS 

a. The most suitable habitat for wildlife, the area wherein fish, game, and nongame species can best be fed, sheltered, and reproduced, 

is a natural habitat. Since the natural habitat for wildlife can best be achieved by preserving or maintaining in a wholesome state other 
resources such as water, wetlands, prairies, and woodlands, the standards for each of these other resources, if met, would ensure the 

preservation of a suitable wildlife habitat and population. 

b. Wildlife populations should be maintained in balance with the holding capacity of the land. i 

OBJECTIVE NO. 4 

A spatial distribution of the various land uses which is properly related to the supporting transportation, utility, and public facility systems i 
in order to assure the economical provision of transportation, utility, and public facility services. 

PRINCIPLE i 

The transportation and public utility facilities and the land use pattern which these facilities serve and support are mutually interdependent 
in that the land use pattern determines the demand for, and loadings upon, transportation and utility facilities; and these facilities, in turn, 
are essential to, and form a basic framework for, land use development. 

STANDARDS i 

1. Urban development should be located and designed so as to maximize the use of existing transportation and utility systems. 

2. The transportation system should be located and designed to provide access not only to all land presently devoted to urban development i 

but to land planned to be used for such urban development. 

3. All land developed or planned to be developed for urban medium-, high-, and low-density residential use should be located in 
areas serviceable by an existing or planned public sanitary sewerage system and preferably within the gravity drainage area tributary to 
such systems. 

4. All land developed or planned to be developed for urban medium-, high-, and low-density residential use should be located in areas 
serviceable by an existing or planned public water supply system. i 
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5. All land developed or planned to be developed for urban medium- and high-density residential use should be located in areas serviceable 

i by existing or planned public transit facilities. 

6. The transportation system should be located and designed to minimize the penetration of existing and planned residential neighborhood 
units by through traffic. 

F 7. Transportation terminal facilities, such as off-street parking, off-street truck loading, and mass transit loading facilities, should be located 
in close proximity to the principal land uses to which they are accessory. 

8. In the absence of public sanitary sewer service, onsite sewage disposal systems should be utilized only in accordance with the following: 

/ a. Onsite soil absorption sewage disposal systems should be utilized only in areas covered by soils which are suitable for the system 
being considered. 

F b. The use of onsite sewage disposal systems should be limited to the following types of development: 

@ Rural residential development. 

i; @ Suburban-density residential development, limited, however, to areas already committed to such use.! 

e Urban land uses which may be required in unsewered areas such as transportation-related businesses, agriculture-related 
businesses, communication facilities, utility installations, and park and recreation sites. 

i c. Use of the various types of onsite sewage disposal systems should be in accordance with the following: 

@ New development in unsewered areas should be designed to be served by conventional onsite soil absorption sewage 
disposal systems. 

F @ Alternative onsite soil absorption sewage disposal systems should only be utilized to remedy failing conventional onsite sewage 
disposal systems or on lots or parcels of record that cannot support conventional systems. 

@ Holding tanks should only be used as a last resort as a replacement for failing conventional or alternative onsite sewage 
disposal systems. 

d. New urban development served by onsite sewage disposal systems in areas planned to receive sanitary sewer service should be 

discouraged. Where such development is permitted, it should be designed so that the public and private costs of conversion to public 
sanitary sewer service are minimized. 

OBJECTIVE NO. 5 

i The development and preservation of residential areas within a physical environment that is healthy, safe, convenient, and attractive. 

E PRINCIPLE 

Residential areas developed in designed neighborhood units can assist in stabilizing community property values, preserving residential 
amenities, and promoting efficiency in the provision of public and community service facilities; can best provide a desirable environment 
for family life; and can supply the population with improved levels of safety and convenience. Utilization of the cluster design concept 

for new residential development of all densities can help achieve better site design through greater flexibility, help preserve significant 
natural features and environmentally sensitive lands, preserve a greater amount of open space, and increase the efficiency of infrastruc- 
ture development. 

; STANDARDS 

1. Urban high-, medium-, and low-density residential development should be located in well-planned neighborhood units which are 
physically self-contained within clearly defined and relatively permanent recognizable boundaries, such as arterial streets and highways, 
major park and open space reservations, or significant natural features, such as rivers, streams, or hills. Neighborhood unit sizes assumed 
for these residential density categories are 160 acres for urban high-density; 640 acres for urban medium-density; and 2,560 acres for urban 
low-density. 

i 2. Urban residential neighborhood units should contain enough area to provide the following: housing for the population served by one 

elementary school and one neighborhood park; an internal street system which provides multiple pathways for access and circulation; and 

all the community and commercial facilities necessary to meet the day-to-day living requirements of the family within the immediate 
EF vicinity of its dwelling unit. 

| 3. Suburban- and rural-density residential development should be located in areas where onsite soil absorption sewage disposal systems 
and private wells can be accommodated and access to other services and facilities can be provided through appropriate components of 
the transportation system at the community or regional level, thereby properly relating such development to a rural environment. The 

cluster design concept should be encouraged in suburban- and rural-density residential developments. No more than one acre per housing 
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unit should be allocated to the intensive-use areas of the site, thereby preserving a greater proportion of open space, reducing the visual 
impacts of urban sprawl, and preserving the rural character of the landscape for those developments in more rural locations of the Region. i 

To meet the foregoing standards, land should be allocated in each urban and rural development category as follows: 

Percent of Area in Land Development Category i 

Urban Urban Urban Suburban- Rural- 
High-Density Medium-Density Low-Density Density Density Agricultural 

(7.0-17.9 (2.3-6.9 (0.7-2.2 (0.2-0.6 (0.1-0.2 (< 0.2 

dwelling dwelling dwelling dwelling dwelling dwelling 

units per net units per net units per net unit per net unit per net unit per net 

Land Use Category residential acre) | residential acre) | residential acre) | residential acre) | residential acre) residential acre) 

Residential .............2068. 66.0 71.0 76.5 82.0 85.0 6.0 

Streets and Utilities ......... 25.0 23.0 20.0 18.0 15.0 4.0 

Parks and Playgrounds....... 3.5 2.5 1.5 -- -- -- 

Public Elementary Schools ... 2.5 1.5 0.5 -- -- -- 

Other Governmental 

and Institutional ........... 1.5 1.0 1.0 -- -- -- 

Retail and Service ........... 1.5 1.0 0.5 -- -- -- i 

Nonurban .........00eeeeee -- -- -- -- -- 90.0 

[Toth CT Stoo | St | Sto | to] St | St 

4. To the extent practicable, efforts directed at the conservation and renewal of existing residential areas should be undertaken on a neigh- 
borhood basis and should seek to preserve those cultural features which contribute to the promotion of neighborhood identity within the 
larger urban complex. i 

OBJECTIVE NO. 6 

The preservation, development, and redevelopment of a variety of suitable industrial and commercial sites both in terms of physical 

characteristics and location. 

PRINCIPLE 

The production and sale of goods and services are among the principal determinants of the level of economic vitality in any society; the ; 

important activities related to these functions require areas and locations suitable to their purposes. 

STANDARDS F 

1. Major industrial development" should be located in planned industrial districts which meet the following standards: 

a. Direct access to the arterial street and highway system and access within two miles to the freeway system. i 

b. Direct access to railway facilities, if required by the industries located within the district. 

c. Direct access to public rapid, express, and local transit service. i 

d. Access to a General Utility-Stage Il airport within a maximum travel time of 30 minutes, and access to seaport facilities with a 
maximum travel time of 60 minutes. 

e. Available adequate water supply. i 

f. Available adequate public sanitary sewer service. 

g. Available adequate stormwater drainage facilities. i 

h. Available adequate power supply. 

i. Site covered by soils identified in the regional soils survey as having slight or moderate limitations for industrial development. EF 

In addition to the above minimum standards, the following site development standards are desirable: | 

j. Lands with slopes generally exceeding 6 percent may not be suitable for industrial development. Desirably, the maximum grade of ; 

any street in an industrial area should not exceed 3 percent. 
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i 
k. Provision of adequate off-street parking and loading facilities. 

i I. Provision of properly located points of ingress and egress which are controlled to prevent traffic congestion on adjacent 
arterial streets. 

i m. Provision of adequate buffer between the industrial and adjacent nonindustrial uses. 

n. Provision of adequate setbacks from major arterial streets and highways. 

i 2. Major retail development’ should be concentrated in commercial centers which meet the following minimum standards: | 

a. Direct access to the arterial street system. 

i b. Direct access to the rapid, express, and local public transit service. 

c. Available adequate water supply. | 

i d. Available adequate public sanitary sewer service. 

e. Available adequate stormwater drainage facilities. 

i f. Available adequate power supply. 

g. Site covered by soils identified in the regional soils survey as having slight or moderate limitations for commercial development. 

/ In addition to the above minimum standards, the following site development standards are desirable: 

h. Provision of adequate off-street parking and loading facilities. 

i i. Provision of properly located points of ingress and egress which are controlled to prevent traffic congestion on adjacent 
arterial streets. 

j. Provision of adequate buffer between the retail use and adjacent nonretail uses. 

i k. Provision of adequate building setbacks from major arterial streets and highways. 

i 3. Major office development” should be concentrated in commercial centers which meet the following minimum standards: 

a. Direct access to the arterial street system and access within two miles to the freeway system. 

i b. Direct access to rapid, express, and local public transit service. 

c. Available adequate water supply. | 

i: d. Available adequate public sanitary sewer service. 

e. Available adequate stormwater drainage facilities. 

: f. Available adequate power supply. 

g. Site covered by soils identified in the regional soils survey as having slight or moderate limitations for commercial development. 

i h. Access to a General Utility-Stage II airport within a maximum travel time of 30 minutes. 

In addition to the above minimum standards, the following site development standards are desirable: | 

i i. Provision of adequate off-street parking and loading facilities. 

j. Provision of properly located points of ingress and egress which are controlled to prevent traffic congestion on adjacent 
arterial streets. 

i k. Provision of adequate buffer between the office use and adjacent nonoffice uses. 

|. Provision of adequate building setbacks from major arterial streets and highways. 
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4. Other industrial development should be located in planned industrial districts which meet the following standards: 

a. Ready access to the arterial street and highway system. | i 

b. Direct access to mass transit facilities. 

c. Available adequate water supply. i 

d. Available adequate public sanitary sewer service. 

e. Available adequate stormwater drainage facilities. E 

f. Available adequate power supply. 

g. Site covered by soils identified in the regional soils survey as having slight or moderate limitations for industrial development. i 

5. Other commercial development, which includes activities primarily associated with the sale of convenience goods and services, should 
be contained within the residential planning units, the total minimum area devoted to the commercial use varying with the residential 

density as follows: | i 

a. In low-density urban areas, land devoted to local commercial centers should comprise at least 0.5 percent of the total gross 
neighborhood area, or about 3.2 acres per square mile of gross neighborhood area. i 

b. In medium-density urban areas, land devoted to local commercial centers should comprise at least 1.0 percent of the total gross 
neighborhood area, or about 6.4 acres per square mile of gross neighborhood area. 

c. In high-density urban areas, land devoted to local commercial centers should comprise at least 1.5 percent of the total gross f 

neighborhood area, or about 9.6 acres per square mile of gross neighborhood area. 

OBJECTIVE NO. 7 f 

The preservation and provision of open space* to enhance the total quality of the regional environment, maximize essential natural 

resource availability, give form and structure to urban development, and facilitate the ultimate attainment of a balanced year-round public 

outdoor recreational program providing a full range of facilities for all age groups. ; 

PRINCIPLE 

Open space is the fundamental element required for the preservation, wise use, and development of such natural resources as soil, water, 
woodlands, wetlands, native vegetation, and wildlife; it provides the opportunity to add to the physical, intellectual, and spiritual growth 

of the population; it enhances the economic and aesthetic value of certain types of development; and it is essential to outdoor recrea- 
tional pursuits. | 

STANDARDSY i 

1. Major park and recreation sites providing opportunities for a variety of resource-oriented outdoor recreational activities should be 
provided within a 10-mile service radius of every dwelling unit in the Region, and should have a minimum gross site area of 250 acres. E 

2. Other park and recreation sites should be provided within a maximum service radius of one mile of every dwelling unit in an urban area, 

and should have a minimum gross site area of five acres. 

3. Areas having unique scientific, cultural, scenic, or educational value should not be allocated to any urban or agricultural land uses; i 
adjacent surrounding areas should be retained in open space use, such as agricultural or limited recreational uses. 

4. As appropriate, open space located in cluster design and planned unit development projects, or accompanying development of privately i 
owned recreation facilities, should be made accessible to the public. 

| OBJECTIVE NO. 8 i 

The preservation of land areas to provide for agriculture, provide a reserve or holding area for future urban and rural needs, and ensure } 

the preservation of those rural areas which provide wildlife habitat and which are essential to shape and order urban development. 

PRINCIPLE ; 

Agricultural areas, in addition to providing food and fiber, can supply significant wildlife habitat; contribute to maintaining an ecological 

balance between plants and animals; offer locations proximal to urban centers for the production of certain food commodities which may 
require nearby population concentrations for an efficient production-distribution relationship; provide opportunities for agricultural and - 
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agriculture-related employment, thus supporting an important component of the economic base of the Region; and provide open spaces 
i which give form and structure to urban development. 

STANDARDS 

} 1. The most productive soils, those designated by the U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service as comprising agricultural soil 
capability Classes | and Il, should be preserved for agricultural use. 

2. All agricultural lands surrounding adjacent high-value scientific, educational, and recreational resources should be preserved. 

4Net land use area is defined as the actual site area devoted to a given use, and consists of the ground floor site area occupied by any 
i buildings plus the required yards and open spaces. 

Gross residential land use area Is defined as the net area devoted to this use plus the area devoted to all supporting land uses, including 
streets, neighborhood parks and playgrounds, elementary schools, and neighborhood institutional and commercial uses, but not including 

i freeways and expressways and other community and areawide uses. 

CAreas which are served, proposed to be served, or required to be served by public sanitary sewerage and water supply facilities and which 
require neighborhoad facilities. 

i AAreas which are not served, not proposed to be served, nor required to be served by public sanitary sewerage and water supply facilities 
and which do not require neighborhood facilities. 

: °This category includes areas developed for active recreational use. . 

‘Gross public park and recreational area is defined as the net area devoted to active or intensive recreational use plus the adjacent lands 
devoted to supporting land uses such as roads and parking areas. This area does not include surface water, woodlands, wetlands, or other 
natural resources. | 

i IGross commercial and industrial area is defined as the net area devoted to these uses plus the area devoted to supporting land uses, such 
as off-street parking. 

i "Gross governmental and institutional area is defined as the net area devoted to governmental and institutional use plus the area devoted 
to supporting land uses, such as off-street parking. 

i Direct access implies adjacency or immediate proximity. 

i IFloodlands are herein defined as those lands inundated by a flood having a recurrence interval of 100 years where hydrologic and hydraulic 
engineering data are available, and as those lands inundated by the maximum flood of record where such data are not available. 

i kUrban development, as used herein, refers to all land uses except agriculture, water, woodlands, wetlands, open lands, and quarries. 

lA stream channel is herein defined as that area of the floodplain lying either within legally established bulkhead lines or within sharp and 
| pronounced banks marked by an identifiable change in flora and normally occupied by the stream under average annual high- 
i flow conditions. 

Floodway lands are herein defined as those designated portions of the floodlands that will safely convey the 100-year recurrence interval 
flood discharge with small, acceptable upstream and downstream stage increases. 

; "Wetlands are defined as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. 

°Woodlands are defined as those upland areas having 17 or more deciduous trees per acre each measuring at least four inches in diameter 
at breast height and having at least a 50 percent canopy cover. In addition, coniferous tree plantations and reforestation projects are defined 
as woodlands. It is also important to note that all lowland wooded areas, such as tamarack swamps, are defined as wetlands because the 
water table in such areas is located at, near, or above the land surface and because such areas are generally characterized by hydric soils | 

i which support hydrophitic trees and shrubs. | 

PA watershed is defined as an area 25 square miles or larger in size occupied by a surface drainage system discharging all surface-water 
runoff to acommon outlet. 

i 9Prairies are defined as open, generally treeless areas which are dominated by native grasses. In Southeastern Wisconsin, there are three 
types of prairies corresponding to soil moisture conditions: dry prairies, mesic prairies, and wet prairies. In addition, it is important to note 
that, for purposes of this report, savannas, which are defined as areas dominated by native grasses but having between one and 17 trees 

i per acre, are classified as prairies. In Southeastern Wisconsin, there are two types of savannas: oak openings and cedar glades. 
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‘Natural areas are defined as tracts of land or water so little modified by human activity, or which have sufficiently recovered from the 

effects of such activity, that they contain intact native plant and animal communities believed to be representative of the pre-European- 

settlement landscape. 

SCritical species habitats are defined as those tracts of land or water which support federally listed or State-listed endangered, threatened, 
or rare plant or animal species. i 

Onsite sewage disposal systems should not accommodate new suburban residential development, but should be provided to serve only 

those lands already committed to such development, namely platted but currently undeveloped lots of record or lots created by certified 
survey maps. i 

UMajor industrial development is defined as an industrial area having a minimum of 3,500 industrial employees. 

VMajor retail development is defined as a retail area having a minimum of 2,000 retail employees. i 

WMajor office development is defined as an office area having a minimum of 3,500 office and service-related employees. 

XOpen space is defined as land or water areas which are generally undeveloped for urban residential, commercial, or industrial uses 

and which are or can be considered relatively permanent in character. It includes areas devoted to park and recreational uses and to [ 
large land-consuming institutional uses, as well as areas devoted to agricultural use and to resource conservation, whether publicly or 

privately owned. 

Yit was deemed impractical to establish spatial distribution standards for open space per se. Open spaces which are not included in the F 

spatial distribution standards are forest preserves and arboretums; major river valleys; lakes; zoological and botanical gardens; stadia; 
woodland, wetland, and wildlife areas; scientific areas; and agricultural lands whose location must be related to, and determined by, the 

natural resource base. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 
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i Chapter V 

F RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

INTRODUCTION the adopted plan, the new plan recommends a relatively 

i compact, centralized regional settlement pattern, with urban 

The regional land use plan for Southeastern Wisconsin is development occurring generally in concentric rings along 

an evolving plan which, like all physical development the periphery of, and outward from, existing urban centers 

a plans, must be periodically reviewed, updated, and revised in the Region. The proposed plan places heavy emphasis on 

as appropriate, and extended in time, if it is to remain vital. the continued impact of the urban land market in deter- 

The initial, design year 1990 regional land use plan was mining the location, intensity, and character of future devel- 

i adopted by the Regional Planning Commission in 1966. A opment. Like the adopted plan, the proposed plan seeks to 

second regional land use plan, a design year 2000 plan, influence the operation of the urban land market in several 

was adopted in 1977, and a third plan, a design year 2010 important ways in order to achieve a more healthful, 
i plan, was adopted in 1992. The second and third plans attractive, and efficient settlement pattern. In this regard, the 

were prepared following extensive reappraisal processes proposed plan recommends that new urban development 

| which reaffirmed the basic principles and concepts of the occur primarily in those areas of the Region which are 

design year 1990 plan. While the regional land use plan covered by soils suitable for such development and in those 

i has evolved over time, having been adjusted to take into areas which can be readily served by essential municipal 

account changing conditions and having been extended in facilities and services, including public sanitary sewerage, 

time to new plan design years, the basic concepts of that water supply, and mass transit facilities and services. The 

i plan remain essentially unchanged. plan recommends the preservation in essentially natural, 

open uses of the identified primary and secondary envi- 

This chapter presents the fourth regional land use plan for ronmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas, and 

i Southeastern Wisconsin. It was prepared as an extension the preservation in agricultural use of the most productive 

in time of the currently adopted year 2010 plan, with soils in the Region. Recognizing plan refinements at the 

the plan design year extended to the year 2020. The plan county and local levels, the new regional land use plan also 

i reflects new forecasts of population, households, and accommodates rural-density residential development, prefer- 

employment for the Region through the year 2020. As it ably in cluster-style development projects which help to 

was extended in time, the plan was reviewed and amended preserve the rural character of the landscape. 

to reflect development which has occurred or which has 

i been committed to since completion of the year 2010 plan, The balance of this chapter describes the design year 

and to reflect as well recently completed county and population, household, and employment levels used as a 

municipal land use plans which serve to refine and detail basis for extending the regional land use plan to the year 

i the regional land use plan. 2020, describes the methodology used in extending the 

plan, and presents the resulting design year 2020 regional 
Like the currently adopted plan, the design year 2020 land use plan.' 

' regional land use plan is intended to guide county and 

local units of government and private interests in decision DESIGN YEAR POPULATION, 

making regarding development in the Region. Moreover, 

like the adopted plan, the year 2020 plan is intended to HOUSEHOLD, AND 

i serve as a basis for transportation, utility—including public EMPLOYMENT LEVELS 

sewer and water supply—outdoor recreation, and other 

public facility planning at the regional level, as well as The future demand for land use and natural resources 

i a point of departure for other areawide, county, and in the Region will depend, to a large extent, upon future 

local plans. The extended time frame of the new regional 

land use plan is intended to be consistent with the plan- 

i ning periods—typically at least 20 years—used in such 14 public hearing on the year 2020 regional land use 

facility planning. plan, as described in this chapter, was held in the City 

of Milwaukee on November 6, 1997. No substantive con- 

i The year 2020 regional land use plan incorporates the basic cerns regarding the year 2020 regional land use plan were 

principles and concepts of the adopted year 2010 plan. Like raised at that hearing. 
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population, household, and employment levels. Control and support and preserve urban development in the older 

of changes in population, households, and employment urban centers of the Region. The adjustments to the ‘ 

lies largely outside the scope of the planning process. county-level projections made in this respect included 

Within the planning process, future population, household, the allocation of greater levels of population and house- 

and employment levels can only be projected. Projections holds to Milwaukee County than initially projected, with 

of future population, household, and employment levels corresponding reductions in design year population and i 

are thus required to establish the overall scale of growth household levels for Ozaukee, Walworth, Washington, and 

and development which the land use plan must seek Waukesha Counties. In Kenosha and Racine Counties, 

to accommodate. the planned population and household distributions were ; 
centralized around the Kenosha and Racine urbanized 

In response to the increased uncertainty surrounding areas. The planned distribution of employment within the 

future social and economic conditions in the Region, Region was also centralized. i 
the Commission has incorporated an “alternative futures” 
approach into the regional planning program. Under this The centralization of development which these adjustments 
approach, three alternative future regional growth sce- seek to achieve would work toward the attainment of a i 
narios have been postulated, two intended to represent number of regional land use development objectives. It 
low and high extremes of possible future growth and would facilitate the efficient and economical provision of 
change and the third intended to represent an intermediate urban services and facilities, including public transit, to i 
future lying between the extremes. A set of population, urban areas; maximize the use of existing infrastructure; 

household, and employment projections for the year 2020 promote the conservation and renewal of existing resi- 

was developed for each scenario. These projections are dential, commercial, and industrial areas; help protect the 
presented in Chapter III of this report. underlying and sustaining natural resource base; and help i 

to avoid the costly developmental and environmental 

AS a practical matter, the preparation of a land use plan problems attendant to urban sprawl. 

must be targeted toward a single set of population, house- i 
hold, and employment projections. It was the collective LAND USE PLAN 

judgment of the Technical Coordinating and Advisory 

Committee on Regional Land Use Planning that future DESIGN METHODOLOGY i 
population, household, and employment levels within 

the Region would be most closely approximated by the The process of extending the land use plan to the year 
intermediate-growth scenario. Accordingly, the Committee 2020 followed the methodology applied in the prepara- i 
directed that the year 2020 land use plan be prepared tion of the year 2010 land use plan. The methodology 
to accommodate population, household, and employ- used is a design-oriented mapping activity concerned 
ment levels projected for the Region under the inter- with the spatial distribution of proposed land uses within i 

mediate-growth scenario. Under that scenario, the resident the Region, carefully relating such uses to existing 
population of the Region would increase by 267,500 development and to the natural resource base through 

persons, or 15 percent, from 1,810,400 persons in 1990 to  @PPlication of well-established physical planning and 
2,077,900 persons in 2020. The number of households engineering principles. The amount of land allocated to the i 

would increase by 151,000, or 22 percent, from 676,100 various urban uses Was determined based upon anticipated 
households in 1990 to 827,100 households in 2020. Total‘ nereases in population, households, and employment. | 
employment in the Region would increase by 209,900 i 
jobs, or 20 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 1990 to Plan Design Concepts | 
1,277,100 jobs in 2020. The proposed year 2020 regional land use plan is 

conceptually similar to the adopted year 2010 land use i 

While selecting the intermediate-growth scenario as a plan. The following guidelines, which were used in the 
basis for extending the land use plan to the year 2020, the design of the year 2010 land use plan, were also used in 

Advisory Committee did recommend an adjustment of the design of the proposed year 2020 plan: i 

the county-level population, household, and employment 
projections attendant to the intermediate-growth scenario @ The planned increment of urban development would 
in order to promote a more centralized urban land use be allocated so as to achieve a centralized settlement 
development pattern within the Region. The Committee pattern, with such development proposed either i 
determined that the year 2020 regional land use plan, like as infill development in existing urban centers, or 
the 2010 land use plan, should seek to moderate the as new development along the periphery of, and 
historical decentralization of population and employment, outward from, existing urban centers. The new i 
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urban development would be directed toward areas which medium-, and low-density residential development would 

i can be readily served by public sanitary sewer, water occur in planned neighborhood units which are served by 

supply, and transit services; which are covered by centralized public sanitary sewerage and water supply 

soils suitable for development; and which are not facilities and contain within a reasonable walking distance 

subject to special hazards such as flooding and supporting facilities, such as a neighborhood park and 
i erosion. The new urban residential development elementary school. Suburban-density development gener- 

would occur largely at medium densities in planned ally would not occur in planned neighborhood units, and 
neighborhood units. only minimal public services, such as public safety 

i services, would be provided. 

@ No new urban development would be allocated to 

the delineated primary environmental corridors in For purposes of the plan, “rural-density” residential devel- 
i order to preserve the best remaining elements of opment is defined as residential development at a density 

the natural resource base. New urban development of no more than one dwelling unit per five acres. Such 

would also be discouraged from occurring within development would generally occur beyond planned urban 

i secondary environmental corridors and isolated service areas,? outside prime agricultural lands and envi- 

natural resource areas. ronmentally sensitive areas. The very low recommended 
density is intended to maintain rural character and foster 

i @ The allocation of new urban development to the the preservation of open space. New rural-density 

most productive agricultural lands would be dis- residential development would be provided with only 

couraged insofar as practicable, thus preserving minimal public services, such as public safety services. 
highly productive farmland for the continued pro- While rural-density residential development may occur in 

i duction of food and fiber, as well as maintaining the form of large estate-type lots, the use of cluster designs 

. land in open space uses. to meet the five-acre density guideline is encouraged under 
the plan. 

i @ New rural-density residential development would 

be allocated to the least productive agricultural lands Specific Design Methodology 
or to the extent possible carefully integrated at the The specific procedures utilized in preparing the year 2020 

i fringes of upland environmental corridor areas using land use plan were similar to those used in the preparation 

appropriate site design, such as cluster development of the year 2010 plan: 
techniques. Any new rural residential development 

i within upland portions of the corridor should be 1. A determination was made of the amount of 
located so as to minimize the disturbance of the “developable” land located within each U. S. Public 

existing natural vegetation; avoid areas of steep Land Survey quarter section.3 Developable land was 
slopes or soils with limitations for residential devel- defined as land which, while not presently devel- 

F opment; and seek to maintain the natural drainage oped for urban use, was suitable for, and could be 
conditions of the site. considered available for, such use. Operationally, 

| the developable land area was determined for each 
i Residential Density Categories quarter section by subtracting from the total area 

The plan would accommodate a full range of residential of the quarter section the area included in environ- 
densities within the Region. Under the plan, a basic mentally significant lands and floodlands and the 

i distinction is drawn between “urban-density” and “rural- area covered by existing urban development. 

density” residential development. For purposes of the plan, 
“urban-density” residential development is defined as — | 

i residential development at a density of more than one 2Urban service areas are concentrations of residential— 
dwelling unit per five acres. Four urban residential density low-, medium-, and high-density—uses and associated 

ranges have been defined: high-density, defined as 7.0 commercial, governmental, and institutional lands pro- 
i to 17.9 dwelling units per net residential acre; medium- vided or envisioned to be provided with public sanitary 

density, defined as 2.3 to 6.9 dwelling units per acre; low- sewer and water supply facilities. 
density, defined as 0.7 to 2.2 dwelling units per acre; and 

suburban-density, defined as 0.2 to 0.6 dwelling unit 3The U. S. Public Land Survey quarter section is the basic 
i per acre. geographic data collection and analysis unit used in the 

regional planning program. Land survey quarter sections 
The standards set forth in Table 19 in Chapter IV of this each approximate 160 acres in area. There are about 

i report (see pages 49 through 58) envision that new high-, 10,800 such quarter sections in the Region. : 
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2. An identification was made of those quarter sections c. In addition to supporting neighborhood uses, 

, served by public sanitary sewerage facilities in 1990 land for community-level commercial, indus- i 

and those planned to be served by such facilities in trial, and recreational centers was allocated 

the adopted regional water quality management plan based on the need for additional centers in 
and in locally prepared refinements of that plan. the urbanizing areas, taking into account sites i 

| These quarter sections in combination comprised the proposed for such development in community 

planned urban service area within the Region. plans and zoning ordinances. 

3. A determination by quarter section was made of 5. Low- and suburban-density residential development f 
the location of all proposed major regional land was allocated to vacant lots located beyond the 

uses, including major multi-purpose commercial planned urban service areas, in areas already com- 
centers, major industrial centers, major parks, major mitted to such development on approved subdivi- i 
governmental and institutional centers, and major sion plats. 

aaa eee one © tha vnajor land uses a 6. Rural-density residential development was allocated i 

developed taking into account the existing land to developable lands located beyond the planned 
| use pattern and supporting transportation and utility urban service areas. Increasingly common in other 

systems, existing and planned population and areas of the country, rural-density residential devel- i 

employment levels, existing community plans and opment, particularly in cluster designs, is a rela- 
zoning, and the recommendations of other regional tively new form of development in Southeastern | 
plan elements, including the regional transporta- Wisconsin and other areas of the Midwest. To date, i 
tion system plan, the regional water quality manage- clustered an residential eeopment 

; as occu only on a very limited basis in the 
ment plan, and the regional airport system plan. Region, and the future demand for such develop- 

ment is not known. For purposes of developing i 
4. Urban land was allocated to quarter sections within the plan, it was assumed that rural residential 

| the proposed urban service areas, following the development would occur on a limited basis, accom- 
aforementioned general development guidelines. modating 1 percent of the increase in population i 
Urban land was allocated as follows: anticipated between 1990 and 2020. 

a. Urban residential development was allocated, The aforementioned steps resulted in the creation of a i 
first, to vacant lots in existing residential sub- regional land use plan map for the year 2020 and a 
divisions. New residential development was corresponding plan data file including, for each quarter 
then allocated to unplatted, developable land— section, the planned acreages for the major categories of | 

for the most part at medium densities—in land use and planned population, household, and employ- i 
accordance with county and local plans and ment levels. 
zoning ordinances. In certain locations, low- | 

density and high-density residential develop- PLAN DESCRIPTION i 
ment was allocated as warranted by county and 

local plans and zoning ordinances. Under the proposed land use plan, the population of the 
Southeastern Wisconsin Region may be expected to reach i 

b. Under the assumption that new low-, medium-, a level of about 2,077,900 persons by the year 2020, an 

and high-density residential development would increase Of 267,500 persons, or 15 percent, over the 1990 
occur in planned neighborhood units, an allo- level; the number of households may be expected to reach i 

cation of supporting neighborhood land uses about 827,100 by the year 2020, an increase of 151,000 
was made to those quarter sections to which households, or 22 percent, over the 1990 level; and total | 

such residential development was assigned. employment may be expected to reach about 1,277,100 if 

This allocation was made in accordance with Jobs, an increase of 209,900 jobs, or 20 percent, over the 

the neighborhood standards set forth in 1990 level. The plan proposes to accommodate this growth 
Table 19 in Chapter I'V of this report (see pages in population, households, and employment through the i 
49 through 58), and included neighborhood conversion of about 100 square miles of land from rural to 
commercial, governmental and institutional, urban use. While an increase of 100 square miles, or 
recreational, and transportation (primarily 16 percent, would represent a significant addition to the 
neighborhood street) land uses. Region’s stock of urban land over the 30-year planning ; 
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period, that increase compares favorably with a similar The plan also encourages use of infill and “brownfield” 
i increase of about 193 square miles, or 44 percent, in the 27 development, including development for residential use in 

years between 1963 and 1990 preceding the present the older urban centers of the Region. 
planning period. The future land use pattern proposed by 

i the plan is shown on Map 10 and is summarized for the Under the plan, most new housing would be developed at 
Region overall in Table 20. urban densities—that is, at high, medium, low, or suburban 

density. The plan envisions that the urban residential land 
Urban Land Use area, excluding related parking areas, would increase by 

i For purposes of the plan, urban lands are defined as about 66 square miles, or 21 percent, from about 308 

lands devoted to urban-density residential, commercial, square miles in 1990 to about 374 square miles in 2020 
industrial, intensive recreational, governmental and insti- (see Table 22). The bulk of the new urban residential 

5 tutional, and transportation, communication, and utility land—75 percent—would consist of medium-density 
uses. Under the plan, the combined area in these urban development, with a typical single-family lot size of one- 
land use categories would increase from about 637 square quarter acre and a typical multiple-family development 

i miles in 1990 to about 737 square miles in the year 2020, averaging about 10 dwelling units per net acre. Under the 
an increase of 100 square miles, or 16 percent (see plan, medium-density residential land would increase by 

Table 21). Urban lands would account for about 27 percent about 49 square miles, or 53 percent; high-density resi- 
E of the total area of the Region in 2020, compared to dential land would increase by about six square miles, or 

24 percent in 1990. Nearly all of the proposed increase in 13 percent; low-density residential land would increase by 
urban lands would occur within planned urban service about eight square miles, or 5 percent; and suburban- 
areas. It should be noted that nearly half of the new urban density residential land would increase by about three 

; development occurring in the Region between 1970 and square miles, or 22 percent. Among the seven counties in 

1985, primarily low-density residential development, was the Region, Waukesha County would experience the larg- 
located outside of planned urban service areas. Moreover, est absolute increase in urban residential land, about 24 

i this trend has continued into the 1990s. The pattern of square miles, under the plan. For the other six counties in 

new urban land use proposed under the plan—directing the Region, the proposed increases in urban residential 

virtually all new urban development to planned urban _!and range from four square miles in Walworth County to 
i service areas—thus represents a significant departure 10 square miles in Washington County. 

from past and existing land use development trends in " 
the Region. The plan encourages the development of new low-, 

i medium-, and high-density residential land in planned 
Urban Residential Land Use neighborhoods. Insofar as possible, each neighborhood 

Under the land use plan, most of the housing needs of should be bounded by arterial streets; major park, park- 
i the growing regional population would be accommodated way, or institutional lands; bodies of water; or other natural 

through the maintenance of existing urban residential or cultural features which serve to physically separate each 
areas and, as needed, the outward expansion of those neighborhood from the surrounding neighborhoods. Each 

areas. The future intensity and distribution of residential neighborhood should provide, within the overall density 
i development would continue to be established largely limitations, a full range of housing types and lot sizes; 

through the operation of the urban land market, guided those public and semipublic facilities needed by the house- 
in the public interest, however, to adapt to certain physio- hold in the vicinity of its dwelling, such as a public 

f graphic and cultural features of the Region, particularly elementary school, local park, and local shopping facili- 
primary environmental corridors, secondary environ- ties; convenient and reasonably direct access to the arterial 

mental corridors, and isolated natural resource areas, and street and public transit sy stem as a means of access to 

i the sanitary sewer service areas identified in the adopted those activities located outside the neighborhood; and 
regional water quality management plan and in local convenient and reasonably direct pedestrian, bicycle, and 

refinements of that plan. The land use plan discourages vehicle access within the neighborhood. 
i scattered “leapfrog” urban development in outlying rural : 

areas of the Region, counter to past and existing trends 
and market forces driving such development. As an 

i alternative, the plan proposes maintenance of rural devel- 4Brownfields are defined by the Wisconsin Department 
opment densities—that ts, densities of no more than one of Natural Resources as properties which are underused 
dwelling unit per five acres—in rural areas and higher- or abandoned due to known or suspected environmental 
density development in those areas of the Region that contamination. These sites usually exist on lands formerly 

i can be most readily served by essential urban services. occupied by industrial uses. 
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Table 20 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USE IN THE i 
REGION: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN 

(erences enna eee accent ee cece 

Planned Increment i 
Existing 1990 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 

Land Use Category Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Urban 

Residential 
a 

Urban High-Density? ............0ccceeeeeeeee 43.8 1.6 5.5 12.6 49.3 1.8 
Urban Medium-Density> ................0.0064 92.0 3.4 49.1 53.4 141.1 5.2 
Urban Low-Density® ..........cccceeeeceeeeeee 156.0 5.8 7.7 | 4.9 163.7 6.1 
Suburban-Density® .............cceee eee eeeees 15.9 0.6 3.5 22.0 19.4 0.7 

Subtotal 307.7 11.4 65.8 21.4 373.5 13.8 i 

Commercial ........c cece ec eet e eee cece eee eeee 15.2 0.6 3.2 21.1 18.4 0.7 
Industrial 2... . cece ee eee eee ee eee ee eees 20.5 0.8 12.5 61.0 33.0 1.2 

Transportation, Communication, and Utilities’ ...... 194.9 7.2 25.3 13.0 220.2 8.2 
Governmental and Institutional ................00. 27.0 1.0 1.9 7.0 28.9 1.1 

Recreational’ 0.0.0.0... ccc cece eee cece eee eeeees 40.9 1.5 6.09 14.7 46.9 17 
Unused Urban Land ........... eee eee e eee erence 30.5 1.1 -14.5 -47.5 16.0 0.6 

Urban Subtotal 636.7 | 236 | 100.2 736.9 i 
Nonurban 

Agricultural and Rural-Density Residential Land..... 1,395.4 51.9 -63.1 1,332.3 49.6 

Other Open Land) . ooo... eee eee ee eee eee es 657.4 24.5 -37.1 620.3 23.1 

47,0-17.9 dwelling units per net residential acre. i 

b2 3-6.9 dwelling units per net residential acre. 

C0,7-2.2 dwelling units per net residential acre. i 

40.2-0.6 dwelling unit per net residential acre. 

° includes off-street parking areas. i 

fincludes only that land which is intensively used for recreational purposes. | 

Jincludes only that increment which is for public recreational purposes. ; 

includes woodlands, water, wetlands, landfill sites, quarries, and unused rural lands. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 

Through the use of the planned residential development a number of cellular units is also a matter of facilitating 

unit, the regional land use plan seeks to assure the long- good design. The proper relationship of individual land 
term stability of residential areas. The need to develop an subdivisions to external features of areawide concern and 
urban area as a number of recognizable neighborhoods is to existing and proposed land uses, including other land 
partly a matter of aesthetics, partly a matter of convenience subdivisions, can best be achieved with the framework of F 

in living and traveling within an urban area, partly a matter the planned residential development unit. 
of efficiency in organizing and supplying public facilities 
and services, and partly a matter of bringing the size of the While this section has been primarily concerned with new i 
area in which an individual lives into a scale within which residential development, the importance of conserving 
the individual can feel at home and take an active part in and enhancing existing residential areas within the Region 
community affairs. The need to develop an urban area as cannot be overemphasized. Attainment of a centralized i 
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i Map 10 

RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN FOR THE SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION: 2020 
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ILLINOIS 
The design year 2020 regional land use plan envisions a need to convert about 100 square miles of land from rural to urban use to accommodate an anticipated population increase 

of about 267,500 persons and an anticipated employment increase of about 209,900 jobs in the Region between 1990 and 2020. Like the previously adopted plans, the new plan 
recommends a relatively compact, centralized regional settlement pattern, with urban development generally occurring within, and along the periphery of, existing urban centers 
in the Region. The plan recommends that new urban development occur primarily in those areas of the Region which are physically well suited for urban use and which can be readily 
served by basic municipal facilities and services, including public sanitary sewerage, water supply, and mass transit facilities and services. The plan recommends the preservation 
of environmentally sensitive areas and the preservation of the most productive farmlands in the Region. 
Source: SEWRPC. 65



Table 21 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED URBAN LAND USE IN THE REGION f 

BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

Oe i i) 

Urban Land Use® i 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 

County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha ............008- 52.3 8.2 11.5 22.0 63.8 8.7 

Milwaukee ............... 185.2 29.1 10.2 5.5 195.4 26.5 

Ozaukee .......0....0000- 45.6 7.2 9.1 20.0 54.7 74 i 
Racine ...... eee eee ee eee 65.0 10.2 10.8 16.6 75.8 10.3 

Walworth ...............4. 61.3 9.6 7.7 12.6 69.0 9.4 

Washington ............. 59.5 9.3 15.0 25.2 74.5 10.1 

Waukesha ............... 167.8 26.4 35.9 21.4 203.7 27.6 i 

4includes the following land use categories: urban-density residential; commercial; industrial; intensive recreational; governmental 

and institutional; transportation, communication, and utilities; and unused urban land. 

Source: SEWRPC. 

Table 22 i 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED URBAN RESIDENTIAL LAND USE 

IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN i 

i 

i 
ae Planned Increment . gs Planned Increment ae Planned Increment 

1990 1990-2020 2020 1990 1990-2020 2020 1990 1990-2020 2020 

(square Square (square | (square Square (square | (Square | Square (square 

County miles) Miles Percent | miles) miles) Miles Percent miles) miles) Miles Percent miles) 

Kenosha........ 2.5 0.5 20.0 3.0 11.0 6.7 60.9 17.7 10.6 -0.2 -1.9 10.4 

Milwaukee ...... 35.9 3.4 9.5 39.3 26.5 5.8 21.9 32.3 12.4 -1.4 -11.3 11.0 

Ozaukee ........ - -4 0.1 -- 0.1 6.4 3.8 59.4 10.2 15.2 2.2 14.5 17.4 
Racine ......... 3.8 0.2 5.3 4.0 11.5 5.8 50.4 17.3 15.9 1.3 8.2 17.2 

Walworth ....... 0.0 0.2 -- 0.2 8.6 3.1 36.0 11.7 17.8 0.8 4.5 18.6 

Washington ..... 0.5 0.4 80.0 0.9 6.2 7.5 121.0 13.7 21.2 1.2 5.7 22.4 

Waukesha ...... 1.1 0.7 63.6 1.8 21.8 16.4 75.2 38.2 62.9 3.8 6.0 66.77 

169.7 i 
| Urban Residential Land Use 

i 
1990-2020 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Existing 1990 Square Total 2020 Existing 1990 Square (square 

County (square miles) Miles Percent (square miles) | (square miles) Miles Percent miles) 

Kenosha........ 0.6 -0.1 -16.7 0.5 24.7 6.9 27.9 31.6 

Milwaukee ...... 1.5 0.1 6.7 1.6 76.3 7.9 10.4 84.2 

Ozaukee ........ 1.7 -0.1 -5.9 1.6 23.3 6.0 25.8 29.3 

Racine ......... 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 31.3 7.3 23.3 38.6 

Walworth....... 0.8 0.1 12.5 0.9 27.2 4.2 15.4 31.4 

Washington ..... 1.7 0.7 41.2 2.4 29.6 9.8 33.1 39.4 

Waukesha ...... 9.5 2.8 29.5 12.3 95.3 23.7 24.9 119.0 

' 
| 41 ess than 0.1 square mile. 

Source: SEWRPC. ; 
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regional settlement pattern, as proposed in the land use at least 3,500 office and service-related jobs. Classification 

i plan, depends upon the conservation and renewal of exist- of commercial areas in this manner is useful for areawide 
ing residential areas. The importance of such conservation land use planning insofar as it provides an indication of 
and renewal is evident given that of the 374 square miles the scale of development and the predominant type of 

i of urban residential land envisioned by the year 2020, activity. It should be recognized, however, that many sites 

82 percent, or 308 square miles, already was in urban accommodate a mixture of retail, service, and office uses. 

residential use in 1990. Indeed, several major commercial sites in the Region meet 

both the retail and office employment criteria for major 

i To the maximum extent practicable, efforts directed at centers. The major commercial centers proposed under the 

the conservation and renewal of existing residential areas year 2020 land use plan are identified on Map 11. The 
should also be undertaken on a neighborhood basis and U.S. Public Land Survey quarter sections which approxi- 

i should preserve those cultural features which provide mate these centers are shown in Appendix C of this report. 
for neighborhood identity within the larger urban complex. 

Redevelopment and renewal efforts should maximize There were 14 major commercial centers in the Region 

i opportunities for the provision of living environments in 1990. Under the plan, all 14 sites would be retained as 
that are unique to the city, such as “downtown” housing major commercial centers through the year 2020. Seven 
and housing on or near urban waterfronts. The develop- of these sites have been identified as major retail centers: 

i ment of housing should also be considered as a potential the Bayshore, Capitol Court, Northridge, Southridge, and 
“brownfield” redevelopment strategy. Southgate-Loomis Centre shopping centers and the West 

Allis shopping area along STH 100, all in Milwaukee 
i Commercial Land Use County, and the Regency Mall shopping center in Racine 

The recommended plan proposes the development of about County. Three existing sites have been identified as major 
three square miles of new commercial land within the office centers, including the central business districts of the 

Region, excluding related off-street parking, over the plan Cities of Kenosha, Racine, and Waukesha. Four existing 
i design period, increasing the total commercial land area Sites have been identified as both major office and major 

of the Region from about 15 square miles in 1990 to about retail centers, including the City of Milwaukee central 
18 square miles by the year 2020, or by 21 percent. The business district; the Mayfair commercial area in the City 

[ planned distribution of commercial land among the seven of Wauwatosa; the West Bend central business district and 
counties in the Region is indicated in Table 23. other retail and office development along Main Street to 

the south; and the Blue Mound Road commercial area, 

i The proposed increase in commercial land would meet the consisting of the Brookfield Square shopping center and 
area requirements of the anticipated increase in retail and other retail and office development along Blue Mound 
service employment and the demands associated with the Road in eastern Waukesha County. 

i growth and redistribution of the population within the 

Region. The new commercial lands would be distributed The plan proposes to add four new major commercial 
so as to make the operation of business and the provision centers by the year 2020, including one retail center and 

i of goods and services to the people of the Region both effi- three office centers. The proposed retail center is the 

cient and convenient. This is proposed to be accomplished shopping area located near the intersection of IH 94 and 
through the development of planned, integrated commer- STH 50 in Kenosha County, which area was partially 
cial centers properly located with respect to the existing developed in 1990. The proposed office centers include 

i and proposed transportation system and residential areas; Park Place in northwestern Milwaukee County and an 
through the discouragement of “strip” commercial devel- office center located near the IH 94-CTH J interchange in 
opment along major streets and highways; through the Waukesha County, both of which were partially developed 

i encouragement of the provision of adequate off-street in 1990; and the Milwaukee County Research Park in 

parking and loading facilities; and through the efficient western Milwaukee County, which was in the initial stages 
provision of adequate utility services. of development in 1997. 

E The largest commercial areas, in terms of employment The central business districts of the largest freestanding 
levels, anticipated under the plan are identified as major communities in the Region, Kenosha, Racine, and Wauke- 

i commercial centers. Two types of major commercial sha, are included in the plan as major commercial centers 
centers—major retail centers and major office centers— because of their importance as centers of government as 
have been defined. To qualify as a major retail center, a well as private office and service centers. For these 

site must accommodate at least 2,000 retail jobs. To centers, the total municipal, county, and State government 

E qualify as a major office center, a site must accommodate employment in combination with private service employ- 
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Table 23 _ 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED COMMERCIAL LAND USE IN THE REGION i 
BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

Ssh 

i: 

cae [ar | er [nee [a en County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Milwaukee ............... 5.9 38.8 0.4 6.8 6.3 34.2 i 
Ozaukee ..............0.. 0.8 5.3 0.2 25.0 1.0 5.4 
Racine .............000e. 1.6 10.5 0.3 18.7 1.9 10.3 

Walworth ...........0008- 1.3 8.6 0.2 15.4 1.5 8.2 

Washington ............. 1.0 6.6 0.1 10.0 1.1 6.0 i 

Waukesha ............... 3.5 23.0 1.5 42.9 5.0 27.2 

| Region | 2 | tooo || tT 1000S 
4Excludes off-street parking areas. The area of off-street parking is included in the transportation, communication, and utility land i 
use category, and is reflected in the data set forth in Table 26. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 

ment warrants designation as major office centers. These neighborhood and community commercial areas having 

older urban areas may be expected to continue to rank as less than 2,000 retail jobs. A neighborhood commercial i 
major centers, however, only with continued urban area serves approximately 4,000 to 10,000 persons and 
conservation and renewal efforts. encompasses a gross site area ranging from five to 15 

acres. A community commercial area serves approximately i 
The year 2020 regional land use plan envisions one less 10,000 to 75,000 persons and encompasses a gross site 
major commercial site than does the adopted year 2010 area ranging from 15 to 40 acres. 

plan. A proposal for the development of a major office i 
center along IH 43 in the City of Mequon made in the year Industrial Land Use 

2010 plan is not included in the year 2020 plan. A major The recommended plan proposes the development of about 

center at that location is not reflected in local plans 13 square miles of new industrial land within the Region, i 
formulated subsequent to the preparation of the year 2010 excluding related off-street parking, over the plan design 
regional land use plan. The regional land use plan has been period, increasing the total industrial land area of the 

adjusted to reflect revised local development objectives for Region from about 20 square miles in 1990 to 33 square = 

this area. miles by the year 2020, or by 61 percent. The planned i 

distribution of industrial land among the seven counties 
_ The year 2020 regional land use plan also recognizes the in the Region is indicated in Table 24. 
concentration of retail development in the West Bend i 
central business district and in the area along Main Street The proposed increase in industrial land would meet the 

to the south as a major retail center. Retail employment requirements of the anticipated increases in manufacturing . 
growth in that area has exceeded that envisioned under the and wholesaling activity within the Region and would be i 
year 2010 plan, and the area now qualifies as a major retail so distributed as to protect and enhance the continued 
center. The West Bend central business district had been efficient operation of these important components of 
identified in the 2010 plan as a major office center, as the economic base of the Region. This is proposed to be i 
warranted by total government and private-sector office accomplished through the development of planned indus- 
employment. Under the year 2020 plan, West Bend is trial centers properly located with respect to the existing 
proposed to be retained as both a major retail and a major and proposed transportation system; through the protection 
office center. and enhancement of existing industrial areas, including i 

the addressing of those environmental contamination 
Aside from major commercial centers, a significant problems found at such sites; and through the efficient 
amount of additional land would also be allocated to provision of adequate utility services. The plan provides i 
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Map 12 to existing urban development. Some of the additional 

land would be required for planned airport expansions, as 

I Cone ne WHE REESE 9020 recommended in the regional airport system plan. Minor 
* amounts of land would also be required for the planned 

RECOMMENDED LANG USE ELAN expansion of existing, or construction of new, public 

| ———"WREHTRBFERT Joo" — "8a, TH] sanitary sewage treatment facilities, as recommended in 

cothew | the regional water quality management plan. 
é oye 7 = 

i E Mid é : Major transportation and utility facilities envisioned under 

LEGEND ae 3 Lh the year 2020 land use plan—including public sewage 
es ene NDE. a” te Ke | eo treatment plants, major electric power generation plants, 

| Sa ei major airports, major bus and railway passenger stations, 

ta PROPOSED INDUSTRIAL Las : and the Milwaukee seaport—are shown on Map 14. The 

; | [Sisustoes co laeatapey ce, plan recognizes the development of two new electric 
f aes NICK a power generation plants during the planning period—a - 

4 SUSSEX inwauKee (ee plant in the Town of Paris, which went into service in 

{ ee cee . aan 1995, and a plant located on the north side of the City of 

ware nob weralgs"™ 7—uexonewee, Whitewater, which was scheduled to begin operation 
i : em testa —Nearsoura in. 1997. The plan also envisions three new public sewage 

* ae TO ert =o. | SoumM™ evpawy. treatment plants serving the Village of Wales and Village 
aE ot omc m= of North Prairie in Waukesha County and the Pell Lake 

i (ire és a Frac & area in Walworth County. 

3 Recreational Land Use 

i en . : X mfacne The recommended plan proposes the development of six 

z pe square miles of new recreational land within the Region, 

i : 4| B woton Sa aT increasing the total recreational land area of the Region 

{ ; é et from about 41 square miles in 1990 to about 47 square 

: : a mee’ miles by the year 2020, or by 15 percent. The planned 

| i f Ligerreatlaaare distribution of recreational land among the seven counties 

i radia oe eRe, ensatle cee in the Region is indicated in Table 27. The data in 

Table 27 pertain to “intensive-use” areas—that is, land 
The year 2020 regional land use plan envisions a total of 27 major industrial actually developed, or anticipated to be developed, as 

Send era iowngtnceemmmaeenm No reoata ety aes Te lames 
retained through the year 2020. Under the plan, five other sites, which were recreational land indicated in that table represents only 

in varying states of development in 1997, would be further developed, the increase in land developed for public recreational use. 

achieving major industrial center status by the year 2020. 

i ce The planned increases in recreational land envisioned 
under the plan are based in part on neighborhood devel- 

Transportation, Communication, and Utility Land Use ©pment standards, which seek to provide adequate 
i The recommended plan proposes the development of about eighborhood parkland in developing residential areas. 

25 square miles of new transportation, communication, and The increases also reflect specific park site acquisition and 

utility land within the Region over the plan design period, development proposals set forth in the regional park and 
i increasing the total area of such land from about 195 Open Space plan and in county park and open space plans 

square miles in 1990 to about 220 square miles in the which refine the regional plan. 

year 2020, or by 13 percent. The planned distribution of 
i transportation, communication, and utility land among the The land use plan proposes a system of 30 major parks of 

seven counties in the Region is indicated in Table 26. regional size and significance to serve the needs of the 
Region through the year 2020. Such parks each have an 

i Most of the additional land in this category would be area of at least 250 acres and provide opportunities for a 
required for rights-of-way for new or improved arterial, variety of resource-oriented outdoor recreational activities. 

collector, and minor streets needed to serve new urban All of the proposed park sites were at least partially 
i development or to provide adequate transportation service acquired as of 1997. 
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Table 25 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED GOVERNMENTAL AND INSTITUTIONAL LAND USE i 

IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

Governmental and Institutional Land Use? ; 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 

County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha ........000e eee 2.1 7.8 0.1 4.8 2.2 7.6 

Milwaukee ............... 11.1 41.1 0.3 2.7 11.4 39.5 

Ozaukee ....... 2.2 e eee 1.7 6.3 0.1 5.9 1.8 6.2 i 

Racine ........ 2c eee 2.9 10.7 0.1 3.4 3.0 10.4 

Walworth ............005- 1.9 7.0 0.3 15.8 2.2 7.6 

Washington ............. 1.7 6.3 0.3 17.6 2.0 6.9 

Waukesha ............... 5.6 20.8 0.7 12.5 6.3 21.8 i 

4Excludes off-street parking areas. The area of off-street parking is included in the transportation, communication, and utility land 

use category, and is reflected in the data set forth in Table 26. 

Source: SEWAPC. ; 

Table 26 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION, COMMUNICATION, AND UTILITY i 

LAND USE IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

Transportation, Communication, and Utility Land Use i 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 

County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha ..........0000e- 16.5 8.5 3.3 20.0 19.8 9.0 

Milwaukee............... 57.9 29.7 3.7 6.4 61.6 28.0 

Ozaukee .............4.-. 14.2 7.3 2.0 14.1 16.2 7.4 i 

Racine ........ 0.0. e eee 20.7 10.6 2.6 12.6 23.3 10.6 

Walworth .........00 ec ues 23.1 11.9 1.6 6.9 24.7 11.2 
Washington ............. 21.1 10.8 3.2 15.2 24.3 11.0 

Waukesha ..............-. 41.4 21.2 8.9 21.5 50.3 22.8 i 

NOTE: About 23 square miles, or about 12 percent of the transportation, communication, and utility land use in the Region in 1990, i 

were encompassed by off-street parking areas associated with various other urban land uses. Under the recommended 

land use plan, about 32.5 square miles, or about 15 percent of the transportation, communication, and utility land use in 

the Region in 2020, would then be encompassed by such off-street parking areas. i 

Source: SEWRPC. 

The year 2020 regional land use plan envisions one less 1990 regional land use plan and reaffirmed in the year 

major park site than does the adopted year 2010 plan. A 2000 and year 2010 plans, is not included in the year 2020 i 
proposal for the development of a major park at Lucas plan. The proposal for the development of a major park 

Lake in Washington County, initially made in the year at Lucas Lake was reconsidered in the recent update of 
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Map 13 Map 14 

I MAJOR GOVERNMENTAL MAJOR TRANSPORTATION AND 
AND INSTITUTIONAL CENTERS IN THE UTILITY CENTERS IN THE REGION: 2020 

REGION: 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 
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The map above shows the locations of the major governmental and Major transportation and utility centers envisioned under the year 2020 

institutional centers—including county courthouses, major State and regional land use plan—including public sewage treatment plants, major 

Federal office buildings, major medical complexes, universities, technical electric power generation plants, major airports, major bus and railway 

colleges, major public libraries, and major cultural centers—envisioned passenger stations, and the Milwaukee seaport—are shown on this map. 

under the year 2020 regional land use plan. No new major governmental or The plan envisions the development of three new public sewage treatment 

institutional centers are proposed. Additional development at the existing plants as well as the abandonment of five existing public sewage treatment 

major centers would be limited to that necessary to meet the needs of the plants and the connection of the associated collection systems to regional 

growing population. sewerage systems. The plan also recognizes the development since 1990 of 
two new electric power generation plants serving the Region. 

Source: SEWRPC. 

j Source: SEWRPC. 

i the Washington County park and open space plan.® The and recommended that the recreational facilities previ- 

owner of the site, the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A., has ously proposed for development at Lucas Lake be pro- 

indicated that it has no intention of selling that site in the vided at other County park sites in the vicinity. The design 

foreseeable future. Consequently, the Washington County year 2020 regional land use plan has been revised to 

park plan omitted the proposal for the Lucas Lake park reflect the County park and open space plan. It should be 

noted that lands surrounding Lucas Lake have been identi- 

fied as natural areas under the regional natural areas 

q and critical species habitat protection and management 

8SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report plan. Under that plan, natural areas located adjacent to 

No. 136 (2nd Edition), A Park and Open Space Plan for property held by the Girl Scouts are recommended for 

i Washington County, August 1997. acquisition by the Wisconsin Department of Natural 
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Table 27 i 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED RECREATIONAL LAND USE IN THE REGION f 
BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

a PsP PSs 

i 

See | sfract_ | Sie” | rocane | “ios | Se County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total f 

Milwaukee ............... 11.4 27.9 0.8 7.0 12.2 26.0 

Ozaukee ............00 00 2.8 6.8 0.9 32.1 3.7 7.9 i 
Racine ..............565- 3.9 9.5 0.1 2.6 4.0 8.5 

Walworth .........00-e eee 5.4 13.2 0.6 11.1 6.0 12.8 

Washington ............. 3.3 8.1 1.0 30.3 4.3 9.2 
Waukesha ............... 9.8 24.0 2.2 22.4 12.0 25.6 ' 

4includes only that land which is intensively used for recreational purposes. Excludes off-street parking areas. The area of off-street i 

parking is included in the transportation, communication, and utility land use category, and Is reflected in the data set forth in 

Table 26. 

bincludes only that increment which is for public recreational uses. i 

Source: SEWRPC. 

Resources for resource preservation purposes. Should the the primary environmental corridors, and to minimize the 

lands now held by the Girl Scouts become available for loss of prime agricultural lands. 
purchase, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources i 

should also purchase the natural areas located within Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

that site for resource preservation purposes. The most important elements of the natural resource base 

of the Region, including the best remaining woodlands, i 
The recommended major park sites, along with existing wetlands, prairies, wildlife habitat, surface water and asso- 
major special-use outdoor recreation sites in the Region, ciated shorelands and floodlands, and related features, 

are shown on Map 15. The area denoted on this map as including historic, scenic, and scientific sites, have been i 
“Lake Michigan North” includes Back Bay, Juneau, Lake, found to occur in linear patterns in the regional land- 
McKinley, O’Donnell, and Veterans Parks and Bradford scape. These linear patterns of prime natural resources 

Beach. The area denoted as “Lake Michigan South” concentrations have been termed “primary environmental Z 
includes Bay View, Grant, Sheridan, South Shore, and corridors.” By definition, primary environmental corridors 
Warnimont Parks. are at least two miles long, 200 feet wide, and 400 acres 

in area. These corridors are generally located along major 

Nonurban Land Use stream valleys, along the Lake Michigan shoreline, around i 
As a result of the continued growth and development major inland lakes, and in the Kettle Moraine. The preser- 
envisioned under the land use plan, the nonurban land area vation of these corridors is considered essential to the 
of the Region would decrease from about 2,053 square maintenance of the overall environmental quality of the ; 
miles in 1990 to about 1,953 square miles in the year 2020, Region and preservation of its unique cultural and natural 
a decrease of 100 square miles, or 5 percent (see Table 28). heritage and natural beauty. Because these corridors are 
Nonurban lands would account for about 73 percent of generally poorly suited for urban development owing to E 
the total area of the Region in 2020, compared to 76 per- soil limitations, steep slopes, or flooding potential, their 

cent in 1990. While a substantial amount of nonurban preservation will also help to avoid the creation of new 

land would be required to be converted to urban use to environmental and development problems. , 
accommodate the anticipated growth in population and 

economic activity, the recommended plan seeks to avoid The regional land use plan recommends that primary 
the loss of environmentally sensitive lands, particularly environmental corridors be preserved in natural, open uses. i 

714



Map 15 Under the plan, the existing configuration of primary 

i environmental corridors would be modified slightly. 
ee REELS TE SECIS OA, | Existing upland environmental corridor lands which have 

: been committed to urban use in subdivision plats or sani- 
RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN o BE : 

tary sewer service area amendments to the regional water 
LEGEND [winger 160 T B2RURERT “COE NGTON quality management plan are proposed to be allowed to 

BEACH + 5 : 
SING este a be developed in urban use; these lands are not included 

TOBE RETAINED fe oni in the planned environmental corridors shown on 
| + HAWTI . . . 

a eieson EMS Map 10. Certain floodlands presently in agricultural use— 

aoe aa i z those located adjacent to primary environmental corridors 
BE DEVELOPED TSRLAKE TB gee a in planned urban service areas—are proposed for even- 

i exer a eee : tual restoration to a natural condition; these lands are 
A EXISTING 1990 | ni included in the planned environmental corridor network. 

SPECIAL USE SITE - | P 

TOBERETAINED jaan es The net effect of these changes would be an increase in 
| MONCHES A WENOMONEE 4 oe the primary environmental corridor area, from about 464 

‘DEER coun sao square miles in 1990 to about 474 square miles in 2020 
N z ILA 

L poke A Mawar Lane (see Table 29). 
NAGA-WAUKEE . sae A MICHIGAN 

I nie 200, Wn A NORTH 

j GREENFIELD Ke MAIER FESTIVAL are . . . 

era a STATE fan] Ars PARK In addition to the primary environmental corridors, other 
INOOKA : : : Luxe " aiEy concentrations of natural resources have been identified 

i oe Vast wTALL AsSQUTH which warrant consideration for preservation in county 
feietdetcked “" ae BENDER . : 

aT 4. WuKWONAGO oaKwoopa, and local planning efforts. “Secondary environmental 
[F eso SESS CLIFFSIDE corridors” contain a variety of resource features and are by 

1 METEMSTER | JOHNSON definition at least one mile long and 100 acres in area. 

“ susAR th . a “Isolated natural resource areas” are concentrations of 

Q 4 mn , natural resources of at least five acres in size that have 
: oS pong Ag = oe x been separated from the environmental corridors by inten- 
E RECREATION “BRIGHTON | Ne ‘ : f 
FE HARES & = [DALE Pont sive urban or agricultural uses. Secondary environmental 

; E: a suveR TARE a corridors and isolated natural resource areas in the Region 
3 A z : . : : 

er : PRAIRIE are identified on Map 7 in Chapter II of this report (see BENCH 4 ‘SPRING @. P . 
i 2 “ scaxtive af _Levetienesiia. co a page 22). These areas should be retained as part of the 

natural drainage system, incorporated into local parks or 

The year 2020 regional land use plan envisions a total of 30 major parks of open space reserves, as determined in county and local 

regional size and significance to serve the needs of the Region through land use plans, or preserved in other open space uses 
the year 2020. Such parks each have an area of at least 250 acres and insofar as practicable 

provide opportunities for a variety of resource-oriented outdoor recrea- He 

tional activities. All of the proposed sites were at least partially acquired 

for park purposes as of 1997. In addition to the 30 major parks, the plan . . 

i envisions that all seven of the major special-use recreation sites in the Under the plan, the secondary environmental corridor area 
Region identified on the above map would be retained through the plan would decrease by about one square mile, from about 76 

design year. square miles in 1990 to about 75 square miles in 2020; and q\ 
Source: SEWRPC. isolated natural resource areas would decrease by about Mi 

one square mile, from about 63 square miles in 1990 
to about 62 square miles in 2020 (see Table 29). It should 

be noted that the envisioned decrease in secondary 
environmental corridors is due primarily to the expan- 

sion of such areas by inclusion of floodlands currently in 
rae : agricultural use, and subsequent reclassification to prim 

Under the plan, development within the corridors would ericul an al . primary 
aan . : a sears environmental corridors. The decrease in isolated natural 

be limited to essential transportation and utility facilities, ees ; 
: - vasa se resource areas is primarily due to commitments to urban 

compatible outdoor recreational facilities, and, on a limited nice inherent in losally adGnted land uae Glave 
basis, rural-density residential use. Rural-density develop- 2 agOP Prats: 
ment should, to the extent practicable, be carefully inte- 

grated at the fringes of upland environmental corridor Agricultural and Rural-Density Residential Land 
areas using appropriate site design, such as cluster devel- Under the plan, those areas which are designated neither 

| opment techniques. for future urban use nor recommended for preservation as 
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. Table 28 . 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED NONURBAN LAND USE IN THE REGION i 

BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN | 

Nee ee eee eee eT EIEEIE TEESE SEITE EERE 

. County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Milwaukee ...............6- 57.4 2.8 -10.2 -17.8 47.2 2.4 

Ozaukee ........-. eee eeee 189.5 9.2 -9.1 -4.8 180.4 9.2 i 

Racine .........ee ee ee eee 275.6 13.4 -10.8 -3.9 264.8 13.6 

Walworth ...........000- 515.2 25.1 7.7 -1.5 507.5 26.0 
Washington ...........-+ 376.2 18.4 ! -15.0 -4.0 361.2 18.5 i 
Waukesha ........----+65 412.8 20.1 -35.9 -8.7 376.9 19.3 

Region «asa | 1000 ~| soz 49 | 19526 | 1000 
4includes the following: agricultural and rural-density residential land, woodlands, wetlands, surface water, landfill sites, quarries, i | 

and unused rural lands. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
i 

environmentally sensitive areas? are identified as “agri- Region, in 1990. Under the recommended plan, about 

cultural and rural-density residential land.” There were 1,019 square miles, or about 96 percent of the agricultural f 

about 1,395 square miles of such lands, representing about lands covered by Class I and Class II soils, would be 

52 percent of the total area of the Region, in 1990. These retained in agricultural use through the year 2020. 

areas would encompass about 1,332 square miles, or about i 

50 percent of the total area of the Region, in the year 2020 —— The regional plan recognizes that under the provisions of 

(see Table 30). The plan recommends that these areas be —_— the Wisconsin Statutes creating the Wisconsin Farmland 

maintained in rural use. The plan encourages the continu- —_— Preservation Program, counties in the State are responsi- i 

ation of agricultural uses in these areas. In particular, the —_—_ ble for the identification of prime agricultural lands and 

plan seeks to preserve, insofar as practicable, the most further recognizes that the criteria used to identify prime 
productive soils within these areas, namely U. S. Natural agricultural lands may differ from county to county. i 

Resources Conservation Service capability Class I and Counties in the Region are encouraged to prepare and 

Class II soils. Under the plan, the conversion of farmlands adopt updated farmland preservation plans which identify 

covered by Class I and Class II soils to urban use would prime agricultural lands. Such plans should seek to 

be limited to lands located in proximity to existing urban _ preserve Class I and Class II soils insofar as practicable a 

service areas as necessary for the orderly growth and and should establish the presence of Class I and Class II 

development of those urban areas, as well as to lands soils as a key determinant in the identification of prime 

, located beyond the urban service areas which have been agricultural land. Counties may choose to include other _ i 

committed to urban development on already approved _ classes of soils in the definition of prime agricultural land 
subdivision plats. As indicated in Table 31 and shown on and may incorporate other criteria, such as size of farm 

Map 16, agricultural lands covered by these soils units or size of the contiguous farming area, into the i 

encompassed about 1,066 square miles, or about 76 per- definition of prime agricultural land. Prime agricultural | 

cent of the agricultural and rural residential lands in the lands identified in county farmland preservation plans 

_ should be placed in exclusive agricultural zoning districts i 

—— which specify a minimum parcel size of 35 acres. 

9Environmentally sensitive areas include primary 

environmental corridors recommended for preservation In addition to maintaining agricultural resources for future 

in the regional land use plan along with secondary generations, the preservation of agricultural land as ; 

environmental corridors and isolated natural resource recommended under the plan serves a number of other 

areas which are encouraged to be recommended for important public purposes. Such preservation helps to 
preservation in county and local land use plans. prevent scattered, incomplete neighborhoods which are i 

76 :



Table 29 

; EXISTING AND PROPOSED ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDORS AND ISOLATED NATURAL RESOURCE 
AREAS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

Caan e rere eee eee a 0 arses 

i Primary Environmental Corridors 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

i Square Percent Square Square Percent 
County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha ................ 44.2 9.5 0.1 0.2 44.3 9.3 
Milwaukee ............... 14.5 3.1 2.3 15.9 16.8 3.5 
Ozaukee ...........00 000. 32.0 6.9 0.9 2.8 32.9 6.9 
Racine ..........cc eee eee 36.2 7.8 0.7 1.9 36.9 7.8 
Walworth................ 99.1 21.4 0.4 0.4 99.5 21.0 
Washington ............. 93.4 20.1 2.2 2.4 95.6 20.2 
Waukesha ............... 144.9 31.2 3.6 2.5 148.5 31.3 

i Secondary Environmental Corridors 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 
County Miles of Total Miles Miles of Total 

Kenosha .............05. 9.9 13.1 --4 0.0 9.9 13.3 
Milwaukee ............... 5.3 7.0 -0.4 -7.5 4.9 6.6 

; Ozaukee .............008. 7.6 10.0 0.2 2.6 7.8 10.5 

Racine ........cc cece eee 11.0 14.5 0.2 1.8 11.2 15.0 

Walworth................ 14.6 19.3 -0.3 -2.1 14.3 19.2 

Washington ............. 15.4 20.3 ..4 0.0 15.4 20.7 
i Waukesha ............... 12.0 15.8 -1.0 -8.3 11.0 14.7 

; Isolated Natural Resource Areas 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 
i County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha .............065 5.8 9.2 --4 0.0 5.8 9.4 
Milwaukee ............... 3.5 5.6 --4 0.0 3.5 5.7 
Ozaukee ........ ccc eee 5.4 8.6 -0.3 -5.6 5.1 8.2 

Racine ..............005. 11.7 18.7 - 4 0.0 11.7 19.0 
Walworth ..........cc eee 13.0 20.7 0.1 0.7 13.1 21.3 

Washington ............. 10.2 16.3 -0.1 -1.0 10.1 16.4 

i Waukesha ..........-.00. 13.1 20.9 0.8 6.1 12.3 20.0 

: 41 ess than 0.05 square mile. 

Source: SEWRPC. 

i difficult to provide with basic public services and facilities, preservation plans—are recommended to be retained in 
and can thus help to control local public expenditures. The rural use. The regional plan encourages the continuation of 

; ' preservation of farmland would, moreover, help maintain agricultural activity in these areas, recognizing that such 
the natural beauty and cultural heritage of the Region. activity may occur in the form of smaller farms such as 

horse farms, hobby farms, or community-supported agri- 
Other lands in this category—lands which are not identi- cultural operations. Under the plan, development in 

i fied as prime agricultural lands under county farmland these areas would be limited to rural-density residential 

fj 77



Table 30 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED AGRICULTURAL AND RURAL-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL i 
LANDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

rr eee nnn 

Agricultural and Rural-Density Residential Land i 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Square Percent Square Square Percent i 

County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha .......--eeeeeee 160.0 11.5 — -7.5 -4.7 152.5 11.4 

Milwaukee ............... 29.3 2.1 -5.6 -19.1 23.7 1.8 

Ozaukee ..........-...0-. 139.7 10.0 -6.1 -4.4 133.6 10.0 

Racine ........--.-eeeees 210.1 15.1 -7.2 -3.4 202.9 15.2 

Walworth..........--2200- 386.0 27.7 -4.5 -1.2 381.5 28.6 

Washington ............. 247.7 17.7 -10.1 -4.1 237.6 17.8 

Waukesha .........-+-++6- 222.6 15.9 -22.1 -9.9 200.5 © 15.2 

[Region |S tt95 | too |e. | | 3323 | 100.0 
Source: SEWRPC. . i 

Table 31 : 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED AGRICULTURAL LANDS COVERED BY U. S. NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION 
SERVICE SOIL CAPABILITY CLASS | AND CLASS II SOILS: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN i 

(anne err ene ea a A ae 

Agricultural Land Covered by Class | and Class II Soils 

Square Percent Square Square Percent 

County Miles of Total Miles Percent Miles of Total 

Kenosha ...........-+4-. 133.3 12.5 -6.3 -4.7 127.0 12.5 

Milwaukee ............... 26.5 2.5 -5.1 -19.1 21.4 2.1 

Ozaukee ................. 104.8 9.8 -4.6 -4.4 100.2 9.8 

Racine ...... cee ce eee eee 170.8 16.0 -5.8 -3.4 165.0 16.2 

Walworth.............-6-- 312.7 29.3 -3.8 -1.2 308.9 30.3 i 

Washington ............. 165.7 15.6 -6.8 -4.1 158.9 15.6 | 
Waukesha ............... 152.5 14.3 -15.1 -9.9 137.4 13.5 

Source: U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service and SEWRPC. 

development, defined as development at densities of no clustering—or, alternatively, development involving “lot 
more than one dwelling unit per five acres. Where rural averaging” !°— land parcels should be at least five acres in 
residential development is accommodated, the plan 
encourages the use of residential cluster designs, with 

dwelling units developed in clusters surrounded by 10 “Tot averaging” refers to designs which involve reduc- i 

agricultural and other open space sufficient to maintain the tions in the area of a lot below the minimum required 
maximum recommended density of no more than one under zoning, provided that the area by which it is reduced 

dwelling unit per five acres. Other than to accommodate is added to another lot in the proposed development. i 
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The regional land use plan seeks to preserve, insofar as practicable, the soils considered most productive for agricultural purposes—namely, U. S. Natural 
Resources Conservation Service capability Class | and Class II soils. Under the plan, the conversion of farmland covered by Class | and Class II soils to urban 

use would be limited to lands needed for the orderly expansion of existing urban service areas and lands located beyond planned urban service areas which 

have already been effectively committed to urban use. Under the plan, agricultural land covered by Class | and Class II soils in the Region would decrease from 

1,066 square miles in 1990 to 1,019 square miles in the year 2020. 

i Source: U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service and SEWRPC. 79



area, and larger parcel sizes are encouraged. The intent of holds, and employment among the counties in the Region 

these recommendations is to preserve rural character and would change somewhat over the next three decades. 
the open space environment; to minimize additional While the regional land use plan seeks to centralize i 

scattered urban development, which tends to destroy rural new urban development in the Region to the extent 

character; to avoid environmental problems attendant to practicable, Milwaukee County’s share of population, 
the widespread use of onsite wells and sewage disposal households, and employment would continue to decline i 
systems; to minimize disturbance of natural drainage somewhat. Waukesha County would experience the great- 
systems; to minimize infrastructure installation and est increase in the share of total regional population, 
maintenance costs; and, at the same time, to accommodate, households, and employment. F 

on a limited basis, the likely continued demand for housing 
in outlying areas of the Region. Urban Population Density 

The population density of the developed area of the Region i 

Distribution of Population, has decreased dramatically since 1920 (see Table 35 and 

Households, and Employment Figure 9). Under the plan, the urban population density 

Under the intermediate regional growth scenario, used as would continue to decline, but at a reduced rate, from 

a basis for the preparation of the year 2020 land use plan, 3,510 persons per square mile in 1990 to 2,922 persons i 
the resident population of the Region would increase by per square mile in 2020. The plan seeks to moderate, to the 
about 267,500 persons, or about 15 percent, from extent practicable, the long-term trend toward lower 
1,810,400 persons in 1990 to 2,077,900 persons by the development densities. The plan emphasizes development ; 

year 2020. Under the proposed land use plan, the year at medium densities within planned urban service areas 

2020 regional population would be distributed among the and seeks to minimize new low- and suburban-density 
seven counties as shown in Table 32. Under the plan, residential development beyond the planned urban ser- i 
Waukesha County would experience the largest absolute vice areas. 

increase in population, about 83,000 persons, while the 
absolute increases in population among the remaining six | The moderation of the trend toward lower development i 
counties would range from 16,100 persons in Ozaukee densities as recommended under the land use plan is 

County to 63,200 persons in Milwaukee County. important from a number of perspectives. Higher devel- 

opment densities reduce the amount of agricultural and 

Under the plan, the number of households in the Region other open land needed to be converted to urban use. [ 
would increase from 676,100 in 1990 to 827,100 in 2020, Higher densities serve to minimize the cost of installing, 

an increase of about 151,000 households, or 22 percent. In operating, and maintaining basic urban facilities, including 
relative terms, the number of households would continue streets and sanitary sewerage and water supply facilities. i 
to grow at a faster rate than the regional population. As The density of development is a particularly critical factor 
indicated in Table 33, under the plan, each county in the in the provision of local transit service. In general, the 
Region would experience a significant increase in the provision of local fixed-route bus service is efficient and i 
number of households between 1990 and 2020, ranging cost-effective only when there is a density of at least five 

from 9,300 households in Walworth County to 43,100 dwelling units per acre, approximately the middle of 
households in Waukesha County. the medium-density range envisioned under the regional i 

land use plan. The provision of such service to low- and 

Under the plan, the number of jobs in the Region would suburban-density residential areas is generally infeasible. 

increase from 1,067,200 in 1990 to 1,277,100 in 2020, i 

an increase of about 209,900 jobs, or 20 percent. The Public Sanitary Sewer and Water Supply Service 

distribution of jobs among the seven counties is shown Under the recommended land use plan, all proposed new 
in Table 34. Under the plan, each county would gain a urban development within the Region would be served 

significant number of jobs between 1990 and 2020. with public sanitary sewer and water supply facilities.'" In i 
Under the plan, Waukesha County would experience the addition, public sanitary sewer and water supply service 
largest absolute increase in jobs, over 73,000, while the would be extended to certain existing urban areas lacking 

increases in jobs among the remaining six counties would these facilities. Areas of the Region which would be i 
range from 13,600 jobs in Ozaukee County to 46,300 jobs 
in Milwaukee County. a 

I]t is recognized that existing vacant lots in urban-density ; 
As indicated in Tables 32, 33, and 34, as a result of anti- residential subdivisions located beyond the planned urban 
cipated differences in growth rates among the seven service areas will be developed utilizing onsite sewage 
counties, the relative distribution of population, house- disposal systems and private wells. i 
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Table 32 

i EXISTING AND PROPOSED POPULATION IN THE REGION 
BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

Caen e eee reer eee eee eee eee a scans em maamammnaemacamcmsaas 

i 
Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

; Percent | Percent 
County Persons of Total Persons Percent Persons of Total 

Kenosha ................ 128,200 7.1 31,400 24.5 159,600 7.7 

Milwaukee ............... 959,300 53.0 63,200 6.6 1,022,500 49.2 

Ozaukee ................25. 72,800 4.0 16,100 22.1 88,900 4.3 

Racine ............ 0c eae 175,100 9.7 20,500 11.7 195,600 9.4 

Walworth ............006. 75,000 4.1 20,000 26.7 95,000 4.6 

Washington ............. 95,300 5.3 33,500 35.2 128,800 6.2 

Waukesha ............... 304,700 16.8 82,800 27.2 387,500 18.6 

E Source: SEWRPC. 

i Table 33 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION 
BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

i 
Households 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

f Percent Percent 
County Households of Total Households Percent Households of Total 

Kenosha ..............-. 47,000 6.9 14,800 31.5 61,800 7.5 

, Milwaukee ............... 373,100 55.2 40,200 10.8 413,300 50.0 

Ozaukee ..............06. 25,700 3.8 9,800 38.1 35,500 4.3 

Racine ...............88. 63,700 9.4 14,500 22.8 78,200 9.4 

Walworth.............08. 27,600 4.1 9,300 33.7 36,900 4.5 

Washington ............. 33,000 4.9 19,300 58.5 52,300 6.3 

Waukesha ............... 106,000 15.7 43,100 40.7 149,100 18.0 

i Source: SEWRPC. 

served with public sanitary sewer and water supply facili- 91 percent of the resident population, would be served by 
i ties under the plan are shown on Map 17. In 1990, about public sanitary sewer and water supply facilities by 

322 square miles, or 63 percent of the total developed the plan design year. Public water supply service would 
urban area of the Region, and about 1.6 million persons, or be provided in several small communities for which 

F 88 percent of the resident population of the Region, were public sanitary sewer service is not envisioned. 
served by public sanitary sewer facilities (see Table 36). 

About 265 square miles, or 52 percent of the developed The developed urban area and population level which 
area of the Region, and about 1.5 million persons, or would be served by public sanitary sewer and water supply 
82 percent of the resident population, were served by facilities under the recommended plan are summarized by 
public water supply facilities. Under the recommended county in Table 37. The proportion of developed area so 
plan, about 594 square miles, or 84 percent of the devel- served would range from 56 percent in Washington 

E oped urban area, and about 1.9 million persons, or County to nearly 100 percent in Milwaukee County. The 
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Table 34 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION i 
BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

— em OS Employment 

Existing 1990 Planned Increment: 1990-2020 Total 2020 

Percent Percent E 
County Jobs of Total Jobs Percent Jobs of Total 

Kenosha ................ 50,900 4.8 20,100 39.5 71,000 5.6 

Milwaukee ............... 613,300 57.5 46,300 7.5 659,600 51.7 

Ozaukee ..............00- 36,400 3.4 13,600 37.4 50,000 3.9 

Racine ...........-..000- 88,800 8.3 19,900 22.4 108,700 8.5 
Walworth................ 40,200 3.8 19,800 49.3 60,000 4.7 
Washington ............. 46,100 4.3 16,900 36.7 63,000 4.9 i 
Waukesha ............... 191,500 17.9 73,300 38.3 264,800 20.7 

Source: SEWRPC. i 

Table 35 | | | ; 

POPULATION DENSITY IN THE REGION: SELECTED YEARS, 

1850-1990, AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN E 

a Sees seas eeasaapemmmmmasnsaasaarammmmanmaaaas 

Urban Rural Area Persons per 

Population Population (square miles) Square Mile | 

Percent Percent Total ; 
Year of Total Number of Total Population Urban? Total Urban Total 

1850 28,623 25.2 84,766 74.8 113,389 4 2,689 7,156 42.2 
1880 139,509 50.3 137,610 49.7 277,119 18 2,689 7,751 103.1 i 
1900 354,082 70.6 147,726 29.4 501,808 37 2,689 9,570 186.6 
1920 635,376 81.1 148,305 18.9 783,681 56 2,689 11,346 291.4 
1940 991,535 92.9 76,164 7.1 1,067,699 90 2,689 11,017 | 397.1 

1950 1,179,084 95.0 61,534 5.0 1,240,618 146 2,689 8,076 461.4 E 
1963 1,634,200 97.6 40,100 2.4 1,674,300 282 2,689 5,795 622.6 
1970 | 1,728,946 98.5 27,137 1.5 1,756,083 338 2,689 5,115 653.1 
1980 | 1,749,238 99.1 15,558 0.9 1,764,796 444 2,689 3,940 656.3 
1990 1,800,751 99.5 9,613 0.5 1,810,364 513 2,689 3,510 673.2 
2020 2,071,667 99.7 6,233 0.3 2,077,900 709 2,689 2,922 772.7 

4 Based upon urban growth ring analysis. 

Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. E 

proportion of the resident population served would range Implementation of the land use plan, along with the sani- ; 
from a low of 69 percent in Washington County to a high tary sewerage system recommendations of the regional 
of nearly 100 percent in Milwaukee County. water quality management plan, should serve to reduce 

and control the amount of untreated and partially treated i 
The recommended plan seeks to discourage the develop- domestic and industrial waste discharged into the streams, 
ment of urban-density residential areas which depend upon rivers, lakes, and groundwater reserves of the Region; 
onsite sewage disposal systems and private wells and to permit a better adjustment of waste treatment and E 
to encourage development served by gravity-drainage disposal facilities to the assimilation capacity of the 
centralized sanitary sewer facilities tributary to existing streams and rivers; and to assure a pure supply of water 
sewerage systems and by public water supply systems. within the Region. i 
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i Figure 9 envisions a reversal of past trends and emphasizes a 

centralized development pattern for the Region. The high- 

i POPULATION DENSITY OF growth land use plans provide an upper bracket for future 

URBAN AREAS IN THE REGION population, employment, and urban land use development 
ACTUAL 1850-1990 AND 2020 ae : 

RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN within the Region. Together, the recommended land use 

i plan and the high-growth plans provide a range of possible 

S oo a —— future conditions which may be considered in regional and 

@ "4 } + +--+ local transportation and other public facility planning as 

i Z 1) actuat 1 1 j well as in the preparation of local land use plans intended 

3° | | | | to refine and detail the regional plan. Zz | | 

ack | ed Pes Ne eee Z 

5 eel | The population, household, and employment levels envi- 

g : | [| [ | sioned under the high-growth plans are presented in sum- 
ze | mary form in Appendices D and E of this report. 

i : 27 namneo — 4 | 

LLL LTT iT iri ttt itt)  suMMARy 
1850 1860 1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010 2020 

YEAR 
i This chapter has described the recommended land use plan 

Source: SEWRPC. for Southeastern Wisconsin for the year 2020. The plan 
was prepared as an extension to the year 2020 of the 

i year 2010 regional land use plan adopted by the Commis- 

LAND USE PLANS FOR sion in 1992. As it was extended in time, the plan was 

A HIGH-GROWTH SCENARIO reviewed and amended to reflect development which has 
i occurred or which has been committed to since completion 

The recommended regional land use plan for the year 2020 of the year 2010/land use. plan The new plan was designed 
‘ : to accommodate new forecasts of population, households, 

presented in this chapter may be characterized as an 4 1 finthe Reconth hth 2020 
“intermediate-growth centralized” plan. The plan accom- a a : 

modates population and employment growth which may be 
expected under an intermediate-growth scenario for the The year 2020 regional land use plan incorporates the 

i Region through the year 2020. The plan seeks to moderate, basic principles and concepts of the adopted year 2010 

to the extent practicable, the historical decentralization plan. Like the adopted plan, the new plan recommends a 
of population and employment and associated urban relatively compact, centralized regional settlement pattern, 

i development away from the older urban centers of with urban development occurring generally in concentric 

the Region. rings along the periphery of, and outward from, existing 

urban centers in the Region. The proposed plan places 
i In order to facilitate application of the alternative futures heavy emphasis on the continued impact of the urban land 

approach to planning—an approach which considers a market in determining the location, intensity, and character 
range of possible future conditions and which is of future development. Like the adopted plan, the proposed 

I particularly important in public facility planning—two plan seeks to influence the operation of the urban land 
alternative land use plans for the year 2020 have also been market in several important ways in order to achieve a 
prepared. These plans are designed to accommodate popu- more healthful, attractive, and efficient settlement pattern. 

lation, household, and employment levels which may be In this regard, the proposed plan recommends that new 

i expected under a high-growth scenario for the Region. urban development occur primarily in those areas of the 
Year 2020 population, household, and employment levels Region which are covered by soils suitable for such 

projected under a high-growth scenario are greater—by development and in those areas which can be readily 

j 14 percent, 9 percent, and 7 percent, respectively—than served by essential municipal facilities and services, 
levels projected under an intermediate-growth scenario. including public sanitary sewerage, water supply, and mass 

Two high-growth plans have been prepared; one antici- transit facilities and services. The plan recommends the 
i pates a continued decentralization of population and preservation of the identified primary environmental 

employment and associated urban development away from corridors and the preservation in agricultural and related 
the older urban centers of the Region, while the other use of the most productive soils in the Region. 

83



Map 17 [ “WASHING FA y ep es “co. fF i 

‘ cat Cgee Ah ie | 
x. A Cee | | sce PROPOSED PUBLIC SANITARY | ., ae PF | D5 as eee} 

SEWER AND WATER SUPPLY 7 Diss. a> *p = Be ndwia 

SERVICE AREAS IN THE REGION: Petey woyne so BL? | Tiron ticcine £ Selgive 

2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN [5 ; alee > BA desi BE Jeers webinatn 
g > Bh eer 2h, eugels Cy 

he gel eniont lias A 2 4 
lz find eR Pe phar 
I< * 2 Pe aM ie v' ad ey wg! Basuincton 
cae.) ele oe ‘3 £ p 

LEGEND f a ar - a ae 
AREATO BE PROVIDED WITH PUBLIC i: tg 7) Pilar law: rs if | ___] _ SANITARY SEWER ANDWATER SUPPLY SERVICE ta P Pe phe, a paps 

By Reso eres rustic eee is : Shas ra ee 
‘WATER SUPPLY SERVICE ONLY me E iss 6 | EI CEOARE "at g ' 5 E 

(EBB errimary ewvinonmenrat corrivor hee ~ 2 +See — Eero alan S ; Nise, Si] 
(ES sunracewarer ? p a Cy; mee : S 

fhe A aomygoryp2| rivensvlliey 
. ee D ae | : a 

hE | Rie tigi es | ioe 
eee ie ¢ re SHING TON, So. mid 0 AUKEB { i 

| eae | v <P SH "CO. | MFLWAUKK ice 
ee | 3 OS 5 Bees gay S106 

2y Ms dae Sp tg te) EER Ness pod 
ae i ¢ SYS lean Be Ls =e 4 oan zed Reavy B® ee o 
Be a Le eee ee eam 6 6fl Ug 
WRES [2 Pyiganyer -* vee Perici f sal 

ae maaan 7 a ig SS cubature" 
fe) epee a st ait? wae LJ | ' 4 “ie cca ae Dy iprewone 

= 7 Pi ne ee ie sdapROugrds ek 2 a a dB Naa Le a srove| oo fi. : i : fa voulgl There a. iS a= a gy fy ee z aay oe ti Boy oh y 
asim Gn! 25 deiotiera Vb yO rs deattet 7 = 
a Se Lc apnea Se oe CS ro = Che, ecuialeey aN ae el a aitudee e ap Jae oF aes «as —. ss % 

ie ret a 6 WSe | sew opin BELA pee krancis 

\ i j OWS tad, “Hod oo a - a i es et 2 

i ale Se ed 
oRAPHC SCALE 2 F j Pa. ae — ih BWVAUKEE 

m= SS eras + } gorge Su. ie 4 os 6s a5_as 35_as aop00 reer oe oe + ay I : cae 
—— eae a fas ee A or 

wa? fie ne i 1 | 

a eens saiagtceillege ofS. | vernon cystic esa co, | MILWEUNg EE | con 
ai el T Exton Tih 30x 6 r i, ceaek died NE co. yy. \ 

' i. IER oe sig Lh i a ahs ‘ 2, \ 

. ‘ : +» re See Pa | N 
oa ‘ 3 ee ‘ > io 4 > 

‘i Ere By Xs sf bo “aarerrogdy, | : 2 ie ey 
L. nivel us oT f want sche! Pear —feimnt | canon WB ng 

Ie an. Aye OF fb J | cd 3 ee de | STURTEVANT i 
Le | | gee | Uglon orove x 4 
z | Dy can dee. a: ey) j 

_fchmon: L, Sugor Creek Lotoyette_ Spring PatiriegG GRE Dover RA CIM] PY CO. vorkvitie | mm Pleasant Et mwood fark [igs es at !  Fiass po BACHE 0. ota oF 

= if LF en” * Neu Es | eS 
2 DEAVAN. | a ge st is 7 

> ae | far ol Som ee9 | | Q 
| : LAK Seder FB : Se 

[oan Co ge oes hse Bree de . pa 
__corien "| SIR aS ee ce " A Scigrtgge® Bike pPoris Tsene KENOSHAP ie [a Ce or lk B BL eer 4x Bake a. 

kr - a ee 3 yn eo pe sc ee 'S i> « S| Oe i i 
y pet Ps t » Loe 42 : 2 

| | wacwoieac® Rap ha aro | we | al 
| | owengagy. te tea 7 ef ™ oY 

SHARON — | Bloom zy & Pes > bRReg sane Prame 
Lx snore WALWORTH feo. Linn wisconaney LIS: Pheonda Seno! O. 2 a mn 

ILLINOIS i 

Under the year 2020 regional land use plan, all proposed new urban development would be served by public sanitary sewer and water supply facilities. In 

addition, public sanitary sewer and water supply service would be extended to certain existing urban areas currently lacking these facilities. About 594 square 

miles, or 84 percent of the developed urban area of the Region, and about 1.89 million persons, or about 91 percent of the total regional population, would 

be served by public sanitary sewer and water supply facilities by the year 2020. As shown above, public water supply service would be provided in several 

outlying communities for which public sanitary sewer service is not planned. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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Table 36 . 

i EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPED AREA AND POPULATION SERVED BY PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER 

AND WATER SUPPLY SERVICE IN THE REGION: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

eee 7 

i Planned Service Increment 

Existing Service: 1990 1990-2020 Total Service: 2020 

Public Public Public Public Public Public 
Area and Sanitary Water Sanitary Water Sanitary Water 

Population Sewer Supply Sewer Supply Sewer Supply 

Developed Area® 
i Total Square Miles .......... 512.7 512.7 196.0 196.0 708.7 708.7 

Square Miles Served......... 322.1 265.2 271.7 331.0 593.8 596.2 
Percent of Total Served ...... 62.8 51.7 -- -- 83.8 84.1 

Population | 

i Total Population ............ 1,810,400 1,810,400 267,500 267,500 2,077,900 2,077,900 

Population Served........... 1,594,300 1,484,600 299,400 411,100 1,893,700 1,895,700 

Percent of Total Served ...... 88.1 82.0 -- -- 91.1 91.2 

i NOTE: Public sanitary sewer and water supply service areas presented in this table do not include lands that are located adjacent to, but 
outside, the Region, including 1.2 square miles of land in the Jefferson County portion of the Whitewater urban service area, 0.5 

square mile of land in the Jefferson County portion of the Oconomowoc urban service area, and 0.9 square mile of land in the Dodge 
i County portion of the Hartford urban service area. 

4 Based on urban growth ring analysis. 

; Source: SEWRPC. | 

Table 37 

i EXISTING AND PROPOSED DEVELOPED AREA AND POPULATION SERVED BY PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER 

AND WATER SUPPLY SERVICE IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

ee ease see cece eens sees cece eens eee eee cee eee cence cence enna eee eens ccc ccc a eT 

i 

Area Served Served Area Served Served Area Served Served 
Developed Developed 

i Area® Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Area Percent of Percent of 

(square Square | County or County or | Square | County or County or] (square Square | County or County or 

County miles) Miles Region Region Miles Region Persons Region miles) Miles Region Region 

Kenosha....... 37.4 25.1 67.1 111,900 87.3 17.8 47.6 97,000 75.7 70.7 65.7 92.9 146,700 91.9 
Milwaukee ..... 170.8 162.6 95.2 954,600 99.5 155.5 91.0 942,500 98.3 204.0 202.5 99.3 1,020,600 99.8 

Ozaukee ....... 32.5 17.3 53.3 54,900 75.4 8.4 25.9 35,900 49.3 47.6 41.2 86.6 72,900 82.0 

Racine ........ 51.2 34.1 66.7 154,900 88.5 24.6 48.1 142,700 81.5 73.1 64.2 87.8 178,300 91.2 
Walworth ...... 35.3 13.9 39.3 45,200 60.3 11.6 32.8 40,900 54.5 49.8 34.5 69.3 67,600 71.2 
Washington.... 41.1 11.3 27.5 53,300 55.9 11.0 26.8 50,900 53.4 61.8 34.8 56.3 89,300 69.3 

i Waukesha ..... 144.4 57.8 40.0 219,500 72.0 36.3 25.1 174,700 57.3 201.7 150.9 74.8 318,300 82.1 

[ evion | sv27 | cans | cae [vsoaao0| aos | aosa | our [vaancoo| 20 | 707 | ssn0 | ena [vaoa7o0{ 911 
NOTE: Public sanitary sewer and water supply service areas presented in this table do not include lands that are located adjacent to, but outside, the Region, including 1.2 square miles of land 

in the Jefferson County portion of the Whitewater urban service area, 0.5 square mile of land in the Jefferson County portion of the Oconomowoc urban service area, and 0.9 square mile 

of land in the Dodge County portion of the Hartford urban service area. 

3 Based on historical urban growth analysis. 

i Source: SEWRPC. 
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The key features of the land use plan are summarized 5. The population density of the developed area of 

as follows: the Region has decreased dramatically since 1920. ; 
Under the plan, the urban population density would 

1. The land use plan was designed to accommodate continue to decline, but at a reduced rate, from | 
an intermediate-growth scenario for Southeastern 3,510 persons per square mile in 1990 to 2,922 ; 

Wisconsin through the year 2020. Under the plan, persons per square mile in 2020. The plan seeks to 
the resident population of the Region would moderate, to the extent practicable, the long-term 
increase by 267,500 persons, or 15 percent, from trend toward lower development densities. The plan 

1,810,400 persons in 1990 to 2,077,900 persons in emphasizes development at medium densities within i 
2020. The number of households would increase by planned urban service areas and seeks to minimize 
151,000, or 22 percent, from 676,100 households new low- and suburban-density residential develop- 

in 1990 to 827,100 households in 2020. Total ment beyond the planned urban service areas. i 

employment in the Region would increase by 
209,900 jobs, or 20 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 6. Under the plan, all proposed new urban develop- 

1990 to 1,277,100 jobs in 2020. ment would be served by public sanitary sewer and i 
water supply facilities. In addition, public sanitary 

2. Under the plan, lands in urban uses—including sewer and water supply service would be extended 
urban-density residential, commercial, industrial, to certain existing urban areas lacking these facili- i 

intensive recreational, governmental and institu- ties. Under the recommended plan, about 594 square 

tional, and transportation, communication, and miles, or 84 percent of the developed urban area, 

utility uses—would increase from 637 square miles and about 1.9 million persons, or 91 percent of the 

in 1990 to 737 square miles by the year 2020, an resident population, would be served by public i 

increase of 100 square miles, or 16 percent. By the sanitary sewer and water supply facilities by the 

year 2020, lands in urban use would account for year 2020. Public water supply service would be | 
27 percent of the total area of the Region, compared provided in several small communities for which i 
to 24 percent in 1990. public sanitary sewer service is not envisioned. 

3. Under the plan, most new residential land would be 7. The plan recommends the preservation in natural, i 
developed at urban densities—defined as densities open uses of the remaining primary environmental 
of more than one dwelling unit per five acres. The corridors in the Region—elongated areas in the 

plan envisions that the urban residential land area landscape encompassing concentrations of the most 
would increase by 66 square miles, or 21 percent, important remaining natural resource features in 

from 308 square miles in 1990 to 374 square miles the Region. The planned environmental corridors 

in 2020. The bulk of the new urban residential land encompass 474 square miles, or 18 percent of the f 
area—75 percent—would consist of medium- total area of the Region. The preservation of these 

density development, with a typical single-family lot corridors is considered essential to the maintenance 
size of one-quarter acre and a typical multiple- of the overall environmental quality of the Region ) 

family development averaging about 10 dwelling and the preservation of its unique cultural and i 
| units per net acre. The plan recommends that new natural heritage and natural beauty. Under the plan, 

urban residential development occur in planned development within the corridors would be limited 
neighborhood units served by public sanitary sewer to essential transportation and utility facilities, i 

and water supply facilities, public transit service, compatible outdoor recreational facilities, and, on a 
and other basic services and facilities. limited basis, rural-density residential development. 

4. The plan envisions a total of 18 major commercial 8. Under the plan, those areas which are neither desig- i 
centers and 27 major industrial centers in the Region nated for future urban use nor recommended for 
by the plan design year, including four new com- preservation as environmentally sensitive areas are : 
mercial centers and five new industrial centers. All identified as “agricultural and rural-density residen- 
of the proposed sites were in various stages of tial land.” These areas would encompass about 
development as of 1997. The plan further envisions 1,332 square miles, or about 50 percent of the total 
a total of 30 major park sites. All of the proposed area of the Region, in the year 2020. The plan i 
new park sites were at least partially acquired as recommends that these areas be maintained in rural 
of 1997. use. The plan encourages the continuation of agri- i 
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cultural uses; in particular, the plan seeks to related uses accommodated in this category would 

i preserve, insofar as practicable, the most produc- include smaller farms such as horse farms, hobby 
tive soils in these areas. Under the plan, the agri- farms, or community-supported agricultural opera- 

cultural lands covered by the most productive tions. New residential uses in these areas would 

i soils would encompass about 1,019 square miles, be limited to rural-density residential develop- 
or about 38 percent of the area of the Region, ment, defined as development at densities of no 

in the year 2020. The conversion of these lands more than one dwelling unit per five acres. Where 

| to urban use would be limited to lands located rural-density residential development is accom- 

i in proximity to existing urban service areas as modated, the plan encourages the use of cluster 

necessary for the orderly growth and development designs, with dwelling units developed in clusters 

of those urban areas as well as to lands located surrounded by agricultural and other open space 

i beyond the urban service areas which have been sufficient to maintain the maximum recommended 

committed to urban development on already density of no more than one dwelling unit per 

5 approved subdivision plats. Other agricultural and five acres. 
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i Chapter VI 

' PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 

i INTRODUCTION of compact, contiguous urban growth; 3) the preservation 

| of upland environmentally sensitive areas; and 4) the 

The recommended regional land use plan described in maintenance of older major industrial centers in the face of 

i Chapter V of this report provides a design for the the current decentralization of economic activity within the 

attainment of the specific regional land use development Region. Under the study, specific proposals were formu- 
objectives set forth in Chapter IV. In a practical sense, lated to strengthen plan implementation in each of these 

however, the plan is not complete until the steps required areas. Some of these proposals would involve an increased 

i to implement the plan—that is, to convert the plan into State role in plan implementation, beginning with adoption 
action policies and programs—are specified. This chapter by the State of a formal policy promoting and encouraging 
is therefore presented as a guide for use in the imple- more compact urban development. The recommendations 

i mentation of the recommended land use plan. It outlines of the plan implementation study were considered by 
the actions which must be taken by the various levels and the Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee on 
agencies of government concerned if the recommended Regional Land Use Planning and were reaffirmed or modi- 

i land use plan is to be fully carried out. fied as documented in this chapter. 

Implementation of the regional land use plan involves a PLAN IMPLEMENTATION AGENCIES 
i number of plan implementation measures and requires 

close cooperation among the local units of government and Successful implementation of the regional land use plan 

the areawide, State, and Federal agencies involved in the depends upon the cooperative efforts ofa number of units 
j application of those measures. This chapter identifies the 4nd agencies of government. Units and agencies of govern- 

concerned plan implementation agencies; recommends | _™ent concerned with plan implementation are listed by 
appropriate adoption of the land use plan; and describes level of government in Table 38. In view of their important 
the various plan implementation measures available and role In open space acquisition, private conservancy organi- 

i the appropriate application of those measures to achieve zations are also listed among the plan implementation 
the regional land use plan objectives. Those measures organizations in this table.? 

i include additional land use planning at the county and ee 
local levels to refine and detail the regional plan; regu- 

latory measures, such as zoning, official mapping, and "The findings and recommendations of the plan 
land division regulation; and nonregulatory measures— ML, lementation study are documented in SEWRPC 

Sage emorandum Report No. 68, Regional Land Use Plan 
i such as park and open space land acquisition, rural cluster Implementation in Southeastern Wisconsin: Status and 

development, municipal boundary and utility service Needs, May 1993. 

extension agreements, and capital improvement program- 

i ming—which can promote plan implementation. 2Certain changes have occurred with regard to State 
and Federal agencies having functions and duties germane 

This chapter draws upon the findings made in a special to regional land use plan implementation since the com- 

i assessment of the status of regional land use plan imple- 7? letion of the year 2010 land use plan. At the State level, the 
mentation completed by the Commission at the request of Department of Commerce, formerly the Dep ariment of 

the Wisconsin Department of Transportation in 1993. The Develop ment, has assumed the responsibilities of the Safety 
. ; and Buildings Division of the former Department of 

i purpose of the study was to determine the extent to which Industry, Labor and Human Relations, and is thus responsi- 

actual development in the Region has conformed with, or ble for the regulation of onsite sewage disposal systems. 
departed from, the adopted regional land use plan and, as Within the U. S. Department of Agriculture, the former 

appropriate, to recommend means by which plan imple- Farmers Home Administration, Agricultural Stabilization 
i mentation might be strengthened. The study identified a and Conservation Service, and Federal Cropland Insurance 

need for strengthened efforts to implement four recom- Agency have been consolidated into the Farm Service 

mendations contained in the regional land use plan: 1) the Agency; and the former Soil Conservation Service has been 
i preservation of prime agricultural lands; 2) the promotion renamed the Natural Resources Conservation Service. 
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Table 38 : 

SUMMARY OF REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN IMPLEMENTATION RESPONSIBILITIES i 

a 

Administration Urban 

of General Revitalization: 

Zoning, Land Planning and Planning- Administration 

Preparation Division Administration Administration Related of State 

Plan Adoption/ of Local Regulations, of Other Coordination of Park and of Related Financial and Planning- Formulation Farmland 

Endorsement | Refinements of | and Official Regulatory Public Utilities/ | Open Space ‘Support Technical Related of State Urban | Preservation 

‘and Integration | Regional Plan Mapping Mechanisms? Facilities Acquisition Programs: Assistance Education Growth Policy Program i 

Local-Level Agencies 

County Boards of Supervisors ... . x 

County Planning Committees 

and Park and Planning 
Commissions .............+6.+ x 

County Land Conservation 
Committees .......... 6.00 eeee x 
City Councils, Village Boards, 

and Town Boards ............. x 

City, Village, and Town Plan 

Commissions ..............+.. x 

County Drainage Boards and 

Drainage Districts ............. x 

Sanitary and Utility Districts ..... x 

Community Development 

MANOTMIOE coc ccccc csc ceseiiee x 

Lake Management Districts ..... x 

County Economic Development 
Corporations .............6005 x 

Areawide Agencies 

Metropolitan Sewerage 

CWE ciivistcvtsasvicesvee x we 

Cooperative Contract 

Commissions ..............54+ x o 

Regional Planning 
Commission ............00000+ x x 

State-Level Agencies 

University of 

Wisconsin-Extension .......... 

Wisconsin Department 

of Administration .......+.+.++ 
Wisconsin Department of 
Agriculture, Trade and 

Consumer Protection .......... 

Wisconsin Department 

of Commerce .......... 60.0005 
Wisconsin Department 

of Natural Resources .......... 

Wisconsin Department 

of Transportation ............. 

Wisconsin Land Council ......... 

Federal-Level Agencies 

U. S. Department of Agriculture, 

Natural Resources 

Conservation Service .......... 

U. S. Department of Agriculture, 

Farm Service Agency .........+ 

U. S. Department of Commerce, 

Economic Development 

Administration. .............++ 

U. S. Department of Housing and 

Urban Development ........... 

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers ... 

Federal Emergency 

Management Agency .......... 

Private Conservancy 

Organizations .............66065 

includes State-local floodland and shoreland zoning; State-local oversight of public sanitary ‘sewerage facilities and private sewage systems; and the Federal wetland regulatory program. I 

Source: SEWRPC. 

PLAN ADOPTION plan to all local legislative bodies within the Region and to j 

all concerned State, local, areawide, and Federal agencies. 

Upon adoption of the new regional land use plan by 
formal resolution of the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Endorsement, adoption, or formal acknowledgment and i 
Planning Commission, in accordance with Section integration of the plan by local legislative bodies and 
66.945(10) of the Wisconsin Statutes, the Commission the existing local-, areawide-, State-, and Federal-level 
will transmit a certified copy of the resolution and adopted agencies involved is highly desirable, and in some cases i 
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necessary, to assure a common understanding among Map 18 

the several governmental levels and agencies and to 

i enable their staffs to program the necessary plan imple- COUNTY AND LOCAL ADOPTION OF THE YEAR 1990 
mentation work. The following is recommended: REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN 

i 1. It is recommended that the seven county boards EaCENP YY Li “= 

within the Region formally adopt the recommended Boaro oe sueavons (4 Li} a 
regional land use plan as it affects each county, as PLAN ADOPTION BY LOCAL Lk, 

i authorized by Section 66.945(12) of the Wisconsin ME common | ty Y pi ke 
Statutes, after recommendation by the respective A : 

county planning committees or park and planning l 4g 

i commissions, as a guide to future land use devel- VW Mie 

opment within the county. Y » * 
77 J : 

2. It is recommended that the plan commissions of Ui Oy, Us WY 

i cities, villages, and towns in the Region adopt the noe 4 Z ( Uy 

recommended regional land use plan. The plan } 5 YY 4 

should be adopted by the local plan commissions A Mey 
j as local master plans pursuant to Section 62.23(3)(b) ' y Ly é 

of the Wisconsin Statutes. It is further recommended | he 

that city councils, village boards, and town boards eee. 
i in the Region adopt the regional land use plan as LA yj 

a matter of endorsing the local plan commis- C7 Y) WV 
sion action. My é ez 

Vs, 

i 3. It is recommended that other local, areawide, State, “yy Z 

and Federal agencies and units of government 3 AAG TS chk ehiobeg 

identified in Table 38 as having plan implemen- Ae 

| tation responsibilities endorse or acknowledge the 4 g 

plan as appropriate. In combination, those agencies ‘ ; 

and units of government have a wide range of “ Kh La YA 

i responsibilities related to the protection of soil and 

water resources and air quality; the provision of The year 1990 regional land use plan was formally adopted by six of the 
A x seven counties in the Region. In addition, 40 cities, villages, and towns in the 

sanitary sewer, water supply, and stormwater drain- Region acted to adopt that plan, or, in lieu of such adoption, prepared in 

i age facilities; the provision of transportation facili- cooperation with the Commission and adopted a community-level land use 
ties and transit service; the provision of park and plan which refined and detailed the regional plan. 

open space sites; and the conservation and renewal Source: SEWRPC. 

i of existing urban development. After endorsing or 
acknowledging the regional land use plan, each of 
the concerned agencies should consider the plan 

recommendations in carrying out its various 

i programs and activities. 
through 20 and in Table 39. On Maps 18 through 20 and 

While the Wisconsin Statutes do not specify a time frame in Table 39, adopting cities, villages, and towns include 

i for adoption or endorsement of the regional plan, it is those cities, villages, and towns which have adopted the 

recommended that the concerned units and agencies of certified regional land use plan and those cities, villages, 

government adopt or endorse the plan within six months of and towns which, in lieu of such adoption, have prepared 

i their receipt of the certified plan. in cooperation with the Commission and adopted a 

community-level land use plan which refined and detailed 

Many units of government have acted to formally adopt the regional plan. Adoption of the new land use plan by 

i the design year 1990, 2000, and/or 2010 plans. Adoption units and agencies of government that have adopted 

of the year 1990, 2000, and 2010 plans by counties, cities, the design year 1990, 2000, or 2010 plans will serve to 
villages, and towns in the Region is indicated on Maps 18 substitute the new plan for the old. 
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Map 19 Map 20 

COUNTY AND LOCAL ADOPTION OF THE YEAR 2000 COUNTY AND LOCAL ADOPTION OF THE YEAR 2010 i 
REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN 
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The year 2000 regional land use plan was formally adopted by three of the The year 2010 regional land use plan was formally adopted by all seven 

seven counties in the Region. In addition, 17 cities, villages, and towns in the counties in the Region. In addition, 21 cities, villages, and towns in the 
Region acted to adopt that plan, or, in lieu of such adoption, prepared in Region acted to adopt that plan, or, in lieu of such adoption, prepared in 

cooperation with the Commission and adopted a community-level land use cooperation with the Commission and adopted a community-level land use 

plan which refined and detailed the regional plan. plan which refined and detailed the regional plan. As shown on this map 

and the two previous maps, along with the seven counties, a total of 64 

Source: SEWRPC. cities, villages, and towns in the Region adopted at least one of the three 

regional land use plans—the year 1990 plan, year 2000 plan, or year 2010 

plan—or adopted a local refinement of the regional plan prepared in 

cooperation with the Commission. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION e@ Local refinement of the regional plan 

Implementation of the regional land use plan depends — Planning in urban areas i 

upon the judicious application of a variety of plan oo, 

implementation measures and the utmost in cooperation — Planning in rural areas J 
among the local units of government and the areawide, 

State, and Federal agencies involved in the application of @ Local regulatory measures 
those measures. The most important land use plan imple- 

mentation measures are summarized in this section. For — Zoning ordinances 
convenience in presentation and use, this section has been 

divided into the following subject areas: — Zoning in planned urban areas i 
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| — Zoning in planned rural areas Local Refinement of the Regional Plan 
i Subsequent to formal plan adoption, an important step 

— Zoning in environmentally sensitive areas in the implementation of the regional land use plan is the 
refinement and detailing of that plan through appropriate 

— Zoning and regional plan implementation county and local planning efforts. Such planning provides 
i to date a means for the proper integration of regional and local 

land use development objectives and provides a basis for 
— Land division controls the adjustment of local plan implementation devices in 

ij accordance with those regional and local objectives. The 
— Official mapping following steps are therefore recommended: 

i @ State and Federal regulatory measures 
1. [tis recommended that each county in the Region— 

— State-local zoning of environmentally sensi- except Milwaukee County, which is constituted 
i tive areas entirely of cities and villages—refine and detail the 

regional plan as it pertains to the county’s unincor- 
— Federal wetland regulatory program porated areas. It should be noted that the Waukesha 

County Board of Supervisors adopted such a refined 
i —_— Regulation of public sanitary sewerage systems and detailed plan in 1996. The Kenosha County 

Board of Supervisors adopted such a plan for the 
— Regulation of private sewage disposal systems area of the County east of IH 94 in 1996 and has 

i | directed that such a plan be prepared for the balance 

@ Park and open space acquisition of the County. 

i ® Rural cluster development 2. It is recommended that cities, villages, and towns 
; that have adopted village powers refine and detail 

a © Purchase or transfer of development rights the regional land use olan and existent county 
. plans pursuant to Section 62.23 of the Wisconsin 

— Purchase of development rights Statutes, incorporating objectives and standards 
| ; which are consistent with those adopted in the 

i — Transfer of development rights regional plan and county refinements of the regional 
. - ; plan. Within the context of the regional and county 

© Municipal boundary and utility extension agreements plans, cities, villages, and towns should prepare 
i ae . community-level land use plans, supplementing 

© Capital improvement programming such plans with neighborhood or special district 

i @ Development design standards Plans, as appropriate. 

@ Brownfields redevelopment Planning efforts needed to refine and detail the regional 
land use plan for both urban areas and rural areas are 

i @ Educational activities described below. 

@ Technical and financial assistance | 

i Planning in Urban Areas 
@ Other recommendations from the 1993 regional land The regional land use plan identifies urban service areas 

use plan implementation study within the Region through the year 2020 (see Map 17 in 
i Chapter V of this report, page 84). Community-level 

— Formulation of a State policy on the promotion land use plans should refine and detail the regional plan 
of compact and efficient urban development recommendations for urban areas. Such plans should 
patterns identify residential neighborhoods and special planning 

i — Changes to the Wisconsin Farmland Preserva- districts; recommend an overall density for each residen- 
tion Program tial neighborhood; and identify general site locations 

for needed neighborhood and community facilities. Such 
f — Study of potential tax-base-sharing mechanism plans should incorporate the environmentally sensitive 
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Table 39 

ADOPTION OF THE REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN BY COUNTIES, i 
CITIES, VILLAGES, AND TOWNS IN SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN 

a A 

1990 2000 2010 1990 2000 2010 i 

Regional | Regional | Regional Regional | Regional | Regional 

Unit of Land Use | Land Use | Land Use Unit of Land Use | Land Use | Land Use 
Government Plan Plan Plan Government Plan Plan Plan 

Kenosha County Xx xX x Racine County (continued) i 

Cities Villages 
Kenosha .......esceesenees x on: x Elmwood Park ........-.+6+ x “- mie 

Villages North Bay ..606cescec cece. -- - -: 

Paddock Lake ...........+4- -- oe =< Rochester ..........0seee05 x = -- i 

Pleasant Prairie ............ aie oe x Sturtevant .........0-e eee + a -- 

Silver Lake ..........0000e x -- 23 Union Grove .......+.0e0e+ -- in -- 

Twin Lakes ...........-.-05 == <5 <5 Waterford ........-.----+ “- aes -- 

Towns Wind Point .........+---+5- =: ae o 

Brighton .............eeeee = o = Towns 
Bristol ic csicienaieaesaies aici x =, o- Burlington ..ievecsicsresses -- 7: -- 
BANS wresererecire sxe rieisiess ate ibis x =e a Caledonia .........----.-+- -- os -- 
Randall .......oesieceeemeicinigeiee ce a ue DOVOF...:0:05:. eserves eekees -- x -- 

Salem .... 2... eee ee eee ees Be oe ae Mt. Pleasant ..........--+-- - os -- i 

SOMONS so osorecccsiesy rescence ereeies x -- x NOFWAY ieee ce csesjeie eernsiereeins -- x -- 
Wheatland ..............-- x =: =. RAYIMONG <n) <:0:0:2:0,c5ee-s/nseseieis x -- -- 

Milwaukee County xX _. X Rochester .........-----++- -- ag -- 

Ba Waterford nn. ccweiisiccciecns x 7: x 
Cities . 

Cudahy ......0ceceeeeeeeee _. _ VOCKVING) cscecnewsieiwew acs -- 7 -- i 

Franklin: ccnwecdiccciwiieraws »4 -- -- Walworth County x -- xX 

Glendale ............--.--- -- o -- Cities 

Greenfield ..........+..05- os -- x DelVAN uses cise ese eieieies x = -- 

Milwaukee .............+4+ “a x x EIKNOM oscccasniesaseeas -- x -- 

Oak Creek .........-0.ee eee x -- -- Lake Geneva ...........-.- -- 7° -- 

SU Francis: .. osc eetieieie eis Be a = Whitewater ............... or oe o 

South Milwaukee .......... -- -- -- Villages 

Wauwatosa ........-.---+5 x = oo DOOD eo sosere peierrsernseeieisie visio -- x 7: i 

West Allis isc: icssiccseewewcine -- -- -- EQS TOY: occ ccs ecseceenae -- -- -- 

Villages Fontana-on-Geneva Lake .... -- -- -- 

Bayside'..cscsswies arises. -- -- x Genoa City .........0see eee -- -- -- 

Brown Deer .........+0e00+ o: ae sie SNEMON Saeccordecies voce x -- -- 

Fox POINGS «. «cence neenenee ee 7: os a Walworth 2cccs0:s sissescaues a me: 7 

Greendale .............6+- -- -- -- Williams Bay .............. x 7: -- 

Hales Corners .........+-++ = == -- Towns 
River Hills ..........00.0008 x x 7 Bloomfield ...............- ae “ ae 
Shorewood ............... oie os -- DBC 6 oo:n:o.eresesein t ejeiece ciecess x -- =: i 

West Milwaukee ........... -- -- -- Delavan ........ceeeeee eee <= 7: -- 

Whitefish Bay ............- -- -- -- East Troy) <xjcs:osaiiessiareeinee x -- -- 
GOnOVa: Sdssiaterenie ticle ec -- -- x 

pe ~ ~ x Lakayette .ccusiicnipexss ens -- -- -- 
ities 
Cedarburg ........00ee0008 x -- x PaGrange feiss settee a a x 

Mequon exiccswacatsvatiaiers x oF ms Minnis oe sc can cineseenvrr a ~~ ~~ 
Port Washington ........... _. _ _ Lyons .... 20... e seers eee 7? = -- 

Villages Richmond .........-+-+++++ -- -- 
A SIR ON | osc oseioercesernraieieceeiesnieye BG a o- i 

Belgium sascinneic os omeuiee nes -- -- -- i ae 
FredOntacccccccecceceencce _. x . Spring Prairie ............. -- == -- 

Grafton... ccecccececceee ee _. Sugar Creek ..........-.+-- - os x 

Saukville... .....eeeeeeeeee |X = z MNOY Fee eccuge cee ret ee ie | Sa - a 
Thiensville 0... ccwieenises -- -- -- Walworth 2. csesse sees i ~~ ~ 

Towns Whitewater .............-5 x -- -- 

BOIQIUIN is: 6siss as circu xX -- -- Washington County x -- x 

Cedarburg cess oeecieetisee x -- -- Cities 
Fredoniais ssc. co.cas cari x -- -- Hartford) sesiscexscsmnenes x -- -- 
Gratton s..3i.05, ciawsee soe = -- -- West Bend .........--.-.-- x = x 

Port Washington ..........- -- -- -- Villages 

Saukville ..........-.-0 200s = saa clei Germantown ..........-.-- x x -- 

Fi SACkKSON 22... e cere ce eeens -- x oe 
peadams x x us Kewaskum .....-...5--e00- x ae x i 

BUFIRGION cisissccicnicrncinn x x -- Newburg iain aaa a ~~ on 
RACING. s565 cacieeseaees cass -° 27 -- SUNGOG force creccanastnnr: ~~ aa x 
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Table 39 (continued) lands preservation recommendations of the regional land 
' use plan. 

Within the context of a community-level land use plan, 
Se detailed neighborhood development plans should be pre- 

1990 2000 2010 pared for each residential neighborhood or special district 
Regional | Regional | Regional h ionifi t th h . d. Such pl 

Waiter end Usd | Land Ues |’ tand Ges where significant growth or change is expected. Such plans 

Government Plan Plan Plan should designate future collector and land access street 

| Washington County (continued) locations and alignments, pedestrian paths and bicycle 

Towns ways, and the configuration of individual blocks and 
Addison = ca y 
Barn ech aks _ i lots. They should precisely identify areas to be protected 
Erin ceconeucau ic see necncien x -- from intensive urban development for environmental 

aunogion pees ~ ~ reasons and should indicate areas to be reserved for 
INOWN gearecactesnnes -- - ae le 

Hartford ...............--- -- -- stormwater management and utility easements. Residential Witt) peeraceren ig! 
Jackson . 20... 6s eee eee eee == cs areas should be clearly identified as to structure type 

i ROMER ose |S ~ and density. Such plans should also identify specific sites 
Richfield «sciacaaceseentcae == -- for neighborhood parks, schools, and retail and service 
Wonton eopnUUsELETBaCNURES ~ ae centers which are recommended on a general-site-location 

YING esicisen sedis yee oes -- -- ee A 
5 West Bend «..-. ccc ccesces _ basis in the community-level land use plan. Map 21 

Waukesha County X x X graphically shows an example of a detailed neighborhood 
Cities development plan. 

Brookfield scssescexsssayens -- 7: -- 

i Delafield :36s-cctesieinican 5 “+ oe 7: woe . 
Muskego ..........-000-0- - - a Similarly, detailed redevelopment plans should be pre- 

New Berlin .............045 oa x ee pared for each neighborhood or special-purpose district 

Ce ONOTOMOE i sayin . x S showing signs of land use instability or deterioration. 
Villages Such plans should identify areas recommended for 

Fa eames | mn: ~ - redevelopment to a different use, areas recommended for 
ui See ed om me: eqs. . . . 

Chenequa............0-.0- _ - rehabilitation, any local street realignments or improve- 

| DousmaN ..... 6.6. see ee ene = oe -- ments, and other public utility and facility improvements. 

0 2 asa aan ~ x _ Special consideration should be given in such planning 
Hartland ...........00ee ees = x x to overcoming contamination problems at, and reuse of, 

LacLaBelle ............... x a oe brownfields. Redevelopment plans should seek to preserve 
aide laa _ _ m2 those historic, cultural, and natural features and features Menomonee Falls .........- -- -- x ? ? . 3 ure 2 

Merton aac uausccoeiusme - -- -- of the urban landscape which provide for neighborhood 

Maronaue Haare ‘ 7 7 identity within the larger urban complex. Such plans 
North Prairie .............. _ -- should maximize opportunities for the provision of living 

Oconomowoc Lake ......... = cs ee arrangements and amenities that are unique to older c’ties 
REWAUKE Fr:0; seiner crepe einse cee -- x o- . . “ ” * 
nn x x x in the Region, such as “downtown” housing and urban 

WAlES sasoinaisinsimoitiace -- -- -- waterfront development. 
Towns 

Brookfield socccnsaiswwueave -- 7: -- Z . . epee 
Delafield.................. . _ _ The regional land use plan seeks to maintain the viability 

Eagle... .... eee eens sees -- ee = of major industrial centers in the older urban areas of 

Genesee Bea reaia | ~ ~ the Region and to moderate somewhat the historical loss 
Merton ........s0ee eens eee x & ee in employment at these centers. Cities with aging indus- 

Mukwonago ...........+... om ne ad trial centers should undertake strategic and physical 
Oconomowoc ..........+.+ o 8 a5 | : fforts f h tl Such pl : hould 
ORS llc ltndeedens - - x planning efforts for each center. Such planning shou 
POWAUKGG ysccrsescomsansan -- x -- include a determination of the potential for assembling 

cam SNe REISS ~ ~ ~ marketable sites and assessment of any contamination 

Waukesha ................ - - - problems. Cities should make full use of—and assist 

rivate developers in ring— Federal 
NOTE: An “X” indicates formal adoption of the certified regional land use B 5 x pets set ng all State and ‘ 

plan or, in lieu of such adoption, preparation in cooperation with financial assistance available, be it for environmental 
the Commission and adoption ofa community-level land use plan cleanup, blight elimination, or other renewal activities, 

which refined and detailed the regional plan. < it of the d revitalizatio f th it! 

in suppo! reuse an n of these sites. 
Source: SEWRPC. PP’ d 
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© Map 21 

EXAMPLE OF A NEIGHBORHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN: DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
FOR THE PARKSIDE EAST NEIGHBORHOOD IN THE TOWN OF SOMERS 

Re a 
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et i - WPSoCL Lice KL BAS). ile Ps sons 
K c LAL i [4 At hi Gy ve i LM [=] | sINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 

aE Hi PES Ney LS at AY i fof ai (3): wo ranily resivENTIAL 

\: ca 7 te onions oly y ae XA) J > ) fe MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL 
t = oN § | LD ee tip | asil yy, COMMERCIAL ae) iO eg EA Nz |Get) I =e pe 8? (NN ao we PNY \ y Z' Ka CY] fF [5] TRANSPORTATION AND UTILITY 

iA eat : ii (aes | ete) PBR RE ) WSS bi { j [1 GoverNMENTAL AND INSTITUTIONAL 

( PS ty (es! [2x Wl |i BA Ey EP ¥ ‘) G Oj a H mea LANDSCAPE BUFFER AND 
HW Leese. ea Ne \ RSI Ree 7) feet Ht fof es 
ue — te ~ ates a pe = | PYOY 4 L_| fe if j iG Re A! 2 ‘Z:SC“~PAARKK AND RECREATIONAL TRAIL 

— ES Lee bes f p at + -—_"‘\ ae Sr ee a Cl ereamiarenaes gremmares 
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I ===: PROPOSED PUBLIC STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY 

The regional land use plan should be refined and detailed in community-level land use plans and, ultimately, in neighborhood development plans, an example of which is shown above. 
Neighborhood plans should be prepared for every neighborhood or special-purpose district where significant growth or change is expected. Such plans represent the most detailed level of 

planning. Plans for residential neighborhoods should designate future collector and land access streets; pedestrian paths; individual blocks and lots; environmentally sensitive areas to be 

preserved; areas to be reserved for stormwater and utility easements; and sites for a neighborhood park, school, and commercial center as appropriate. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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Planning in Rural Areas acres per dwelling. Other development should generally 

Local planning is also necessary to refine and detail the be limited to uses which are consistent with the rural 
i recommendations of the regional land use plan for those character of the area or otherwise essential to the area— 

lands which are located beyond the recommended urban including, among other uses, animal hospitals, veterinary 

service areas. Local plans for rural areas should incor- clinics, and riding stables. In general, office, industrial, and 

i porate regional plan recommendations concerning the institutional development and the types of retail and 
preservation of environmentally sensitive lands. Local service uses that are provided as a matter of convenience 

| plans should encourage the preservation of farmland, and necessity in urban residential neighborhoods should 
i particularly farmland covered by Class I and Class II soils, not be considered appropriate within rural planning arcas. 

as recommended in the regional land use plan. Local Large-scale commercial, institutional, and industrial struc- 

plans may in addition seek to preserve farmland covered tures—which by their very mass can disrupt the rural 
; by Class III soils as well as other farmland covered by landscape—should be avoided. 

soils deemed to be of local significance. 
Within the aforementioned rural areas—those which have 

Local planning for rural areas should also incorporate not been identified as environmentally sensitive lands or 
i the farmland preservation recommendations of county prime agricultural lands—local planning efforts should 

farmland preservation plans. Prepared in accordance with determine where agricultural activity should be retained 
Chapter 91 of the Wisconsin Statutes, these plans are and where rural-density residential development may be 

| required to enable owners of farmland to participate in accommodated. This determination should be based upon 

and receive tax credits through the Wisconsin Farmland a consideration of a number of factors, including soil 

| Preservation Program. Such plans have been adopted by productivity for agriculture, the integrity of the existing 

i Kenosha, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, Washington, and farming areas and their viability for continued agricultural 

Waukesha Counties. In 1997, Waukesha County was in use, proximity to existing urban development, and local 

the process of revising its farmland preservation plan and, land use objectives. 

i in so doing, seeking to provide for consistency between 

the farmland preservation plan and the new County Where it is determined that residential development may 
development plan. The prime agricultural lands recom- be accommodated, a range of design options exists for 
mended for preservation under the county farmland preser- achieving the recommended rural density. Rural residential 

i vation plans for Kenosha, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, development may occur in the form of large lots, each of 

and Washington Counties are shown on Map 22, along which is at least five acres in area. Rural residential 
with the prime agricultural lands recommended for preser- development may occur in designs which utilize “lot 

: vation in the Waukesha County development plan. Also averaging’; such designs involve the creation of individual 

shown on Map 22 are the prime agricultural lands in lots which vary in size but which, on average, achieve 
the City of Franklin, the only community in Milwaukee the recommended density—no more than one dwelling 

a County where prime agricultural lands have been iden- unit per five acres—for the tract concerned. Rural resi- 
tified for the purposes of the Wisconsin Farmland Preser- dential development may also occur in residential cluster 

vation Program. The specific criteria used to identify designs, with dwelling units developed in clusters on 
; farmland preservation areas under the respective plans are relatively small lots surrounded by agricultural and other 

indicated in Table 40. open space sufficient to achieve the overall recommended 

density. In such designs, the overall density is calculated 

: Particular attention in local planning for rural areas should based upon the total number of dwelling units accom- 

i be directed to areas which have been neither recommended modated and the total site area, including the open space 

for preservation as environmental corridors in the regional area and the area developed for residential use. 

land use plan nor identified as prime agricultural lands 
i under county farmland preservation plans. The regional Of the various design alternatives for rural-density 

land use plan recommends that such lands be retained in residential development, cluster designs generally afford 
rural use. It encourages continued agricultural activity in the greatest opportunity for preserving open space and 

i these areas—including the continuation of existing agri- maintaining the rural character of the landscape. Map 23 
cultural activity and the creation of smaller farms, includ- graphically presents an example of a detailed rural-area 
ing hobby farms, horse farms, or community-supported plan emphasizing clustered residential development. When 

i agricultural operations. Under the regional plan, additional properly designed, cluster development can minimize 
residential development within such areas would be the visual impact of permitted residential development, 

limited to rural-density residential development, defined as preserve significant natural features and agricultural 
i development at densities of between five acres and 35 lands, create opportunities for nonpublic ownership of 
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Under the provisions of the Wisconsin Statutes pertaining to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program, county governments are responsible for the identification of prime 
agricultural lands. Shown above are the prime agricultural lands identified by Kenosha, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, and Washington Counties in farmland preservation plans adopted 
in the late 1970s and early 1980s, and prime agricultural lands identified in the Waukesha County development plan adopted by the County in 1996. This map also shows prime 
agricultural lands in the City of Franklin, the only municipality in Milwaukee County where such lands have been identified for the purposes of the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation 
Program. The regional land use plan recommends that counties in the Region prepare and adopt updated county farmland preservation plans, and, in developing those plans, seek 

to preserve the most productive agricultural soils—U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service Class | and Class II soils—insofar as practicable. 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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| Table 40 

; CRITERIA USED IN THE DEFINITION OF PRIME AGRICULTURAL LAND UNDER ADOPTED COUNTY PLANS 

Prime Agricultural Land Criteria 

i County(ies) Soil Type@ Minimum Farm Parcel Size Minimum Farm Block Size 

Kenosha, Ozaukee, At least 50 percent National 35 acres 100 acres 

and Racine? Prime or of Statewide 

5 Milwaukee® Importance 
Walworth® 
Washington® At least 50 percent National 35 acres 640 acres 

Prime or of Statewide 

Importance 

Waukesha At least 50 percent 35 acres five square miles 
i National Prime 

@National Prime farmlands soils consist primarily of U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service-designated Class | and Class II 

soils. Soils of Statewide Importance consist primarily of U. S. Natural Resources Conservation Service-designated Class III soils. 

f Prime agricultural land criteria are those recommended in the Kenosha, Ozaukee, and Racine County farmland preservation plans. 

¢Prime agricultural land criteria are those used to delineate an exclusive agricultural zoning district in the City of Franklin, which 
| encompasses the only remaining prime agricultural land in Milwaukee County. 

Prime agricultural land criteria are those used in the preparation of the Walworth County farmland preservation plan and as 

refined in the application of the exclusive agricultural zoning district in the County. 

i ©Prime agricultural land criteria are those recommended in the Washington County farmland preservation plan. 

Prime agricultural land criteria are those recommended in the Waukesha County developmen plan. 

i Source: SEWRPC. 

/ open space, and increase the efficiency of infrastructure and administer general zoning; however, in counties hav- 
development. Local plans should encourage the use of ing a county zoning ordinance, no such town ordinance 

| cluster designs to accommodate rural residential develop- or ordinance amendment may be adopted unless approved 
| ment. The cluster development concept and the means for by the county board. Towns in counties which have not 

implementing cluster development are further described enacted a county zoning ordinance may also adopt their 
below in this chapter. own zoning ordinances under powers specifically granted 

i to towns, provided that the town first petitions the county 

to enact a county ordinance and the county fails to do so. 
Local Regulatory Measures 

| Zoning Ordinances The Wisconsin Statutes enable cities and villages to exer- 

Of all the land use plan implementation devices presently cise extraterritorial zoning power within unincorporated 
available, perhaps the most important and most versatile town areas located within specified distances of their 
is the application of local police power to control land corporate limits—three miles from the corporate limits of 

i use development through the adoption of appropriate a first-, second-, or third-class city, and one and one-half 
zoning ordinances, including zoning district regulations miles from the limits of a fourth-class city or a village. 
and zoning district maps. Cities and villages are autho- This extraterritorial zoning power must be exercised 

| rized under the Wisconsin Statutes to adopt and administer through a joint six-member committee composed equally 
general zoning within their corporate limits. Counties of representatives of the city or village and the concerned 

are authorized to adopt and administer general zoning town. By statute, the establishment of extraterritorial 
; throughout their unincorporated areas; a county ordinance zoning district regulations and zoning district boundaries 

becomes effective within a given town only after approval and any subsequent amendments requires the favorable 

by the town board. Towns which are not under county vote of a majority of the joint extraterritorial zoning com- 
i zoning may exercise village powers and thereby adopt mittee. The prescribed composition of the joint committee 
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Map 23 

EXAMPLE OF A RURAL-AREA PLAN EMPHASIZING CLUSTERED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT { 
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Detailed rural-area development plans should be prepared for those areas beyond the planned urban service areas of the Region where it i 

is determined that rural-density residential development—development at a density of no more than one dwelling unit per five acres—may 
be accommodated. Such plans should encourage the use of residential cluster designs, an example of which is shown above. Cluster designs 

concentrate the permitted number of lots on a portion of the tract, leaving the remaining portion in open space. When properly designed, 

cluster development can minimize the visual impact of permitted residential development, help maintain the rural character of the landscape, | 

and preserve significant natural features and smaller farming areas. 

Source: SEWRPC. a 

ensures the consideration of town and city/village interests are set forth for urban areas and for rural areas. Guidelines 

in extraterritorial zoning matters. for the zoning of environmentally sensitive areas—which i 
are found in both urban and rural areas—are treated 

Each city, village, town, and county responsible for separately below. 
administering general zoning should review its existing j 

zoning regulations and zoning district map and amend Zoning in Planned Urban Areas 

the regulations and map as necessary to implement the Zoning in urban areas should be administered in accord- 

regional plan. To ensure their effectiveness, such zoning ance with county and local plans which refine the urban- 
ordinance amendments should be preceded by local land area recommendations of the regional land use plan. Not 

use plans which refine and detail the regional plan, as all the areas shown on such plans should initially be placed 

recommended above. in districts which allow urban development. The appli- 

cation of urban zoning districts in accordance with a long- i 
General guidelines to be followed in the review and range plan should proceed incrementally. The premature 

revision of existing zoning are set forth below. Guidelines zoning of lands for urban use should be avoided so as to i 
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prevent the creation of isolated urban enclaves and transit stop. The layout of streets and sidewalks provides 

i incomplete neighborhoods. convenient walking and bicycling access to the transit 
| stop. Traditional neighborhood developments and transit- 

Accordingly, it is recommended that only existing urban oriented developments may be accommodated as planned 

i areas and areas already committed to urban use, as well unit developments under local zoning ordinances. 
| as those areas where development is imminent and can | 

be economically served by municipal facilities and ser- It is important to recognize that residential zoning regu- 
vices, be placed in appropriate residential, commercial, lations may have a significant influence on housing costs 

i industrial, governmental, recreational, and other urban and the supply of affordable housing. In order to enable 

zoning districts in accordance with the regional land use the provision of affordable housing, all urban communi- 
plan or county and local refinements of that plan. Other ties, especially “developing” communities, should incor- 

i lands within the planned urban service area should be porate provisions for a full range of residential structure 

placed in zoning districts consistent with their existing types—single-family, two-family, and multi-family—as 

use, or, alternatively, placed in an urban land holding well as a reasonable range of housing sizes within their 

f district or transition district. The areas concerned should zoning ordinances. Moreover, urban communities should 
be rezoned into appropriate urban districts only when incorporate provisions for a full range of residential lot 

development has been proposed and approved, and where sizes and include one or more residential districts speci- 

: essential facilities and services can be readily provided in _ fying lot sizes of no more than 7,200 square feet for single- 
a timely manner. No land should be placed into an urban family detached housing units and 8,000 square feet for 
land holding district or transition district unless it is located two-family structures. 
within a planned urban area identified under the regional 

i land use plan or local plan refinement. Zoning in Planned Rural Areas 

Zoning in rural areas should be administered in accord- 

. Zoning ordinances should include provisions for planned ance with county and local plans which refine the rural- 
i unit developments. Typically applied as an overlay district, area recommendations of the regional land use plan. The 

planned unit development provisions allow for flexibility following is recommended: 
in site design while achieving the overall density and use 

i requirements for the site concerned as set forth in under- @ Prime agricultural lands identified in county- 

lying basic zoning districts. Planned unit development — adopted farmland preservation plans should be 
provisions facilitate coordinated site planning, allowing for placed into an exclusive agricultural zoning dis- 

i latitude in the location and type of structures and enabling | trict which essentially permits only agricultural 

a mixture of compatible residential, commercial, institu- and agriculture-related uses. Such a district should 

tional, and open space uses. | provide for a minimum parcel size of 35 acres for a 
i single-family dwelling and prohibit incompatible 

Care should be taken to ensure that zoning ordinances urban development. | 
do not preclude development projects advanced as “tradi- | 

i tional neighborhood development” or “transit-oriented @ Other areas which are identified for continued 
development.” The term “traditional neighborhood devel- agricultural use in county and local refinements of 
opment” generally refers to compact, pedestrian-oriented, the regional plan should be placed into exclusive 
mixed-use neighborhoods with residential densities main- agricultural districts as defined above or into gen- 

i tained at levels capable of supporting a neighborhood eral agricultural districts with smaller minimum 

school, shopping area, and other neighborhood amenities. parcel sizes as may be appropriate for smaller agri- 

Traditional neighborhood designs are typically charac- cultural operations, such as hobby farms or other | 

i terized by a gridlike street system and street-oriented set- specialty farms. 
backs and building designs. The overall design, including 
the layout of streets and sidewalks, encourages walking @ Areas identified in county and local refinements of 

i and bicycling as alternatives to automobile transportation the regional plan as suitable locations for rural 
within the neighborhood. The term “transit-oriented devel- residential development should be placed into an 
opment” generally refers to compact, mixed-use develop- exclusive agricultural district or general agricultural 

i ment whose internal design is intended to maximize | district as described above. Such areas should be 
access to a transit stop located within or adjacent to the rezoned into a district which accommodates rural- 
development. Within the development, commercial uses density residential development only after proposals 

i and higher-density residential uses are located near the for such development, designed to maintain rural 
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character in accordance with regional and local large estate-type lots or may occur in cluster designs, as 

planning objectives, are advanced. long as an overall rural density is achieved. Desirably, the f 

number of dwelling units to be accommodated at a given | 
Zoning ordinances should include provisions which site should be limited to one dwelling unit per five acres of 
accommodate clustered residential development in rural upland corridor. In any event, the number of dwelling units 

areas. Options in this respect are described below in Should not exceed one dwelling unit per five acres of i 

this chapter. — lowland and upland corridor combined. 

Zoning in Environmentally Sensitive Areas Zoning and Regional Plan Implementation to Date . 
Primary environmental corridors, secondary environmental The Regional Planning Commission periodically con- 

corridors, and isolated natural resource areas occur in both ducts a detailed analysis of zoning district regulations and 

urban and rural areas of the Region. Zoning ordinances zoning district maps adopted by counties, cities, villages, ; 
provide an important means for protecting these environ- and towns in the Region and evaluates the pattern of 
mentally sensitive areas in urban and rural settings. existing zoning in terms of its conformance with, or depar- 

ture from, the regional land use plan. The last regionwide f 
Environmentally sensitive areas should be placed in one analysis was conducted for zoning in effect in 1985. The 
of several zoning districts, depending upon the type and findings of the analysis are set forth in SEWRPC Planning 

character of the natural resource features to be preserved Report No. 40, A Regional Land Use Plan for South- 

and protected. All lakes, rivers, and streams, wetlands, and eastern Wisconsin—2010, January 1992. The major find- i 
associated undeveloped floodlands and shorelands should ings of that analysis are summarized below. 
be placed in lowland conservancy or floodland protection | 

_ districts. Upland wooded areas and areas of steep slope The 1985 analysis concluded that progress had been i 

should be placed in appropriate upland conservancy or ~— made during the previous two decades in adjusting county 
park and recreation districts which ensure preservation in and local zoning to reflect the development pattern 

accordance with regional and local plan objectives. recommended in the regional land use plan. This progress i 

was most evident in a reduction in residential zoning in 
While seeking to preserve environmentally sensitive outlying rural towns in the Region; in an increased 

areas, the regional land use plan recognizes that certain application of floodland and other conservancy zoning to a 
transportation and utility facilities may of necessity have protect environmentally sensitive areas, particularly the 

to be located within such areas and that certain limited low-lying areas; and in an increase in the application of 
residential and recreational uses may be accommodated exclusive agricultural zoning to protect prime agricultural | 

in such areas without jeopardizing their overall integrity. lands and an attendant reduction in the use of “nominal” . 
Recommended guidelines pertaining to rural residential, agricultural districts which allow low-density residential 
recreational, and transportation and utility development development in addition to agricultural uses. 
within environmentally sensitive areas are set forth in i 

Table 41. County and local units of government should While noting progress, the 1985 zoning analysis concluded 
ensure that regulations established in upland and lowland that much remained to be accomplished in terms of adjust- 
conservancy districts, park and recreation districts, and ing county and local zoning in accordance with regional i 

other zoning districts which are applied to environmentally development objectives. First, the analysis noted a con- 

sensitive areas are consistent with these guidelines. tinued need for efforts to bring the amount of land 
| allocated to residential, commercial, and industrial uses i 

Residential development within environmentally sensitive under zoning into better accord with actual demand. The 
areas is not encouraged. If accommodated, residential amount of land zoned for these uses substantially exceeded 

development should be limited to rural-density single- the amount warranted based upon a consideration of long- i 
family development in upland areas, excluding areas of range population, household, and employment forecasts. 
steep slope. Preferably, residences and supporting road- Such overzoning can lead to premature development, 
ways should be located on the fringes of the environ- creating scattered, incomplete residential neighborhoods 
mentally sensitive areas. Development plans should and other urban enclaves far removed from existing urban i 
be carefully reviewed to ensure that site design and service areas, and may generate serious and costly environ- 
construction activities minimize disturbance of existing mental problems. 

natural features. | i 

Second, the 1985 analysis found that “strip” commercial 
When accommodated within environmentally sensitive zoning—that is, the zoning of strips of land abutting 
areas, residential development may occur in the form of arterial streets and highways for commercial use— i 
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Table 41 

NS 

i Permitted Development 

Transportation and Utility Facilities Recreational Facilities Rural-Density 
{see General Development Guidelines below) (see General Development Guidelines below) Single-Family 

Component Residential 
Natural Resource Utility Development 

and Related Lines Engineered | Engineered (see General 
Features within Streets and Stormwater | Flood Hard- Development 
Environmental and Related | Management | Control Family | Swimming | Boat Surface Guidelines 
Corridors® Highways | Facilities | Facilities | Facilities” | Trails® Camping? | Beaches | Access Playfields | Courts Buildings below) 

Lakes, Rivers, , 
and Streams ....... 2 -f9 - _f a on x oS aa Pe a = 
Shoreline .........++ x x x x x +s x x = = os ou 
Floodplain ......... -J x x x x - x x x -- x ae 
Wetland*....... J x x x x! - x os ee - Ee = 

Wet Soils ......... x x x x x o x x - -- - . 

Woodland ......... x x x x x x x x x x x 
Wildlife Habitat ..... x x x = x x x x x x x x 
Steep Slope ....... x x oe - om -- - x aS =e os ae 
Webitins caiscsesne -- 9 a -- ot - -- -- -- me a ae 
Park caresses x x x x x x x x x x x se 

Historic Site ........ -- +9 - - 7 - = “= ay a . . 

Scenic Viewpoint .... x x - - x x x x = 2 x x 
Scientific or Natural 
Area Site ........ ++ - -8 - m7 - = ra == oe se se 

NOTE: An “X* indicates that facility development is permitted within the specified natural resource feature. In those portions of the environmental corridors having more than one of the listed natural resource foatures, tho natural resource 

feature with the most restrictive development limitation should take precedence. 

GENERAL DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES 

‘© Transportation and Utility Facilities: All transportation and utility facilities proposed to be located within the important natural resources should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis to consider alternative locations for such facilities. 
ifitis determined that such facilities should be located within natural resources, development activities should be sensitive to these resources, and, to the extent possible following construction, such resources should be restored 
to preconstruction conditions. 
‘The above table presents development guidelines for major transportation and utility facilities. These guidelines may be extended to other similar facilities not specifically listed in the table. 

© Recreational Facilities: In general, no more than 20 percent of the total environmental corridor area should be developed for recreational facilities. Furthermore, no more than 20 percent of the environmental corridor area consisting 
of upland wildlife habitat and woodlands should be developed for recreational facilities. it is recognized, however, that in certain cases these percentages may be exceeded in efforts to accommodate needed public recreational 
and game and fish management facilities within appropriate natural settings. 

The above table presents development guidelines for major recreational facilities. These guidelines may be extended to other similar facilities not specifically listed in the table. 

© Single-Family Residential Development: Limited single-family residential development within the environmental corridor may occur in various forms ranging from development on large rural estate lots to clustered single-family 
development. The maximum number of housing units accommodated at a proposed development site within the environmental corridor should be limited to the number determined by dividing the total corridor acreage within 
the site less the acreage covered by surface water and wetlands by five. Individual lots should contain a minimum of approximately one acre of land determined to be developable for each housing unit—with developable lands 
being defined to include upland wildlife habitat and woodlands, but to exclude areas of steep slope. 

i Single-family development on existing lots of record should be permitted as provided for under county or local zoning at the time of adoption of the land use plan. 

®The natural resource and related features are defined as follows: 

Lakes, Rivers, and Streams: Includes all lakes greater than five acres in area and all perennial and intermittent streams as shown on U. S. Geological Survey quadrangle maps. 
‘Shoreline: Includes a band 50 feet in depth along both sides of intermittent streams; a band 75 feet in depth along both sides of perennial streams; a band 75 feet in depth around lakes; and a band 200 feet in depth along the Lake 

Michigan shoreline. 

Floodplain: Includes areas, excluding stream channels and lake beds, subject to inundation by the 100-year recurrence interval flood event. 
Wetlands: Includes areas one acre or more in size in which the water table is at, near, or above the land surface and which are characterized by both hydric soils and by the growth of sedges, cattails, and other wetland vegetation. 
Wet Soils: Includes areas covered by wet, poorly drained, and organic soils. 

‘Woodlands: Includes areas one acre or more in size having 17 or more deciduous trees per acre with at least @ 50 percent canopy cover as well as coniferous (ree plantations and reforestation projects; excludes lowland woodlands, 
‘such as tamarack swamps, which are classified as wetlands. 

Wildlife Habitat: Includes areas devoted to natural open uses of a size and with a vegetative cover capable of supporting a balanced diversity of wildlife. 
‘Steep Slope: Includes areas with land slopes of 12 percent or greater. 
Prairies: Includes open, generally treeless areas which are dominated by native grasses. 
Park: Includes public and nonpublic park and open space sites. 

Historic Site: Includes sites listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 
‘Scenic Viewpoint: Includes vantage points from which a diversity of natural features such as surface waters, wetlands, woodlands, and agricultural lands can be observed. 
‘Scientific and Natural Area Sites: Includes tracts of land and water so little modified by human activity that they contain intact native plant and animal communities believed to be representative of the pre-settlement landscape. 

includes such improvements as stream channel modifications and such facilities as dams. 

includes trails for such activities as hiking, bicycling, cross-country skiing, nature study, and horseback riding, and excludes all motorized trail activities. It should be recognized that trails for motorized activities such as snowmobiling 
that are located outside the environmental corridors may of necessity have to cross environmental corridor lands. Proposals for such crossings should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, and if it is determined that they are necessary, 
such trail crossings should be designed to ensure minimum disturbance of the natural resources. 

includes areas intended to accommodate camping in tents, trailers, or recreational vehicles which remain at the site for short periods of time—typically ranging from an overnight stay to a two-week stay. 

®It should be recognized that certain transportation facilities such as bridges may be constructed over such resources. 

fit should be recognized that utility facilities such as sanitary sewers may be located in or under such resources. 

91t should be recognized that electric power transmission lines and similar lines may be suspended over such resources. 

it should be recognized that certain flood control facilities such as dams and channel modifications may need to be provided in such resources to reduce or eliminate flood damage to existing development. 

‘It should be recognized that bridges for trail facilities may be constructed over such resources. 

Jit should be recognized that streets and highways may cross such resources. Where this occurs, there should be no net loss of flood storage capacity or wetlands. 

Kany development affecting wetlands must adhere to the water quality standards for wetlands established under Chapter NR 103 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. 

‘only an appropriately designed boardwalk/trail should be permitted. 

Only appropriately designed and located hiking and cross-country ski trails should be permitted. 

Only an appropriately designed, vegetated, and maintained ski hill should be permitted. 

i Source: SEWRPC.



remained widespread in the Region. Such zoning is gen- Section 236.10 of the Wisconsin Statutes indicates 

erally undesirable insofar as it tends to destroy aesthetic that a plat may not be recorded unless approved by i 
values along arterial streets; to encourage indiscriminate the following: 

outdoor advertising: to create traffic hazards and conges- 

tion; and to promote scattered development. e If within a city or village: the governing body of the | 
city or village. i 

| Third, the 1985 analysis found that despite the substan- 

tial reduction noted above, many outlying areas of the @ If within a town, outside the extraterritorial plat 

Region—including areas of highly productive farmland— approval jurisdiction area of a city or village: the f 
remained in agricultural zoning districts which permit town board and the county planning agency, if there 
residential development at a density of less than one is one. 
dwelling unit per five acres. Low-density residential , 

development in rural areas tends to be disruptive to e@ If within a town, inside the extraterritorial plat 
farming operations, contributes to an urban sprawl pattern approval jurisdiction area of a city or village: the 

of development, and destroys rural character. The analysis town board; the governing body of the concerned i 
concluded that continued efforts are needed to replace city or village, if it has adopted a land division 

nominal agricultural districts which allow low-density ordinance or an official map; and the county plan- 

residential development with exclusive agricultural zoning ning agency if that agency employs full-time staff 
districts or rural-density residential districts which limit for the purpose of administering zoning or other i 
development to a density of no more than one dwelling planning legislation. 
unit per five acres. 

Section 236.12 identifies certain other agencies as having i 
Fourth, the 1985 analysis found that while most lowland the power to object to a plat. A plat may not be approved 
areas within the environmental corridors and isolated until any objections have been satisfied. Section 236.12 

natural resource areas have been effectively protected designates two State agencies, the Wisconsin Departments i 

from incompatible urban development through floodland of Commerce and Transportation, as objecting agencies. 
zoning, shoreland-wetland zoning, and other lowland County planning agencies are objecting agencies to plats 

conservancy zoning, many upland areas were not protected located in cities and villages provided that they employ i 
by zoning and remained vulnerable to urban encroach- full-time staff for the purpose of administering planning 

ment. The analysis noted the need for efforts to increase legislation and provided further that they adopt a policy 

the protection of upland environmentally sensitive areas. requiring submission of plats to the planning agency. E 

County planning agencies review proposed plats for poten- 
Land Division Controls tial conflicts with parks, parkways, expressways, major 
Land division controls are of particular importance to plan highways, airports, drainage channels, schools, or other 
implementation since decisions concerning the division planned public developments. i 
of land are among the first official activities involving 

public policy as it applies to future development. Basic As noted above, cities, villages, towns, and counties which 
regulations governing the division of land are set forth in have established planning agencies are authorized to i 

Chapter 236 of the Wisconsin Statutes. Chapter 236 adopt land division ordinances more restrictive than the 
defines the term “subdivision” as a division of a lot, parcel, provisions of Chapter 236. For example, county and local 

or tract of land where the act of division creates five or ordinances may adopt a more inclusive definition of i 
more parcels or building sites of one and one-half acres the term “subdivision” and may require the recording of 

each or less in area—or where five or more parcels or certified surveys for land divisions not defined as sub- 
building sites of one and one-half acres each or less in area divisions. Such ordinances may establish design guidelines i 
are created by successive divisions within a period of and public improvement requirements consistent with 
five years. Chapter 236 requires that any division of land local development objectives. Local units of government 
which results in a subdivision shall be, and provides that may choose to integrate the local regulation of condo- 
any other division may be, surveyed and a plat thereof minium developments, as defined under Chapter 703 of i 
approved and recorded. Chapter 236 empowers cities, the Wisconsin Statutes, into comprehensive land division 
villages, towns, and counties which have established and land development control ordinances. 
planning agencies to adopt land division ordinances which i 
are more restrictive than the Wisconsin Statutes, enabling County and local units of government should use the 
county and local units of government to regulate all regional land use plan and county and local refinements 
land divisions. of that plan as a basis for the review of proposed land f 
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subdivision plats and certified survey maps within their mapping statutes. County highway width maps can, never- 

i plat approval areas. Any proposed departures from such theless, help to ensure that planned arterial street and 

plans should be carefully considered and approved only highway improvements are properly taken into account in 
if found to be in the public interest. county and local land use decision making. 

i Official Mapping State and Federal Regulatory Measures 
Official mapping powers granted to cities under Section State-Local Zoning of 
62.23(6) of the Wisconsin Statutes, by reference under Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

a Section 61.35 to villages, and by reference under Section Section 87.30 of the Wisconsin Statutes mandates that 

60.22(3) to towns which have adopted village powers, cities and villages, as well as counties with respect to 
provide a means for reserving land for future public use unincorporated areas, adopt appropriate floodland zoning 

i as streets, highways, waterways, railways, transit facilities, regulations, basing such regulations on the hydrologic, 

and parkways. The enabling statutes generally prohibit —_ hydraulic, and other engineering data required to appro- 
the issuance of building permits for the construction or priately define flood hazard areas. Minimum standards 

i enlarging of buildings within the limits of such areas as which city, village, and county floodland ordinances must 

shown on the official map. However, the statutes include meet are set forth in Chapter NR 116 of the Wisconsin 

provision for issuance of building permits where it is Administrative Code. All such regulations must govern 
; demonstrated that the lands within the areas designated filling and development activity within the 100-year 

for future public use are not yielding a fair return. Official recurrence interval floodplain. Under minimum State 

maps may show areas designated for future parks and play- requirements, local floodland zoning regulations must 
grounds, but the enabling legislation does not mention prohibit nearly all forms of development within the flood- 

i them as protected mapped facilities. State law provides way—that is, the area of the floodplain required to convey 
that cities and villages may extend official maps beyond the 100-year recurrence interval peak flood flow. Local 

their corporate limits to areas within which they have been regulation must also restrict filling and development within 
i granted extraterritorial subdivision plat approval power the flood fringe, or that portion of the floodplain located 

under Chapter 236 of the Wisconsin Statutes.? outside the floodway that would be covered by floodwater 
during a 100-year flood event. 

i Official mapping powers represent an effective means of 

reserving land for future public use in accordance with Section 59.692 of the Wisconsin Statutes requires that 
community and neighborhood plans which refine the counties in Wisconsin adopt special regulations govern- 

i regional land use plan. It is recommended that all cities, ing development within shoreland areas. By statutory 

villages, and towns in the Region prepare and adopt definition, shoreland areas are lands within 1,000 feet of 

official maps, showing thereon as proposed parkways a navigable lake, pond, or flowage, or within 300 feet of 
i those environmental corridors which may be proposed a navigable stream or to the landward side of the flood- 

for public acquisition along with other proposed public plain, whichever distance is greater. Minimum standards 
lands as authorized by State statute. for county shoreland regulations are set forth in Chap- 

ter NR 115 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. Shore- 
; Section 80.64 of the Wisconsin Statutes confers what are, land regulations include minimum requirements for lot 

in effect, limited official map powers on counties. County size and building setbacks as well as restrictions on 

highway width maps adopted under Section 80.64 may be removal of vegetation. In addition, the State regulations 

; used to show the proposed widening of existing streets require that counties place all wetlands at least five acres 
and highways and to show the location and width of in size lying in shoreland areas into a protective con- 
proposed future streets and highways. Such maps must servancy zoning district. Under Sections 62.321 and 

i have the approval of the governing body of the munici- 61.351, respectively, of the Wisconsin Statutes, cities and 

pality in which the mapped streets and highways are villages in Wisconsin are also required to enact zoning 
located. The scope of facilities to be mapped under this regulations to protect wetlands five acres or greater in size 

i statute does not extend beyond streets and highways. This lying in shoreland areas. Administrative rules pertaining 
statute does not include the prohibitions on issuance of to city and village shoreland-wetland conservancy zoning 
building permits which are established in the local official are set forth in Chapter NR 117 of the Wisconsin Admin- 

i istrative Code. 

3 Official mapping powers and procedures are described in As noted above, under State statutes, shorelands are 
detail in SEWRPC Planning Guide No. 2 (2nd Edition), defined in terms of areas located within specified distances 

/ Official Mapping Guide, June 1996. of “navigable” waters. In some instances, the navigability 
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status of streams, lakes, and ponds—and, therefore, the The proposal to expand the State-local zoning partnership 

applicability of shoreland regulations to abutting lands—is to include the protection of environmentally sensitive E 
not clear. Moreover, the administration of shoreland- upland areas has not received broad support among 

wetland zoning provisions by counties, cities, and villages the counties within the Region. Without support from 
is Sometimes encumbered by map-scale problems inherent county and municipal governments, it is unlikely that 

in the Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory—the statewide the State would expand the existing zoning framework. i 
wetlands-mapping effort completed by the Department Absent an increase in State involvement, it is incum- 

of Natural Resources in the early 1980s as a basis for bent upon counties, cities, villages, and towns to ensure 

the shoreland-wetland regulatory program—and by real the protection of environmentally sensitive upland areas. i 
changes 1n wetlands since the conduct of that inventory. In Such protection rests heavily on the application of 
order to assist counties, cities, and villages in the Region upland conservancy zoning districts—established in gen- 
and throughout the State in carrying out their shoreland eral county and municipal zoning ordinances—to wood- ; 
regulatory responsibilities, it is recommended that the lands, areas of steep slope, and other environmentally 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources take the lead sensitive uplands. 

role in making navigability determinations for streams, i 
lakes, and ponds; in the delineation of shorelands attendant Federal Wetland Regulatory Program | 
to navigable waters; and in the definitive mapping of wet- Under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act as amended, the 

lands, where needed. U. S. Congress has provided for the regulation of most of i 
the wetlands of the Nation. That statute requires the U. S. 

The floodland and shoreland regulations which have been Army Corps of Engineers, working in cooperation with the | 
adopted by counties, cities, and villages in accordance with —_U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, to regulate the 
State statutes and administrative rules, and by towns on discharge of dredged and fill materials into the waters of | i 
their own initiative, embody many of the protections envi- the United States, including lakes, rivers, and wetlands. In 

sioned by the Regional Planning Commission when it carrying out this responsibility, the Corps of Engineers 
recommended adoption of special regulations to protect identifies waters of the United States, including wetlands, i 
floodland and shoreland areas in the first-generation, and determines when permits are required for the discharge 
design year 1990. regional land use plan. The existing of dredged and fill material. 
floodland and shoreland regulations provide considerable | i 

protection of wetlands and other low-lying areas within Federal law provides for the involvement of states in 

the environmental corridors identified in the regional land the Section 404 program. The Wisconsin Department of 
use plan. Natural Resources may deny or grant certification of any f 

proposed discharge of dredged or fill material into a 
The State-local zoning partnership described above does _ wetland. In considering such certifications, the Department 
not extend to environmentally sensitive upland areas. applies the wetland preservation policies and standards 
Many environmentally sensitive upland areas—areas set forth in Section NR 1.95 and Chapter NR 103 of the i 
typically encompassing woodlands, steeply sloped lands, Wisconsin Administrative Code. If the State denies certi- 
and significant wildlife habitat—are vulnerable to develop- fication, then Federal law requires that the U. S. Army 

ment and destruction, particularly through urban resi- Corps of Engineers deny the requested Section 404 permit. i 
dential development utilizing onsite sewage disposal 

systems. To strengthen the protection of these areas, The Section 404 regulatory program represents an impor- 
the 1993 regional land use plan implementation study tant means for protecting and preserving wetlands. The i 
recommended that the existing State-local zoning part- continued steadfast administration of this program can 
nership, which currently applies to floodlands and contribute significantly to implementation of the regional 

Shorelands, be broadened to apply to environmental land use plan recommendations regarding preservation of ; 
corridors as a whole. This broadened zoning partnership environmentally sensitive lands. 
would require the preparation and adoption of plans 
that identify environmental corridors based upon sound, Regulation of Public Sanitary Sewerage Systems 
definitive criteria, a step already completed in Southeast- In Wisconsin, the comprehensive water quality manage- i 
ern Wisconsin. It would further require that county and ment planning program has led to the development of 
local zoning jurisdictions, subject to the same type of State regulations which have the effect of requiring the 
State oversight that exists today relative to floodplain and preparation of sanitary sewer service area plans for each i 
shoreland zoning, adopt and enforce zoning ordinances public sewage treatment plant. In the Region, those sewer 
which protect the entirety of the identified environmen- service area plans are prepared as refinements of the urban 
tal corridors. service areas identified in the regional land use plan. These i 
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_ refinements define sewer service limits and delineate development. Population levels anticipated under the 
environmentally sensitive lands within those service limits recommended year 2020 regional land use plan along with 

; to which service should not be provided. Chapter NR 110 population levels which could be expected under a high- 
and Chapter Comm 82 of the Wisconsin Administrative growth scenario are presented by sewer service area in 
Code require that the Wisconsin Department of Natural Appendix E of this report. 

i Resources, with respect to public sanitary sewers, and : 

the Wisconsin Department of Commerce, with respect to The existing link between State oversight of sanitary 
private sanitary Sewers, make a finding that all proposed sewerage systems and the areawide water quality manage- i sanitary sewer extensions are in conformance with adopted ment plan serves to effectively protect many environ- 

areawide water quality management plans and the sanitary mentally sensitive lands within planned sewer service 
sewer service areas identified in such plans before approv- areas. However, because the statutory basis whereby the 

i ing such extensions. Department of Natural Resources and the Department of 
Commerce may deny approval of proposed sanitary sewer 

While the recommended regional land use plan should be extensions is limited primarily to adverse water quality 
i used as a basis for the delineation of appropriate sanitary impacts, upland environmentally sensitive areas are often 

sewer service areas, this delineation should be refined to unprotected. It is recommended that the Departments of 
take into consideration factors such as the location, type, Natural Resources and Commerce seek—through changes 

i and extent of existing and locally planned urban land use in administrative rules or, if necessary, legislation—to 
development; the location of areas where onsite soil expand the basis for denial of sanitary sewer extensions to 
absorption sewage disposal systems are known to be include other adverse environmental impacts, including 

F failing; the location and extent of gravity drainage areas impacts upon environmentally sensitive uplands which 
tributary to the major sewerage system pumping stations or may not have a direct bearing on water quality. 
the sewage treatment facilities; the location and capacity of 

existing and planned trunk sewers; and the location of _It is further recommended that the Wisconsin Department 
i existing property-ownership boundaries. of Commerce effect an administrative rule change which 

would eliminate a “loophole” whereby building sewers 
i The planning for local sewer service areas and the various intended to serve certain residential and commercial struc- 

components of the sewage collection and treatment system tures are exempt from the water quality management plan 
should consider the range of population forecasts envi-  COMOrmance review process. At present, building sewers . . .; intended to serve buildings that have fewer than 54 sioned for the area concerned as postulated in the regional 

f planning effort. Consideration of the intermediate-growth drainage fixture units are exempt from review. This 
population forecast as set forth in the recommended land _—~PrOvision effectively eliminates from the water quality 
use plan may be most appropriate for use in the design of management plan conformance review process one- and 

i those components of the system which are replaced or two-family homes and some commercial buildings, poten- 
rebuilt at intervals of 15 to 25 years. Consideration of a tally including large warehouses. The current rules could high-growth scenario, including the delineation of a sewer result in the construction of buildings in environmental 

i service area necessary to accommodate a high-growth corridors, contrary to plan recommendations. 
population forecast, may be appropriate in the planning for 
components of the sewerage system that have a longer Regulation of Private Sewage Disposal Systems 

i service life. A sewer service area sized to accommodate a Low- and suburban-density residential development—that 
high-growth population forecast also provides flexibility to is, development on lots of one-half acre to five acres—in 
communities in determining the spatial distribution of outlying areas of the Region, removed from established 
new urban development and facilitates the operation of urban service areas and reliant upon onsite disposal 

i the urban land market. This flexibility is especially impor- systems or holding tanks for wastewater treatment and 
tant to smaller communities in responding to proposed disposal, is in direct conflict with the regional land use 
developments which are in accord with the principles and plan. Such development was once constrained in many 

i concepts of the regional land use plan but which may areas of the Region owing to soil limitations which 
exceed the intermediate-growth-scenario population levels prevented such systems from functioning properly. New 
indicated in the recommended plan, and recognizes that onsite sewage disposal systems designed to operate in 

i the magnitude of specific increments of development, such once-limiting soil conditions, along with regulatory 
as a new residential subdivision, cannot be precisely fore- changes favorable to the use of the new systems, have 
cast. Indeed, failure to extend public sanitary sewer service Increased the area subject to unsewered residential 

; in such situations may result in unsewered, “sprawl” development. 
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Under Sections 59.70 and 145.01 of the Wisconsin Stat- development in unsewered areas be served only by con- 

utes, all counties in Wisconsin except Milwaukee County ventional (septic tank) soil absorption sewage disposal F 

are required to adopt and enforce a comprehensive private systems; that alternative (mound and other) soil absorption 

sewage system ordinance which governs the installation sewage disposal systems be utilized only to remedy failing 
and maintenance of onsite sewage disposal systems and conventional systems or on lots of record which cannot 
sewage holding tanks. Within Milwaukee County, this Support conventional systems; and that holding tanks be i 

regulatory responsibility is assigned to cities and villages. used only as a last resort as a replacement for failing 

Under State law, the county and local ordinances generally conventional or alternative onsite sewage disposal systems. 

cannot be more restrictive than the State plumbing code. ; 

However, counties may choose to prohibit by ordinance Park and Open Space Acquisition 

the installation and use of holding tanks for new construc- = Achievement of the outdoor recreation and open space 
tion. If a county does not adopt an ordinance prohibiting preservation objectives of the regional land use plan i 
the use of holding tanks for new construction, any city, requires continued public acquisition of land for out- 

village, or town in the county may do so. door recreation and open space uses. Recommendations 
regarding land acquisition for park and open space i 

It is recommended that a linkage be made between the preservation purposes by the Wisconsin Department of 
regulation of private sewage systems and areawide Natural Resources and by the seven counties in the Region 

water quality management plans. Under such a linkage, are set forth in the regional park and open space plan, as , 
proposed private sewage systems would be reviewed for refined and detailed in county park and open space plans.4 
conformity with the land use element of areawide water © Additional open space acquisition recommendations are 
quality management plans. In Southeastern Wisconsin, set forth for the Department of Natural Resources, the i 

the regional land use plan constitutes the land use element seven counties, and cities, villages, and towns in the 
of the areawide water quality management plan. This Region in the recently completed regional natural areas 

recommendation seeks to extend to private sewage systems and critical species habitat protection and management 
the same regulatory and decision-making framework plan.® Moreover, cities, villages, and towns may acquire i 
now in place with respect to the construction of sewage other lands for park and open space purposes as recom- 

treatment plants and the extension of public and private © mended in local land use and park and open space plans 
sanitary sewers, as described above. The proposed linkage prepared as refinements of the regional land use and park i 
could be achieved in several ways. For example, the State and open space plans. It should be noted that cities, 
Legislature could require the Wisconsin Department of 

Commerce to ensure that its actions or regulations with To f 

respect to the approval of private sewage systems are 4SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report 

consistent with the State water quality management plan No. 131, A Park and Open Space Plan for Kenosha 
and its component areawide water quality management County, November 1987; SEWRPC Community Assistance i 
plans. Alternatively, the State Legislature could authorize Planning Report No. 132, A Park and Open Space Plan 
counties to incorporate requirements for conformity with for Milwaukee County, November 1991; SEWRPC 

water quality management plans into their private sewage = Community Assistance Planning Report No. 133, A Park i 
system ordinances. ~ and Open Space Plan for Ozaukee County, July 1987; 

SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report 

In Southeastern Wisconsin, the expanded basis for review No. 134, A Park and Open Space Plan for Racine County, 
and approval of private sewage disposal systems should September 1988; SEWRPC Community Assistance Plan- i 
incorporate the guidelines for the use of such systems ning Report No. 135, A Park and Open Space Plan for 

established in the regional land use objectives and Walworth County, February 1991; SEWRPC Community 
standards set forth in Chapter IV of this report. These Assistance Planning Report No. 136 (2nd Edition), A i 
standards indicate that in the absence of public sanitary Park and Open Space Plan for Washington County: 

sewer service, onsite sewage disposal systems should 2010, August 1997; and Chapter XIII, “Park and Open. 

be utilized only to serve the following: rural-density Space Plan,” of SEWRPC Community Assistance Plan- i 
residential development; suburban-density residential | ning Report No. 209, A Development Plan for Waukesha 
development on existing lots of record; and urban land County, Wisconsin, August 1996. 
uses which may be required in unsewered areas, such i 

as transportation-related businesses, agriculture-related SSEWRPC. Planning Report No. 42, A Regional Natu- 
businesses, communication facilities, utility installations, ral Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection 

and park and recreation sites. Within this framework, the and Management Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin, 
standards further recommend the following: that new September 1997. | f 
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villages, and towns are required to develop and adopt local are suitable for such development and which are not 
; comprehensive outdoor recreation plans, consistent with subject to special hazards such as flooding and erosion. 

the regional plan, in order to be eligible for State and 
Federal outdoor recreation grant assistance. Each of Management options for the open space preservation areas 
the concerned units and agencies of government should include, among others, preservation of existing natural 

i continue or begin land acquisition programs in accordance features, restoration of natural conditions, and continued 
with such plans. Private conservancy organizations are agricultural use. The open space may be owned by a 
encouraged to supplement public open space acquisition homeowners’ association, the local municipality, a private 

; efforts, as appropriate, to ensure the preservation of conservation organization, or the original landowner. Con- 
important natural areas. servation easements and deed restrictions should be used 

| | to protect the common open space from future conversion 
; Purchase of less than fee simple interest in park and open to more intensive uses. Scenic easements may also be used 

space lands may be less costly than acquisition of the to limit development for the purposes of preserving open 
| entire interest. Acquisition of less than fee simple interest space vistas. | 
i may include conservation easements ensuring that the 

land remains in open space use, easements permitting The zoning ordinance is the primary means by which 
public access for recreational use, and easements permit- cluster development is permitted. There is considerable 

; ting public site management. These devices should be flexibility available in adapting zoning ordinances to 
used when acquisition of the entire fee simple interest is permit cluster development: cluster provisions may be 
too costly or otherwise not practical. added to existing basic zoning districts with no change in 

the boundaries of the districts on the zoning map; a new 
E Rural Cluster Development basic zoning district may be created especially for cluster 

The term “rural cluster development” refers to a form development and applied as appropriate; or an overlay 
of residential development in rural areas that preserves district may be created permitting cluster development 

; open space while permitting development at densities and applied over existing basic districts as appropriate. 
no less than that permitted under conventional develop- 

ment in rural areas. Cluster designs concentrate the While the zoning ordinance specifically authorizes 
i permitted number of lots on a portion of the tract, leaving cluster development, land division ordinances contain 

the remaining portion in open space. When properly important related land division and land development 

designed, cluster development can minimize the visual regulations. Many of the regulations that are typically 
. impact of permitted residential development, maintain | found in local land division ordinances are equally 

the rural character of the landscape, preserve significant applicable to both cluster development and conven- 
natural features and agricultural lands, create opportuni- tional development. However, some provisions may 
ties for nonpublic ownership of open space, and increase need to be modified or new provisions may need to 

i the efficiency of infrastructure development. For these be added to regulate cluster developments properly and 
reasons, the regional land use plan encourages the use of | © accommodate design standards which are unique to 
cluster designs as an alternative to conventional residen- such developments.® 

f tial development as a means to accommodate rural- 
density residential development. It should be noted that although rural cluster designs 

preserve open space while accommodating limited rural- 
i In the cluster development design process, open space density residential development, cluster development 

preservation areas should be delineated first, with resi- should not be considered a form of prime agricultural 
dential clusters designed around those areas. Designs for land preservation. With cluster development, as with 

i residential clusters should be integrated with topographic conventional development, when people, houses, and 
and other natural features, taking full advantage of the traffic are accommodated in farming areas, Some conflicts 
settings provided by those features without causing undue may occur and some farmland will be lost. Within the 

; disturbance. Clustered residential development should be Region, prime farmland preservation efforts will con- 
buffered from nearby agricultural and mineral-extraction 
lands, as appropriate, so as to minimize conflicts between 
farming or mining and residential uses. To the extent © For additional information regarding the rural residen- 

i practicable, residential clusters should be located in areas tial cluster development concept and the manner in which 
which are visually screened from public roadways, so that it may be applied as a planning and zoning technique, see 
existing rural open space vistas are maintained. Residential SEWRPC Planning Guide No. 7, Rural Cluster Develop- 

i clusters should be located in areas covered by soils that ment Guide, December 1996. 
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tinue to rely upon exclusive agricultural zoning as the which were inappropriately held out under local zoning. 

basic means for long-term protection of the most pro- Others view PDR and TDR as potential tools for dealing i 
ductive farmland. with expectations created by past zoning practice, 

particularly within areas that are experiencing significant 
Purchase or Transfer of Development Rights market demand for development. ; 

Open space preservation techniques referred to as | | 
“purchase of development rights” (PDR) or “transfer of It should be noted that PDR programs may, but need 

development rights” (TDR) are based upon the premise not, involve government funding; they may be pri- 
that development rights are distinct attributes of land vately financed by land trusts or other private organi- f 
ownership which can be sold or otherwise transferred, zations having an interest in preserving agricultural and 
similar to other rights associated with land, such as mineral other open space lands. Arguments against government- 
rights or air rights. No widespread agreement exists on funded PDR programs should not undermine privately ; 
the nature or extent of development rights that may be financed programs. 

inherent in fee simple ownership of land. There is general 

agreement that landowners have the right to use their land Clearly, there is no widespread agreement on how, and i 
within the limits set by public regulation. Such regulation under what circumstances, the principles underlying the 

must be defensible from a constitutional law standpoint, PDR and TDR techniques should be used, if at all. These 
leaving landowners a reasonable use of their land so as techniques, however, have been proposed by some for ; 
not to constitute a public taking of the land without application in the Region to supplement traditional 
payment of just compensation. approaches to open space preservation. A description of 

these techniques is presented here, recognizing that ulti- 

Some individuals maintain that since zoning ordinances mately their application, if permitted and encouraged by i 
and other land use regulations may legally be, and indeed, public actions, will be determined largely by the operation 
historically have been, amended to become more restric- of the urban land market. | 

tive, there are no development rights inherent in land | i 

ownership, the owner being entitled only to a continuation Purchase of Development Rights 
of the existing use. Others argue that where zoning and Purchase-of-development-rights programs, or PDR pro- 
other public land use controls have been in place for a grams, are intended to ensure the long-term preservation of ; 
long period of time, a right to develop in accordance with agricultural lands. Under a PDR program, the owner of 
such long-standing zoning regulations becomes effectively farmland receives a payment for relinquishing rights to 
attached to the land and that removal of such development development. Deed restrictions are used to ensure that i 
rights—rights which are commonly taken for granted by the lands concerned remain in agricultural or other open 
landowners—through “downzoning” would constitute a use. Such restrictions are attached to the land and remain 
taking. While the latter position is frequently taken in a in effect regardless of future sale or other transfer of 
political context—as many local elected officials believe the land. ; 
that such a position is fair and equitable—the Wisconsin 

Supreme Court has taken the position that a landowner has PDR programs may be administered and funded by 

no vested right in zoning until proper development and/or State, county, or local units of government, land trusts and i 
building permit applications have been filed. other private organizations, or combinations thereof. The | 

amounts paid to farmland owners under PDR programs 
Ideally, land should be placed in zoning districts which may be calculated on the basis of the number of dwelling i 
allow urban development only where it is recommended units permitted under existing zoning, on the basis of 
in locally adopted land use plans and only at such time as the difference between the market value of the land and 
the area concerned can be readily provided with basic its value solely for agricultural purposes, or on some i 
urban facilities and services and a market demand for the other basis. The primary drawback of PDR programs is the 
proposed development is evident. Unfortunately, decades potentially high cost entailed. 

ago, many then-rural areas of the Region were placed in i 
residential zoning districts, even though such “prezoning” PDR programs can provide assurance that farmland will be 
constituted poor planning and zoning practice at that permanently retained in open use. Landowners receive a 
time. Some argue that the use of PDR or TDR techniques potentially substantial cash payment while retaining all 
represents an inappropriate response to such poor planning other rights to the land, including the right to continue ; 
and zoning practice of the past and that, with respect to farming. The money paid to the landowner may be used 
the purchase of development rights, the governments for any purpose, such as debt reduction, capital improve- 
involved should not “buy back” rights to develop land ment to the farm, or retirement income. Lands included in F 
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a PDR program remain on the tax roll and continue to for urban development and provide extensions of essen- 

i generate property taxes. Since the land remains in private tial utility services to serve such development, or that 

ownership, the public sector does not incur any land the cities and villages will reach agreement with adjacent 
management responsibilities. unincorporated towns on the extension of those essential 

i services without the need for annexation and municipal 

Transfer of Development Rights boundary change. 

Under transfer-of-development-rights programs, or TDR 
i ecifi ; oe . programs, the right to develop a specified number of 4... is broad authority in Section 66.30 of the Wisconsin 

dwelling units under existing zoning may be transferred ; 
from one parcel, which would be maintained in open space Statutes for intergovernmental cooperative agreements 

co, that would enable neighboring incorporated and unin- 
use, to a different parcel, where the number of dwelling sey gee 

; units permitted would be correspondingly increased. When corporated civil divisions to reach agreement on the 

the narcels are held by the on ser the development extension of public utilities with or without related 

rights are, in effect, simply transferred from one parcel annexation. In addition, Section 66.023 ° i the Wisconsin 
to the other by the owner; when the parcels are held by Statutes allows any combination of cities, villages, and 

y ° .; towns to determine the boundary lines between them- 
different landowners, the transfer of development rights d ; , ; 
involves a sale of rights from one owner to another, at selves under a cooperative plan, subject to oversight by 

. ; er the Wisconsin Department of Commerce. Section 66.023 
fair market value. In any event, the result is a shift in . ; ; ; 
density away from areas proposed to be maintained in envisions the cooperative preparation of a comprehensive 

farmine or other open use toward areas recommended plan for the affected area by the concerned local units of 
for hove lopment P government and prescribes in detail the contents of the 

E P " cooperative plan. Importantly, the cooperative plan must 

The transfer of development rights may be implemented identify any boundary change and any existing boundary 
. that may not be changed during the planning period; 

only if authorized under county or local zoning. To enable identify any conditions that must be met bef bound 
the transfer of development rights, the zoning ordinance y . crore a boundary 

must establish procedures by which the TDR technique change may occur; include a schedule of the period during 
will be administered, including the formula for calcu- which a boundary change shall of may OCcur, and specity 

; lating the number of residential dwelling units which arrangements for the provision of urban services to the 
may be transferred from the “sending” area to the territory covered by the plan. Section 66.023 provides 

“receiving” area. The zoning district map must identify that a concerned town, city, or village may, if authorized 

i the sending and receiving areas, or at least identify the by the other municipalities involved in a given coopera- 
oe mh ; ti lan, i 

districts within which development rights can be trans- Ive P adopt zoning for all or a portion of the town 
ferred from one parcel to another territory covered by the plan. The new zoning would 

replace existing zoning in that portion of the town—except 

i While the creation and administration of a TDR program cherehey poodiand doote copie eee Mae 
is somewhat complicated, the technique remains a poten- . ning pe . 
tially effective means for preserving open space and exclusive agricultural zoning adopted under Sections 91.71 

oo. ss gee gs to 91.78 of the Wisconsin Statutes. 
; maintaining rural densities, while directing development 

to areas where it may best be accommodated. 

Cooperative approaches to the identification of future 

E Municipal Boundary and Utility Extension Agreements corporate limits and the extension of urban services can 

The recommendations of the regional land use plan contribute significantly to attainment of the compact, 
concerning the location and density of new urban devel- centralized urban growth recommended in the regional 

i opment are formulated without regard to the location of land use plan. Conversely, failure of neighboring civil 
city, village, and town boundaries. Rather, those plan divisions to reach agreement on boundary and service 
recommendations are based upon a consideration of extension matters may result in development at variance 

i such factors as the location of existing utility infrastruc- with the regional plan—for example, by causing new — 
ture, including public sanitary sewer and water supply development to leap past logical urban growth areas 
systems; the location of environmentally sensitive lands; where corporate limits are contested, to outlying areas 
and the availability of lands considered to be suitable for where sewer and water supply service are not available. 
urban development. Where cities and villages own and Accordingly, it is recommended that neighboring incor- 
operate essential public utilities not provided by adjacent porated and unincorporated communities cooperatively 
towns, the plan assumes that cities and villages will either plan for future land use, civil division boundaries, and 

, annex unincorporated territory recommended in the plan the provision of urban services, as provided for under the 
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Wisconsin Statutes, within the framework of the regional is directly measurable. Other standards may be qualitative 
land use plan. in nature, so that determination of compliance involves i 

| experienced judgment. 
Capital Improvement Programming | 

The ability of county and local units of government to Perhaps the best way to ensure compliance with design i 

implement the regional land use plan as subsequently standards is to incorporate those standards into local land 

refined and detailed in county and community master use controls—particularly zoning and land division control 
plans depends in part upon the proper timing and coor- ordinances. Zoning ordinances can be expanded by requir- 

dination of major capital improvements, including major ing that site plans and building plans be prepared for ; 

streets and highways, major utility facilities, parks, each proposed development and by specifying the stan- 
libraries, and other major public facilities. This can best dards which the plans must meet. Land division control 

be accomplished through systematic capital improve- ordinances may be expanded to stipulate additional design __ E 

ment programming, a process involving the scheduling of standards required to be met in the land development 
major public improvements over a specified period of process. Freestanding architectural control ordinances may __ 
time, taking into account the relative importance of, and also be used to codify building-related design standards. f 
need for, those improvements and the financial resources 

anticipated to be available. Although procedures vary, It is recommended that each county and local unit of 
this process typically involves the preparation of a capital government in the Region consider the formulation of a E 
improvement budget for the next fiscal year and a capital comprehensive set of design standards reflecting regional 
improvement program indicating improvements planned and local development objectives and determine whether | 
for the following four or five years. It is common for and how existing local land use controls should be 

the improvement budget to be prepared and the capital amended to ensure adherence to those standards. i 

improvement program to be revised annually. As part of 

the capital improvement programming process, every Brownfields Redevelopment 

effort should be made to relate major capital improvement The Southeastern Wisconsin Region, like many urbanizing ii 
to the development objectives set forth in county and local regions throughout the Nation, has experienced an increase 
plans which refine the regional land use plan. in vacant or underutilized sites once devoted to industrial, 

commercial, and related uses. Factors contributing to the i 
Development Design Standards abandonment or underutilization of older commercial and 
Achievement of a settlement pattern that is functional, industrial sites vary from site to site but often include 

safe, and attractive, as recommended in the regional plan, structures which are obsolescent in terms of accommo- fi 

ultimately depends upon good design of individual dating current manufacturing, warehousing, and office 
development sites. Local units of government can promote needs; inadequate site access to the freeway system; and 

good site design through the establishment of design insufficient site area for horizontally oriented structures, 
standards to be adhered to in private-sector development. contemporary parking and loading requirements, and [| 
Adherence to soundly conceived design standards can possible future plant expansion needs. Other contributing 
enhance the visual character of the developed areas, factors include locational preferences of owners and 
contribute to the long-term stability of the developed areas managers who favor suburban locations close to their i 
and the maintenance of property values, and protect the places of residence; preferences for campuslike settings, 
public investment in supporting infrastructure systems. which are more readily created in outlying areas; and 

| public-sector support for new outlying sites, in the form I 

Design standards should reflect both regional and local of publicly sponsored industrial parks, tax-incremental 

development objectives. Regional concerns that should finance techniques, and favorable zoning decisions. 

be addressed in such standards include transit service- | 
ability, proper access to arterial streets and highways, and Once abandoned, the reuse of former commercial and 
protection of the natural resource base. Local concerns industrial sites is frequently constrained by contamination 

which may be addressed in such standards include, among problems created by past industrial and commercial 

others, the layout of lots and blocks; provision of off- activities, giving rise to the term “brownfields’”—-sites [i 

street parking; building mass, facades, and materials; solar which are underutilized or abandoned due to known or 
access; grading; drainage; screening or buffering of build- suspected environmental contamination. While brown- 
ing appurtenances; landscaping; open space reserves; fields tend to be concentrated in older central-city areas, i 
controlled outdoor lighting; pedestrian and bicycle circu- they also occur in outlying urban areas. Redevelopment 
lation; and access to public transit. Some of the design of brownfields is often hindered by high cleanup costs, 
standards may be quantitative in nature, so that compliance and, even where contamination is only suspected, the | 
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potential for high cleanup costs tends to dampen private- The University of Wisconsin-Extension also undertakes a 

i sector interest in redevelopment. variety of planning-related educational activities which 
promote implementation of the regional plan and support | 

toa age , local planning efforts to refine the regional plan. Such 
Maintaining the viability of existing urban areas of the — efforts” frequently undertaken in cooperation with the 

i Region as places to live and work, as recommended in Regional Planning Commission, include sponsorship of 
the regional land use plan, will require special efforts to Janning conferences, publication of informational mate- 
promote the reuse of brownfields. Local units of govern- rials on various planning topics, and support of county and 

i ment should include the cleanup and reuse of brownfields local planning activities through Extension community 
as a key element in their planning for the revitalization of development agents and other specialists. 
urban areas and promote such reuse through such tools | 

; as tax-incremental financing. Limited State and Federal Implementation of the regional plan could, nevertheless, be 
financial assistance has been made available in support strengthened if more resources were made available for 
of the cleanup and reuse of contaminated sites. Local planning-related educational efforts directed at elected 

: units of government should make full use of, and assist officials, plan commissioners, professional planners, and 
private developers in securing, available State and Federal developers and other private interests. It is recommended 

financial assistance. that the University of Wisconsin-Extension seek State 
i funding for, and take the lead role in designing and 

The reuse of brownfield sites need not be limited to | !mplementing, a continuing educational program on 
industrial use, but may include residential, commercial, planning in Wisconsin. In Southeastern Wisconsin, this 
recreational, and other development, in accordance with program should be designed to accomplish the following: 

i local development objectives. Properly carried out, the 1) increasing the awareness and understanding of the 
cleanup and reuse of brownfields has many potential regional plan, including the benefits of implementing 

benefits in addition to the underlying environmental bene- the plan and the consequences of failing to implement 
; fits: elimination of blight, increase in the property-tax base, the plan; 2) Increasing the understanding of the need for, 

expansion of the housing stock, provision of jobs in and techniques which may be utilized in, the preparation 

close proximity to concentrations of the labor force, and of county and local plans which refine and detail the 
; increased use of existing public infrastructure. regional plan; and 3) increasing the understanding of the 

regulatory measures and other mechanisms available to 
county and local units of government in implementing the 

' Educational Activities regional plan and county and local refinements of the 

Planning-related educational efforts directed at county regional plan. 
and local units of government and private interests 

are important to regional land use plan implementation. The proposed educational program should make full use 
E Recognizing this, the Regional Planning Commission of existing planning-related educational resources, includ- 

undertakes a variety of educational efforts to promote ing, among others, the University of Wisconsin-Madison 

implementation of the regional land use plan. These Department of Urban and Regional Planning, the Uni- 
; efforts include the following: informational meetings and versity of Wisconsin-Milwaukee School of Architecture 

formal public hearings on the regional plan; presentations and Urban Planning, the Regional Planning Commission, 
to county and local planning committees and commis- county and local planning departments, and private plan- 

i sions; classroom presentations; preparation of a series of ning firms. The educational activities should, moreover, 
planning guides intended to serve as manuals of sound be coordinated with any related activities of the recently 
planning practice; sponsorship of conferences and work- created Wisconsin Land Council. 

i shops related to special planning and plan implementation 
issues; publication of a bimonthly newsletter describing The educational program should be designed as an 
Commission planning programs and current issues in ongoing activity. This is important because the member- 
planning; publication of an annual report which includes ships of county and local governing bodies and plan 

5 an overview of current Commission planning activi- committees and commissions—the key local land use 
ties and presents data gathered on an annual basis to decision-making bodies—change over time. A continuing 
help monitor regional plan implementation; and coopera- educational program can, moreover, help keep local 

i tion with the University of Wisconsin-Extension, includ- officials and plan commissioners informed of changes in 
ing assignment of a full-time Extension agent to work planning legislation, developments in planning-related 
directly with the Commission staff on activities relating to case law, innovative planning and design techniques, and 

; plan implementation. other changes in the field of planning. 
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Technical and Financial Assistance Those recommendations, formulated by the Commission’s 

As noted above, an important step in the implementation Technical and Intergovernmental Advisory Committee i 
of the regional land use plan is the refinement and detailing on Regional Land Use Plan Implementation, addressed 
of that plan through the preparation of local land use plans. | four major areas: the preservation of prime agricultural 

This should be followed by adjustment of zoning and other lands, the promotion of a compact and contiguous urban i 

local land use controls and administration of such controls development pattern, the protection and preservation of 

in accordance with the plan over time. A number of public upland portions of environmental corridors, and the revi- 

agencies provide technical assistance to local units of talization of older urban industrial centers. Several recom- EF 

government in support of such local planning efforts— mendations from that study—a recommendation calling 
including county planning agencies, the University of for the expansion of the statutory basis for the review of 
Wisconsin-Extension, and the Regional Planning Commis- sewer extensions to include impacts other than water 
sion. Specialized technical assistance on natural resource quality impacts, a recommendation calling for a linkage ; 
base-related planning matters may be obtained from between the regulation of private sewage disposal sys- 
county land conservation departments and the U. S. Natu- tems and the regional land use plan, and a recommendation 

ral Resources Conservation Service. Limited guidance for intensive local planning for the revitalization of aging F 
and assistance may be obtained without cost or for a major industrial centers—were reaffirmed by the Technical 
nominal fee. In some cases, cities, villages, and towns may Coordinating and Advisory Committee on Regional Land 

contract with an agency for extensive technical assistance Use Planning as indicated in previous sections of this , 
services. In addition to the aforementioned public agen- chapter. Other recommendations from that study, not 

cies, county and local units of government may turn to a previously dealt with in this chapter, were considered by 
number of qualified planning and engineering firms for the Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee and F 
technical assistance in support of local planning activities. reaffirmed or modified as indicated below. | 

For the most part, county and local units of government — Formulation of a State Policy on the Promotion of 
must bear the costs of their local planning activities. There Compact and Efficient Urban Development Patterns i 

Is no funding available from the State or Feder al govern- The 1993 regional land use plan implementation study 

ments In Support of local comprehensive planning. Within recommended that a formal State policy be developed 

the Region, Waukesha County recently initiated a cost- which promotes and favors more compact, efficient urban ' 
share program which provides limited County funding mn development patterns. This would require State agencies— 
support of city, village, and town planning efforts in particularly, the Wisconsin Departments of Administra- 
Waukesha County. tion; Commerce; Natural Resources; Transportation; and ; 

One of the functions of the recently created Wisconsin  8ticulture, Trade and Consumer Protection—to reflect 
Land Council is to identify procedures for facilitating that policy in the formulation and promulgation of 
local land use planning efforts, including training and 4dministrative rules and in day-to-day regulatory and i 
technical assistance for local units of government, and _—°ther decision making. The policy would complement 
to recommend legislation to implement such procedures. existing State policies which are inherent in State programs 
It is recommended that in carrying out this charge, the ‘intended to preserve prime agricultural lands and environ- f 
Land Council seek State funding for, and take the lead mentally sensitive lands. The Technical Coordinating and 

role in administering, a program providing financial assis-  4visory Committee reaffirmed this recommendation, 
ance in support of substate comprehensive planning in 24, in so doing, recommended that the newly created i 
Wisconsin. Such a program should provide State funding  W/!Sconsin Land Council serve as the lead agency in 
in support of efforts to prepare or update comprehensive formulating the State policy. | | 
regional plans, to prepare or update county and local plans | 
which refine and detail the regional plans, and to prepare Changes to the Wisconsin i 
new—or undertake major revisions of existing—zoning Farmland Preservation Program 
ordinances, land division ordinances, and official maps as The 1993 plan implementation study recommended that 
needed to implement local refinements of regional plans. the State consider the following changes to the Wisconsin i 

Farmland Preservation Program to increase the effec- 
Other Recommendations from the 1993 tiveness of that program in preserving prime agricultural 
Regional Land Use Plan Implementation Study land: 1) requiring that county farmland preservation i 
The regional land use plan implementation study com- plans be updated and recertified periodically and requir- 
pleted by the Regional Planning Commission in 1993 ing that all farmland preservation zoning actions and 
resulted in a series of recommendations intended to tax-credit decisions be directly related to such plans; 
strengthen implementation of the regional land use plan. 2) adopting a less inclusive definition of prime farmlands, i 
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thereby focusing available tax credits on large contiguous agreements are set forth in Section 66.028 of the Wis- 

; blocks of the most productive farmland; and 3) provid- consin Statutes. The agreements may address matters other 

ing direct property-tax credits to owners of farmland than revenue sharing, including municipal services and 
rather than providing property-tax relief indirectly through municipal boundaries. 

income-tax credits. 
i Recognizing the statutory authority granted under Sec- 

The Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee tion 66.028, the Technical Coordinating and Advisory 

reaffirmed the first of these recommendations, calling Committee recommended that in lieu of the proposed 
; for the periodic updating and recertification of farmland regional study exploring the feasibility of a tax-base- 

preservation plans and requiring that all farmland preser- sharing mechanism, the Regional Planning Commission 

vation zoning and tax-credit decisions be directly related take a lead role in promoting an awareness and under- 
E to such plans. The Committee also reaffirmed the third standing of the potential for municipal revenue sharing 

| recommendation, calling for direct property-tax credits to and of arrangements through which such revenue sharing 
owners of farmland, rather than providing property-tax may be carried out. 

P relief indirectly in the form of State income-tax credits. 
Currently provided as a State income-tax credit, the SUMMARY 
amount of the farmland preservation program credit is 

; inversely related to household income. With the proposed The recommended regional land use plan described in 

change, the amount of the farmland preservation program Chapter V of this report provides a design for the 

tax credit would be based upon the amount of the agri- attainment of the adopted regional land use development 
cultural property tax levied on the farm, irrespective of — gbjectives. This chapter has been presented as a guide 

i household income, yielding significantly higher tax credits —_—for use in the implementation of the recommended plan. 
for many farmers. It outlines the actions which must be taken if the land use 

plan is to be fully carried out. 
P The Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee 

did not endorse the second recommendation above—a Successful implementation of the regional land use plan 
recommendation calling for State adoption of a less depends upon the application of a variety of plan imple- 

i inclusive definition of prime farmlands—favoring, instead, mentation measures and the utmost in cooperation among, 

the present approach which allows county governments the local units of government and the areawide, State, and 
significant latitude in the choice of criteria to be used in Federal agencies involved in the application of those 

; identifying prime agricultural lands. measures. An overview of those plan implementation 

measures 1s provided in this summary; reference should be 
Study of Potential Tax-Base-Sharing Mechanism made to the appropriate sections of this chapter for details 
The 1993 plan implementation study recommended that regarding the recommended application of specific plan 

F a special regional study be undertaken to examine the implementation measures. 

causes of, and possible means for modifying, the present 

trend of industrial, commercial, and office job decentrali- Implementation of the land use plan should begin with 

p zation and possible means for ameliorating its effects. The formal adoption of the plan by county and local units of 
study would explore the potential institution of some form government in the Region and endorsement of the plan by 

of tax-base-sharing mechanism which would provide for concerned State and Federal agencies. The seven county 
i the more equitable distribution in metropolitan areas of boards in the Region should formally adopt the plan as 

the benefits of the increased property-tax base that major it respectively affects each county, after recommendation 
new employment centers create and which would, further- by the respective county planning agencies, as a guide 

i more, help reduce tax-base competition among com- to future land use development within each county. City, 
munities—competition which can work against the best village, and town plan commissions should likewise adopt 

interests of the metropolitan area as a whole. the recommended plan, and city councils, village boards, 

and town boards should adopt the plan as a matter of | 

i Since completion of the 1993 plan implementation study, endorsing the local plan commission action. Other local, 
the State Legislature has enacted legislation enabling two areawide, State, and Federal agencies and units of govern- 
or more cities, villages, and/or towns to enter into revenue- ment identified in Table 38 as having plan implemen- 

E sharing agreements, providing for the sharing of all or a tation responsibilities should endorse or acknowledge 
specified part of revenues derived from taxes and special the regional plan as appropriate and consider the plan 
charges. Procedures for establishing municipal revenue- recommendations in carrying out their various programs 

; sharing agreements and basic requirements for such and activities. 
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Subsequent to formal plan adoption, an important step Also identified and described in this chapter are a number 
in the implementation of the regional land use plan of nonregulatory measures available to county and local i 

is the refinement and detailing of that plan through units of government in efforts to implement the regional 

appropriate county and local planning efforts. Such plan- plan and county and local plan refinements. These include 
ning provides a means for the proper integration of open space acquisition in fee simple or less than fee ; 

regional and local land use development objectives and simple interest for outdoor recreation and open space 

provides a basis for the adjustment of local plan imple- preservation purposes; rural cluster development; purchase 

mentation devices in accordance with those regional of development rights; transfer of development rights; 
and local objectives. Planning should be undertaken for municipal boundary and utility extension agreements i 
both urban and rural areas. Planning for urban areas to facilitate orderly growth in areas which are of mutual 

should include the preparation of community-level land interest to incorporated and unincorporated communities; 
use plans as well as detailed development plans for capital improvement programming to ensure the provision ; 
neighborhoods where significant growth is expected of major capital improvements in accordance with the 

and detailed redevelopment plans for neighborhoods show- development objectives of the regional plan and county 

ing signs of land use instability or deterioration. Detailed and local refinements of the regional plan; adoption of i 
planning should likewise be carried out for rural areas, design standards consistent with local and regional devel- 
particularly for those areas where rural-density residen- opment objectives; and local initiatives for the reuse of 

tial development is anticipated. brownfields and other underused or unused lands in older i 
areas of the Region. | 

Successful implementation of the recommended regional 
land use plan requires the judicious application of a variety This chapter has drawn upon the results of a special study 

of land use regulatory measures in accordance with the on the status of regional land use plan implementation ; 

objectives of the regional plan and local refinements of conducted by the Regional Planning Commission in 
the regional plan. Counties, cities, villages, and towns 1993. This chapter describes and, based upon the collec- 

should review and adjust as appropriate their general tive judgment of the Technical Coordinating and Advisory ; 
zoning ordinances to ensure that they implement plan Committee on Regional Land Use Planning, reaffirms 
recommendations for urban areas, rural areas, and envi- or modifies proposals for strengthening plan implemen- 
ronmentally sensitive areas. County and local units of tation which grew out of that study. Recommendations ; 

government should use their land division approval reaffirmed by the Technical Coordinating and Advisory 
authority to ensure that proposed land divisions are in Committee include the aforementioned expansion of the 
accord with the plan. Cities, villages, and towns should statutory basis for the review of sanitary sewer extensions i 
use their official mapping powers to protect lands identi- beyond primarily water quality considerations, and estab- 

fied in the regional plan, as well as in local refinements of lishment of a linkage between the regulation of private 
the regional plan, for future public use. In addition to sewage disposal systems and the regional land use plan. 
county and local zoning, land division control, and offi- Other major recommendations growing out of the plan ; 
cial mapping powers, regulatory programs mandated or implementation study, and reaffirmed by the Advisory 

| administered by the State—including State-local floodland Committee, include, first, the formulation of a State policy 

and shoreland zoning and State regulation of public promoting and favoring more compact, efficient urban i 

sanitary sewerage systems and private sewage disposal development patterns, such policy being incorporated 
systems—play a key role in plan implementation. This into administrative rules of and day-to-day decision mak- 
chapter has recommended the strengthening of some ing by the concerned State agencies, and, second, the i 

aspects of these programs, including, first, a recommended making of certain changes in the Wisconsin Farmland 
expansion of the statutory basis for the State regulation Preservation Program intended to increase its effective- 
of sanitary sewerage systems to include the considera- ness in the preservation of the most productive farm- i 
tion of development impacts upon environmentally sensi- land. In lieu of a recommendation made in the 1993 
tive upland areas and, second, the establishment of the plan implementation study calling for a regional study 

regional water quality management plan—and the regional exploring a tax-base-sharing mechanism, the Technical | 
land use plan, as the land use element of the water quality Coordinating and Advisory Committee recommended : 
plan—as a basis for review of proposed private sewage that the Regional Planning Commission take a lead role 
disposal systems. At the Federal level, it is envisioned in promoting an awareness and understanding of the 
that the wetland regulatory program established under potential for municipal revenue sharing and of arrange- : 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will continue to be ments through which such revenue sharing may be 
administered in support of the natural resource preserva- carried out in accordance with recently enacted State 
tion objectives of the regional plan. enabling legislation. F 
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F Chapter VII 

; SUMMARY 

The Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commis- respectively, in SEWRPC Planning Reports Nos. 7, 25, 
; sion is charged by law with the function and duty of and 40.! 

making and adopting a master plan for the physical 

development of the Southeastern Wisconsin Region. The In 1997, the Regional Planning Commission undertook a 

permissible scope and content of this plan, as outlined project intended to extend the plan 10 years further into 

; in the State enabling legislation, extend to all phases of the future, to a new design year of 2020. Because of 

regional development, implicitly emphasizing, however, the short period of time since adoption of the design year 
the preparation of spatial designs for the use of land 2010 plan and because new land use, population, and 

; and for supporting transportation and utility facilities. household data were not available, a major plan reevalua- 
tion effort was not possible. Prepared as an extension of 

the year 2010 plan, the year 2020 land use plan incorpo- 

; The scope and complexity of areawide development _rates the same principles and concepts as does the previous 
prohibit the making and adopting of an entire compre- plan. As it was extended in time, the regional land use 

hensive development plan at one time. The Commission plan was revised to reflect development which occurred 
i has therefore determined to proceed with the preparation or which has been committed to since completion of the 

of individual plan elements which together form the year 2010 plan, recently completed county and municipal 

comprehensive plan. Each element is intended to deal land use plans which are consistent with regional devel- 
| with an identified areawide developmental or environ- opment objectives, and a new set of population, household, 

i mental objective. The individual elements—including and employment forecasts for the Region through the 

the transportation system plan, water quality manage- year 2020. 

ment plan, park and open space plan, and airport system 

i plan—are coordinated by being related to an areawide The principal reason that the regional land use plan 
land use plan. Thus, the land use plan constitutes the most needed to be extended to the design year 2020, and revised 
basic regional plan element, the element on which other and updated as part of such an extension, was to support 

i elements are based. ongoing regional and local public facility planning. The 
regional land use plan provides a framework for transpor- 

_ tation, utility, outdoor recreation, and other public facility 
; The Regional Planning Commission first adopted a planning at the regional, county, and local levels. The 

regional land use plan in 1966. That plan had a design planning period covered by the regional land use plan 

year of 1990. Following a period of about 10 years, the — should be consistent with the planning periods used in 
year 1990 plan underwent a major review and reevalua- 

i tion, including an analysis of land development trends 
and their conformance to, and departure from, the year 

1990 land use plan. This plan reappraisal was supported 'The first regional land use plan is documented in 
i by 1970 and 1975 regional land use inventory data and SEWRPC Planning Report No. 7, Land Use-Trans- 

1970 U. S. Bureau of the Census population and house- portation Study, Volume One, Inventory Findings: 1963, 
hold data. This major plan reappraisal resulted in a deter- May 1965; Volume Two, Forecasts and Alternative Plans: 

i mination that the basic principles and concepts of the 1990 1990, June 1966; and Volume Three, Recommended 
land use plan should be carried forward into a design year Regional Land Use and Transportation Plans: 1990, 

2000 land use plan, which was adopted by the Commission November 1966. The second regional land use plan is 
i in 1977. Similarly, following a period of about 10 years, documented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 25, A 

another major review and reevaluation effort was under- Regional Land Use Plan and a Regional Transportation 
taken using 1980, 1985, and 1990 land use inventory data Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin—2000, Volume One, 

‘ and 1980 and 1990 U. S. Bureau of the Census population Inventory Findings, April 1975, and Volume Two, Alter- 
; and household data. The basic principles and concepts native and Recommended Plans, May 1978. The third 

of the plan were again carried forward and incorporated regional land use plan is documented in SEWRPC 
into a design year 2010 land use plan, adopted by the Planning Report No. 40, A Regional Land Use Plan for 

i Commission in 1992. These plans are documented, Southeastern Wisconsin—2010, January 1992. 
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such facility planning. In facility planning, the planning changes in the nature of urban development, coupled with 

period is usually established by the expected life of significant reductions in average household sizes, have led i 
the first facilities to be constructed as the plan is imple- to dramatic reductions in the population density of urban- 

mented, and typically is about 20 years. By 1997, the year ized areas. The urban population density of the Region 
2010 regional land use plan had a remaining plan- decreased from about 8,100 persons per square mile in 

ning period of 13 years. For the regional land use plan 1950 to about 3,500 persons per square mile in 1990. a 
to continue to serve as a sound basis for long-range pub- 

lic facility planning at the regional, county, and local In 1990, lands in urban uses—consisting of lands devoted 

levels, the design year of the plan had to be extended to to residential, commercial, industrial, governmental and i 
the year 2020. institutional, recreational, and transportation, communica- 

| tion, and utility uses—together with unused urban lands 
The work leading to the preparation of the year 2020 encompassed about 637 square miles, or about 24 percent i 

regional land use plan was carried out by the staff of of the total area of the Region. Between 1963, the base 

the Commission under the guidance of the Commission’s year of the initial regional land use inventory, and 1990, 

Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee on urban lands in the Region increased by about 193 square ; 
Regional Land Use Planning. Membership on that Com- miles, or about 44 percent. This increase in urban land was 
mittee includes representatives from the U. S. Department distributed among the seven counties in the Region as 
of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service; follows: Kenosha, 14.9 square miles; Milwaukee, 21.5 

from the Wisconsin Departments of Natural Resources, square miles; Ozaukee, 19.7 square miles; Racine, 18.8 i 

Administration, and Agriculture, Trade and Consumer square miles; Walworth, 18.2 square miles; Washington, 

Protection; from the university community; from muni- 27.7 square miles; and Waukesha, 72.7 square miles. 

cipal and county planning and public works departments; i 

from private utilities; and from environmental organi- Nonurban lands encompassed about 2,053 square miles of 

zations. A complete membership list of the Advisory the Region in 1990, or about 76 percent of the total area of 
Committee is provided on the inside front cover of the Region, with agricultural lands comprising the largest ; 
this report. nonurban land use category, encompassing about 1,395 

square miles, or about 68 percent of all nonurban land and 

This report documents the planning process applied in 52 percent of the total area of the Region. Nonurban lands ; 
extending the year 2010 plan to the design year 2020. It —_—iin the Region decreased by about 193 square miles, or 
describes related inventory and analysis findings; presents about 9 percent, between 1963 and 1990. Most of this 

forecasts of population, household, and employment levels loss resulted from the conversion of agricultural land to a 
which the new plan seeks to accommodate; sets forththe urban use, with some losses in wetlands and woodlands 
land use objectives, principles, and standards on which the also occurring. | ) 
plan is based; describes the resulting regional land use plan 

for the year 2020; and indicates steps which should be Public Utilities i 

taken by local, county, areawide, State, and Federal agen- Sanitary sewer and water supply systems are particularly 
cies and units of government to implement the plan. The —_—important to land use planning because the location and 
major findings and recommendations of the planning study density of urban development influences the need for such i 
are presented in summary form in this chapter. facilities, and, conversely, the existence of such facilities 

| influences the location and density of new urban devel- 
INVENTORY FINDINGS opment. Areas served by public sanitary sewers encom- i: 

| passed about 433 square miles, or about 16 percent of 
Land Use the total area of the Region, in 1990, compared to about 
Although urban development in the Region has been 309 square miles, or 12 percent of the Region, in 1970. i 

continuous since 1850, the character of this development About 1.59 million persons, or about 88 percent of the 
changed dramatically after 1950. The earlier form of total resident population of the Region, were served by 
compact, concentric urban development was supplanted public sanitary sewerage systems in 1990, compared to i 

by a much more scattered pattern of areawide develop- 1.49 million persons, or 85 percent of the resident 

ment, and the conversion of land to urban use occurred at population, in 1970. 
a much faster rate. Between 1850 and 1950, the developed 

urban area of the Region increased at an average rate of Areas served by public water supply systems encompassed ‘ 
about 1.4 square miles per year; between 1950 and 1990, about 344 square miles, or about 13 percent of the total 
the developed urban area of the Region increased at an area of the Region, in 1990, compared to 259 square miles, 
average rate of about 9.2 square miles per year. These or 10 percent of the Region, in 1970. About 1.48 million ; 
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persons, or about 82 percent of the total resident popu- greater than the 1950 population. The population of the 
i lation of the Region, were served by public water supply Region grew significantly—by about 333,000 persons, or 

systems in 1990, compared to about 1.39 million persons, 27 percent, during the 1950s and by about 182,500 

or 79 percent of the resident population, in 1970. persons, or 12 percent, during the 1960s. This rapid growth 
i came to a halt in the 1970s, when the regional population 

| Environmentally Sensitive Areas increased by only about 8,700 persons, or 0.5 percent. 
The most important elements of the natural resource base Between 1980 and 1990, the population increased by about 

and features closely related to that base—including wet- 45,600 persons, or 3 percent. 
i lands, woodlands, prairies, wildlife habitat, major lakes 

and streams and associated shorelands and floodlands, and 

historic, scenic, and recreational sites—tend to be con- There was a total of about 676,100 resident households in 

i centrated in elongated areas in the landscape of the the Region in 1990. The number of households in the 
Region. One of the most important tasks completed under Region increased at a faster rate than that of the resident 

the regional planning program has been the identification population between 1950 and 1990. The number of house- 

i and delineation of these linear areas, which have been holds increased by about 111,300, or 31 percent, during 

termed environmental corridors. The preservation of these the 1950s and by about 70,600, or 15 percent, during the 

corridors is essential to the overall quality of the environ- 1960s. Despite almost no growth in the regional population 
' ment, the maintenance of the natural beauty and cultural during the 1970s, the number of households continued to 

heritage of the Region, and the provision of opportunities rise, increasing by about 91,500, or 17 percent, during that 

for a range of educational and recreational pursuits. decade. Between 1980 and 1990, the number of house- 

Moreover, since these areas are typically poorly suited for holds rose by approximately an additional 48,200, or 
i urban development, such preservation helps to avoid the 8 percent. Overall, the number of households increased by 

creation of developmental and environmental problems. about 321,600, or 91 percent, between 1950 and 1990— 

| nearly twice the rate of increase in the resident population 
i “Primary” environmental corridors—which are by defini- during that period. During that time, the average size of 

tion at least 400 acres in area, two miles long, and 200 feet households in the Region decreased significantly, from 

| in width—are located generally along major stream 3.36 persons per household in 1950 to 2.62 persons per 
i valleys, around major lakes, and along the Kettle Moraine. household in 1990. 

| Primary environmental corridors encompassed about 464 
square miles, or about 17 percent of the total area of the | 

i Region, in 1990. “Secondary” environmental corridors— = The Region experienced a substantial increase in the 
which are by definition at least 100 acres in area and one number of jobs during each of the past four decades. Total 

mile long—are generally located along smaller perennial employment increased by about 99,500 jobs, or 17 percent, 
i streams and intermittent streams in the Region. Secondary during the 1950s; by about 111,100 jobs, or 17 percent, 

environmental corridors encompassed about 76 square during the 1960s; by about 161,100 jobs, or 21 percent, 

miles, or about 3 percent of the total area of the Region, during the 1970s; and by about 122,000 jobs, or 13 per- 

in 1990. cent, during the 1980s. As a result, total employment in 
i the Region stood at about 1,067,200 jobs in 1990, about 

Under the regional planning program, certain smaller 493,700 jobs, or 86 percent, higher than the 1950 employ- 
concentrations of natural resource base elements which ment level. 

i have been separated from the environmental corridors 
by intensive urban or agricultural development have been 
identified as isolated natural resource areas. Isolated natu- Varying rates of growth among the seven counties in 

i ral resource areas—which are by definition at least five the Region have resulted in significant changes in the rela- 
acres in area—are found throughout the Region. These tive distribution of population, households, and employ- 
areas encompassed a total of about 63 square miles, or ment among the counties over the past four decades. 

i about 2 percent of the total area of the Region, in 1990. = The most notable changes in this respect occurred in 
These areas may be the only available wildlife habitat in Milwaukee and Waukesha Counties. Milwaukee County’s 
an area and lend aesthetic character and natural diversity share of total regional population, households, and 

f to the surrounding area. employment decreased by 17, 15, and 21 percentage 
points, respectively, between 1950 and 1990. Waukesha 

Population, Households, and Employment County’s share of total regional population, households, 
The resident population of the Region stood at 1,810,400 and employment, meanwhile, increased by 10, nine, and 

i persons in 1990, about 569,800 persons, or 46 percent, 15 percentage points, respectively, during this time. 
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ANTICIPATED GROWTH AND CHANGE cent, from 676,100 households in 1990 to 905,100 
| households by the year 2020. Under an intermediate- i 

The future demand for land use and natural resources in growth scenario, the number of households would increase 
the Region will depend, to a large extent, upon future by 151,000, or 22 percent, to 827,100 households by the 
population, household, and employment levels. Projections year 2020. Under a low-growth scenario, the number of , 
of future population, household, and employment levels households would increase by 123,000, or 18 percent, to 

are required to establish the overall scale of growth and 799,100 households by the year 2020. 
development which the land use plan must seek to 7 a 
accommodate. Under a high-growth scenario, total employment in 

: the Region would increase by 295,400 jobs, or about 
As part of the continuing regional planning program, —28 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 1990 to 1,362,600 
the Regional Planning Commission undertakes intensive jobs by the year 2020. Under an intermediate-growth i 
studies of the regional population and economy following scenario, regional employment would increase by 209,900 
each decennial U. S. Census. These studies culminate in jobs, or 20 percent, to 1,277,100 jobs by the year 2020. 
the preparation of revised long-range projections of popu- Under a low-growth scenario, regional employment would i 
lation, household, and employment levels for the Region, increase by 149,700 jobs, or 14 percent, to 1,216,900 jobs 
with the projection period extended in time under each by the year 2020. 

successive study. The most recent demographic and eco- i 
nomic studies resulted in the preparation of new projec- 
tions of population, household, and employment levels for As a practical matter, the preparation ofa land use plan the Region through the year 2020. must be targeted toward a single set of population, house- i 

hold, and employment projections. It was the collective | 

In response to the increased uncertainty surrounding Judgment of the Technical Coordinating and Advisory 
future social and economic conditions in the Region, the Committee on Regional Land Use Planning that future I 
Commission has incorporated an “alternative futures” population » household, and employment levels within i ; ; : ; the Region would be most closely approximated by the approach into the regional planning program. Under this ; ; 
approach, three alternative future regional growth intermediate-growth scenario. Accordingly, the Committee 

scenarios have been postulated, two intended to represent directed that the year 2 020 land use plan be prepared to 5 
low and high extremes of possible future growth and accom modate population, household, and employment 
change, and the third intended to represent an intermediate levels projected for the Region under the intermediate- 
future lying between the extremes. A set of regional and growth scenario. | 
county-level population, household, and employment 
projections for the year 2020 was developed for each While selecting the intermediate-growth scenario as a | 
scenario. This approach enables the consideration of a basis for extending the land use plan to the year 2020, the i 
range of future population, household, and employment Advisory Committee did recommend an adjustment of 
levels in land use, transportation, and other public facility the county-level population, household, and employment 
planning. It provides a basis for determining how plans projections attendant to the intermediate-growth scenario 
will perform under a range of possible future conditions. in order to promote a more centralized urban land use i 

development pattern within the Region. The Committee 
Year 2020 population, household, and employment levels determined that the year 2020 regional land use plan, like 
attendant to the three growth scenarios vary considerably. the 2010 land use plan, should seek to moderate the i 
Under the high-growth scenario, the resident population of historical decentralization of population, households, and 
the Region would increase by about 556,600 persons, or employment, and to support and preserve urban develop- 
about 31 percent, from 1,810,400 persons in 1990 to ment in the older urban centers of the Region. The adjust- [ 
2,367,000 persons by the year 2020. The intermediate- ments to the county-level projections made in this respect | 
growth scenario envisions that the regional population included the allocation of more population and house- 
would increase by 267,500 persons, or about 15 percent, to holds to Milwaukee County than initially projected, with a 
2,077,900 persons by the year 2020. The low-growth corresponding reductions in design year population and 
scenario envisions that the regional population would household levels for Ozaukee, Walworth, Washington, and 
increase by 114,600 persons, or about 6 percent, to Waukesha Counties. In Kenosha and Racine Counties, the 
1,925,000 persons by the year 2020. planned population and household distributions were cen- f 

tralized around the Kenosha and Racine urbanized areas. 
Under a high-growth scenario, the number of households The planned distribution of employment within the Region 
in the Region would increase by 229,000, or about 34 per- was also centralized. ; 
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OBJECTIVES, PRINCIPLES, Advisory Committee recommended that the Regional 
i AND STANDARDS Planning Commission take a lead role in promoting 

regional perspectives and consistency on farmland preser- 
vation issues. 

One of the most important tasks accomplished as part of 
i the first regional land use planning study in the mid-1960s RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 

was the formulation of a set of objectives, principles, and 
standards expressing the desired direction, magnitude, and The recommended year 2020 regional land use plan 

i quality of future development within the Region. Formu- incorporates the basic principles and concepts of the lated under the guidance of a broad-based Technical adopted year 2010 plan. Like the adopted plan. th i. . : a , pted plan, the 
Coordinating and Advisory Committee, those objectives, new plan recommends a relatively compact, centralized i principles, and standards provided the basis for the devel- regional settlement pattern, with urban development gen- 

opment of the first regional land Use plan—the design year erally occurring within, and along the periphery of, exist- 
1990 plan adopted by the Commission in 1966. Those ing urban centers in the Region. The proposed plan places 

i objectives, pr inciples, and Standards were subsequently heavy emphasis on the continued impact of the urban land 
reaffirmed with only mmInor modification in the year 2000 market in determining the location, intensity, and character 
and the year 2010 regional land use plans. | of future development. Like the adopted plan, the proposed 

i plan seeks to influence the operation of the urban land 
In the effort to extend the regional land use plan to the market in several important ways in order to achieve a 
year 2020, the land use objectives, principles, and stan- more healthful, attractive, and efficient settlement pattern. 
dards were again reviewed and evaluated by the Technical In this regard, the proposed plan recommends that new 

i Coordinating and Advisory Committee. Following that urban development occur primarily in those areas of the 
review and evaluation, the Advisory Committee recom- Region which are covered by soils suitable for such devel- 
mended that the land use objectives adopted as part of the opment and in those areas which can be readily served 

i year 2010 regional land use plan be incorporated without by essential municipal facilities and services, including 
change into the year 2020 plan. The Advisory Committee public sanitary sewerage, water supply, and mass transit 

: reaffirmed the principles and standards of the year 2010 facilities and services. The plan recommends the preser- 
i plan, with only minor change, for use in the preparation of vation of environmentally sensitive areas and the preserva- 

the year 2020 plan. One important change recommended tion of the most productive farmlands in the Region. 
by the Advisory Committee involved the addition of a 

i principle and standard regarding the preservation of natural The key features of the land use plan are summarized 
areas and critical species habitats identified in the recently as follows: 
completed regional natural areas and critical species habi- 

i tat protection and management study. Another important @ The land use plan was designed to accommodate 
change involved a revision of the agricultural land an intermediate-growth scenario for Southeastern 
preservation standard. The agricultural land preservation Wisconsin through the year 2020. Under the plan, 
standard adopted under the year 2010 regional land use the resident population of the Region would 

i plan called for the preservation, to the extent possible, of increase by 267,500 persons, or 15 percent, from 
prime agricultural lands, defining such lands in terms of 1,810,400 persons in 1990 to 2,077,900 persons in 

| soil productivity, the size of individual farms, and the 2020. The number of households would increase by 
y size of the contiguous area being farmed. The standard 151,000, or 22 percent, from 676,100 households in 

adopted as part of the year 2020 regional land use plan 1990 to 827,100 households in 2020. Total employ- 
calls for the preservation of the most productive soils— ment in the Region would increase by 209,900 jobs, 

i soils designated by the U. S. Natural Resources Con- or 20 percent, from 1,067,200 jobs in 1990 to 
servation Service as comprising agricultural capability 1,277,100 jobs in 2020. | 
Classes | and II. In making this change, the Advisory 

i Committee recognized that under the Wisconsin Farm- @ Under the plan, lands in urban uses—including 
land Preservation Program, the responsibility for precisely urban-density residential, commercial, industrial, 
identifying farmland preservation areas—which may recreational, governmental and institutional, and 
include consideration of the size of farm units, the size transportation, communication, and utility uses— 

i of the contiguous farming area, and other factors in addi- together with unused urban lands would increase 
tion to soil productivity—has been assigned to counties from 637 square miles in 1990 to 737 square miles 
and that the specific standards utilized in this respect may by the year 2020, an increase of 100 square miles, 

i vary from county to county. At the same time, the or 16 percent. By the year 2020, urban lands would 

[ 
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account for 27 percent of the total area of the communities for which public sanitary sewer service 
Region, compared to 24 percent in 1990. is not envisioned. ; 

@ Under the plan, most new residential land would be @ The land use plan encourages infill development 

developed at urban densities—defined as densities and brownfield redevelopment to facilitate and a 
of more than one dwelling unit per five acres. The maintain a compact, centralized urban land use | 

plan envisions that the urban residential land area of pattern within the Region, thereby supporting as 

the Region would increase by 66 square miles, or well the preservation of agricultural and environ- 

21 percent, from 308 square miles in 1990 to 374 mentally significant lands. i 
square miles in 2020. The bulk of the new urban 

residential land area—75 percent—would consist of @ The plan recommends the preservation in natural, 

medium-density development, with a typical single- open uses of the remaining primary environmental i 
family lot size of one-quarter acre and a typical corridors in the Region. Such preservation is con- 
multiple-family development averaging about 10 sidered essential to the maintenance of the overall 

dwelling units per net acre. The plan recommends quality of the environment; the preservation of i 
that new urban residential development occur in natural habitats; the provision of opportunities for 

_ planned neighborhood units served by public sani- recreational, educational, and scientific pursuits; 
tary sewer and water supply facilities, public transit and the preservation of the unique cultural and i 
service, and other basic services and facilities. natural heritage and natural beauty of the Region. 

Under the plan, development within the corridors 
@ The plan envisions a total of 18 major commercial would be limited to essential transportation and ) 

centers and 27 major industrial centers in the Region utility facilities, compatible outdoor recreational i 

by the plan design year, including four new com- facilities, and, on a limited basis, rural-density 

mercial centers and five new industrial centers. All residential development. Under the plan, the exist- 
of the proposed sites were in various stages of ing configuration of primary environmental corri- i 
development as of 1997. The plan further envisions dors would be modified slightly. Existing upland 
a total of 30 major park sites. All of the proposed corridor lands which have been committed to urban _ 
new park sites were at least partially acquired as use on subdivision plats are proposed to be allowed ; 
of 1997. to be developed in urban use, provided that there 

are no adverse water quality impacts. Conversely, 

@ Under the plan, the population density of the devel- certain floodlands presently in agricultural use— i 
oped urban area of the Region would continue to those located adjacent to primary environmental 

decline, but at a reduced rate, from about 3,500 corridors within planned urban service areas— are 

persons per square mile in 1990 to about 2,900 proposed for eventual restoration to a natural con- 
persons per square mile in 2020. The plan seeks to dition, thus becoming part of the environmental i 
moderate, to the extent practicable, the long-term corridor network. The net effect of these changes , 
trend toward lower development densities. The plan would be an increase in the primary environmental 
emphasizes development at medium densities within corridor area, from about 464 square miles in 1990 i 
planned urban service areas and seeks to minimize to about 474 square miles in 2020. | 
new low- and suburban-density residential develop- | 

) ment beyond the planned urban service areas. In addition to the primary environmental corridors, i 
the plan recommends the preservation of certain 

@ Under the plan, all proposed new urban develop- smaller but nevertheless significant concentrations 
ment would be served by public sanitary sewer and of natural resources, identified as secondary envi- , 
water supply facilities. In addition, public sanitary ronmental corridors and isolated natural resource 
sewer and water supply service would be extended areas. As part of county and local plans prepared 
to certain existing urban areas lacking these facili- as refinements of the regional land use plan, these 
ties. Under the recommended plan, about 594 square areas should be retained as part of the natural , 
miles, or 84 percent of the developed urban area of drainage system, incorporated into local parks 
the Region, and about 1.9 million persons, or and open space reserves, or preserved in other 

91 percent of the resident population of the Region, Open uses. i 
would be served by public sanitary sewer and water 

supply facilities by the year 2020. Public water Residential development within environmentally 
supply service would be provided in several small sensitive areas is not encouraged. If accommo- ; 
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dated, residential development should be limited should establish the presence of Class I and Class II 

i to rural-density single-family development in upland soils as a key determinant in the identification of 

, areas, excluding areas of steep slope. Preferably, prime agricultural land. Counties may choose to 

residences and supporting roadways should be include other classes of soils in the definition of 
located on the fringes of the environmentally scnsi- prime agricultural land and may incorporate other 

i tive areas. Development plans should be carefully criteria, such as the size of farm units or size of 

reviewed to ensure that site design and construction the contiguous farming area, into the definition of 

activities minimize disturbance of existing natu- prime agricultural land. Prime agricultural lands 
i ral features. identified in county farmland preservation plans 

should be placed in exclusive agricultural zoning 
| Where recreational, transportation, or utility districts which specify a minimum parcel size of 

i development is proposed to be located within envi- 35 acres. 

ronmentally sensitive areas, site design and devel- 
opment should be sensitive to, and cause the least Other lands in this category—lands which are not 

i possible disturbance of, natural conditions. identified as prime agricultural lands under county 

farmland preservation plans—are recommended to 
@ Under the plan, those areas which are neither be retained in rural use. The regional plan encour- 

f designated for future urban use nor recommended ages the continuation of agricultural activity in 
for preservation as environmentally sensitive areas these areas, recognizing that such activity may occur 
are identified as “agricultural and rural-density resi- in the form of smaller farms such as horse farms, 
dential land.” These areas would encompass about hobby farms, or community-supported agricultural 

i 1,332 square miles, or about 50 percent of the total operations. Under the plan, development in these 
area of the Region, in the year 2020. The plan areas would be limited to rural-density residential 
recommends that these areas be maintained in development, defined as development with no more 

i rural use. The plan encourages the continuation of than one dwelling unit per five acres. Where rural- 
- agricultural uses in these areas. In particular, the density residential development is accommodated, 

| plan seeks to preserve, insofar as practicable, the the plan encourages the use of cluster designs, with 
i most productive farmland, identified as farmland dwelling units developed in clusters surrounded 

covered by U. S. Natural Resources Conservation by agricultural and other open space sufficient to 

Service agricultural capability Class I and Class I! maintain the maximum recommended density of 
i soils. Under the plan, the conversion of farmlands no more than one dwelling unit per five acres. 

covered by Class I and Class II soils to urban use Where treatment and disposal of wastewater from 

would be limited to lands located in proximity to clustered rural-density development is provided 
existing urban service areas as necessary for the through individual soil absorption systems or a com- 

i orderly growth and development of those urban munity soil absorption system, care must be taken to 
areas as well as to lands located beyond the urban guard against ammonia nitrate or other ground- 
service areas which have been committed to urban water pollution. 

i development on approved subdivision plats. Under 
the plan, the agricultural lands covered by Class I 

and Class II soils would encompass about 1,019 PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 
J square miles, or about 38 percent of the area of the 

Region, in the year 2020. Successful implementation of the regional land use 
plan depends upon the application of a variety of plan 

i The plan recognizes that under the provisions of the implementation measures and the utmost in cooperation 
Wisconsin Statutes creating the Wisconsin Farm- among the local units of government and the areawide, 
land Preservation Program, counties in the State are State, and Federal agencies involved in the application of 
responsible for the identification of prime agricul- those measures. Implementation of the land use plan 

i tural lands. The plan further recognizes that the should begin with formal adoption or endorsement of 
| criteria used to identify prime agricultural lands may the plan by the concerned units and agencies of govern- 

differ from county to county. Counties in the Region ment. The seven county boards in the Region should 
f are encouraged to prepare and adopt updated farm- formally adopt the plan as it affects each county, after 

land preservation plans which identify prime agri- recommendation by the respective county planning com- 
cultural lands. Such plans should seek to preserve mittees or park and planning commissions, as a guide to 

i Class I and Class II soils insofar as practicable and future land use development within each county. City, 

. 
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village, and town plan commissions should likewise adopt tion by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers of the wetland 
the recommended plan, and city councils, village boards, regulatory program established under Section 404 of the i 
and town boards should adopt the plan as a matter of Clean Water Act will help achieve the natural resource | 
endorsing the local plan commission action. Other local, preservation objectives of the regional plan. 
areawide, State, and Federal agencies and units of govern- 5 

ment which have plan implementation responsibilities A number of nonregulatory measures are available 
should endorse or acknowledge the regional plan as appro- to county and local units of government in efforts to 
priate and consider the plan recommendations in carrying implement the regional plan and county and local plan 
out their various programs and activities. Adoption or refinements. These include open space acquisition in 
endorsement of the design year 2020 regional land use fee simple or less than fee simple interest for outdoor 
plan by units and agencies of government that have recreation and open space preservation purposes; rural : 
adopted or endorsed the design year 1990, 2000, and/or cluster development; purchase of development rights; i 
2010 plans will serve to substitute the new plan for the old. transfer of development rights; municipal boundary and 

| | utility extension agreements to facilitate orderly growth 

Subsequent to formal plan adoption, an important step in mn areas which are of mutual interest fo incorporated and i ; . . unincorporated communities; capital improvement pro- the implementation of the regional land use plan is the ; vs : sa: . gramming to ensure the provision of major capital refinement and detailing of that plan through appropriate , : . .; improvements in accordance with the development objec- county and local planning efforts. Such planning provides ; 
: ; ; tives of the regional plan and county and local refine- a means for the proper integration of regional and local ; ; ; Ln . . ments of the regional plan; adoption of design standards land use development objectives and provides a basis for . . . .; _ consistent with local and regional development objectives; the adjustment of local plan implementation devices in ee 

; ar and local initiatives for the reuse of brownfields and other accordance with those regional and local objectives. Plan- .; .; : underused or unused lands in older areas of the Region. ning should be undertaken for both urban and rural areas. 
Planning for urban areas should include the preparation As part of the year 2020 land use planning effort, the ; 
of community-level land use plans as well as detailed ; , , _ , . Technical Coordinating and Advisory Committee on development plans for neighborhoods where significant : . : : Regional Land Use Planning reaffirmed or modified | growth is expected and detailed redevelopment plans for } ; ; . ; , ; ys aS appropriate certain recommendations intended to 
neighborhoods showing signs of land use instability or . .; , 

- . . "a , strengthen regional plan implementation which grew out deterioration. Detailed planning should likewise be carried . a 
: of a special study on the status of regional land use plan out for rural areas, particularly for those areas where rural- . ; . densi ‘dential development is anticipated implementation conducted by the Regional Planning Com- i 

ensity residential develop parse. mission in 1993. Endorsed by the Advisory Committee 
were recommendations calling for the following: the 

Successful implementation of the land use plan requires expansion of the statutory basis for the review of sanitary ; 
the judicious application of a variety of land use regulatory sewer extensions beyond primarily water quality con- 
measures in accordance with the objectives of the regional siderations; the establishment of a linkage between the 
plan and local refinements of the regional plan. Counties, regulation of private sewage disposal systems and the 
cities, villages, and towns should review and adjust as regional land use plan; the formulation of a State policy i 
appropriate their general zoning ordinances to ensure that promoting and favoring more compact, efficient urban 
they implement plan recommendations for urban areas, development patterns, such policy being incorporated into 
rural areas, and environmentally sensitive areas. County administrative rules of and day-to-day decision making by i 
and local units of government should use their land divi- the concerned State agencies; and the making of certain 
sion approval authority to ensure that proposed land changes in the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program 
divisions are in accord with the plan. Cities, villages, and intended to increase its effectiveness in the preservation of 5 
towns should use their official mapping powers to protect the most productive farmland. In lieu of a recommendation 
lands identified in the regional plan and in local refine- made in the 1993 plan implementation study calling for a 
ments of the regional plan for future public use. In addition regional study exploring a tax-base-sharing mechanism, i 
to county and local zoning, subdivision control, and the Advisory Committee recommended that the Regional 
official mapping powers, regulatory programs mandated Planning Commission take a lead role in promoting an 
or administered by the State—including State-local flood- awareness and understanding of the potential for municipal 
land and shoreland zoning and State regulation of public revenue sharing and of arrangements through which such 
sanitary sewerage systems—will play a key role in plan revenue sharing may be carried out in accordance with 
implementation. At the Federal level, steadfast administra- recently enacted State enabling legislation. ' 
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CONCLUSION e@ Strengthening of efforts to ensure the permanent 

i preservation of the most productive farmlands and 
to maintain open space and rural character in other 

The year 2020 regional land use plan presented in areas of the Region located beyond the proposed 

this report was prepared as an extension in time of the urban service areas. 

i previously adopted year 2010 regional land use plan. The 
new plan incorporates the basic principles and concepts of @ Providing a sufficient range of homeowner and 

the previous plan. Like the year 2010 plan, the new year rental housing opportunities for persons of all ages 
i 2020 regional land use plan promotes a compact, cen- and income levels within each urban area in the 

tralized regional settlement pattern, with urban develop- Region, maximizing the opportunity for household 

ment recommended to occur within, and along the members to live near their places of employment 
i periphery of, existing urban centers; promotes the location and schools of their choice. 

of new urban development in areas which are physically | 

suitable for such development and which may be readily The regional land use plan provides a framework within 
i served by basic urban services, including sanitary sewer, which the concerned local, county, State, and Federal units 

water supply, and public transit services; and seeks to = and agencies of government and private interests can 
preserve the remaining primary environmental corridor —_— respond to these challenges. The plan promotes a more 
lands and the most productive farmlands in the Region. compact, centralized settlement pattern; encourages maxi- 

f mum use of existing and planned public utility, trans- 

Although progress has been made in terms of imple- portation facility, and other public facility systems; fosters 

menting the regional land use plan over the past three the maintenance of existing urban areas as desirable places 

i decades, many challenges remain. These challenges to live and work; seeks to maximize access of the resi- 

include the following: dent population to neighborhood and community facilities 

and employment centers; and seeks to preserve environ- . 

i ae ; . mentally sensitive arcas and the most productive agri- 
@ Maintaining and restoring older urban areas, includ- cultural lands. 

ing brownfields and other unused or underutilized 

i areas, as desirable places to live and work. The regional land use plan is advisory to counties, cities, 
villages, towns, special-purpose units of government, State 

® Confining new intensive urban development to and Federal agencies, and private interests. Implementation 

i existing and expanding urban centers that are of the plan involves a number of plan implementation 

capable of providing basic urban services in an measures and requires close cooperation among the units 
economical and efficient manner. and agencies of government and private interests involved 

in the application of those measures. Among the most 

i © Increasing cooperation between incorporated and important measures are the following: additional land use 

wes ; planning at the county and local levels to refine and detail 
unincorporated communities in planning future land the areawide plan; regulatory measures, such as zoning, 

i use 3 nd arrangements for the provision of urban land division control, and official mapping; oversight of 
services and facilities in areas of mutual concern. sanitary sewerage systems and private sewage disposal | 

systems; park and open space acquisition; and municipal 

i @ Implementing a more comprehensive approach boundary and utility extension agreements. Attainment of 
to natural resource preservation, involving, as the regional development and open space preservation 

appropriate, county and local governments, State objectives will require the consistent application of these 
i government, and private interests, focusing on implementation measures in accordance with the regional 

upland resources as well as lowland resources. land use plan. 
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i Appendix A 

i LAND USE IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

Table A-1 

i LAND USE IN THE REGION: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

eee eee ee ee ee ee eee eee eee ccc n enc een eeeeeee nce eee eee ence eee cece eens ener eee eee eee ee eee eee eee cere erence eee eee a 

Actual Land Use 

i 1963 1970 1980 1990 
Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Land Use Category Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban 

Residential ..... 0.0... 0... ee eee eee eee 122,539 7.1 142,691 8.3 179,831 10.4 196,956 11.5 

Commercial ......... 0.0000 eee e eens 5,610 0.3 6,734 0.4 8,162 0.5 9,712 0.6 

Industrial ... 0.0... ee ees 7,319 0.4 9,161 0.5 11,171 0.6 13,096 0.7 

Transportation, Communication, 

. andUtilities? ........ 0. 0c ee eee eee 91,628 5.3 103,694 6.0 117,706 6.8 124,750 7.3 

Governmental and Institutional ......... 13,082 0.8 15,877 0.9 17,033 1.0 17,301 1.0 

Recreational ........ 2.0.00. cee eee eee 16,796 1.0 21,270 1.2 24,309 1.4 26,165 1.5 

Unused Urban Land ................-. 26,710 1.6 24,027 1.4 19,935 1.2 19,496 1.1 

f Subtotal 783,684 503,464 578,447 “07.76 
Rural 

Agricultural .......... 00-20 e eee eee eee | 1,047,740 60.9 1,001,398 58.0 944,232 54.8 893,025 51.8 

Water ..... ccc cee eee eee 45,794 2.7 47,340 2.8 48,770 2.8 49,228 2.9 

Wetlands .......... 2. cece ee eee eens 175,564 10.2. | 172,995 10.1 170,624 9.9 171,964 10.0 

Woodlands .............0 cece eee eens 119,583 6.9 117,978 6.9 116,395 6.8 118,954 6.9 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 48,817 2.8 57,886 3.4 62,948 3.7 80,558 4,7 

NOTE: The change in the total area of the Region is the net effect of Lake Michigan shoreline erosion and accretion and of landfill activities. 

i 4includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. 

Source: SEWRPC. 

i Table A-2 

LAND USE IN KENOSHA COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

ee 

i Actual Land Use 

1963 1970 1980 1990 

Percent of Percent Percent Percent 

Land Use Category Acres Total Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban 

Residential ........ 0... ccc eee eee ee ees 10,712 6.0 12,266 6.9 15,128 8.5 15,828 8.9 

Commercial .............00 eee eee 450 0.3 504 0.3 593 0.3 707 0.4 

Industrial .. 2.0... cc ee ees 711 0.4 769 0.4 888 0.5 781 0.4 

Transportation, Communication, 

and Utilities? ............ 0.0.0.0 eae 8,142 4.6 8,674 4.9 9,639 5.4 10,560 5.9 

Governmental! and Institutional ......... 835 0.5 1,067 0.6 1,295 0.7 1,323 0.8 

Recreational ............ 000 e ee eee eeee 1,827 1.0 2,036 1.1 2,456 1.4 2,736 1.5 

Unused Urban Land .................. 1,242 0.7 1,220 0.7 1,105 0.6 1,554 0.9 

i Rural 
Agricultural ...... 0.0... cee eee eee 114,042 64.0 111,188 62.4 107,298 60.2 102,371 57.4 

Water .. 0... ccc eect eee eee 4,351 2.4 4,683 2.6 4,826 2.7 4,963 2.8 

Wetlands ............00 cece eee eee 16,518 9.3 16,066 9.0 15,612 8.8 15,352 8.6 

Woodlands .............. ccc eee e eens 9,907 5.6 9,735 5.5 9,572 5.4 9,719 5.5 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 9,492 5.3 9,963 5.6 9,762 5.5 12,270 6.9 

NOTE: The change in the total area of the County is the net effect of Lake Michigan shoreline erosion and accretion and of landfill activities. 

@Includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. 

i Source: SEWRPC. 129



Table A-3 i 

LAND USE IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 i 

a a a nO cE aT a SC eee eee eee eee TINE IN I OE ae I A a a I ae 

Actual Land Use } 

1963 1970 1980 1990 i 

| Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Land Use Category Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban 

Residential ......... 2.00.0 cee eee eee 41,566 26.7 43,964 28.3 47,196 30.4 48,834 31.5 

Commercial ......... 0c cece eee eens 2,564 1.7 2,869 1.8 3,237 2.1 3,745 2.4 

industrial .. 0... cc cee eee ee eee 4,257 2.7 4,580 3.0 5,046 3.3 5,565 3.6 

Transportation, Communication, | | 
and Utilities? 2.2.00... 0... c eee ee 28,714 18.5 33,118 21.3 35,681 23.0 37,045 23.8 

Governmental and Institutional ......... 6,286 4.1 6,921 4.5 7,097 4.6 7,117 4.6 

Recreational ..........c 0c eee eee eee 6,078 3.9 6,706 43 | 6,968 4.5 7,265 47 

Unused Urban Land .................-. 15,292 9.9 12,307 7.9 10,003 6.4 8,979 5.8 

Subtotal 104,757 110,465 115,228 118,550 i 

Rural 

Agricultural ...... 0.0.0.0 c cc eee eens 34,044 22.0 27,803 17.9 23,050 14.8 18,767 12.1 

Water 2.0... ccc ee eee eens 1,193 0.8 1,261 0.8 1,327 0.9 1,317 0.8 

Wetlands ......... 0... cee eee eee 4,176 2.7 4,139 2.7 4,129 2.7 4,702 3.0 

Woodlands ......... 2.0.0 cece eee 5,467 3.5 5,087 3.3 4,856 3.1 4,773 3.1 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 5,440 3.5 6,381 4.1 6,603 4.3 7,150 4.6 

NOTE: The change in the total area of the County is the net effect of Lake Michigan shoreline erosion and accretion and of landfill activities. 

4includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. ; 

Source: SEWRPC. 

Table A-4 i 

LAND USE IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

| Actual Land Use 7 

Percent Percent Percent Percent i 

Land Use Category | Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres | ofTotal | Acres of Total 

Urban | 
Residential ......0 0.0... ccc eee eee 7,564 5.0 9,983 6.6 13,209 8.8 14,934 | 9.9 

Commercial ... 0.0.0.0. . cece ee ee eee 264 0.2 327 0.2 428 0.3 | 538 0.4 i 

Industrial 2.2... eee eee 273 | 0.2 389 0.3 534 04 | 657 0.4 

Transportation, Communication, | 

and Utilities? ...................000. 5,971 4.0 6,956 4.6 8,548 5.7 9,084 6.1 

Governmental and Institutional......... 690 0.5 866 0.6 1,003 0.7 1,066 | 0.7 | 

Recreational .......... ccc cee eee eens 905 0.6 1,439 1.0 1,746 1.2 1,824 1.2 

Unused Urban Land .............000e- 912 0.6 1,027 | 0.7 1,073 | 0.7 1,052 0.7 

Subtotal 16579 | 110 | 20987 | 140 | 26541 | 17.7 | 29,155 | 194 | | 
Rural 

| i 
Agricultural 0.0.0.0... 0... ccc eee 104,154 | 69.2 99,161 65.9 93,832 62.4 89,410 59.4 

Water 2.0... eee eee | 1,723 1,1 1,823 1.2 1,986 1.3 2,062 1.4 

Wetlands ....... 0... ccc eee eens 16,357 10.9 16,274 10.8 15,988 10.6 16,334 10.9 

Woodlands ...... 0... cc eee eee eee 6,805 4,5 6,664 4.4 6,620 4.4 6,993 | 4.6 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 4,924 3.3 | 5,546 | 3.7 5,489 3.6 6,504 4.3 

NOTE: The change in the total area of the County is the net effect of Lake Michigan shoreline erosion and accretion and of landfill activities. 

4 includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 
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i Table A-5 

i LAND USE IN RACINE COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

seer essence cence nn cnn ne nen ee nee eee cence ee eee eee nee ee eee eee eee eee eee eee erence eee rr 

Actual Land Use 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Land Use Category Acres of Total! Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban 

i Residential ............ 0.002 e eee eee 13,144 6.0 15,925 7.3 19,082 8.8 20,056 9.2 

Commercial ............ 0. 0ee eee eeee 527 0.2 656 0.3 811 0.4 1,009 0.5 

Industrial ...... 0.0... cee eee eee ees 664 0.3 1,079 0.5 1,319 0.6 1,569 0.7 

Transportation, Communication, 

and Utilities? .............. 0.0 e eee 10,768 4.9 11,795 5.4 12,753 5.9 13,268 6.1 
Governmental and Institutional ......... 1,271 0.6 1,731 0.8 1,814 0.8 1,851 0.8 

Recreational ........... 00.000 e eee eens 1,628 0.7 2,041 0.9 2,354 1.1 2,505 1.2 

_ Unused Urban Land ...............+-.4. 1,576 0.7 1,718 0.8 1,432 0.7 1,332 0.6 

Rural 

Agricultural 2.0... . 0 cece eee eee eee 148,717 68.2 142,185 65.2 138,260 63.4 134,501 61.7 

Water .. oe ete 4,772 2.2 5,002 2.3 5,173 2.4 5,203 2.4 

| Wetlands ......... cece ee eee eee 15,443 7.1 15,398 7.4 15,083 6.9 15,422 7.1 

Woodlands .......... ccc ee eee ees 13,699 6.3 13,234 6.1 12,953 5.9 13,348 6.1 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land..... 5,745 2.6 7,145 3.3 6,879 3.2 7,880 3.6 

NOTE: The change in the total area of the County is the net effect of Lake Michigan shoreline erosion and accretion and of landfill activities. 

i 4Includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. 

Source: SEWRPC. 

, Table A-6 

LAND USE IN WALWORTH COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

(eee neers ener nner eee eee ee eee eee eee ener eee eee ec ee 

i Actual Land Use . 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Land Use Category Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban 

Residential ........ 2.0.0... eee eee eee 11,790 |. 3.2 12,989 3.5 16,171 4.4 17,379 4.7 

Commercial .......... 000 c eee eee ees 581 0.2 659 - 0.2 753 0.2 849 0.2 

Industrial .. 0.0.0... eee es 343 0.1 458 0.1 604 0.2 807 0.2 

Transportation, Communication, 

and Utilities? ...............000 sees 10,959 3.0 12,161 3.3 14,474 3.9 14,777 4.0 

Governmental and Institutional ......... ~ 1,005 0.3 1,189 0.3 1,252 0.3 1,248 0.3 

Recreational ....... 0... ccc eee ee ees 1,996 0.5 2,941 0.8 3,435 0.9 3,454 1.0 

Unused Urban Land .............00 0 913 0.2 870 0.2 763 0.2 707 0.2 

i Rural 

Agricultural ......... 0.0. ce eee eee 260,647 70.7 257,701 69.9 250,659 67.9 247,015 66.9 

Water ....... ce eee eens 13,769 3.7 14,025 3.8 14,394 3.9 14,439 3.9 

Wetlands .......... 00 ee cee eee 28,688 7.8 27,679 7.5 26,669 7.2 26,147 7.1 

Woodlands ........... 00. eee 31,516 8.5 31,535 8.5 31,382 8.5 31,942 8.7 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 6,749 1.8 6,749 1.8 8,400 2.3 | 10,192 2.8 

Subtotal 341,369 337,689 331,504 329,735 

4includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. 

i Source: SEWRPC. 
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Table A-7 

LAND USE IN WASHINGTON COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 i 

eee ee eee cece eee eee eee cece eee cence c cee ees ccna eens cee cee cnn cece ene en anne eee eee eee ee eee cree e cece eee eee ee re eee ee ee ee eee es 

| Actual Land Use 

Percent Percent Percent Percent 

Land Use Category Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban 
i Residential ....... 0... 0 cc cee cnet eee 7,342 2.6 9,959 3.6 15,508 5.6 18,965 6.8 

Commercial .......... 00. eee e eee eee 279 0.1 377 0.1 508 | 0.2 622 0.2 

Industrial 2.2... . ccc cee ee eens 289 0.1 449 0.2 641 0.2 874 0.3 
Transportation, Communication, ; 

and Utilities? ................000000, 10,238 3.7 10,997 3.9 12,273 4.4 13,499 4.9 

Governmental and Institutional ......... 669 0.2 909 0.3 1,074 0.4 1,116 0.4 

Recreational ......... 0. ccc eee ee eens 939 0.3 1,279 0.5 1,767 0.6 2,108 0.8 . 

| Unused Urban Land ........... 0000005 631 0.2 641 0.2 562 0.2 901 0.3 i 

Rural 

Agricultural 2.0.0.0... 0... cece eee 185,894 66.7 178,971 64.2 169,575 60.9 158,532 56.8 

Water 1.0... ccc ccc eee eens 3,910 1.4 4,085 1.5 4,311 1.5 4,366 1.6 

Wetlands ........ 0... ce eee ee eens 41,794 15.0 41,779 15.0 41,910 15.0 42,029 15.1 

Woodlands ......... 0... ccc eee eens 21,008 7.5 20,905 7.5 21,540 7.7 22,595 8.1 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 5,840 2.1 8,482 3.0 9,164 3.3 13,226 4.7 

278,833 | 100.0 | 278,833 | 100.0 | 278,833 | 100.0 | 278,833 | 100.0 

4includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. i 

Source: SEWRPC. 

Table A-8 i 

LAND USE IN WAUKESHA COUNTY: 1963, 1970, 1980, AND 1990 

Actual Land Use | i 

Percent Percent Percent Percent i 

Land Use Category Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total Acres of Total 

Urban | 

Residential ....... 0... ccc eee eee ees 30,421 8.2 37,605 10.1 53,537 14.4 60,960 16.4 | 

Commercial .......0. 0.0 ee cee eee eee 945 0.3 1,342 | 0.4 1,832 0.5 2,242 0.6 

Industrial 2.0... ccc ee eee 782 0.2 1,437 0.4 2,139 06 | 2,843 0.8 

Transportation, Communication, 

and Utilities?. ........0....0. 0.00005. 16,836 4.5 19,993 5.4 24,338 | 6.5 26,517 7.1 

Governmental and Institutional ......... 2,326 0.6 3,194 0.9 3,498 0.9 3,580 1.0 i 

Recreational ........... 0.0.0.0 cee eee 3,423 0.9 4,828 1.3 5,583 | 1.5 6,273 1.7 

Unused Urban Land .................. 6,144 1.7 6,244 1.7 4,997 1.3 4,971 1.3 

Rural j 
Agricultural 2... 0.0.0... cc eee 200,242 53.8 184,389 49.6 161,558 43.5 142,429 | 38.3 . 

Water 2... ccc cee eee ees 16,076 4.3 16,461 4.4 16,753 4.5 16,878 4.5 . 

Wetlands ........ 0.0.00 cee eens 52,588 14.2 51,660 13.9 51,233 13.8 51,978 14.0 

| Woodlands ........... 0. ccc eee eee eens 31,181 8.4 30,818 8.3 29,472 7.9 29,584 8.0 

Unused Rural and Other Open Land ..... 10,627 2.9 13,620 3.7 16,651 4.5 23,336 6.3 

4includes off-street parking areas of more than 10 spaces. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 
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i Appendix B 

RESIDENTIAL PLANNING UNIT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

FOR THE URBAN LOW-, URBAN MEDIUM-, AND URBAN HIGH-DENSITY 

i RESIDENTIAL CLASSES UTILIZED IN REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN PREPARATION 

ee 

i 
Urban Low-Density 

Gross Residential Area .......... 0. cece eee eee eens -- -- -- 2,560.0 100.0 

Public Elementary School (K-6) Area .............. -- 12.8 0.5 -- -- 

i Public Park and Parkway Area .............--2-05- -- 38.4 1.5 -- -- 

Neighborhood Commercial Area ............ 0000 -- 12.8 0.5 -- -- 

Street Area .. 0.0... cee ee eee eens -- 512.0 ~ 20.0 -- -- 

Other Public and Quasi-Public Area ............... ~~ 25.6 1.0 -- Done 

i Net Residential Area .. 2.2... 0c cc cee ee eee -- -- -- 1,958.4 76.5 

Single-Family Area ........ 0. ccc eee eee eee -- 1,958.4 76.5 -- -- 

Number of Dwelling Units ..................45- 2,350.0 -- -- -- -- 

Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre ......... 1.2 -- -- -- -- 

af Multi-Family Area ........0.. 0.00 e eee ee ees -- None -- -- -- 

Urban Medium-Density 
Gross Residential Area .......... 0. eee eee ee eee -- -- -- 640.0 100.0 

i Public Elementary School (K-6) Area .............. -- 9.6 1.5 -- -- 

Public Park and Parkway Area ..........-.-+0200e- -- 16.0 2.5 -- -- 

Neighborhood Commercial Area .............-05. -- 6.4 1.0 -- -- 

Street Area .. 0.0... ce ee ete eens -- 147.2 23.0 -- -- 

i Other Public and Quasi-Public Area ............05. -- 6.4 1.0 -- -- 

Net Residential Area ......... 0... cece eee ees -- -- -- 454.4 71.0 

Single-Family Area ........ 0. cece eee eee -- 416.0 65.0 -- -- 

Number of Dwelling Units .................00.4. 1,615.0 -- -- -- -- 

; Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre ......... 3.9 -- -- -- -- 

Multi-Family Area ........ 0.0... ce eee eee eee eee -- 38.4 6.0 -- -- 

Number of Dwelling Units ..................... 355.0 -- -- -- -- 

Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre ......... 9.2 -- -- -- -- 

/ Urban High-Density 
Gross Residential Area ............. 2c eee eee ee eee -- -- -- 160.0 100.0 

Public Elementary School (K-6) Area .............. -- 4.0 2.5 -- -- 

Public Park and Parkway Area ..........--.--2005- -- 5.6 3.5 -- -- 

Neighborhood Commercial Area ............00055 -- 2.4 1.5 -- -- 

Street Area 1.0.0... ccc eee eee eee -- 40.0 25.0 -- -- 

Other Public and Quasi-Public Area ............... -- 2.4 1.5 -- -- 

i Net Residential Area ....... 0... ee ee ee eee -- -- -- 105.6 66.0 

Single-Family Area ......... 0. eee ee eee eee -- 94.4 59.0 -- -- 

Number of Dwelling Units ...... 0... 0c eee eee 566.0 -- -- -- -- 

Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre ......... 5.9 -- -- -- -- 

F Multi-Family Area .......0 0.0... cee eee eee ee ees -- 11.2 7.0 -- -- 

) Number of Dwelling Units .................005- 698.0 -- -- -- -- 
Dwelling Units per Net Residential Acre ......... 62.3 -- -- -- -- 

i Source: SEWRPC. 
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i Appendix C 

QUARTER SECTION APPROXIMATIONS OF PLANNED 

MAJOR COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL CENTERS 
i UNDER THE 2020 RECOMMENDED REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN 

i Maps C-1 through C-5 show the configuration of quarter sections utilized to approximate the major commercial and 
industrial centers in the Region under the year 2020 recommended regional land use plan. 

i NOTE: There are no major commercial or industrial centers in Ozaukee or Walworth Counties envisioned under the 
2020 recommended regional land use plan. Maps for those Counties are therefore not included in this appendix. 
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a Map C-1 
a 

QUARTER SECTION APPROXIMATIONS OF PLANNED MAJOR COMMERCIAL AND 
INDUSTRIAL CENTERS IN KENOSHA COUNTY: 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 
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f Map C-2 

QUARTER SECTION APPROXIMATIONS OF PLANNED MAJOR COMMERCIAL AND 

i INDUSTRIAL CENTERS IN MILWAUKEE COUNTY: 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 
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a Map C-3 
wo 

eo 

QUARTER SECTION APPROXIMATIONS OF PLANNED MAJOR COMMERCIAL AND 

INDUSTRIAL CENTERS IN RACINE COUNTY: 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 
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i Map C-4 

QUARTER SECTION APPROXIMATIONS OF PLANNED MAJOR COMMERCIAL AND 

3} INDUSTRIAL CENTERS IN WASHINGTON COUNTY: 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN 
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i Appendix D 

EXISTING 1990 AND PROPOSED 2020 POPULATION, HOUSEHOLDS, 

i AND EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY PLANNING ANALYSIS AREA 

Table D-1 

i EXISTING AND PROPOSED POPULATION IN THE REGION BY PLANNING ANALYSIS AREA 

1990, 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN, AND 2020 ALTERNATIVE FUTURES LAND USE PLANS 
aera tn 

i 2020 High-Growth 2020 High-Growth 
2020 Recommended Plan Decentralized Plan Centralized Plan 

County and 
Planning Planned Increment Planned Increment Planned Increment 

Analysis Existing 1990-2020 Total 1990-2020 Total 1990-2020 Total 

Area 1990 | Number | Percent | 2020 2020 2020 
Ozaukee 

1 5,900 1,500 25.4 7,400 5,100 86.4 11,000 2,000 33.9 7,900 
i 2 16,300 2,500 15.3 18,800 | 10,600 65.0 26,900 4,000 24.5 20,300 

3 28,300 5,000 17.7 33,300 | 22,800 80.6 51,100 8,500 30.0 36,800 
4 22,300 7,100 31.8 29,400 | 24,600 110.3 46,900 | 12,900 57.9 35,200 

Subtotal 72,800 | 16,100 | 22.1 | 88,900] 63,100 | 867 | 135,900 | 27,400 100,200 
i Washington 

5 6,200 1,300 21.0 7,500 4,900 79.0 11,100 1,900 30.7 8.100 
6 36,000 | 11,300 31.4 47,300 | 30,700 85.3 66,700 | 18,200 50.6 54,200 
7 4,400 1,100 25.0 5,500 2,300 52.3 6,700 1,600 36.4 6,000 
8 5,700 2,300 40.4 8,000 5,600 98.3 11,300 3,200 56.1 8,900 
g 17,300 5,800 33.5 23,100 | 18,000 104.1 35,300 8,700 50.3 26,000 

10 13,900 9,800 70.5 23,700 | 22,400 161.2 36,300 | 17,800 128.1 31,700 
11 11,800 1,900 16.1 13,700 8,300 70.3 20,100 3,500 29.7 15,300 

Milwaukee 

12 68,200 3,600 5.3 71,800 1,900 2.8 70,100 7,100 10.4 75,300 
13 628,100 | 18,100 2.9 646,200 | (61,000) (9.7) 567,100 | 49,700 7.9 677,800 
14 172,700 7,800 | 4.5 180,500 6,200 3.6 178,900 | 25,100 14.5 197,800 
15 48,900 3,000 6.1. 51,900 1,100 2.3 50,000 7,300 14.9 56,200 
16 19,500 | 18,800 96.4 38,300 | 17,800 | 91.3 37,300 | 39,200 201.0 58,700 

i 17 21,900 | 11,900 54.3 33,800 | 11,500 52.5 33,400 | 36,300 165.8 58,200 

Subtotal 959,300 | 63,200 | 66 1,022,500 | (22,500) | (2.4) | 936,800 | 164,700 1,124,000 

Waukesha 

18 29,800 9,200 30.9 39,000 | 24,300 81.5 54,100 | 15,700 52.7 45,500 
f 19 45,700 4,800 10.5 50,500 | 13,200 28.9 58,900 7,300 16.0 53,000 

20 33,600 9,600 28.6 43,200 | 28,900 86.0 62,500 | 18,800 56.0 52,400 
21 16,800 7,200 42.9 24,000 | 13,200 78.6 30,000 | 10,400 61.9 27,200 
22 13,300 6,500 48.9 19,800 | 16,000 120.3 29,300 8,300 62.4 21,600 
23 49,800 | 14,400 28.9 64,200 | 41,900 84.1 91,700 | 20,200 40.6 70,000 
24 79,100 | 20,000 25.3 99,100 | 61,300 77.5 140,400 | 37,800 47.8 116,900 
25 29,100 9,200 31.6 38,300 | 23,300 80.1 52,400 | 13,400 46.1 42,500 
26 7,500 1,900 25.3 9,400 6,000 80.0 13,500 3,500 46.7 11,000 

i Subtotal 304,700 | 82,800 387,500 | 228,100 532,800 | 135,400 | aaa | 440,100 

Racine 

27 131,900 | 11,000 8.3 142,900 | 44,600 33.8 176,500 | 55,200 41.9 187,100 
28 28,500 6,800 23.9 35,300 | 20,400 71.6 48,900 | 11,700 41.1 40,200 
29 14,700 2,700 18.4 17,400 8,100 55.1 22,800 6,200 42.2 20,900 

Subtotal 175,100 | 20,500 195,600 | 73,100 | as | 248,200 | 73,100 | 418 248,200 

Kenosha 

30 100,200 | 20,700 20.7 120,900 | 40,800 40.7 141,000 | 51,700 51.6 151,900 
31 28,000 | 10,700 38.2 38,700 | 25,200 90.0 53,200 | 14,300 51.1 42,300 

Subtotal 128,200 | 31400 | 245 | 159,600 | 66,000 194,200 | 66,000 | 51 194,200 

Walworth 

32 10,200 2,900 28.4 13,100 6,300 61.8 16,500 4,900 48.0 15,100 
33 14,600 2,400 16.4 17,000 8.100 55.5 22,700 4,700 32.2 19,300 
34 50,200 | 14,700 29.3 64,900 | 42,200 84.1 92,400 | 25,500 50.8 75,700 

i Subtotal 75,000 | 20,000 95,000 | 56,600 131,600 | 35,100 110,100 

Region Total | 1,810,400 | 267,500 | 14.8 | 2,077,900 | 556,600 2,367,000 | 556,600 2,367,000 

| NOTE: Parentheses indicate a negative number. . 

| i Source: SEWRPC. 141



Table D-2 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY PLANNING ANALYSIS AREA i 

1990, 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN, AND 2020 ALTERNATIVE FUTURES LAND USE PLANS 

eT) 

2020 High-Growth : _ 2020 High-Growth i 

2020 Recommended Plan Decentralized Plan Centralized Plan 
County and 
Plannin Planned Increment Planned Increment Planned Increment 

Analysis Existing 1990-2020 Total 1990-2020 Total 1990-2020 Total i 

Ozaukee | 

1 2,000 700 35.0 2,700 2,300 115.0 4,300 900 45.0 2,900 

2 5,800 1,600 27.6 7,400 4,400 75.9 10,200 1,800 | 31.0 7,600 

3 10,200 3,000 29.4 13,200 9,300 91.2 19,500 3,800 37.3 14,000 

4 7,700 4,500 58.4 12,200 10,800 140.3 18,500 6,100 79.2 13,800 

Subtotal | 25,700 | | 9,800 | | 38.1 | 36,500 | 26,800 | | 104.3 | 52,500 | 12,600 | | 49.0 | 38,300 — i 

Washington | 

5 2,100 1,000 47.6 3,100 2,400 114.3 4,500 1,200 57.1 3,300 

6 12,600 6,800 54.0 19,400 14,100 111.9 26,700 | 9,000 71.4 21,600 

7 1,400 600 42.9 2,000 900 64.3 2,300 600 42.9 2,000 

8 1,900 1,400 73.7 3,300 2,600 136.8 4,500 1,600 84.2 3,500 

9 6,200 3,900 62.9 10,100 8,700 140.3 14,900 4,800 77.4 11,000 

10 5,000 4,900 98.0 9,900 9,300 186.0 14,300 7,500 150.0 12,500 

11 3,800 700 18.4 4,500 3,200 84.2 7,000 1,300 34.2 5,100 . i 

Milwaukee | 
12 27,400 1,400 5.1 28,800 600 2.2 28,000 2,200 8.0 29,600 

13 240,600 18,900 7.9 259,500 (27,300) (11.4) 213,300 25,000 10.4 265,600 i 

14 71,000 5,500 7.8 76,500 3,400 4.8 74,400 8,500 12.0 79,500 

15 19,600 1,800 9.2 21,400 500 2.6 20,100 3,600 18.4 23,200 

16 7,100 6,900 97.2 14,000 6,600 93.0 13,700 15,400 216.9 22,500 

17 7,400 5,700 77.0 13,100 4,300 58.1 11,700 14,100 190.5 21,500 . 

Waukesha 

18 11,100 4,400 39.6 15,500 9,300 83.8 20,400 6,000 54.1 17,100 

19 15,600 3,300 21.2 18,900 5,300 34.0 20,900 3,500 22.4 19,100 

20 11,700 4,400 37.6 16,100 10,600 90.6 22,300 — 7,000 59.8 18,700 

21 5,600 2,900 51.8 8,500 4,600 82.1 10,200 3,700 66.1 9,300 

22 4,400 2,900 65.9 7,300 6,000 136.4 10,400 3,300 75.0 7,700 

23 17,500 7,700 44.0 25,200 17,000 97.1 34,500 8,700 49.7 26,200 

24 28,800 13,700 47.6 42,500 26,900 93.4 55,700 17,300 60.1 46,100 

25 8,900 2,600 29.2 11,500 8,400 94.4 17,300 5,100 57.3 14,000 

26 2,400 1,200 50.0 3,600 2,100 87.5 4,500. 1,200 50.0. 3,600 

Subtotal 106,000 | 43,100 | 40.7 | 149,100 | 90,200 | 851 | 196,200 | 55,800 161,800 i 
Racine 

27 48,800 9,700 19.9 58,500 20,800 42.6 69,600 25,000 73,800 

28 9,500 3,300 34.7 12,800 7,900 83.2 17,400 4,800 14,300 

29 5,400 1,500 27.8 6,900 3,400 63.0 8,800 2,700 8,100 

Kenosha 

30 37,100 10,500 28.3 47,600 18,600 50.1 55,700 23,000 62.0 60,100 

31 9,900 4,300 43.4 14,200 10,100 102.0 20,000 6,000 60.6 15,900 

Walworth 

32 3,500 1,200 34.3 4,700 2,200 62.9 5,700 1,800 51.4 5,300 

33 5,000 1,100 22.0 6,100 3,200 64.0 8,200 1,800 36.0 6,800 

34 19,100 7,000 36.7 26,100 16,500 86.4 35,600 10,000 52.4 29,100 

Region Total | 676,100 | 151,000 | 22.3 | 827,100 | 229,000 | 339 | 905,100 | 238,300 | 353 | 914,400 

NOTE: Parentheses indicate a negative number. a 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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_ Table D-3 

i EXISTING AND PROPOSED EMPLOYMENT (JOBS) IN THE REGION BY PLANNING ANALYSIS AREA 

1990, 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN, AND 2020 ALTERNATIVE FUTURES LAND USE PLANS 
eee ence ree e eer ee cece ce eeee eee eee a 0 re aaa tasessaamsmmamamatmmmaeae 

i 2020 High-Growth 2020 High-Growth 
2020 Recommended Plan Decentralized Plan Centralized Plan 

County and 
Planning Planned Increment Planned Increment Planned Increment 

i Analysis Existing 1990-2020 Total 1990-2020 Total 1990-2020 Total 

Ozaukee 

1 2,300 1,100 47.8 3,400 2,000 87.0 4,300 1,400 60.9 3,700 
f 2 8,600 3,300 38.4 11,900 4,600 53.5 13,200 3,900 45.4 12,500 

3 12,700 3,800 29.9 16,500 5,900 46.5 18,600 4,800 37.8 17,500 
4 12,800 5,400 42.2 18,200 8.800 68.8 21,600 7,100 55.5 19,900 

Washington | 
5 2,400 400 16.7 2,800 800 33.3 3,200 600 25.0 3,000 
6 21,400 5,200 24.3 26,600 | 10,000 46.7 31,400 6,900 32.2 28,300 
7 1,600 100 6.3 1,700 200 12.5 1,800 100 6.3 1,700 
8 2,100 1,200 57.1 3,300 2,200 104.8 4,300 1,700 81.0 3,800 
g 9,900 6,700 67.7 16,600 | 12,900 130.3 22,800 9,600 97.0 19,500 

10 6,500 3,200 49.2 9,700 4,700 72.3 11,200 4,000 61.5 10,500 
11 2,200 200 9.1 2,400 300 13.6 2,500 200 9.1 2,400 

Subtotal | 46,100 | 17,000 | 369 | 63,100 | 31,100 | 675 | 77,200] 23,100 | 50.1 | 69,200 
Milwaukee 

12 44,000 5,600 12.7 49,600 4,400 10.0 48,400 5,800 13.2 49,800 
13 383,100 | 25,800 6.7 408,900 | 20,400 5.3 403,500 | 45,700 11.9 428,800 | 
14 137,600 3,400 2.5 141,000 900 07 | 138,500 | 11,300 8.2 148,900 
15 21,800 1,300 6.0 23,100 600 2.8 22,400 3,200 14.7 25,000 
16 20,500 6,100 29.8 26,600 9,600 46.8 30,100 | 10,500 51.2 31,000 

i 17 6,300 4,100 65.1 10,400 6,100 96.8 12,400 6,500 103.2 12,800 

| Waukesha 

18 27,600 7,900 28.6 35,500 | 10,700 38.8 38,300 9,100 33.0 36,700 
19 50,300 | 16,800 33.4 67,100 | 22,600 44.9 72,900 | 19,200 38.2 69,500 
20 21,600 5,100 23.6 26,700 8,000 37.0 29,600 6,200 28.7 27,800 
21 4,600 1,900 41.3 6,500 3,600 78.3 8,200 2,200 47.8 6,800 
22 5,700 4,600 80.7 10,300 5,300 93.0 11,000 4,800 84.2 10,500 

f 23 18,700 | 12,200 65.2 30,900 | 21,300 113.9 40,000 | 14,100 75.4 32,800 
24 55,400 | 21,800 39.4 77,200 | 31,100 56.1 86,500 | 25,700 A6.4 81,100 
25 6,100 2,500 41.0 8,600 4,000 65.6 10,100 2,700 44.3 8,800 
26 1,500 500 33.3 2,000 900 60.0 2,400 500 33.3 2,000 | 

i Subtotal | 191,500 | 73,300 | 38.3 264,800 | 107,500 299,000 | 84,500 276,000 
Racine 

27 70,500 | 14,000 19.9 84,500 | 18,400 26.1 88,900 | 22.700 32.2 93,200 
28 9,800 4,000 40.8 13,800 8,800 89.8 18,600 5,600 57.1 15,400 
29 8,500 1,900 22.4 10,400 3,400 40.0 11,900 2,200 25.9 10,700 

Subtotal 88,800 | 19,900 | 224 | 108,700 | 30,600 | 345 | 119,400 | 30,500 119,300 
Kenosha 

i 30 41,700 | 15,800 37.9 57,500 | 26,200 62.8 67,900 | 28,500 68.4 70,200 
31 9,200 4,300 46.7 13,500 7,800 84.8 17,000 5,700 62.0 14,900 

Subtotal 50,900 | 20,100 | 395 — 71,000 | 34,000 84,900 | 34,200 85,100 

Walworth 

32 3,000 1,500 50.0 4,500 2,000 66.7 5,000 1,700 56.7 4,700 
33 6,600 3,100 47.0 9,700 4,100 62.1 10,700 4,000 60.6 10,600 
34 30,600 | 15,100 49.4 45,700 | 22,800 745 53,400 | 17,200 56.2 47,800 

1,067,200 | 209,900 1,277,100 | 295,400 1,362,600 | 295,400 1,362,600 

i Source: SEWRPC. . 
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i Appendix E 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED POPULATION IN THE REGION BY SEWER SERVICE AREA 

i 1990, 2020 RECOMMENDED LAND USE PLAN, AND 2020 ALTERNATIVE FUTURES LAND USE PLANS 

set a RRS SSRI 

2020 High-Growth 2020 High-Growth 

2020 Recommended Plan Decentralized Plan Centralized Plan 

Planned Increment Planned Increment Planned Increment 
Existing 1990-2020 1990-2020 1990-2020 

County and Sewer Service Area Name 1990 Totat__[ Number | Percent_| Total | Number | Percent _| Total 
Kenosha County 

Bristol? 0.0... ceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1,370 1,210 88.3 2,580 4,620 337.2 5,990 2,090 182.6 3,460 
Kenostla c<.cossecasaenenmerasseareeuees 95,430 | 21,770 22.8 117,200 | 42,320 44.3 137,750 | 53,470 56.0 148,900 
Paddock Lakes icrwecce seers cnvaseeswecen 2,680 1,400 52.2 4,080 3,940 147.0 6,620 1,960 73.1 4,640 
Powers-Benedict,-Tombeau Lakes (part) ..... 0 1,260 2 1,260 1,850 “ 1,850 1,380 te 1,380 
GRINGO APSIt) occ nen ceteninn sew enaemes eee 720 290 40.3 1,010 300 417 1,020 300 41.7 1,020 

Salem? oa eeeneneceenasseecsesunseegecces 5,760 4,260 74.0 10,020 7,260 126.0 13,020 5,100 88.5 10,860 

Silver Lake: 26. icc eset ce seeeess ec teeees 1,760 1,720 97.7 3,480 2,690 152.8 4,450 1,950 110.8 3,710 

Twin Lakes ......0seceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 4,160 2,940 70.7 7,100 5,740 138.0 9,900 3,800 91.3 7,960 

Subtotal |_t11e80 | saeco [att [46730 | 68,720 | 614 | 180600 | 70050 | 626 | 181,920 | 
Outside Sewer Service Areas ..........++.-+ 16310 | (3,440) | (21.1) 12,870 | (2,690) | (16.8) | 13,620 | (4,040) | (24.8) | 12,270 | 

Milwaukee County 
Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District ... 933,690 65,210 7.0 998,900 (19,710) (2.1) 913,980 166,260 17.8 1,099,950 

South Milwaukee ..........-.- cece eee eee 20,890 860 41 21,750 150 0.7 21,040 2,090 10.0 22,980 

Ozaukee County 
BONG aieie eee cine nnsinisiniecniee- eine ein saanere 960 550 §7.3 1,510 2,840 295.8 3,800 740 Wa 1,700 

Cedarburg *....0.2.ccceseccsesessceoesnees 10,370 3,100 29.9 13,470 13,500 130.2 23,870 5,900 56.9 16,270 

Fredonia iiss eicucecw ieee eet eeeeyeeces 1,600 650 40.6 2,250 1,630 101.9 3,230 630 39.4 2,230 

Grafton. ceeeeeeeeeeeceeeeeeeeseaeeeees 9,930 2,040 20.5 11,970 | 13,800 139.0 23,730 3,580 36.1 13,510 
Lake ChUICH .......0cceeeeeeeeeeeeee neces 0 570 = 570 580 = 580 610 es 610 
Mequon/Thiensville ..........---++-+eeeee 18,940 8,010 42.3 26,950 25,190 133.0 44,130 13,590 71.8 32,530 

Newburg (part) acocssseevenssesexensusoes 90 40 44.4 130 420 466.7 510 40 44.4 130 
Port Washington) .cicscicsisssiecesnierssenass 9,360 1,490 15.9 10,850 6,890 73.6 16,250 2,510 26.8 11,870 

Saukville ......eceeceseceeeeseeeeeee seers 3,700 1,140 30.8 4,840 3,840 103.8 7,540 1,600 43.2 5,300 
Waubeka .......ccccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 0 340 me 340]... 690 = 690 350 a 360 

Outside Sewer Service Areas...........--.. | 17,890 | (1,830) | (10.2) | 16,060 | _ (6,330) | __ (35.4) 11,560 | (2,180) (12.2) 

[_CountyTotar ——SSC«|~Szsean | 16,100 | 221 | aa.a40 | es,050 | es6 | 135,890 | 27370 | 376 | 100,210 | 
Racine County 

BOWNOr LOKB:...nc:ep cre ewes eneseneeenen nee 0 1,850 -- 1,850 1,950 =< 1,950 1,940 -- 1,940 

Burlington® ioe. sin Wins esi wae nin duane eee: 11,180 2,770 24.8 13,950 8,210 73.4 19,390 6,270 56.1 17,450 

Caddy Viste egcecdccrcerccueeeaeeteneues 830 10 12 840 70 84 900 80 9.6 910 
Be GQlO CAR 6 icine viedisesea niin seni en 1,460 150 10.3 1,610 1,550 106.2 3,010 870 59.6 2,330 

ROCIO ABGIRY 0 tie rsince: anime sensei ceors iin en eae.e: 126,600 12,060 95 138,660 45,490 35.9 172,090 56,090 44.3 182,690 

Union Groved se nensecenesecevenceccesens 4,490 1,300 29.0 5,790 4,250 94.7 8,740 2,370 52.8 6,860 

Waterford/Rochester® ................00005 6,410 3,720 58.0 10,130 10,760 167.9 17,170 5,560 86.7 11,970 

WANE Lake is ceciiecime savin aainicie neenne 3,980 1,500 37.7 5,480 3,110 78.1 7,090 2,350 59.0 6,330 

Walworth County 
Darien ......cecceceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1,300 320 24.6 1,620 1,080 83.1 2,380 550 42.3 1,850 
Delavan/Delavan Lake.........sseeeeeenee 9,160 4,260 46.5 13,420 11,070 120.9 20,230 6,760 73.8 15,920 

East Troy! Cee eee enesececeeneeseenereences 3,510 2,730 77.8 6,240 5,820 165.8 9,330 4,560 129.9 8,070 

EIMNOMM viocesed cose cclanesacese ese rsees as. 5,510 2,190 39.7 7,700 6,770 122.9 12,280 4,320 78.4 9,830 

FONtANG sacecriwwisicnen awe eonieunne ewe 1,740 700 40.2 2,440 2,940 169.0 4,680 1,180 67.8 2,920 

Geneva National/Lake Como .........0000++ 0 1,710 ss 1,710 2,290 a 2,290 1,940 a 1,940 
Genoa City .....eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee sees 1,230 620 50.4 1,850 1,660 135.0 2,890 850 69.1 2,080 
Lake Geneva cox,qasccesccereoseresu ees 6,430 3,200 49.8 9,630 8,250 128.3 14,680 5,060 78.7 11,490 
Lyons? a6 Weblog We ee Sele NSU y's ee ewe e ew new wee 920 530 57.6 1,450 1,090 118.5 2,010 740 80.4 1,660 

Pell Lake ......eccceeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 0 1,970 S 1,970 2,230 ss 2,230 2,140 - 2,140 
Powers-Benedict-Tombeau Lakes (part) ...... 0 420 - 420 450 = 450 450 es 450 
GhArON ve sevseeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeees 1,320 200 18.2 1,520 790 59.8 2,110 390 29.5 1,710 
Walworth sonersjusscrsavvemiseveunerveec 1,680 750 44.6 2,430 2,870 170.8 4,550 1,840 109.5 3,520 
Whitewater (part) 2.2... cece eee ee cease 10,110 2,040 20.2 12,150 7,130 70.5 17,240 4,310 42.6 14,420 

WUMRTE BBY aioe s:c cc menwe ene neceewwens 2,280 760 33.3 3,040 2,720 119.3 5,000 1,640 71.9 3,920 

i 1290 | 266 | 95,000] 56610 | 755 | 131620 35.080 | 468 | 110,090 | 
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Appendix E (continued) i 

SS 

2020 High-Growth 2020 High-Growth i 
2020 Recommended Plan Decentralized Plan Centralized Plan 

Planned Increment Planned Increment Planned Increment 
Existing 1990-2020 1990-2020 1990-2020 

County and Sewer Service Area Name tag0_| Number | Percent | Total__| Number | Percent | Total_| Number [Percent | Total i 
Washington County 

Rilontonyo lice nieecwoentnan rain eacee oe 790 1,070 135.4 1,860 rr) 240.5 2,690 1,290 163.3 2,080 
Big Cedar Lake .........eeeeeeeeeeeeees 550 90 16.4 640 2,570 467.3 3,120 180 32.7 730 
Germantown... 0... 0eeeeeeceeeeeeeeeees 10,030 9,790 97.6 19,820 | 24,910 248.4 34940 | — 19,160 191.0 29,190 
Hartord! aawcaeasres yeusuranuensemecnn4 8,830 4,830 847 13,660 | 12,890 146.0 21,720 6,740 76.3 15,570 
Uacksonivcaansveceaniangenucnmenwecenane 2,520 2,540 100.8 5,060 6,080 241.3 8,600 3,390 134.5 5,910 
Kewaskum .....0.ececeeeeeeeneeeeeeeenes 2,530 1,700 67.2 4,230 4,870 192.5 7,400 2,090 82.6 4,620 

Little Cedar... sesscseeeeeeeeece eee eees 0 0 -- 0 980 -- 980 0 = 0 
Nowburg (part) csesse.ssrsavorasumvavcess 880 370 42.0 1,250 1,280 145.5 2,160 420 477 1,300 

Richfield «scessersveuservesseostenseeenes 0 0 -- 0} 10,310 ea 10,310 4,890 ea 4,890 
Slinger ies. vacuneuiuvaersecsneatmensuns 2,440 2,360 96.7 4,800 5,850 239.8 8,290 3,250 133.2 5,690 
West Band! vccnucnseecimuce screenees 24,700 | 13,240 53.6 37,940 | 31,860 129.0 56,560 | 20,300 82.2 45,000 

Subtotal |__ 83.270 [ 36.990 | 676 | 99260 | 103500 | 1943 | 156770 | 6n710 | 1158 | 114,980 | 
Outside Sewer Service Areas .....--..---+++ 42,070 | (2.880) | 6.1) | 39.490 | (11,310) | (269) | 30,760 | (6.820) (16.2) i 

| countytorat za | azato | 360 | 128,750 | 92190 | 96.7 | 187,530 
Waukesha County 

Beaver Lake ......0eeeeceeeeeeeeeeeeen ees 0 0 or 0 1,800 -- 1,800 0 = 0 
Big Bend... ...eeeeeeceneeeeeeeeeeeeues 0 0 = 0 4,300 4,300 1,400 = 1,400 
Brookfidld East: pvscecssvewucsskesuenoneas 16,850 20 0.1 16,870 3,950 23.4 20,800 1,030 6.1 17,880 
Brookfield West (s.ccsseeescemvecin santos 23,530 5,400 22.9 28,930 9,840 41.8 33,370 6,460 275 29,990 
Butler oo... occ eeeeeeeeeeeesueeeeeeenes 2,010 (120) (6.0) 1,890 80 4.0 2,090 80 4.0 2,090 
Delafield) 0... .cceeeeeeeeeeneeeeen ers 4,050 4,390 108.4 8,440 8,810 2175 12,860 5,480 136.3 9,530 
Donoon'Lake-<.sss42 ccucremn erence ec 1,100 120 10.9 1,220 700 63.6 1,800 220 20.0 1,320 
Dousman <cpuanssies ausanecnuvan susie 1,670 1,450 86.8 3,120 3,640 218.0 5,310 2,050 122.8 3,720 
Eagle ccssiesinva neon evinvatceanorseerusiioes 0 0 - 0 2,730 - 2,730 0 = 0 
EIM Grove ....seeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen ees 5,630 170 3.0 5,800 740 13.1 6,370 590 10.5 6,220 
Hartland ......ceseeeeeeenseceeeeseeeeees 7,510 3,850 513 11,360 5,900 78.6 13,410 5,020 66.8 12,530 
Menomonee Falls East ........00eeseeeeees 22,830 8,440 37.0 31,270 | 18,930 82.9 41,760 | 14,550 63,7 37,380 
Menomonee Falls S.W.........e00e0eee see 0 0 cS 0 4,550 -: 4,550 0 = 0 
Mukwonago sce ouerneeuoncenracenstsutine 4,680 4,310 92.1 990 | 12,910 275.9 17,590 7,890 168.6 12,570 
Muskego ......eeeceeeee sees eeseeereees 13,860 7,510 54.2 21,370 | 13,340 96.2 27,200 | 10,610 76.6 24,470 
New Berlin .......e.eeceeeeeeneeteeeeenes 26,990 9,560 35.4 36,550 | 31,520 116.8 58,510 | 19,870 73.6 46,860 
North ako: seas sacs sageunpcumeanconess: 0 710 -- 710 940 -- 940 760 os 760 
North Praitie ¢cwens. awe sonictessreaemnian st 0 1,970 .- 1,970 4,130 -- 4,130 3,300 a 3,300 
Oconomowock ...........eeeeeeeeeeee ees 12,300 7,180 58.4 19,480 | 20,670 168.0 32,970 | 10,330 84.0 22,630 
Oconomowoc Lake ........e.0eeeeeeeeees 0 500 -- 500 920 -- 920 530 oe 530 
Okauchoe Lake, vissevicscuteswocespaunars 0 5,220 = 5,220 7,460 oe 7,450 5,550 + 5,550 
Pewaukee! .acsuusieteunsnieenesnnncanies 12,880 | 10,790 83.8 23,670 | 28,410 220.6 41,290 | 16,930 131.4 29,810 

Pine Lake ......0.cceeeeeeeeeeeeueeeeees 0 0 -- 0 420 - 420 0 = 0 
Rainbow Springs™ ...........00e0seee eee 0 0 es 0 590 +s 590 0 2s 0 
Sussex/Lannon/Lisbon .......0..-00eeee ees 5,040 8,940 17.4 13,980 | 23,650 469.2 28,690 | 11,160 221.4 16,200 

Wales vrccisvsereusaearevtsssiesusresers 0 3,630 - 3,630 8,420 - 8,420 5,080 os 5,080 
Watikeslia: « cren cau uraucsncermeneunennes 58,580 | 14,770 25.2 73,350 | 46,810 79.9 105,390 | 30,020 81.2 88,600 

Outside Sewer Service Areas.............-. | 85,230 | (16,010) (1.8) | 69,220 | (38,150) (44.8) | 47.080 | (23,580) | (27.7) | _61,660 | 

Inside Sewer Service Areas .................. | 1,594,330 | 299,410 18.8 | 1,893,740 | 620,740 38.9 | 2,215,070 | 600,830 37.7 | 2,195,160 
Outside Sewer Service Areas .............-.. | 216,100 | (31,900) (14.8) 184,200 | (64,140) (29.7) 151,960 | (44,230) (20.5) 171,870 

[Region Tort  te0.40 | 267610 [148 | 2,077,000 | 566600 | 30.7 | 2,267,030 | 556,600 2,367,030 
NOTE: Parentheses indicate a negative number. 
includes George Lake Sewer Service Area. 

includes Camp Lake, Center Lake, Cross Lake, Hooker Lake, Montgomery Lake, Rock Lake, and Wilmot Sewer Service Areas. 

¢includes Browns Lake Sewer Service Area. 

includes Southern Wisconsin Center Sewer Service Area. j 

®Includes Tichigan Lake Sewer Service Area. 

‘includes Alpine Valley, Army Lake, and Potter Lake Sewer Service Areas. 

includes Country Estates Sanitary District Sewer Service Arca. i 
includes Pike Lake Sewer Service Area. 

‘includes Silver Lake Sewer Service Area. 

Jincludes the Village of Nashotah and Nemahbin Lakes Sewer Service Areas. 
Kincludes the Village of Lac La Belle and Silver Lake Sewer Service Areas. 

includes Pewaukee Lake, Town of Pewaukee, and Village of Pewaukee Sewer Service Areas. 
Includes Eagle Spring Lake and Mukwonago County Park Sewer Service Areas. 

Source: SEWRPC. i 
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