B e ——

RD.

HILLTOP.

DOM LAKE RD.
@
@

)
|
§

-
3 |
m
o
A — ﬂﬂ’m‘ m
7,
B
w W’P
! ALDER RD.
o
s/
R N A /
%J =N

PIONEER £

SILVER BEACH l RD.

. H HICKORY GRQVE RD. T z
\WISCONSIFS . /=
PROPERTY S ~ s =
PIONEER N = —
= N W K N\ 18
H \ 16 3 it = ey 14 o 13
5 ;u', 13 8 w H A\ _ -~
& A * . K o
= o . - H E &BJ A ‘Q aiom |24 N LAKE
g §? % & gl 5 =& = : . N pl 5 ;\7 S| CHURCH
e i £ = . - - A s N
H = = 3 . L .
=N - f =57 £ leaouy bons 3ro e 8 N / 3 HARRINGTON
& = BELGIUMKOHLER | RD. o = S &= ) s g‘-ﬁ < s o Q g 5
S é ~ 76 : = i 3 —t
< 2 @ = g - (Viy H Z|2 = 23 " = it
= ™ & o= ~ Y 24 )
1Z |8 xoH[LER ® L [c; E 20 N 3 %
2 e 2 = g 2 E g o - i« | ;fsms
a s B H ? ) o) =
£ g £ » 2 E«Z / (ONN A==
% 2 — C | CEDAR|BEACH RD.
= s % N — = B wiLLOW VALLEY RD. = -——F A
g = =T e 5 =3 3 AN % \ £ y
RIVER DR. o —— - - = A 2 . r 7 — = |
El 3 v w
o, g W g &= 8 8 ==
4 ks, o« 29 * &
& 3 3 §<"_ 30 2| |
27 3| 6 N \ g >3
i) 2 —~ = | 3 83
HOLY 5§
‘e E > i % cross | sanpy__|| BEAcH RD” Y
D ! H \ o )4
— 8
3 : 5(s
| = ¢ \ ol WA N
'WAUBEDONIA u S S,
3 PARK A 31 3 g z 36 [
g oy v . 20 3 A ¢ S g 9
: 2 3 N 3 HE
o a8y 5 =) 3
: 5 ;%:. =7 j;?j f; g ‘ = | e v BELGUTM ® 8 T12N
3 o S T TN
) 05 g H : i{”' _ _= ASHINGTON]
v 3 . i
10 3 - 1 = = ? NS 8 ey i e i
= Rt 2 1
AE) ( = SeE - : (‘fl
: J &
j @ % == = g = g
|5 owew o =7 = 3] L e . ; = E
= HAWTHORNE i X
j < ¢ = \%” ( — HILLS 44 == ‘é’/ 9 b DRA
X N % (3 PARK. = £ = - _ S
= Telt
E - =YX 3 ¥ = J
= ] =i s : :
= = i ) 3
IS e ! O ﬂ
I
H
] %,
- 9m . N 3
=z
Bl 3 € 3y 2 |[omve EPINS !
RPORT REN .
16 RS \
1
&
- | N &
| w \
5o oy
3 218G I
1|2 = 2
fle= ) A
&l z %
= = e ¥ S
S Z|<
%Y E 5 Z
E RO’ ;‘ @ Z LAKE PARK
2, knoLwoon = NN B =
) 2 6@‘%[} NN Sl 3 - & PORT
< 5 Y| ) WASHINGTON
ol
= ¥4
R 33 PYNASR A oA -
% u %) 2R = “:v\“ «f fH=2 %
j . = N B o) 1
s = = g 7
ARBORETUM i RIS ol p
ST AUGUSTINE RO, . . G
=N - = S
"g ©) = 5 < & S = St 33
% = K f i 2 €9 /
4 EF ool G g : 1 R
> R & SHS
— > 10 3 :ﬁz
SAU. e ok 2
3
G 5
o DA GH N
: = by = g
g = 77 7 3 N
£ Sy p=E g S
S% EE g g = m
= i = W A= 5 5 5
o= B S 9| = 8 3 ® S Q
P G Q = = B N
.8 L—. &, —q— |t TR
5 3 = @ <« F | E g 3 g
H > g 4 :% % D
s i
=[5 8 = &
4 é@ =0
a6, EDAR gf é H
A!//’/G = TERMINAL
% y
- V‘*GST%“ZAV*% @ 1e 3|9 TN, v
T e waeners| m( ro ) lﬁﬁ | =93 12 5 )
=Y - e 1A :
s -
= % 3 = ® CEDAR\GREEK P RD.
: - N
ORNS; N = IS
Z2 \CORN &
| =4 s [ = . N\ = N ]
== = S 1 13 18 QUNEAD,
= = A7 : - =, 2 3 Y @)
- % 2 g i =t M 2 5
2 = © 2] g s 8] SIS
ge Rk RN N ™~
; 9 % g: 5 - -
D ALY —~nE bLac®
i
S ? PERVISORS
N B N . 20 st
9|
“bE 10 E£</PILANNING COMMISSION
= O I
H - S (€
3 o o / NS R B
N ) —f T %




SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

OZAUKEE COUNTY
FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN
CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

KENOSHA COUNTY

Adelene Greene,
Secretary

Robert W. Pitts

Michael J. Skalitzky

MILWAUKEE COUNTY
Marina Dimitrijevic
William R. Drew,

Vice Chairman
John Rogers

OZAUKEE COUNTY

Thomas H. Buestrin
David W. Opitz
Gus W. Wirth, Jr.

RACINE COUNTY
Gilbert B. Bakke
David Eberle
Peggy L. Shumway

WALWORTH COUNTY

Charles L. Colman

Nancy Russell,
Treasurer

Linda J. Seemeyer

WASHINGTON COUNTY

Daniel S. Schmidt

Daniel W. Stoffel

David L. Stroik,
Chairman

WAUKESHA COUNTY

Michael A. Crowley
Jose Delgado
James T. Dwyer

CITIZEN LOCAL GOVERNMENT
APPOINTEES APPOINTEES

Lee Schlenvogt, Chairperson John Blasczyk
Shawn Graff, Vice Chairperson Mike Didier
Benjamin Arnold Ron Heinritz
Dale Buser Lynda Huebner
William Fleming Barbara Jobs
Cathy Jones Francis Kleckner
Young Kim John Riordan, Alternate
Bryan Kligora Eric Ryer
Mary Korte Kathryn Smallish, Alternate
Edward Miller Roy Wilhelm
Christine O'Neil Steve Wilkinson
Erin Ortiz Jac Zader
Bob Roden
Lynde Uihlein
Pat Wilborn
Mike Winker

OZAUKEE COUNTY OZAUKEE COUNTY

LAND PRESERVATION COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING
BOARD BOARD

Jennifer Rothstein, Chairperson Thomas Richart, Chairperson

Franklin Madden, Vice Chairperson Cindy Bock, Vice Chairperson

Barbara Jobs

Irena Macek

Glenn Stumpf

Donald Korinek, Alternate

Barbara Jobs

Donald Korinek

James Melichar

Mike Paulus

Caroline Torinus

Chris Ford, Alternate
Marjie Tomter, Alternate

Special acknowledgement is due the following individuals who regularly
served on the Land Preservation Board (LPB) or Comprehensive Planning
Board (CPB) during the course of the planning program: the late Timothy
Kaul, former LPB Chairperson and CPB Vice Chairperson; Robert
Walerstein, former LPB and CPB member; Paul Hayes and William Niehaus,
former LPB members; and Alan Kletti, former CPB member. Special
acknowledgement is also due to the staff, plan commissions, and governing
bodies of the cities, villages, and towns in Ozaukee County for their
participation and assistance during the planning process.

SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGIONAL
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF

Kenneth R. Yunker, PE. ... ...

StephenP.Adams ..........

Nancy M. Anderson,AICP . . . ..

Michael G.Hahn, PE,PH ... ..

ChristopherT. Hiebert, PE. . . . .

ElizabethA.Larsen . .........

JohnG.McDougall ..........

Dr.DonaldM.Reed .........

Donald P. Simon,RLS. .......

William J. Stauber. .. ........

.......... Executive Director

...... Public Involvement and
Outreach Manager

.......... Chief Community
Assistance Planner

Chief Environmental Engineer
Chief Transportation Engineer
......... Business Manager

..... Geographic Information
Systems Manager

............. Chief Biologist

... . Chief Planning lllustrator

..... ChiefLand Use Planner

STAFF SUPPORT PROVIDED BY:
OZAUKEE COUNTY

PLANNING AND PARKS DEPARTMENT

ANAIEW STIUCK ...t Director
Tom Dueppen.... Specialist
LiSA HASEIOW ...t Intern

Steven Kunst..... .Former Intern
Laura Catherman .. ....Former Intern
Cynthiad DEGIOOL........cciviieiiiiiieeiieee e Office Assistant IV

LAND AND WATER MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

Andy HoISChDACh ..........cooiiii e Director
Jeffrey Bell ... Coordinator

ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT

THOMAS MEAUX ...ttt County Administrator

Dan O'NEIl....cviiiiiiiiiiiee e Agricultural Agent
Nicole Sidoff Former Community Resource
Development Educator

SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN
REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION

NaNCY ANAEISON.......eiiiiiieiieitiiieee st Chief Planner
Richard Kania.... ..Principal Planner
Robbie Robinson..
JOYCe Gramz .......cccuvvviiiiiiiciiiiiccin e




Community Assistance Planning Report No. 87 (2nd Edition)

A FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN
FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY:: 2035
OZAUKEE COUNTY, WISCONSIN

Prepared by the

Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
W239 N1812 Rockwood Drive
P.O. Box 1607
Waukesha, Wisconsin 53187-1607
WWW.Sewrpc.org

and the

Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department
121 W. Main Street
P.O. Box 994
Port Washington, WI 53074
WWW.C0.0zaukee.wi.org

The preparation of this plan was financed in part through a farmland preservation planning grant from the
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection.

December 2013

$10.00



(This page intentionally left blank)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page
REPORT SUMMARY ....cccooiviiiiieieieieieneans Xi
Vision Statement .........cccccovvveveieninciese e Xi
INtrOdUCEION ... xi
Planning Committee and Process...........cc.ccccvenene Xii
Inventory and AnalysiS.........cccccevevveeiieeninesinenn, Xii
Agricultural and
Environmental Resources .........ccccoevveerenee. xii
Demographic Information and
Existing Plans and Ordinances...................... Xii
LESA ANaIYSIS......oviiiiiiiiiiiene e Xii
Existing Farms and
Agricultural Products.........ccccevvieviieniennnenn Xiii
Land Use-Related Information......................... xiii
Trends and Projections ...........ccoceevvvierencnnennn Xiii
Population, Household, and
Employment Projections..........c.ccccceervennnnnn xiii
Agricultural Products .........ccccoovviniiencinnnen Xiv
Agricultural Innovations ............ccccceeeveieennene, Xiv
Public Involvement...........ccoocoioviiiiiiniieeee XV
Farmland Preservation Areas .........c..cccocveceenenens XV
Recommendations .........cccccoevvveveveneniie e e XVi
IMplementation............ccoevereieiine e XVi
CONCIUSION ... Xvii
Chapter I—INTRODUCTION AND
BACKGROUND .....coooviiereeice e 1
INtrodUCEION ... 1
History and Overview of
Farmland Preservation
Planning in Ozaukee County ...........ccccccvu.e.. 2
Overview of Comprehensive Planning ............ 3
Purpose of Protecting Farmland .............ccccceeeee 9
Statutory Requirements ............ccoovvererereiecinnnene 10
Plan Certification Expiration and
Recertification Process...........cceevvvviverinnnn. 10
Inventory and Trends ..........ccoceeveveieevenieenenne 11
Designation of Farmland
Preservation Areas ..........ccoccevevveveseseesennnns 11

Page
Designation of Agricultural

ENterprise Areas ......ccccvvvevieereereeseeseesnesnns 11
Identification of Issues, Goals,

Policies, Strategies, and Actions .................. 12
Public Participation Plan.............cccccovvvviinnnne. 12
Plan Review and Adoption ............ccoceveveiennen 12
Consistency Between the

Farmland Preservation Plan and

Comprehensive Plans and Ordinances .......... 13

Planning Committee and Process............cc.cceeu.... 13
Committee Structure and By-Laws................... 13
Planning Process.......cccccvevvvviieveceee e 13
Plan Implementation............cccccevevveieiecnennn, 14

Report FOrmat........ccccovvvevcee e 14

Chapter II—INVENTORY
AND ANALYSIS ..o, 15

INtrOAUCTION. ... 15

Part 1: Soils and Agricultural Resources.............. 15
S0il ASSOCIALIONS ..o, 15
Saturated SOIlS ......cocovviiiirc 17
Soil Suitability for Agricultural Production...... 17
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site

Assessment (LESA) Analysis..........ccccoeeene. 19
Soil Erosion Potential

for Agricultural Lands..........c.cccccoveviivciennne 24
Farm Drainage DistrictS.......cccccccovvvevieviecinnnnn, 24
Existing Farmland............cccoccooee v iieiecnn, 26
Farm Production and Revenue.............ccccoevee... 27

Sales Value by Agricultural Sector ............... 27

Production Value for Certain Crops.............. 29

Crops and LivestocK........cccovvevvivevicieciennn, 29

GOt 30
FOrage. ..o 30
SOYDEANS ..o 30
Small Grains......c.cccovevvevevenieie e 31
LIVESLOCK ....cvviviiiciisicsieeeee e 31

Agricultural Products
Produced by Farms.........ccccccevevvvieeiieninennn 31



Farm Income and Labor..........ccccoevvveinennnnne
Number of Farms by

Agricultural Product Sales Value ..............

Number, Size, and Value of Farms...............
Farms Enrolled in State and

Federal Preservation Programs ............cc.......
Agricultural Infrastructure

and Support SErviCes.........ccoovvrererereeineenn.
Specialty Crops and Other

Types of Agriculture..........ccococevvieniiiininne

Part 2: Other Related Natural

and Cultural RESOUICES .........ccccevevevvereeiennn
Topography and Geology........cccevvvvviveeiveiinenn
Water RESOUICES.......cuvvevieevieeciee e e see e

Major Watersheds,

Subwatersheds, and Subbasins .................
Surface Water Resources-

Lakes, Rivers, and Streams.............cccce.ee.
Wetlands ...
Floodplains and Shorelands..............ccccc.......
Groundwater ReSOUICES .......cccvvvveverveeeeeriene

FOrest RESOUICES ........eoeivieiiiieiiee e
Woodlands ........cceveieeieiiiicseceee e
Managed Forest Lands...........ccocooereneriennnnn.

Natural Areas, Critical Species
Habitats, and Geological Sites..........c..ccoc.v....
Natural Areas ........cccceeeveiiveveieeie e seesiesnes
Critical Species Habitat and Aquatic Sites ...
Significant Geological Sites..........ccccccevvenen.

Environmental Corridors and
Isolated Natural Resource Areas...................

Park and Open Space Sites..........ccocverererinnne
Park and Open Space Sites

Owned by Ozaukee County ..........ccceveunene.
Park and Open Space Sites

Owned by the State of Wisconsin..............
Park and Open Space Sites

Owned by the Federal Government...........
Park and Open Space Sites Owned by

Local Governments, School Districts,

or Other Public Districts.........cccccveveriennene
Private and Public Interest Resource-

Oriented Park and Open Space Sites .........

Conservation Easements .........cccocvevevvevenienenas

Environmentally Sensitive Lands
and Potential Natural Limitations
to Building Site Development...........c..c........

CliMate ..o

Cultural RESOUICES ......cevveeiereierieiee e
HiStOric SIteS....oovivieiececeeec e

Page
National and State Registers
of Historic Places ........cccccoveveveveevnvnnnnn, 71
Local Landmarks.........cccoevveieeieeieciecnnnns 71
State Historical Markers...........cccocovevvennnns 71
Additional Historic Sites..........ccccevvvriverinns 71
Archaeological ReSOUrCes .........c.cccevvvevernnne. 71
Local Historical Societies and Museums....... 75
Cultural Venues, Events,
and Organizations............ccecevvevveeeseernenn 75
Part 3: Existing and Historical
Population, Household, and
Employment Characteristics...........ccovvrveriennnns 75
Population Trends........cccoecveveevieeieevieesee s 75
Age Distribution .........ccccooevvvv i, 77
HOUSENOIAS ... 79
Employment ... 79
Farm Employment...........ccccccevviveie e, 80
Part 4: Existing Land Uses, Utilities,
and Community Facilities..........cc.ccoovvriiennn. 80
Historical and Existing Land Uses.................... 80
Historical Urban Growth ..............ccccovivene. 81
Urban Service Areas.......ccccocevvevveieesivesineanns 81
Existing Land USES.........cccoevevvieeieveieenn, 84
Urban Land USES.......cccccceeveeveeveeieenieennn, 84
Nonurban Land USeS.........cccocevevvevvevnennn. 86
Transportation..........cccceevevereeieseseese e 86
Streets and Highways ..........ccccoovvviiinenienns 86
Public Transportation ............c.ccoccevvevveeennnne 86
Other Transportation
Facilities and Services...........cccoevevvvevnenen. 87
Rail Freight Services........cccccoevvoveieirinnne 87
Ports and Harbors.........cccceevee v, 87
ATIPOIS oo 88
ULIHEIES ..o 88
Sanitary Sewer Service........coccovvvvveveneeiiennens 88
Private Onsite Wastewater Treatment........... 88
Water SUPPIY .c.oovveiiiic e 89
Stormwater Management Facilities............... 89
Electric Power Service ........ccocevvvvivvevennnane 89
Natural Gas Service.........cccoovveverenvrieernnennns 91
Telecommunications Service........c.cocevvvenienne 91
Solid Waste Management Facilities............... 91
Community Facilities and Services.................. 92
Health Care FacilitieS........ccccoevvviviiviniiennn, 92
Government and Public
Institutional Centers .........cccceveeveevieieennenns 92
POlIiCE SEIVICES ..ovvvvevieieeciiee e 92
Fire Protection Services.........ccceeveviverivesinnnnn, 92
Emergency Medical Services............cccveue.e. 92
Dispatch Centers.........ccovvvvriineneneieieen 93



Public and Private Schools..............ccccccoue..e.
Part 5: Existing Plans ..........cccccooevievieniincinennnnns
Farmland Preservation Plan
for Ozaukee COUNtY ........ccccvevvvevveieeiie e
Land Use and Comprehensive Plans................
Areawide Land Use Plan ..........cccccocvveinnnn.
Ozaukee County Multi-Jurisdictional
and Local Comprehensive Plans................
Park and Open Space Plans............cccccoeevvinnnne
Ozaukee County Park
and Open Space Plan ........ccccccoevvvvveiennne
City, Village, and Town
Park and Open Space Plans ..........cccccoeev.e
Regional Natural Areas Plan............c.c.ccv...
Comprehensive Conservation
Plan for the Leopold Wetland
Management DIStrict ...........ccocevererenennn
Wisconsin Statewide Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan.............cccccevenene.
Conservation and Greenway
Connection Plans ..........ccocevvvveieivecennne
North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife
and Farming Heritage Area Plan ...............
Water Quality and Supply Plans.....................
Water Quality Management Plan..................
Water Quality Management Plan Update .....
Regional Water Supply Plan..........cc.cccccoe...
Ozaukee County Land and
Water Resource Management Plan...............
Part 6: Existing Regulations..............cc.cccccovevnnnnn.
ZONING ettt e
County Shoreland and
Floodplain Zoning Ordinances..................
Local Zoning Ordinances..........c.cccovverveenenns
Extraterritorial Zoning Regulations...............
Land Division Regulations...........c...ccccceevernnne.
Extraterritorial Platting Authority .................
Official Mapping Ordinances............cc.cceceevenae
Nonmetallic Mining Reclamation....................
Erosion Control and
Stormwater Management..........ccccovvvennenne.
SUMMANY .o
Part 1. Soils and Agricultural Resources..........
Part 2: Other Related Natural
and Cultural RESOUICES .........cccvvererieiiiinins
Part 3: Existing and Historical
Population, Household, and
Employment Characteristics...........cc.cccueuee.

Page
Part 4: Existing Land Uses, Utilities,
and Community Facilities...........c.ccoceverennn. 114
Part 5: EXisting Plans..........ccccoovvvvenencinnnnn 115
Part 6: Existing Regulations ..........c..ccccceevenene. 115
Chapter 11— TRENDS
AND PROJECTIONS ..., 117
INErOdUCTION ..o, 117
Population, Household, and
Employment Trends and Projections................ 117
Population and Households Projections ........... 118
Employment Projections...........cccccvvveveieninennn, 120
Land Use Conditions and Trends...........ccccccveeene 122
Existing Land Use Conditions.............cccccvvenen. 122
Land Supply and Demand .............c.ccceevennenne. 122
Land PriCe.....coovvvee e 125
Changes in Nature/Scope of Agriculture ........... 125
General Agricultural
Market Value Trends.........ccocovvverererennnn. 126
Agricultural Sector Sales.........ccccooeivviiennnne. 126
Production.........ccoceveieiie i 128
Processing .....ccevveveiiiieieie e 128
Supply and Demand............ccoceoereneieniennnnn 129
Distribution ...........ccoooviieiiiiieeee e 129
ENLErPriSeS ...ocvevveciei e, 130
Urban AgriCulture..........ccooeovineneneiceens 130
Agricultural Diversification............cccoceeevreneann. 131
Organic Farming........c.ccocevvevieeieeieie e, 131
Organic Dairy Farming..........c.ccoecevvvvenennn. 132
AQUACUITUIE ..o 132
Aqguaponics/Hydroponics .........c..cceveeveaneen, 133
Specialty Crops and FOOdS ..........ccccevevvvrennnenn, 133
Orchards.......coocveeeieieeese e s 134
Horticulture........cccooe e 135
AQFi-tOUNISM ..o 135
Value-Added Agriculture ..........cccoovvervnnnnnn 136
Equine INdUSEIY ... 137
Others Types of Farming Industries ............... 138
Apiculture (Bee-Keeping) ........cccoververvennne. 138
Maple Syrup Farms ........ccccceevevieviesieeinenn 139
Forest Products .........cccoeevevnenenenenenienen 139
Farms, Land Leases, and
Renewable ENErgy ......ccccevvvevevveieceennenne. 139
Wind Power and Cell Towers.................. 139
Solar POWEN .....coviieiieeee e 140
Geothermal Energy ........cccooeeevevvevecnennnn, 140
Anaerobic Digestion.........c.ccccevevveinnnnnan 141
Innovations in Agriculture ...........cccoceveieienne. 141
Biotechnology......ccccoevivvviiiieiiicceeceenecie, 141
BIOfUBIS.....ocvviieecee e, 142



Biodiesel Production...........ccccocevvviinnnnne. 142
Ethanol Production...........c.ccooeviiiiennnnne 142
Supporting Agriculture..........cccoceevvvinencnennenn 143
Promoting and Marketing
Locally Grown Foods .........ccccoevvevievnennnnne 143
Something Special from Wisconsin............. 144
Grocers Buy Local ..., 144
Savor WISCONSIN .....cvvvveieieeiee e, 144
Buy Fresh/Buy Local ...........ccccovevvvviiennnne. 145
[0 Tox: | ] | ¢ SR 145
Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin Program ............ 145
Community Supported Agriculture.............. 145
Rare Earth Farm........ccccooovvviniinnens 146
Wellspring Farm........cccccoevvvvieevin e, 146
Willoway Farm .........cccoevevvveviniiieiecie 146
Farmers’ Markets........ccocevvviviieeneseeriesinne 146
Community Gardens .........cccoeeveevrvrerenennns 147
Farm to School Program ..........c..cccceeevnennee. 148
Farm to Restaurant Program ........................ 148
Culinary InCubators...........ccovovvirenencniceenns 148
EVENES ..o 149
Marketing Farming and Products.................... 149
SUMMATY it 150
Chapter IV—PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ...... 153
INtrOdUCEION ... 153
Planning Website..........ccccooovivivi i, 153
Working Lands Initiative
Information Meetings..........cccovvvviiririnicriennen. 153
Kick-Off Meetings........ccocveeerereeieneieeecieee, 154
Public Opinion SUMVEY ........cccceevveveevieevee e, 154
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities,
and Threats (SWOT) Analyses .......ccccceeeeuennee. 155
FPPCAC, LPB, and CPB SWOT
Analyses Results — Top Priorities................ 155
SErENGLNS ..o 155
WEAKNESSES .....covviiiiiisiee e 158
OPPOrtUNITIES. .. .ecieeieeie e 158
TRrEatS ..o 158
FOCUS GIOUPS....ccvvitiriieiiitinee et 159
Town of DUNN TOUT ..o 159
PUDIIC EVENTS....oviiiiiceeee e 160
Countywide Public Information
Meetings and Public Hearing..............ccccccvenue. 160
Other Public INput.........ccccov e 160
SUMMAIY i 160
Chapter V—FARMLAND
PRESERVATION AREAS.......c.ccoceviiiienne 163
INtrOdUCEION ... 163

vi

Page
Criteria Used to Identify

Farmland Preservation Areas...........cccccecerennnn 163
Farmland Preservation Areas...........ccccocererennnn 166
Farmland Preservation Plan .............ccccccoceeineee 168

Farmland Preservation Areas and

Other Agricultural and Rural Lands............ 175
Farmland Preservation Areas ............ccc.c..... 175
Other Agricultural and Rural Lands............ 175
Urban Development...........c.ccoovviinineicnenns 175
Environmentally Significant Areas................. 175
Primary Environmental Corridor................. 175
Secondary Environmental Corridor............. 176
Isolated Natural Resource Areas.................. 176
Other Conservancy
Lands to be Preserved .........cccccovcveveiennens 176
Nonfarmed Wetlands............cc.ccocevernriennne. 176
Farmed Wetland (Overlay)........cccccoevvennnnne 177
Surface Water ........cocooevvveveniienene e 177
100-Year Floodplain (Overlay) ................... 177

Project Boundaries..........cccceoeiviiineniencniennns 177
SUMMATY .ottt 178
Chapter VI—VISION, ISSUES,

AND RECOMMENDATIONS..........cccveennee. 179
INtrOAUCTION. ... 179
Vision Statement...........ccooevoviiinii e 179
Basic Concept and Definitions............c..cccceene.e. 179
Key Land Use Issues Related

to Preserving Farmland............cc.ccoovveieiennn, 180

Land Use and Urban Development................. 181

Public Opinion SUrvey.........ccccoceveveieiinninns 181

SWOT ANAIYSES ... 181

Focus Group Workshops ........ccccvvevieiieeninens 182
Agricultural-Related Recommendations............ 182

Overall Agricultural Resources

Goals and Objectives........cccceveeevveveeieennn. 183

Soil Suitability for Agricultural

Production Recommendations.................... 183
Local Recommendations ............cccccccveruenene 184
Farmland Protection and
LESA Analysis Recommendations ............. 185
Local Recommendations ............cccccccveuennne 187
Protection of Farms and
Farming Recommendations............c..c......... 188
Local Recommendations .............ccccccvervenens 190
Other Related Recommendations....................... 190

Protection of Natural Resources............c........ 191

INVASIVE SPECIES......cerviiirieieiiire e 192

Water Quality........ccooeovviiiiiiiicccce 193

Cultural RESOUICES.......ceeverreeeieieeiesie e 195



Page Page
LaNd USES.....cviiiieiiiisicnieeeeee s 196 Tax Credit Eligibility Requirements............... 211
HOUSING ..o 197 Soil and Water
Transportation ..........cccccveveereveeieenese e, 197 Conservation Compliance ............c.ccccveeenee. 212
Utilities and Community Facilities ................. 198 Agricultural Enterprise Areas..........cccoeeevenne. 213
Economic Development...........ccocovvviiicnnne 199 Farmland Preservation Agreements ............ 214
SUMMATY i 200 Agreement Conversion Fees..........cccccoeene. 214
Conservation Easements..........ccoceevvererienenn 214
Chapter VII—IMPLEMENTATION............. 203 Purchase of Development
INErOUCION ..o 203 Rights (PDR) and Purchase
Plan Review, Adoption, and Integration ............ 203 of Agricultural Conservation
Plan Amendment Procedure..........c.cccevvervevnenens 204 Easements (PACE)........ccccccvvvevevevvenenn. 214
Consistency Between the Farmland Other Conservation Techniques..........c..ccocervenas 215
Preservation Plan and Comprehensive Transfer of Development
Plans and Ordinances..........cccooeeeveveireeiiecreenenn 205 Rights (TDR) ....ooviiiiie e 215
Plan Implementation Program Priorities ............ 205 Conservation Subdivisions.............cc.ccceeenee. 216
High Priority Programs ...........ccccccvevvveiieninenenn 206 LOt AVEraging ......cccovevereeneneie e 220
Program Rankings Density Bonus INCENLIVE.........ccovvvririiicieins 221
(About top 30 percent)........cccccevevereeriennnn 206 Fee-Simple Purchase .........ccccvcvviveveivcnenne, 221
Farmland Preservation Tools DONALIONS ... 221
Under the State Program...........ccccccvvvevvenvennnnn, 208 Right-To-Farm Ordinances...........cccocceeeevenene 222
Farmland Preservation Zoning............c.cocu...... 208 Agricultural Nuisance Notices...........cc.cccee.... 222
Z0ning DISriCtS ....c.cooevvereeeicice e 209 Recommendations to
Farmland Preservation Zoning Increase Housing Density.........ccccccevvevennene. 222
Ordinance Certification and Funding and Support Programs............ccceceveveene 223
Updates/Recertification .............cc.cvcenvenen 210 Intergovernmental Cooperation
REZONING ..o, 210 and Agreements ........cooeeerveriniinenene e 223
Conditional Use as an Plan Updates .........cccoeveieeieie e 224
Alternative to Rezoning..........ccceevevvernnnne 210 SUMMANY .ooeiieiie et nnees 224
LIST OF APPENDICES
Appendix Page
A Chapter 91, “Farmland Preservation,” of the Wisconsin StatuteS..........c.cccocvvvveveiecieiese e, 227
B Public Participation Plans for Amending the Ozaukee County Multi-Jurisdictional
Comprehensive Plan and for the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan..............c.ccccooenene. 239
C Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee By-Laws ................... 251
D Local Government Zoning District Maps and Regulations...........c.ccceoviiiinineneneiccsescciee 255
E Agricultural, Natural, and Cultural Resource Programs Available in Ozaukee County .................. 277
F PUDIIC OPINION SUIVEBY ...ttt 289

G Results of Focus Group Meetings on Farmland Preservation in Ozaukee County ..........cccccccevueeee. 335



Appendix

H

Table

OO WN

[
B oo

11
12
13

14

15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27

28
29

Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors Resolutions and
Ordinance Adopting the Farmland Preservation Plan ..........c.ccccevvevi i

Program PriOrity RESUITS .......c.oiuiiiiiiiiiise bbb

The Conservation Subdivision DESIGN PrOCESS ........civiiiieieeieeieeseeseese e teeste e e e snee e eneeees

LIST OF TABLES

Chapter I
Comparison of Previous and Existing Farmland Preservation Planning Requirements...................
Chapter 11

Agricultural Soil Capability in OZaukee COUNLY........cceiiiiiiiiiiiece e
Soil Productivity Ratings for Cropland (Land Evaluation Ratings) in Ozaukee County .................
Ozaukee County LESA SCOIES: 2007 ......c.uoiieieeieeieesiesiteeseesteesteesteesteesseessaeaneeesteesanessessseesseessenas
Agricultural Land in Ozaukee County: 2000 ..........ccoooiirriiiieneieee e
Value of Sales by Commaodity or Commaodity Group in

Ozaukee County and WiSCONSIN: 2007 ........coieiuirieieieisiisie st
Value of Production for Selected Commodities in Ozaukee County,

Southeastern Wisconsin, and Wisconsin: 2010 .........cccovereriiinieniene e
Land in Agricultural Production in Ozaukee County and Wisconsin: 1990-2002...........cccccceeueenee.
Agricultural Products Produced by Ozaukee County Farms: 2007 ........ccccccevieeieeiieeneesieesnesne e
Farms in Ozaukee County and Wisconsin by

Value of Agricultural Product Sales: 1997-2007 ........ccccuiiririererieieisi et
Farm Size in Ozaukee County and Wisconsin: 1997-2007 .........ccccovevereiiienesieenesesee e e se e
Agricultural Trends in Ozaukee County: 1976 - 2009 ........ccoviiiiiieieiiiie e
Farms Enrolled in State and Federal Farmland

Preservation Programs in OZauKee COUNTY .......ccveiieieiiiciic s se e te et ste e e seesee e see s
Agricultural Infrastructure and Support Services

Located in or Serving Ozaukee County: 2010........ccccoiireiieiieiinininisiese e
Examples of Specialty Farm Operations in Ozaukee County: 2010 ......c.cccocvvveveiviieseseeiese s
Woodlands, Surface Waters, Floodplains, and Wetlands in Ozaukee County ..........cccceevvververvnnenn,
Classification of Potential Water Recharge Areas in Ozaukee County: 2008...........cccccevveverrennnn.
Natural Areas in Ozaukee County: 2009........cccciiiiiiiiiiierie e e e re e e e sreens
Critical Species Habitat Sites in Ozaukee County: 2009..........cccecveiierieiiiiesie e see e
Critical Aquatic Habitat Areas in Ozaukee County: 1994 ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiieie e
Significant Geologic Sites in Ozaukee County: 2009 ..........cocereiiriirininise e
Existing Environmental Corridors and Isolated

Natural Resource Areas in Ozaukee County: 2000 ..........cceiiiivereiieeiieiese e se e
Existing County Owned Park and Open Space SiteS: 2010 .......cccecvvveevierieeniee e e
Existing State and Federal Park and Open Space Sites in Ozaukee County: 2010 .........ccccceveurnnee.
Lands Under Conservation Easements in Ozaukee County: 2010 .........ccccoviieriieieiiniineneneiens
Century and Sesquicentennial Farms Honored within Ozaukee County: 1952-2010 .....................
Historic Resident Population Levels in Ozaukee County,

Southeastern Wisconsin, and Wisconsin: 1850-2010........cccoueeereieeeieeieeeseeeeeseeiereseereseseeeeeseenns
Population Trends in Ozaukee County Communities: 1980-2010.........ccccccevivevieevineninniesie e
Age Distribution of the Population of Ozaukee County

and Southeastern Wisconsin: 1980-2010 ........ccooueiiiierenieiie e ettt see e

Page

343
351

367

Page



Table

30
31
32
33

34

35
36

37
38

39
40
41

42

43
44

Figure

~ w

Page
Number of Households in Ozaukee County and Southeastern Wisconsin: 1970-2010 .................. 79
Number of Jobs in Ozaukee County and Southeastern Wisconsin: 1970-2010 .........cccccecveverrennnn 79
Number of Jobs in Ozaukee County Communities: 2000 ..........cceveieiieeiinieiiee e 80
Farm Employment in Ozaukee County,
Southeastern Wisconsin Region, and Wisconsin: 1970 - 2009 .........ccccevoeevievievieninsiie e e 81
Land Uses in Ozaukee County: 2007 .......cccveiieieeneeeeie e eeee e e sie st eee e sseeseesaeaseeseeseesseesaesneas 84
Planned Land Uses in Ozaukee County: 2035 .......ccooiiiriiiiiieieisene e 99
Scope of County and Local Subdivision Ordinances in Ozaukee County: 2010 ..........ccccceeveruennene. 107
Chapter 111
Selected Population and Household Projections for Communities in Ozaukee County: 2035 ....... 118
Employment Projection by Sub-Area in Ozaukee County
Under the Regional Land Use PIan: 2035 ..o 121
Land Use Trends in Ozaukee County: 1980-2007 ........cccecvevereieeiiesieseesieseseesie e seesresreesaesresneas 124
Equalized Value by Real Estate Class in Ozaukee County: 2000 and 2010 ...........ccocceveeieiesieenen. 125
Market Value of Agricultural Products Sold in the
Southeastern Wisconsin Region and Wisconsin: 1997 t0 2007 ........cccccevevevieevievieniesieeneesiee e 127
Value of Sales/Revenue of Agricultural Sector and All Business Sectors in
Ozaukee County, Southeastern Wisconsin, and Wisconsin: 1997 t0 2007 ........cccccevvvviverinvenennn 127
Chapter V
Farmland Preservation Areas in Ozaukee County: 2035........ccccciiiiiiiiieerieesee e see e see e e 166
Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035 .........ccoiririnereneieisesese s 172
LIST OF FIGURES
Page
Chapter I
Farmland Preservation and Tax Credit Mechanisms in Ozaukee County ..........cccccecceveviienvniennne. 2
Chapter 11
Resident Population Levels in Ozaukee County: 1860-2010.........cccccovevieiienieeniennie e e e seee e 76
Chapter 111
Actual and Projected Population in Ozaukee County: 1950-2035........cccccovivriieieiieeiieneneeeeneneenn, 119
Actual and Projected Number of Jobs in Ozaukee County: 1970-2035.........ccccccevvvveiievviiecniennnnn, 121
Chapter IV
Results of Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT)
Analyses for the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan.............cccocoveviienieiiveiine e, 156
Chapter VII
Comparison of Conventional and Conservation Subdivision Designs..........ccccevvvvieeieniveieneneen. 217

ix



Figure

Map

SBSoo~vwourwnr

13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21
22
23
24
25
26

27

28
29
30
31
32
33

Conservation Subdivision Designs within Agricultural Areas...........ccoovvvirinereieieinesese e 219
EXaMPIe OF LOt AVETAGING ... .euveieiiiiiiiiitiiteniei ettt bbb 220

LIST OF MAPS

Page

Chapter 11
General Soil Associations in OZaUKEe COUNLY .........ccciiiiiiiiieee et 16
Saturated SOilS iN OZAUKEE COUNLY ......viiiiiieciee ettt e e e e nee e seennee s 18
Agricultural Soil Capability in OZaukee COUNLY.........cciiiiiiiiiieece e 20
Agricultural Land Evaluation Rating for Soils in Ozaukee CoUNty ........cccccoeveevieiienie e 22
Parcels Included in the LESA Analysis for Ozaukee County: 2007 .......c.ccovveveeievieeieeieseese e 23
LESA Scores for Agricultural Parcels in Ozaukee County: 2007 .......cccceveveiiienesiesieeseseeiesesnens 25
Generalized Existing Agricultural Lands in Ozaukee County: 2000 .......c..cccoevrievevveiiennneerieneenns 28
Enrolled Farmland Preservation Program Lands in Ozaukee County: 2005.........ccccccecevvviieeienenne. 36
Watershed Features in OZauKee COUNLY .........ccoiiiiiriiiiieise e 41
Surface Waters, Wetlands, Woodlands, Managed
Forest Lands, and Floodplains in OZaukee COUNLY .........ccccveieevieiiesie e e e se e see e see e 43
Groundwater Recharge Potential in Ozaukee County: 2008.........ccccoveviiiievieie i 46
Natural Areas, Critical Species Habitat Sites, Aquatic Habitat Sites,
and Significant Geological Sites in OZaukee COUNLY ..........ccuiiriiiriieieisee e 49
Environmental Corridors and Isolated Natural Resource Areas in Ozaukee County: 2000............ 61
Existing County, State, and Federal Park and Open Space Sites in Ozaukee County: 2010........... 64
Lands Under Conservation Easements in Ozaukee County: 2010 .........ccccviiereneieiiniineneneniens 66
Environmentally Sensitive Lands in Ozaukee COUNLY ........cccccveviieiiiiieene e sne e see e e 69
Potential Natural Limitations to Building Site Development in Ozaukee County ...........c..ccccueneeee. 70
Historical Urban Growth in Ozaukee County: 1850-2000 ..........ccceiviiiirirenienieieieiesese e 82
Planned Sanitary Sewer Service Areas and
Existing Areas Served by Sewer in OZaukee COUNLY.........ccccveieieiieiic e 83
Generalized Land Uses in Ozaukee County: 2007 .........cooiieriireiieininenesie e 85
Areas Recommended to be Served by Public Water Utilities in Ozaukee County: 2035............... 90
Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County Adopted in 1983..........cccccvievieiiie v sie e, 94
Soil and Water Conservation Plans and Practices in Ozaukee County: 1965 - 1982...................... 95
Adopted Year 2035 Ozaukee County Land Use Plan Map: May 2009...........ccccooeveivinniinincniennn. 98
Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning in Unincorporated Areas in Ozaukee County: 2010................. 104
Generalized Existing Basic Zoning for Participating Communities in Ozaukee County: 2010...... 106

Chapter 111
Change in Agricultural Land Use in Ozaukee County: 1963-2000........c.ccccerviiveresveieseseesnenennns 123

Chapter V
Farmland Preservation Areas in Ozaukee County: 2035.........ccccoiieiiiiiininine e 167
Farmland Preservation Areas in the Town of Belgium: 2035........cccccviiiiiieiiciie e 169
Farmland Preservation Areas in the Town of Fredonia: 2035..........ccccceiviiiiniiiniicisseseneeas 170
Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation P1an: 2035 ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiinie e 171
Farmland Preservation Plan for the Town of Belgium: 2035.........ccccooiiiiiniieneneeceeese e 173
Farmland Preservation Plan for the Town of Fredonia: 2035 .........cccooviiiiiineieneieieseseseeeeas 174

X



REPORT SUMMARY

VISION STATEMENT

“To preserve its economically viable agriculture and rural character, Ozaukee County will create a
plan to support and implement policies and programs that balance sustainable rural land uses with
urban land uses by preserving productive farmland and ensuring orderly development.”

INTRODUCTION

In 2009, the Wisconsin Legislature enacted Wisconsin Act 28, which repealed and recreated the Wisconsin
Farmland Preservation Program set forth in Chapter 91 of the Wisconsin Statutes, and related tax credits under
subchapter IX of Chapter 71 of the Statutes. The new program, which is also referred to as the “Working Lands
Initiative,” created new tools to help identify and preserve farmland. The law also requires counties to update their
farmland preservation plans. The Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County adopted in 1983 was required
to be updated and recertified by the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
(DATCP) by the end of 2013, under an extension approved by DATCP, to enable the County and local
governments within the County to continue participation in the State farmland preservation program. With
assistance from the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission (SEWRPC), Ozaukee County in
cooperation with UW-Extension and 10 cooperating local governments has prepared this updated farmland
preservation plan to meet the requirements set forth in Chapter 91 of the Statutes. A Farmland Preservation Plan
Citizen Advisory Committee was formed to help guide the planning work and to encourage public participation
throughout the process. This updated County farmland preservation plan updates and replaces the plan adopted by
the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors in 1983.

The intent of the original farmland preservation program was to encourage farmland preservation by providing tax
credits to eligible farmland owners who voluntarily chose to enter into an agreement with the State through
farmland preservation agreements, or through the enactment of exclusive agricultural zoning by the local
government in which the land is located. The new Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program provides
landowners the opportunity to continue to claim farmland preservation tax credits through zoning or through
agreements with DATCP for areas within Agricultural Enterprise Areas (AEAS). The new State program also
includes a process for establishing AEAs and created a Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE)
Program.

Agriculture is considered an important part of the County’s economy and, due to changes in agricultural practices
as well as the demand for new agricultural products and technologies, there is potential growth for agricultural
industries and supporting businesses. In addition to its impact on the economy, farmland preservation is
considered important to providing scenic beauty, preserving natural ecological systems, producing fresh locally-
grown produce, and preserving the rural character and lifestyle in much of the County. The agriculture industry
continues to be a vital element of Ozaukee County’s economic, cultural, and ecological landscape. To retain these
attributes, implementing a farmland preservation plan is essential, and provides a foundation and guide for many
preservation methods and tools that can be utilized by County and local governments and nonprofit conservation
organizations to protect farmlands.
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PLANNING COMMITTEE AND PROCESS

In 2010, the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC) was
established by the Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board (CPB) to guide the preparation of the updated
Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County. During this process, the FPPCAC also prepared a public
participation plan, created a vision statement, reviewed draft plan chapters and other plan materials, and
developed a recommended farmland preservation plan for consideration by the County Land Preservation Board
(LPB) and CPB. All cities, villages, and towns within the County were invited to appoint a representative to serve
on the FPPCAC. The Advisory Committee was comprised of representatives from each local government that
elected to participate, and included one representative each from the City of Mequon and Villages of Newburg,
Saukville, and Thiensville; one representative from each Town in the County; and 16 citizen members. Members
of the Advisory Committee are listed on the inside front cover of this report. Throughout the planning process,
the active participation and input of citizens, farmers, landowners, County and local government officials, and
interest groups were essential for identifying important issues and preparing a farmland preservation plan with
realistic goals.

INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS

The inventory and analytical data presented in this report includes information about agricultural and natural
resources, existing demographic and economic levels, past and present land use patterns, and adopted plans,
programs, and regulations affecting farmland preservation. The data are essential for identifying farmlands
suitable for preservation and for designing a plan to accomplish long-term preservation. The following provides
some key information regarding the data in this report. The information is summarized more thoroughly in the
Summary section at the end of Chapter II.

Agricultural and Environmental Resources

The inventory consists of soils and agricultural resources data, which identified and mapped soils suitable for
agriculture and those that are vulnerable to erosion or contain wet soils, shallow bedrock, or other features that
could limit development or farming. Natural and cultural resources data, which identifies wetlands, woodlands,
environmental corridors, natural areas, water resources, floodplains, and National, State, and local landmarks in
the County are identified. Preservation of these resources helps achieve strong and stable physical and economic
development as well as maintaining community identity.

Environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas include the best remaining concentrations of
woodlands, wetlands, plant and wildlife habitat areas, and other natural resources and have truly immeasurable
environmental and recreational value. In 2000, about 32 square miles, comprising about 14 percent of the County,
were encompassed within primary environmental corridors. Secondary environmental corridors encompassed
about eight square miles, or about 3 percent of the County, and isolated natural resource areas encompassed about
six square miles, or about 2 percent of the County.

Demographic Information and Existing Plans and Ordinances

Existing and historical population, household, and employment data are included to provide a context for
projections that anticipate changes in these factors in the foreseeable future. Existing plans and ordinances that
affect farmland preservation were inventoried, including land use and comprehensive plans, park and open space
plans, water quality and supply plans, and zoning and land division ordinances.

LESA Analysis

An analysis using the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system for rating potential farmland
preservation areas in Ozaukee County was conducted in 2007 as part of the multi-jurisdictional comprehensive
planning process. Land evaluation (LE) ratings are determined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) based on soil type, slope, agricultural capability class, and soil productivity for producing corn and
soybeans. The site assessment (SA) component of the LESA rating system is based on geographic variables,
which were determined specifically for Ozaukee County by the LESA Technical Advisory Workgroup.
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A total of 3,620 parcels encompassing 71,210 acres in agricultural use were analyzed. Parcels received a score
ranging from 1 to 10, with 10 identified as the best land for long-term agricultural use and 1 being the least
suitable. The average score for the parcels analyzed was 6.3, and the median score was 6.4 (half of all parcels
received a higher score and half received a lower score than 6.4). A total of 54,674 acres, or 77 percent of
agricultural lands in the County, scored 6.4 or higher, and the remaining 16,536 acres, or 23 percent of the area
analyzed, received a score below 6.4.

Existing Farms and Agricultural Products

In 2007, there were 513 farms in Ozaukee County, and the average farm size was 138 acres, while the median
farm size was 56 acres. This compares to 194 acres and 95 acres, respectively, for farm sizes in the State. Of the
513 farms in Ozaukee County in 2007, 448 farms, or about 87 percent, were between 10 acres and 499 acres in
size; 35 farms, or about 7 percent, were less than 10 acres in size; and 30 farms, or about 6 percent, were 500
acres or greater in size. Dairy farming was the predominant source of agricultural revenue in the County in 2007,
accounting for about 56 percent of total agricultural sales revenue. Grain crops and horticulture were the second
and third predominant sources of agricultural revenue, respectively, each accounting for about 14 percent of
agricultural revenue.

Land Use-Related Information

Information about existing land uses, utilities, and community facilities, including the historic conversion of rural
lands to urban use, is also provided in Chapter I1. In 2007, urban land uses encompassed about 62 square miles, or
about 26 percent of the County. Residential land comprised the largest urban land use category in the County,
about 34 square miles, or about 15 percent of the total area in the County. Nonurban land uses, such as
agricultural lands, natural resource areas, landfills, nonmetallic mining sites, and other open lands encompassed
about 175 square miles, or about 74 percent of the County in 2007. Agricultural land was the predominant land
use in the County in 2007 as it encompassed about 122 square miles, or about 51 percent of the total County.
Agricultural uses include croplands, pasture lands, orchards, nurseries, and farm buildings, including farm
residences on agricultural parcels of 20 acres or more. Residential buildings on parcels less than 20 acres were
included in the residential category. Natural resource areas consisting of surface water, wetlands, and woodlands
combined to encompass about 41 square miles, or about 17 percent of the total County.

The amount of land in agricultural use in the County declined by about 22,950 acres, or about 22 percent, between
1963 and 2000. This represents an average annual loss of about 620 acres of agricultural lands over this period.
Most of the loss occurred within and near urban (sanitary sewer) service areas.

TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS

Section 91.10(1)(b) of the Wisconsin Statutes requires County farmland preservation plans to identify, describe,
and document trends, plans, or needs related to population and economic growth, housing, transportation, utilities,
communications, business development, community facilities and services, energy, waste management, municipal
expansion, and environmental preservation, which may affect existing and future farmland preservation. The
farmland preservation plan identifies the quantity and spatial distribution of agricultural land that should be
maintained in agricultural use, areas of environmental significance which should be maintained in essentially
natural open uses, and areas which are anticipated to be converted to urban use. Information regarding existing
and anticipated future population, household, and employment levels in Ozaukee County is also required to help
determine the amount and location of areas that may be required for conversion to urban development. The
following provides information regarding the trends and projections of this report. Trends and projections
information is summarized more thoroughly in the Summary section at the end of Chapter I11.

Population, Household, and Employment Projections

Local governments in Ozaukee County developed population and household projections for 2035 as part of their
local comprehensive plans. These projections were used to plan for land use, housing, transportation, utilities, and
other community facilities in each local comprehensive plan through the planning design year of 2035. The
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population projection for Ozaukee County (not including the Villages of Bayside and Newburg which lie largely
in Milwaukee and Washington Counties, respectively) would increase from 86,209 persons in 2010 to about
116,186 persons in 2035, or an increase of about 35 percent. The number of households in the County would
increase from 34,148 households in 2010 to 46,260 households in 2035, or an increase of about 36 percent. In
2010, there were about 53,700 jobs located in the County and a total of 62,135 jobs are projected in the County in
2035, an increase of about 16 percent. Agricultural employment is expected to decrease by 19 percent, from 5,900
jobs in 2000 to about 4,800 jobs in 2035, in the seven-county Region due to continued technological advances in
genetics and mechanization, cost pressures from National and global competition, modern management practices,
and continued conversion of farmland to urban uses.

Agricultural Products

In Ozaukee County, 513 farms sold $59,056,000 of agricultural products in 2007, which is about 84 percent more
than the 1997 level of about $32,047,000. The average market value of agricultural products sold per farm in
Ozaukee County was $115,120 in 2007, which was an increase of about 53 percent from the 1997 level of about
$75,052. Dairy farming continues to be the predominant agricultural industry in Ozaukee County as dairy sales
totaled about $33.2 million in the County, and increased about 73 percent from 2002 to 2007. Dairy sales
comprised about 56 percent of total agricultural sales in the County in 2007, a 6 percent increase since 2002.

Agricultural Innovations

Although traditional farming practices are the predominant agricultural business, agricultural innovations are
providing farmers with primary or supplementary agricultural opportunities and income. Examples include
alternative goods and products, where farmers produce non-traditional crops or raise specialty livestock; direct
marketing, including roadside stands, Farmers’ Markets, participation in Community Supported Agriculture
(CSAs), or allowing consumers to independently pick the product (U-pick); public events, such as farm breakfasts
or festivals on a farm; hospitality and tourism, such as operating a Bed and Breakfast or offering tours of the farm
while providing opportunities for consumers to purchase products; and educational activities, where farmers
provide instruction and demonstrate do-it-yourself opportunities. Other alternative enterprises include farmers
selling carbon offsets by installing methane capture systems over animal waste lagoons and wind power
generators and cell towers, where farmers lease land for wind or cell towers.

Agricultural diversification is the re-allocation of a farm’s productive resources, such as land and capital, to new
activities and is an important mechanism for sustainability and economic growth. Some methods of diversification
farmers may consider include organic farming or dairying, aquaculture, aquaponics, hydroponics, specialty crop
and food production, orchards, horticulture, agri-tourism, value-added agriculture, or renewable energy sources.
Agricultural diversification may provide stability and profitably to farming businesses and industries in Ozaukee
County.

Because of technological improvements in agricultural production and food processing systems, farmers continue
to produce higher-valued products, as well as gain a better perspective on changing consumer preferences.
Developments in science and technology have contributed to better soil, nutrient, water, and pest management,
and more efficient methods of harvesting, storing, processing, and transporting farm products to the market. As a
result of these recent agricultural innovations, producers have been able to increase crop yields and increase
flexibility and control. Biotechnology and biofuels, such as biodiesel and ethanol production, may create demand
for additional agricultural products.

The State of Wisconsin, in cooperation with county and local governments, institutions, businesses, and
organizations, has been developing and promoting an increasing number of programs that support farmland
preservation and local agriculture. These programs include the implementation of various marketing strategies
intended to promote locally produced agricultural products through marketing and tourism. Some examples of
programs or methods that promote local agriculture while acknowledging the need to preserve local farmlands
include promoting and marketing locally grown foods, the Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin Program, Community
Supported Agriculture (CSA), farmers’ markets, community gardens, and farm to school and restaurant programs.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

For any planning process, it is good practice to provide opportunities for the public to become acquainted with the
planning process and to solicit public involvement in the development of plan recommendations. To ensure
community involvement, a public participation plan (PPP) was adopted by the Ozaukee County Comprehensive
Planning Board specifically for the preparation of this plan. The PPP outlined a series of outreach efforts and
public participation sessions designed to gain input from County farmers as well as residents and business owners
throughout the farmland preservation planning process. In addition to input by an Ozaukee County citizen
advisory committee and review boards, public participation efforts included County farmland preservation kick-
off and local information meetings; a countywide public opinion mail-out survey; three Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis workshops; and two agriculture focus group sessions. The comments
and suggestions obtained were used to help guide the preparation of a vision statement and the goals, objectives,
and plan recommendations contained in this plan.

An overall general consensus obtained from these public input methods is the desire to preserve farmlands and
other related natural and cultural resources as well as the County’s rural character.

FARMLAND PRESERVATION AREAS

Ozaukee County encompasses significant amounts of farmland and environmentally sensitive areas as well as
expanding urban areas. In recent decades, there has been a substantial conversion of farmlands and other open
lands to urban uses. Future population and employment increases are expected, which may result in converting
additional land in the County from rural to urban uses. This plan is focused on attaining orderly development in
Ozaukee County, and minimizing, insofar as practicable, the loss of productive farmland and other important
components of the natural resource base.

In accordance with Section 91.10(1)(d) of the Wisconsin Statutes, a county farmland preservation plan must
clearly identify areas that the county plans to preserve for agricultural and agricultural-related uses. Criteria for
identifying farmland preservation areas (FPAs) were developed as part of the planning process. In accordance
with the Statutes, FPAs include undeveloped natural resource and open space lands, but do not include areas
planned for nonagricultural development. Parcels met the following criteria to be included in a FPA:

e Parcels must be located entirely within the City of Mequon or a Town in Ozaukee County, and the local
government must agree with the County to designate FPAs within the City or Town;

e Parcels must be located entirely outside a planned sanitary sewer service area adopted by a community and
approved by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources;

e Parcels must have a LESA score of 6.4 or higher;

e Parcels must be located entirely within certain planned (non-urban) land use categories based on the adopted
Ozaukee County comprehensive plan; and

e Parcels must be located entirely within specific identified (non-urban) zoning districts based on each
participating local government zoning ordinance.

FPAs are shown on Map 28 in Chapter V and occupy about 29,109 acres, or about 19 percent of Ozaukee County.
The FPAs include entire parcels, which include portions of lowland and upland conservancy lands, which are
shown as overlays on Map 28. FPAs have been identified in the Towns of Belgium and Fredonia. Uses allowed
within farmland preservation areas, which are set forth in Chapter 91 of the Statutes, include crop production;
keeping livestock; beekeeping; nursery, sod, and Christmas tree production; floriculture; fur farming; forest
management; agricultural equipment dealerships; storage and processing facilities for agricultural products; and
land enrolled in a Federal or State agricultural land conservation or agricultural commodity payment program.
Additional uses specified in Section 91.46 of the Statutes may be permitted by conditional use permit if included
in a local government farmland preservation zoning district.
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The farmland preservation plan for Ozaukee County is shown on Map 31 in Chapter V. The plan map depicts
portions of parcels in FPAs that are outside lowland and upland conservancy areas (generally, lands in agricultural
use), which occupy 25,383 acres, or about 17 percent of the County. For the remaining areas on the plan, other
agricultural and rural lands occupy 29,517 acres, or about 20 percent of the County; existing natural resource
areas (conservancy areas) occupy 34,910 acres, or about 23 percent of the County; and existing and planned urban
uses occupy 60,784 acres, or about 40 percent of the County.

The farmland preservation plan is designed to help achieve the objectives identified in this report based, in part,
on public input and adopted local comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances and maps. The plan provides
information for County and local officials to use over time when making decisions about land development and
preservation in Ozaukee County.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Planning is a rational process for formulating and meeting goals and objectives. A set of planning goals and
objectives, along with supporting policies and programs, were formulated as part of this farmland preservation
plan. A “vision” statement, located at the beginning of this summary, was also developed by the Ozaukee County
Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee, Land Preservation Committee, and Comprehensive
Planning Board to help provide an overall framework for farmland preservation in Ozaukee County.

Planning goals and objectives were developed to refine the vision for farmland preservation. The goals and
objectives provide the framework for preserving farmlands and other related natural resources in Ozaukee County.
Each set of goals and objectives also include a set of recommended policies and programs to facilitate and help
attain the goals and objectives. These goals and objectives were based, in part, upon inventory data, public input
results, and past and current planning efforts. Other interrelated goals, objectives, policies, and programs that
affect farmland preservation were also established and pertain to natural resources, invasive species, water quality,
cultural resources, land uses, housing, transportation, utilities and community facilities, and economic
development.

IMPLEMENTATION

The farmland preservation plan recommendations are not complete until the steps required to implement the plan
have been specified. This includes a description of the plan adoption and amendment processes in compliance
with the Wisconsin Statutes; the integration of the plan as an amendment to and component of the Ozaukee
County Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan; the consistency requirement between the farmland preservation
plan and County comprehensive plan; the identification of priority programs relative to farmland preservation;
and identifying farmland preservation tools and techniques that Ozaukee County farmers and the County and local
governments can use to protect farmlands and other valuable natural resource areas. Farmland preservation tools
and techniques described in Chapter VII include farmland preservation area certification and zoning, conservation
easements, conservation subdivision design, lot averaging, and incentive-based development. The designation of
farmland preservation areas is also a pre-requisite for landowners to be eligible to claim farmland preservation tax
credits under local farmland preservation zoning, to request designation of an Agricultural Enterprise Area, or to
participate in the Purchase of Agricultural Easements (PACE) program.

The plan also recognizes the importance of continuing intergovernmental cooperation, which would provide
effective communication and coordination between units of government with the goal of establishing consistent
development policies for urbanized areas and the preservation of farmlands. Implementation of the plan also
includes identifying and utilizing funding and support programs for farmland preservation. All require continuing
intergovernmental cooperation and commitment by County and local governments to implement the plan.
Cooperation is especially important with regard to implementation of this plan, because Chapter 91 of the Statutes
assigned the responsibility for identifying farmland preservation areas to the County; but the authority to adopt
and map farmland preservation zoning districts is under the authority of the participating City and Towns.
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CONCLUSION

The main purpose of the County farmland preservation plan is to provide information and recommendations that
the general public and County and local officials can use when making decisions about future development and
the preservation of agricultural lands and environmentally significant areas in Ozaukee County. The plan provides
farmers and other private interests, such as supporting businesses that provide supplies and services to the
farmers, a clear indication of the County’s agricultural planning objectives. This enables farmers, developers, and
the public to understand the objectives when development and redevelopment proposals are prepared or reviewed.
It also provides the basis for the enactment of farmland preservation zoning in participating local governments,
and makes owners of parcels within designated farmland preservation areas eligible to receive tax credits
available under the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program if other statutory requirements are met.
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Chapter |

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

INTRODUCTION

The loss of productive farms and agricultural resources are of increasing public concern. The agriculture industry
is a vital part of Ozaukee County’s economic, cultural, and ecological landscape. It continues to provide important
economic, social, and ecological functions by providing food and other agricultural products, controlling
floodwater, recharging groundwater supplies, sustaining wildlife habitat, and providing scenic beauty.

In 2009, the Wisconsin Legislature enacted Wisconsin Act 28, which repealed and recreated the Wisconsin
farmland preservation law under Chapter 91 of the Wisconsin Statutes and related tax credits under subchapter IX
of Chapter 71 of the Statutes. This new law, known as the “Working Lands Initiative,” also created other new
programs described later in this Chapter. Importantly, the law requires counties to update their farmland
preservation plans. The Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County adopted in 1983" was required to be
updated and recertified by the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP)
by the end of 2013, under an extension approved by DATCP, to enable the County and local governments within
the County to continue participation in the State farmland preservation program. Ozaukee County requested and
was awarded a State farmland preservation planning grant to provide reimbursement for up to half of the County’s
cost of preparing the plan. Ozaukee County requested that the Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning
Commission (SEWRPC) assist the County in preparing an updated farmland preservation plan, in cooperation
with UW-Extension and 10 participating local governments, to meet the requirements set forth in Chapter 91 of
the Statutes. A copy of Chapter 91, as published in the November 16, 2013 issue of the Wisconsin Statutes, is
provided in Appendix A. To further help guide this planning process, a Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen
Advisory Committee was created. This report documents the planning effort and presents the resulting updated
County farmland preservation plan, which replaces the plan adopted by the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors
in 1983.

The main intent of the original program was to encourage farmland preservation by providing tax credits to
eligible farmland owners who voluntarily chose to enter into an agreement with the State through farmland
preservation agreements or through exclusive agricultural zoning. The new Wisconsin Working Lands Initiative
provides landowners the opportunity to continue to claim farmland preservation tax credits through participation
in its program as illustrated in Figure 1. The new tax credit program provides income tax credits that are applied

'Documented in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No. 87, A Farmland Preservation Plan for
Ozaukee County, Wisconsin, May 1983.



Figure 1

FARMLAND PRESERVATION AND TAX CREDIT MECHANISMS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

Source: Ozaukee County, DATCP, and SEWRPC.

against tax liability and are available annually, and are no longer income-based. The Working Lands Initiative
program expands and modernizes the existing farmland preservation program, allows the establishment of
Agricultural Enterprise Areas, and creates a Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easement (PACE) Program, as
shown on Figure 1.

History and Overview of Farmland Preservation Planning in Ozaukee County

The initial Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program was enacted in 1977 to provide income tax credits to
eligible farmland owners. The program was administered by County and local governments, but the Wisconsin
Land and Water Conservation Board (LWCB) had to first certify that the county farmland preservation plan met
the standards specified in Chapter 91 of the Wisconsin Statutes. Of the 72 counties in Wisconsin, 70 have certified
farmland preservation plans. The Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County was adopted by the Ozaukee
County Board of Supervisors and certified in 1983.

To be eligible to enroll in the former State program, farmland preservation areas had to be designated in the
county farmland preservation plan. Farmland preservation areas identified in the 1983 plan are shown on Map 22
in Chapter Il. At that time, qualified farm units had to contain a minimum of 35 contiguous acres and produce a
minimum of $6,000 in gross farm receipts in the previous year or $18,000 in the previous three years. The 1983
plan further identified “prime” agricultural land as being part of a relatively homogeneous concentration of
similar farms or blocks of farmland having a minimum combined area of at least 100 acres in size, with at least 50
percent of each individual farm covered by soils meeting USDA-Soil Conservation Service (now called the
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USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service) criteria for national prime farmland or farmland of statewide
importance. Generally, national prime farmlands are Class I or Il soils and farmlands of Statewide significance are
Class I11 soils. Map 3 in Chapter 11 shows the farmland capability classification of soils in the County. Farmland
owners could participate in the program one of two ways: through exclusive agricultural zoning or through
individual farmland preservation agreements with DATCP. Participation through exclusive agricultural zoning
could only occur if the local jurisdiction having zoning authority (city, village, or town units of government in
Ozaukee County) had a zoning ordinance certified by the LWCB as meeting the standards of Chapter 91 in effect
prior to the 2009 amendment. The only uses permitted in exclusive agricultural zoning districts at that time were
agricultural uses and uses consistent with or related to agricultural uses, which were specified in the Statutes.

The continued preservation of Wisconsin’s working lands (farmlands and forest lands) is important to sustain the
State and its residents by producing food, fiber, and sources for bio-fuel. Over the years, the acreage of
Wisconsin’s working lands continued to decrease and be fragmented by encroaching urban development. In
response to those concerns, the Working Lands Initiative (WLI) was launched by DATCP in 2005 and a steering
committee was established to improve the program and develop a consensus vision on managing Wisconsin’s
farm and forest lands. In August 2006, the WLI Steering Committee issued a report with a set of
recommendations intended to modernize and expand policies and programs affecting Wisconsin farmlands and
forests. The report recommended an update to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program, which would
include setting a flat per-acre tax credit for landowners instead of basing the credit on household income;
requiring all land in the program to be zoned for exclusive agricultural use; and streamlining the process of
applying for the program and claiming the tax credits. Proposed changes to the Farmland Preservation Program
were included in DATCP’s 2007-09 budget request. The Committee’s report recommended establishing a number
of new programs, including an Agricultural Enterprise Areas program under Subchapter VI of Chapter 91 of the
Statutes and a purchase of agricultural conservation easements (PACE) program under Section 93.73 of the
Statutes. Changes to the old Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program were approved by the Wisconsin
Legislature as part of the 2009-2011 budget bill. The 2011-2013 biennial budget amended the program to delete
the provisions that required a conversion fee to be paid by property owners rezoning existing farmland
preservation areas out of farmland preservation zoning districts in communities that have a State certified
farmland preservation zoning ordinance. Table 1 identifies the differences between the requirements in the
original Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program and the new Working Land Initiative Program under the
amended Chapter 91.

Overview of Comprehensive Planning

In 1999 the Wisconsin Legislature enacted a comprehensive planning law, set forth in Section 66.1001 of the
Wisconsin Statutes, requiring County and local governments that enforce general zoning, shoreland and floodplain
zoning, subdivision, or official mapping ordinances to have an adopted comprehensive plan. The new
requirements supplement earlier provisions in the Statutes for the preparation of county development plans
(Section 59.69 (3) of the Statutes) and local master plans (Section 62.23 of the Statutes). The new law further
includes a “consistency” requirement, whereby zoning, subdivision, and official mapping ordinance actions of
counties, cities, villages, and towns must be consistent with the comprehensive plan adopted by the county board,
common council, village board, or town board, respectively, beginning on January 1, 2010. To address the State
comprehensive planning requirements, a multi-jurisdictional comprehensive planning process was undertaken by
Ozaukee County, 14 participating local governments, UW-Extension, and SEWRPC. As a result of the multi-
jurisdictional process, comprehensive plans that satisfy the planning requirements set forth in Section 66.1001 of
the Statutes were developed for the County and each of the 14 local government partners. The Ozaukee County
Board of Supervisors adopted A Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035, on April 2,
2008. An amendment to incorporate land use plan maps adopted by cities, towns, and villages in the County was
adopted by the County Board on May 6, 2009.

Section 91.10(2) of the Statutes requires that, if a county has a comprehensive plan, the county shall include the
farmland preservation plan in its comprehensive plan and ensure that the farmland preservation plan is consistent
with the comprehensive plan. The county may incorporate information contained in other parts of the



Table 1

COMPARISON OF PREVIOUS AND EXISTING FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

Category

Farmland Preservation Program
(Prior to July 1, 2009)

Working Lands Initiative
(January 15, 2011)

Farmland Preservation Planning

Plan Certification Process

Required certification by the Land and
Water Conservation Board (LWCB).

DATCP staff review all submissions and
make recommendations for certification,
denial or certification with conditions.

Minor plan amendments are subject to
same review requirements as complete
plans.

There is no deadline for turnaround of plan
review.

- Required certification by Department of
Agriculture, Trade and Consumer
Protection (DATCP). DATCP staff have
discretion to review plans or to accept self-
certification by county.

Certification with conditions is avoided,
except where county board has not yet
adopted plan at time of review.

Staff have discretion to avoid certification
review of minor plan amendments.

There is a 90-day turnaround time for plan
review.

Certification Expiration Date

No expiration date on original plans. Those
submitted since 1995, and approved, were
granted 10-year certification terms.

May be certified for up to 10 years.

Public Process

Public hearing under s. 59.69 required
prior to plan adoption. Copies of the plan
or plan amendment must be submitted, at
least 60 days prior to the public hearing, to
all cities, villages and towns within the
county, to the Regional Planning
Commission, and to all adjoining counties.

Requires county to follow s. 66.1001(4)
(comprehensive planning process) for plan
adoption. This includes sending copies of
the plan or amendment to all cities,
villages and towns within the county, to the
Regional Planning Commission, and to all
adjoining counties.

Focus of Plans

Preservation of agricultural land.

Preservation of agricultural land, and
economic development of agriculture (ag).

Consistency Requirements

Ag Preservation Plan must be consistent
with and a component of county
development plan under s. 59.69.

Farmland Preservation (FP) Plan must be
included in and consistent with county
comprehensive plan under s. 66.1001.

Inclusion of Town Ag Preservation Plans

Chapter 91 recognizes only county ag
preservation plans. However, the county
ag preservation plan must include
municipal ag preservation plans if these
comply with requirements under s. 91.55
and s. 91.57, Statutes (2007)

Chapter 91 recognizes only county ag
preservation plans.

Preservation Areas

Establish minimum size of 100 acres for
each contiguous agricultural preservation
area, and 35 acres for each contiguous ag
transition area in plan.

Areas must be devoted to agricultural use,
though natural resource and open space
areas are allowed.

- No minimum size for farmland preservation
areas.

No transition areas allowed.

Areas must be devoted to either primarily
ag use, primarily ag-related uses, or both,
though natural resource and open space

areas are allowed.

Rationale For Exclusion Areas

Under s. 91.05, Statutes (2007), reasons
for excluding areas previously mapped for
Farmland Preservation (FP) must be
provided, and meet one of four criteria.

- All that is required is a general statement
identifying differences from the previous
plan; no specific rationale for removal of
ag preservation lands in previous plan is
required.

Planning Assistance

No grant funding available for plan
development.

Planning grants available to reimburse
counties for up to 50 percent of eligible
costs to develop plan, not to exceed
$30,000 in State funding.




Table 1 (continued)

Category

Farmland Preservation Program
(Prior to July 1, 2009)

Working Lands Initiative
(January 15, 2011)

Farmland Preservation Zoning

Ordinance Certification Process

Required certification by the LWCB.

DATC staff review all submissions and
make recommendations for certification,
denial or certification with conditions.

Minor ordinance text and map
amendments may be subject to same
review requirements as comprehensive
ordinance revisions.

There is no deadline for turnaround of
ordinance review.

Required certification by DATCP.

DATCP staff will review for certification in
cases where there is: 1) a comprehensive
revision; 2) ordinance coverage is being
extended to a new local government; or, 3)
there are provisions that materially affect
compliance with s. 91.38, Statutes.

Certification is not required for routine
rezones (s. 91.48 (1)), and DATCP may
accept self-certification by county for minor
ordinance text and routine map
amendments submitted (rezones).

Certification with conditions is avoided,
except where county board has not yet
adopted zoning ordinance at time of
review.

There is a 90-day turnaround time for
zoning ordinance review.

Certification Expiration Date

No expiration date on original ordinances.
Those submitted and approved since 1995
were granted 10-year certification terms.

May be certified for up to 10 years.

Uses Allowed In FP Zoning Districts

Listed permitted and conditional uses;
uses “consistent with ag use” as defined in
s. 91.01, Statutes (2007).

Ag-related uses are required to be
conditional uses.

Ancillary uses are required to be
“consistent with ag use” or conditional
uses.

Listed permitted and conditional uses.
Ancillary uses are permitted uses.

Ag-related uses are permitted uses.

Residential Uses

Farm residences can be permitted or
conditional uses.

Non-farm residences are limited to prior
nonconforming uses.

Other residences, which can be classified
as permitted or conditional uses, must be
found “consistent with ag use” as defined
in s. 91.10, Statutes (2007), and occupied
by the owner, or current or former family
members of the farm owner or operator.

Farm residences, including single-family or
duplex structures, occupied by owner,
farm family members or migrant labor
camp under s. 103.92 are permitted uses.

Non-farm residences up to four in number,
that don’t exceed a 1:20 density ratio to
farm acreage on the base farm parcel, and
meeting requirements of s. 91.46 (2) for
consistency with ag use are permitted
uses as part of a non-farm cluster
conditional use.

Individual non-farm residences must be a
conditional use (see s. 91.44(1)).

Minimum Lot Sizes

Local government must adopt a minimum
lot size for parcels in exclusive ag districts;
this lot size is at their discretion. Lot size
may be more restrictive than the minimum
35 acres required in order to collect the tax
credit.

There are no minimum lot sizes required
by the Statutes in farmland preservation
districts, but local governments may
establish one. The density ratio for non-
farm residences may be more restrictive
than the 1:20 ratio to farm acreage in s.
91.46 (2)(a).

Requirements for Rezoning Land Out of
Certified Ag Zoning Districts

Lands rezoned from an exclusive ag
zoning district must be suitable for
development with adequate public
facilities, and not have an adverse impact
on soil erosion or water pollution.

Lands rezoned from FP zoning district
must not impair or limit ag use on
surrounding parcels, must be consistent
with certified FP plan and adopted county
comprehensive plan, must be better suited
for non-farm use, and must not be able to
be accommodated as a conditional use.




Table 1 (continued)

Category

Farmland Preservation Program
(Prior to July 1, 2009)

Working Lands Initiative
(January 15, 2011)

Farmland Preservation Zoning (continued)

Notification of Rezones to the State

Local government is required to notify
DATCP of each rezoning out of Exclusive
Agricultural Zoning (EAZ); in practice this
was left to discretion of local governments
and not audited.

- Local government must submit at least
once every two years information on land
rezoned out of FP zoning districts.

Notification of Conditional Use Adoption

Local government is required to notify
DATCP of conditional use permits granted
within EAZ districts; in practice this was
not enforced.

There are no requirements for reporting to
DATCP.

Farm Family Businesses

Non-farm businesses allowed as a
conditional use, if limited to existing farm
residences or structures, portions of
existing farmstead not dedicated to ag
use, and utilizing no more than two non-
family employees.

- Non-farm businesses allowed as a
permitted use if limited to existing farm
residences or structures that are an
integral part of an ag use, that does not
impair or limit current or future ag use on
the farm, or on other parcels under FP
zoning or agreements, and that utilizes no
more than four full-time employees
annually.

Farm Consolidations

Where two or more farm operations are
consolidated, residences separated from a
larger farm parcel as a result of the
consolidation can be permitted as
conditional uses, not subject to lien under
rezoning.

Not addressed.

Classes of Conditional Uses

Limited to ag-related, religious, utility,
institutional and government uses
consistent with ag use, and necessary
after considering alternative locations
available for such uses; nonmetallic
mineral extraction if subject to locally
approved reclamation plan; farm family
businesses, or to ag uses, ancillary uses
or residences qualifying under s. 91.75 (2),
Statutes (2007) at discretion of local
government.

Limited to uses specified under s. 91.46.
This includes government, institutional,
religious and non-profit community uses,
nonmetallic mineral extraction, licensed oil
and gas exploration, qualifying non-farm
residences and residential clusters,
transportation, communications, pipeline,
electric transmission, utility and drainage
uses, as well as ag, accessory and ag-
related uses at discretion of local
government. Subject to requirements of
livestock siting law, s. 93.90.

Consistency with Farmland
Preservation Plan

Exclusive Ag zoning ordinance must be
consistent with the certified Ag
Preservation plan. All land zoned for
exclusive ag must be in designated ag
preservation or transition area of the plan.

- Farmland Preservation zoning ordinance
must be “substantially consistent” with the
certified farmland preservation plan. All
land zoned for farmland preservation must
be in a designated farmland preservation
area of the plan.

Consistency with Ag Use Provision

All non-ag uses, conditional or otherwise,
as well as structures or improvements
must be “consistent with ag use” as
defined in s. 91.01, Statutes (2007), i.e.
the activity will not convert land devoted
primarily to ag use, limit potential ag use
on surrounding land, conflict with ag
operations on land subject to an
agreement, or conflict with ag operations
on other properties.

Similar content to the previous statutory
provision on “consistency with ag use” is
provided for conditional uses, but not in
general. Conditional uses must be
consistent with the purpose of the FP
zoning district, be sited reasonably and
appropriately after considering alternative
locations, be designed to minimize
conversion from or damage to land in ag
use, and not substantially impair or limit
current or future ag use of surrounding
parcels under FP zoning or agreements.




Table 1 (continued)

Category

Farmland Preservation Program
(Prior to July 1, 2009)

Working Lands Initiative
(January 15, 2011)

Tax Credits

Eligibility

- Farmland owned must be 35 acres or
more of contiguous land devoted “primarily
to ag use”, and provide at least $6,000 of
gross Farm profits (or $18,000 over last 3
years), or be enrolled in the Conservation
Reserve Program.

- There is no minimum acreage required to
collect the tax credit. Farmland must be in
common ownership and devoted “primarily
to ag use”, and provide at least $6,000 of
gross farm profits (or $18,000 over last
three years), or be enrolled in a farm
commodity or conservation program.

Tax Credit Calculation

Complicated formula to compute tax credit
based on landowner’s household income
and excessive property taxes accrued.
The schedule of credit amount increases
with property taxes accrued, and decrease
with household income up to a maximum
of $4,200 a year. (s. 71.60, Statutes
(2007)).

Flat rate, not based on income or property
taxes paid; based only on the qualifying
acreage of land in parcel devoted primarily
to ag use multiplied by fixed rate per acre.
No maximum tax credit. (s. 71.613 (2)).

Different Levels of Tax Credit

- Landowners collect 100 percent of
computed credit if their land is under a
certified exclusive ag zoning ordinance
and ag preservation plan.

Landowners can collect 80 percent of
computed credit if they are under an
individual agreement.

Landowners can collect 70 percent of
computed credit if they are under EAZ but
not under a certified ag preservation plan.

Those under an agreement of EAZ are
guaranteed a minimum credit of 10
percent on property taxes up to $6,000.

- Landowners can collect $5.00 per acre
credit if their land is under an individual
agreement, and after July 1, 2009, within a
certified Ag Enterprise Area (AEA).

Landowners can collect $7.50 per acre if
their land is within a certified Farmland
Preservation (FP) Zoning District.

Landowners can collect $10.00 per acre if
their land is both under an individual
agreement within an AEA and within a FP
zoning district. In all cases, to collect, they
must be on land designated for farmland
preservation under a certified FP plan.

Agreements

Land Eligibility

Eligible land must be either an ag
preservation area or transition area of the
certified county ag preservation plan map;
or under a certified EAZ ordinance even if
the county lacks a certified ag preservation
plan.

Land is not eligible in counties with
population density of over 100 persons per
square mile unless the county has a
certified EAZ ordinance.

Requires location within an agricultural
enterprise area certified by DATCP, and
within a farmland preservation area of a
certified county ag preservation plan.
Application for AEA certification requires
landowners of five eligible farms, and the
local government’s participation.

Land which is expected to develop within
15 years (i.e. formerly transition areas) is
not eligible.

Criteria for Review of Application

County reviews agreement application
based on criteria in s. 91.13 (4) including
productivity of ag land, predominance of
ag use, consistency with certified ag plan,
in addition to eligibility of land, and other
discretionary county criteria consistent with
Ch. 91.

County reviews agreement application
based only on eligibility of land,
specifically: 1) is land in FP area of
certified FP plan map; and 2) is land within
a certified Ag Enterprise Area. There is no
county discretion in review criteria.

Relinquishment

Owner may apply to the LWCB for an
agreement relinquishment; a lien against
the property assessed for the total amount
of all credits received by all owners of such
lands during the last 10 years plus
compounding interest.

Requires payment of a per acre
conversion fee equal to three times the per
acre value of the highest class of tillable
ag land present in the municipality.

Conditions for Relinquishment

Requires approval of local government
based on “consistency with ag use” and
approval of LWCB.

Requires approval by DATCP based on
condition that it “will not impair or limit ag
use” of other farmland under FP zoning or
under agreement.

Agreement Length

- Not less than 10 years nor more than 25
years.

At least 15 years.

Transition Area Agreement

- Allowed.

Not allowed.




Table 1 (continued)

Farmland Preservation Program Working Lands Initiative
Category (Prior to July 1, 2009) (January 15, 2011)

Monitoring And Reporting

Soil and Water Standard
Compliance Inspections

Inspections required every six years. Inspections required every four years.

Soils and Water Standards - Requires county to develop standards and - Relies on State standards identified in
get approval from the LWCB based on Chapter 281 and Chapter 92. (See s.
ATCP 50.04 and 50.16, and s. 92.104 and 92.05 (3) (c) and (k); s. 92.14 (8); and s.
s. 92.105, Statutes (2007) 281.16(3) (b) and (c), Statutes)

PACE Easements

State and county or local co-holder of
easement will enforce the easement.

Not applicable.

Rezoning Reports Requires natification of rezoning, no Requires a report on the number of acres

timeframe. Self-reporting, no DATCP rezoned, a map of the location of the
oversight. rezoned acres, and the total amount of
conversion fees collected.

Definitions

Agricultural Use - Beekeeping; commercial feedlots; - Crop or forage production; keeping
dairying; egg production; floriculture; fish livestock; beekeeping; nursery, sod or
or fur farming; forest and game Christmas tree production; floriculture;
management; grazing; livestock raising; aquaculture; fur farming; forest
orchards; plant greenhouses and management; enrolling land in a Federal
nurseries; poultry raising; raising of grain, agricultural commodity payment program,
grass, mint and seed crops; raising of or Federal or state ag land conservation
fruits, nuts and berries; sod farming; payment program.

placing land in Federal programs in return
for payments in kind; owning land, at least
35 acres of which is enrolled in the
Conservation Reserve Program;
participating in milk production termination
program; vegetable raising.

Defined in s. 91.10, Statutes, (2007).

Similar content incorporated for conditional
uses into s. 91.46(2)(c), s. 91.46 (4),
s. 91.46 (5) and s. 91.46 (6).

Not defined.

Consistency with Ag Use

Must have been in ag use for at least 12
months of the preceding 36 months.

Land Devoted “Primarily to Ag Use”

Development

“Development” means change to any use Agricultural development is distinguished
other than agricultural use (s. 91.01 (4), from non-agricultural development, with
Statutes (2007)). the former consistent with ag preservation;
some ag-related uses are allowed as a
permitted use in FP zoning districts, and
allowed within farmland preservation areas
of the FP plan.

Source: Ozaukee County, DATCP, and SEWRPC.

comprehensive plan into the farmland preservation plan by reference. This updated Farmland Preservation Plan
for Ozaukee County, therefore, was prepared as part of, and as an amendment to, the adopted multi-jurisdictional
County comprehensive plan.

The County comprehensive plan provides long-range goals, objectives, policies, and programs for Ozaukee
County officials and residents to help guide future development and preserve significant natural resources,
including productive farmlands, in Ozaukee County to the plan design year 2035. Important agricultural and
related natural resource data is also provided in the comprehensive plan document. Farmland preservation was
one of many issues identified during the comprehensive planning process and was considered a high priority in a
Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis and public opinion survey conducted as part
of that process. Valuable agricultural information can be found throughout the County’s comprehensive plan,
including an inventory of agricultural resources in which tables and maps found in the comprehensive plan report
are cross-referenced, or updated and included in this report.

8



PURPOSE OF PROTECTING FARMLAND

A vibrant agricultural presence in the rapidly urbanizing Ozaukee County is important for economic health,
quality of life, and business diversification. The preservation of agricultural lands can serve many purposes,
including conserving energy, reducing urban sprawl, maintaining open space and rural character, retaining natural
ecological systems, controlling public costs, preserving the local economic base, promoting sustainability or self-
sufficiency, preserving the rural lifestyle and/or farm living, and preserving productive agricultural lands.

Farming is an important part of the Ozaukee County economy. In 2007, about $5.3 billion of sales and revenue
were generated within Ozaukee County. The agricultural industry supported the local economy by contributing
approximately $59 million towards this total. Farming operations serve as a foundation supporting a variety of
other businesses, such as implement dealers, feed mills, granaries, crop consultants, veterinarians, retail stores,
restaurants, and food processing plants. This is a symbiotic relationship, however, where the farm operations need
the support businesses and vice versa. If farms are economically affected, support businesses will also be
impacted. Thus, by promoting, supporting, and preserving agriculture and associated agricultural industries as a
viable economic sector, communities also protect their local agricultural economic base.

Ozaukee County has experienced significant growth. The population of the County increased about 59 percent,
from 54,461 residents in 1970 to 86,395 in 2010. This growth, combined with trends toward larger areas of land
used per household, a decreasing number of persons per household, and a desire to live near open space, has
created development pressures on the rural landscape of the County.

Farmers need land with good soils to farm just as manufacturers need raw materials. Without basic resources,
neither can survive. Productive agricultural soils require less energy to farm than other soils, and when maintained
near primary markets such as urban centers, energy is conserved and transportation costs are reduced. Energy
savings are due mainly to the natural characteristics of the soil, good moisture content, depth and texture,
biochemical composition, good drainage, adequate sunlight, and proper wind protection. Because of these natural
qualities, less energy is expended on soil and water conservation practices, fertilizer and pesticide applications,
the development and application of irrigation and drainage systems, and the operation of farm equipment. By
preserving highly productive, self-sufficient soils in agricultural use, including near urban centers, energy is
conserved that would otherwise be spent in transportation and on the more energy-intensive practices required to
farm inferior soils.

The historic urban growth map, Map 18 in Chapter II, identifies areas of urban development expanding into rural
portions of the County, away from municipal sewer and water services. This type of development frequently
creates land use conflicts for the agricultural industry and can be costly to provide with community services.
Communities that promote compact urban development discourage such growth into rural areas. The costs of
supporting diffused low-density urban development are high in terms of dollars and loss of nonrenewable natural
resources and surface and groundwater recharge areas made possible by open lands. Impervious roofs, roads, and
parking lots do not allow rainwater to seep into the soil, but direct it off-premises. By saving farmsteads, more
compact and efficient forms of urban development can be attained.

Preserving farmland and open space provides locally grown food for markets, replenishes groundwater supplies,
provides wildlife habitat, and preserves the County’s rural heritage and scenic vistas. Farmland preservation helps
maintain open space that can give desirable form and structure to urban and rural development and can
significantly contribute to the overall environmental quality and scenic beauty of an area. In this context, farmland
preservation may be considered as part of an overall program to protect resources by maintaining natural systems
and natural processes, sometimes referred to as natural ecological systems, since farmland oftentimes contains
natural features. These objectives are met by preserving wetlands, woodlands, floodplains, surface and
groundwater resources including recharge areas, and aquatic and wildlife habitat areas, in addition to the
preservation of productive agricultural soils. The preservation of these features and farmstead characteristics such
as barns, silos, and stone walls contribute to the visual natural and agrarian countryside character of an area. By
preserving existing farms and farmland, communities are able to maintain their rural lifestyle and the unique
agrarian cultural heritage associated with farm living.



The public service costs of farmsteads are low in comparison to scattered low-density urban development. In
general, the tax returns to the community from farms are greater than the public service and facility outlays that
farms require. Unplanned development or the conversion of productive land can weaken a community’s tax base
and impact its character. Scattered low-density urban development is less efficient and public costs to provide
public services and facilities generally exceed tax revenues. By controlling the timing, rate, and/or location of
such development through a farmland preservation program, communities maintain the stability of their tax base
and control public costs.

By protecting productive farmland, current and future farmers have some form of stability. They will be more
likely to invest in their operations. In addition, tools such as purchase of development rights (PDRs) or purchase
of agricultural conservation easements (PACE) programs may make productive farmland affordable for the next
generation of farmers. In addition, many County residents will continue to enjoy the unique agricultural heritage
of Ozaukee County. By establishing a farmland preservation program and promoting compact development,
Ozaukee County can support a significant part of its economy, agriculture and its related businesses. Such a
program will help farmers withstand some of the development pressures they face due to urban encroachment into
rural areas.

In promoting compact urban development through preservation of local agricultural areas, communities also
contribute to preserving agricultural resources. Without a farmland preservation program many farmers would
likely be forced to turn to other more marginal lands for agricultural production. Additionally the State and Nation
would lack the reserves of good productive agricultural lands that may be required to meet or help sustain national
and international needs in times of disasters as well as in times of changing market conditions such as, for
example, meeting increasing demands for food and bio-fuel.

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS

The specific planning requirements for obtaining State certification of a county farmland preservation plan are
identified in Chapter 91, Subchapter Il of the Statutes, and are summarized in the following paragraphs.

Plan Certification Expiration and Recertification Process

In accordance with Chapter 91 of the Statutes, certifications of all existing county farmland preservation plans are
scheduled to expire by December 31, 2015. Seventy of the 72 counties in the State had an existing county
farmland preservation plan when the revised Chapter 91 was enacted in 2009. The Statute established a staggered
time frame for plan expirations based on population growth per square mile from 2000 to 2007. Based on these
criteria, Ozaukee County’s earlier plan would have expired on December 31, 2011, without an extension
approved by DATCP. The County requested and received an extension from DATCP to December 31, 2013 for
this update of the farmland preservation plan.

Once a farmland preservation plan is developed or updated, the county must apply to DATCP for plan
certification or recertification. By completing the “County Application for Farmland Preservation Plan
Certification,”® a county self-certifies to DATCP that the plan meets the applicable requirements for certification
identified in State law. Based on a county’s self-certification, DATCP can certify the plan if all certification
requirements are met. DATCP must make a certification decision within 90 days if the application submitted is
complete. There is no requirement to seek certification from a State level board such as the Land and Water
Conservation Board, and a farmland preservation plan may be certified for a period of up to 10 years.

Self-certification of the plan requires the county corporation counsel and county planning director or county chief
elected official to review the farmland preservation plan and certify that it meets State law. DATCP has the
authority to conduct additional review of the plan to ensure that the plan meets the requirements of Chapter 91. If
a county plan is denied certification, the county can re-submit a revised application that addresses the issues cited
by DATCP in denying the earlier certification request.

*Available at http://datcp.wi.gov/Environment/Working_Lands_Initiative/
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Inventory and Trends
Section 91.10(c) of the Statutes requires farmland preservation plans to identify, describe, and document the
following agricultural resources and trends:

1. Agricultural uses of land in the county at the time the farmland preservation plan is adopted, including key
agricultural specialties, if any.

2. Key agricultural resources, including available land, soil, and water resources.
3. Key infrastructure for agriculture, including key processing, storage, transportation, and supply facilities.

4. Significant trends in the county related to agricultural land use, agricultural production, enterprises related to
agriculture, and the conversion of agricultural lands to other uses.

5. Anticipated changes in the nature, scope, location, and focus of agricultural production, processing, supply,
and distribution.

The plan must also identify, describe, and document development trends, plans or needs that may affect farmland
preservation and agricultural development in the county, including:

e Population and Economic Growth e Community Facilities and Services
e Housing e Energy

e Transportation e Waste Management

o Utilities e Municipal Expansion

e Communications e Environmental Preservation

o Business Development

Designation of Farmland Preservation Areas

A key component of development of a county farmland preservation plan is the identification of “farmland
preservation areas.” The Statutes define a farmland preservation area as an area that is planned primarily for
agricultural use or agriculture-related use, or both, which is identified as an agricultural or farmland preservation
area in a state-certified farmland preservation plan. Essentially, a farmland preservation area (FPA) is an area
where the county plans to preserve agriculture and agricultural-related uses. The plan may also include
undeveloped natural resource areas, such as wetlands and woodlands, and open space areas, but not areas planned
for nonagricultural development within 15 years from the adoption date of the farmland preservation plan. The
rationale used to determine which areas to designate as farmland preservation areas must also be described in the
plan. The mapping of FPAs has direct implications for development of farmland preservation zoning ordinances,
since certification of farmland preservation zoning districts requires that lands placed in the zoning district be
located within a FPA. Similarly, agricultural enterprise areas and PACE easements must be located in an area
identified as a FPA in order to receive grant funds from DATCP.

Designation of Agricultural Enterprise Areas

As described in Subchapter VI of Chapter 91 of the Statutes, DATCP may designate agricultural enterprise areas
(AEASs) targeted for agricultural preservation and agricultural development, up to a combined area of not more
than 1,000,000 acres Statewide. Designation of an AEA allows owners of eligible land to enter into a Farmland
Preservation Agreement with DATCP to receive farmland preservation tax credits. An AEA must meet the
following criteria:

1. DATCP must receive a petition, which complies with Section 91.86 of the Statutes, requesting an AEA
designation.

2. Parcels within an AEA must be contiguous. Parcels that are only separated by a lake, stream, or transportation
or utility right-of-way are considered contiguous.
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3. The area must be located entirely in a farmland preservation area identified in a certified County farmland
preservation plan.

4. The area must be primarily in agricultural use.
DATCP will give preference to areas that include at least 1,000 acres of land when designating AEAS.

Identification of Issues, Goals, Policies, Strategies, and Actions

A farmland preservation plan must state the county's policy related to farmland preservation, agricultural
development, and the development of enterprises related to agriculture. In addition, the plan must identify,
describe, and document the following:

e Key land issues related to preserving farmland and promoting agricultural development, and plans for
addressing these issues.

e Goals for agricultural development in the county, including goals related to the development of enterprises
related to agriculture.

e Actions that the county will take to preserve farmland and actions that the county will take to promote
agricultural development.

e Programs and other actions that the county and local governmental units within the county may use to
preserve designated farmland preservation areas.

o Policies, goals, strategies, and proposed actions to increase housing density in certain areas planned for non-
agricultural development within 15 years from the date on which the plan is adopted.

Public Participation Plan

In accordance with Section 91.10(3) of the Statutes, the adoption of a farmland preservation plan must follow the
same procedures specified in Section 66.1001(4) of the Statutes for the adoption of a comprehensive plan, which
includes the adoption of written procedures to ensure public participation in the development of a plan. The public
participation plan must be designed to foster public participation, including open discussion, communication
programs, information services, and public meetings for which advance notice has been provided, in every stage
of the preparation of a plan. An amendment to the public participation plan (PPP) for the Ozaukee County Multi-
Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan was adopted by the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors in December 2011,
and is included in Appendix B. The amendment to the PPP addresses public participation procedures for
amendments to the comprehensive plan, and authorizes the Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board
(CPB) to approve additional public participation procedures or separately-documented public participation plans
to obtain public input for comprehensive plan amendments.

The Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC) and Land Preservation
Board (LPB) recommended that the CPB approve a separate public participation plan (PPP) for the farmland
preservation plan. On October 18, 2011, the CPB approved public participation procedures for the development of
this updated Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County which meets the requirements of Section
66.1001(4)(a) of the Statutes. The Farmland Preservation Plan PPP is also included in Appendix B. The Farmland
Preservation Plan PPP describes the methods the County will use to distribute the farmland preservation plan, or
amendments thereto, and the opportunity for written comments on the plan to be submitted by the public to the
County, as well as for the County to respond to such comments. The PPP also includes a description of public
meetings, a public opinion survey, and other methods used to solicit public input during the planning process,
which are summarized in Chapter 1V.

Plan Review and Adoption

Section 91.10(3) of the Statutes requires that the County adopt the farmland preservation plan by following the
same procedures under Section 66.1001(4) of the Statutes for the adoption of a comprehensive plan or
amendments thereto. The farmland preservation plan or plan amendments, therefore, must be adopted by an
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ordinance enacted by the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors. The comprehensive planning law also requires
that at least one public hearing be held prior to adopting the plan. Section 91.10(2) of the Statutes further requires
that the county farmland preservation plan be included in its comprehensive plan and that the county ensure the
two plans are consistent with each other. The farmland preservation plan was, therefore, integrated into the multi-
jurisdictional County comprehensive plan through a plan amendment process. Section 66.1001 requires that an
adopted comprehensive plan, or an amendment to such a plan, be sent to all governmental units within and
adjacent to the county or local government preparing or amending the plan; the Wisconsin Department of
Administration; the regional planning commission (SEWRPC); and the public library that serves the area in which
the county or local government is located. Information regarding the plan review and adoption process is provided
in Chapter VII.

Consistency Between the Farmland Preservation Plan and Comprehensive Plans and Ordinances

As indicated above, Section 91.10(2) of the Statutes requires counties to ensure that their farmland preservation
plan is consistent with the county comprehensive plan if the county has such a plan. To comply with this
consistency requirement of the farmland preservation planning law, Ozaukee County will make the changes
needed, if any, to ensure the multi-jurisdictional County comprehensive plan, as well as county shoreland and
floodplain zoning regulations, are consistent with the County farmland preservation plan following its adoption.
Each community participating in the State’s farmland preservation program should also amend, if necessary, its
comprehensive plan, as well as zoning, subdivision, and official mapping ordinances, to ensure that their
comprehensive plan and implementation tools are consistent with the farmland preservation plan. Additional
information regarding consistency between the farmland preservation plan and comprehensive plans and
implementing ordinances is provided in Chapter VII.

PLANNING COMMITTEE AND PROCESS

This updated farmland preservation plan was prepared under the guidance of the FPPCAC, and included
preparation of a public participation plan, creation of a vision statement, review of draft plan chapters and other
plan materials, and development of a recommended farmland preservation plan for consideration by the LPB and
CPB. The CPB reviewed the recommendations of the FPPCAC and LPB and recommended a farmland
preservation plan for adoption by ordinance of the County Board.

Committee Structure and By-Laws

During 2010, Ozaukee County staff attended Plan Commission, Town and Village Board, and Common Council
meetings in all communities in Ozaukee County to present an overview of the Working Lands Initiative and the
County’s intent to prepare an updated Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County. The Ozaukee County
FPPCAC was established by the CPB, based on a recommendation from the LPB, at the end of 2010. All cities,
villages, and towns within the County were invited to appoint a representative to serve on the FPPCAC. All six
towns in the County and three of the eight cities and villages located entirely within the County appointed
representatives to the FPPCAC. The Village of Newburg, which straddles the Ozaukee-Washington County line,
also appointed a representative to the FPPCAC. The FPPCAC also included 16 citizen members. The FPPCAC
approved by-laws, included in Appendix C, to establish committee rules-of-order. A list of committee members is
provided on the inside front cover of this report.

Planning Process

The farmland preservation plan presented in this report was developed through a process consisting of the
following steps, along with ongoing public input during the process: 1) start up tasks, 2) inventory and analysis, 3)
identification of trends and projections, 4) delineation of farmland preservation areas, 5) visioning, issue
identification, and recommendations, 6) preparation of implementation measures, and 7) plan review, refinement,
and adoption. Another key step in the farmland preservation planning process will be the implementation of the
plan by Ozaukee County and by local governments participating in the State farmland preservation program.
Throughout the planning process, the active participation and input of citizens, farmers, landowners, County and
local government officials, and interest groups was essential for identifying important issues and preparing a
farmland preservation plan with realistic goals.
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Plan Implementation

While planning provides many important public benefits, it is important to recognize that an adopted plan is not
an “end result,” but rather provides recommendations for future action. Plan recommendations will be fulfilled
over time in generally small, incremental steps. A farmland preservation plan provides a foundation and guide for
implementing many preservation tools, which may include community zoning ordinances and maps, subdivision
ordinances, and other County and local ordinances, programs, and policies.

Suggestions for local government consideration are included in this document. Local governments will have an
influence over farmland preservation along with County government, especially with regard to preserving
agricultural lands through local comprehensive plans, zoning ordinances, and land division ordinances.
Participating communities should review and refine farmland preservation goals, objectives, policies, and
programs for potential inclusion in their local comprehensive plan. Alternatively, local governments may choose
not to consider suggestions that are inconsistent with their local comprehensive plan or which are not relevant to
their community’s needs.

Although a community may be participating in the farmland preservation planning process, some communities
may decide not to designate areas for farmland preservation at this time. Nevertheless, it is still important that
good inventory and analysis data be provided herein, as well as farmland preservation goals and objectives, since
the community may change its policies in the future and wish to designate certain parts of the community as
farmland preservation areas. At that time, the County farmland preservation plan, as well as the community’s
comprehensive plan, could be amended accordingly to include the designated farmland preservation areas. Or
communities may desire to support and/or save some agricultural lands or activities in a different manner by, for
example, locating a farmer’s market in their urban center, city, or village; promoting connection or direct
marketing of surrounding local farm produce to schools or restaurants in their urban setting; or implementing
conservation subdivisions or small hobby farms under an agricultural zoning classification that is less restrictive
than the farmland preservation zoning requirements set forth in Chapter 91 (which would not allow owners of
farmland in the less restrictive zoning district to collect farmland tax credits based on zoning).

REPORT FORMAT

The findings and recommendations of the farmland preservation planning effort are set forth in this report. The
document consists of a report summary and seven chapters. Following this introductory chapter, Chapter Il
presents existing and historical data, including descriptions and analyses of agricultural and natural resources,
including important natural resources that should be preserved; existing demographic and economic
characteristics; historical and existing land use patterns, including urban development; and adopted plans and
regulatory devices in the County relevant to farmland preservation. Chapter I11 describes agricultural trends and
probable future population, household, and employment levels in Ozaukee County to the year 2035. Chapter 1V
describes results of a public opinion survey and public input meetings, as well as additional public input during
the planning process. Recommended farmland preservation areas in Ozaukee County are set forth in Chapter V.
Chapter VI includes a vision statement, issue identification, and recommended farmland preservation goals and
supporting objectives, policies, and programs pertaining to preserving agricultural areas as well as those related to
other natural resources and land uses that may affect farmland preservation. The last chapter, Chapter VI,
discusses programs and actions to facilitate the implementation of plan recommendations.

This report was adopted as a component of and an amendment to the Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for
Ozaukee County: 2035. The Statutes require the farmland preservation plan to be consistent with the County's
comprehensive plan. To avoid the repetition of some information, such as extensive inventory data, and to
conveniently include the farmland preservation plan as a part of the comprehensive plan, portions of the farmland
preservation plan reference the comprehensive plan or parts thereof. The cross-references identify where the
relevant information can be found within the comprehensive plan report.’

3The Ozaukee County comprehensive plan is documented in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No.
285, A Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035, April 2008, Amended May 2009.

14



Chapter |1

INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

This Chapter provides data about agricultural and natural resources, existing demographic and economic levels,
past and present land use patterns, and adopted plans, programs, and regulations affecting farmland preservation.
Such data are essential for identifying farmlands best suited for preservation and for designing a plan to
accomplish long-term preservation. The planning recommendations set forth in Chapters V and VI are directly
related to the information presented in this Chapter.

PART 1: SOILS AND AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Soil Conservation Service, now the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCYS), issued a soil survey for Ozaukee County in 1970. Soils were identified and mapped and
organized by soil association, soil series, and soil type. The soil survey results, including the attributes of each soil
type, are now available on the NRCS website as part of the Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database. The soil
survey plays an important role in land use decisions. This information can be used in managing farms and to help
identify areas of the County that are suitable for agriculture, vulnerable to erosion, or contain wet soils, shallow
bedrock, or other features that could limit development or farming.

Soil Associations

A soil association is a landscape that has a distinctive pattern of soils. It normally consists of one or more major
soils and at least one minor soil, and is named for the major soils. Map 1 shows soil associations in Ozaukee
County. Planning decisions should be based on the more detailed soils information, including soil mapping units
and interpretations for various land uses, contained in the soil survey. The following paragraphs describe the five
soil associations in Ozaukee County:

e The Kewaunee-Manawa association contains well-drained to somewhat poorly drained soils that have a
subsoil of clay to silty clay loam formed in thin loess and silty clay loam glacial till on uplands. Most of this
association is cultivated. Erosion control and drainage of low, wet areas are the main concerns in managing
these soils. This is the largest soil association within the County, encompassing about 46 percent of the
County, mostly in the eastern half of the County.

e The Ozaukee-Mequon association contains well-drained to somewhat poorly drained soils that have a subsoil
of silty clay loam and silty clay formed in thin loess and silty clay loam glacial till on uplands. Most of this
association is cultivated with erosion control and drainage of low wet areas being the chief management
concerns. This association encompasses about 10 percent of the County and is located mostly in the
southwestern portion of the County.
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e The Hochheim-Sisson-Casco association contains well-drained soils that have a subsoil of loam to clay loam
underlain mainly by loamy till, outwash, and lake-laid deposits on uplands, terraces, and in lakebeds. Most
areas suitable for cultivation have been cleared and are cultivated. This association also contains more
woodlands than other associations found in the County. This is located mostly in the western half of the
County and is the second largest soil association, encompassing about 34 percent of the County.

e The Houghton-Adrian association contains very poorly drained organic soils in basins and depressions. Most
areas of this association are wooded and provide habitat for wildlife. Crops grow well on areas that are
adequately drained and are protected from soil blowing. Throughout most of the year the water table is high
and the soils are highly compressible under heavy loads. Use of the soils for residential and industrial
development and for highways is severely limited. This association encompasses about 3 percent of the
County and is located in limited areas throughout the County.

e The Casco-Fabius association contains well drained and somewhat poorly drained soils that have a subsoil of
clay loam and sandy clay loam; shallow over gravel and sand and on stream terraces. Most of the soils in this
association are cultivated. The soils are easy to cultivate and erosion is generally not a serious hazard. These
soils are a good source of sand and gravel. This association encompasses about 7 percent of the County and is
located mostly in limited central areas of the County.

Saturated Soils

Soils that are saturated with water or that have a water table at or near the surface, also known as hydric soils,
pose significant limitations for most types of development. High water tables often cause wet basements and
poorly-functioning septic tank absorption fields. The excess wetness may also restrict the growth of landscaping
plants and trees or prevent the use of land for crops, unless the land is artificially drained. Map 2 depicts hydric
soils in Ozaukee County, as identified by the NRCS. About 30 percent of the County, or about 44,698 acres, is
covered by hydric soils, not including surface water areas. Although hydric soils are generally unsuitable for
development, they may serve as important locations for restoration of wetlands, as wildlife habitat, and for
stormwater detention. There are additional non-hydric soils in the County, especially in the southern and eastern
portions of the County, with hydric inclusions (the NRCS allows for up to 25 percent hydric inclusions in non-
hydric soils).

Soil Suitability for Agricultural Production

The NRCS has classified the agricultural capability of soils based on their general suitability for most kinds of
farming. These groupings are based on the limitations of the soils, the risk of damage when used, and the way in
which the soils respond to treatment. Generally, lands with Class | and Il soils are considered “National Prime
Farmlands.” About 65 percent of the County is covered by prime farmland soils. Lands with Class 11l soils are
considered “Farmlands of Statewide Significance,” which cover about 22 percent of the County. Class | soils have
few limitations, the widest range of use, and the least risk of damage when used. Class Il soils have some
limitations that reduce the choice of plants that can be grown, or require moderate conservation practices to
reduce the risk of damage when used. Class Il soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants,
require special conservation practices, or both, and Class 1V soils have very severe limitations. The soils in the
other classes have progressively greater natural limitations. Class V, VI, and VII soils are considered suitable for
pasture but not for crops, and Class VIII soils are so rough, shallow, or otherwise limited that they do not produce
economically worthwhile yields of crops, forage, or wood products.

The location and amount of Class I, II, and 11l soils, as set forth in Map 3 and Table 2, were an important
consideration when identifying farmland preservation areas in the County farmland preservation plan adopted in
1983 and town land use and master plans adopted in the 1980’s and 1990’s. Areas recommended in those plans to
be preserved for agricultural use were typically parcels of 35 acres or more covered by at least 50 percent Class I,
I1, or 111 soils and located in blocks of existing farmland at least 100 acres in size.
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Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Analysis®

Following preparation of the County farmland preservation plan adopted in 1983, the NRCS developed an
alternative method for identifying areas to be preserved as farmland. This method is known as the Land
Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system. LESA is a numeric system for rating potential farmland
preservation areas by evaluating soil quality (LE or land evaluation) and geographic variables (SA or site
assessment).

An analysis using the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) system for rating potential farmland
preservation areas in Ozaukee County was conducted in 2007 as part of the County multi-jurisdictional
comprehensive planning process. The analysis was based on the land evaluation (LE) ratings developed by the
NRCS and the site assessment (SA) factors developed by the LESA Technical Advisory Workgroup and reviewed
and approved by the Agricultural and Natural Resources (ANR) Workgroup, the Comprehensive Planning Citizen
Advisory Committee (CAC), and the Comprehensive Planning Board (CPB) during the comprehensive planning
process.

Land evaluation ratings are determined by the NRCS based on soil type, slope, agricultural capability class, and
soil productivity for producing corn and soybeans. The best soils for crop production are assigned a value of 100
and all other soils are assigned lower values based on how they compare to the highest-rated soils. The NRCS
provided land evaluation (LE) values for soils in Ozaukee County based on LE values for all soil types in
Wisconsin. Soil LE values were “normalized” for Ozaukee County, meaning that each soil was rated in a relative
value to other soils in Ozaukee County, rather than to soils in the State. Map 4 depicts the LE ratings for soils in
Ozaukee County, grouped by various ranges. Acres within each range in each participating local government and
the County are listed in Table 3.

The site assessment component of the LESA rating system is based on geographic variables, which were
determined specifically for Ozaukee County by the LESA Technical Advisory Workgroup. The 11 SA factors
include:

o SA-1 factors (agricultural productivity)
SA-1A. Size of parcel in agricultural use
SA-1B. Size of contiguous agricultural land block
SA-1C. Compatibility of adjacent land uses
SA-1D. Compatibility of land uses within 0.5 mile
SA-1E. Population density within 0.5 mile

o SA-2 factors (development pressures impacting continued agricultural use of a parcel)
SA-2A. Distance from planned sanitary sewer service areas
SA-2B. Distance from IH 43 interchanges

e SA-3factors (other public values of a parcel)

SA-3A. Primary or secondary environmental corridor, isolated natural resource area, natural area, or critical
species habitat present on parcel

SA-3B. Wetlands less than five acres or floodplains present on parcel
SA-3C. Proximity to permanently protected land greater than 20 acres in size

SA-3D. Parcel has been placed on the National Register of Historic Places, designated as a local historic
landmark, or is adjacent to a rustic road

A detailed description of the LESA analysis, including maps of each site assessment factor, is provided in
SEWRPC Memorandum Report No. 170, Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Analysis of Farmlands in
Ozaukee County: 2007, January 2008.
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Table 2

AGRICULTURAL SOIL CAPABILITY IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

Class IV, V, VI, VII,

and VIl Soils and
Class | Soils Class Il Soils Class Il Soils Unclassified Areas® Total )

Local Government (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)

City of MequoN........cccceevieiiieee e 58 23,538 4,004 2,435 30,035
Town of Belgium .........ccccooiiieiiiiiiiieeees -- 17,264 3,348 2,148 22,760
Town of Cedarburg.. 482 10,205 3,656 1,599 15,942
Town of Fredonia.........cccoeeveeeiniiieeniiieene 389 12,078 6,416 3,148 22,031
Town of Grafton.........cccceeveeviiieniiiieesees 11 7,023 2,832 1,571 11,437
Town of Port Washington ............ccccceeeenes 2 8,463 1,505 1,485 11,455
Town of Saukville...........cccoevvieiiiiiein, 174 8,936 8,050 3,885 21,045
Other Cities and Villages ..........ccccoeevnneenn. 102 9,082 3,385 3,320 15,889
Ozaukee County 1,218 96,589 33,196 19,591 150,594
Percent of Total County Lands 0.8 64.1 22.1 13.0 100.0

®Unclassified areas also include surface water areas.
"Total acreage by community is based on 2010 civil division boundaries.

Source: USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service and SEWRPC.

Table 3

SOIL PRODUCTIVITY RATINGS FOR CROPLAND (LAND EVALUATION RATINGS) IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

Less than
60 or Sall
95-100 90-94.9 85-89.9 80-84.9 75-75.9 70-74.9 60-69.9 not Rated?® Total

Local Government (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)b
City of Mequon....... 6,784 12,225 3,686 834 306 101 2,788 3,326 30,049
Town of Belgium 566 15,161 221 1,400 645 320 1,464 2,984 22,761
Town of Cedarburg.................... 2,783 4,492 1,662 1,379 572 482 2,205 2,367 15,942
Town of Fredonia 2,206 7,536 735 1,969 168 1,314 3,449 4,654 22,031
Town of Grafton ............cceeeneee. 115 6,005 363 693 283 213 1,709 2,056 11,437
Town of Port Washington .......... 64 7,897 22 480 76 116 1,176 1,624 11,455
Town of Saukville....................... 1,672 4,521 833 1,859 472 2,826 3,774 5,088 21,046
Other Cities and Villages ........... 605 7,227 1,058 1,460 318 119 2,411 2,675 15,873
Ozaukee County 14,795 65,064 8,580 10,074 2,840 5,491 18,976 24,774 150,594
Percent of Total County Lands 9.8 43.2 5.7 6.7 1.9 3.6 12.6 16.5 100.0

®Includes surface water areas.
"Total acreage by community is based on 2010 civil division boundaries.

Source: USDA-Natural Resources Conservation Service and SEWRPC.

The Ozaukee County LESA analysis was conducted using SEWRPC and County Geographic Information System
(GIS) data to analyze and assign each agricultural parcel in the County a LESA score between 0 and 10, with 10
being the best possible score. Parcels outside planned sewer service areas with 2 percent or more of the land in
agricultural use were included in the analysis, as shown on Map 5. The LE component of the analysis comprises
40 percent of the score. The other 60 percent of the score is comprised of the 11 Site Assessment (SA) factors.
Each factor received a weight that varied between high, medium, and low based on its perceived importance to
long-term agricultural use by the LESA Technical Advisory Workgroup.
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Table 4

OZAUKEE COUNTY LESA SCORES: 2007

Parcels in Category Total Acres in Category® Agricultural Acres in Categoryb
LESA Score Number Percent Number Percent Acres Percent
9.0-10.0...cccevvveviennns 6 0.2 472 0.5 401 0.6
8.0-89...ciiiiiiiiiiii 164 4.5 12,813 13.9 10,450 14.7
7.0-7.9 i, 807 22.3 33,763 36.6 28,217 39.6
6.4-6.9.....cccciiireeennns 867 24.0 20,144 21.8 15,606 21.9
Lessthan 6.4 ........... 1,776 49.0 25,085 27.2 16,536 23.2
Total 3,620 100.0 92,277 100.0 71,210 100.0

®Includes entire area of parcels analyzed, including areas not being used for farming, such as woodlands, wetlands, and surface water.
®Includes only those portions of parcels in agricultural use in 2006.

Source: SEWRPC.

Final LESA scores are shown on Map 6, with the scores grouped into general categories. The average score for
the parcels analyzed was 6.3, and the median score was 6.4 (half of all parcels received a higher score and half
received a lower score than 6.4). The comprehensive plan recommends that parcels in the highest scoring
categories, 9.0 to 10.0 and 8.0 to 8.9, be given the highest priority for farmland protection resources. Parcels in
the next highest scoring categories, 7.0 to 7.9 and 6.4 to 6.9, should be given the next highest priority for farmland
protection resources. Local officials should review parcels that received a score below 6.4 and determine on a
case-by-case basis whether they are suitable for long-term protection. Table 4 sets forth the number of parcels and
acres in each LESA category in 2007. Only six parcels, with 401 acres in agricultural use, are in the highest
scoring category. There are 164 parcels, with 10,450 acres in agricultural use, in the 8.0 to 8.9 category and 807
parcels, with 28,217 acres in agricultural use, in the 7.0 to 7.9 category.

Soil Erosion Potential for Agricultural Lands

The erosion potential from wind and water for agricultural soils in Ozaukee County is summarized on Map 10 and
Table 28 in Chapter 11l of the multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan for Ozaukee County. The categories of
erosion potential shown on Map 10 are based on the amount of topsoil that has been lost, based on NRCS
estimates. About 8 percent of the County, or 11,318 acres, have been identified as having highly erodible soils,
and about 26 percent, or 38,497 acres, have been identified as having potentially highly erodible soils.

Farm Drainage Districts

Farm drainage districts are special-purpose units of government authorized under Chapter 88 of the Wisconsin
Statutes. Farm drainage districts are formed to plan and carry out area-wide drainage improvements to correct
problems of high water tables and poor drainage that interfere with agricultural uses and practices. A drainage
district may lie in more than one local government and may also cross county lines. Drainage districts are
governed by a three member board appointed by the County Circuit Court. The board has the authority to
purchase land for the construction and maintenance of drainage systems, which may include ditches, canals,
levees, reservoirs, silt basins, and pumps. The costs of improvements are assessed against the lands that are
specifically benefited. Properties that benefit from the improvements fund the improvements. A drainage board is
also authorized to assess a single landowner for the costs of correction when a landowner adversely impacts
downstream water quality. Landowners must receive drainage board approval before taking any drainage-related
action, because any unauthorized action could potentially affect a drainage system.

Approximately one-third of Wisconsin farms depend on constructed drains to remove excess water from their
land, primarily through small-scale drains. Most drains are operated by a single landowner or by voluntary
cooperation among adjacent landowners. There are approximately 228 known drainage districts in the State.
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Drainage districts are required to include a 20-foot corridor on each side of the ditch to be used as a maintenance
corridor. No row cropping is permitted and vegetation is required. These requirements can be coordinated with
soil and water conservation plans required under the Farmland Preservation Program.

There are two known active drainage districts in Ozaukee County, both located in the Town and Village of
Belgium. The districts are shown on Map 11 in Chapter Il of the County comprehensive plan and include the
Belgium-Holland Drainage District No. 1 and Belgium-Holland Drainage District No. 2. The districts also include
lands in the Town of Holland in Sheboygan County. The two districts encompassed an area of 4,078 acres in
Ozaukee County in 2006. Both districts are governed by the Ozaukee County Farm Drainage Board. There are
other districts considered “active” by the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection
(DATCP), but no activity, assessments, or maintenance have occurred in these districts for an extended period of
time.

Wisconsin Act 121, enacted on March 20, 2008, amended Section 66.1001 (2) (g) of the Statutes to require that
the Intergovernmental Cooperation Element of a comprehensive plan analyze the relationship of County and local
governments to drainage districts located in the County or local government. The Act also requires the County or
local government to notify the drainage district before taking action that would allow the development of a
residential, commercial, or industrial property that would likely increase the amount of water that the main drain
of the drainage district would have to accommodate. Drainage districts are required under Act 121 to file with the
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection; the town board or town zoning
committee; the village board, city council, plan commission, or plan committee; and the county zoning
administrator in which the district is located, a separate report for the preceding year stating the practices and
policies of the district.

Drainage districts must also, beginning in 2009, and every three years thereafter, provide written notice to every
person who owns land in the district that such land is in the district, along with contact information for every
member of the drainage board. Drainage districts are also required to annually provide contact information for
every member of the drainage board to the State drainage engineer and to the clerk of every city, village, town,
and county in which the drainage district is located, and to provide the clerk of each taxation district in which the
drainage district is located a list of every assessment issued by the district from November 1 of the previous year
to October 31 of the current year, specifying the assessment amount for every parcel in the district.

Existing Farmland

Agricultural lands in 2007 were identified in the multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan for Ozaukee County.
Most farm residences, together with a 20,000 square foot dwelling site, are classified as single-family residential
land uses in the 2007 generalized land use inventory shown on Map 20 in this Chapter, except that farmhouses on
agricultural parcels of 20 acres or more were designated as an agricultural use rather than a residential use. Table
5 sets forth the number of acres occupied by farmland in the City of Mequon and each town in the County in
2007. Farmlands occupied 77,601 acres, or about 121 square miles, representing about 52 percent of the County.
It should be noted that this figure includes lands actually used for agriculture, primarily cultivated lands and lands
used for pasture, and excludes the wetland and woodland portions of farm fields.

Map 7 shows areas used for agriculture in 2007, categorized by the following specific types of agricultural use
that existed in the year 2000:

e Cultivated Lands, which includes lands used for the cultivation of crops including row crops, grain crops,
vegetable crops, and hay.

e Pasture Land and Unused Agricultural Lands, which includes lands used as pasture, or lands which were
formerly cultivated or used for pasture which have not yet succeeded to a wetland or woodland plant
community.
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Table 5

AGRICULTURAL LAND IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2000

Pasture and Unused
Cultivated Land Agricultural Land Orchards and Nurseries Farm Buildings
Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of Total
Total Total Total Total Agricultural
Area Agricultural Area Agricultural Area Agricultural Area Agricultural Land®
Local Government (acres) Land (acres) Land (acres) Land (acres) Land (acres)
City of Mequon........c.ccecveevenene 6,365 61.2 3,391 32.6 433 4.2 210 2.0 10,399
Town of Belgium ........cccceevenne. 17,144 93.8 715 3.9 120 0.6 304 1.7 18,283
Town of Cedarburg ................. 5,565 75.8 1,431 19.5 138 19 204 2.8 7,338
Town of Fredonia............c....... 13,327 915 942 6.5 24 0.2 263 1.8 14,556
Town of Grafton ..........c.cc....... 3,352 72.7 1,108 24.0 21 0.5 127 2.8 4,608
Town of Port Washington........ 7,858 95.6 213 2.6 11 0.1 135 1.7 8,217
Town of Saukville.................... 8,842 80.9 1,751 16.0 61 0.6 273 25 10,927
Other Cities and Villages......... 2,950 90.1 285 8.7 3 0.1 35 1.1 3,273
Ozaukee County 65,403 84.3 9,836 12.7 811 1.0 1,551 2.0 77,601

#Total agricultural acreage by community is based on 2010 civil division boundaries, and is further based on parcels in agricultural use in 2007. Specific agricultural
uses were those existing in 2000.

Source: SEWRPC.

e Orchards and Nurseries, which includes lands used for orchards, nurseries, and sod farms. This category does
not include greenhouses, which are shown as commercial on the existing land use map in the comprehensive
plan (Map 89 in Chapter VIII of the multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan for Ozaukee County).

e Farm Buildings, which includes barns, silos, and other buildings used to store farm equipment or supplies or
house farm animals.

Cultivated lands were the predominant type of agricultural use in the County and in each participating local
government, accounting for about 84 percent of all land used for agricultural purposes in the County in 2000.

Farm Production and Revenue

In addition to inventory data regarding the suitability of lands and soils in the County for agricultural uses, it is
also important to collect farm production and revenue data.? Such inventory data are useful in identifying the
economic impact of agricultural operations on Ozaukee County and major types of agricultural products and
operations. Data on additional agricultural trends are also discussed in the next chapter.

Sales Value by Agricultural Sector

Agricultural sectors or commodity groups in the County and State in 2007, and the amount and percentage of
revenue associated with each sector, are set forth in Table 6. Dairy farming was the predominant source of
agricultural revenue in the County in 2007, accounting for about 56 percent of agricultural revenue. A lower
percentage, 51 percent, of agricultural revenue Statewide was based on dairy farming. The second and third
predominant sources of agricultural revenue were grain crops and horticulture products, respectively, each
accounting for about 14 percent of agricultural revenue. Statewide a higher percentage, about 18 percent, of
agricultural revenue was based on grain crops, while a much lower percentage, about 3 percent, was from
horticulture products. The relative importance of the horticultural industry in the County compared to the State is
likely a response to the demand for landscaping material for urban development in the County and the Milwaukee
metropolitan area.

“Data included in this section are 2002 and 2007 data for Ozaukee County from the USDA National Agricultural
Statistics Service, unless otherwise noted. Data are only available for the County as a whole.
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Table 6

VALUE OF SALES BY COMMODITY OR COMMODITY GROUP IN OZAUKEE COUNTY AND WISCONSIN: 2007

Ozaukee County Wisconsin
Commodity or 2007 Sales Percent of Total 2007 Sales Percent of Total

Commodity Group (in thousands) Agricultural Revenues (in thousands) Agricultural Revenues
Dairy .ooceeeveeiiciceieeieeeese $33,219 56.3 $4,573,294 51.0
Cattle and Calves ...........c.c...... 4,081 6.9 1,014,553 11.3

Grains

COMiiiiiiiiiiieee e 4,101 6.9 1,136,931 12.7
Wheat .......ccoceeviiiiiiiicciieeee 1,627 2.8 96,576 1.1
Soybeans .........cccceiiiiieenn. 2,650 4.5 390,672 4.4
Barley ..o 3 -2 1,272 -8
Other Grains®..........ccccoevvee... 67 0.1 17,090 0.2
Subtotal 8,448 14.3 1,643,341 18.4
Vegetables®...........ccocoeeereenans 2,027 3.4 422,639 4.7
Horticulture® .........cc.ooevvevvrerernn. 8,178 13.8 244,216 2.7
Other® ..o 3,103 5.3 1,069,315 11.9
Total $59,056 100.0 $8,967,358 100.0

®Less than 0.05 percent.

®Includes oilseeds, dry beans, and dry peas.

‘Includes melons, potatoes, and sweet potatoes.

“Includes nurseries, greenhouses, floricultures, and sod.

°Includes tobacco, fruits, poultry, eggs, pigs, sheep, goats, horses, aquaculture, and other crops and animals.

Source: USDA National Agriculture Statistics Service, 2007 Census of Agriculture.

Production Value for Certain Crops

The production value of selected agricultural commodities or crops in the County, Region, and State in 2010 are
set forth in Table 7. The value of production is an estimated total monetary value of the agricultural commodity
produced and harvested in which portions are sold and/or retained for personal use, which often differs from the
market value generated from the sale of the product as presented in the above section. Corn for grain had the
highest production value in the County in 2010, accounting for about 53 percent of the total crop production value
listed in Table 7. The Region and State had a higher percentage, 61 and 64 percent respectively, of corn for grain
as part of the total crop production value listed in the Table. Soybeans had the second highest crop production
value, accounting for about 29 percent of the total production value in Table 7 for the County, 31 percent for the
Region, and 22 percent for the State.

Crops and Livestock

Ozaukee County farms® produce an array of agricultural products, including many varieties of crops and
livestock. Among the most prominent of these agricultural products are corn, forage (hay, grass silage, and
greenchop), soybeans, small grains, and dairy products. Table 8 sets forth 2002 land for crop production and
changes in land for crop production between 1990 and 1999 and between 1999 and 2002 in the County and the
State, based on information compiled by the University of Wisconsin Program on Agricultural Technology
Studies.

*The USDA defines a farm as any place from which $1,000 or more of agricultural products (crops and livestock)
were produced and sold, or normally would have been sold during the census year.
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Table 7

VALUE OF PRODUCTION FOR SELECTED COMMODITIES IN
OZAUKEE COUNTY, SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN, AND WISCONSIN: 2010

Ozaukee County Southeastern Wisconsin Wisconsin
Production Price Per Value of Production Price Per Value of Production Price Per Value of
(bushels or Bushel or Production (bushels or Bushel or Production (bushels or Bushel or Production
Commodity tons) Ton (dollars) tons) Ton (dollars) tons) Ton (dollars)
Corn for Grain............. 1,925,000 $ 5.35° $10,298,750 36,190,000° | $ 5.35% $193,616,500 502,200,000 $ 535 $2,686,770,000
Winter Wheat.............. 256,000 5.30° 1,356,800 1,934,000% 5.30° 10,250,200 14,720,000 5.30 78,016,000
OalS .ovieeeieeiieiirins 93,000 2.30° 213,900 360,000° 2.30° 828,000 9,860,000 2.30 22,678,000
Soybeans.........c.ccoe.e. 490,000 11.40° 5,586,000 8,580,000% 11.40° 97,812,000 82,315,000 11.40 938,391,000
Hay, Alfalfa (Dry)........ 17,000 107.00° 1,819,000 151,000° 107.00° 16,157,000 3,770,000 107.00 403,390,000
All Other Hay (Dry)..... 2,200 76.50° 168,300 15,0000° 76.50° 1,147,500 756,000 76.50 57,834,000
Total 2,783,200 -- $19,442,750 47,230,000 -- $319,811,200 613,621,000 -- $4,187,079,000

®Price or quantity of production is based on bushels.
®Price or quantity of production is based on tons.

Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, Wisconsin 2011 Agricultural Statistics.

Table 8

LAND IN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION IN OZAUKEE COUNTY AND WISCONSIN: 1990-2002

Ozaukee County Wisconsin
Change from Change from
Crop (acres) (acres) (acres) Number Percent Number Percent 1990 - 1999 | 1999 - 2002
(00]1 o IUTET 22,200 16,700 19,900 -5,500 -25.0 3,200 19.0 -3.0 5.0
Forage ......coevueenne. 21,400 17,800 15,200 -3,600 -17.0 -2,600 -15.0 -11.0 -17.0
510} 2R 3,000 9,500 9,100 6,500 217.0 -400 -4.0 202.0 17.0
Small Grains .......... 12,100 6,400 6,400 -5,700 -47.0 0 0.0 -50.0 -6.0
Total 58,700 50,400 50,600 -8,300 -14.0 200 0.4 -1.0 -3.0

Source: Program on Agricultural Technology Studies (PATS), UW-Madison and UW-Cooperative Extension.

Corn

In 2002, 19,900 acres were devoted to corn production in Ozaukee County. This represents an increase of 3,200
acres, or 19 percent, from 1999; however, from 1990 to 1999 the County lost 5,500 acres of corn production,
which was a 25 percent loss. From 1990 to 1999 the State had a 3 percent loss in land devoted to producing corn,
but had a 5 percent gain from 1999 to 2002.

Forage

About 15,200 acres were devoted to forage crops in the County in 2002. This represents a loss of 2,600 acres, or
15 percent, from 1999. The County lost 3,600 acres of forage between 1990 and 1999, which was a 17 percent
loss. The State lost 11 percent of its forage land between 1990 and 1999 and 17 percent between 1999 and 2002.

Soybeans

In 2002, 9,100 acres were devoted to soybean production in the County. This represents a 4 percent loss from
1999, although acres devoted to soybeans grew from 3,000 acres to 9,500 acres between 1990 and 1999. The
State had a 202 percent increase in acres devoted to soybean production between 1990 and 1999 and a 17 percent
increase between 1999 and 2002.
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Small Grains Table 9
Acres devoted to small grains have decreased sharply
in recent years as opposed to acres devoted to
soybeans. In 2002, 6,400 acres were devoted to small
grain production in the County, which is the same as

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS PRODUCED
BY OZAUKEE COUNTY FARMS: 2007%

the number of acres in 1999: however, it is a 47 Agricultural Product N“Frgf’rﬁrs"f bercent
percent decrease from the 1990 level of 12,100 acres. ostock and oout
The State had a 50 percent decrease between 1990 | -—'eSoc«andpoulily
and 1999 and a 6 percent decrease between 1999 and Cattle and CalVves. ........ccorrsvvvesse 145 28.3
2002. HOgs and pPigs ......cocvvevveenveenienieee 15 2.9
Sheep and lambs ........ccccceevcveevinnennn 26 5.1

Livestock Chickens (egg production) ................ 43 8.4
There is significant agricultural livestock activity in | crops
Ozgu_kee County, in addltlon to agrlcu!tgral_ crop T 138 26.9
activity. The most prevalent livestock activity in the c .

. . . . orn for silage or greenchop............. 75 14.6
County is dairy farming. Dairy cows produced about Wheat { _ o6 168
192,640,000 pounds of dairy products or about BTG o '
22,400 pounds per cow in 2009. The Wisconsin OIS TOF QBN v a4 8.6
Agricultural ~ Statistics  Service estimates that | Barleyforgrain. .. 7 1.4
Ozaukee County had about 8,600 dairy cows in SOYDEANS .ovvvvov 116 226
2009. This equates to about 119 dairy cows in the FOTAGE ... vvvvveeveosaeresseeeesssssesneneens 193 37.6
average herd or per dairy farm. Average herd size or VEGetableS .......ovvveeeeeeeeererseesee 54 10.5
dairy cows per farm increased about 36 percent in | orchards ..o 18 35
the County from 1998 to 2009. Average herd size Totl 960" 1872

also increased about 28 percent between 1990 and

1998. ®The Census definition of a farm is any place from which $1,000 or
more of agricultural products were produced and sold, or normally

, Id have been sold during th .
Agricultural Products Produced by Farms would have been soid GUring fhe censts year

Table 9 sets forth the different agricultural products ®There were 513 farms in Ozaukee County in 2007. The number of
R farms total is greater than 513 and the percent total is greater than

gI‘OWﬂ In _ozaUkee _County and _the number of farms 100.0 because many farms produce more than one agricultural

involved in producing each agricultural product. As product.

the table suggests, individual farms in the County source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2007 Census

have diversified crops and livestock. of Agriculture.

Based on the 2007 Census of Agriculture conducted by the USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service,
Ozaukee County farms produced agricultural products with a market value of products sold of $59,056,000,
consisting of about $20,898,000, or about 35 percent, in crops and about $38,159,000, or about 65 percent, in
livestock, poultry, and associated products. The average farm in the County produced agricultural products with a
market value of about $115,120, a 60 percent increase from the 2002 level of $71,901. Farms across the State
combined to produce agricultural products with a market value of $8,967,358,000 in 2007, consisting of about
$2,669,326,000, or about 30 percent in crops and about $6,298,032,000, or about 70 percent, in livestock, poultry,
and associated products. The average farm in the State produced agricultural products with a market value of
$114,288.

Farm Income and Labor
Based on 2007 Census of Agriculture data, the average net cash income from a farm operation® in the County was
$35,205, compared to an average of $34,909 for the State. Farming in the County was the principal occupation

“Total revenue are fees for producing under a production contract, total sales not under production contract,
government payments, and farm-related income minus total expenses paid by operator. Does not include the value
of commodities produced under production contract by the contract growers. Also, depreciation is not used in the
calculation of net cash farm income.
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Table 10
FARMS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY AND WISCONSIN BY VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCT SALES: 1997-2007

OZAUKEE COUNTY

1997° 2002 2007
Number of Number of Number of
Value of Sales® Farms Percent Farms Percent Farms Percent
Less than $2,500..........cccceeueenee. 139 32.6 226 42.4 231 45.0
$2,500 to $4,999 29 6.8 35 6.6 34 6.6
$5,000 to $9,999 33 7.7 33 6.2 23 4.5
$10,000 to $24,999.........ccvveneee. a7 11.0 62 11.6 47 9.2
$25,000 to $49,999.......cccccueennee. 30 7.0 33 6.2 37 7.2
$50,000 to $99,999.......cccccuvenee. 52 12.2 31 5.8 42 8.2
$100,000 Or MOre ........cccevuvennee. 97 22.7 113 21.2 99 19.3
Total 427 100.0 533 100.0 513 100.0
WISCONSIN
1997° 2002 2007
Number of Number of Number of
Value of Sales® Farms Percent Farms Percent Farms Percent
Less than $2,500.........cccccevueennee. 22,254 28.0 30,491 39.5 30,296 38.6
$2,500 t0 $4,999......ceviiiiiiiinne 6,711 8.4 5,389 7.0 5,955 7.6
$5,000 t0 $9,999......cceiiiriiiinne 7,278 9.2 5,788 7.5 6,732 8.6
$10,000 to $24,999.......ccccvveneeee 10,024 12.6 8,362 10.8 7,732 9.8
$25,000 to $49,999.......cccceveneenne 7,700 9.7 5,929 7.7 5,704 7.3
$50,000 t0 $99,999.......cccvcvvennnne 9,153 11.5 7,242 9.4 5,397 6.9
$100,000 or more 16,421 20.6 13,930 18.1 16,647 21.2
Total 79,541 100.0 77,131 100.0 78,463 100.0

% Gross sales of agricultural products produced per farm (before taxes and expenses).

®The 1997 County data was not statistically adjusted to account for nonresponses to the Census survey. All other years for the County and all
State data have been statistically adjusted, which typically increases the number of farms reported.

Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2007 Census of Agriculture.

(50 percent or more of work time spent on farming or ranching) of the farm operator on 231 farms, or about 45
percent, and was not the primary occupation of the farm operator on 282 farms, or about 55 percent. Statewide,
farming was the principal occupation of the farm operator on about 47 percent of farms and was not the principal
occupation of the farm operator on about 53 percent of farms. Of the total 612 farm laborers hired on 138 farms in
Ozaukee County, 257 laborers, or about 42 percent, worked 150 days or more, while 355 laborers, or about 58
percent, worked less than 150 days in 2007. In comparison to the State, about 40 percent of the hired farm labor
worked 150 days or more and about 60 percent worked less than 150 days.

Number of Farms by Agricultural Product Sales Value

Table 10 sets forth sales of agricultural products for Ozaukee County farms from 1997 to 2007. In 2007, there
were 99 farms, or about 19 percent of farms in the County, with sales of $100,000 or more, while 231 farms, or
about 45 percent, had sales less than $2,500. About 21 percent of State farms had sales of $100,000 or more and
almost 39 percent had sales less than $2,500 in 2007. In comparison, there were 97 farms, or about 23 percent of
farms in the County in 1997, with sales of $100,000 or more, while 139 farms, or about 33 percent, had sales less
than $2,500. About 21 percent of State farms had sales of $100,000 or more and about 28 percent had sales less
than $2,500 in 1997. The data in Table 10 were statistically adjusted, with the exception of the 1997 County data,
to account for nonresponses to the census survey. Adjustments typically result in an increase in the number of
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Table 11

FARM SIZE IN OZAUKEE COUNTY AND WISCONSIN: 1997-2007

OZAUKEE COUNTY

1997% 2002 2007
Number of Number of Number of
Size (acres) Farms Percent Farms Percent Farms Percent

Fewer than 10 acres................... 30 7.0 59 111 35 6.8
10t0 49 ACreS.....ovevveveeeiieeeneen. 118 27.6 164 30.8 199 38.8
50t0 179 ACresS.....ccoevvveevieeeennns 152 35.6 169 31.7 162 31.6
180 to 499 acres 101 23.7 118 22.1 87 16.9
500 to 999 acres 21 4.9 17 3.2 23 4.5
1,000 acres or More.........ccceeenne 5 1.2 6 1.1 7 1.4

Total 427 100.0 533 100.0 513 100.0
Average Size 164 -- 142 -- 138 --
Median Size 40 -- 79 -- 56 --

WISCONSIN
1997% 2002 2007
Number of Number of Number of
Size (acres) Farms Percent Farms Percent Farms Percent

Fewer than 10 acres................... 4,500 5.6 4,141 5.4 4,861 6.2
10t049 ACreS....oovvvveriveeieeieenne 13,915 17.5 17,152 22.2 19,895 25.4
5010 179 @CreS.....cccvvevveereerneans 30,995 39.0 29,458 38.2 29,765 37.9
180 t0 499 acres.......cceecvvenveennnn. 24,043 30.2 20,021 26.0 17,837 22.7
500 t0 999 ACreS....cveeeveeieriiiennns 4,592 5.8 4,465 5.8 4,149 5.3
1,000 acres or more 1,496 1.9 1,894 2.4 1,956 2.5

Total 79,541 100.0 77,131 100.0 78,463 100.0
Average Size 227 -- 204 -- 194 --
Median Size 154 -- 104 -- 95 --

®The 1997 County data was not statistically adjusted to account for nonresponses to the Census survey. All other years for the County and all
State data have been statistically adjusted, which typically increases the number of farms reported.

Source: USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture.

farms reported. To qualify for State farmland preservation tax credits based on the new State farmland
preservation program, the farmland must be in common ownership, devoted primarily to agricultural use, and
produce a minimum of $6,000 in gross farm receipts in the previous year (or $18,000 in the previous three years),
or be enrolled in a farm commodity or conservation program.

Number, Size, and Value of Farms

Table 11 sets forth the number of farms by size category in Ozaukee County and the State of Wisconsin from
1997 to 2007. There were 513 farms in Ozaukee County in 2007. The average farm size® in the County was 138
acres in 2007, while the median farm size was 56 acres. This compares to 194 acres and 95 acres, respectively, for
farms in the State. In 1997, there were 427 farms in the County with the average and median farm sizes in the
County being 164 acres and 40 acres, respectively. In the State, the average and median farm sizes were 227 acres
and 154 acres, respectively, in 1997.

®The farm size is the total land area of a farm as an operating unit and includes land owned and operated as well
as land rented from others. Land rented to or assigned to a tenant was considered part of the tenant’s farm and
not part of the owner’s.
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Table 12

AGRICULTURAL TRENDS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1976 — 2009

Year
Variable 1976 1980 1986 1990 1996 1998 2002 2005 2007 2009
Total number of farms.................... 620 550 530 520 550 500 533% N/A 513* N/A
Number of dairy farms ................... 255 217 190 154 110 98 96% 77 69° 72
Number of dairy cows .................... 9,800 10,300 11,100 10,600 9,100 8,600 9,002% 8,200 8,253% 8,600
Total number of cattle .................... 23,600 22,100 21,500 20,700 20,500 19,000 20,658% 20,000 17,737* | 18,000
Land in all farms (acres)................. 105,000 98,300 88,000 89,000 85,000 76,000 75,467% N/A 70,689% N/A
Price per acre of all farms
(average land sale)” .................. $1,618 $3,377 $2,149 $2,173 $5,742 $2,648 $6,602 $13,996 | $11,963 $5,080

Note: Unless otherwise noted, the data in this table was provided by the Wisconsin Agricultural Statistics Service. N/A indicates the data is not available.
®Data provided by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), National Agricultural Statistics Service (Census of Agriculture data).

PSales of all types of agricultural land without buildings or other improvements. Average sale price is for any use. Data provided by the Wisconsin Department of
Revenue, Bureau of Equalization.

Source: USDA-National Agricultural Statistics Service; Wisconsin Department of Revenue, Bureau of Equalization; Wisconsin Agricultural Statistics Service; and
SEWRPC.

Table 11 shows that 448 farms in Ozaukee County, or almost 87 percent, were between 10 acres and 499 acres in
size in 2007. There were 35 farms, or about 7 percent, less than 10 acres, and 30 farms, or about 6 percent, were
500 acres or greater in size. In the State, about 86 percent of farms were between 10 and 499 acres. About 6
percent of farms were under 50 acres, and about 8 percent were 500 acres or greater in size in 2007.

As indicated in Table 12, the number of acres in farms in the County decreased about 33 percent between 1976
and 2007. The conversion of agricultural land to urban development is also indicated by the significant increase in
the average sale price per acre of agricultural land in the County during this period, from $1,618 per acre in 1976
(equivalent to $5,805 in 2007 dollars®) to $11,963 in 2007, or an increase of 106 percent when comparing the
conversion in constant 2007 dollars. The average sales price dropped significantly between 2007 and 2009, to less
than the sales price in 1976 when expressed in constant dollars, due to the economic recession.

Farms Enrolled in State and Federal Preservation Programs

A number of Federal and State conservation programs have been created to help protect farmland and related rural
land. These programs include the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Conservation Reserve Enhancement
Program (CREP), Wetland Reserve Program (WRP), and Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program (FPP).
Chapter VII identifies various programs that can be used to help support farming operations. One of the key
programs for farmland preservation is the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program, which allows farmers who
agree to maintain farmland in agricultural use to receive annual State income tax credits. In 2006, there were 348
FPP contracts in Ozaukee County and three FPP agreements in the City of Mequon, encompassing a total 21,881
acres of farmland. Lands enrolled in the Wisconsin FPP in Ozaukee County in 2005 are shown on Map 8. Table
13 provides information on the number of contracts and the number of acres in each Town and the City of
Mequon enrolled in the FPP in 2006 and in the CRP, CREP, and WRP in 2005.

®The 1976 dollars have been converted to ““constant” 2007 dollars using the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics

Consumer Price Index (CPI), a measure of inflation, to provide a more accurate comparison of the change in
dollar value over time.
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Table 13

FARMS ENROLLED IN STATE AND FEDERAL
FARMLAND PRESERVATION PROGRAMS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

State Program: 2006 Federal Programs: 2005
Conservation Reserve
Farmland Preservation Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program Wetland Reserve
U S. Public Land Program (FPP)? Program (CRP)" (CREP)” Program (WRP)
Survey Township Contracts Acres Contracts Acres Contracts Acres Contracts Acres
Belgium.......cccvnvivinenn. 128 7,990 21 2,403 1 30 2 26
Cedarburg........ccceevvnenne 25 1,342 12 535 0 0 0 0
Fredonia.... 80 5,465 16 1,156 2 31 2 14
Grafton........cccceeviinneenn 10 581 9 464 0 0 0 0
Port Washington............... 49 3,096 8 461 2 60 0 0
Saukville ... 56 3,163 7 535 0 0 0 0
Mequon........ccoveeerieees 3 244 7 338 0 0 0 0
Total 351 21,881 80 5,892 5 121 4 40

®In 2006 there were 348 FPP contracts in Ozaukee County towns and three FPP agreements in the City of Mequon.
®In 2010, there were a total of 149 CRP and CREP contracts covering 1,793 acres in Ozaukee County.

Source: Ozaukee County, Washington-Ozaukee Farm Service Agency, and SEWRPC.

Agricultural Infrastructure and Support Services

Existing agricultural infrastructure and services supporting agricultural industries are important in sustaining a
viable agricultural industry in Ozaukee County. Identifying existing infrastructure and services is important to
help meet existing needs or to improve farm operation efficiency by accommodating additional agricultural
suppliers and maintaining or improving transportation facilities. Table 14 sets forth key agricultural infrastructure
and support services located in or serving the County in 2010. Information regarding transportation facilities is
provided in Part 4 of this Chapter.

Specialty Crops and Other Types of Agriculture

Opportunity for agricultural diversification is an important mechanism to help sustain the future economic
viability of farming. In addition to traditional farming activities, farming activities referred to as specialty or niche
farming are located in Ozaukee County. Table 15 identifies such farm operations, which include raising unique
animals, aquaculture,7 orchards, horticulture, rotational and organic8 farming, farmer’s market produce, and
community-supported agriculture (CSA) operations. Chapter Ill describes such unique farming operations and
their potential contributions to the future of agriculture.

"Aquaculture, also referred to as aquafarming, is the farming of aquatic organisms, such as fish, crustaceans,
mollusks, and aquatic plants, which involves cultivating freshwater or saltwater populations under controlled
conditions and can be differentiated from commercial fishing, which harvests wild fish.

80rganic farming is the process of producing food naturally with little environmental impact and by avoiding the
use of synthetic chemical fertilizers and pesticides and genetically altered organisms to influence crop growth.
Certified organic foods are agricultural products produced by such operations, which also meet the national
standards for organically produced agricultural products established by the USDA National Organic Program.
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Table 14

AGRICULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE AND SUPPORT SERVICES
LOCATED IN OR SERVING OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2010

Name

Location

Notes

Processors
Cedar Crest Ice Cream
Cedar Valley Cheese, Inc.
Cereal By-Products
Fromm Family Foods
Kemps Dairy, LLC
Lakeside Foods

Level Valley Creamery, Inc.

Town of Cedarburg
Town of Fredonia

City of Port Washington
City of Mequon

City of Cedarburg
Village of Belgium

Town of Jackson (Washington Co.)

Manufacturer of ice cream
Manufacturer of cheese
Agricultural commodities
Pet food manufacturer
Processor of fluid milk
Processing of vegetables

Milk and cheese products

Cooperatives
Adell Cooperative
Kettle Lakes Cooperative
Saukville Feeds
United Cooperative

West Bend Elevator

Village of Adell (Sheboygan Co.)

Village of Random Lake (Sheboygan Co.)
Village of Saukville

City of Hartford (Washington Co.)

Town of Barton (Washington Co.)

Feed, seed, and other farm supplies
Feed, seed, and other farm supplies
Feed, seed, and other farm supplies
Feed, seed, and other farm supplies

Feed, seed, and other farm supplies

Supplier or Other Services
Century Acres
D & R Construction and Manure Hauling
Karrels Milking Supply
Matt Thompson
Dan Gasser
Dan Feider
Buechler Cattle Hauling
H & K Concrete Products, Inc.
Dan’s Grading and Trenching
Lochens, Inc.
Lemke Seed Farm
Kertchner White-Washing
Mid State Equipment

Town of Saukville

Town of Saukville

Town of Port Washington
Town of Belgium

Town of Belgium

Town of Belgium

Town of Belgium

Town of Grafton

Town of Grafton

Village of Newburg

City of Mequon

Town of Farmington (Washington Co.)
Town of Polk (Washington Co.)

Custom services and grain

Farm construction and manure hauling
Milking equipment

Manure spreading

Equipment repair

Cattle hauling

Cattle hauling

Drain tiling services

Grading and drain tiling services
Tractors and other farm machinery
Seed grower and sales
White-washing services

Tractors and other farm machinery

Agricultural By-Products
Cereal By-Products
La Budde Group

City of Port Washington
Village of Grafton

Agricultural commodities

Agricultural commodities

Farm Veterinary Services
Cedarburg Veterinary Clinic
Fredonia Veterinary Clinic

Cedar Grove Veterinary Services

City of Cedarburg
Village of Fredonia

Village of Cedar Grove (Sheboygan Co.)

Variety of animal care
Mixed-animal clinic, including horses

General and emergency animal services

Public Farmers’ Market
Historic Cedarburg Farmers’ Market
Grafton Farmers’ Market
Port Washington Farmers’ Market
Saukville Farmers’ Market

Thiensville Farmers’ Market

City of Cedarburg
Village of Grafton

City of Port Washington
Village of Saukville

Village of Thiensville

Community public farmers market
Community public farmers market
Community public farmers market
Community public farmers market

Community public farmers market

Source: Local Governments, Southeastern Wisconsin Farm Fresh Atlas, UW-Extension, Ozaukee County, and SEWRPC.
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Table 15

EXAMPLES OF SPECIALTY FARM OPERATIONS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2010

Name

Municipal Location

Notes

Unique Animals
D. A Large, LLC
Weyker Buffalo
Kaul Elk

Kay's Home Farm, Inc.

Town of Belgium
Town of Belgium
Town of Grafton

Town of Cedarburg

Raises pheasants
Raises buffalo
Raises elk

Direct marketing of beef

Aquaculture
Don Bloecher, Jr.
Pheasant Creek Farm
Urban Aquaculture Center, LLC

Port Washington Aquaponics

Town of Saukville
Town of Fredonia
Town of Port Washington

City of Port Washington

Fish farm
Fish farm
Fish farm

Fish farm

Orchards
Apple Land
Neimann Orchards “The Old Red Barn”
R-Apples
Barthel Fruits Farm

Towns of Belgium and Saukville
Town of Cedarburg

City of Mequon

City of Mequon

Raises apples
Raises apples
Raises apples
Raises various fruits including apples

Horticulture
Fransee Nursery
Minor's Nursery Farms
Wayside Nursery
Stumpf Trees
Nofke Trees

Arrow Turf Farm

Town of Saukville

City of Mequon and Town of Cedarburg
City of Mequon

Town of Cedarburg

City of Mequon

City of Mequon

Raises trees and shrubs
Raises trees and shrubs
Raises trees and shrubs
Raises Christmas trees
Raises Christmas trees

Turf/sod grower

Rotational and Certified Organic Farming
Andy Lange
John Pipkorn
Brian Behrens
Wellspring Farm

Evergreen Lane Farm

Town of Belgium
City of Mequon
Town of Grafton
Town of Saukville

Town of Saukville

Rotational grazer
Rotational grazer
Organic vegetables
Organic vegetables

Organic vegetable and dairy farmer

Farmers Market Produce
Bob Witte
Bob Barthel
Elroy Klug
Dave Polzin
Fondy Market

Evergreen Lane Farm

Town of Cedarburg
Town of Cedarburg
Town of Cedarburg
Town of Cedarburg
Town of Port Washington

Town of Saukville

Raises farmers market produce
Raises farmers market produce
Raises farmers market produce
Raises farmers market produce
Raises farmers market produce

Raises farmers market produce

Community-Supported Agriculture (CSA)
Rare Earth Farm

Willoway Farm

Wellspring Farm

Town of Belgium
Town of Fredonia

Town of Saukville

Direct marketer/deliveries
Direct marketer/deliveries

Direct marketer/deliveries

Source: Local Governments, Southeastern Wisconsin Farm Fresh Atlas, Wisconsin Aquaculture Association, UW-Extension, Ozaukee

County, and SEWRPC.
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PART 2: OTHER RELATED NATURAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

The conservation and wise use of agricultural and natural resources and the preservation of cultural resources are
fundamental to achieving strong and stable physical and economic development as well as maintaining
community identity, including a rural or “countryside” character. Information on the characteristics and location
of such resources in the County is needed to help properly locate future urban and rural land uses to avoid serious
environmental problems and to ensure protection of natural resources, including productive soils for farming.
Natural features such as wetlands and woodlands adjacent to or within cultivated areas also play an important part
in proper land management by acting as groundwater recharge and discharge areas or trapping sediments while
slowing stormwater runoff from cultivated areas. Ozaukee County recognizes that agricultural, natural, and
cultural resources are limited and very difficult or impossible to replace if damaged or destroyed.

Topography and Geology

The landforms and physical features of Ozaukee County, such as the topography and geology, are important
determinants of regional growth and development. The physiography (physical geography) of an area must be
considered in land use, transportation, and utility and community facility planning and development, and for its
contribution to the natural beauty and overall quality of life in an area. Ozaukee County lies on the western shore
of Lake Michigan and directly east of a major subcontinental divide between the Mississippi River and the Great
Lakes — St. Lawrence River drainage basins.

Glaciation has largely determined the physiography and topography, as well as the soils, within the County.
Generalized land forms and topographic characteristics in 100-foot interval contours are shown on Map 14 in
Chapter 111 of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan. Topographic elevations in the County range from a low
of 580 feet above sea level in the Town of Belgium along Lake Michigan to a high of 988 feet above sea level in
the southwestern portion of the Town of Cedarburg. In general, the topography of the County is relatively level to
gently rolling in some areas, with low lying areas associated with streams and wetlands. The nature of the Lake
Michigan shoreline in the County is generally characterized by areas of steep slopes, including bluffs and several
ravines.

There is evidence of four major stages of glaciation in the Southeastern Wisconsin Region. The last and most
influential in terms of present physiography and topography in Ozaukee County was the Wisconsin stage, which
ended in the State about 11,000 years ago. Except for a few isolated spots where dolomite bedrock is exposed at
the surface, the entire County is covered with glacial deposits ranging from large boulders to fine grain clays such
as silty clay loam till, loam to clay loam, and organic mucky peat. Glacial deposits may be economically
significant because some are prime sources of aggregate limestone, which has historically been quarried in the
County.

Bedrock conditions and the overlaying surface deposits directly affect the construction costs of urban
development such as streets, highways, and utilities, particularly those that involve extensive trenching or
tunneling, and also affect the location of onsite wastewater treatment systems. The bedrock formations underlying
the County consist of the Milwaukee Formation and Niagara Dolomite. The Milwaukee Formation includes shale
and shale limestone and dolomite in the bottom third. It is approximately 130 feet thick and is found in a 23,276
acre area, or about 36 square miles, in the eastern portion of the County along Lake Michigan. Niagara Dolomite
is approximately 100 feet thick and is found in a 135,520 acre area, or almost 212 square miles in the central and
western portions of the County. Map 15 in Chapter 11l of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan depicts the
depth to bedrock found in the County. Significant geological sites are discussed and identified later in this
Chapter on Map 12 and in Table 21.

Data on nonmetallic mines (quarries and pits) and mineral resources in Ozaukee County are provided in Chapter
Il of the County comprehensive plan. Nonmetallic mineral resources include, but are not limited to, gravel,
crushed stone, building (dimension) stone, peat, and clay. Nonmetallic mines in Southeastern Wisconsin provide
sand, gravel, and crushed limestone or dolomite for structural concrete and road building; peat for gardening and
horticulture; and dimension stone for use in buildings, landscaping, and monuments. Nonmetallic mineral
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resources are important economic resources that should be taken into careful consideration whenever land is being
considered for development. Mineral resources, like other natural resources, occur where nature put them, which
is not always convenient or desirable. Wise management of nonmetallic mineral resources is important to ensure
an adequate supply of aggregate at a reasonable cost for new construction and for maintenance of existing
infrastructure in the future.

Map 18 in Chapter Ill of the County comprehensive plan shows the location of areas that have the potential for
commercially workable sources of sand, gravel, clay, and peat. The information was developed by the Wisconsin
Geological and Natural History Survey (WGNHS) in 2006 using a variety of sources, including geologic studies®,
data from Road Material Survey records collected by the WGNHS for the Wisconsin Department of
Transportation, information on existing extractive sites, and information on closed extractive sites that were
recently active. The sand and gravel potential is shown as high, medium, or low based on the glacial geology
(Mickelson and Syverson, 1997). Table 38 in that Chapter sets forth the amount of area identified as having the
highest potential for significant deposits of gravel and course to moderate sand (“outwash deposits” on Map 18).
Although Map 18 shows potential areas of commercially viable clay and peat deposits, many of the areas so
depicted are wetlands or environmentally sensitive areas (such as the Cedarburg Bog) that are unlikely to be
disturbed for material extraction.

Map 19 in Chapter Il of the County comprehensive plan shows the location of potential commercially workable
sources of stone suitable for crushed or building stone. The information was developed by the WGNHS based on
areas underlain by Silurian dolomite within 50 feet of the land surface. Areas in Ozaukee County with bedrock
near enough to the surface to economically quarry stone are limited to only about 17,863 acres, or about 12
percent of the County. Areas with bedrock near the surface are a northeasterly extension of the ridge of shallow
bedrock that is an important stone-producing area around Sussex and Lannon in Waukesha County.

Water Resources

Water resources consist of lakes, rivers, streams and their associated wetlands, floodplains, and groundwater that
form important elements of the natural resource base of the County and local communities. The contribution of
these resources is immeasurable to economic development, recreational activity, and aesthetic quality of the
County.

Major Watersheds, Subwatersheds, and Subbasins

Map 9 identifies watersheds within Ozaukee County, which include five major watersheds and an area that drains
directly into Lake Michigan. All of the major watersheds are part of the Great Lakes — St. Lawrence River
drainage system. The major watersheds include the Milwaukee River, Sauk Creek, Menominee River, Sheboygan
River, and Sucker Creek watersheds. The majority of the County is located in the Milwaukee River watershed
which covers 151 square miles, or 64 percent of the County.

A subcontinental divide that separates the Mississippi River and the Great Lakes — St. Lawrence River drainage
basins crosses Washington County to the west of Ozaukee County. Ozaukee County is located entirely east of the
subcontinental divide. The local governments in the County are therefore not subject to limitations on the use of
Lake Michigan water that affect areas west of the divide.

Surface Water Resources-Lakes, Rivers, and Streams

Surface water resources consist of streams, rivers, lakes, and associated floodplains and shorelands. Lakes, rivers,
and streams constitute a focal point for water-related recreational activities and greatly enhance the scenic beauty
of the environment. However, lakes, rivers, and streams are readily susceptible to degradation through improper
land development and management throughout their drainage areas. Water quality can be degraded by excessive
pollutant loads, including nutrient loads, from malfunctioning and improperly located onsite wastewater treatment

°Bedrock geology from Preliminary Bedrock Maps of Ozaukee County (WOFR 2004-16) by T. Evans, K. Massie-
Ferch, and R. Peters, WGNHS.

40



Map 9

41



Table 16

WOODLANDS, SURFACE WATERS, FLOODPLAINS, AND WETLANDS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

Nonfarmed
Woodlands Surface Water Floodplains Wetlands Farmed Wetlands
Local Government® (acres in 2007) (acres in 2005) (acres in 2007) (acres in 2005) (acres in 2005)
City of Mequon.........c.cccovvvenenen. 1,573 763 3,136 2,872 33
Town of Belgium ..........c.ccocceeennee 452 125 2,531 1,941 42
Town of Cedarburg...........cceeenn. 832 276 2,185 2,635 56
Town of Fredonia...........ccccceeuenen. 1,325 327 2,408 3,475 124
Town of Grafton.........cc.ccceeveeinene 689 316 1,738 1,592 13
Town of Port Washington ............ 370 40 924 829 52
Town of Saukville............c.ccceee. 1,449 610 4,052 5,094 61
Other Cities and Villages............. 433 247 1,409 975 19
Ozaukee County 7,123 2,704 18,385 19,413 400

#Acres by community are based on 2010 civil division boundaries.

Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and SEWRPC.

systems, from sanitary sewer overflows, from construction and other urban runoff, and from improper urban and
agricultural practices. The water quality of surface waters may also be adversely affected by the excessive
development of riparian areas and inappropriate filling of peripheral wetlands, which remove valuable nutrient
and sediment traps while adding nutrient and sediment sources. Surface waters, shown on Map 10, covered an
area of 2,704 acres, or about 2 percent, of the County in 2005. Table 16 sets forth the acres of surface water,
floodplains, and wetlands in each participating local government.

Lakes have been classified by the Regional Planning Commission as being either major or minor. Major lakes
have 50 acres or more of surface water area, and minor lakes have less than 50 acres of surface water area. There
are three major inland lakes located entirely or partially within the County. Based on year 2005 SEWRPC
inventory data, the 57 acre Lac du Cours in the City of Mequon and the 148 acre Mud Lake in the Town of
Saukville are wholly located in the County, and the 65 acre Spring Lake in the Town of Fredonia is partially
located in Ozaukee County. All three major lakes are located in the Milwaukee River watershed. In addition to the
major lakes, there are 546 minor lakes and ponds distributed throughout the County. The entire eastern side of the
County is bounded by Lake Michigan with approximately 25 miles of shoreline.

Rivers and streams are classified as either perennial or intermittent. Perennial streams are defined as watercourses
that maintain a continuous flow throughout the year. Intermittent streams are defined as watercourses that do not
maintain a continuous flow throughout the year. There are approximately 94 miles of perennial streams in the
County. Major streams in the Menomonee River watershed, which generally includes the area in the southwestern
corner of the County, include the Little Menomonee Creek and Little Menomonee River. Major streams in the
Milwaukee River watershed, which generally includes the area in the western half of the County, include the
Milwaukee River and Cedar Creek. Sauk Creek is the major stream in the Sauk Creek watershed, which generally
includes the area in the north central portion of the County. The major stream in the County portion of the
Sheboygan River watershed is Belgium Creek, which is a tributary to the Onion River in Sheboygan County.
Belgium Creek is identified as an intermittent stream. Sucker Creek is the major stream in the Sucker Creek
watershed.

Wetlands

Wetlands are generally defined as areas that have a predominance of hydric soils and that are inundated or
saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration that is sufficient to support, and under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of hydrophytic (water loving) vegetation. The location and extent of
wetlands in the County in 2005, as delineated by the Regional Planning Commission under contract with the
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Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) as part of an update of the Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory,
are shown on Map 10. At that time, wetlands covered about 30 square miles, or about 13 percent of the County.
As shown on that map, wetlands occur in depressions, near the bottom of slopes, along lakeshores and stream
banks, and on land areas that are poorly drained. Map 2 presented earlier shows all saturated soils located within
Ozaukee County, which may support additional wetlands as such areas revegetate over time when not disturbed.

Wetlands are important resources for the ecological health and diversity of the County. They provide essential
breeding, nesting, resting, and feeding grounds and provide escape cover for many forms of fish and wildlife.
Wetlands also contribute to flood control, because such areas naturally serve to store excess runoff temporarily,
thereby tending to reduce peak flows. They may further serve as groundwater recharge and discharge areas. In
addition, wetlands help to protect downstream water resources from siltation and pollution by trapping sediments,
nutrients, and other water pollutants. In consideration of the important natural functions of wetlands areas and
their recreational value for hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing, efforts should be continued to protect these
areas by discouraging wetland draining, filling, and urbanization, which can be costly in both monetary and
environmental terms.

As shown on Map 10, the Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory includes wetlands that have been identified as “farmed
wetlands.” These areas meet the definition of a wetland but were being actively farmed in 2005. In 2005, farmed
wetlands encompassed about 400 acres in Ozaukee County.

Over the past 20 years, Federal, State, and local government agencies have constructed 329 wetland restorations
encompassing about 390 acres on private land in Ozaukee County. Their efforts are continuing with several
additional wetlands appearing on the map each year through incentives such as those provided by the NRCS,
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), WDNR, and County Priority Watershed and Soil and Water
Resource Management Programs. These programs encourage landowners to remove highly erodible land from
agricultural use and restore natural plant communities. The restoration program goal is to increase wildlife habitat
and plant diversity, reduce soil erosion, improve water quality by filtering pollutants and sediment, and provide
stormwater storage to reduce flooding. Wetland restorations completed through 2002 are shown on Map 26 and
Table 44 in Chapter 111 of the County comprehensive plan.

Floodplains and Shorelands

The floodplains of a river are the wide, flat-to-gently sloping areas usually lying on both sides of a river or stream
channel and includes the channel itself. The floodplain, which is normally bounded on its outer edges by higher
topography, is gradually formed over a long period of time by the river during flood stage as that river meanders
in the floodplain, continuously eroding material from concave banks of meandering loops while depositing it on
the convex banks. The flow of a river onto its floodplain is a normal phenomenon and, in the absence of flood
control works, can be expected to occur periodically. For planning and regulatory purposes, floodplains are
defined as those areas subject to inundation by the 100-year recurrence interval flood event. This event has a 1
percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. Floodplains are generally not well suited for
urban development because of the flood hazard, the presence of high water tables, and/or the presence of wet
soils.

Floodplain mapping for Ozaukee County was updated as part of the Federal Emergency Management
Administration (FEMA) “Map Modernization Program” initiated in 2004. The updated maps were approved by
WDNR and FEMA in 2007. The new floodplain delineations are shown on Map 10 and encompass about 29
square miles, or about 12 percent of the County.

Shorelands are defined by the Wisconsin Statutes as lands within the following distances from the ordinary high
water mark of navigable waters: 1,000 feet from a lake, pond, or flowage; and 300 feet from a river or stream, or
to the landward side of the floodplain, whichever distance is greater. In accordance with the requirements set forth
in Chapters NR 115 (shoreland regulations) and NR 116 (floodplain regulations) of the Wisconsin Administrative
Code, the Ozaukee County shoreland and floodplain zoning ordinance restricts uses in wetlands located in the
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shorelands, and limits the uses allowed in the 100-year floodplain to prevent damage to structures and property
and to protect floodwater conveyance and storage capacity of floodplains. The ordinance also restricts removal of
vegetation and other activities in shoreland areas and requires most structures to be set back a minimum of 75 feet
from navigable waters. State law requires that counties administer shoreland and floodplain regulations in
unincorporated areas. Shorelands in unincorporated portions of the County are shown later in this Chapter on
Map 25.

Under Chapter NR 117 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code, cities and villages are required to restrict uses in
wetlands five acres or larger located in the shoreland area. The provisions of NR 115, which regulate uses in
unincorporated portions of the shoreland, apply in cities and villages only in shoreland areas annexed to a city or
village after May 7, 1982. The same floodplain regulations set forth in NR 116 for unincorporated areas also
apply within cities and villages. Each city and village administers the floodplain regulations within its corporate
limits.

Groundwater Resources

Like surface water, groundwater is susceptible to depletion in quantity and to deterioration in quality as a result of
contamination and over-usage. The vulnerability of groundwater to contamination is a combination of several
factors, including soil type, subsurface material characteristics, and depth to groundwater levels. Thus, land use
planning must appropriately consider the potential impacts of urban and rural development on this important
resource.

Recharge of the aquifers underlying Ozaukee County is derived largely by precipitation. Areas of groundwater
recharge are shown on Map 11. The Map identifies areas based upon the rate of annual groundwater recharge
from precipitation in the County. Areas were placed into the following classifications: very high (more than six
inches of recharge per year), high (four to six inches of recharge per year), moderate (three to four inches of
recharge per year), and low (less than three inches of recharge per year). The protection of recharge areas
classified as having a high or very high recharge potential is particularly important in the long term protection and
preservation of groundwater resources in Ozaukee County. The protection of these areas may be expected to be
largely achieved through the implementation of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan since that plan
recommends preservation of the environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, significant natural areas,
and much of the agricultural and open areas of the County. In addition, the use of low impact development
designs, cluster developments, and other sustainable development designs have the potential to effectively
maintain infiltration capabilities in urban areas.

As indicated in Map 11 and Table 17, about 5 percent of the County is rated “very high” for recharge potential,
and about 19 percent is rated “high” for recharge potential. Most of the high and very high recharge potential
areas are located along rivers and streams, the Lake Michigan shoreline, and around the Cedarburg Bog. About
one-half of the County (about 58 percent) is classified as having “moderate” recharge potential, and about 6
percent is classified as having a “low” potential.

Environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas were overlaid on Map 11 to indicate the correlation
between such areas and groundwater recharge potential. About 18 percent of the areas classified as having very
high water recharge potential are located in environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas, and also
about 18 percent of areas classified as having high recharge potential are located in such areas.

Forest Resources

Woodlands

With sound management, woodlands can serve a variety of beneficial functions. In addition to contributing to
clean air and water and regulating surface water runoff, woodlands help maintain a diversity of plant and animal
life. The destruction of woodlands, particularly on hillsides, can contribute to excessive stormwater runoff,
siltation of lakes and streams, and loss of wildlife habitat. For the purposes of this report, woodlands are defined
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Table 17
CLASSIFICATION OF POTENTIAL WATER RECHARGE AREAS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2008

Portion Within Environmental Corridor
Area Within Each Classification and Isolated Natural Resource Area
Water Recharge S
Classification Acres Percent Acres Percent’
Very High ..o 7,379 4.9 1,329 18.0
High oo 28,237 18.7 5,036 17.8
Moderate..........ccoeeeveeeeereeennen. 86,612 57.5 4,910 5.7
LOW i 8,387 5.6 153 1.8
Undetermined®.........c..cocveveneee.. 19,979 13.3 17,465 87.4
Total 150,594 100.0 28,893" --

®Percent of County within each classification.
®Percent of each classification included in an environmental corridor (primary or secondary) and isolated natural resource area.
°Areas for which the recharge potential is undetermined are primarily wetlands.

“The acreage does not reflect the total acreage within environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas in 2000, as shown in Table
20 (28,937 acres), due to differences in the base mapping used for the farmland preservation plan (cadastral-based mapping) and the
groundwater recharge analysis (digital versions of USGS quadrangle maps).

Source: Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey and SEWRPC.

as upland'® areas of one acre or more in area, having 17 or more trees per acre, each deciduous tree measuring at
least four inches in diameter 4.5 feet above the ground, and having canopy coverage of 50 percent or greater.
Coniferous tree plantations and reforestation projects are also classified as woodlands. As shown on Map 10 and
indicated in Table 16, woodlands encompassed 11 square miles, or about 5 percent of the County, in 2007.

Managed Forest Lands

The Managed Forest Law (MFL) program, also called the Managed Forest Land program, is an incentive program
intended to encourage sustainable forestry on private woodlands in Wisconsin with a primary focus on timber
production. The MFL offers private owners of woodlands a reduced property tax rate as an incentive to
participate. All Wisconsin private woodland owners with at least 10 acres of contiguous forestland in the same
city, village, or civil town are eligible to apply provided the lands meet the other criteria: 1) have a minimum of
80 percent of the land in forest, 2) the land is primarily used for growing forest products (croplands, pastures,
orchards, etc. are not eligible), and 3) there are no recreational uses that interfere with forest management.

Participants enter into a 25 or 50 year contract. If an agreement is terminated before its end, a withdrawal penalty
is assessed. Starting with 2008 entries, applications must include a management plan written by a Certified Plan
Writer. Currently, a landowner can close 160 acres per municipality to the public. Any land enrolled over that 160
acres must be open to the public. The tax benefit is substantially greater for enrolled acreage that is open to the
public. Map 10 shows the general location of 58 participants enrolled in the MFL program in 2005; however, the
actual size of the enrolled property is likely smaller than those shown on the Map.

Natural Areas, Critical Species Habitats, and Geological Sites

A comprehensive update to the inventory of natural and geological resources in the County was conducted by
SEWRPC in 2009 as part of an amendment to the regional natural areas and critical species habitat protection and
management plan.** This update systematically evaluated physical changes to high-quality natural areas, critical
species habitat, and sites having geological significance within the Region, including Ozaukee County, and
reflects new findings since the preparation of the original natural areas plan.

10 owland woods, such as tamarack swamps, are classified as wetlands.

HSEWRPC Planning Report No. 42, A Regional Natural Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection and
Management Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin, September 1997, as amended in 2010.
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Natural Areas

Natural areas are tracts of land or water so little modified by human activity, or sufficiently recovered from the
effects of such activity, that they contain intact native plant and animal communities believed to be representative
of the landscape before European settlement. Natural areas are classified into one of three categories: natural areas
of statewide or greater significance (NA-1), natural areas of countywide or regional significance (NA-2), and
natural areas of local significance (NA-3). Classification of an area into one of these three categories is based on
consideration of the diversity of plant and animal species and community type present, the structure and integrity
of the native plant or animal community, the uniqueness of the natural features, the size of the site, and the
educational value. Fifty natural areas lying wholly or partially in the County have been identified. These sites,
which together encompass 7,657 acres, or about 5 percent of the County, are shown on Map 12 and described in
Table 18.

Critical Species Habitat and Aquatic Sites

Critical species habitat sites consist of areas outside natural areas which are important for their ability to support
rare, threatened, or endangered plant or animal species. Such areas constitute “critical” habitat that is important to
ensure the survival of a particular species or group of species of special concern. A total of 17 sites supporting
threatened or rare plant or bird species have been identified in Ozaukee County. These sites encompass an area of
729 acres and are shown on Map 12 and described in Table 19. There are also 22 aquatic sites supporting
threatened or rare fish, herptile, or mussel species in the County. There are about 63 stream miles and 406 lake
acres of critical aquatic habitat in the County, which are shown on Map 12 and described in Table 20.

Significant Geological Sites

A total of 16 sites of geological importance, including one glacial feature and 15 bedrock geology sites, were
identified in the County in 2009. The geological sites included in the inventory were selected on the basis of
scientific importance, significance in industrial history, natural aesthetics, ecological qualities, educational value,
and public access potential. The 16 sites selected in Ozaukee County include five sites of statewide significance
(GA-1), six sites of countywide or regional significance (GA-2), and five sites of local significance (GA-3).
Together, these sites encompass about 274 acres in Ozaukee County. Map 12 shows the locations of geological
sites, and Table 21 sets forth a description of each site.

Environmental Corridors and Isolated Natural Resource Areas

One of the most important tasks completed under the regional planning program for Southeastern Wisconsin has
been the identification and delineation of those areas in which concentrations of the best remaining elements of
the natural resource base occur. The preservation of such areas in essentially natural, open uses is vital to
maintaining a high level of environmental quality in the Region, protecting its natural heritage and beauty, and
providing recreational opportunities in scenic outdoor settings.

Identification of environmental corridors is based upon the presence of one or more of the following important
elements of the natural resource base: 1) lakes, rivers, and streams and associated shorelands and floodplains; 2)
wetlands; 3) woodlands; 4) prairies; 5) wildlife habitat areas; 6) wet (hydric), poorly drained, and organic soils;
and 7) rugged terrain and high relief topography. The presence of elements that are closely related to the natural
resource base, including park and open space sites, natural areas, historic sites, and scenic views, are also
considered in the delineation of environmental corridors. Most of the natural resource elements which form the
basis for corridor delineation have been described in this Chapter. The Ozaukee County park and open space plan
adopted in 2011 further describes scenic overlooks within the County, as shown on Map 10 in Chapter Il of that
document, and also the current protection status of environmental corridors and isolated natural resources as
reflected on Map 12 in the same Chapter of the park and open space plan report.

The mapping of these natural resource and resource-related elements results in a concentration of such elements in
an essentially linear pattern of relatively narrow, elongated areas which have been termed “environmental
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Map 12

NATURAL AREAS, CRITICAL SPECIES HABITAT SITES,
AQUATIC HABITAT SITES, AND SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGICAL SITES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

18)

20)

19)

21)
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Table 18

NATURAL AREAS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2009

Number
on
Map 12

Area Name

Classification
Code®

Location

Ownership

Size
(acres)

Description and Comments

1

Fairy Chasm State
Natural Area

NA-1
(SNA)

TON, R22E
Sections 32, 33
City of Mequon

T8N, R22E
Sections 4, 5

Village of Bayside
(Milwaukee
County)

Ozaukee Washington
Land Trust and other
private

47 (plus 33 in
Milwaukee
County

An 80- to 100-foot-deep wooded
ravine which extends approximately
1.25 miles west from its confluence
with Lake Michigan. The steep
slopes support white pine, white
cedar, and yellow birch on the
north-facing slopes and dry-mesic
hardwoods on the more exposed
south-facing slopes. The ravine has
special significance because cold
air drainage enables several plant
species with more northerly
affinities to occur this far south. The
flora includes the State-designated
endangered pine-drops (Pterospora
andromedea). The area extends
south into Milwaukee County

Kurtz Woods State
Natural Area

NA-1
(SNA)

T10N, R21E
Section 1
Town of Grafton

Ozaukee Washington
Land Trust and other
private; protected with
conservation
easement

70

A mature southern mesic hardwoods
that is a remnant of the once-
extensive pre-settlement forest
which covered this part of the
Region. Dominated by sugar
maple, beech, and white ash, with a
moderately rich ground flora.
Several small, dry kettle
depressions are present. The
woods have been undisturbed for at
least 75 years. The younger woods
to the southeast are important as a
buffer

Riveredge Creek
and Ephemeral
Pond State Natural
Area

NA-1
(SNA)

T11N, R21E
Sections 7, 8
Town of Saukville

Riveredge Nature
Center and other
private; protected with
conservation
easement

100

Second-order streams of
exceptionally high water quality, fed
by three first-order branches, all of
which are spring-fed. Contains a
stable, well-balanced, diverse
fauna. Surrounding vegetation is a
complex of second-growth northern
wet-mesic forest, conifer swamp,
shrub-carr, alder thicket, and young
maple-beech and aspen woods.
Contains a good population of the
forked aster (Aster furcatus), a
State-designated threatened
species

Cedarburg Bog
State Natural Area

NA-1
(SNA)

T11N, R21E
Sections 19, 20,
21, 28, 29, 30,
31, 32,33

Town of Saukville

Department of Natural
Resources, University
of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, and
private

2,063

One of the largest and least
disturbed bogs in eastern
Wisconsin, containing an extensive
conifer swamp forest, open bog, a
shallow hard-water drainage lake,
and mesic woods on isolated
islands. A portion of the area
contains a string bog, characterized
by noticeable ridges running
perpendicular to water flow. This is
the southern-most example in the
world. The very high species
diversity includes a large number of
regionally rare species, many of
which are northern relicts. A
National Natural Landmark

Sapa Spruce Bog
State Natural Area
and Black Spruce
Bog

NA-1
(SNA)

T11N, R21E
Section 30
Town of Saukville

University of Wisconsin
and private; protected
with conservation
easement

63

High-quality acid bog dominated by
black spruce at one of its
southernmost locations in
Wisconsin. The rich, diverse flora
includes at least six species of
sphagnum moss. Includes privately
owned bog adjoining to west
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Table 18 (continued)

Number
on Classification Size
Map 12 Area Name Code? Location Ownership (acres) Description and Comments
6 Huiras Lake Woods NA-1 T12N, R21E Department of Natural 440 Large lowland and upland forested
and Bog Sections 8, 9, 10, Resources, Milwaukee area that has been relatively
16 Jewish Welfare Fund, undisturbed since last cut. A bog is
Town of Fredonia and other private; located in the southern portion. Good
protected with diversity of tree and ground-layer
conservation easement species. The small, landlocked
by Ozaukee seepage lake is valuable for
Washington Land Trust waterfowl migration and nesting. A
number of northern relict species are
present. Of particular interest is the
presence of mature, native white
pines on several of the upland
islands
-- Subtotal NA-1 6 sites -- 2,783 --
7 Pigeon Creek Low NA-2 TON, R21E Private 82 A combination of lowland hardwoods,
and Mesic Woods Section 10 wet-mesic woods, and upland mesic
City of Mequon woods, much of which borders the
cold, clear, fast waters of Pigeon
Creek. On the grounds of a former
fox farm. Known to support four
critical plant species: the State-
designated endangered heart-leaved
plantain (Plantago cordata); the
State-designated threatened snow
trillium (Trilliumnivale) and forked
aster (Aster furcatus); and the State-
designated special concern
chinkapin oak (Quercus
muehlenbergii)
8 Donges Bay Gorge NA-2 TON, R22E Ozaukee Washington 22 A deep, steep-sided clay ravine on the
Section 33 Land Trust Lake Michigan shore, containing a
City of Mequon white pine and beech forest.
Northern relict species are present.
The area has suffered from erosion
and encroaching residential
development; additionally, over-
grazing by deer has seriously
affected the native ground flora
9 Abbott Woods and NA-2 T10N, R22E Private; protected with 31 Mesic woods and white cedar-covered
Ravine Sections 21, 28 conservation easement ravines along Lake Michigan
Town of Grafton
10 Milwaukee River NA-2 T11N, R21E Ozaukee County and 382 Morainal deposits along a two-mile
Mesic Woods Section 3 private stretch of the Milwaukee River
Town of Saukville support moderate- to good-quality
T12N. R21E upland mesic woods, with lowland
Sect}on 34 h_ardw_ooc_is in depressions. Species
Town of Fredonia diversity is generally good throughout
11 Ducks Limited Bog NA-2 T11N, R21E Ducks Limited and other 21 Good-quality sphagnum bog on north
Section 5 private side of a shallow lake and bordered
Town of Saukville by a deep moat. Typical acid-bog
species present include leather leaf,
round-leaved sundew, snake-mouth
orchid, grass-pink orchid, bog
rosemary, blueberry, winterberry,
pitcher plant, and cranberry. Area
south of the lake is more disturbed
12 Riveredge Mesic NA-2 T11N, R21E Riveredge Nature Center 212 Good-quality regenerating stand of
Woods Sections 6, 7 and other private; mesic woods and lowland hardwoods

Town of Saukville

protected with
conservation easement

bordering the Milwaukee River.
Trees are medium-aged. A variety of
habitats supports a rich species
complement, including several
uncommon species. Disturbed by
highway and residences in the
southern portion of the woods. Area
north of Milwaukee River is wetter
and more disturbed, but still diverse.
Much of woods owned by Riveredge
Nature Center

51



Table 18 (continued)

Woods

Sections 20, 21
City of Mequon

Mequon

Number
on Classification Size
Map 12 Area Name Code? Location Ownership (acres) Description and Comments
13 Kinnamon Conifer NA-2 T11N, R21E Private 391 A large wooded lowland, containing
Swamp Sections 18, 19 a combination of good-quality
Town of Saukville northern wet-mesic forest of white
cedar and northern hardwoods
swamp of black ash. Low glacial
ridges within the swamp support
mesic upland woods. Past
disturbance appears, overall, to be
minimal. The good, diverse
northern understory includes a
number of regionally uncommon
species
14 Max’s Bog NA-2 T11N, R21E Private and State of 30 Two small, undeveloped, shallow
Section 20 Wisconsin Public Trust lakes surrounded by good-quality
Town of Saukville Lands bog mats. The area contains a
number of species with more
northern affinities
15 South Conifer NA-2 T11N, R21E Private and State of 53 Good-quality conifer swamp
Swamp Section 20 Wisconsin Public Trust containing typical northern species.
Town of Saukville Lands One of the few sites in the Region
in which black spruce is present.
Small lake is bordered by a narrow
cattail fringe. Contains headwaters
of Cedarburg Bog
16 Cedarburg Beech NA-2 T11N, R21E University of Wisconsin- 134 Good-quality, mature, beech- and
Woods State (SNA) Section 30 Milwaukee and private sugar maple-dominated southern
Natural Area Town of Saukville mesic forest in a moraine area of
low gravelly hills and kettle holes.
Disturbance, including past
selective logging and grazing,
appears to be minimal. Grades into
lowland forest to north and
northeast. Historically a site of
scientific research
17 Janik’'s Woods NA-2 T12N, R21E Private 163 A relatively large, good-quality
Sections 29, 30 woodlot that is recovering from past
Town of Fredonia disturbance. Southern portion is an
upland containing medium-aged
red oak, sugar maple, and
basswood, with a diverse ground
flora. Lowland hardwoods to the
north contain scattered conifers
18 Harrington Beach NA-2 T12N, R23E Department of Natural 197 Moderate- to good-quality mature
Lacustrine Forest Section 19 Resources second-growth northern wet-mesic
Town of Belgium forest, located just west of the
shoreline beach ridge. Dominant
trees include green and black
ashes, basswood, and white cedar.
This is a regionally rare community
type, heavily used by migratory
birds
-- Subtotal NA-2 12 sites -- 1,718 --
19 Highland Road NA-3 TON, R21E Private 53 Mesic woods of moderate quality
Woods Section 11 dominated by sugar maple, beech,
City of Mequon and basswood. Low areas contain
ephemeral ponds
20 Pigeon Creek Maple NA-3 TON, R21E Private 13 A small but good-quality mesic
Woods Section 15 woods on sloping uplands above
City of Mequon Pigeon Creek. Ground flora is very
rich and diverse, including a large
population of twinleaf (Jeffersonia
diphylla), a State-designated
special concern species
21 Solar Heights Low NA-3 TON, R21E Private and City of 116 Disturbed floodplain forest

dominated by red and silver maples
and yellow birch. Changing water
levels and Dutch elm disease have
altered the canopy. Native species
diversity is low, and exotic species
are proliferating

52




Table 18 (continued)

Number
on Classification Size
Map 12 Area Name Code? Location Ownership (acres) Description and Comments
22 Triple Woods NA-3 TON, R21E Private and City of 53 Upland mesic forest of sugar
Section 31 Mequon maple and beech. Despite past
City of Mequon logging, the spring flora is
relatively diverse. Offers
protection to tributaries of the
Little Menomonee River
23 Ville du Parc NA-3 TON, R22E City of Mequon and 111 One of the last remnants of
Riverine Forest Sections 18, 19 private riverine forest along this portion
City of Mequon of the Milwaukee River. Contains
old river channels. The woods is
mostly second-growth, with a
mixture of upland and lowland
species
24 Mequon Wetland NA-3 TIN, R22E Private 76 A mixed wetland area consisting
Section 20 of deep and shallow marsh,
City of Mequon fresh (wet) meadow, shrub-carr,
and young wet to wet-mesic
lowland hardwoods. Wetland
filling and water-level changes
due to ditching and channel
realignment have disturbed the
area
25 Mole Creek NA-3 T10N, R21E Town and City of 150 Includes a disturbed, low, wooded
Swamp/Pleasant Section 2 Cedarburg; WE area bordering Mole Creek,
Valley Park Woods Town of Cedarburg Energies; and private dominated by green ash, alder,
and red-osier dogwood; a black
ash—mixed hardwood swamp;
and a good-quality mesic woods
containing a number of
Regionally uncommon species
26 Cedar-Sauk Low NA-3 T10N, R21E Department of Natural 210 (plus 14 in Lowland hardwood forest of silver
Woods Sections 5, 6 Resources and private Washington maple, green and black ashes,
Town of Cedarburg County) and American elm, with
T11N. R21E evidence of abundant past
Section 31 disturbances, including grazing,
Town of Saukville power-line right-of-way, and two
highways. Stream flows through
T1IN, R20E area from Cedarburg Bog
Section 36
Town of Trenton
(Washington
County)
27 Grafton Woods NA-3 T10N, R21E Ozaukee Washington 18 Small mesic woods on east side
(Bratt Woods) Section 13 Land Trust; protected of Milwaukee River. Despite
T10N, R22E with conservation history of grazing and selective
Section 18 easement cutting, has a good species
Town of Grafton diversity, including American
gromwell (Lithospermum
latifolium), a State-designated
special concern species
28 Sherman Road NA-3 T10N, R21E Private 71 Lowland hardwood forest with
Woods Section 19 much second growth due to past
Town of Cedarburg grazing
29 Five Corners Swamp NA-3 T10N, R21E Department of Natural 175 A large lowland hardwood forest
Section 20 Resources and private that is suffering from distur-
Town of Cedarburg bance, including selective cutting
and a network of wide trails.
Dominant trees are red and
silver maples and cotton wood.
A windstorm in June 1991
snapped or uprooted a large
number of mature trees
30 Cedar Creek Forest NA-3 T10N, R21E Private 23 Sugar maple and beech woods
Section 23 on west bank of Cedar Creek.
Town of Cedarburg Threatened by encroaching
residential development
31 Cedar Heights NA-3 T10N, R22E Private 9 Disturbed, narrow, steep-sided
Gorge Section 3 gorge leading to Lake Michigan.
City of Port Almost complete dominance by
Washington white cedar
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Table 18 (continued)

Number
on Classification Size
Map 12 Area Name Code? Location Ownership (acres) Description and Comments
32 Ulao Lowland Forest NA-3 T10N, R22E Private 342 A large lowland hardwoods area,
Sections 4, 5, 8, 9, dominated by red and silver
17 maples and black ash. Adversely
Town of Grafton affected by changing water
levels, selective cutting, and
Dutch elm disease, which have
opened the canopy. Marshy
stands occur throughout
33 U.S. Fish and NA-3 T10N, R22E U.S. Fish and Wildlife 67 Mix of flooded swamp, old field,
Wildlife Service Sections 9, 10 Service clay banks, and young upland
Area Town of Grafton woods managed for waterfowl
and wildlife. There is a relatively
large population of the
Regionally uncommon fringed
gentian (Gentianopsis crinita)
34 Lion’s Den Gorge NA-3 T10N, R22E Ozaukee County, 21 Deep ravine on Lake Michigan
Section 10 Ozaukee shore. Dominated by white cedar
Town of Grafton Washington Land and hardwoods, with a relatively
Trust, and private; good-quality herb layer,
includes including a few northern relicts
conservation
easement
35 Hansen’s Lake NA-3 T11N, R21E Ozaukee Washington 16 Small but good-quality lake
Wetland Section 4 Land Trust surrounded by cattails, shrub-
Town of Saukville carr, and lowland hardwoods,
with scattered tamaracks. Lake
is stocked with bluegills
36 Knollwood Road Bog NA-3 T11N, R21E Private and State of 9 Small lake surrounded by a
Section 19 Wisconsin Public sphagnum mat, shallow marsh,
Town of Saukville Trust Lands; and lowland hardwoods
protected with
conservation
easement
37 Hawthorne Drive NA-3 T11N, R22E Private 55 Wet-mesic red maple and
Forest Section 6 American elm forest, with an
Town of Port upland forest of red oak, beech,
Washington and basswood to the south.
Canopy has been opened by
disease and logging
38 Spring Lake Beech NA-3 T12N, R21E Private 62 Small mesic hardwood forest
Forest Section 2 dominated by small- to medium-
Town of Fredonia sized beech, sugar maple,
basswood, and white ash, with a
long history of selective cutting
39 Spring Lake Marsh NA-3 T12N, R21E Private and State of 21 Good-quality wetland complex
Section 2 Wisconsin Public bordering a clear, shallow lake.
Town of Fredonia Trust Lands Good habitat diversity includes
shrub-carr, sedge meadow,
shallow marsh, and cedar-
tamarack swamp
40 County Line Low NA-3 T12N, R21E Private; protected with | 225 (plus 71 Large but mostly young lowland
Woods Sections 4, 5 conservation acres in hardwoods of mixed composition
Town of Fredonia easement Sheboygan and having a history of
T13N, R21E County) disturbance. Many openings in
Sections 32. 33 canopy allow dense
Town of Sher’man undergrowth. Extends north into
(Sheboygan County) Sheboygan County
41 Beekeeper Bog NA-3 T12N, R21E Ozaukee County and 21 Good example of a typical kettle-
Section 5 private; protected hole bog with shallow marsh,
Town of Fredonia with conservation shrub-carr, and northern wet-
easement mesic white cedar forest. The
southeastern portion has been
ditched. Contains a good
number of species with more
northerly affinities
42 Department of NA-3 T12N, R21E Department of Natural 187 Primarily a disturbed lowland
Natural Resources Section 7 Resources and hardwood forest with streams.

Lowlands

Town of Fredonia

private

Ponds have been dredged by
Department of Natural
Resources
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Table 18 (continued)

Number
on Classification Size
Map 12 Area Name Code? Location Ownership (acres) Description and Comments
43 Pioneer Road NA-3 T12N, R21E Private; protected with 93 A low, wet woodlot with a history
Lowlands Sections 8, 17 conservation easement of disturbance. North half
Town of Fredonia contains a dense stand of
tamarack, cedar, and black ash,
with some large individual trees.
South half has large scattered
trees and thick undergrowth
44 Cedar Valley Swamp NA-3 T12N, R21E Private 140 An irregularly shaped lowland
Sections 10, 11, 15 area disturbed by Dutch elm
Town of Fredonia disease, logging, and water-level
changes. Dominated by black
ash, red maple, and white cedar,
with small areas of tamarack. A
small upland island in the center
contains mature trees
45 Evergreen Road Bog NA-3 T12N, R21E Private and State of 44 Good-quality tamarack-cedar bog,
Section 14 Wisconsin Public Trust with a large sedge-shrub area to
Town of Fredonia Lands the north and an upland
hardwoods to the southeast.
Threatened by residential
development
46 Kohler Road Woods NA-3 T12N, R21E Private 128 Primarily a low, wet woods of
Sections 15, 22 medium-aged red and silver
Town of Fredonia maples, yellow birch, and black
ash. South half is younger, with
many cut stumps
a7 Waubeka Low NA-3 T12N, R21E Ozaukee County and 162 Primarily a wooded lowland of
Woods Sections 31, 32 private; protected with tamarack, black ash, and yellow
Town of Fredonia conservation easement birch, but with glacial ridges
containing upland trees. There is
a history of disturbance
48 Cedar Grove Swamp NA-3 T12N, R22E Private and U.S. Fish 185 Extensive second-growth forest
Sections 2, 3 and Wildlife Service on ditched lacustrine flats with
Town of Belgium clayey soils. Dominated by red
and silver maples, black ash,
yellow birch, American elm, and
swamp white oak. Repeatedly
logged and encroached on by
agriculture and ditching
49 Belgium Swamp— NA-3 T12N, R22E Private 152 An extensive, but young,
North Section 27 lacustrine forest 2.5 miles from
Town of Belgium Lake Michigan, with American
elm, black ash, and red and
silver maples. Disease, logging,
and wind throw have opened the
canopy, permitting a brushy
understory to develop
50 Belgium Swamp— NA-3 T12N, R22E Private 148 Low, flat, wet forested area of
South Section 34 black ash and silver and red
Town of Belgium maples, with some yellow birch
and basswood. Old windfalls and
dead standing trees are
common. There is a history of
disturbance, resulting in a very
open and brushy appearance
-- Subtotal NA-3 32 sites -- 3,156 --
-- Total Al L\l;t:sral 50 sites -- 7,657 --

#NA-1 identifies Natural Area sites of statewide or greater significance.

NA-2 identifies Natural Area sites of countywide or regional significance.

NA-3 identifies Natural Area sites of local significance.

SNA, or State Natural Area, identifies those sites officially designated as State Natural Areas by the State of Wisconsin Natural Areas Preservation Council.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and SEWRPC.
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Table 19

CRITICAL SPECIES HABITAT SITES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2009

Number
on Size
Map12 Area Name Location Ownership (acres) Description and Comments
51 Mee-Kwon Park TON, R21E Ozaukee County and 40 Mesic woodland and shrubland partially within county park
Woods Section 10 private supporting a population of American gromwell (Lithospermum
City of Mequon latifolium), a State-designated special concern species
52 Highland Woods TON, R21E City of Mequon; 48 Small, moderate-quality mesic woodlot supporting a population
Section 15 conservation easement of American gromwell (Lithospermum latifolium), a State-
City of Mequon with Ozaukee designated special concern species
Washington Land Trust
53 Garvey Woods TON, R21E Private 10 Moderate-quality mesic woodlot supporting a population of
Section 27 American gromwell (Lithospermum latifolium), a State-
City of Mequon designated special concern species
54 Gengler's Woods TIN, R21E Ozaukee Washington 4 Small beech-maple woods on grounds of Mequon Nature
Section 33 Land Trust Preserve supporting a population of American gromwell
City of Mequon (Lithospermum latifolium), a State-designated special concern
species
55 Stauss Woods TIN, R21E Ozaukee Washington 8 Small, but relatively good quality complex of beech-maple
Section 33 Land Trust woods and lowland hardwoods on grounds of Mequon Nature
City of Mequon Preserve supporting a population of American gromwell
(Lithospermum latifolium), a State-designated special concern
species
56 Union Pacific TIN, R22E Private 1 Small portion of railway right-of-way supporting a population of
Right-of-Way Section 5 the State-designated threatened forked aster (Aster furcatus)
City of Mequon
57 Eastbrook Road TON, R22E Private 9 Small mesic woodlot supporting a good population of the State-
Woods Section 19 designated threatened forked aster (Aster furcatus)
City of Mequon
58 Pecard Sedge TIN, R22E Private 16 Moderate-quality sedge meadow and shallow marsh supporting
Meadow Section 19 a population of the State-designated threatened cream gentian
City of Mequon (Gentiana alba)
59 Bike Path Island T10N, R21E Bureau of Land 1 Island in Milwaukee River supports sweet Indian plantain
Section 13 Management (Hasteola suaveolens), a State-designated special concern
Town of Grafton species
60 Woodland T10N, R21E Private 40 Moderate-quality mesic and wet-mesic forested woodlot
Meadows Woods Section 17 supporting a population of American gromwell (Lithospermum
Town of latifolium), a State-designated special concern species
Cedarburg
61 Cedarburg T10N, R21E Private 4 Small mesic woodlot Supporting populations of goldenseal
Woods—West Section 22 (Hydrastis canadensis) and great waterleaf (Hydrophyllum
Town of appendiculatum), State-designated special concern species
Cedarburg
62 Port Washington T10N, R22E Private 35 Semi-wooded upland clay banks above Lake Michigan provide
Clay Banks Sections 3, 10 critical bird species habitat for the short-eared owl (Asio
City of Port flammeus), a State-designated special concern species
Washington
63 Cedar-Sauk T11N, R21E Private 44 Mesic woodlot being disturbed by residential development
Upland Woods Section 33 supporting a population of American gromwell (Lithospermum
Town of latifolium), a State-designated special concern species
Saukville
64 Port Washington T11N, R22E Private 29 A stretch of beach and dunes containing several critical plant
Beach and Dunes Sections 1, 11 species restricted in Wisconsin to the Lake Michigan shore
Town of Port containing populations of State-designated threatened sand-
Washington reed grass (Calamovilfa longifolia) and thick-spike wheat grass
(Elytrigia dasystachya) and a population of sea rocket (Cakile
edentula), a State-designated special concern species
65 Sauk Creek Nature | T11N, R22E Ozaukee Washington 13 Woodland bordering Sauk Creek containing a population of the
Preserve Section 29 Land Trust State-designated threatened forked aster (Aster furcatus)
Town of Port
Washington
66 Heinen Woods T12N, R21E Private 32 Small population of State-designated threatened forked aster
Section 26 (Aster furcatus) within a woodlot of moderate quality
Town of
Fredonia
67 Harrington Beach T12N, R22E Department of Natural 395 Large artificial grassland area that provides nesting habitat for
Old Fields Section 24 Resources grassland breeding birds including the upland sandpiper
Town of Belgium (Bartramia longicauda), a State designated special concern
species
Total 17 sites -- -- 729 --

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and SEWRPC.
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Table 20

CRITICAL AQUATIC HABITAT AREAS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1994

STREAMS
Number Size
on Map 12 Stream (stream miles) Rank? Description and Comments
68 Milwaukee River main stem 11.2 miles AQ-1 (RSH) Important reservoir for critical fish species,
upstream from STH 33 including the striped shiner, an endangered
fish species, and three threatened fish species
69 Milwaukee River downstream 9.9 miles AQ-1 (RSH) Important reservoir for the striped shiner; good
from STH 33 to STH 57 overall fish population and diversity
(includes Mole Creek)

70 Riveredge Creek 2.9 miles AQ-1 (RSH) A slow, cold, spring-fed stream, with excellent
water quality; contains a very diverse
invertebrate assemblage; a designated State
Natural Area

71 Cedar Creek downstream 6.7 miles AQ-2 (RSH) Good fish population and diversity, including

from STH 60 three critical fish species; good assemblage of
mussel species

72 Milwaukee River downstream 4.4 miles® AQ-2 (RSH) Excellent Biotic Index Rating;d critical fish

from STH 33 to main stem species present; good assemblage of mussel
species

73 Milwaukee River downstream 4.5 miles AQ-2 (RSH) Critical fish species present, including the

from STH57to CTHC striped shiner; Biotic Index Rating® of Good

74 North Branch, Milwaukee 0.8 miles® AQ-2 (RSH) Good overall fish population and diversity,

River including critical fish species; Biotic Index
Rating® of Good to Excellent
75 Pigeon Creek 4.4 miles AQ-2 (RSH) Good overall fish population and diversity,
including critical fish species; critical plant
species adjacent to and within the channel
76 North Branch, Menomonee 1.1 miles® AQ-3 Bisects identified Natural Areas
River upstream from
STH 145

77 Fish Creek 1.2 miles® AQ-3 Bisects Fairy Chasm State Natural Area

78 Cedar Creek downstream 1.9 miles® AQ-3 Good fish population and diversity; bisects
from Little Cedar Creek Jackson Swamp, an identified Natural Area
inflow to CTH M

79 Cedar Creek downstream 8.4 miles® AQ-3 Good fish population and diversity; good

from CTH M to STH 60 mussel species assemblage

80 Milwaukee River downstream 7.4 miles AQ-3 (RSH) Good fish population and diversity and mussel

from CTH C to Mequon species richness
Road

81 Milwaukee River downstream 2.5 miles® AQ-3 (RSH) Biotic Index Ratingd of Good; critical fish

from Mequon Road to Brown species present
Deer Road
-- Total - 14 stream reaches 67.3 miles -- --
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Table 20 (continued)

LAKES
Number Size
on Map 12 Lake (acreage) Rank® Descriptionb and Comments
82 Long Lake 34 acres AQ-1 (RSH) A shallow seepage lake with an undeveloped

shoreline and wilderness character within the
Cedarburg Bog State Natural Area; a variety
of plant communities surrounds the Lake;
critical herptile habitat

83 Mud Lake 245 acres AQ-1 (RSH) A shallow, undeveloped seepage lake within
the Cedarburg Bog State Natural Area; a
variety of plant communities surrounds the

lake
84 Big Bienborn Lake 12 acres AQ-2 (RSH) A seepage lake adjacent to the Cedarburg Bog
(Horn Lake) State Natural Area
85 Watts Lake 7 acres AQ-2 A deep spring lake within the Cedarburg Bog

State Natural Area; an undeveloped shoreline

86 Quarry Lake 19 acres AQ-3 An abandoned limestone quarry which is an
identified Geological Area site adjacent to an
identified Natural Area, Harrington Beach
Lacustrine Forest

87 Huiras Lake 26 acres AQ-3 An undeveloped seepage lake encompassed
by an identified Natural Area, Huiras Lake
Woods and Bog

88 Spring Lake 50 acres® A seepage lake with adjacent wetlands
AQ-3 important for breeding and feeding habitat for
wildlife
89 Unnamed lake 13 acres AQ-3 (RSH) A seepage lake with suitable habitat for

Blanding’s turtle, a threatened species

-- Total - 8 lakes 406 acres -- - -

®AQ-1 identifies Aquatic Area sites of statewide or greater significance.

AQ-2 identifies Aquatic Area sites of countywide or regional significance.

AQ-3 identifies Aquatic Area sites of local significance.

RSH, or Rare Species Habitat, identifies those aquatic areas which support rare, endangered, threatened, or “special concern” species
officially designated by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.

b“Seepage lakes” are lakes which have no inlet or outlet and whose main source of water is direct precipitation and runoff supplemented by
groundwater. “Spring lakes” are lakes which have no inlet but do have an outlet and whose main source of water is groundwater flowing
directly into the basin and from the immediate drainage area.

‘Lake or stream is located partially within Ozaukee County. Number refers to acreage or stream miles located within the County.

“YBased upon the Hilsenhoff Biotic Index (HBI) discussed in Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Technical Bulletin No. 132, Using a
Biotic Index to Evaluate Water Quality in Streams, 1982.

°Based upon the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBl) discussed in U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, General Technical Report NC-149,
Using the Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) to Measure Environmental Quality in Warmwater Streams of Wisconsin, April 1992.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and SEWRPC.

corridors” by SEWRPC.*? Primary environmental corridors include a wide variety of the most important natural
resources and are at least 400 acres in size, two miles long, and 200 feet wide. Secondary environmental corridors
serve to link primary environmental corridors, or encompass areas containing concentrations of natural resources
between 100 and 400 acres in size. Where secondary environmental corridors serve to link primary corridors, no
minimum area or length criteria apply. Secondary environmental corridors that do not connect primary corridors
must be at least 100 acres in size and one mile long. An isolated concentration of natural resource features,

127 detailed description of the process of refining the delineation of environmental corridors in Southeastern
Wisconsin is presented in SEWRPC Technical Record, Vol. 4, No. 2 (March 1981), pp. 1-21.
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Table 21

SIGNIFICANT GEOLOGIC SITES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2009

Number Classification | Site Area
on Map 12 Site Name Code? (acres) Location Ownership Description
90 Thiensville Roadcut GA-1 9 TON, R21E, Ozaukee County Road cut and small old quarry provide
and Quarry Section 10 and private only sizable exposure of the Devonian
City of Mequon Thiensville Formation anywhere
91 Ozaukee Buried GA-1 32 TON, R21E, Private Old water-filled sand quarry contains
Forest Section 17 remnants of ancient forest
City of Mequon
92 Milwaukee River- GA-1 57 T10N, R21E, Ozaukee County Undisturbed, 40-foot-high rock outcrops
Grafton Outcrops Section 24 and private along the Milwaukee River, containing
and Lime Kiln Park Village of Grafton the best and most extensive
exposures of Silurian Racine Dolomite
in the Region. Historically used for
scientific research
93 Cedar Creek- GA-1 5 T10N, R21E, Private Outcrops and abandoned quarries
Anschuetz Section 26 along Cedar Creek that were main
Quarries Town of Cedarburg supply of stone for area buildings
94 Phyllocarid Quarry GA-1 4 T12N, R21E, Private Small, partially water-filled quarry in
Section 29 Upper Silurian Waubakee Dolomite.
Town of Fredonia Only site in Wisconsin where Silurian
phylloc arid fossils have been found
95 Virmond Park Clay GA-2 10 TON, R22E, Ozaukee County Clay banks along Lake Michigan
Banks Section 28 shoreline
City of Mequon
96 Groth Quarry GA-2 7 T10N, R21E, City of Cedarburg One of the more important geological
Section 35 sites in the area because of its
City of Cedarburg prominence in the fossil reef studies of
eminent geologists. Contains unique
reef fossil biota
97 Druecker’s Lime Kiln GA-2 1 T11N, R22E, Private Nineteenth-century patented lime kiln,
Section 9 possibly only remaining example
Town of Port Washington
98 Sauk Creek GA-2 3 T11N, R22E, Private Unquarried riverbank and low falls
Section 29 exhibiting natural outcrops of Silurian
Town of Port Washington Racine Dolomite
99 Harrington Beach GA-2 25 T12N, R23E, Department of Large, water-filled quarry and restored
State Park Quarry Section 19 Natural Resources pot kiln, and extensive exposures of
Town of Belgium Devonian rock containing abundant,
highly diverse marine fossils
100 Little Menonomee GA-2 1 TON, R21E, Private Siluian Racine Dolomite reef rock
River Reef District Sections 19, 20, 30 exposures. Has considerable
City of Mequon importance in scientific research.
Contains a wide variety of reef
features
101 Riveredge Bluff GA-3 1 T11N, R21E, Riveredge Nature Rock bluff of massive Racine Dolomite
Section 6 Center on south bank of Milwaukee River
Town of Saukville
102 Saukville Reef GA-3 3 T11N, R21E, Private Small quarries exposing Racine
Section 26 Dolomite reef
Town of Saukville
103 Waubeka Quarry GA-3 2 T12N, R21E, Private Small, abandoned quarry exhibiting an
Section 29 uncommonly exposed type section
Town of Fredonia
104 Fredonia Quarries GA-3 6 T12N, R21E, Private Two small, undisturbed mid-19th-
Section 34 century quarries and several outcrops
Town of Fredonia of Racine Dolomite
105 Belgium Abandoned GA-3 108 T12N, R22E, Private Gravel and sand beaches and wind-cut
Shoreline Section 36 cliffs and terraces indicating higher
Town of Belgium ancient lake levels
Total 16 sites -- 274 -- -- --

%GA-1 identifies Geological Area sites of statewide or greater significance;
GA-2 identifies Geological Area sites of countywide or regional significance; and
GA-3 identifies Geological Area sites of local significance.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey, and SEWRPC.
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encompassing at least five acres and 200 feet wide,
but not large enough to meet the size or length
criteria for primary or secondary environmental
corridors, is referred to as an isolated natural
resource area. Environmental corridors and isolated

Table 22

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDORS
AND ISOLATED NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS
IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2000?

natural resource areas in the County in 2000 are Primary Secondary solated
shown on Map 13. At that time. such areas Environmental | Environmental Natural

. ! Corridors Corridors Resource

encompassed about 45 square miles or about 19 Local Government (acres)” (acres)’ | Areas (acres)”

percent of the County as indicated in Table 22. City Of MEGUON ... vvvevvrres 2,776 1,258 847
Town of Belgium.................. 917 1,228 410

The preservation of environmental corridors and Town OICeda'b“fg -------------- 2,218 793 576
- - - T Fi - R 4,584 17 7
isolated natural resource areas in essentially natural, own of Fredonia 98 S 378
L. R Town of Grafton................... 2,046 180 295

open uses can assist in flood-flow attenuation, water | 1o, of port washington.... 418 652 149
pollution abatement, noise pollution abatement, and Town of Saukville ............. 6,313 306 603
maintenance of air quality. Corridor preservation is Other Cities and Villages...... 1,177 269 311
important to the movement of wildlife and for the Ozaukee County 20,509 4,859 3,569

movement and dispersal of seeds for a variety of hy
plant species. In addition, because of the many
interacting relationships between living organisms
and their environment, the destruction and
deterioration of any one element of the natural
resource base may lead to a chain reaction of deterioration and destruction. For example, the destruction of
woodland cover may result in soil erosion and stream siltation, more rapid stormwater runoff and attendant
increased flood flows and stages, as well as destruction of wildlife habitat. Although the effects of any single
environmental change may not be overwhelming, the cumulative effects will eventually create serious
environmental and developmental problems. These problems include flooding, water pollution, deterioration and
destruction of wildlife habitat, loss of groundwater recharge, as well as a decline in the scenic beauty of the
County. The importance of maintaining the integrity of the remaining environmental corridors and isolated natural
resource areas thus becomes apparent.

®Includes associated surface water areas.

Source: SEWRPC.

As shown on Map 13, the primary environmental corridors in the County are located along the Milwaukee River
and major streams, along Lake Michigan, around several lakes, and in large wetland areas. In 2000, about 32
square miles, comprising about 14 percent of the County, were encompassed within primary environmental
corridors. Secondary environmental corridors are located chiefly along the smaller perennial streams and
intermittent streams in the County. About eight square miles, comprising about 3 percent of the County, were
encompassed within secondary environmental corridors in 2000. Isolated natural resource areas within the County
include a geographically well-distributed variety of isolated wetlands, woodlands, and wildlife habitat. These
areas encompassed about six square miles, or 2 percent of the County, in 2000. Table 22 sets forth the amount of
land encompassed by primary and secondary environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas in each
participating local government.

Park and Open Space Sites

A comprehensive region wide inventory of park and open space sites was conducted in 1973 under the initial
regional park and open space planning program conducted by SEWRPC. The inventory is updated periodically,
and was updated in 2010 as part of a new Ozaukee County park and open space plan.

The 2010 inventory identified all park and open space sites owned by a public agency, including Federal, State,
County, and local units of government and school districts. The inventory also included privately owned outdoor
recreation sites such as golf courses, campgrounds, boating access sites, hunting clubs, group camps, and special
use outdoor recreation sites. Also identified in the inventory were lands held in conservation easements, including
those held by private organizations such as the Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT).
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Park and Open Space Sites Owned by Ozaukee County

Park and open space sites owned by Ozaukee County in 2010 are shown on Map 14 and listed in Table 23. In
2010 the County owned 15 park and open space sites encompassing 1,268 acres, or about 1 percent of the County.
The County park system includes the following nine sites: 1) Mee-Kwon County Park, 2) Virmond County Park,
3) Covered Bridge County Park, 4) Lion’s Den Gorge Nature Preserve, 5) Hawthorne Hills County Park, 6)
Tendick Nature Preserve, 7) Ehlers County Park, 8) Harborview County Park, and 9) Waubedonia County Park.
Six sites owned by the County but not part of the County park system include: 1) Ozaukee County Fairgrounds, 2)
Guenther Farmstead Property, 3) Ozaukee County Trail Park Property, 4) Bee Keeper Bog Property, 5) Pinnacle
Property, and 6) Shady Lane Property.

Map 14 also shows Ozaukee County project boundaries which reflect areas that are recommended to be acquired
by Ozaukee County to not only preserve natural areas and critical species habitat sites, but also provide valuable
buffer areas adjacent to such natural areas and habitat sites. The lands recommended for acquisition by Ozaukee
County within the identified project areas encompass 1,894 acres.

Park and Open Space Sites Owned by the State of Wisconsin

Park and open space sites in Ozaukee County that are owned by the State of Wisconsin in 2010 are shown on
Map 14 and listed in Table 24. In 2010, there were 12 State-owned park and open space sites encompassing 3,184
acres, or about 2 percent of the County. Eleven of the 12 sites, encompassing 2,913 acres, were owned by the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR), and one site, encompassing 271 acres, was owned by the
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee.

WDNR has acquired large areas of park and open space lands in the County for a variety of resource protection
and recreational purposes. Sites acquired for natural resource preservation and limited recreational purposes
include the Cedarburg Habitat Preservation Area, Cedarburg Bog State Natural Area, and a number of scattered
sites, including four sites within the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Project Area.
Another WDNR owned site, Harrington Beach State Park, is a wildlife refuge and has more intensive recreational
activities such as swimming, camping, picnicking, and trail facilities. Map 14 also reflects project boundaries
approved by the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board for additional acquisitions associated with State park,
wildlife, and heritage areas. Lands within approved project boundaries have been identified by the Board as
appropriate additions to adjacent parks, forests, natural areas, or wildlife areas and are intended to be acquired by
the WDNR on a “willing seller-willing buyer” basis for recreational or open space purposes as funding permits.

The WDNR established the 19,487 acre North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area in
2002. This site lies within the Milwaukee River Basin and is located in portions of northwestern Ozaukee County,
northeastern Washington County, and southwestern Sheboygan County. The project site encompasses river and
stream corridors, large wetland complexes, agricultural lands, and three minor lakes. Wetlands and agricultural
lands comprise 16,549 acres of the heritage area and river corridors comprise an additional 2,938 acres. A total of
8,449 acres of the heritage area lie within the County. The WDNR anticipates using a variety of real estate tools,
including fee simple acquisition, easements, and purchase of development rights to protect natural features and
agricultural lands with the project area. The North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area
project boundary is shown on Map 14. Three parcels had been acquired in the County as of 2010. The parcels
total 333 acres in size and are reference numbers 22, 24, and 25 on Map 14.

The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM) owns and operates a field station that encompasses a portion of
the Cedarburg Bog. Located in the Town of Saukville, the UWM Cedarburg Bog Field Station site encompasses
about 271 acres.

Park and Open Space Sites Owned by the Federal Government

Map 14 and Table 24 identify six open space sites in the County owned by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
which encompass 695 acres, or less than 1 percent of the County. Five of the open space sites were purchased for
the primary purpose of preserving and improving breeding habitat for waterfowl in Wisconsin. Project boundaries
for potential acquisition associated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service sites are also shown on Map 14.
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Park and Open Space Sites Owned by Local Governments, School Districts, or Other Public Districts

In addition to County-, State-, and Federally-owned park and open space sites, there were 162 park and open
space sites owned by local governments, schools districts, or other public districts in the County in 2010. Those
sites encompassed 2,259 acres, or about 2 percent of the County. Local governments owned 131 of the park and
open space sites, public school districts owned 22 sites, and other public districts owned nine sites. Map A-1 and
Table A-1 in Appendix A of the Ozaukee County park and open space plan adopted in 2011 sets forth park and
open space sites owned by local governments, school districts, and other public districts in the County in 2010.
The acreage attributed to school district sites includes only those portions of the site used for recreational
(outdoor) or open space purposes.

The nine sites included in Table A-1 and shown on Map A-1 as owned by other public districts are sites owned by
the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD). These sites were purchased by the MMSD with
assistance from The Conservation Fund under its “Greenseams” program. The program is intended to
permanently protect key lands within the MMSD greenway planning area,™® which includes essentially the City of
Mequon, the Village of Thiensville, and a portion of the Village of Bayside in Ozaukee County as well as areas of
other adjacent counties in the Region, for long term benefits for floodplain management. Where applicable, the
properties can be used for hiking, bird watching, and other passive recreation, but are intended to remain largely
undeveloped and be restored to natural conditions. In 2010, the nine sites owned by the MMSD in Ozaukee
County encompassed 363 acres.

Private and Public Interest Resource-Oriented Park and Open Space Sites

Table A-2 and Map A-2 in Appendix A of the County park and open space plan identify privately-owned
resource-oriented recreation sites. There were 74 of these sites in 2010 encompassing 3,397 acres, or almost 2
percent of the County, as depicted on Map A-2. Examples of privately-owned recreation sites include hunting
clubs, stables, golf courses, boat access sites, campgrounds, an ice skating facility, swimming beaches,
subdivision parks, a game farm, and recreation areas associated with private schools. The ice skating facility is the
Ozaukee Ice Center. This facility was formerly owned by Ozaukee County, but the ownership was turned over to
the Ozaukee Youth Hockey Association in 2009. Under the agreement, the facility remains available to citizens of
the County for public skating.

An additional 15 sites, encompassing 1,375 acres or about 1 percent of the County, are owned by private
organizations for natural resource protection purposes. Those sites are listed on Table 13 and shown on Map 17 in
Chapter 111 of the County park and open space plan. The 15 open space area sites owned for resource preservation
purposes encompass 1,375 acres, or about 1 percent of the total area of the County. Those sites include 12
Ozaukee Washington Land Trust sites, two sites owned by The Nature Conservancy, and Riveredge Nature
Center.

Conservation Easements

Many privately-owned open space and environmentally sensitive sites in Ozaukee County are protected under
conservation easements. These easements are typically voluntary contracts between a private landowner and a
land trust or government body that limit, or in some cases prohibit, future development of the parcel. The property
owner sells or donates a conservation easement for the property to a land trust or government agency, but retains
ownership. The owner is not prohibited from selling the property, but future owners must abide by the terms of
the conservation easement. Conservation easements typically do not include any provision for public access.
Those easements, shown on Map 15 and listed in Table 25, encompassed 1,954 acres in Ozaukee County in 2010.
All of the conservation easements identified on the Table and Map provide for the permanent protection of
resources on private land.

3The planning area is identified in SEWRPC Memorandum Report No. 152, A Greenway Connection Plan for the
Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District, December 2002. The planning area consists mostly of Milwaukee
County, an eastern portion of Waukesha County, a southeastern portion of Washington County, and a southern
portion of Ozaukee County.
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Table 23
EXISTING COUNTY OWNED PARK AND OPEN SPACE SITES: 2010

Number on a Size
Map 14 Site Name Location (acres)
1 Mee-Kwon County Park..........ccccoeoveeiiiieniiciiiieenen, T9N, R21E, Sections 10, 11; City of Mequon 244
2 Virmond County Park ........ TI9N, R22E, Section 28; City of Mequon 63
3 Covered Bridge County Park.......... T10N, R21E, Section 10; Town of Cedarburg 12
4 Lion’s Den Gorge Nature Preserve. ... | T10N, R22E, Sections10, 15, 16; Town of Grafton 74
5 Hawthorne Hills County [ R T11N, R21E, Sections 3; Town of Saukville 286
6 Tendick Nature Park ............cccccoooeeiiiiiiiie T11N, R21E, Section 14; Town of Saukville 125
7 Ehlers County Park T11N, R21E, Sections 13, 14, 23, 24; Town of Saukville 10
8 Harborview County Park..........cccoooveeiiiiniiiien e, T11N, R22E, Section 28; City of Port Washington 1
9 Waubedonia County Park T12N, R21E, Sections 27, 34; Town of Fredonia 45
-- Total - 9 sites -- 860
Other County Properties — Not Considered
Part of the County Park System
10 Ozaukee County Fairgrounds..........cccocevevvveeinnnnnns T10N, R21E, Sections 22, 27; City of Cedarburg 18
11 Guenther Farmstead Property .... T11N, R21E, Sections 16, 17; Town of Saukville 213
12 Ozaukee County Trail Property... ... | T11N, R22E, Section 4; Town of Port Washington 36
13 Bee Keeper Bog Property .......c.occcvevvveeiieeesiveennnns T12N, R21E, Section 5; Town of Fredonia 41
14 Pinnacle Property .......ccoocceevieeiiiieeeniie e T12N, R21E, Section 32; Town of Fredonia 39
15 Shady Lane Property ........cccceveereenieenienienieeneens T12N, R21E, Section 34; Town of Fredonia 61
Total 6 sites -- 408
aIndicates location given in U.S. Public Land Survey Township, Range, and Section.
®Includes Hawthorne Hills Golf Course, Pioneer Village, and H.H. Peters Youth Camp.
Source: SEWRPC.
Table 24
EXISTING STATE AND FEDERAL PARK AND OPEN SPACE SITES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2010
Number on Size
Map 14 Site Name Location® (acres)
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) Sites
16 WDINR SIE...uvueriiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiistieerreerrearreerraaraaeraaeraenaaa ... TON, R21E, Section 22; City of Mequon 6
17 WDINR SIE...uvueiiiiiiiiiiiiriieiiisiieetteerrearraerraerraeraeaaeaaaaaaaa————— TON, R22E, Section 7; City of Mequon 30
18 Cedarburg Habitat Preservation.............ccccovvieiniiieniieennnns T10N, R21E, Section 20; Town of Cedarburg 19
19 WWDINR SIE . utuuuriiirrieriinriesrieeriesrieerreerresreeereer e ———————————————— T10N, R22E, Section 8; Town of Grafton 33
20 WDNR Sit€...cvvvvvierreervierreerrieriennnnns T11N, R21E, Section 31; Town of Saukville 80
21 Cedarburg Bog State Natural Area T11N, R21E, Sections 20, 21, 28, 29, 31, 32, 33;
Town of Saukville 1,616
22 WDNR Site-North Branch Milwaukee River Project ............. T12N, R21E, Section 5; Town of Fredonia 240
23 WDNR Site-Scattered Wetland ............ccccoevveeivvevnennieninnnnnn. T12N, R21E, Section 7; Town of Fredonia 81
24 WDNR Site-North Branch Milwaukee River Project ... T12N, R21E, Section 9; Town of Fredonia 73
25 WDNR Site-North Branch Milwaukee River Project ... T12N, R21E, Section 9; Town of Fredonia 20
26 Harrington Beach State Park...........ccccovoveriiiiiinienieseeen T12N, R22E, Section 24; T12N, R23E,
Section 19; Town of Belgium 715
-- Subtotal — 11 sites -- 2,913
University of Wisconsin Site
27 UWM Cedarburg Bog Field Station .........ccccciiiiiiiiiiinnnns T11N, R21E, Sections 29, 30; Town of Saukville 271
- - Subtotal- 1 site - - 271
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Sites (USFWS)
28 USFWS-Ulao Waterfowl Production Area...........cccceeevvvnnnn. T10N, R22E, Section 9; Town of Grafton 44
29 USFWS-Blue Wing Waterfowl Production Area ................... T10N, R22E, Section 16; Town of Grafton 55
30 USFWS Land T11N, R21E, Section 13; Town of Saukville 41
31 USFWS-Cedar Grove Waterfowl Production Area................ T12N, R22E, Section 2; Town of Belgium 115
32 USFWS-Armin O. Schwengel Waterfowl
ProduCtion Al a...........euvveevveeiieriieereenrineisesrennssnnnnenrannna... T12N, R22E, Sections 8, 9; Town of Belgium 282
33 USFWS-Belgium Waterfowl Protection Area..........ccccoovueeen. T12N, R22E, Section 10; Town of Belgium 158
-- Subtotal — 6 sites - - 695
- - Total — 18 sites - - 3,879

#Indicates location given in U.S. Public Land Survey Township, Range, and Section.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, Ozaukee County, and SEWRPC.
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Table 25

LANDS UNDER CONSERVATION EASEMENTS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2010

Number on a Size
Map 15 Holder of Easement Location (acres)
1 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Brickman)..................... T9N, R21E, Section 1; City of Mequon 15
2 MIMISD .ottt e e TI9N, R21E, Section 4; City of Mequon 4
3 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Pigeon Creek) ............ TON, R21E, Section 9; City of Mequon 1
4 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Pigeon Creek) ............ TON, R21E, Section 9; City of Mequon 3
5 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Kursel) ..........c...c....... TON, R21E, Section 9; City of Mequon 40
6 MMSD (Huntington Park Subdivision) .............ccccevvuieennnes TON, R21E, Section 32; City of Mequon 98
7 WDNR ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e nnraeeanes T10N, R21E, Section 8; Town of Cedarburg 3
8 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Uihlein)...................... T10N, R21E, Section 25; Town of Grafton 9
9 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Watts/Cudahy)............ T10N, R21E, Section 25; Town of Grafton 175
10 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Parsons).................... T10N, R21E, Section 31; Town of Cedarburg 153
11 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Cudahy) .................... T10N, R21E, Section 36; Town of Grafton 43
12 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Kaul) .............c..cceuveee. T10N, R22E, Section 8; Town of Grafton 56
13 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Abbott) ...........cccceevveee. T10N, R22E, Section 28; Town of Grafton 26
14 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Meissner)................... T10N, R22E, Section 28; Town of Grafton 16
15 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Sandhill) .................... T11N, R21E, Section 4; Town of Saukville 121
16 WDINR ..ttt T11N, R21E, Section 7; Town of Saukville 1
17 WDINR ..ttt T11N, R21E, Section 7; Town of Saukville 5
18 WDINR et T11N, R21E, Section 14; Town of Saukville 7
19 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Sieckman) ................. T11N, R21E, Section 18; Town of Saukville 111
20 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Lynn)........cccevevveennnen. T11N, R21E, Section 20; Town of Saukville 36
21 WWDINR oottt s T11N, R21E, Section 22; Town of Saukville 10
22 WDNR (Lake Hills WESL) .....cccuieiiiiieeieee e T11N, R21E, Section 25; Town of Saukville 26
23 WDNR (COI8) ..ottt T11N, R21E, Section 27; Town of Saukville 5
24 WDNR (BElI) ...eeeeiiieieeiie e T11N, R21E, Section 27; Town of Saukville 2
25 WDNR (BEII) ..eeeeeeieiieeecieie et e T11N, R21E, Section 27; Town of Saukville 6
26 WWDINR oottt T11N, R21E, Section 30; Town of Saukville 21
27 WWDINR oottt s T11N, R21E, Section 33; Town of Saukville 1
28 WDINR ..ttt T11N, R21E, Section 34; Town of Saukville 8
29 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Fairchild) ................... T11N, R21E, Section 36; Town of Saukville 12
30 WDNR (Aloha Auto) T11N, R22E, Section 32; City of Port Washington 1
31 WDNR (MUEIIET) cvuiiiiiieii e T12N, R21E, Section 4; Town of Fredonia 214
32 WDNR (LUEALKE) ....eeeeiiiieeiiee it T12N, R21E, Section 4; Town of Fredonia 120
33 WDNR (WINEEI) oottt T12N, R21E, Section 5; Town of Fredonia 23
34 WDNR (HUIFGS) evuieieeneeeeee e e e e e e e e T12N, R21E, Section 5; Town of Fredonia 261
35 WDNR (Grabinger) ........ooeiieiiiiieeiieie et T12N, R21E, Section 6; Town of Fredonia 76
36 WDNR (SLEMPET) ..eeeeiiiiieiiiee et T12N, R21E, Section 17; Town of Fredonia 201
37 Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (Lord) ........ccoeevvnveennnen. T12N, R21E, Section 19; Town of Fredonia 24
38 T12N, R21E, Section 27; Town of Fredonia 6
39 T12N, R21E, Section 28; Town of Fredonia 11
40 T12N, R21E, Section 29; Town of Fredonia 2
41 T12N, R21E, Section 30; Town of Fredonia 1
Total 41 sites -- 1,954

NOTE: All of the conservation easements listed above provide permanent protection of resources on private land.

a
Indicates location given in U.S. Public Land Survey Township, Range, and Section.

Source: Ozaukee Washington Land Trust, Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR), Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District
(MMSD), and SEWRPC.
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Environmentally Sensitive Lands and Potential Natural Limitations to Building Site Development

The comprehensive planning law (Section 66.1001 of the Statutes) requires environmentally sensitive lands in the
County to be identified and mapped as part of the County comprehensive planning process. Several natural
resource features located in the County were identified as environmentally sensitive lands including: primary
environmental corridors, secondary environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, natural areas, critical
species habitat sites, critical aquatic habitat sites, surface water, wetlands, woodlands, significant geological sites,
high and very high groundwater recharge areas, and Hines Emerald Dragonfly habitat. These features are shown
on Map 16 and on Map 94 in Chapter VIII of the County comprehensive plan.** Preservation of these resources
has also been identified as vital to the character, bio-diversity, quality of life, and economy of the County. One of
the comprehensive planning programs is to incorporate the lands identified on Map 16 into the County land use
plan map. The adopted County land use plan map, shown later in this Chapter on Map 24, reflects this
recommendation where possible.

Section 66.1001 of the Statutes also requires that natural limitations to building site development in the County be
identified and mapped as part of the County comprehensive planning process. Several natural resource features
located in the County were identified that limit building site development under the natural resources inventoried
in this Chapter. These natural resources, shown on Map 17, include: 100-year floodplains, high and very high
groundwater recharge areas, hydric soils, Lake Michigan bluffs, surface water, wetlands, and woodlands. The
characteristics of these natural resource features are important to land use, transportation, and utilities and
community facilities planning. These conditions affect the construction costs of urban development, and may
limit the location of buildings, pavements, utilities, and private onsite wastewater treatment systems. In some
cases, particularly in wetlands and floodplains, State regulations and County, City, Village, or Town ordinances
will also affect site development. One of the comprehensive planning programs is to incorporate the lands
identified on Map 17 into the County 2035 land use plan map. The adopted County land use plan map reflects this
recommendation where possible.

Climate

Its midcontinental location gives Ozaukee County a continental climate that spans four seasons. Summers
generally occur during the months of June, July, and August. They are relatively warm, with occasional periods of
hot, humid weather and sporadic periods of cool weather. Lake Michigan often has a cooling effect on the County
during the summer. Winters are cold and generally occur during the months of December, January, and February.
Winter weather conditions can also be experienced during the months of November and March in some years.
Autumn and spring are transitional weather periods in the County when widely varying temperatures and long
periods of precipitation are common. The median growing season, the number of frost free growing days between
the last freeze in the spring and the first freeze in the fall, is about 170 days, but and can range from 150 to 192
days.

Precipitation in the County can occur in the form of rain, sleet, hail, and snow and ranges from gentle showers to
destructive thunderstorms. The more pronounced weather events, such as severe thunderstorms and tornadoes,
can cause major property and crop damage, inundation of poorly drained areas, and lake and stream flooding.
Table 56 in Chapter 11l of the County comprehensive plan sets forth the temperature and precipitation
characteristics of the County.

Cultural Resources

Historic Sites

Historic sites in Ozaukee County often have important recreational, educational, and cultural value. A number of
inventories and surveys of potentially significant historic sites have been conducted by various units and agencies
of government in Ozaukee County since the completion of the regional park and open space plan in 1977. The
results of these inventories and surveys, on file at such agencies as The State Historical Society of Wisconsin,
indicate that there are more than 500 historic sites in Ozaukee County.

“Map 16 does not reflect the updated natural areas and critical species habitat site boundaries described in this
Chapter.
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National and State Registers of Historic Places

In 2010 there were 33 historic places and districts in the County listed on the National and State Registers of
Historic Places, as shown in Map 22 and in Table 15 in Chapter Il of the County park and open space plan. Of
the 33 historic places and districts listed on the National and State Registers, 27 are historic buildings or
structures, five are historic districts, and one is a shipwreck. Sites listed on the National Register of Historic
Places may be eligible for a 25 percent Federal tax credit. Information regarding the procedure for nominating a
site to the National and State Registers of Historic Places is available on the State Historical Society website at
www.wisconsinhistory.org/hp/register/.

Local Landmarks

In addition to those historic sites and districts nominated to the National and State Registers of Historic Places,
there are 99 sites in the County that had been designated as local landmarks by local governments as of 2005.
Local landmarks are shown on Map 43 and listed in Table 58 in Chapter Il of the County comprehensive plan. A
local government is authorized to designate local landmarks after a landmarks commission or historic
preservation commission has been established by local ordinance. Local governments in the County that have
established landmark or historic preservation commissions and designated local landmarks as of 2005 include the
City of Cedarburg, City of Mequon, Village of Grafton, Village of Thiensville, and Town of Cedarburg. It should
be noted that the Town of Cedarburg and Village of Grafton have designated local landmarks but have not
provided documentation to SEWRPC for inclusion on Map 43 and Table 58.

State Historical Markers

The State Historical Society of Wisconsin also administers a historical marker program. Interested parties can
apply for a historical marker with the State Historical Society’s Division of Historic Preservation. The applicant
must be able to pay for the marker, maintain the marker, and have permission from the owners of the land where
the marker is to be erected. The Division of Historic Preservation will consider applications for markers that
describe any one of the following aspects of Wisconsin’s history: history, architecture, culture, archaeology,
ethnic associations, geology, natural history, or legends. As shown on Map 44 in Chapter Il of the County
comprehensive plan, there were 12 historical markers in the County as of 2006. The title and location of each
marker is set forth in Table 59 of that Chapter.

Additional Historic Sites

The Ozaukee County comprehensive plan also identified and described several historical sites in Chapter |11 of the
County comprehensive plan that contribute to the heritage and economy of Ozaukee County. Many of these sites
have not been designated as National Register sites, State Register sites, local landmarks, State historical markers,
or State heritage trails. Some of these sites include about 20 shipwrecks located in Lake Michigan off the Ozaukee
County shoreline, the Judge Eghart House built in 1872 in the City of Port Washington, the Luxembourg
American Cultural Center in the Village of Belgium, and an octagon shaped barn built approximately 100 years
ago in the Town of Grafton.

As part of a Wisconsin Centennial Celebration, which was celebrated as part of a Wisconsin State Fair event, the
Century Farm and Home Award program originated in 1948 to honor owners of farms or homes (in whole or part)
that have been in continuous family ownership (blood relative of the original owner or a legally adopted child of a
descendant) for 100 years with commemorative signs. As indicated in Table 26, 104 Century Farms were honored
in Ozaukee County between 1952 and 2010. The earliest farm awarded was settled in 1820. In 1998, the program
was expanded to include the Sesquicentennial Farm and Home Award program which was established as a
partnership between DATCP and the Wisconsin State Fair to honor those farms that have been in one family for
150 years. Between 1998 and 2010, 15 Sesquicentennial Farms were honored in Ozaukee County, which are also
identified in Table 26. The earliest farm awarded was settled in 1839.

Archaeological Resources

Preservation of archaeological resources is also important in preserving the cultural heritage of the County.
Similar to historic sites and districts, significant prehistoric and historic archaeological sites provide the County
and each of its communities with a sense of community heritage and identity and can provide for economic
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Table 26

CENTURY AND SESQUICENTENNIAL FARMS HONORED WITHIN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1952-2010

CENTURY FARMS (100 YEARS)

Name of Owners

Location

Year Settled

Year of Award

John Grotlueschen

Town of Saukville

a

a

Walter Ahlers Town of Grafton 1842 1952
Edward Behrens Town of Cedarburg 1851 1952
Milton and Roland Clausing City of Mequon 1846 1952
Anna Egerer Town of Saukville 1848 1952
Herbert Nero City of Mequon 1846 1952
Arnold and Roland Nieman Town of Cedarburg 1852 1952
Irwin Staus City of Mequon 1842 1952
Emil Gonwa Town of Belgium 1847 1953
Louis Lemke City of Mequon 1850 1953
John Ludowissi Town of Fredonia 1853 1953
Arthur Poggenburg Town of Cedarburg 1848 1953
Ray Blank Town of Grafton 1854 1954
Walter and Donald Bloecher Town of Saukville 1850 1954
Harold and Dorothy Hartmann Town of Fredonia 1854 1954
Marie Kuhefuss City of Cedarburg 1854 1954
Edward Lueders Town of Cedarburg 1854 1954
Henry and Minni Krier Town of Fredonia 1854 1955
Morris and John McCarthy Town of Saukville 1855 1955
Mike Petesch Town of Fredonia 1855 1955
Martin Wiepking Town of Cedarburg 1854 1955
Anna O Connell City of Mequon 1846 1956
Edwin Barthel City of Mequon 1839 1959
Edward Bocher Town of Fredonia 1848 1959
Edgar Bruss City of Mequon 1854 1959
Kathrine Bucholz Town of Belgium 1852 1959
Adolf Dobberfuhl Village of Thiensville -2 1959
Oscar Dobberfuhl Town of Cedarburg 1844 1959
Frederick Dobberpuhl Town of Cedarburg 1849 1959
Palmer Dopperpuhl Town of Cedarburg 1849 1959
John Redlinger Town of Saukville -2 1959
Raymond Rennicke City of Mequon 1842 1959
Ester Spuhl Town of Cedarburg 1846 1959
Ella Stern City of Mequon 1855 1959
Emdory Voland City of Mequon 1843 1959
Martin Wetzell Village of Thiensville 1820 1959
Emanuel Stern City of Mequon 1856 1960
Robert Bell Town of Saukville 1863 1963
Raymond Watry Town of Belgium 1850 1963
Elsa Knuth City of Mequon 1863 1964
George Bentz Town of Cedarburg 1865 1965
Waldemar Luft Town of Fredonia 1865 1965
William Malone Town of Cedarburg 1865 1965
Edward Voigt City of Mequon 1866 1967
Ambrose Lanser Town of Port Washington 1869 1969
Joseph and Caroline Boitlen Town of Saukville 1846 1970
John Jacoby Town of Belgium 1848 1970
Edwin Prahl City of Mequon 1844 1970
Nicholas Schinker Town of Port Washington 1866 1970
Harold Klug Town of Grafton 1865 1971
Oliver and Evangeline Lied Town of Fredonia 1846 1972
Frank Jacoby Town of Belgium 1867 1973
Elmer and Glenrose Klug Town of City of Meguon 1842 1973
Richard and Joanne Mueller Town of Fredonia 1872 1973
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Table 26 (continued)

CENTURY FARMS (100 YEARS)

Name of Owners Location Year Settled Year of Award
Carl Sachse City of Mequon 1863 1973
John Kasten Town of Cedarburg 1845 1974
Alex Klas Town of Fredonia 1872 1974
Theophil Laubenstein Town of Grafton 1874 1974
Richard Schommer Town of Belgium 1846 1975
Joseph and Caroline Bohlen Town of Saukville 1846 1976
Kenneth Berger Town of Fredonia 1844 1977
Edmund Bienlein Village of Grafton 1861 1977
Alvin Schueller Town of Belgium 1868 1977
Alvin Wieskerchen Town of Fredonia 1878 1979
Gary and Ellen Uselding Town of Belgium 1872 1980
Harvey Thill Town of Belgium 1879 1981
Leroy Wollner Town of Saukville 1878 1981
Erwin Sievers Town of Grafton 1857 1983
Kenneth Schueller Town of Belgium 1883 1984
Robert Berger Town of Fredonia 1846 1986
Richard and Ethel Depies Town of Fredonia 1886 1986
Gordon Lorge Town of Belgium 1886 1986
Richard Musbach Town of Grafton 1867 1986
Eugene and Ethel Pierron Town of Belgium 1880 1986
Aloysius J. Weyker, Jr. Town of Belgium 1857 1986
Edward and Elvira Paulus Town of Belgium 1888 1988
Marvin and Eileen Hofffman Town of Saukville 1848 1989
Louis Hovener Town of Grafton 1873 1989
Henry and Germain Leider Town of Belgium 1868 1990
Arnold and Carol Depies Town of Fredonia 1892 1993
Leroy Hass Town of Fredonia 1883 1994
Herbert and Helen Kassens Town of Grafton 1880 1994
George Large Town of Belgium 1845 1994
Paul and Jennifer Thill Town of Fredonia 1893 1994
Erhard, Barbara, Joseph, and Jason Job Town of Saukville 1896 1996
Richard and Judith Mowry Town of Fredonia 1848 1997
Gerald and Mary Biever Town of Port Washington 1849 1999
Allen M. and Pamela J. Poull Town of Belgium 1899 1999
John and Linda Risch Town of Belgium 1847 2000
Mildred G. and Donald W. Bloecher Town of Saukville 1891 2001
Jane M. and James A. Kultgen Town of Port Washington 1901 2001
Doris Maechtle Town of Port Washington 1901 2001
Diane, Heather, and Don Hamm Town of Saukville 1852 2002
Tamara Koop Town of Fredonia 1899 2003
Clarice and Frank Bucholtz Town of Grafton 1904 2004
William J. Ciriacks Town of Saukville 1885 2004
William J. Karrels Town of Port Washington 1854 2004
Schroeter Town of Grafton 1904 2004
Bonnie S. and Raymond J. Lapinski Town of Belgium 1855 2005
Dorothy and Harold Schoessow City of Meguon 1879 2007
Joyce and Robert Dries Town of Saukville 1872 2009
Evelyn and Richard Rathke Town of Fredonia 1852 2009
Seideman Town of Fredonia 1907 2009
Cathy, Mike, Andy, and Dan Pohl Town of Belgium 1851 2010

Total — 104 Farms
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Table 26 (continued)

SESQUICENTENNIAL FARMS (150)

Name of Owners Location Year Settled Year of Award

Pipkorn City of Mequon 1844 1998
Gerhard Schoessow City of Mequon 1839 1998
Melvin W. Stauss City of Mequon 1842 1998
Richard S. and Judith A. Mowry and Joann E. Walek | Town of Fredonia 1848 1998
Gerald and Mary Biever Town of Port Washington 1849 1999
Carl, Alfred, and Mark Dobberfuhl and Eunice

Szpiszar and Lois Roller City of Mequon 1844 1999
Edna Prahl City of Mequon 1844 2000
John and Linda Risch Town of Belgium 1847 2000
Mildred G. and Donald W. Bloecher Town of Saukville 1850 2001
Diane, Heather and Don Hamm Town of Saukville 1852 2002
William J. Karrels Town of Port Washington 1854 2004
Bonnie S. and Raymond J. Lapinski Town of Belgium 1855 2005
Evelyn and Richard Rathke Town of Fredonia 1852 2009
Mildred Jacoby Town of Belgium 1848 2010
Cathy, Mike, Andy and Dan Pohl Town of Belgium 1851 2010

Total — 15 Farms -- -- --

®Data not available.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection; Wisconsin State Fair; and SEWRPC.

opportunities through tourism if properly identified and preserved. Archaeological sites found in the County can
fall under two categories, prehistoric sites and historic sites. Prehistoric sites are defined as those sites which date
from before written history. Historic sites are sites established after history began to be recorded in written form
(the State Historical Society defines this date as A.D. 1650).

As of 2005, there were 393 known prehistoric and historic archaeological sites in the County listed in the State
Historical Society’s Archaeological Sites Inventory, including prehistoric and historic camp sites, villages, and
farmsteads; marked and unmarked burial sites; and Native American mounds. No archaeological sites in the
County are listed on the National or State Registers of Historic Places.

The State Historical Society also identifies and catalogs burial sites, including sufficient contiguous land
necessary to protect the burial site from disturbance, throughout Wisconsin. There are six such cataloged burial
sites located in Ozaukee County: Immanuel Lutheran Heritage Cemetery, Lakefield Cemetery, Union Cemetery,
Katherina Cemetery, St. Finbars Cemetery, Sizer Cemetery, and Woodworth Pioneer Cemetery. The location of
these sites is shown on Map 46 in Chapter 111 of the County comprehensive plan. About 40 additional cemeteries
are inventoried in Chapter IV of that plan. In addition, a circular Native American mound and a group of oblong
embankments are located in Section 22 in the Town of Saukville.*®

The field notes and plat maps of the U.S. Public Land Survey of Wisconsin, completed between 1834 and 1836
for Ozaukee County, are also valuable sources for identifying the location of significant Native American sites
and trails. Survey records show there were additional Native American mounds and several Native American
sugar camps, Vvillages, and trails located in the County. These features are shown on Map 47 in Chapter 111 of the
County comprehensive plan.

>This Indian mound group is referenced in Antiquities of Wisconsin as Surveyed and Described, Smithsonian
Institute, Washington D.C., 1855.
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An archaeological site distribution study of Ozaukee County is available through the UW-Milwaukee
Archaeology Department.

Local Historical Societies and Museums

There are several local historical societies affiliated with the State Historical Society of Wisconsin in Ozaukee
County. These include the Ozaukee County Historical Society, Cedarburg Cultural Center, Mequon Historical
Society, Port Washington Historical Society, and Saukville Area Historical Society. Each historical society
contains a varying number of facilities housing items of historical or archaeological significance, historical
records and information, educational facilities, or gallery and performance facilities, which are summarized on
Table 62 in Chapter 11 of the County comprehensive plan.

Cultural Venues, Events, and Organizations

Cultural performances, events, and organizations that showcase the arts and the heritage of Ozaukee County
greatly contribute to the quality of life and economy of the County. There are several venues at which cultural
performances are regularly held. Many of these venues are not historic themselves, but serve as a cultural resource
because they facilitate culturally significant performances and exhibits. They are listed in Table 63 in Chapter |11
of the County comprehensive plan. Cultural venues in the County include multi-faceted facilities such as the
Cedarburg Cultural Center, which is a blend of performing arts center, art gallery, educational facility, museum,
and community gathering place, the historic Rivoli Theatre, which continues to show movies in downtown
Cedarburg due to the efforts of the Cedarburg Landmark Preservation Society, Inc., American Legion Posts, and
attractions such as museums and restored historic buildings. Tables 64 and 65 in Chapter Ill of the County
comprehensive plan lists, respectively, a wide range of cultural events, from art shows to music series, that took
place in Ozaukee County during 2006 and 2007 and the supporting cultural organizations that help promote these
venues and events, including the Luxembourg American Cultural Society and the Lions and Kiwanis Clubs.

PART 3: EXISTING AND HISTORICAL POPULATION,
HOUSEHOLD, AND EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS

Information on the size, characteristics, and distribution of the resident population, household, and employment
levels in the County is needed to prepare projections that will anticipate changes in these factors over time, which
is essential for the preparation of a comprehensive plan including the farmland preservation plan component.
Many of the planning recommendations are directly related to existing and probable future population levels in
the County and local units of government. This section provides information on existing and historical population,
household, and employment levels. Projections for these levels for the year 2035, which were considered during
plan preparation, are presented in the next Chapter.

Population Trends

Population growth in Ozaukee County from 1860 to 2010 is indicated in Table 27 and Figure 2. In addition, the
1990-2010 historical and current population of each city, village, and town in Ozaukee County is set forth in
Table 28. Ozaukee County experienced a population decline during the period between 1860 and 1890. With the
exception of the decade between 1910 and 1920, the County experienced relatively modest growth between 1890
and 1940 as the County population increased from 14,943 to 18,985 residents. Since then, the County population
has grown steadily—increasing by about 4,400 persons during the 1940s, 15,100 persons during the 1950s,
16,000 persons during the 1960s, 12,500 persons during the 1970s, 5,900 persons during the 1980s, 9,500 during
the 1990s, and 5,100 persons during the 2000s. The population of the County stood at 86,395 persons in 2010.

As indicated in Table 27, in percentage terms, the population of Ozaukee County has increased more rapidly than
the Southeastern Wisconsin Region and the State in each decade since 1930s, except for the 2000 to 2010 period
when growth in the State was faster than in the County. Between 1970 and 2010, the population of Ozaukee
County increased by 59 percent, compared to increases of 15 percent and 29 percent for the Region and State,
respectively.
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HISTORIC RESIDENT POPULATION LEVELS IN

Table 27

OZAUKEE COUNTY, SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN, AND WISCONSIN: 1850-2010

Ozaukee County Southeastern Wisconsin Wisconsin
Change from Change from Change from

Preceding Census Preceding Census Preceding Census
Year Population Absolute Percent Population Absolute Percent Population Absolute Percent
1850 -2 -- -- 113,389 - - - - 305,391 - - - -
1860 15,682 -- -- 190,409 77,020 67.9 775,881 470,490 154.1
1870 15,564 -118 -0.8 223,546 33,137 17.4 1,054,670 278,789 35.9
1880 15,461 -103 -0.7 277,119 53,573 24.0 1,315,497 260,827 24.7
1890 14,943 -518 -3.4 386,774 109,655 39.6 1,693,330 377,833 28.7
1900 16,363 1,420 9.5 501,808 115,034 29.7 2,069,042 375,712 22.2
1910 17,123 760 4.6 631,161 129,353 25.8 2,333,860 264,818 12.8
1920 16,355 -768 -4.6 783,681 152,520 24.2 2,632,067 298,207 12.8
1930 17,394 1,039 6.5 1,006,118 222,437 28.4 2,939,006 306,939 11.7
1940 18,985 1,591 9.1 1,067,699 61,581 6.1 3,137,587 198,581 6.8
1950 23,361 4,376 23.0 1,240,618 172,919 16.2 3,434,575 296,988 9.5
1960 38,441 15,080 64.6 1,573,614 332,996 26.8 3,951,777 517,202 15.1
1970 54,461 16,020 41.7 1,756,083 182,469 11.6 4,417,821 466,044 11.8
1980 66,981 12,520 23.0 1,764,796 8,713 0.5 4,705,642 287,821 6.5
1990 72,831 5,850 8.7 1,810,364 45,568 2.6 4,891,769 186,127 4.0
2000 82,317 9,486 13.0 1,931,165 120,801 6.7 5,363,675 471,906 9.6
2010 86,395 4,078 5.0 2,019,970 88,805 4.6 5,686,986 323,311 6.0

®n 1853, seven Towns (Belgium, Cedarburg, Fredonia, Grafton, Mequon, Port Washington, and Saukville) and the Village of Port Washington, then in
Washington County and which contained a resident population of 8,281 in 1850, were detached from the remainder of Washington County to form

Ozaukee County.

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

Figure 2

RESIDENT POPULATION LEVELS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1860-2010

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC.
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Table 28

POPULATION TRENDS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY COMMUNITIES: 1980-2010

Population Change 1980-2010
Community 1980 1990 2000* 2010 Number Percent
Cities
Cedarburg ........... 9,005 10,086 11,102 11,412 2,407 26.7
MEQUON .. 16,193 18,885 22,643 23,132 6,939 42.9
Port Washington..................... 8,612 9,338 10,467 11,250 2,638 30.6
Villages
Bayside® ..o, 112 108 103 89 23 -205
Belgium .......ccccoovieeiiiieeen, 892 928 1,678 2,245 1,353 151.7
Fredonia .......ccccoeveeiiiieennnnnn. 1,437 1,558 1,934 2,160 723 50.3
Grafton ......coooveeiiiiieeieees 8,381 9,340 10,464 11,459 3,078 36.7
Newburg®......ccccoeeevereviierenen. 95 105 92 97 2 2.1
Saukville ... 3,494 3,695 4,068 4,451 957 27.4
Thiensville 3,341 3,301 3,254 3,235 -106 -3.2
Towns
Belgium .......ccccooviieiiiiien, 1,424 1,405 1,513 1,415 -9 -0.1
Cedarburg .......ccccoeeveeiieneennns 5,244 5,143 5,550 5,760 516 9.8
Fredonia ........ccoooveeeeneninnienn 2,144 2,043 2,083 2,172 28 13
Grafton 3,588 3,745 3,980 4,053 465 13.0
Port Washington 1,436 1,480 1,631 1,643 207 14.4
Saukville ......ooooveeiiieees 1,583 1,671 1,755 1,822 239 15.1
Ozaukee County 66,981 72,831 82,317 86,395 19,414 29.0

®Reflects U.S. Bureau of the Census approved adjustments to the original 2000 Census population counts, including: an increase of 152 in the
Village of Grafton, a decrease of 152 in the Town of Grafton, an increase of 194 in the City of Cedarburg, a decrease of 194 in the Town of
Cedarburg, an increase of 820 in the City of Mequon, and a decrease of 820 in the Town of Fredonia.

®Ozaukee County portion only. Total population for the Village of Bayside, portions within both Milwaukee and Ozaukee Counties, was 4,724
in 1980, 4,789 in 1990, 4,518 in 2000, and 4,389 in 2010.

‘Ozaukee County portion only. Total population for the Village of Newburg, portions within both Ozaukee and Washington Counties, was 783
in 1980, 958 in 1990, 1,119 in 2000, and 1,254 in 2010.

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

As indicated in Table 28, the City of Mequon is the most populous community in the County, with 23,132
residents, or about 27 percent of the County's population, in 2010. The next most populous communities are the
City of Cedarburg with 11,412 residents in 2010, the City of Port Washington with 11,250 residents in 2010, and
the Village of Grafton with 11,459 residents in 2010, each accounting for about 13 percent of the County's
population.

Age Distribution

The age distribution of the population in the context of supporting the agricultural industry may be expected to
influence the continuation of farming by future generations. It will also have important implications for planning
and the formation of public policies in the areas of health, education, housing, transportation, and economic
development. The age distribution of the population in the County and Region in 1980 through 2010 is set forth in
Table 29. Between 1980 and 2010, there were significant increases in the number of adults aged 45 to 64 and
those 65 and over in Ozaukee County. Conversely, the population of those less than 45 years old has decreased.
This trend is somewhat similar to that of the Region as a whole, which experienced increases in the number of
adults aged 45 and older, and a decrease in those less than 25 years old; however, the Region experienced an
increase in the number of adults aged 25 to 44. The median age of Ozaukee County residents was nearly 43 in
2010 compared to 37 for the Region. Based on Census of Agriculture data from the USDA National Agricultural
Statistics Service, the average age of principal operators of farms in Ozaukee County increased from about 52 in

1987 to about 58 in 2007.
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Table 29
AGE DISTRIBUTION OF THE POPULATION OF OZAUKEE COUNTY AND SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN: 1980-2010

OZAUKEE COUNTY

1980 1990 2000 2010 Change 1980-2010
Percent Percent Percent Percent

Age Group Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total Number Percent
under5.....ccooceeeneen. 4,771 7.1 5,334 7.3 5,069 6.2 4,548 5.3 -223 -4.7
5-17 i 16,174 24.1 14,408 19.8 16,862 20.5 15,824 18.3 -350 -2.2
18-24 ... 7,495 11.2 6,031 8.3 5,624 6.8 6,420 7.4 -1,075 -14.3
25-44 .o 19,351 28.9 23,531 32.3 23,049 28.0 19,111 22.1 -240 -12.4
A5-B4....eiiiiiee 13,528 20.2 15,450 21.2 21,356 25.9 27,284 31.6 13,756 101.7
65 and Older 5,662 8.5 8,077 11.1 10,357 12.6 13,208 15.3 7,546 133.3
All Ages 66,981 100.0 72,831 100.0 82,317 100.0 86,395 100.0 19,414 29.0

SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN

1980°% 1990 2000° 2010 Change 1980-2010
Percent Percent Percent Percent

Age Group Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total Number of Total Number Percent
under5.....ccooceeeeneen. 128,085 7.3 138,286 7.7 132,390 6.8 133,503 6.6 5,418 4.2
5-17 i 375,653 21.3 339,722 18.8 377,706 19.5 364,772 18.1 -10,881 -2.9
18-24 ... 234,264 13.3 181,211 10.0 179,500 9.3 194,877 9.6 -39,387 -16.8
25-44 ..o 482,615 27.3 590,955 32.6 581,351 30.1 527,802 26.1 45,187 9.4
349,008 19.8 333,818 18.4 420,937 21.8 545,009 27.0 196,001 56.2
195,294 11.0 226,372 125 241,024 125 254,007 12.6 58,713 30.1
All Ages 1,764,919 100.0 1,810,364 100.0 1,932,908 100.0 2,019,970 100.0 255,051 14.4

*The 1980 regional population of 1,764,919 includes 123 persons who were subtracted from this number after the conduct of the 1980 census but were
not allocated to the various age group categories.

®The 2000 regional population of 1,932,908 includes 1,743 persons who were subtracted from this number after the conduct of the 2000 census but
were not allocated to the various age group categories.

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

In 2010, children less than five years old numbered 4,548 or about 5 percent of the County population, while
children between the ages five and 19 numbered 18,010, or 21 percent of the County population. The size of the
less than five years old age cohort and the five to 19 year old age cohort is important for planning future
educational facilities and establishing work force training programs.

Adults ages 20 through 64 numbered 50,629, or about 59 percent of the total County population, in 2010. The size
of this age cohort correlates directly to the size of the workforce residing in Ozaukee County. It will be important
to retain and expand existing businesses and attract new businesses to the County, including those in the
agricultural industry, to meet the employment needs of the 20 to 64 year old age cohort in an effort to maintain a
stable and healthy economy in the County.

Persons age 65 and older in Ozaukee County numbered 13,208, or nearly 15 percent of the total population of the

County in 2010. There will likely be an increased demand for specialized housing units, transportation, and health
care services for the elderly as the elderly population increases in size over the next three decades.
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Table 30

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY AND SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN: 1970-2010

Ozaukee County Southeastern Wisconsin
Number of Change from Previous Census Number of Change from Previous Census
Year Households Number Percent Households Number Percent
1970 14,753 -- -- 536,486 -- --
1980 21,763 7,010 47.5 627,955 91,469 17.0
1990 25,707 3,944 18.1 676,107 48,152 7.7
2000 30,857 5,150 20.0 749,039 72,932 10.8
2010 34,228 3,371 10.9 800,087 51,048 6.8
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC.
Table 31

NUMBER OF JOBS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY AND SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN: 1970-2010

Ozaukee County Southeastern Wisconsin
Number Change from Previous Time Period Number Change from Previous Time Period

Year of Jobs Number Percent of Jobs Number Percent
1970 21,543 -- -- 794,887 -- --

1980 28,450 6,907 32.1 953,282 158,395 19.9
1990 35,421 6,971 24.5 1,063,515 110,233 11.6
2000 50,720 15,299 432 1,216,719 153,204 14.4
2010 53,700 2,980 5.9 1,184,700 -32,019 -2.6

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

Households

Trends in the number of households in the County and the Region are shown on Table 30. Both the County and
Region experienced significant gains in the number of new households over the time period between 1970 and
2010. The rate of increase in the number of households has exceeded the rate of population increase in both cases.
Between 1970 and 2010, the rate of increase in the number of households was 132 percent in the County and 49
percent in the Region, compared to a population increase of 59 percent in the County and 15 percent in the
Region. The number of households has increased at a faster rate than the population as the number of persons per
household has decreased.

The number of households is of particular importance in land use and public facility planning, because it
influences the demand for converting rural land to urban use to accommodate additional residential development.
It should be noted that Section 91.10(1)(c)7 of the Statutes indicates that county farmland preservation plans must
include policies, goals, strategies, and proposed actions, as provided in Chapter VI of this document, to increase
housing density in areas that are not identified as a farmland preservation area. The number of households in an
area is also an important component in creating demand for transportation and other facilities and services.

Employment

Trends in job growth in the County and Region are set forth in Table 31. The jobs are enumerated at their location
and the data therefore reflect the number of jobs within the County and Region, including both full- and part-time
jobs. An increase in the number of jobs may be expected to attract additional residents to the County, thus
influencing population growth.
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As indicated in Table 31 as well as Figure 4 in
Chapter 111, employment growth was significant in
the County between 1970 and 2010, with the number
of jobs increasing from about 21,543 to 53,700. The
149 percent rate of increase in the number of jobs in

Table 32

NUMBER OF JOBS IN
OZAUKEE COUNTY COMMUNITIES: 2000

the County exceeded the rate of increase in the Community Number Jobs 'Zf;‘iﬁglt
Region during the same period, which experienced Cities
an increase of about 389,813 jobs, or about 49 Cedarburg... o 7110 14.0
percent. The Region exp_erie_nced a loss Of_ jOt_’S MEQUON.......ooovveerrrreeone 16,071 31.7
between 2000 and 2010, with job losses occurring in Port Washington ............... 7.083 14.0
Milwaukee and Racine Counties. The remaining five  [Vjjages
counties, including Ozaukee County, experienced BEIGIUM oo 776 15
job growth during this period, but at a slower rate Fredonia. oo 1,067 21
than in the years 1970 to 2000. Table 32 shows the Grafton .o 8,849 175
number of jobs within each community in Ozaukee SAUKVNE ..., 3,304 6.5
County in 2000 (the most current local data Thiensville..........cccccovvereeenc, 2,062 4.1
available), with most jobs located in urban centers, Towns
such as cities and villages. BelgiUM ...oeveeeeeeveeeeeeree 423 0.8
Cedarburg.......cccccevveeenineenns 1,462 2.9
Farm Employment Fredonia..............ccccoouurrreeeee. 544 11
Farm employment has accounted for a small share of Grafton ........cooovnrvveinciiinne. 835 1.7
all jobs, about 1 percent in 2009, in Ozaukee Port Washington ................... 607 12
County. Table 33 indicates the level of farm em- Saukville ..., 454 0.9
ployment in Ozaukee County from 1970 through Ozaukee County® 50,647 100.0

2009. Even though such employment accounts for
only a small share of all jobs, it should be noted that
the farm employment group as shown in Table 33
includes sole proprietors, partners, or hired laborers
directly engaged in the production of agricultural
commodities, either livestock or crops, and excludes employment in some agricultural-related enterprises such as
food processing plants, farm equipment and supply sales and services, and agricultural research and development
laboratories. The number of jobs on farms has declined between 1970 and 2009 in the County and the Region, and
in the State from 1980 to 2009. The 59 percent rate of decrease for the County during this period is more than the
decrease for the Region and State of 56 percent and 37 percent, respectively.

®Does not include the portion of the Village of Newburg located in
Ozaukee County.

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

As noted earlier in this Chapter, farming was the principal occupation of 45 percent of the farm operators in the
County, while it was not the primary occupation for the other 55 percent of the farms in 2007. Also as indicated
earlier, about 231 farms, or about 45 percent of farms, in the County had sales of agricultural products that
accumulated less than $2,500 in 2007, while 99 farms, or about 19 percent, had sales of $100,000 or more in
2007.

PART 4: EXISTING LAND USES, UTILITIES, AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

This part of the Chapter presents an inventory of land uses and identifies existing transportation infrastructure,
utilities, and community facilities to support urban and rural land uses. An understanding of the amount, type, and
spatial distribution of urban, agricultural, and other rural land uses, including environmentally sensitive lands, as
well as the historic conversion of rural lands to urban use, is essential to the preparation of a farmland
preservation plan.

Historical and Existing Land Uses

This section presents a description of the historical urban development and existing land uses in the County. The
Regional Planning Commission utilizes an urban growth analysis and a land use inventory to monitor urban
growth and development in the Region. The urban growth analysis delineates concentrations of urban
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Table 33

FARM EMPLOYMENT IN OZAUKEE COUNTY, SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION, AND WISCONSIN: 1970 - 2009

Ozaukee County Southeastern Wisconsin Region Wisconsin
Change from Change from Change from

Number Preceding Year Number Preceding Year Number Preceding Year
Year of Jobs Number Percent of Jobs Number Percent of Jobs Number Percent
1970 1,483 -- -- 11,956 -- -- 148,414 -- --
1980 1,006 -477 -32.2 10,023 -1,933 -16.2 150,849 2,435 1.6
1990 711 -295 -29.3 7,172 -2,851 -28.4 114,701 -36,148 -24.0
2000 698 -13 -1.8 5,947 -1,225 -17.1 101,442 -13,259 -11.6
2009 609 -89 -12.7 5,232 -715 -12.0 93,001 -8,441 -8.3

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

development and depicts the urbanization of the Region over the past 150 years. The Commission land use
inventory places all land and water areas in the Region into one of 66 land use categories, providing a basis for
analyzing specific urban and non-urban land uses. Both the urban growth analysis and the land use inventory for
the Region have been updated to the year 2000 under the continuing regional planning program. Changes in land
uses between 2000 and 2007 were also identified and mapped as part of the Ozaukee County comprehensive
planning process.

Historical Urban Growth

The historical urban development of Ozaukee County from 1850 to 2000 is shown on Map 18. Small portions of
the Port Washington, Cedarburg, Grafton, and Thiensville areas were developed prior to 1850. In 1900, urban
development was still largely confined to the Port Washington, Cedarburg, Grafton, and Thiensville areas with
additional development in the now incorporated areas of Saukville, Fredonia, Belgium, and Newburg. The period
from 1900 to 1950 saw expansion around these areas of urban development. The pace of urban development
accelerated after 1950. The period from 1950 to 2000 has seen significant urban growth in the southern portion of
Ozaukee County in the Village of Grafton, City of Cedarburg, and the City of Mequon in an outward expansion of
the Milwaukee metropolitan area. Moderate development in and around the City of Port Washington and the other
established urban centers in the northern portion of Ozaukee County has also occurred during this period. In
addition, there has been a proliferation of scattered urban enclaves in many portions of Ozaukee County removed
from historic urban centers, particularly since 1963. Providing urban services and facilities to scattered, low
density urban and sub-urban density development in outlying areas can be inefficient and costly.

Despite significant urbanization, large tracts of agricultural and other open space and environmentally sensitive
lands remain intact and relatively free of encroachment by urban development, particularly in the northern half of
the County. This situation has important implications for farmland preservation planning and implementation in
the County. Ozaukee County has the opportunity to continue to plan for widespread preservation of agricultural
and other open space and environmentally sensitive lands.

Urban Service Areas

Urban service areas are identified in the regional land use plan based on the sanitary sewer service areas
delineated in the regional water quality management plan. Urban service areas are currently served, or have the
capacity to be served, by a public sanitary sewer system and public wastewater treatment plant. These services
allow for relatively dense residential, commercial, and industrial uses, which characterize urban areas. Urban
service areas are also generally served by a municipal water utility or, in some cases, a private water supply
system, local parks, local schools, and shopping areas. Urban service areas in Ozaukee County include: the City
of Mequon/Village of Thiensville, City of Cedarburg, Village of Grafton, Village of Saukville, City of Port
Washington, Village of Newburg, Village of Fredonia, and Village of Belgium. Urban service areas in Ozaukee
County are shown on Map 19.
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Table 34

LAND USES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2007

Percent of
Subtotal
(Urban or Percent
Land Use Category® Acres Nonurban) of Total
Urban
Residential
Single-Family ® ......o.ccovvverrennnns 20,575 52.9 13.7
Two-Family .......coovoviiiiiiiiiinnd 461 1.2 0.3
Multi-Family...... 782 2.0 0.5
Mobile Homes 12 - -
Subtotal 21,830 56.1 14.5
Commercial...........ccooeeeeeiiieeeieeenn, 1,099 2.8 0.7
Industrial .............evvevveeeveeeieeiieeennnnnd 1,457 3.8 1.0
Transportation, Communications,
and Utilities
Arterial Street Rights-of-Way...... 3,957 10.2 2.6
Nonarterial Street
Rights-of-Way........cccccevvienninn, 5,272 13.5 3.5
Railroad Rights-of-Way .............. 452 1.2 0.3
Communications, Utilities, and
Other Transportation ...............| 398 1.0 0.3
Subtotal 10,079 25.9 6.7
Governmental and Institutional® ..., 1,277 33 0.8
Recreational® ........ccooceeveeeveeeseeeenenns 3,168 8.1 2.1
Urban Subtotal 38,910 100.0 25.8
Nonurban
Natural Resource Areas
Woodlands..........ccocveveeeiiiineeennn, 7,123 6.4 4.7
Wetlands........coocoveviieeiiiniineennd 16,718 15.0 111
Surface Water ........c..ccoeevveeeennnd 2,146 1.9 1.4
Subtotal 25,987 23.3 17.2
Agricultural..........cccooveeiiiiiniieennn, 78,025 69.9 51.8
Landfill ..o 118 0.1 0.1
Nonmetallic Mining Sites.. 675 0.6 0.5
open Lands' .........cccoovvvevnererennd 6,879 6.1 4.6
Nonurban Subtotal 111,684 100.0 74.2
Total' 150,594 - 100.0

®Includes parking and lands under development in associated use.

®Includes farm residences. Other farm buildings are included in the agricultural

land use category.

‘Less than 0.05 percent.

“Includes public and private schools, government offices, police and fire
stations, libraries, cemeteries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing homes,

and similar facilities.

°Includes only lands which are intensively used for recreational purposes.

‘Open lands includes lands in rural areas that are not being farmed and other
lands that have not been developed, including residual lands or outlots
attendant to existing urban development, such as restricted open space within
conservation subdivisions, that are not expected to be developed.

Source: SEWRPC.

Existing Land Uses

Land uses in Ozaukee County in 2007 are shown on
Map 20, and quantitatively summarized in Table 34.
The 2000 SEWRPC land use inventory, an update of
major urban development between 2000 and 2007,
and 2007 civil division and cadastral boundaries
formed the basis of the 2007 generalized land use
inventory update. Wetland, woodland, and surface
water were from the 2000 inventory and were only
adjusted if development occurred within such areas.
However, wetland data from the Wisconsin Depart-
ment of Natural Resources update of the Wisconsin
Wetlands Inventory in 2005 and surface water data
from 2005 orthophotos are provided on Map 10 and
Table 16 in Part 2 of this Chapter.

Urban Land Uses

Urban land uses consist of residential, commercial,
industrial, governmental and institutional, recrea-
tional, and transportation, communication, and utility
uses. As indicated on Map 20 and in Table 34, urban
land uses encompassed about 62.1 square miles, or
about 26 percent of Ozaukee County, in 2007.

Residential land comprised the largest urban land use
category, encompassing 34.1 square miles, or about
56 percent of all urban land use and about 15 percent
of the total area of the County in 2007. Most urban
residential homes are located within urban service
areas where public sanitary sewer, water supply,
health, educational, and fire and police protection
services are provided.

Land uses categorized as transportation, communi-
cations, and utilities constituted the second largest
urban land use category in 2007, encompassing about
15.8 square miles, or about 26 percent of all urban
land use and about 7 percent of the total area of the
County. Streets and highways occupied about 14.4
square miles, or about 92 percent of the uses in this
category. Major arterial highways serving the County
include IH 43, which traverses the County in a
generally north-south direction, and State Trunk
Highways 32, 33, 57, 60, 167, and 181. Other uses in
the transportation, communications, and utilities
category within the County include railway freight
service lines operated by the Union Pacific Railroad,
the Wisconsin and Southern Railroad Company, and
Canadian National Railway.

Recreational land uses constituted the third largest urban land use category within the County in 2007,
encompassing about 5.0 square miles, or about 8 percent of all urban land uses and about 2 percent of the total
area of the County. These figures include only those areas that are developed for intensive recreational use, such
as golf courses, campgrounds, tennis courts, baseball diamonds, playfields, and accessory uses. Areas used for
passive recreational purposes, such as hiking and nature study, are generally designated as open lands or
woodlands. A description of park and open space sites within the County is presented Part 2 of this Chapter.
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Nonurban Land Uses

Nonurban land uses consist of agricultural lands; natural resource areas, including woodlands, wetlands and
surface waters; landfill; nonmetallic mining sites; and other open lands. As indicated on Map 20 and Table 34,
nonurban land uses encompassed about 174.5 square miles, or about 74 percent of Ozaukee County in 2007.

Agriculture was the largest single land use in Ozaukee County in 2007. It encompassed about 121.9 square miles,
or about 70 percent of nonurban land uses and about 51 percent of the total area of the County. Much of the
existing agricultural land is outside of the urban service areas in Ozaukee County, most notably in the Towns of
Belgium, Fredonia, Port Washington, and Saukville. The western portion of the City of Mequon, generally
outside of the sanitary sewer service area, was also in agricultural use. Agricultural lands include all croplands,
pasture lands, orchards, nurseries, and nonresidential farm buildings. A more detailed inventory of agricultural
land in Ozaukee County is included in Part 1 of this Chapter.

Natural resource areas, consisting of surface water, wetland, and woodland areas, were the second most
predominant land use in the County in 2007. These resources combined encompassed about 40.6 square miles, or
about 23 percent of nonurban land uses and about 17 percent of the total area of the County in 2007. Natural
resource areas are located throughout Ozaukee County, in both rural areas and within established urban service
areas. A complete inventory of natural resource areas is included in Part 2 of this Chapter.

Transportation

Much of the existing transportation facilities and services inventory information for Ozaukee County is from the
2035 regional transportation system plan. The regional plan includes five elements: public transit, transportation
systems management, travel demand management, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and arterial streets and
highways. Inventory information relating to these elements is presented in this section. Information on rail,
harbors, and airport services is also provided. Additional detailed information on the existing Ozaukee County
transportation system is provided in Chapter IV of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan.

Streets and Highways

The street and highway system serves several important functions, including providing for the movement of
through vehicular traffic; access of vehicular traffic to abutting land uses; movement of pedestrian and bicycle
traffic; and location for utilities and stormwater drainage facilities. Street and highway system design is based on
a functional grouping or classification of streets and highways, based on the primary function served, such as
traffic movement or land access. The three functional classifications of streets and highways are: 1) arterial
streets; 2) collector streets; and 3) land access streets. The arterial street and highway system is intended to
provide a high degree of travel mobility, serving the through movement of traffic between and through urban
areas. Arterial streets and highways accounted for 252 miles, or about 28 percent of the mileage of the total street
and highway system in 2001 as identified in Map 51 in Chapter IV of the County comprehensive plan. The
primary function of land access streets is to provide access to abutting property. Collector streets are intended to
serve primarily as connections between the arterial street system and the land access streets. Farmers rely on the
street and highway system, including County and Town roads, to receive many of the products they use in
farming activities, to transport raw milk from dairy farms for processing and distribution, and to transport crops
and other products produced on the farm to processing facilities and/or markets.

Public Transportation

Public transportation is the transportation of people by publicly operated vehicles between trip origins and
destinations, and may be divided into service provided for the general public and service provided to special
population groups. Examples of special group public transportation include yellow school bus service operated on
behalf of area school districts, and fixed-route bus and paratransit van service provided by counties or
municipalities for the elderly and disabled. Public transportation services provided to Ozaukee County residents
and businesses include:

o Intercity or interregional public transportation, including:
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— Scheduled intercity passenger train service serving Ozaukee County is provided by Amtrak over
Canadian Pacific Railway trackage, with stops in the Region at the Milwaukee Intermodal Station in
downtown Milwaukee, the Milwaukee Airport Rail Station serving General Mitchell International
Airport, and at Sturtevant.

— Intercity bus service serving Ozaukee County is provided by five carriers that stop in nearby downtown
Milwaukee. None of the carriers make stops within Ozaukee County.

— Cross-lake ferry service is available in nearby cities. Ferry services for passengers and visitor vehicles are
available between Milwaukee and Muskegon, Michigan and between Manitowoc and Ludington,
Michigan. Both ferry services operate seasonally in the months of May through October of each year.

— Scheduled air carrier service for County residents is provided by a number of air carriers at Milwaukee
County’s General Mitchell International Airport.

e Urban public transportation, commonly referred to as public transit, which is open to the general public and
provides service within and between large urban areas. The fixed-route bus transit system operated by
Ozaukee County falls into this category. Map 52 in the County comprehensive plan shows public transit
services provided in Ozaukee County in 2006, including the Ozaukee County Express Bus System and
connecting shuttle services.

e Rural and small urban community public transportation. The nonfixed-route shared-ride taxi systems
currently operated by Ozaukee and Washington Counties fall into this category.

e Other transportation. Additional transportation services are provided for certain elderly and/or disabled
residents by the Cedarburg Senior Center, Ozaukee County Aging and Disability Resource Center
(OCADRC), and Ozaukee County Veterans Services Department.

Public transit is essential in any metropolitan area to meet the travel needs of persons unable to use personal
automobile transportation; to provide an alternative mode of travel, particularly in heavily traveled corridors
within and between urban areas and in densely developed urban communities and activity centers; to provide
choice in transportation modes as an enhancement of quality of life; and to support and enhance the economy.

Other Transportation Facilities and Services

Rail Freight Services

Map 55 of the County comprehensive plan shows railway freight service provided within Ozaukee County by
three railway companies over approximately 54 miles of active mainline railway lines as of December 2005. The
Union Pacific Railroad provided freight service over an approximately 25 mile segment of railway in the eastern
portion of Ozaukee County. This railway traversed the County from south to north serving the urban service areas
of Mequon-Thiensville, City of Port Washington, and Village of Belgium. The Canadian National Railway
provided freight service over an approximately 17 mile segment of railway in the central portion of Ozaukee
County from the southern boundary of the County to the northern boundary of the Village of Saukville. Between
this point and the northern boundary of the County, the approximately 11 mile segment of railway is owned by
the State of Wisconsin and operated by the Wisconsin and Southern Railroad Company. The Wisconsin and
Southern Railroad Company was acquired by a private Kansas-based operator of short line railroads, Watco
Transportation, in 2011. Some farm products or materials in Ozaukee County are transported and received by the
railway operated by the Wisconsin and Southern Railroad Company. These products or materials are hauled to or
picked up at transfer stations or cooperatives located in Sheboygan County in or near the Villages of Adell and
Random Lake.

Ports and Harbors

Water freight and transportation facilities and services are provided to Ozaukee County by the Port of Milwaukee,
which is located 12 miles south of Ozaukee County in the City of Milwaukee. There is one small boat harbor
located in Ozaukee County, the Port Washington Marina located on Lake Michigan adjacent to downtown Port
Washington. The marina is open to the public and is owned and managed by the City of Port Washington.
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Airports

There are no public use airports in Ozaukee County; however, air services are available within a reasonable
distance. Commercial airline service is provided to residents of Ozaukee County by General Mitchell
International Airport in Milwaukee County. Chartered air service and air freight services are provided at the
following publicly owned airports in the vicinity of Ozaukee County: West Bend Municipal Airport and Hartford
Municipal Airport in Washington County, Lawrence J. Timmerman Field in Milwaukee County, and Sheboygan
County Memorial Airport in Sheboygan County. These airports are capable of accommodating most types of
general aviation aircraft.

Utilities

Development in Ozaukee County is dependent on public and private utilities that provide residents and businesses
with electric power, natural gas, communication, water, sewage disposal, and solid waste management facilities
and services. This section inventories utilities in Ozaukee County, with additional detailed information provided
in Chapter 1V of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan.

Sanitary Sewer Service

Map 19 shows adopted planned sanitary sewer service areas in Ozaukee County, as approved by the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources, as of December 2010. About 66 square miles, or 25 percent of the County were
within planned sanitary sewer service areas at that time, which included the Villages of Belgium, Fredonia,
Grafton, Newburg, and Saukville and the Cities of Cedarburg and Port Washington. The Village of Thiensville
and portions of the City of Mequon are located within the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD)
and wastewater is treated at MMSD treatment plants in Milwaukee County. The map shows existing areas served
by sewer and planned sewer service areas that are anticipated to be served by sanitary sewers in the future. Two
different hatch patterns on Map 19 indicate areas served by existing sewers in 2000 and additional areas served
between 2000 and 2010, to provide an indication of the potential direction future urban development may occur in
urbanizing communities. About 30 square miles, or 13 percent of the County, were served by existing public
sanitary sewers in 2000, and about 34 square miles, or 14 percent of the County, were served in 2010. An
estimated 64,500 residents, or about 78 percent of Ozaukee County residents, were served by public sewer in
2000. An estimated 67,900 residents, or about 79 percent of Ozaukee County residents, were served by public
sewers in 2010. Areas served by public sanitary sewer services are also usually served by public water supply
services, which are described in the water supply section.

Each sewer service area conveys waste to a wastewater treatment plant. Table 46 in Chapter V of the County
comprehensive plan summarizes existing conditions and design capacities of public wastewater treatment plants
in Ozaukee County.

Map 19 also shows two sanitary sewer service areas which are not currently served by wastewater treatment
plants. These areas, Waubeka and Lake Church, fit the urban characteristics used to delineate sanitary sewer
service areas in the Regional Water Quality Management Plan and are recommended to be served by existing
wastewater treatment plants in the Villages of Fredonia and Belgium, respectively. A refined sewer service area
was identified for Waubeka in the Village of Fredonia sewer service area plan prepared in 1984. A refined sewer
service area has not yet been identified for the Lake Church area. A study to identify a Lake Church sewer service
area would be conducted if requested by the Town of Belgium, within which the Lake Church area is located, and
the Village of Belgium, which owns the wastewater treatment plant that would serve the area.

Private Onsite Wastewater Treatment

Ozaukee County regulates private onsite wastewater treatment systems (POWTS) for any development that is not
served by sanitary sewer in Ozaukee County. Development in this case applies to residential uses and commercial
and industrial uses that have employees. The authority to regulate POWTS comes from the Wisconsin
Administrative Code, Chapter Commerce (Comm) 83, with related information in Chapters Comm 5, 16, 84
through 87, and 91. Chapter 1X, “Sanitation and Health”, of the Ozaukee County Code of Ordinances sets forth
the regulations for POWTS in incorporated (city and village) and unincorporated (town) areas of the County.
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When a public sanitary sewer system becomes available to a parcel, the POWTS must be disconnected and
abandoned. Connection to the public sanitary sewer system must occur within 12 months of availability. Local
governments make the determination whether public sanitary sewer service is available to a parcel.

Water Supply

Map 57 in Chapter IV and Map 103 in Chapter XI of the County comprehensive plan shows areas of existing
development within Ozaukee County served by public water utilities and private water supply systems,*® and
those areas where development depends on private wells. The portions of Ozaukee County served by public water
utilities encompassed about 18 square miles, or about 7 percent of the County, in 2005. An estimated 45,400
County residents, or about 55 percent of the County population, were served by public water utilities in 2000.
There were seven public water utilities in the County. Five public water utilities supplied groundwater, and one
(the City of Port Washington) supplied Lake Michigan water. Lake Michigan water was also supplied to portions
of the City of Mequon and Village of Thiensville by local water utility districts, who purchase the water from the
Milwaukee Water Works. Private community water supply systems in the County served about three square miles
in 2005. These community water supply systems typically served residential subdivisions, apartment or
condominium developments, and institutions. An additional 23 square miles, or 9 percent of the County, were not
served by a public or private water supply system. These areas typically contained sub-urban density single-
family residential developments or agricultural areas, which obtained their water supply from private wells.

Map 21 identifies areas recommended to be served by public water utilities for a plan design year of 2035 and
further indicates the recommended water supply (groundwater or Lake Michigan water). This Map was prepared
as part of a regional water supply plan prepared by SEWRPC, which is described in Part 5. The Village of
Grafton and the Cities of Mequon and Cedarburg hired a consultant in 2011 to prepare a two-year study analyzing
the feasibility of the three communities joining together to supply municipal water supply services with Lake
Michigan water or from a series of wells near the Lake shoreline in the future.

Stormwater Management Facilities

The dispersal of urban land uses over larger areas in Ozaukee County and the accompanying increase in
impervious areas increases stormwater runoff, which must be accommodated by the stream network or by
engineered storm sewer systems. Map 59 of the County comprehensive plan shows that about 25 square miles, or
about 9 percent of Ozaukee County, were served by curb and gutter stormwater management facilities in 2005.
The Cities of Cedarburg and Port Washington and the Villages of Belgium, Fredonia, Grafton, Newburg, and
Saukville have curb and gutter storm sewer systems which collect stormwater and runoff. The Towns of Belgium,
Cedarburg, Fredonia, Grafton, Port Washington, and Saukville rely on roadside swales and culverts to collect
storm water and runoff. These areas encompassed about 188 square miles, or about 72 percent of Ozaukee
County. The City of Mequon and Village of Thiensville had a combination of curb and gutter systems and
roadside swales and culverts to handle stormwater collection in 2005. Many local governments require the use of
detention and retention basins to help control stormwater runoff and meet the water quality goals specified in
Chapter NR 151 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code, regardless of whether they use curb and gutter or roadside
swales to convey stormwater.

Electric Power Service

Most of Ozaukee County is provided with electric power service by We Energies. Electric power service is
available on demand throughout the County and does not constitute a constraint on the location or intensity of
urban development in Ozaukee County. A We Energies electric power generation facility is located in the City of
Port Washington along Lake Michigan, south of downtown. The City of Cedarburg operates a municipal utility,
Cedarburg Light and Water, which provides electric power within the City of Cedarburg and a small portion of
the Town of Cedarburg adjacent to the City.

%private water supply systems typically provide infrastructure to serve multiple residences in a single family
residential or multi-family residential development or a large institutional development. Water serving these
developments does not come from a municipal source.
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Natural Gas Service

Ozaukee County is provided with natural gas by We Energies. A major natural gas pipeline has been constructed
through the County, which is shown on Map 60 of the County comprehensive plan. The pipeline follows an east
to west route entering Ozaukee County in the northwest corner of the Town of Cedarburg and extends to the We
Energies power plant in the City of Port Washington.

Telecommunications Service

Although there are many telecommunication service providers, there are only a few basic types of communication
services. These are: 1) Voice Transmission Services, including “Plain Old Telephone Service” (POTS); cellular
wireless; satellite wireless; packet-based telephone networks (ATM-Frame Relay); and Internet voice services; 2)
Data Transmission Services, including the Internet, ATM-Frame Relay, and third generation (3G) cellular
wireless networks; 3) Multimedia Services, including video, imaging, streaming video, data, and voice; and 4)
Broadcast Services, including AM/FM terrestrial radio, satellite radio and television, terrestrial television, and
cable television.

Wireless antennas providing wireless cellphone service were inventoried in 2006 as part of the regional
telecommunications plan. Providers with wireless antennas in Ozaukee County included Cingular, Nextel, Sprint,
T-Mobile, U.S. Cellular, and Verizon. The location of wireless antennas in the County are shown on Map 61 and
listed in Table 75 of the County comprehensive plan.

Solid Waste Management Facilities

All of the municipal solid waste currently collected in Ozaukee County is landfilled in the Glacier Ridge Landfill
in Horicon, Dodge County, or the Orchard Ridge Landfill in Menomonee Falls, Waukesha County. The Glacier
Ridge Landfill is owned by Veolia Environmental Services. Veolia is contracted to provide solid waste
management services to the City of Port Washington and Villages of Grafton and Saukville. In addition, Veolia
provides garbage collection service to residents in the Villages of Belgium, Fredonia, and Newburg and the
Towns of Grafton, Fredonia, and Saukville. The Orchard Ridge Landfill is owned by Waste Management Inc.
Waste Management is contracted to provide solid waste management services to the City of Cedarburg. The
Town of Cedarburg and the Village of Thiensville provide municipal garbage collection service. Their solid waste
is deposited at a Veolia transfer station. City of Mequon residents may privately hire Veolia, Waste Management,
or Ozaukee Disposal for garbage collection services. Arrow Disposal and recycling maintains a solid waste drop
off site in the Town of Port Washington for Town residents.

Another method of solid waste disposal in Ozaukee County is recycling. Section 159.09 of the Wisconsin Statutes,
a component of Wisconsin’s recycling law, provides for designation of responsible units of government for
implementing recycling programs across the State. These units of government may be County governments or
municipal governments. The duties of responsible units include: development of a recycling or other program to
manage the solid waste generated within its jurisdiction, preparing a report setting forth the manner in which the
responsible unit intends to implement its program, and providing information to the WDNR describing the
implementation status of the program. As of 2005, each of the 14 local governments in Ozaukee County and the
Village of Newburg were “responsible units of government” for implementing a recycling program within its
jurisdiction.

Additional solid waste programs administered by Ozaukee County as of 2011 include a countywide used tire
collection day. A countywide used tire collection day is held by UW-Extension-Ozaukee County each year at the
Ozaukee County Fairgrounds. County residents are able to dispose of used car tires, light truck tires, heavy truck
tires, and rear tires for tractors and combines. In 2005, County residents could drop off hazardous waste (HHW)
items at the Veolia/Superior Services waste facility located in the City of Port Washington. This program was
eliminated in 2006; however, Veolia may still be contacted for HHW disposal information.

There are also 35 former solid waste facilities in Ozaukee County. The sites are located throughout the County
and are typically former municipal landfills or fly ash landfills. The location of each site is shown on Map 62 in
the County comprehensive plan.
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Community Facilities and Services

Development in Ozaukee County is also dependant on various types of community facilities that provide residents
and businesses with administrative, educational, fire and police protection, health, and other services. This section
inventories community facilities and services in Ozaukee County with additional detailed information provided in
Chapter 1V of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan.

Health Care Facilities

Map 63 in Chapter IV of the County comprehensive plan shows hospitals and medical centers in Ozaukee County
in 2005. There was one hospital in Ozaukee County offering a full range of medical services. This was Columbia-
St. Mary’s Hospital (Ozaukee Campus) located in the City of Mequon near the intersection of CTH W (Port
Washington Road) and Highland Drive. Columbia-St. Mary’s had 82 beds in 2005, but plans an expansion of 98
beds in 2006, which would bring the total number of beds to 180. Table 76 in the County comprehensive plan sets
forth the location of medical centers in Ozaukee County in 2005, which include medical centers offering multi-
specialty facilities and services. In addition, a new Aurora Medical Center with 107 beds opened in the Village of
Grafton in 2010 near the intersection of CTH W and STH 60.

Government and Public Institutional Centers
Map 64 in the County comprehensive plan shows the government and institutional centers in Ozaukee County as
of 2005. These facilities include the County Administration and Justice Centers, municipal halls, libraries, and
U.S. post offices. In 2005 there were 13 municipal halls, five libraries, and six U.S. post offices in Ozaukee
County. Table 77 in the County comprehensive plan sets forth the name and location of each government and
public institutional center in Ozaukee County.

Police Services

Map 65 in the County comprehensive plan shows the locations of municipal police department facilities and
protection service areas in Ozaukee County and the Ozaukee County Sheriff’s Department facilities located in the
Ozaukee County Justice Center. The Ozaukee County Justice Center houses the Ozaukee County Jail in addition
to the Sheriff’s Department. The Cities of Cedarburg, Mequon, and Port Washington, and the Villages of Grafton,
Newburg, Saukville, and Thiensville each have a municipal police department. Table 78 in the County
comprehensive plan sets forth the number of full and part time officers employed by each municipal police
department and the County Sheriff’s Department as of 2005. The Village of Fredonia also has a police
department, which is staffed by a part-time Village Marshal who responds to Village Ordinance violations and
five part-time police officers in coordination with the Ozaukee County Sheriff’s Department. The Village of
Belgium and the Towns of Belgium, Cedarburg, Fredonia, Grafton, Port Washington, and Saukville are served by
the Ozaukee County Sheriff’s Department. The Village of Belgium does have a part-time Village Marshal who
responds to Village Ordinance violations.

Fire Protection Services

Map 66 in the County comprehensive plan shows the locations of local fire departments, all affiliated fire stations,
and the fire protection service area of each department in 2005. There were 11 fire departments serving Ozaukee
County in 2005, which included the Waubeka, Random Lake, Belgium, Fredonia, Newburg, Saukville, Port
Washington, Cedarburg, Grafton, Mequon, and Thiensville fire departments. Table 79 in the County
comprehensive plan sets forth the number of full time, paid on-call, and volunteer firefighters in each department
and the square miles served by each department.

Emergency Medical Services

Map 67 in the County comprehensive plan identified 13 emergency medical service (EMS) zones served by 10
EMS Departments and two paramedic departments’’ in Ozaukee County in 2005. Table 80 in the County
comprehensive plan lists which departments serve each zone.

"The City of Port Washington and the Village of Thiensville have upgraded their EMS departments to paramedic
departments. These Departments will respond to any call in Ozaukee County outside of their service zone upon the
request of an EMS department.
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Dispatch Centers

There are five dispatch centers in Ozaukee County taking emergency calls 24 hours a day, which are operated by
the Ozaukee County Sheriff’s Department and the Mequon, Cedarburg, Grafton, and Port Washington Police
Departments. In addition, there is a dispatch center operated by the Saukville Police Department from 7:00 a.m. to
10:00 p.m. and a dispatch center operated by the Thiensville Police Department from 8:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.
Emergency calls placed to these dispatch centers outside operating hours are diverted to the Ozaukee County
Sheriff’s Department. Map 68 in the County comprehensive plan shows the location of each dispatch center.

Public and Private Schools

There were 24 public schools in seven school districts and 15 private schools in Ozaukee County in 2005. In
addition to primary and secondary schools, there were three institutions of higher learning in Ozaukee County.
These were the Milwaukee Area Technical College Mequon Campus, Concordia University, and Wisconsin
Lutheran Seminary, all located in the City of Mequon. The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee (UWM) also
maintains a field station with research facilities located at the Cedarburg Bog Natural Area in the Town of
Saukville. Map 69 in the County comprehensive plan shows the location of public and private schools and
colleges and universities in Ozaukee County in 2005, and the boundaries of school districts. Table 81 in the
County comprehensive plan includes the location and grades served for primary and secondary schools and the
location of colleges and universities in Ozaukee County.

A number of students, including middle and high school students, are homeschooled in Ozaukee County. Ozaukee
Homeschoolers Network is a homeschooling support group operating in the County. The support group offers
learning resources and legal information about homeschooling. In addition to the support group, the Oscar Grady
library in Saukville has set up a special section offering materials specifically for homeschooled students.

PART 5: EXISTING PLANS

The Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County is intended, in part, to review past agricultural/farmland
preservation planning efforts and update those plans as necessary to comply with the State farmland preservation
planning law enacted in 2009, and to reflect changes that have occurred since the previous County farmland
preservation plan was adopted in 1983 for design year 2000. This plan also takes into consideration areawide and
local planning recommendations as those plans affect or relate to agricultural and other natural resource
preservation in Ozaukee County. Accordingly, an important step in the planning process was a review of the
existing framework of areawide and local plans. This part presents a summary of that review.

Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County

Prime agricultural lands in Ozaukee County were identified as part of the previous Farmland Preservation Plan for
Ozaukee County,™® which was adopted by the Ozaukee County Board in 1983. The 1983 plan recommendations
are shown on Map 22. That plan defines prime agricultural land as: an individual farm must be at least 35 acres in
size; at least one-half of the farm must be covered by soils meeting U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) criteria for national prime farmland or farmland of statewide significance (generally Class I, Il, or 11l
soils); and the farm must occur in a contiguous farming area at least 100 acres in size. The identification of prime
agricultural lands was the basis for delineating the farmland preservation areas shown on Map 22.

As part of the inventory and analysis conducted for the 1983 County farmland preservation plan, Map 23 was
prepared which identifies farms between 1965 through 1982 that contained soil and water conservation plans. The
map also indicates where certain types of soil and water conservation practices were implemented by farms, such
as vegetative cover, water retention, water flow control, crop production, and other practices.

®Documented in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No. 87, A Farmland Preservation Plan for
Ozaukee County, Wisconsin, May 1983.
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Map 22

FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY ADOPTED IN 1983
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Map 23

SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION PLANS AND PRACTICES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1965-1982
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This farmland preservation planning process is intended to update the 1983 Farmland Preservation Plan for
Ozaukee County in response to changes to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program made by the Wisconsin
Legislature in 2009.

Land Use and Comprehensive Plans

Areawide Land Use Plan

A regional land use plan®® for the year 2035 was adopted by the Regional Planning Commission and endorsed by
the Ozaukee County Board in 2006. The regional plan sets forth the fundamental concepts that are recommended
to guide the development of the seven-county Southeastern Wisconsin Region. The regional land use plan map as
it pertains to Ozaukee County is shown on Map 74 in Chapter V of the County comprehensive plan. The plan
embodies the following vision for the Region over the course of the next three decades:

e The development needs of the Region would be met while preserving the best remaining elements of the
natural resource base, most of which are located within environmental corridors and isolated natural resource
areas. The most productive farmland would also be preserved for long-term agricultural use and not be
converted to either urban development or to other forms of rural development. An exception is prime
agricultural land located adjacent to existing urban centers and within planned urban growth/sewer service
areas, which is proposed to be converted to urban use to provide for the orderly growth of those urban centers.

e Areas beyond the planned urban service areas and outside environmental corridors are recommended to
remain in primarily agricultural or rural density residential use. Prime agricultural land is recommended to be
preserved for farming. The plan also encourages the preservation of nonprime farmland for agricultural use.
This could be in the form of traditional agricultural use or alternative agricultural uses such as smaller hobby
or specialty farms. The regional plan recommends that the development of nonprime farmland in planned
rural areas be limited to rural residential development at a density of no more than one dwelling unit per five
acres. Where rural residential development is accommodated, the regional plan encourages the use of
conservation subdivision design, with homes grouped together on relatively small lots surrounded by
permanently preserved agricultural, recreational, or natural resource areas such as woodlands, wetlands, or
prairies sufficient to maintain the maximum recommended density of no more than one home per five acres.
The regional plan recommends the county plans further refine and detail the identification of prime
agricultural land. Prime agricultural land is identified in the 1983 Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee
County. A Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) analysis of agricultural lands was conducted in 2007
as part of the Ozaukee County comprehensive planning process to help identify farmlands best suited for
long-term protection (see Part 1 of this Chapter).

e New urban development would be provided through the infilling and renewal of existing urban areas and
through the orderly outward expansion of existing urban areas, resulting in a more compact and efficient
urban settlement pattern, one that is readily served by basic urban services and facilities and that maximizes
the use of existing urban service and facility systems.

o Residential development and redevelopment would occur in a variety of residential neighborhood types and in
mixed use settings—with an emphasis on low, medium, and high residential densities.

e Growth in the economic base of the Region would be accommodated through the development and
redevelopment of major economic activity centers as well as community- and neighborhood-level centers.

Ozaukee County Multi-Jurisdictional and Local Comprehensive Plans

Ozaukee County and 14 cities, villages, and towns completed a multi-jurisdictional County comprehensive plan
and a comprehensive plan for each participating city, village, and town. All communities in the County, except
the City of Cedarburg, participated in the joint planning process. As part of the planning process, the County and

®Documented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 48, A Regional Land Use Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2035,
June 2006.
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local governments identified existing and future land uses and important natural resources that should be
preserved to maintain the high quality of life in Ozaukee County. The desired land use pattern as adopted by the
Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors in May 2009 is reflected on Map 24, and land use acreages are provided in
Table 35. The land use plan maps adopted by local communities are shown on Maps 111 through 124% in Chapter
X111 of the County comprehensive plan.

The County and local comprehensive plans were prepared to comply with the requirements of Wisconsin’s
comprehensive planning law, which took effect in 1999. The law, set forth in Section 66.1001 of the Wisconsin
Statutes, requires County and local governments that enforce zoning, subdivision, or official mapping ordinances
to have an adopted comprehensive plan by January 1, 2010. The law requires nine plan elements to be included as
part of the comprehensive plan, which include an issues and opportunities element; agricultural, natural, and
cultural resources element; land use element; housing element; transportation element; utilities and community
facilities element; economic development element; intergovernmental cooperation element; and implementation
element. The land use element includes the land use plan map for Ozaukee County for the design year 2035, as
shown on Map 24. In addition, the law requires environmentally sensitive lands and natural limitations to building
site development to be identified and mapped as part of the planning process, which are reflected on Maps 16 and
17, respectively, and described in Part 2 of this Chapter. The law further requires that productive agricultural soils
be identified and mapped. A land evaluation and site assessment (LESA) analysis was conducted by the County to
meet this requirement and to develop goals and objectives for farmland preservation in Chapter VI of the County
comprehensive plan. Map 6 in Part 1 of this Chapter shows the results of the LESA analysis.

Essentially, Ozaukee County and participating local communities envision urban development to continue to
occur within mostly planned urban (sanitary) service areas. The County and local communities also desire the
preservation of agricultural resources, environmentally sensitive areas, and rural and small town (community)
character. Many of the agricultural, natural, and cultural resource goals and objectives identified in Chapter VI,
Agricultural, Natural, and Cultural Resources Element, of the County comprehensive plan address these desires
and are included in Chapter V1 of this farmland preservation plan report.

Park and Open Space Plans

Ozaukee County Park and Open Space Plan

An updated County park and open space plan was adopted by the Ozaukee County Board in June 2011.%* The plan
has a planning horizon of 2035 and is intended to maintain County eligibility to apply for and receive Federal and
State aids in partial support of the acquisition and development of park and opens space sites and facilities. The
plan consists of both an open space preservation element and an areawide outdoor recreation element, intended to,
respectively, protect areas containing important natural resources and to provide major parks, areawide trails, and
resource-oriented recreational facilities. Major parks are defined as publicly owned parks at least 100 acres in size
which provide opportunities for such resource-oriented activities as camping, golfing, picnicking, and swimming.
Responsibility for providing community parks, neighborhood parks, and local trails is assigned to cities, villages,
and towns.

The County park and open space plan recommends that 33,262 acres of environmentally significant open space
lands be preserved, and that about 7,489 acres of land be acquired for park and open space preservation purposes,
for which the County would be responsible for acquiring about 2,526 acres of that total. The plan recommends
that the County develop additional facilities at Hawthorne Hills County Park, Mee-Kwon County Park, Tendick

*°The County land use plan map and several local government land use plan maps have been amended since their
initial adoption. Contact the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department for amendments to the County
comprehensive plan, and the city, town, or village clerk to determine if a particular community has adopted any
amendments to its local comprehensive plan.

“Documented in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No. 133, 3rd Edition, A Park and Open Space
Plan for Ozaukee County, Wisconsin, June 2011.
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Map 24

ADOPTED YEAR 2035 OZAUKEE COUNTY LAND USE PLAN MAP: MAY 2009



Table 35

PLANNED LAND USES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2035

Percent of Subtotal
(Urban or Percent
Land Use Category?® Acres Nonurban) of Total
Urban
Sub-urban Density RESIAENUAI.........cvoceeeeeeeeeee e 22,253 37.0 14.8
Medium Density Urban Residential®.... 11,167 18.5 7.4
High Density Urban ReSIdential” .............ooveeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeon 1,895 3.1 1.2
General Commercial (retail/service/office) .........ccocnviiiiiniiniicnicns 2,296 3.8 15
INAUSERIAL ...t 1,740 2.9 1.2
Business/Industrial Park... . 2,385 4.0 1.6
MIXEA USE ...t 2,395 4.0 1.6
Streets and HIghWayS .......covveiiiie i 9,371 155 6.2
Transportation and ULIIItIES..........ccocveeeiiiee e 704 1.2 0.5
Government and Institutional® 1,729 2.9 1.1
Park and Recreational..............cooiuiiiiiiii i 4,289 7.1 2.9
Urban Subtotal 60,224 100.0 40.0
Nonurban
Farmland ProteCtion” ..............cooveeveuieeseeeeeeeeeeeeseeese s 40,737 45.1 27.0
Mixed Agriculture/Conservation SubdivisSion®.............ccccovevevrevennne. 5,157 5.7 3.4
RUTAl RESIHENAI".........ovoeeeeeeeee et 12,191 135 8.1
EXITACTIVE ... veieiitiee ettt et e e tee e et e e entee e sneeeas 389 0.4 0.3
Primary Environmental COMTION ... 18,415 20.4 12.2
Secondary Environmental COMMIAOT ... 4,770 5.3 3.2
Isolated Natural RESOUICE AT& ............covevveeereeeeeseseesereesennes 3,277 3.6 2.2
Other Conservancy Lands to be Preserved............cccoovevcvevevrnn. 3,294 3.6 2.2
SUMACE WALEK ...t 2,140 2.4 1.4
Nonurban Subtotal 90,370 100.0 60.0
Total* 150,594 -- 100.0
Overlay Categories
Traditional Neighborhood Development.............occeeiiieieiiieeiiiiieennns 428 -- --
Map Modernization Floodplain: 2007 ...........ccooovieiiiieeinieee e 18,385 -- --
Wisconsin Wetland Inventory: 2005 .........cccccveeviieeeniieeeiieeessieee s 19,413 -- --

Note: Planned land use acreages on this table are based on Map 96 in the Ozaukee County multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan report
published in May 2009. Contact the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department for amendments to Map 96 that have been adopted by
the County Board.

%Includes parking and lands under development in appropriate category.
®Average density of one home per 1 to 4.9 acres.

“Average density of one home per 10,000 to 43,559 square feet.
dAverage density of less than 10,000 square feet per home.

°Includes public and private schools, government offices, police and fire stations, libraries, cemeteries, religious institutions, hospitals, nursing
homes, and similar facilities.

"Minimum parcel size of 35 acres.

9Average density of one home per 3.5 acres.

"Average density of one home per 5 to 34.9 acres.

'Does not include street and highway rights-of-way and associated surface waters.

IIncludes woodlands, wetlands, natural areas, critical species habitat sites, lands owned by nonprofit conservation organizations outside
primary and secondary environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas, and significant geological sites.

“Total acreage is based on 2010 cadastral and civil division boundary data.

Source: SEWRPC.
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Nature Park, and six other parks owned by Ozaukee County; develop six new parks to be added to the County
park system; develop trails within the Milwaukee River and Little Menomonee River Corridors; and continue to
maintain existing County parks and the Ozaukee Interurban Trail.

City, Village, and Town Park and Open Space Plans

Park and open space plans prepared by local units of government are set forth in Table 88 in Chapter V of the
County comprehensive plan. The plans identify needed recreational facilities and delineate natural areas and other
open spaces to be preserved within their respective community. Each plan was intended to further establish or
maintain eligibility for Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund and Wisconsin Stewardship Fund grant
programs administered by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Recommendations from existing city,
village, and town park and open space plans have been incorporated into the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan
and comprehensive plans for participating local governments.

Regional Natural Areas Plan

The Ozaukee County park and open space plan incorporates the recommendations of the regional natural areas
plan.?? The regional natural areas plan as it pertains to Ozaukee County is depicted in Map 12 in Part 2 of this
Chapter. The natural areas plan identifies the most significant remaining natural areas, critical species habitats,
aquatic habitats, geological sites, and archaeological sites in the Region, and recommends means for their
protection and management. The plan identifies potential sites to be placed in public or private protective
ownership, and other sites to be protected, insofar as it is possible, through zoning and other regulatory means
without protective ownership. It also recommends that a detailed management plan be prepared and implemented
for each site placed under protective ownership. Part 2 describes the inventory of natural areas, critical species
habitat sites, aquatic habitat sites, and significant geological areas in Ozaukee County, as shown in Map 12.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan for the Leopold Wetland Management District

In 2008, the Leopold Wetland Management District (WMD), administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
prepared a Comprehensive Conservation Plan?® for managing habitat, wildlife, and public use in the District.
Established in 1993, the Leopold WMD manages more than 12,000 acres of Waterfowl Production Areas in 17
southeastern Wisconsin counties including Ozaukee County, covering some of the most important waterfowl
areas of Wisconsin. The plan outlines how the District will fulfill its legal purpose and contribute to the National
Wildlife Refuge System’s wildlife, habitat, and public use goals, objectives, and strategies for the next 15 years.
The plan is a guide for strategic planning and prioritizing programs. Affected communities were involved in the
planning process.

Wisconsin Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan

Since 1965, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources has developed and maintained the Statewide
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). This plan examines various recreation trends, assesses
current and future recreational needs within the State, and sets forth appropriate recommendations to meet those
needs. The SCORP plan is updated every five years, the current plan is for the period 2011-2016. The SCORP
should be used as a reference source as the adopted Ozaukee County park and open space plan is implemented.

“2Documented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 42, A Natural Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection and
Management Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin, September 1997. The plan was updated and amended in 2010.

23U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Leopold Wetland Management District, Comprehensive Conservation Plan,
2008.
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Conservation and Greenway Connection Plans

The Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD), with the assistance of SEWRPC, prepared a “greenway
connection plan”®* as a companion to a “Conservation Plan”® prepared by the Conservation Fund staff, a
National nonprofit conservation organization. The Conservation Plan identifies land parcels which are
recommended to be protected for multiple purposes including flood reduction, stormwater management, wildlife
habitat, water quality, and recreational benefits. The Conservation Plan identified 165 sites for protection through
public acquisition or conservation easements throughout the Menomonee River, Root River, and Oak Creek
watersheds within the District’s planning area. The planning area includes the City of Mequon, the Village of
Thiensville, and a portion of the Village of Bayside in Ozaukee County. The greenway connection plan identifies
potential greenway corridors connecting, and typically downstream of, the isolated parcels identified in the
Conservation Plan. In addition, it envisions that the planning process would synthesize the results of the other
related open space planning efforts undertaken in the MMSD area, resulting in a comprehensive District-wide
greenway connection plan having flood mitigation benefits as well as a wide range of other environmental
benefits. In 2010, nine sites in Ozaukee County were owned by MMSD, which were purchased under its
“Greenseams” program with assistance from the Conservation Fund, as indicated in Part 2 of this Chapter.

North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area Plan

The WDNR North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area was established in 2002. A
feasibility study for the North Branch Area sets forth goals for creating grasslands and restoring wetlands, while
maintaining the viability of farming in the area. The study notes that all townships in the North Branch study area
are identified as critical habitat within the Southeast Focus Area of the Upper Mississippi River and Great Lakes
Region Joint Venture of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan (1992). As such, the area has been
selected to receive grants through the North American Wetland Conservation Act because of the potential for, and
value to wildlife of, restoring grasslands and wetlands and because some of the highest waterfowl breeding
densities come from this area of the State.” The project site consists of about 19,487 acres that lie within the
Milwaukee River Basin and is located in portions of northwestern Ozaukee County, northeastern Washington
County, and southwestern Sheboygan County. The project site encompasses river and stream corridors, large
wetland complexes, agricultural lands, and three minor lakes. The portion of the project site within Ozaukee
County is shown on Map 14 and described in detail in Part 2 of this Chapter.

Water Quality and Supply Plans

Water Quality Management Plan

In 1979, the Regional Planning Commission adopted an areawide water quality management plan® for
Southeastern Wisconsin as a guide to achieving clean and wholesome surface waters within the seven-county
Region. The plan has five elements: a land use element; a point source pollution abatement element; a nonpoint
source pollution abatement element; a sludge management element; and a water quality monitoring element.

The point source pollution abatement element of the regional water quality management plan is of particular
importance to land use planning. That plan element recommends major sewage conveyance and treatment

*Documented in SEWRPC Memorandum Report No. 152, A Greenway Connection Plan for the Milwaukee
Metropolitan Sewerage District, December 2002.

The Conservation Fund: Applied Ecological Service, Inc.; Heart Lake Conservation Associates; Velasco &
Associates; and K. Singh & Associates, Conservation Plan, technical report submitted to MMSD, October 31,
2001.

*Documented in the three-volume SEWRPC Planning Report No. 30, A Regional Water Quality Management
Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2000, as amended. The plan was updated in 2007 for the Greater Milwaukee
Watersheds.

101



facilities and identifies planned sanitary sewer service areas for each of the sewerage systems in Southeastern
Wisconsin. Under Wisconsin law, major sewerage system improvements and all sewer service extensions must be
in conformance with the plan.

Part 4 of this Chapter shows public sanitary sewer service areas in Ozaukee County on Map 19 and provides
additional information regarding existing areas provided with sewer service and sewerage facilities as well as
areas planned to be served.

Water Quality Management Plan Update

The Commission worked with the Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewerage District (MMSD) to update the regional
water quality management plan in 2007 for the “Greater Milwaukee Watersheds.” The area involved included all
of the Kinnickinnic River, Menomonee River, Milwaukee River, Root River, and Oak Creek watersheds; the
Milwaukee Harbor estuary; and the adjacent nearshore areas draining to Lake Michigan. All of Ozaukee County is
included in the plan update except the Sauk Creek, Sucker Creek, and Sheboygan River watersheds and two small
portions of the Lake Michigan direct drainage area located in the northeast portion of Ozaukee County.

This interagency effort used the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s recommended watershed approach to
update the Regional Water Quality Management Plan and to develop the MMSD’s 2020 Facilities Plan for the
study area, called the Greater Milwaukee Watersheds. The plan recommends the control of both point and
nonpoint pollution sources, and provides the basis for decisions on community, industrial, and private waste
disposal systems.

Regional Water Supply Plan

The Commission completed a regional water supply study for the Southeastern Wisconsin Region in 2010. The
plan, together with groundwater inventories and a ground water simulation model, formed the SEWRPC regional
water supply management program. The preparation of these three elements included interagency partnerships
with the U.S. Geological Survey, the Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey, the University of
Wisconsin-Milwaukee, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, and many of the area’s water supply
utilities. Map 21 in Part 4 shows areas recommended to be served by public water utilities and the source of water
supply for the year 2035 based on the recommendations of the regional water supply plan.

The regional water supply plan includes the following major components:
e Water supply service areas and forecast demand for water use.
e Recommendations for water conservation efforts to reduce water demand.

e Evaluation of alternative sources of supply, recommended sources of supply for each service area, and
recommendations for development of the basic infrastructure required to deliver that supply.

¢ Identification of groundwater recharge areas to be protected from incompatible development.
e Specification of new institutional structures necessary to carry out plan recommendations.

¢ Identification of constraints to development levels in subareas of the Region that emanate from water supply
sustainability concerns.

Ozaukee County Land and Water Resource Management Plan

The Wisconsin legislature established through Act 27 in 1997 and Act 9 in 1999 the land and water resource
management (LWRM) planning program as Chapter 92 of the Wisconsin Statutes. This program is the primary
Statewide vehicle for implementing conservation practices included in the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture,
Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) administrative rules in Chapter ATCP 50 of the Wisconsin
Administrative Code. Under this program, counties are required to develop land and water resource management
plans for the purpose of conserving soil and water resources. Only counties with DATCP-approved land and
water resource management plans are eligible to receive annual funding through the soil and water resource
management grant program.
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The Ozaukee County Land and Water Resource Management Plan, originally written in 1996, has since been
updated. The most recent Ozaukee County Land & Water Resource Management Plan 2011-2015 was adopted by
resolution by the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors on March 2, 2011. The plan identifies a set of priority
issues and establishes a work plan related to County land and water resources, including nonpoint pollution
reduction and control, habitat protection and restoration, public recreation and access, protection of natural
systems, preservation and protection of farmland and other working lands, protection of Lake Michigan and
associated resources, wildlife management, and public safety.

PART 6: EXISTING REGULATIONS

Good community development depends not only on quality planning at all levels of government, but on practical
implementation measures as well. Land use and development regulations affect the extent of agricultural and
natural resources preserved and the type of uses allowed, as well as the detailed design and site layout of proposed
developments. The following presents a summary of land use regulations adopted by Ozaukee County?’ and
zoning, subdivision, and official mapping regulations adopted by local governments that participated in the
development of this plan. County and local planning objectives identified by Ozaukee County and local officials
are often reflected in locally adopted land use control ordinances.

Section 66.1001(3) of the Wisconsin Statutes requires the adoption or amendment of zoning, subdivision, or
official mapping ordinances by local and county governments to be consistent with local and county
comprehensive plans, respectively, as of January 1, 2010. Section 91.10(2) of the Statutes further requires that, if
a county has a comprehensive plan, the county shall include the farmland preservation plan in its comprehensive
plan and ensure that the farmland preservation plan is consistent with the comprehensive plan. This updated
Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County was prepared as part of, and as an amendment to, the adopted
Ozaukee County comprehensive plan.

Zoning

A zoning ordinance is a public law that regulates and restricts the use of property in the public interest. The
primary function of zoning should be to implement an adopted master or comprehensive plan and plan elements
or components thereof, including land use and farmland preservation plans. A zoning ordinance divides a
community into districts for the purpose of regulating the use of land and structures, including identifying areas to
be preserved; the height, size, shape, and placement of structures; and the density of housing. A zoning ordinance
typically consists of two parts: a text setting forth regulations that apply to each of the various zoning districts,
together with related procedural and administrative requirements; and a map delineating the boundaries of zoning
districts.

County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinances

Under the Section 59.692 of the Wisconsin Statutes, counties are responsible for zoning shoreland areas within
unincorporated areas. Shoreland areas are defined in the Statutes as lands within the following distance from the
ordinary high-water mark of navigable waters: 1,000 feet from a lake, pond, or flowage; and 300 feet from a river
or stream or to the landward side of the floodplain, whichever distance is greater.

The Ozaukee County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance includes restrictions on uses in wetlands
located in the shorelands, and limits the types of uses that can occur in the 100-year recurrence interval flood
hazard area to prevent damage to structures and property and to protect the floodwater conveyance and storage
capacity of floodplains. The ordinance also includes restrictions on the removal of vegetation and other activities
in the shoreland area, and requires that most structures be set back a minimum of 75 feet from navigable waters.
Minimum requirements for uses in unincorporated shoreland areas are set forth in Chapter NR 115 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code. Minimum floodplain requirements are set forth in Chapter NR 116. Map 25
depicts shoreland areas in unincorporated areas regulated under the County Ordinance in 2010. Floodplains and
shoreland-wetlands are also shown.

?’Ozaukee County also exercises zoning authority over County-owned lands in unincorporated areas, in
accordance with an ordinance adopted by the County Board on May 1, 2013.
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County regulations continue to apply in shoreland areas annexed by cities and villages after May 7, 1982, unless
the city or village adopts shoreland regulations that are at least as restrictive as those included in the County
ordinance. Where County regulations continue in effect, the city or village is responsible for enforcing the
regulations. Cities and villages are also required to regulate wetlands of five acres or larger within shoreland
areas, including those that were in the city or village prior to 1982, under Chapter NR 117 of the Wisconsin
Administrative Code; and to enforce the minimum floodplain standards set forth in Chapter NR 116 within all
floodplain areas of the city or village.

Local Zoning Ordinances
Each city, town, and village in Ozaukee County has adopted a zoning ordinance. Zoning district maps and
regulations for each participating local government are presented in Appendix D.

Map 26 depicts generalized basic zoning in Ozaukee County for participating local governments based on zoning
in effect in 2010. To prepare this Map, local basic zoning districts of participating local governments, as shown in
Appendix D on Maps D-1 through D-7, were converted to a uniform classification system and mapped. The
composite map reflects general basic zoning districts and notes that local zoning district maps, Maps D-1 through
D-7, should be referred to for additional details and overlay zoning districts.

Extraterritorial Zoning Regulations

The Wisconsin Statutes authorize cities and villages to adopt extraterritorial zoning regulations for adjacent
unincorporated areas, in cooperation with the adjacent town, within three miles of a city of the first, second, or
third class; and within 1.5 miles of a city of the fourth class or villages. The City of Mequon is the only
municipality in Ozaukee County which has adopted an extraterritorial zoning ordinance. The ordinance applies to
an approximately 1,528-acre area in the Town of Grafton, adjacent to the northeast portion of the City. The
Mequon extraterritorial zoning regulations were approved by the joint City-Town zoning committee in October,
2004. Several other communities have initiated extraterritorial zoning processes within the past 10 years, but all
have now expired without adoption of extraterritorial zoning regulations, including processes initiated by both the
Village of Newburg and the Village of Saukville affecting portions of the Town of Saukville in 2005; the City of
Cedarburg over portions of the Town of Cedarburg in 2006; and the Village of Cedar Grove in Sheboygan County
over portions of the Town of Belgium in 2007. Appendix M in the County comprehensive plan includes a
summary of the process set forth in the Statutes for enacting an extraterritorial zoning ordinance.

Land Division Regulations

A land division ordinance is a public law that regulates the division of land into smaller parcels. Land division
ordinances provide for appropriate public oversight of the creation of new parcels and help ensure that new
development is appropriately located; lot size minimums specified in zoning ordinances are observed; arterial
street rights-of-way are appropriately dedicated or reserved; access to arterial streets and highways is limited in
order to preserve the traffic-carrying capacity and safety of such facilities; adequate land for parks, drainageways,
and other open spaces is appropriately located and preserved; street, block, and lot layouts are appropriate; and
adequate public improvements are provided. Land division ordinances can be enacted by cities, villages, towns,
and counties, with the latter’s approval authority applying only to unincorporated (town) areas and limited
objecting authority applying within cities and villages. Thus, within towns, it is possible for both counties and
towns to have concurrent jurisdiction over land divisions. Cities and villages also have “extraterritorial” plat
approval jurisdiction over subdivisions proposed in town areas near their corporate boundaries.

Chapter 236 of the Wisconsin Statutes sets forth general requirements governing the subdivision of land, includ-
ing, among others, surveying and monumenting requirements, necessary approvals, recording procedures, and
requirements for amending or changing subdivision maps. The Statutes also grant authority to county and local
governments to review subdivision maps, commonly referred to as plats, with respect to local plans and
ordinances. Section 236.45 authorizes county and local governments to adopt their own land division ordinances,
which may be more restrictive than State requirements.
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Table 36

SCOPE OF COUNTY AND LOCAL SUBDIVISION ORDINANCES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2010

Ordinance Applies
to Divisions of
Governing Body Land Other than
Has Adopted a Subdivisions as
Subdivision Defined in State
Governmental Unit Control Ordinance Statutes® Scope of Ordinance if Different from Statutory Scope
Ozaukee CoUNty .......ccceevvuveeeeeenn. Yes Yes Ordinance applies in unincorporated shoreland areas
only: any land division resulting in three or more
parcels. The County also has approving authority over
all subdivisions in towns and objecting authority over all
subdivisions in cities and villages under Chapter 236 of
the Wisconsin Statutes
Cities
Cedarburg ........... Yes Yes Any land division resulting in a parcel less than 35 acres
Mequon ........ccceviiiiiiie s Yes Yes All land divisions; condominiums
Port Washington...............cc...... Yes Yes All land divisions; condominiums
Villages
Belgium Yes Yes Any land division resulting in a parcel less than 10 acres
Fredonia Yes Yes Any land division resulting in a parcel of four acres or
less; condominiums
Grafton .......cccoeeevviiiiii, Yes Yes All land divisions
Saukville ....cocvveeiiee e, Yes Yes Any land division resulting in five or more parcels of 1.5
acres or less, or other land division resulting in a parcel
less than 10 acres
Thiensville ..........ccccoeiinininenn Yes Yes All land divisions
Towns
Belgium ........cccoviieeiiiiieiies Yes Yes Any land division resulting in a parcel less than 35 acres
Cedarburg .....cccccooevveviieeiieens Yes Yes All land divisions
Fredonia ........cccoovevviiicciinnn Yes Yes All land divisions
Grafton .......cccevveeviiii Yes Yes All land divisions
Port Washington Yes Yes All land divisions; condominiums
Saukville ... Yes Yes Any land division resulting in a parcel less than 35 acres;
condominiums

dUnder Chapter 236 of the Wisconsin Statutes, a subdivision is defined as the division of a lot, parcel or tract of land where the act of division
creates five or more parcels or building sites of 1.5 acres each or less in area; or where five or more parcels or building sites of 1.5 acres each
or less in area are created by successive divisions within a period of five years.

Source: SEWRPC.

The Ozaukee County shoreland and floodplain zoning ordinance includes land division regulations for areas
located in the shoreland. Ozaukee County also has authority under Section 236.10 of the Statutes to review and
approve all subdivisions located in unincorporated portions of the County. All cities, towns, and villages in the
County have adopted a land division ordinance. Under Chapter 236, local governments are required to review and
take action on plats for subdivisions. Subdivisions are defined in the Statutes as “a division of a lot, parcel, or tract
of land by the owner thereof or the owner’s agent for purpose of sale or of building development, where the act of
division creates five or more parcels or building sites of 1.5 acres each or less in area; or five or more parcels or
building sites of 1.5 acres each or less in area are created by successive divisions within a period of five years.”
Local subdivision ordinances may be broader in scope and require review and approval of land divisions in
addition to those meeting the statutory definition of a “subdivision,” including review of land divisions creating
condominiums or fewer than five lots. Table 36 provides a summary of the scope of land division ordinances
adopted by local governments in Ozaukee County.
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Extraterritorial Platting Authority

Under Section 236.10 of the Statutes, a city or village may review, and approve or reject, subdivision plats located
within its extraterritorial area if it has adopted a subdivision ordinance or an official map. Section 236.02 of the
Statutes defines the extraterritorial plat review jurisdiction as the unincorporated area within three miles of the
corporate limits of a city of the first, second, or third class, or within 1.5 miles of the corporate limits of a city of
the fourth class or a village. In accordance with Section 66.0105 of the Statutes, in situations where the
extraterritorial plat approval jurisdiction of two or more cities or villages would otherwise overlap, the
extraterritorial jurisdiction between the municipalities is divided on a line, all points of which are equidistant from
the boundaries of each municipality concerned, so that no more than one city or village exercises extraterritorial
jurisdiction over any unincorporated area. All cities and villages in the County and two villages outside of the
County to the north have extraterritorial plat authority as depicted in Map 82 of the County comprehensive plan.
The extraterritorial area changes whenever a city or village annexes land, unless the city or village has established
a permanent extraterritorial area through a resolution of the common council or village board or through an
agreement with a neighboring city or village. A municipality may also waive its right to approve plats within any
portion of its extraterritorial area by adopting a resolution that describes or maps the area in which it will review
plats, as provided in Section 236.10(5) of the Statutes. The resolution must be recorded with the County register
of deeds.

Official Mapping Ordinances

Section 62.23(6) of the Wisconsin Statutes allows the Common Council of any City to establish an official map
for the precise identification of right-of-way lines and boundaries of streets, highways, waterways,?® and
parkways and the location and extent of railroad rights-of-way, public transit facilities, parks, and playgrounds.
An official map is intended to be used as a precise planning tool for implementing master and comprehensive
plans and for insuring the availability of land for the above features.

Section 61.35 of the Statutes grants the authority provided to cities under Section 62.23 to develop an official map
to villages. Similarly, Section 60.10(2)(c) authorizes towns to engage in the same planning activities as a village,
including preparation of an official map, provided the town board has adopted village powers and created a town
plan commission. All of the towns in Ozaukee County have adopted village powers and created a town plan
commission. The clerk of any city, village, or town in the County that adopts an official map must record a
certificate showing that the city, village, or town has established an official map with the Ozaukee County register
of deeds.

One of the basic purposes of the official map is to prohibit the construction of structures and their associated
improvements on land that has been designated for future public use. Local government subdivision ordinances
can also require land shown on the official map to be dedicated for street, park, or other public use at the time land
is subdivided. The official map is a plan implementation device that operates on a communitywide basis in
advance of land development and can thereby effectively assure the integrated development of the street and
highway system. Unlike subdivision control, which operates on a plat-by-plat basis, the official map can operate
over the entire community in advance of development proposals. The official map is a useful device to achieve
public acceptance of long-range plans in that it serves legal notice of the government’s intention well in advance
of any actual improvements. Table 92 in Chapter V of the County comprehensive plan lists those communities in
Ozaukee County that have adopted an official map.

Nonmetallic Mining Reclamation

The Ozaukee County nonmetallic mining reclamation ordinance was established to ensure the effective
reclamation of nonmetallic mining sites in Ozaukee County. The ordinance adopts the uniform Statewide
standards for nonmetallic mining required by Section 295.12(1)(a) of the Statutes and Chapter NR 135 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code. The requirements of the ordinance apply to all operators of nonmetallic mining
sites within Ozaukee County operating or commencing operation after August 1, 2001, except for nonmetallic

aterways may be placed on the map only if included within a comprehensive surface water drainage plan.
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mining sites located in a city, village, or town that has adopted a local mining reclamation ordinance pursuant to
Section 295.14 of the Statutes and Section NR 135.32(2) of the Administrative Code. All reclamation plans must
meet the standards set forth by the Ozaukee County nonmetallic mining reclamation ordinance including those
addressing: surface water and wetland protection, groundwater protection, topsoil management, final grading and
slopes, topsoil redistribution for reclamation, and revegetation and site stabilization, and also set forth criteria for
assessing completion of successful site reclamation, intermittent mining, and maintenance.

A number of communities require nonmetallic mining restoration plans for nonmetallic mining sites through local
zoning ordinances. Communities with zoning ordinances that require restoration plans include: the Town of
Cedarburg, Town of Fredonia, Village of Fredonia, Town of Grafton, City of Port Washington, and Town of Port
Washington. Local zoning requirements are in addition to State nonmetallic mining site reclamation requirements.
All nonmetallic mining operations must comply with Chapter NR 135 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code as
enforced by Ozaukee County unless the municipality has adopted a nonmetallic mining reclamation ordinance
that complies with Chapter NR 135. The Town of Saukville adopted a nonmetallic mining reclamation ordinance
in 2010 that meets the State requirements.

Erosion Control and Stormwater Management

Stormwater management and construction site erosion control ordinances act to protect water quality and protect
and promote health, safety, and general welfare by minimizing the amount of sediment and other pollutants
carried to lakes, streams, and wetlands by stormwater and runoff discharged from construction sites or land
disturbing activities. Table 90 in Chapter V of the County comprehensive plan sets forth local governments in
Ozaukee County that have adopted a construction site erosion control ordinance and a stormwater management
ordinance or plan. In many cases, the local construction site erosion control ordinance includes stormwater
management regulations.

Sections 62.234 and 61.354 of the Statutes grant authority to cities and villages, respectively, to adopt ordinances
for the prevention of erosion from construction sites and the management of stormwater runoff from lands within
their jurisdiction. Under Section 60.627 of the Statutes, towns may adopt village powers and subsequently utilize
the authority conferred on villages to adopt their own erosion control and stormwater management ordinances.
Chapter NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code, which is intended to reduce the discharge of pollutants
carried by stormwater, requires county and local governments in urbanized areas, which are identified based on
population and density, to obtain a Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) Stormwater
Discharge Permit. The code requires that the designated county or local government meet State standards to
control pollution that enters a municipal storm sewer system and develop a storm sewer system map, a public
information and education program, a stormwater and erosion control ordinance, an illicit discharge detection
program, and a plan to reduce suspended solids. An annual report on progress in meeting the requirements must
be submitted to the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR).

Chapter NR 151 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code requires that municipalities with a WPDES permit reduce
the amount of total suspended solids in stormwater runoff by 20 percent by 2008 and by 40 percent by 2013, with
respect to stormwater runoff from areas of existing development with no controls as of October 2004. The
following communities have received a WPDES Stormwater Discharge Permit under Phase | stormwater
regulations: the Village and Town of Grafton (joint application); the City of Mequon and Village of Thiensville
(joint application); the Village of Bayside (joint application with other Milwaukee County communities); and the
City of Cedarburg. The Village of Saukville, Town of Saukville, and Town of Cedarburg must also obtain Phase |
WPDES permits. Ozaukee County must obtain a permit for County facilities in any local government required to
obtain a permit.

Phase Il of NR 216 requires municipalities outside urbanized areas with a population greater than 10,000 and a
density over 1,000 persons per square mile to obtain a WPDES Stormwater Discharge Permit. As a result of
Phase Il requirements, the City of Port Washington will be required to obtain a permit. The WDNR has notified
Ozaukee County through a notice of intent (NOI) that the County will need to prepare a stormwater management
plan. The Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors adopted a Construction Site Erosion Control and
Post-Construction Storm Water Management Ordinance in 2009.
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In addition, regardless of whether a municipality is required to have a stormwater discharge permit under Chapter
NR 216, Chapter NR 151 requires that all construction sites that have one acre or more of land disturbance must
achieve an 80 percent reduction in the amount of sediment that runs off the site. With certain limited exceptions,
those sites required to have construction erosion control permits must also have post-development stormwater
management practices to reduce the total suspended solids (sediment) that would otherwise run off the site by 80
percent for new development, 40 percent for redevelopment, and 40 percent for infill development occurring prior
to October 1, 2012. After October 1, 2012, infill development will be required to achieve an 80 percent reduction.
If it can be demonstrated that the solids reduction standard cannot be met for a specific site, total suspended solids
must be controlled to the maximum extent practicable.

Under the requirements of Chapter NR 151, beginning March 10, 2008, incorporated municipalities with average
population densities of 1,000 people or more per square mile that are not required to obtain municipal stormwater
discharge permits must implement public information and education programs relative to specific aspects of
nonpoint source pollution control; municipal programs for management of leaf and grass clippings; and site
specific programs for application of lawn and garden fertilizers on municipally-owned properties with over five
acres of pervious surface. This requirement applies to virtually all cities and villages.

SUMMARY

This Chapter contains six parts of inventory and analysis data that are relevant to and may affect agricultural
preservation in some manner. The planning recommendations set forth in Chapters V and VI are directly related
to this data. Key findings include:

Part 1: Soils and Agricultural Resources

e There are five soil associations in Ozaukee County: the Kewanee-Manawa association, Ozaukee-Mequon
association, Hochheim-Sisson-Casco association, Houghton-Adrian association, and the Casco-Fabius
association.

e Soils that are saturated with water or that have a water table at or near the surface, also known as hydric soils,
pose significant limitations for most types of development. About 30 percent of the County, or 44,698 acres,
are covered by hydric soils.

e The U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has created a land evaluation and site assessment
(LESA) system for identifying areas to be preserved for farmland. LESA is a numeric system for rating
potential farmland preservation areas by evaluating soil quality (LE or land evaluation) and geographic
variables (SA or site assessment). To develop the LE rating, the NRCS rated each soil type in Ozaukee
County and placed the soil ratings into groups ranging from the best to the worst suited for cropland. The best
group is assigned a value of 100 and all other groups are assigned lower values. In addition to soil type, the
land evaluation component considers slope, the agricultural capability class, and soil productivity. There are
79,859 acres of land covered by soils with values ranging between 90 and 100, or about 53 percent of the
County, including 14,795 acres of land covered by soils ranging between 95 and 100, or about 10 percent of
the County.

e An Ozaukee County LESA analysis was conducted using SEWRPC and County Geographic Information
System (GIS) data to analyze and assign each agricultural parcel in the County a LESA score between 0 and
10, with 10 being the best possible score. The County comprehensive plan recommends that parcels in the
highest scoring categories, 9.0 to 10.0 and 8 to 8.9, be given the highest priority for farmland protection
resources. Parcels in the next highest scoring categories, 7.0 to 7.9 and 6.4 to 6.9, should be given the next
highest priority for farmland protection resources. Six parcels, with 401 acres in agricultural use, are in the
highest scoring category (9.0 to 10.0). There are 164 parcels, with 10,450 acres in agricultural use, in the 8.0
to 8.9 category and 807 parcels, with 28,217 acres in agricultural use, in the 7.0 to 7.9 category.
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About 8 percent of the County, or 11,318 acres, have been identified as having highly erodible soils, and
about 26 percent, or 38,497 acres, have been identified as having potentially highly erodible soils.

There are two known active drainage districts in Ozaukee County, both located in the Town and Village of
Belgium, and include the Belgium-Holland Drainage District No. 1 and Belgium-Holland Drainage District
No. 2. The two districts encompassed an area of 4,078 acres in Ozaukee County in 2006.

Lands used for agriculture were identified in the multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan for Ozaukee County
and include all croplands, pasture lands, orchards, nurseries, and associated farm buildings and farmhouses. In
2007, agricultural lands occupied 77,601 acres, or about 121 square miles, representing about 52 percent of
the County.

Dairy farming was the predominant source of agricultural revenue in the County in 2007, accounting for
about 56 percent of total agricultural sales revenue. The second and third predominant sources of agricultural
revenue were grain crops and horticulture products, respectively, each accounting for about 14 percent of
agricultural revenue.

The value of production is an estimated total monetary value of the agricultural commaodity produced and
harvested in which portions are sold and/or retained for personal use, which often differs from the market
value generated from the sale of the product. Corn for grain had the highest production value in the County in
2010, which accounted for about 53 percent of total crop production value; followed by soybeans, which
accounted for about 29 percent of the total production value.

Ozaukee County farms produce a varied array of agricultural products including many varieties of crops and
livestock. Among the most prominent of these agricultural products are corn, forage (hay, grass silage, and
greenchop), soybeans, small grains, and dairy products.

Based on the 2007 Census of Agriculture conducted by the USDA National Agricultural Statistics Service,
Ozaukee County farms produced agricultural products with a market value of $59,056,000, consisting of
about $20,898,000, or about 35 percent, in crops and about $38,159,000, or about 65 percent, in livestock,
poultry, and associated products. The average farm in the County produced agricultural products with a
market value of about $115,120, a 60 percent increase from the 2002 level of $71,901.

Farming in the County was the principal occupation (50 percent or more of work time spent on farming or
ranching) of the farm operator on 231 farms, or about 45 percent, and was not the primary occupation of the
farm operator on 282 farms, or about 55 percent. Of the total 612 farm laborers hired on 138 farms in
Ozaukee County, 257 laborers, or about 42 percent, worked 150 days or more, while 355 laborers, or about 58
percent, worked less than 150 days in 2007.

There were 513 farms in Ozaukee County in 2007. The average farm size in the County was 138 acres in
2007, while the median farm size was 56 acres. This compares to 194 acres and 95 acres, respectively, for
farms in the State. Of the 513 farms in Ozaukee County in 2007, 448 farms were between 10 acres and 499
acres in size; 35 farms were less than 10 acres in size; and 30 farms were 500 acres or greater in size.

In 2006, there were 348 Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) contracts in towns in Ozaukee
County and three FPP agreements in the City of Mequon, encompassing a total 21,881 acres of farmland. In
2005, there were 80 CRP contracts and five CREP contracts in Ozaukee County. CRP lands encompassed
about 5,892 acres and CREP lands encompassed about 120 acres. There were four WRP agreements
encompassing about 40 acres in Ozaukee County.

Agricultural infrastructure and services supporting farming operations help sustain a viable agricultural
industry in Ozaukee County. Supporting infrastructure and services that exist in the County include
processors, cooperatives, agricultural by-products, farm veterinary service, public farmers’ markets, suppliers,
and other related services.
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e Agricultural diversification is an important mechanism to help retain the future economic viability of farming.
In addition to traditional farming activities, specialty or niche farming exist in the County, including raising
unique animals, aquaculture, orchards, horticulture, rotation and organic farming, farmer’s market produce,
and community-supported agriculture (CSA) operations.

Part 2: Other Related Natural and Cultural Resources

e Bedrock formations underlying the County consist of the Milwaukee Formation and Niagara Dolomite. The
Milwaukee Formation includes shale and shale limestone and dolomite in the bottom third. It is
approximately 130 feet thick and is found in a 23,276-acre area, or about 36 square miles, in the eastern
portion of the County along Lake Michigan. Niagara Dolomite is approximately 100 feet thick and is found in
a 135,520-acre area, or almost 212 square miles, in the central and western portions of the County.

¢ Nonmetallic mineral resources include, but are not limited to, gravel, crushed stone, building (dimension)
stone, peat, and clay. Nonmetallic mines in Southeastern Wisconsin provide sand, gravel, and crushed
limestone or dolomite for structural concrete and road building; peat for gardening and horticulture; and
dimension stone for use in buildings, landscaping, and monuments. Areas in Ozaukee County with bedrock
near the surface to economically quarry stone total about 17,863 acres, or about 12 percent of the County.

e The major watersheds in the County include the Milwaukee River, Sauk Creek, Menomonee River,
Sheboygan River, and Sucker Creek watersheds. The majority of the County is located in the Milwaukee
River watershed which covers 151 square miles, or 64 percent of the County. All five watersheds drain
directly into Lake Michigan, which is part of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence River drainage system.

e Surface waters covered an area of 2,704 acres, or about 2 percent, of the County in 2005, including three
major inland lakes, 546 minor lakes and ponds, and approximately 94 miles of perennial streams. There are
also about 25 miles of Lake Michigan shoreline along the eastern edge of the County. In 2007, there were
approximately 29 square miles of floodplain in the County, and in 2005, there were approximately 30 square
miles of wetlands in the County.

o Recharge of the aquifers underlying Ozaukee County is derived largely by precipitation. Areas of
groundwater recharge are based upon the rate of annual groundwater recharge from precipitation in the
County. About 5 percent of the County is rated “very high” for recharge potential, and about 19 percent is
rated “high” for recharge potential. About one-half of the County (about 58 percent) is classified as having
“moderate” recharge potential.

¢ Woodlands encompassed 11 square miles, or about 5 percent of the County, in 2007. The Managed Forest
Law (MFL) program is an incentive program intended to encourage sustainable forestry on private woodlands
in Wisconsin with a primary focus on timber production. In 2005, there were 58 participants enrolled in the
MFL program within the County.

o Natural areas are tracts of land or water so little modified by human activity, or sufficiently recovered from
the effects of such activity, that they contain intact native plant and animal communities believed to be
representative of the landscape before European settlement. Fifty natural areas lying wholly or partially in
Ozaukee County have been identified. These sites encompass 7,657 acres, or about 5 percent of the County.

e Critical species habitat sites consist of areas outside natural areas which are important for their ability to
support rare, threatened, or endangered plant or animal species. Seventeen sites supporting rare or threatened
plant and animal species have been identified in Ozaukee County. These sites encompass an area of 729 acres,
or less than 1 percent of the County. There are also 22 aquatic sites supporting threatened or rare fish,
herptile, or mussel species in the County, including about 63 stream miles and 406 lake acres.

e A total of 16 sites of geological importance, including one glacial feature and 15 bedrock geology sites, were
identified in the County in 2009 as part of the regional natural areas study. Together, these sites encompass
about 274 acres in Ozaukee County.
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Environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas include the best remaining woodlands, wetlands,
plant and wildlife habitat areas, and other natural resources and have truly immeasurable environmental and
recreational value. Environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas are identified by SEWRPC
and classified depending on their size. Primary environmental corridors are at least 400 acres in area, two
miles in length, and 200 feet in width. Secondary environmental corridors are between 100 and 400 acres in
size and at least one mile in length, except where secondary corridors serve to link primary environmental
corridors, in which case no minimum area or length criteria apply. Isolated natural resource areas are between
five and 100 acres in size and at least 200 feet in width.

The primary environmental corridors in Ozaukee County are located along the Milwaukee River and major
streams, along Lake Michigan, around several lakes, and in large wetland areas. In 2000, about 32 square
miles, comprising about 14 percent of the County, were encompassed within primary environmental
corridors. Secondary environmental corridors are located chiefly along the smaller perennial streams and
intermittent streams in the County. About eight square miles, comprising about 3 percent of the County, were
encompassed within secondary environmental corridors in 2000. Isolated natural resource areas within the
County include a geographically well-distributed variety of isolated wetlands, woodlands, and wildlife
habitat. These areas encompassed about six square miles, or about 2 percent of the County, in 2000.

In 2010, Ozaukee County owned 15 park and open space sites encompassing 1,268 acres, or less than 1
percent of the County. Additional lands recommended to be acquired by Ozaukee County for the preservation
of natural areas, critical species habitat sites, and other open spaces encompass 1,894 acres.

In 2010, there were 12 State-owned park and open space sites encompassing 3,184 acres, or about 2 percent
of the County. Of these 12 sites, 11 sites, encompassing 2,913 acres, were owned by the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) and one site, encompassing 271 acres, was owned by the
University of Wisconsin - Milwaukee. In addition to State-owned park and open space sites, the WDNR
established the 19,487-acre North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area in 2002. A
total of 8,449 acres of the heritage area lie within the County, and the WDNR anticipates using a variety of
real estate tools, including fee simple acquisition, easements, and purchase of development rights to protect
natural features and agricultural lands within the project area. There were also six open space sites owned by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 2010, which encompassed 695 acres, or less than 1 percent of the
County.

In addition to County-, State-, and Federally-owned park and open space sites, there were 162 park and open
space sites owned by local governments and public schools in Ozaukee County in 2010. Those sites
encompassed 2,259 acres, or about 2 percent of the County. Local governments owned 131 of the park and
open space sites, public schools owned 22 of the sites, and other public districts owned nine sites.

Privately owned park and open space sites located in each participating local government have also been
inventoried. In 2010, there were 74 such sites encompassing 3,397 acres, or about 2 percent of the County.
These sites include privately-owned hunting clubs, stables, golf courses, boat access sites, campgrounds, an
ice skating facility, swimming beaches, subdivision parks, a game farm, and recreation areas associated with
private schools. An additional 15 sites, encompassing 1,375 acres, are owned by private organizations for
resource preservation purposes.

Conservation easements are typically voluntary contracts between a private landowner and a land trust or
government body that limit, or in some cases prohibit, future development of the parcel. In 2010, there were
1,954 acres encompassed within conservation easements in Ozaukee County.

Several natural resource features located in the County were identified as environmentally sensitive, including
primary environmental corridors, secondary environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, natural
areas, critical species habitat sites, critical aquatic habitat sites, surface water, wetlands, woodlands,
significant geological sites, high and very high groundwater recharge areas, and Hines Emerald Dragonfly
habitat. Preservation of these resources has been identified as vital to the character, bio-diversity, quality of
life, and economy of the County.
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There were 33 historic places and districts in the County listed on the National Register of Historic Places and
the State Register of Historical Places as of 2010. Of the 33 historic places and districts listed on the National
and State Registers, 27 are historic buildings or structures, five are historic districts, and one is a shipwreck.
In addition to historic sites and districts listed on the National and State Registers of Historic Places, there are
99 sites in Ozaukee County which have been designated as local landmarks by local governments.

The Century Farm and Home Award program originated in 1948 to honor owners of farms or homes that have
been in continuous family ownership for 100 years. Between 1952 and 2010, 104 Century Farms were
honored in Ozaukee County. In 1998, the program was expanded to include the Sesquicentennial Farm and
Home Award program. Between 1998 and 2010, 15 Sesquicentennial Farms were honored in Ozaukee
County.

As of 2005, there were 393 known prehistoric and historic archaeological sites in Ozaukee County listed in
the State Historical Society’s Archaeological Sites Inventory, including prehistoric and historic camp sites,
villages, and farmsteads; marked and unmarked burial sites; and Native American mounds. No archaeological
sites in Ozaukee County are listed on the National or State Registers of Historic Places.

There are several local historical societies affiliated with the State Historical Society of Wisconsin in the
County. These include Ozaukee County Historical Society, Cedarburg Cultural Center, Mequon Historical
Society, Port Washington Historical Society, and Saukville Area Historical Society.

Part 3: Existing and Historical Population, Household, and Employment Characteristics

Ozaukee County has historically experienced an increase in population since 1890. The County experienced
relatively modest growth between 1890 and 1940 as the County population increased from 14,943 to 18,985
residents. Between 1940 and 1980, the County experienced a rapid rate of increase in population from 18,985
to 66,981 residents, followed by a more modest population gain between 1980 and 2000 from 66,981 to
82,317 residents. In 2010, the population of the County stood at 86,395 persons.

In 2010, there were 34,228 households in Ozaukee County, an increase of 11 percent from 2000. Between
1970 and 2010, the rate of increase in the number of households was 132 percent in the County and 49
percent in the Southeastern Wisconsin Region. The number of households is of particular importance in land
use and public facility planning, because it influences the demand for converting rural land to urban use to
accommodate additional residential development.

Employment growth was significant in the County between 1970 and 2010, with the number of jobs
increasing from about 21,543 to 53,700, an increase of 149 percent. The rate of increase in the number of jobs
in the County exceeded the rate of increase in the Region during the same period, which experienced an
increase of about 389,813 jobs, or about 49 percent. In 2009, farm employment accounted for about 1 percent
of all jobs in Ozaukee County. The number of jobs on farms has declined between 1970 and 2009 in the
County and the Region. The County experienced a 59 percent rate of decrease during this period, while the
Region experienced a 56 percent decrease.

Part 4: Existing Land Uses, Utilities, and Community Facilities
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The Regional Planning Commission utilizes land use inventories and an urban growth analysis to monitor
urban growth and development in the Region. The urban growth analysis delineates the outer limits of
concentrations of urban development and depicts the urbanization of the Region over the past 150 years. The
Commission land use inventory is a more detailed inventory that places all land and water areas in the Region
into one of 66 land use categories, providing a basis for analyzing specific urban and nonurban land uses. The
inventory results, as they apply to the County, are summarized in Part 3.

Urban service areas are identified in the regional land use plan based on the sanitary sewer service areas
delineated in the regional water quality management plan. Urban service areas are also generally served by a



municipal water utility or, in some cases, a private water supply system, local parks, local schools, and
shopping areas. Urban service areas in Ozaukee County include the City of Mequon/Village of Thiensville,
City of Cedarburg, Village of Grafton, Village of Saukville, City of Port Washington, Village of Newburg,
Village of Fredonia, and Village of Belgium.

e Urban land uses consist of residential; commercial; industrial; governmental and institutional; and
transportation, communication, and utility uses. Urban land uses encompassed about 62 square miles, or about
26 percent of the County, in 2007. Residential land comprised the largest urban land use category in the
County, about 34 square miles, or about 56 percent of all urban land and about 15 percent of the total County.
Land used for transportation, utilities, and communications facilities encompassed about 16 square miles, or
about 26 percent of all urban land and about 7 percent of the total County, which includes 14 square miles of
streets and highways. Recreational land encompassed about five square miles, or about 8 percent of all urban
land and about 2 percent of the total County.

e Nonurban land uses consist of agricultural lands; natural resource areas, including surface woodlands,
wetlands and surface waters; landfills; nonmetallic mining sites; and other open lands. Nonurban land uses
encompassed about 175 square miles, or about 74 percent of the County in 2007. Agricultural land was the
predominant land use in the County in 2007 as it encompassed about 122 square miles, or about 70 percent of
nonurban land uses and about 51 percent of the total County. Natural resource areas consisting of surface
water, wetlands, and woodlands combined to encompass about 41 square miles, or about 23 percent of
nonurban land uses and about 17 percent of the total County.

e The 2035 regional transportation plan includes five elements: public transit, transportation systems
management, travel demand management, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and arterial streets and highways.
Transportation facilities in Ozaukee County related to each of these elements are summarized in Part 4.
Information on rail, harbors, and airport services is also included.

Part 5: Existing Plans

An important step in the planning process is a review of the existing framework of areawide and local plans.
Southeastern Wisconsin, Ozaukee County, and Ozaukee County’s local governments have a rich history of
planning. Numerous plans have been developed at the regional, county, and local level. Plans developed at the
regional level that impact this farmland preservation plan include a land use plan, natural areas plan, water quality
management plan, and water supply plan. Plans developed at the County level that impact this farmland
preservation plan include a multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan, a 1983 farmland preservation plan, a land
and water resource management plan, and a County park and open space plan. In addition, each community in the
County has adopted a comprehensive plan and eight communities in the County have developed park and open
space plans. Additional State and district plans influencing Ozaukee County and the development of this plan
include the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area Plan, the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan for the Leopold Wetland Management District, the Wisconsin Statewide Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan, and the Conservation and Greenway Connection Plan.

Part 6: Existing Regulations

Section 66.1001(3) of the Wisconsin Statutes requires the adoption or amendment of zoning, subdivision, or
official mapping ordinances by local and county governments to be consistent with local and county
comprehensive plans, respectively, as of January 1, 2010. Section 91.10(2) of the Statutes further requires that, if
a county has a comprehensive plan, the county shall include the farmland preservation plan in its comprehensive
plan and ensure that the farmland preservation plan is consistent with the comprehensive plan. To assist in
meeting this requirement, all local zoning, subdivision, and official mapping ordinances as well as the County
shoreland and floodplain zoning ordinance have been inventoried and summarized in this Chapter. Chapter VII of
this report identifies modifications to existing ordinances needed to implement the farmland preservation plan.
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Chapter 111

TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS

INTRODUCTION

Section 91.10(1)(b) of the Wisconsin Statutes requires County farmland preservation plans to identify, describe,
and document trends, plans, or needs related to population and economic growth, housing, transportation, utilities,
communications, business development, community facilities and services, energy, waste management, municipal
expansion, and environmental preservation. While the previous Chapter includes much of the required
information, this Chapter identifies additional trends and projections that may affect existing and future farmland
preservation. The Ozaukee County comprehensive plan, as described and referenced in Chapter Il, also contains
information pertaining to the above requirement, including present conditions and future needs related to land
uses, housing, transportation, utilities, and community facilities and services.

This farmland preservation plan is a multifaceted plan which identifies the quantity and spatial distribution of
agricultural land that should be maintained in agricultural use, areas of environmental significance which should
be maintained in essentially natural open uses, and areas which are anticipated to be converted to urban use. The
preparation of this plan further requires information regarding anticipated future population, household, and
employment levels to help determine the amount and location of areas which may be required for urban
development. Accordingly, this Chapter provides information on existing and probable future population,
household, and employment levels in Ozaukee County, which provide an important basis for the development of a
farmland preservation plan for Ozaukee County.

POPULATION, HOUSEHOLD, AND EMPLOYMENT TRENDS AND PROJECTIONS

Sound planning for the preservation of agricultural lands requires an understanding of the demographic and
economic base of the County. Increasing population and employment levels typically result in the conversion of
agricultural and other open lands to urban uses. Farmland preservation efforts should consider the factors that lead
to urban development or affect land uses since farmland loss is affected by the demand placed on land for
nonagricultural purposes. The need for prompt action to preserve the best remaining natural resources while at the
same time allowing for the efficient and economical development of urban areas necessitated by increased
population and economic activity levels thus become apparent.

Chapter Il describes existing demographic and economic characteristics as well as the historical population,
household, and employment trends that have occurred in Ozaukee County. This section discusses the projections
of future population, household, and employment levels that were essential to properly design the adopted
comprehensive plan for Ozaukee County. The future demand for land, housing, transportation facilities and
services, and utilities and other supporting community facilities depends directly on future population, household,
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Table 37
SELECTED POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD PROJECTIONS FOR COMMUNITIES IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2035

Total Population Total Households
Actual Projected | 2010 to 2035 Change Actual Projected | 2010 to 2035 Change
Community 2010 2035 Number Percent 2010 2035 Number Percent
Cities
Cedarburg .......ccccoceveiiiiiiiieieen, 11,412 15,600% 4,188 36.7 4,691 6,542 1,851 39.5
MEeQUON ... 23,132 29,480" 6,348 27.4 8,598 10,818 2,220 25.8
Port Washington............cccceeveueenn. 11,250 14,500 3,250 28.9 4,704 5,983 1,279 27.2
Villages
Belgium ..., 2,245 4,000 1,755 78.2 817 1,492 675 82.6
Fredonia .......ccccooveenieiieciicicen, 2,160 3,600 1,440 66.7 827 1,395 568 68.7
Grafton ......ccocoooiiiiiiee 11,459 16,323 4,864 42.4 4,863 6,819 1,956 40.2
Saukville........ 4,451 9,000 4,549 102.2 1,766 3,714 1,948 110.3
Thiensville 3,235 3,500 265 8.2 1,532 1,626 94 6.1
Towns
Belgium ........ 1,415 2,023 608 43.0 554 761 207 374
Cedarburg .................. 5,760 6,675 915 15.9 2,055 2,567 512 24.9
Fredonia ........ccocevevieiniie e 2,172 3,000 828 38.1 807 1,122 315 39.0
Grafton .....ccoceevveeiieee 4,053 4,894 841 20.8 1,612 2,006 394 24.4
Port Washington............cccceevevvenn. 1,643 2,054 411 25.0 618 826 208 33.7
SaUKVIlle ..o 1,822 1,537 -285 -15.6 704 589 -115 -16.3
Ozaukee County® 86,209° 116,186° 29,977 34.8 34,148° 46,260° 12,112 35.5

NOTE: This table presents the year 2035 population projections selected by each community. The household projections were derived from
the selected population projection and the anticipated household size for each community, along with an allowance for the population living in
group quarters.

%The City of Cedarburg population projection is based on 1.0 to 1.5 percent annual population growth between 2000 and 2035, as
recommended by City staff.

®The City of Mequon selected a population projection range of 27,264 to 31,695 persons. The 29,480 figure listed above is the mid-point of the
range.

“Does not include portions of the Villages of Bayside and Newburg in Ozaukee County, which included 89 persons within 35 households and
97 persons within 45 households, respectively, in 2010.

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Local Governments, and SEWRPC.

and employment levels. These levels help determine the amount and location of areas which may be needed for
urban development. More detailed information on demographic and economic trends and projections are provided
in Chapters 11, 1X, and XII of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan.

Population and Household Projections

The regional land use plan is a systems level plan and as such, it includes generalized boundaries for planned
expansions of existing urban service areas. The regional plan proposes urban-density residential, commercial, and
industrial uses within planned urban (sewered) service areas to accommodate most new residents, homes, and
jobs. The systems level regional plan thus provides an overall regional land use planning framework that relies on
refinement and detailing through county and local government planning. The vehicles for refinement and detailing
of the regional plan are the County and local comprehensive plans.

Local governments in Ozaukee County developed population and household projections for 2035 to use in local
comprehensive plans that refine the systems level projections developed by SEWRPC for the Region and County.
These projections were used to plan for land use, housing, transportation, utilities, and other community facilities
for each local comprehensive plan through the planning design year of 2035.

Table 37 sets forth the population and household projections selected and adopted by each local government as
part of community comprehensive plans for the year 2035. All of the cities and three of the six villages selected
population projections consistent with the intermediate population projection growth scenario used to design the
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Figure 3

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED POPULATION IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1950-2035

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Local Governments, and SEWRPC.

regional land use plan. The Villages of Belgium and Fredonia selected population projections that fell between the
intermediate and high-growth scenarios developed for the regional plan. The Village of Saukville selected a
projection that is slightly higher than the high-growth scenario. Each of the Towns, with the exception of
Saukville, selected a population projection based on a continuation of the growth rate that occurred in the
previous 25 years, which is higher than population growth anticipated under the regional plan. The Town of
Saukville selected the population projection set forth in the regional plan. The resultant population projection of
116,186 for the County (not including the Villages of Bayside and Newburg which lie largely in Milwaukee and
Washington Counties, respectively) is higher than the intermediate-growth scenario population projection of
102,778 developed under the regional land use plan; however, it is lower than the regional land use plan high-
growth scenario population projection of 137,102. Figure 3 displays the actual population levels for Ozaukee
County from 1950 to 2010 and the projected level as identified by each Ozaukee County community.

The age distribution of the population in relation to supporting the agricultural industry may be expected to affect
the continuation of farming by future generations. As noted in Chapter Il, the aging of the large baby-boom
generation will likely result in changes to the overall age distribution of the population of the County and the
Nation. Changes in the age composition may be expected to have an impact on the available labor force as baby-
boomers move into their retirement years to join the 65 and older age group. The aging of the population may also
be expected to increase the demand for housing, health care, transportation, and other services for a more elderly
population.
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Based on the population projection selected by each community in Ozaukee County, the number of households in
the County would increase from 34,148 households in 2010 to 46,260 households in 2035, or an increase of about
36 percent, as indicated in Table 37. This information is important in determining the number of housing units
that likely will be added to the County and individual city, village, and town housing stock over the planning
period. This important statistic also helps determine if various utilities and community facilities will require
expansion or whether new facilities will need to be built to meet anticipated demand over the planning period.
These issues are examined in greater detail in Chapters IX and XI of the County comprehensive plan.

Employment Projections

Future employment, or job, levels in the County are expected to be strongly influenced by the strength of the
regional economy relative to the rest of the State and Nation. The Regional Planning Commission’s economic
study, The Economy of Southeastern Wisconsin, concluded that the regional economy is unlikely to significantly
increase or decrease in strength relative to the State or Nation over the projection period of 2000 to 2035.

The Commission used a disaggregate approach to the preparation of regional employment projections. This
approach involved the explicit consideration of employment in dominant and subdominant industry groups, along
with certain residual groups, and the preparation of projections for those groups. Dominant industries are those
which accounted for at least 4 percent of total regional employment in 2000 and subdominant industries are those
that accounted for 2 to 3.9 percent. At the regional level, employment projections for industries were developed
based on consideration of past industry trends, available indicators of future trends nationally and in the State and
Region, and relative industry and sector strength in the Region as compared to the State and Nation. Another
variable taken into account was the future available labor force. Population projections indicate a leveling-off in
the regional labor force may be expected as much of the baby-boom generation reaches retirement age in the
middle of the projection period. The anticipated leveling-off of the labor force is expected to moderate the number
of jobs able to be accommodated in the Region and Ozaukee County.

Projections of total employment, or the number of jobs, for Ozaukee County were prepared within the framework
of the regional employment projection. Below the county level, future employment levels are essentially planned
allocations of county and regional projections for the year 2035. Developed as part of the year 2035 regional land
use plan, these allocations were made based upon a consideration of past trends in employment, existing local
land use and master plans, and input received from local planning officials as the regional plan was prepared.

Figure 4 shows actual and projected employment or jobs in Ozaukee County from 1970 to 2035. In 2010, there
were about 53,700 jobs located in the County. A total of 62,135 jobs are projected in the County in 2035. This is a
projected increase of 8,435 jobs, or about 16 percent. As with the above population and household projections, the
Villages of Bayside and Newburg were not included in the existing and projected employment totals since they lie
mostly in Milwaukee and Washington Counties, respectively. Existing and projected employment is set forth in
Table 38 for each urban (sewered) service area and unsewered areas in the County. Because the urban service
areas include lands adjacent to existing city and village corporate limits, existing employment totals for urban
service areas will be greater than those for the corresponding city or village and less in unsewered areas than in
the corresponding town.

A description of existing and projected regional employment trends on an industry-by-industry basis is
summarized, respectively, in Table 14 of Chapter Il and in Table 174 of Chapter XII of County comprehensive
plan; however, projected data were not available at the County and local level. Based on that data, the agriculture

The total number of jobs envisioned in Ozaukee County under the year 2035 regional plan (62,258) is slightly
greater than the trend-based county level projection (61,700) set forth in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 10 (4"
Edition), The Economy of Southeastern Wisconsin. The variation from the projection set forth in Technical
Report No. 4 is based on the consideration of local plans and input from local planning officials during the
preparation of the regional plan. The total of 62,135 jobs reported above does not include the portion of the
Newburg urban service area in Ozaukee County.
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Figure 4

ACTUAL AND PROJECTED NUMBER OF JOBS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1970-2035

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

Table 38
EMPLOYMENT PROJECTION BY SUB-AREA IN OZAUKEE COUNTY UNDER THE REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN: 2035

Existing: 2000 Projection: 2035 2000 to 2035 Change
Sub-Area Sewered Unsewered Total Sewered Unsewered Total Number Percent
Urban Service Areas®............ccooo.....
Belgium 788 5 793 1,517 -- 1,517 724 91.3
Cedarburg .......cccoeeeveneeincnencnn, 7,407 911 8,318 9,000 -- 9,000 682 8.2
Fredonia........ccoovveeieeiieiieiici 1,072 34 1,106 2,401 -- 2,401 1,295 117.1
Grafton... 8,840 342 9,182 12,359 -- 12,359 3,177 34.6
Mequonb.... 15,479 22 15,501 17,856 -- 17,856 2,355 15.2
Port Washington............ccoccevvvennne 6,527 967 7,494 8,886 -- 8,886 1,392 18.6
Saukville ... 3,303 100 3,403 5,241 -- 5,241 1,838 54.0
Thiensville . 2,062 -- 2,062 2,169 -- 2,169 107 5.2
Waubeka... -- 116 116 112 -- 112 -4 -3.4
Lake Church..... - -- 174 174 150 -- 148 -24 -14.0
Urban Service Area Subtotal 45,478 2,671 48,153 59,691 -- 59,691 11,538 23.8
Unsewered Areas®

Belgium -- 234 234 -- 226 226 -8 -3.4
Cedarburg -- 274 274 -- 281 281 7 2.6
Fredonia -- 389 389 -- 374 374 -15 -3.9
Grafton... -- 466 466 -- 459 459 -7 -1.5
Mequon..... -- 570 570 -- 554 554 -16 -2.8
Port Washington -- 141 141 -- 144 144 3 2.1
Saukville........coooveiiiieiee -- 420 420 -- 406 406 -14 -3.3
Unsewered Area Subtotal -- 2,494 2,494 -- 2,444 2,444 -50 -2.0
Ozaukee County Total® 45,478 5,165 50,647 59,691 2,444 62,135 11,488 22.6

Does not include the portion of the Newburg urban service area in Ozaukee County.
®Includes the portion of the Village of Bayside in Ozaukee County.

Areas located outside planned urban service areas. See Map 4 in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No. 285, A Multi-Jurisdictional
Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035, April 2008, Amended May 2009.

“The 2035 employment (job) projection is based on the intermediate growth scenario that was used to prepare for the 2035 Regional Land Use Plan, which was
considered the most likely projection to be achieved. The high projection for the County is 68,100 jobs and the low projection is 57,200 jobs. The high and low
projections are intended to provide an indication of the employment (job) levels that could be achieved under significantly higher and lower, but nevertheless
plausible, growth scenarios. The high and low year 2035 County projections are documented in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 10, 4th Edition, The Economy of
Southeastern Wisconsin, July 2004.

Source: SEWRPC.
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industry sector includes establishments (e.g., farms, orchards, greenhouses, nurseries) primarily engaged in the
production of crops, plants, and trees, excluding forestry operations. It also includes establishments (e.g., farms,
dairies, feedlots, egg production facilities) primarily engaged in raising livestock for sale or for the sale of
livestock products. While the agricultural sector constitutes a small and declining share of the regional economy,
it still constitutes a viable economic sector. Wisconsin agriculture is expected to hold a comparative advantage in
the dairy and vegetable segments. However, due to continued technological advances in genetics and
mechanization, cost pressures from national and global competition, and modern management practices, the
employment levels in agriculture may be expected to continue to decline. The continued conversion of farmland
to urban uses may also be expected to reduce agricultural employment in the Region. Agricultural employment is
expected to decrease by 19 percent, from 5,900 jobs in 2000 to about 4,800 jobs in 2035, in the seven-county
region.

LAND USE CONDITIONS AND TRENDS

Section 91.10 of the Statutes requires an analysis of past land use trends in addition to the inventory of existing
land uses that may or have affected farmland preservation and agricultural development in the County. The
following analysis includes trends in land use patterns, land supply, land demand, and land price.

Existing Land Use Conditions

The existing land uses inventoried and described in Chapter Il were based on the SEWRPC land use inventory
conducted in 2000. This inventory was updated to the year 2007 as part of the County comprehensive planning
process to include changes that occurred between 2000 and 2007. As indicated in Map 20 and Table 34 in Chapter
I1, urban land uses encompassed about 62.1 square miles, or about 26 percent of the County, and nonnurban land
uses encompassed about 174.5 square miles, or about 74 percent of the County. Agricultural land uses were the
predominate nonurban and overall land use in the County, encompassing 121.9 square miles, or 70 percent of
nonurban land and 51 percent of the total County. Residential was the predominate urban land use, encompassing
about 34.1 square miles, or 56 percent of urban land uses and 15 percent of the total County. Single-family
residential comprised about 95 percent of the residential land. Appendix O of the County comprehensive plan
provides a summary of land uses in 2007 for each community participating in the multi-jurisdictional
comprehensive planning process.

Land Supply and Demand

The Regional Planning Commission has inventoried existing land uses since 1963. Based on historical data, Map
27 conceptually indicates by general U.S. Public Land Survey quarter-sections the percentage decrease in
agricultural uses between 1963 and 2000 due to conversion to other land uses. The amount of land in agricultural
use in the County declined by about 22,950 acres, or by about 22 percent, between 1963 and 2000. This represents
an average annual loss of about 620 acres of agricultural lands over this period. Most of the loss occurred within
and near urban (sanitary sewer) service areas. It should be noted that the year 2000 inventory was referenced to
real property boundary information that was not available for prior inventories, therefore this change increases the
precision but would not strictly be comparable with data from the 1990 and prior inventories.

Detailed land use trends in Ozaukee County between 1980 and 2007 have been inventoried and are set forth for
the County in Table 39 of this Chapter and for each of the participating communities in Appendix P of the County
comprehensive plan. Between 1980 and 2007, all urban land uses with the exception of railroad rights-of-way
experienced an increase in acreage. Residential land uses experienced an increase of 8,568 acres, which was the
largest increase of all land use categories in the County. Single-family residential accounted for 7,842 acres, or
about 92 percent of the total residential land increase. The second largest urban land use category increase was
transportation, communications, and utilities. These land uses increased by 2,027 acres. Street and highway
rights-of-way accounted for almost all of the increases in this category between 1980 and 2007. The third largest
increase in urban land use was recreational land uses. Recreational land use increased by 1,388 acres. Industrial
land use increased by 802 acres, the fourth largest increase, and commercial land use increased by 505 acres, the
fifth largest increase.
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Table 39

LAND USE TRENDS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 1980-2007

Area (Acres) Change in Area
1980-1990 1990-2000 2000-2007 1980-2007
Percent Percent Percent Percent
Land Use Category 1980 1990 2000? 2007 Acres Change Acres Change Acres Change Acres Change
Urban
Residential
Single-Family................... 12,733 14,318 17,439 20,575 1,585 12.4 3,121 21.8 3,136 18.0 7,842 61.1
Two-Family 212 295 429 461 83 39.2 134 45.4 32 7.5 249 117.5
Multi-Family...... ) 308 379 563 782 71 23.1 184 48.5 219 38.9 474 153.9
Mobile Homes ................. 9 12 12 12 3 33.3 -- -- 0 -- 3 33.3
Subtotal 13,262 15,004 18,443 21,830 1,742 13.1 3,439 22.9 3,387 18.4 8,568 64.6
Commercial 594 793 975 1,099 199 33.5 182 23.0 124 12.7 505 85.0
Industrial 655 813 1,084 1,457 158 24.1 271 33.3 373 34.4 802 122.4
Transportation,
Communications, and
Utilities
Arterial Street Rights-of-
L2 1Y 3,252 3,283 3,884 3,957 31 1.0 601 18.3 73 1.9 705 21.7
Nonarterial Street
Rights-of-Way................, 3,918 4,161 4,922 5,272 243 6.2 761 18.3 350 7.1 1,354 34.6
Railroad Rights-of-Way .../ 547 548 459 452 1 0.2 -89 -16.2 -7 -15 -95 -17.4
Communications and
Utilities and Other
Transportation ...............] 335 405 419 398 70 20.9 14 3.5 -21 -5.0 63 18.8
Subtotal 8,052 8,397 9,684 10,079 345 4.3 1,287 15.3 395 4.1 2,027 25.2
Governmental and
Institutional ...................... | 1,122 1,213 1,263 1,277 91 8.1 50 4.1 14 1.1 155 13.8
Recreational......................, 1,780 1,866 2,436 3,168 86 4.8 570 30.5 732 30.1 1,388 78.0
Urban Subtotal 25,465 28,086 33,885 38,910 2,621 10.3 5,799 20.6 5,025 14.8 13,445 52.8
Nonurban
Natural Resource Areas
Woodlands 6,620 6,993 7,150 7,123 373 5.6 157 2.2 -27 -0.4 503 7.6
Wetlands 15,988 16,334 16,914 16,718 346 2.2 580 3.6 -196 -1.2 730 4.6
Surface Water .................] 1,986 2,063 2,147 2,146 7 3.9 84 4.1 -1 -P 160 8.1
Subtotal 24,594 25,390 26,211 25,987 796 3.2 821 3.2 -224 -0.9 1,393 5.7
Agricultural 93,832 89,410 81,201 78,025 -4,422 -4.7 -8,209 -9.2 -3,176 -3.9 -15,807 -16.9
Landfills 95 164 118 118 69 72.6 -46 -28.0 0 -- 23 24.2
Nonmetallic Mining
SItES cvvviivieeciee e 448 422 536 675 -26 -5.8 114 27.0 139 25.9 227 50.7
Open Lands..........ccccoeee. 6,019 6,988 8,754 6,879 969 16.1 1,766 25.3 -1,875 -21.4 860 14.3
Nonurban Subtotal 124,988 122,374 116,820 111,684 -2,614 -2.1 -5,554 -4.5 -5,136 -4.4 -13,304 -10.6
Total® 150,453 | 150,460 | 150,705 | 150,594 - - . . . . .- .

®As part of the regional land use inventory for the year 2000, the delineation of existing land use was referenced to real property boundary information not available for prior
inventories. This change increases the precision of the land use inventory and makes it more usable to public agencies and private interests throughout the Region. As a
result of the change, however, year 2000 land use inventory data are not strictly comparable with data from the prior inventories. At the county level, the most significant effect
of the change is to increase the transportation, communication, and utilities category due to the use of actual street and highway rights-of-way as part of the 2000 land use
inventory, as opposed to the use of narrower estimated rights-of-way in prior inventories. This treatment of streets and highways generally diminishes the area of adjacent
land uses traversed by those streets and highways in the 2000 land use inventory relative to prior inventories.

®Less than 0.05 percent.

“The reported total size of the County changed between 1980 and 2007 due to changes in mapping along the Lake Michigan shoreline and use of more precise cadastral
maps.

Source: SEWRPC.

Between 1980 and 2007, nonurban land uses decreased by 13,304 acres, or by about 11 percent, due to a decrease
in agricultural land uses. Agricultural land use was the only nonurban land use to experience a decrease in
acreage. All other nonurban land uses, including natural resource areas, landfills, nonmetallic mining sites, and
open lands, experienced an increase in acreage. The agricultural land use decrease was significant. Agricultural
lands decreased by 15,807 acres, or by about 17 percent, between 1980 and 2007.
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Table 40
EQUALIZED VALUE BY REAL ESTATE CLASS IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2000 AND 2010

Change in Equalized
Statement of Equalized Values: 2000 Statement of Equalized Values: 2010 Values: 2000 to 2010
Real Estate Class Land Improvements Total Land Improvements Total Number Percent

Residential...........c.cccovuene $1,605,497,100 | $3,805,573,700 | $5,411,070,800 | $2,755,950,600 | $5,944,176,200 | $8,700,126,800 | $3,289,056,000 60.8
Commercial........ccoecevnene 211,020,800 681,874,200 892,895,000 399,016,500 1,152,953,800 1,551,970,300 659,075,300 73.9
Manufacturing ................. 33,157,300 219,512,000 252,669,300 46,330,500 194,770,300 241,100,800 -11,568,500 -4.6
Agricultural..........ccoeenee 31,946,800 N/A 31,946,800 13,288,600 N/A 13,288,600 -18,658,200 | -58.4
Undeveloped................... 10,421,500 N/A 10,421,500 15,807,100 N/A 15,807,100 5,385,600 51.7
Ag Forest®........ccoeuevnnen. N/A N/A N/A 16,420,000 N/A 16,420,000 N/A N/A
FOrest® .....cooooveveveeccnnnn. 12,657,800 N/A 12,657,800 7,475,700 N/A 7,475,700 -5,182,100 -40.9
Other.....cooooviiiiiicicee 17,670,000 93,187,200 110,857,200 22,695,200 73,462,200 96,157,400 -14,699,800 -13.3
Total $1,922,371,300 | $4,800,147,100 | $6,722,518,400 | $3,276,984,200 | $7,365,362,500 |$10,642,346,700 | $3,919,828,300 58.3

#In 2005, the Department of Revenue added “Ag Forest” as a new Real Estate Class. As a result, most of the lands classified as “Forest” in 2000 were added to the new “Ag
Forest” class in 2010. This resulted in a loss of acreage and a decrease in equalized value in the “Forest” classification in 2010.

Source: Wisconsin Department of Revenue and SEWRPC.

Historical trends and population and job projections indicate a demand for additional land to accommodate urban
land uses, especially for single-family residential and the transportation infrastructure that serves it, in Ozaukee
County. There is also a decreasing supply of land for agricultural use. These trends pose several challenges to the
desire of County residents to preserve productive farmland and rural character while identifying an adequate
amount of land to accommodate the projected increase of 12,112 additional households and 8,435 additional jobs
expected in the County between 2010 and 2035.

Land Price

Equalized value trends by real estate class in the County in 2000 and 2010 are set forth in Table 40. Residential
properties in Ozaukee County experienced the greatest increase in equalized value, which was an increase of
almost 61 percent. Commercial properties experienced an increase of about 74 percent and undeveloped lands an
increase of about 52 percent. The County experienced an overall increase in equalized value of about 58 percent
between 2000 and 2010, which was above the approximately 43 percent increase State-wide over the same period.

Agricultural land, forest land, manufacturing properties, and other lands all experienced a decrease in value
between 2000 and 2010. The decrease in the total value of agricultural lands is due to a decrease in the acreage in
agricultural land and the implementation of use-value assessments for agricultural land in 2000. Although the
equalized value of agricultural land has decreased, the average sale price of agricultural land increased in the
County from $1,618 per acre in 1976 (equivalent to $5,805 in 2007 dollars)? to $11,963 in 2007, or an increase of
106 percent when comparing the conversion value in constant 2007 dollars, as indicated in Table 12 in Chapter II.
However, the average sales price dropped significantly between 2007 and 2009, to less than the sales price in
1976 when expressed in constant dollars, due to the economic recession.

CHANGES IN NATURE/SCOPE OF AGRICULTURE

Farming operations need to continuously evolve to ensure the economic viability of farming into the future. This
section and the proceeding three sections (Agricultural Diversification, Innovations in Agriculture, and
Supporting Agriculture) describe general changes in the sales, production, processing, demand/supply,
distribution, and enterprises related to agriculture in Ozaukee County. Many of these methods of farming and
agricultural-related or support operations already exist in the County and such trends, including new ones
presented in these sections, may likely be continued in the the future by Ozaukee County farmers as a primary or
supplementary business.

Other data in this Chapter representing dollar value before 2007 were not adjusted to 2007 dollars since such
data were more current than 1976.

125



General Agricultural Market Value Trends

Table 41 sets forth the market value of agricultural products sold in Wisconsin and each county within the
Southeastern Wisconsin Region from 1997 to 2007. In Ozaukee County, 513 farms sold $59,056,000 of
agricultural products in 2007, which is about 84 percent more than the 1997 level of about $32,047,000. This is
the highest percent increase in comparison to those of the other six counties in the Region for that time period. Of
the seven-county Region, 1,000 farms in Walworth County produced the largest sales revenue from agricultural
products sold of $145,520,000 in 2007. However, Racine County had the highest average market value of
agricultural products sold per farm of $156,324 in 2007. In Ozaukee County, the average market value of
agricultural products sold per farm was $115,120 in 2007, which was an increase of about 53 percent from the
1997 level of about $75,052. This was the second highest percentage increase in agricultural products sold per
farm between 1997 and 2007, compared to the other six counties in the Region.

Table 42 indicates the amount of the total business sales or revenue from agricultural sales from 1997 to 2007 for
Ozaukee County, Southeastern Wisconsin, and Wisconsin. Ozaukee County’s agricultural sales as a percent
contribution to the total business sales revenue of the County increased from 0.6 percent to 1.1 percent between
1997 and 2007, which was higher than the average increase for the Region. Agricultural sales or revenue
contributed about 1.9 percent towards the total business sales or revenue of the State in 2007. Even though this
may seem like a small percent, it is still an important contribution to the County and State economies.

Agricultural Sector Sales

This section describes changes in sales within agricultural sectors or commodity groups in Ozaukee County and
the State of Wisconsin from 2002 to 2007.2 Dairy farming continues to be the predominant agricultural industry in
Ozaukee County as dairy sales totaled about $33.2 million in the County, and increased about 73 percent from
2002 to 2007, which is the same percentage increase of dairy sales in the State. Dairy sales comprised about 56
percent of total agricultural sales in the County in 2007, a 6 percent increase since 2002. Grain production is the
second largest agricultural industry in Ozaukee County. Grain sales totaled about $8.4 million in the County, and
increased about 89 percent from 2002 to 2007, compared to an 84 percent increase throughout the State. From
2002 to 2007, grain sales nearly doubled, and had the largest percentage increase of any agricultural product in
Ozaukee County, and, during the time period, also surpassed nursery/greenhouses (horticulture) sales as a percent
of total agricultural revenue in Ozaukee County. Grain sales comprised about 14 percent of the total agricultural
sales in the County in 2007, a 2 percent increase since 2002.

Horticulture was the third largest agricultural industry in Ozaukee County in 2007, and continues to be a viable
source of agricultural income in Ozaukee County. Horticulture sales totaled about $8.2 million in the County, and
increased about 28 percent in Ozaukee County from 2002 to 2007; while the State had a 24 percent increase in
horticulture sales. Cattle and calves is the fourth largest agricultural industry in Ozaukee County. Sales totaled
about $4.1 million in the County and increased by about 8 percent from 2002 to 2007. The State had a 22 percent
increase in cattle and calf sales in the same five-year period.

Vegetable sales in the County totaled about $2.0 million in 2007. Vegetable sales increased by about 24 percent
between 2002 and 2007 in the State, but decreased slightly in Ozaukee County. Sales in “other” agricultural
industries increased about 30 percent in Ozaukee County from 2002 to 2007; while the State had a 52 percent
increase in the same five-year period.

Overall, total agricultural sales totaled about $59.1 million in Ozaukee County in 2007, an increase of about 54
percent from 2002 to 2007. In comparison, total agricultural sales in the State increased by about 59 percent from
2002 to 2007.

3Data is from the USDA-National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2002 and 2007 Census of Agriculture, and
Ozaukee County.
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THE SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION AND WISCONSIN: 1997 TO 2007

Table 41

MARKET VALUE OF AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS SOLD IN

19972 2002 2007
Number of Sales (in Average Number of Sales (in Average Number of Sales (in Average
Area Farms thousands) Per Farm Farms thousands) Per Farm Farms thousands) Per Farm
Southeastern Wisconsin
Ozaukee County 427 $ 32,047 $75,052 533 $ 38,323 $71,901 513 $ 59,056 $115,120
Kenosha County 388 33,251 85,699 466 34,038 73,043 460 59,726 129,839
Milwaukee County......... 83 6,820 82,173 78 8,994 115,306 96 9,927 103,411
Racine County............... 554 78,438 141,584 631 73,164 115,949 652 101,923 156,324
Walworth County . 853 93,389 109,484 988 87,500 88,563 1,000 145,520 145,520
Washington County ....... 787 61,445 78,075 844 72,873 86,342 831 107,767 129,684
Waukesha County......... 630 42,099 66,823 762 35,881 47,087 675 45,243 67,027
Total 3,722 $ 347,489 $93,361 4,302 $ 350,773 $81,537 4,227 $ 529,162 $125,186
Wisconsin 79,541 $5,794,100 $72,844 77,131 $5,623,275 $72,906 78,463 $8,967,358 $114,288
Change 1997 to 2007
Number of Farms Sales (in thousands) Average Per Farm
Area Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Southeastern Wisconsin
Ozaukee County............ 86 20.1 $ 27,009 84.3 40,068 53.4
Kenosha County............ 72 18.6 26,475 79.6 44,140 51.5
Milwaukee County......... 13 15.7 3,107 45.6 21,238 25.8
Racine County............... 98 17.7 23,485 29.9 14,740 10.4
Walworth County . 147 17.2 52,131 55.8 36,036 329
Washington County....... 44 5.6 46,322 75.4 51,609 66.1
Waukesha County......... 45 7.1 3,144 7.5 204 0.3
Total 505 13.6 $ 181,673 52.3 31,824 34.1
Wisconsin -1,078 -1.4 $3,173,258 54.8 41,444 56.9

*The 1997 County data was not statistically adjusted to account for nonresponses to the Census survey. All other years for the Counties and all State data have
been statistically adjusted, which typically increases the number of farms reported.

Source: USDA Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture.

Table

42

VALUE OF SALES/REVENUE OF AGRICULTURAL SECTOR AND ALL BUSINESS SECTORS
IN OZAUKEE COUNTY, SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN, AND WISCONSIN: 1997 TO 2007

1997 2002 2007
Agriculture as Agriculture as Agriculture as
Agricultural All Business Percent of All Agricultural All Business Percent of All Agricultural All Business Percent of All
Sales/Revenue | Sales/Revenue Business Sales/Revenue | Sales/Revenue Business Sales/Revenue | Sales/Revenue Business
Area (in thousands) | (in thousands) | Sales/Revenue | (in thousands) | (in thousands) | Sales/Revenue | (in thousands) | (in thousands) | Sales/Revenue
Ozaukee
County............. $ 32,047 $ 5,036,312 0.6 $ 38,323 $ 5,261,111 0.7 $ 59,056 $ 5,227,380 1.1
Southeastern
Wisconsin 347,489 107,052,678 0.3 350,773 105,429,716 0.3 529,162 111,355,888 0.5
Wisconsin ............ $5,794,100 $301,478,540 1.9 $5,623,275 $355,012,567 1.6 $8,967,358 $463,603,173 1.9

Source: USDA Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture, and U.S. Bureau of the Census, Economic Census.
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Production

Through the increasing use of efficient machinery, science, and other technological innovations, the agriculture
sector is expected to increase production and efficiency and thereby improve economic profits. Productivity on
farms typically corresponds to enhanced capacity. The number of farms in Ozaukee County declined by 20 from
2002 to 2007, and the acreage of farmlands decreased by about 4,000 acres between 2000 and 2007.

Both the total number of farms and the number of dairy farms decreased in Ozaukee County from 1986 to 2007,*
by about 3 percent and 64 percent, respectively. Because of the significant decrease in dairy farms from 1986 to
2007, the number of dairy cows also decreased during this 20-year period by nearly 3,000, or about 26 percent.
Despite the decrease in numbers, the average number of milk cows per dairy farm nearly doubled, from 58 to 112,
from 1986 to 2007 in Ozaukee County, because dairy cows were placed into larger populations on fewer dairy
farms.

Since the number of dairy farms decreased significantly but the total number of farms decreased only slightly
between 1986 and 2007 in Ozaukee County, it can be perceived that those former dairy farmers have continued
farming operations through alternative methods, such as crop production, livestock raising, or other agricultural
practices or enterprises.

Corn and forage crops are still Ozaukee County’s largest crop products; however, there were declines of 10
percent and 29 percent, respectively, from 1990 to 2002. Soy crops are the only crop product that increased during
this 12-year period in Ozaukee County. Soy crops tripled from 1990 to 2002, or by 203 percent, and, during this
period, overtook small grain crops in the total number of acres of crop production in the County.

In 2011, changes in agriculture were also occurring throughout the State of Wisconsin. Within the last 25 years,
the total agricultural land base has declined by 14 percent in the State; milk production is stable, but from one-
third fewer cows; hog and cattle productions are declining; and corn and soybean production is increasing, but oat
production is steadily declining. Favorable agricultural industry trends in the State include green agricultural
practices, forestry production, farm woodlots, and cranberry production.

Processing

Many segments of agriculture are continuously undergoing a process of industrialization, including the
application of modern industrial manufacturing, production, procurement, distribution, and coordination concepts
to food and related agricultural products. This can be attributed to markets being less commodity-driven and more
product-oriented, where production is more capital intensive. Agricultural-related processors in Ozaukee County,
such as manufacturing or processing dairy products, vegetables, pet food, or agricultural by-products, are listed on
Table 14 in Chapter |1, and such types of agricultural industries are likely to continue in the future in the County.

Opportunities in agricultural processing include new generation cooperatives as a form of producer ownership of
processing ventures. A cooperative is a legally incorporated business arrangement that provides for the control of
the business by its membership. A new generation cooperative is a cooperative that uses a system of delivery
rights and obligations to encourage business loyalty and provide a form of vertical integration. They are
particularly suitable to ventures involved in value-added agricultural processing and marketing. New generation
cooperatives are producer-owned, restricted-membership cooperatives formed to process the agricultural products
of their members, which enables farmers to combine resources and share risks. The cooperative processing
operation is an extension of the farm operation, where farmers are able to retain ownership of their farm product
as it proceeds through the processing and distribution chain, thus they receive a larger share of the returns from
the food product that results from the processing and marketing of their raw commaodity. The cooperative is also
able to assess consumer preference and relay the information back to the producer-members, and, in turn, the
members can adjust production practices to meet consumer demands. This is a benefit for the cooperatives,
because consumers have become increasingly concerned with health issues and food safety, and are demanding
more chemical- and hormone-free products.

“Data is from the USDA - National Agricultural Statistics Service, Census of Agriculture, and Ozaukee County.
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The Coulee Region Organic Produce Pool (CROPP) Cooperative is an example of a large successful cooperative
in southwestern Wisconsin that started in 1988. The cooperative started as an organic vegetable cooperative and
diversified into an organic dairy program. In 1990, the cooperative developed the Organic Valley label and began
marketing its own products. Throughout the years, the cooperative has further diversified its organic products to
include eggs, meat, juice, soy beverages, hay, and grains. The cooperative currently has over 1,650 owners.
Outpost Natural Foods, a food distribution cooperative, in the City of Milwaukee is an another example of a large
cooperative near Ozaukee County. It has over 15,500 owners and offers a variety of organic products.

The changing structure of agriculture has implications. In traditional agriculture, farm production was a distinct
stage in the product chain and farmers could concentrate on it exclusively. The movement towards specialized
production and much greater integration with input suppliers or processors means farmers are no longer viewed as
independent. The emergence of niche markets, as an example, not only creates a need for specialized inputs, both
by processors and by farmers, but it also demands that decisions at the farm input, production, and processing
levels be coordinated to achieve economies of scale.

Supply and Demand

Population levels and food demand have steadily increased throughout the years, causing farmers to supply
agricultural products at a faster rate. Lands used to produce agricultural products have increased to keep up with
growing demands for oil crops, fruits, and vegetables, which in turn, is an outcome of dietary diversification and
improved living standards. Because of the increasing demand, the effort to adequately supply agricultural
products has become a challenge to farmers, and, as a result, has increased food prices for various products. Food
prices for basic food commaodities have increased sharply over the last decade. Factors that have contributed to the
price increase include limited growth in production and rapid growth in demand, a larger demand for biofuels and
feedstock, rising energy prices and other increases in agricultural production costs, and adverse weather
conditions.

The industrialization and commercialization of agricultural products have provided some relief in product demand
and price increases, and have generally changed farm operations and ownership to larger corporations.
Technological advances, new farming equipment, and innovative cultivation techniques have allowed commercial
farms to decrease labor needs while increasing the overall productivity of the land, and also provides
opportunities for higher production capacities, increased access to capital, and better transportation networks that
effectively supply consumers in an expanding economy. Research and experimental methods continue to increase
agricultural yields and improve practices. Increasing yields mean more food can be grown on fewer acres.

Agriculture product supply is also highly sensitive to climate variability and weather extremes, such as droughts,
floods, and severe storms. Climate variability and change also modify the risks of fires, pest, and pathogen
outbreak, negatively affecting crop and livestock yields. Management practices, the opportunity to switch
management and crop rotation from season to season, and technology can help the agricultural sector cope with
and adapt to climatic variability and change.

Distribution

Distribution involves getting a product from the manufacturer to the consumer. The distribution of an agricultural
product is often affected by efficiency, product condition, convenience for the consumer, and consistency with a
product’s image. Agricultural products are the largest user of distribution services in the United States, and it is
projected that the demand for such services will continue to increase. An effective distribution system supports
rural economies by reducing the prices farmers pay for seed and fertilizer, increasing the value of their crops, and
increasing their market access. The economies of rural areas are intertwined, as agriculture thrives, so do
supporting communities. Providing effective distribution for rural areas may stimulate the farms and businesses
served.

Farmers and consumers have become interested in a new approach to distribution that reduces distance in the food
system, known as Community Supported Agriculture, which is described later in this Chapter. This service allows
consumers to subscribe to a season of produce at a local farm for a set fee. Products are usually provided weekly
by the farmer with pick-ups or deliveries occurring on a designated day and time. Members purchase a portion of
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the farm’s harvest either by the season or by the week. An advantage of the close consumer-producer relationship
is increased freshness of the product because it does not have to be shipped long distances. The close proximity of
the farm to the members also helps the environment by reducing pollution caused by transporting the produce.
Over a period of time, consumers get to know who is producing their food and what production methods are used.

Enterprises

Technological development and intensifying competition are fundamentally reshaping the agriculture industry
from the production of bulk commodities to the production of products to serve specialized markets. The
emerging shift from commodity agriculture to product agriculture is having effects in rural areas, especially where
large-scale, industrial agriculture remains a significant part of the economy. Efforts to develop and expand new
types of and uses for bulk agricultural commodities, alternative agricultural production systems, niche markets,
and specialty crops are creating new agricultural enterprises that are improving the economic viability of
agriculture.

Even though traditional farming practices are the predominant agricultural business, alternative agricultural
innovations are providing farmers with primary or supplementary agricultural opportunities and income. Some
examples of enterprises related to agriculture, or alternative agricultural enterprises, include: alternative goods and
products, where farmers produce non-traditional crops or raise specialty livestock; alternative marketing, where
farmers market their crops (roadside stands and Farmers’ Markets) or allow consumers to independently pick or
cut the product (U-pick); public events, where farmers organize local fairs or festivals on their property;
hospitality services, where farmers provide food and lodging on the farm (Bed and Breakfasts); tourism, where
farmers offer tours of the farm while providing opportunities for the consumers to purchase produce; carbon
offsets or credits, where farmers can sell carbon offsets by installing methane capture systems over animal waste
lagoons; wind power generators, where farmers lease land for power generator activities; biotechnological
farming; educational activities, where farmers provide instruction and demonstrate do-it-yourself opportunities;
and custom farming, where a farm operator agrees to work on another farmer’s land in exchange for a fee.

Although most agricultural enterprises are targeted toward rural areas, some urban agricultural enterprises are
thriving. Community gardens are becoming increasingly common in urban areas. Brownfield sites, other vacant
lands, and rooftops can become suitable sites, and in some instances community gardens can revitalize low-
income communities. Some benefits of urban agricultural enterprises include enhancing food security, enhancing
the local environment as it uses organic food production methods, enhancing the local economy, and providing
healthy food sources in urban areas.

Urban Agriculture

Urban and peri-urban (perimeter of urban center) agriculture refers to the production, distribution, and marketing
of food and other products within a metropolitan area, which includes community and school gardens, backyard
and rooftop horticulture, or innovative food production methods. Types of urban agriculture may include the
production of fruits and vegetables, institutional and demonstration gardens, edible landscaping, and hobby
farming, such as bee, poultry, or other small animal-related agriculture. Urban agriculture also helps meet local
food needs while promoting environmental sustainability, health, nutrition, and social interaction; creating
opportunities for locally controlled food enterprises and economic development; and enhancing community
commitment.

The “Growing Power” program started by Will Allen in 1993, headquartered on Silver Spring Drive in the City of
Milwaukee, is one of the premier examples of urban agriculture in the United States. Growing Power is a
nonprofit organization and land trust, which provides training, outreach, and technical assistance for people
interested in developing sustainable food systems, and is the last remaining farm and greenhouse operation in the
City of Milwaukee. Its farmers’ cooperative links urban and rural growers in a collaborative marketing effort.
Growing Power supports people from diverse backgrounds and neighborhoods by providing equal access to
healthy, high-quality, safe, and affordable food. The organization is focused on developing sustainable food
production and supporting community growth by establishing local gardens.
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The Growing Power program consists of 14 greenhouses, an aquaculture system, an apiary, a kitchen, indoor and
outdoor training gardens, an anaerobic digester, a rainwater detainment system, a retail store, and a food
distribution facility. The program grows a variety of plants, vegetables, and herbs and raises worms, rabbits, bees,
goats, chickens, ducks, turkeys, and fish. Growing Power also uses more than six million pounds of the City of
Milwaukee’s food waste each year for composting.

The program has numerous collaborative projects and conducts workshops and demonstrations in aquaculture,
hydroponics, aquaponics, vermiculture, horticulture, small- and large-scale composting, soil reclamation, and
marketing. Growing Power has also established the farm-city market basket program. The program is a
community supported agriculture food distribution program designed to connect urban consumers with small-
scale, local food systems in the region. The basket program consists of weekly deliveries of boxes of safe,
healthy, and affordable produce to neighborhoods throughout the Milwaukee and Chicago urbanized areas.

AGRICULTURAL DIVERSIFICATION

Agricultural diversification is an important mechanism for sustainability and economic growth. Agricultural
diversification can be classified as the re-allocation of a farm’s productive resources, such as land, capital, farm
equipment, and paid labor into new activities. These can be new crops or livestock products, value-added
activities, local marketing and sale of products, provision of services to other farmers, and non-farming activities
such as restaurants and shops. Because of the sustained and considerable growth of new agricultural enterprises,
this trend parallels an increasing divergence between big-scale commercial farms, largely geared to commodity
production, and smaller-scale enterprises seeking to improve profit margins by providing specialty products.

This section provides information pertaining to various methods of diversification. Alternative farming enterprises
have gained in popularity in Wisconsin and Ozaukee County. Such popularity may continue to provide stability
and profitably to farming businesses and industries, and possibly limit urban development in agricultural areas,
which would threaten such opportunities.

Organic Farming

Organic farming is a production system of farming that maintains and replenishes soil production and fertility
without the use of synthetically-compounded fertilizers, pesticides, growth regulators, and livestock feed
additives. Organic farming relies on crop rotation, crop compost and mulch, animal manure, legumes, green
manure, off-farm organic wastes, mechanical cultivation, and mineral-bearing rocks to replenish soil nutrients. It
also uses aspects of biological pest control to maintain soil productivity and fertility to supply plant nutrients, and
to control insects, weeds, and other pests. This farming method is based on minimal use of off-farm inputs and on
management practices that restore, maintain, and enhance ecological coordination. The principal goals of organic
farming are “zero impact” on the environment and the production of safe and healthy food. Organic livestock,
poultry, eggs, and dairy products come from animals that are given no antibiotics or growth hormones. All
organic products are processed without artificial ingredients, preservatives, or irradiation to maintain the integrity
of the food.

Organic farming is a growing trend in Wisconsin and Ozaukee County. In 2009, Wisconsin ranked second
nationally for the total number of organic farms in the United States with 1,155 certified organic farms.
Nationally, Wisconsin is currently the top-ranked state for the number of organic livestock, poultry, and dairy
farms. Wisconsin also currently ranks second nationally for the number of organic farms raising all plant
commodities including grain, fruit, vegetables, berries, hay, and nursery/greenhouse crops and for the number of
organic beef farms.

In 2007, there were six organic farming operations in Ozaukee County. Five of the farms produced crops and one
farm raised livestock or poultry products. According to DATCP, Ozaukee County contained two certified organic
farms in 2011, Behrens Farms and Egg Innovations. Behrens Farms encompasses about 237 acres and is located
in the Town of Grafton. The farm is certified to produce organic crops such as alfalfa, grass, soybeans, corn, and
vegetables. Egg Innovations is located in the Town of Saukville and is certified to produce organic poultry
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products. Ozaukee County also has a number of uncertified organic farms. Regionally, Ozaukee County ranked
third, behind Walworth and Washington Counties, for the total number of organic farms by County in 2007.
Organic agriculture in Wisconsin continues to grow and thrive, creating a stable and profitable livelihood for
farmers and contributing significantly to the State’s overall agricultural economy.

Organic Dairy Farming

Organic milk production has been one of the fastest growing sectors of organic agriculture in the United States.
Between 2000 and 2005, the number of certified organic milk cows on national farms increased by an annual
average of about 25 percent, from 38,000 to more than 86,000.° In 2009, Wisconsin led the nation in the number
of organic dairy operations and production.® Farms producing organic milk most often have small dairy
operations. Most (88 percent) of Wisconsin’s certified organic dairy farms have 100 or fewer dairy cows, and
about half of these farms operate with 50 or fewer cows. Wisconsin’s organic milk sales were $57.6 million in
20009.

Certified organic milk production systems rely on ecologically based standards that prohibit the use of antibiotics
and hormones in the cows and the use of synthetic chemicals in dairy feed production. Certified organic milk
production systems also accommodate the animals’ natural nutritional and behavioral requirements, such as
ensuring that cows have access to pasture. These requirements add to production costs and increase managerial
costs and the risk of shifting to a new way of farming. In 2010, Ozaukee County had one organic dairy farm, the
Evergreen Lane Farm, in the Town of Saukville.

Organic milk producers usually transition from conventional dairy operations, which can be a challenging and
costly process. During the transition, organic dairies must change their animal husbandry, land and crop
management, source new and different inputs, and initiate the certification process. To become a certified organic
dairy operation, the pasture and cropland providing feed for organic dairies must be managed organically for a
minimum of 36 months. Current standards also require the dairy herd to be fed 100 percent organic feed and to
receive organic health care for 12 months before being certified, and forage from grazing is required for all
animals over six months of age. Furthermore, detailed production records must be kept for five years after
certification for a farm to be in compliance with the regulations.

Challenges in organic milk production identified by producers include sourcing organic inputs, including grains
and forages, feed supplements, and replacement heifers; the high costs of production; and maintaining animal
health.

Aquaculture

Aquaculture refers to the breeding, raising, and harvesting of plants and animals in all types of water
environments, including ponds, rivers, lakes, and the ocean, and can occur in the natural or human-made
environment. Aquaculture techniques and technologies include growing, producing, culturing, and farming
various types of freshwater and marine species. Aquaculture is typically used to support commercial and
recreational marine fisheries or to enhance or reestablish wild stock populations. Aquaculture also includes the
production of ornamental fish for aquariums and plant species used in a range of food, pharmaceutical, nutritional,
and biotechnology products. Fish harvested from aquaculture operations are commonly produced for food
consumption, stocking enhancements, and bait fish, which appeal to different markets.

The most serious threat to profitable fish production is poor water quality and a lack of an acceptable quantity of
water. The basic sources of water provision for fishing operations include wells, springs, and surface runoff. The
preferred source is a deep well or spring; however, the most common source for most operations is the use of

°Data is from a USDA document titled, Characteristics, Costs, and Issues for Organic Dairy Farming, November
2000.

®Cited in the document, Organic Agriculture in Wisconsin: 2009 Status Report, prepared by the UW-Madison
Center for Integrated Agricultural Systems and DATCP, February 2010.
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surface runoff. Surface water makes fish harvesting difficult because the source often is polluted and contains
wild fish populations with associated diseases. Water from wells and springs is free of unwanted fish; however,
both sources are typically low in oxygen and require aeration. Well water also may be high in iron, carbon
dioxide, or nitrogen gas, all of which can be toxic to fish, and must be removed before use.

An aquaculturist must have knowledge of fish nutrition and be able to manipulate natural foods (plankton) along
with formulated dry food. The aquaculturist must also recognize how water temperature, water quality, feed
quality, feed size, and feeding frequency affect fish eating habits. Types of fish and plants raised and processed
include bass, trout, catfish, crayfish, tilapia, watercress, and other aquatic plants.

In 2010, four aquaculture operations existed in Ozaukee County, and are located in the City of Port Washington at
Port Washington Aquaponics; Town of Fredonia at Pheasant Creek Farm; Town of Saukville at the Don Bloecher,
Jr. property; and Town of Port Washington at the Urban Aquaculture Center.

To operate a fish farm in Wisconsin, an operator needs to register with DATCP, and must renew the registration
annually. An operator will also need to contact the Department of Natural Resources for environmental permits as
well as obtain permits from the local government and possibly the United States Army Corps of Engineers. A
recreational pond used for fish farming does not require a permit.

Aquaponics/Hydroponics

Aquaponics is a sustainable system for producing food that combines hydroponics (growing plants in water) with
aquaculture, and is commonly referred to as urban aquaculture. Toxins and waste products that accumulate in the
water during aquaculture are filtered out by plants, which in turn use the waste products as nutrients. The cleansed
water returns to the aquatic livestock’s tank and the system begins again. This type of recirculating aquaculture
system reduces or eliminates the need for antibiotics and chemicals to control disease in captive fish populations,
and it also reduces water loss and pollution while producing at least two crops simultaneously. An aquaponics
system is uniquely suited to urban environments and typically consists of a rearing tank, a solids removal unit, a
biofilter, a hydroponics subsystem, and a sump. Neighborhood aquaponics systems may be set up in vacant lots,
warehouses, or community areas.

Portfish Ltd, a nonprofit organization located in the City of Port Washington, has a successful aquaponics system.
The organization was initiated in 2009 and was formed to raise awareness of issues and concerns regarding
current and future food supply and to educate local communities about sustainable and healthy alternatives to
food production and supply.

Specialty Crops and Foods

Wisconsin agriculture is known for its diverse products and economic impact. Production and processing of
specialty crops in Wisconsin are important to both state and national agricultural and manufacturing industries. In
2010, Wisconsin ranked first nationally for total cheese production, seventh for farm-produced vegetable sales,
and eighth for farm-produced fruit and tree nut sales. While a portion of the sales entered fresh markets, a
significant amount of Wisconsin farm-produced sales go to processors for freezing, canning, drying, and pickling.
As a result, Wisconsin ranks second among states for both harvested acreage and total production of processing
vegetables and third for production value. Key processing crops in Wisconsin include potatoes, sweet corn, green
beans, green peas, carrots, cucumbers, mint, and onions, with cranberries by far the leading fruit. Other specialty
crop processing important to Wisconsin includes maple syrup, mink, Christmas trees, and cherries. Wisconsin is
also a world-renowned producer of ginseng. Specialty crop production directly contributed an estimated $745
million in economic activity and more than 6,100 jobs to Wisconsin’s economy in 2010.” Spending from this

"Cited in the document, Economic Impact of Specialty Crop Production and Processing in Wisconsin, prepared by
UW-Agricultural and Applied Economics and UW-Extension, October 2010.
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economic activity generates an additional $350 million in economic activity and nearly 3,800 jobs. The total
impact of Wisconsin specialty crop production is an estimated $1.1 billion in economic activity and nearly 10,000
jobs statewide.

The Specialty Crop Block Grant program of the U.S. Department of Agriculture aims to increase Wisconsin’s
competitiveness in the domestic and foreign marketplace. The grant supports projects that develop research,
educational tools, promotional strategies, and production techniques to create new markets and foster job creation
in Wisconsin’s specialty crop industries. Specialty crops are a Federal designation of non-commodity crops and
include fruits, vegetables, culinary herbs and spices, medicinal plants, tree nuts, flowers, and nursery plants.
Founded in 2006, the program is a Federally funded grant program administered by the State of Wisconsin to
provide funds to entities to enhance the competitiveness of Wisconsin specialty crops. The program allocates
about $750,000 to $950,000 in grants per year.

Specialty cheeses, gourmet foods, novelty products, organics, and health foods are examples of specialty foods
that are produced in Wisconsin. Increased consumer demand, industry research, and government funding are
supporting a resurgence in artisan and farmstead dairy producers in Wisconsin. “Artisan” implies that a cheese is
produced primarily by hand, in small batches, with particular attention paid to the tradition of the cheesemaker’s
skill, thus using as little mechanization as possible in the production of the cheese. “Farmstead” implies that the
cheese must be made with milk from the farmer’s own herd or flock on the farm where the animals are raised.
Milk used in the production of farmstead cheeses may not be obtained from any outside source. Both artisan and
farmstead cheeses may be made from cow, goat, or sheep milk and may include various flavorings.

In 2009, specialty cheese increased to comprise nearly 20 percent of the State’s total production, making
Wisconsin not only the top producer of cheese in the United States, but also the leading specialty cheese
producer.® Cedar Valley Cheese, Inc., located in the Town of Belgium, provides Italian specialty cheese. Other
specialty cheese businesses near Ozaukee County are the DCI Cheese Company located in Richfield, Washington
County; Level Valley Creamery located in Jackson, Washington County, which is owned by Schreiber Foods (one
of the largest cheese manufacturers in the U.S.); and Sartori and Sargento Cheese Companies, both located in
Plymouth, Sheboygan County.

Exotic livestock and game-related farming is also a popular business in Wisconsin. Opportunities for profiting
from non-conventional eggs, meats, and other animal products have found important niche markets. These farms
raise such animals as deer, bison, elk, alpaca, and other exotic animals. Exotic farm animal operations located in
Ozaukee County include Lakeview Buffalo Farm (Weyker Buffalo) and D.A. Large (pheasants) in the Town of
Belgium; Lakewinds Elk Farm (Kaul EIK) in the Town of Grafton; and Kay’s Home Farm (specialized beef) in
the Town of Cedarburg. These operations produce and sell meat for consumption, antlers for medicinal or health
purposes, and hides and skins.

Orchards

An orchard is an intentional planting of trees or shrubs that is maintained for food production. Orchards are
comprised of fruit- or nut-producing trees which are grown for commercial purposes. Orchards are typically
designed in a grid pattern, with a grazed or mowed grass or bare soil base that makes maintenance and fruit
gathering easy, and are often concentrated near bodies of fresh water, where weather is moderated. Fruit trees are
also affected by soil types.

An important growth trend in the business of fruit and nut cultivation is the growth of organic farming. Organic
orchards are not treated with pesticides, growth chemicals, or sprays, thus the soil remains untreated and natural.

8Cited in the document, Wisconsin Artisan, Specialty, and Farmstead Dairy, prepared by Dairy Business
Innovation Center and the Wisconsin Milk Marketing Board, 2009.
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Nationally, community orchards have also become a popular agricultural concept in urbanized areas. The orchards
are established by local organizations looking to beautify land and grow healthful food within a community. In
Wisconsin, a community orchard is located at the Bock Community Forest and Garden in the City of Middleton.

The most extensive orchards nationally are apple and orange orchards. In 2007, there were orchards on 18 farms
in Ozaukee County, encompassing 305 acres. Orchards located in Ozaukee County include Appleland in the
Town of Belgium, which produces and sells apples; Niemann Orchards in the Town of Cedarburg, which
produces and sells apples, cherries, and pears; and R-Apples and Barthel Fruit Farms in the City of Mequon,
which produce and sell apples. Barthel Fruit Farm also produces pears, plums, cherries, strawberries, herbs, and
perennials.

Horticulture

Horticulture is the creation, production, distribution, and use of fruits, vegetables, ornamentals (landscape
nurseries/horticulture), greenhouse, turf (sod farms), and specialty crops, particularly plants used for flavoring and
medicine. Horticulture involves five areas of study: floriculture, the production and marketing of floral
ornamental and flowering plants; landscape horticulture, the production, marketing, and maintenance of landscape
plants; olericulture, the production and marketing of vegetables; pomology, the production and marketing of
fruits; and postharvest physiology, maintaining quality and preventing decay of horticultural crops.

The horticulture industry in Wisconsin has produced more than $2.6 billion from sales and services annually. In
1998, Wisconsin had more than 1,100 production nurseries utilizing more than 12,000 acres; 1,250 dealers in
nursery stock and herbaceous perennials; 13 million square feet of bedding plants, cut flowers, and floriculture
crops grown under glass; and 723 acres of plants grown outdoors. Retail greenhouses and nurseries exceeded
$157 million in sales in 1997. Sixty-two sod growers raised just under 7,000 acres of sod annually at an estimated
value of $14 million.®

In 2007, there were 32 farms that strictly raised and harvested horticultural crops in Ozaukee County, a decrease
of four from 2002. Horticulture sales provided $8.2 million, or about 14 percent of agricultural revenue for
Ozaukee County, an increase of 4 percent from 2002. In comparison, horticulture sales provided less than 3
percent of agricultural revenue for the State in 2007. The relative importance of the horticultural industry in the
County compared to the State could likely be in response to the demand for landscaping material for urban
development in the County and the Milwaukee metropolitan area. In 2008, horticultural sales, including the sale
of Christmas trees, fruits and vegetables, and greenhouse, nursery, and floriculture products totaled $10.2 million
in Ozaukee County. In 2011, Ozaukee County had 19 licensed nursery growers that provided crops and plants for
consumers and businesses and 37 licensed nursery dealers. In 2011, there were four licensed Christmas tree farms,
and one sod farm. The remaining licensed nursery growers were floriculture or landscape nurseries.

Consumers are more aware of and concerned about issues such as food safety, lawn care, pesticide use, and
environmental quality. For example, increasing concern of parents and school officials over children’s exposure
to pesticides in the State’s 3,000 Kindergarten through 12th grade schools has increased the demand for school
Integrated Pest Management Programs. Consumer demand for information and educational training through the
Master Gardener Program, operated through the University of Wisconsin Cooperative Extension, continues to
increase across the State. In 2010, there were 213 active members in the Ozaukee County Master Gardener
Association, with 103 certified for 2011. In 2010, those members volunteered about 6,600 hours for youth and
community education and support services relating to proper gardening techniques.

Agri-tourism

Agri-tourism is a farming enterprise at an active farm, ranch, or agricultural facility conducted as a business for
the entertainment of visitors, and, in turn, generates supplemental income for the operator. These enterprises are
selling more than the agricultural products produced on the farm; they are creating a connection between the

Data from UW-Cooperative Extension document, UW-Extension Trends Analysis Documents, 1999.
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consumers and the food supply. The business is focused on direct contact with the consumer on the farmstead.
Agri-tourism is a subset of farm-based tourism which includes recreation, camping, hunting and fishing, and
education as well as retail, lodging, and entertainment.*® Examples of agri-tourism may include farm tours for
families and school children, day camps, crop or barn art, rural weddings, hay or sleigh rides, bed-and-breakfasts,
farm and cannery tours, vineyards, petting farms, corn mazes, geo-caching field mazes, “pick-your-own” farms,
community supported agriculture farms, on-farm retail outlets, and farmers’ markets.

Agri-tourism is a growing segment of the Wisconsin tourism industry. Each year, tourism contributes $12 billion
dollars to the Wisconsin economy. According to the Wisconsin Agriculture Tourism Association,*! the agri-
tourism industry averages an annual growth rate of 30 percent in the State. In 2007, eight farms in Ozaukee
County provided agri-tourism services, an increase of four from 2002. Those eight farms produced $76,000 in
sales in 2007.

Value-Added Agriculture

Value-added agriculture is the process of altering the physical state or form of an agricultural product in such a
manner that it enhances the economic value of that commodity or product. It allows farmers to benefit by being
part of a “specialized” supply chain and affords them the chance to receive a larger share of the consumers’
dollar. Usually producer-driven, there is room for both small- and large-scale development within value-added
agriculture. Some examples of this process include converting strawberries into jam, processing meat into jerky,
and converting milk into cheese products. The value-added sector is highly diverse as it ranges from small
organic operations on a few acres to large, specialized operations. In 2004, there were at least 6,700 farms in
Wisconsin that could be classified as value-added farms.*?

Value-added agriculture has grown during the last decade as various food actions have raised awareness and more
consumers have requested locally grown products. An increase in the number of farmers’ markets and community
supported agricultural farms has created a direct connection between producers to consumers. There is a growing
trend of consumers demanding healthier and locally grown products. Value-added agriculture can often offer the
consumer an agricultural experience or relationship with the producer that normally cannot be obtained elsewhere.
Although value-added farms seem to be smaller in size than traditional farms, value-added farms are more
manageable and may fill a niche by utilizing smaller vacated farmsteads.

Value-added farmers use several methods to market their products to local consumers, including community
supported agriculture, agri-tourism, the internet, home delivery, specialty stores, U-pick stands, farm stands, and
farmers’ markets. In 2007, 21 farms in Ozaukee County produced and sold value-added commodities.

DATCP is preparing to enhance value-added production to the State’s specialty foods, such as specialty meats,
livestock, and dairy; promote strong market development efforts to create branded products with a "From
Wisconsin" identity; develop high-value industrial crops for neutraceutical (nutritional supplements) and
pharmaceutical uses, along with ethanol and fiber crop production; and establish industry-led entrepreneurial
agriculture with a State partnership. DATCP’s focus is to promote improvement in the economic well-being of
farmers and rural communities.

“Todd Comen and Dick Foster, Agricultural Diversification and Agritourism: Critical Success Factors, Interim
Report, Webinar 3, September 2010.
(http://www.uvm.edu/tourismresearch/agtour/publications/Agritourism%20Report.pdf).

“wisconsin Agriculture Tourism Association is a statewide association representing multiple sectors of the Agri-
tourism industry. (www.visitdairyland.com).

'2Cited in the document, How Important is Value-Added Agriculture in Wisconsin?, prepared by UW-Cooperative
Extension, The Program on Agricultural Technology Studies, Fact Sheet No. 22, January 2005.
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DATCP is also working with State, Federal, and private partners to develop the Value Added Dairy Initiative
(VADI) to help restore and reinvigorate the dairy sector. The initiative is Federally-funded, and matched by
product and service contributions from agencies and organizations within Wisconsin’s dairy sector. The initiative
is spearheaded by two groups, Grow Wisconsin Dairy Team and the Dairy Business Innovation Center. These two
groups help coordinate and focus resources for dairy farmers in modernizing their businesses, help processors
streamline the supply chain, and help provide technical assistance to new and emerging specialty dairy businesses.
According to the 2009 VADI Report:*

e Wisconsin’s 2008 milk production increased by 2.5 percent, to 24.7 billion pounds.

e Specialty cheese production set a new record in 2008 as production increased by 4 percent to a total of 419
million pounds. Since the inception of the Value Added Dairy Initiative in 2004, specialty cheese production
has increased to almost 20 percent of the State’s cheese production. The number of plants and specialty
cheese crafters were up from the previous year; 99 of the State’s 136 cheese plants now craft at least one type
of specialty cheese.

¢ Reinvestment into all aspects of Wisconsin’s dairy industry are occurring as processors and producers across
the State have each reinvested nearly $1 billion to modernize their respective processing operations or dairy
farms during the past five years. Projections over the next five years anticipate an additional $1 billion by
each group in planned reinvestments using a variety of VADI methods and tools.

e As of 2009, 43 new processing plants have opened and more than 70 plants have expanded in Wisconsin
since the VADI began in 2004.

Equine Industry

The equine industry is highly diversified and supports a wide variety of activities such as breeding, training, care,
and riding. The equine industry is typically represented by individual horse ownership; production and use by
farm enterprises; agribusinesses which support ownership, production, and use; and tourism and event
management businesses. Commercial equine enterprises include breeding farms, training farms, boarding stables,
camp and trail-ride businesses, horse sales, and affiliated enterprises.

The Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University of Wisconsin — River Falls conducted a survey in 2007 to
estimate the number of households in the State that own at least one horse. The survey was also designed to assess
the economic impact horse owners have on the State’s economy.* The SRC estimates that there are between
299,341 and 351,208 horses in the State and that their total value is between $998 million and $1.2 hillion. Other
key findings from the survey include:

e The equine industry directly generates $30 million to $35 million in annual revenues and $735 million to
$862 million in expenses.

e The total impact of the equine industry in Wisconsin, including indirect and induced impacts, is estimated to
be:
— $1.3 billion to $1.5 billion in total economic impact per year
— 33,259 to 37,416 jobs that generate between $269 and $303 million in labor income

Data from DATCP, Value Added Dairy Initiative Annual Report 2008-09, Webinar 3, September 2010.
(http://datcp.state.wi.us/mktg/business/marketing/val-add/initiative/pdf/VADI_AY5.pdf).

¥David Trechter, Shelly Hadley, Denise Parks, and James Janke, Wisconsin State Horse Council General
Population Survey and Horse Owners’ Survey Report, (March 2008, Web. 3, September 2010.
(http://www.uwrf.edu/SurveyResearchCenter/upload/WisconsinStateHorseCouncil.pdf)
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— $351 to $395 million in total income
— $106 to $120 million in local, State, and Federal taxes are generated by the equine industry.

e Horses in Wisconsin are used primarily for pleasure/trail riding or showing/competing.

e The issues identified by Wisconsin’s horse owners focus primarily on land use concerns. Housing
developments that limit horse-back riding (61 percent) and lack of local trails (50 percent) were the most
commonly cited issues facing the State’s equestrians. Few horse owners said that they faced a lack of local
services (e.g. veterinarians, information, farriers) needed for their horses.

Related to the above land use issue, there are various concepts of equestrian-oriented developments, such as the
Saddlebrook Park Subdivision in the City of Mequon. In this subdivision, horse facilities are encouraged, and
residences are developed around the horse facilities. These types of developments allow horse owners living in
the subdivision to share the horse facilities and amenities, such as boarding and training facilities and trails, at a
“community/neighborhood center.” While the site is primarily an equestrian-related neighborhood, it may also
function as an operational, sustainable farm with direct marketing opportunities, such as a farmers’ market and
recreational facilities, and use renewable energy sources to power on-site facilities and subdivision dwellings.

In 2007, Ozaukee County had 93 farms that totaled 915 horses and ponies, an increase of three farms and 259
horses and ponies from 2002. Of the 93 farms, 16 were exclusively equestrian-oriented farms; the farmers raised
horses, ponies, donkeys, mules, and/or burros, a decrease of two farms from 2002.

Other Types of Farming Industries

Apiculture (Bee-Keeping)

Apiculture is the study of honey bees and the practice of maintaining or possessing bees to collect honey or wax,
pollinate plants, or produce bees to sell to other beekeepers. The honey bee is the official Wisconsin State insect,
primarily because the honey bee plays an important role in agriculture.

In 2010, Wisconsin ranked eighth nationally in honey production. Honey production from producers with five or
more colonies totaled 4.35 million pounds in 2010, an increase of 15 percent from 2009. The number of honey
producing colonies in the State increased from 63,000 colonies in 2009 to 68,000 colonies in 2010. Wisconsin’s
2010 honey crop was valued at $7.27 million, a 22 percent increase from 2009. The average price for a pound of
honey in Wisconsin was $1.67, an increase of nine cents from 2009. National honey production in 2010 was 176
million pounds, an increase of 20 percent from 2009. In 2007, two bee farms were located in Ozaukee County, a
decrease of five from 2002. Both bee farms produce honey.

While honey production is an important component of apiculture industry, crop pollination also makes bees
indispensable to agriculture production. Approximately one-third of the food supply, either directly or indirectly,
results from insect pollination, and honey bees perform over 80 percent of the pollination. Bees add an estimated
$15 billion to the United States economy each year in increased crop yields.*

Unfortunately, a sustained decline in the honey bee population over the last decade has farmers and orchard
owners concerned that their crops will not be adequately pollinated. The decline is mostly attributed to colony
collapse disorder, but other causes include stress, pesticides, pathogens, and parasites. A common strategy for
farmers who wish to bolster native bee populations is to increase the natural growth of grasses, shrubs, and trees
surrounding their fields. The areas of natural vegetation provide food and shelter for native bees. Pressure from
native bees also can make honey bees more efficient and effective when pollinating hybrid seed crops by causing

>Data from the University of Arkansas—Division of Agriculture, Cooperative Research and Extension, November
2011.
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the honey bees to move more frequently between rows of male and female plants. Other strategies to increase bee
populations include creating habitats that have a diversity of local, native plants that flower all season while
clumping flowers with diverse shapes, colors, and height and constructing human-made nesting spots.

Maple Syrup Farms

Maple syrup is among the oldest natural food products produced in the United States. It is the process of
converting maple sap to syrup and requires the removal of water from the raw sap to form the finished product.
The sugar maple tree is the traditional species tapped for maple syrup production, because the sap of the sugar
maple generally contains a higher level of sugar than the other maples. Maple trees growing in an open setting are
capable of producing one-half gallon of syrup in one season, whereas trees growing in a forest setting generally
produce about one quart of syrup. Thirty-eight gallons of sap are needed to produce one gallon of syrup.

Wisconsin ranks fourth nationally in the production of maple syrup, and accounts for 6 percent of the maple syrup
production in the United States.'® The United States and Canada are the only countries in the world that produce
maple syrup. In 2011, Wisconsin’s maple syrup production was 155,000 gallons, an increase of 32 percent from
117,000 gallons in 2010. In 2010, the average price Wisconsin maple syrup producers received was $39.50 per
gallon, $2.80 more than in 2009. Nationally, maple syrup production in 2011 totaled 2.79 million gallons, an
increase of 43 percent from 2010’s 1.96 million gallons. In addition to maple syrup, Wisconsin maple syrup
producers also produce confections and candies, maple cream, maple butter, and maple sugar. A significant
benefit of the maple syrup industry is its renewability, which allows farmers to extract sap from the same trees
every year.

In 2007, Ozaukee County had four maple syrup farms that had 925 taps and produced 216 gallons of syrup, an
increase of three farms from 2002. The Richard and Susan Knox maple syrup farm, located in the Town of
Cedarburg, is a member of the Wisconsin Maple Syrup Producers Association.

Forest Products

Forest production or forest production industry was identified earlier as a favorable agricultural industry trend in
Wisconsin. The State ranked first nationally in paper making and has been number one for over 50 years. Total
forest products employment in Wisconsin is growing faster than the national average. The sale of forest products
could be considered a farm-related source of income. Based on the USDA 2007 Census of Agriculture data, the
total sales of forest products (excluding Christmas trees, short rotation woody crops, and maple products) in
Wisconsin increased from about $15,996,000 in 1997 to about $20,711,000 in 2010, or about 29 percent. Such
data for Ozaukee County were not available.

Farms, Land Leases, and Renewable Energy

As energy costs rise, Wisconsin residents and businesses are transitioning to renewable energy as a primary or
supplementary energy source. Wisconsin is a national leader in energy conservation and generating electricity
from renewable energy sources with programs like time-of-day rates and utility conservation escrows, progressive
institutions such as the Wisconsin Energy Conservation Corporation, and as one of 16 states with a renewable
portfolio standard.

Wind Power and Cell Towers

Use of wind power is growing as a result of technological improvements and cost reductions and in response to
State and Federal laws and incentives. Since 2000, utility-scale wind generation in Wisconsin has grown by over
124 percent.

®Data from the USDA — National Agriculture Statistics Service, Agricultural Marketing Resource Center, Maple
Sugar Profile, October 2011.
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Farmers can directly benefit from wind power development, as some of the best wind resources are on farmland.
Farmers can lease land to wind developers, use the wind to generate power for their farms, or become wind power
producers themselves. The most popular way for farmers to benefit from wind power is to allow developers to
install large wind turbines on their land. Large wind turbines typically use less than one-half acre of land,
including access roads, so farmers can continue to plant crops and graze livestock right up to the base of the
turbines. The royalties are typically around $2,000 to $5,000 per year for each turbine, depending on its size,
which can help provide a stable supplement to a farmer’s income, helping to counteract swings in commodity
prices. Farmers are also the largest market for small wind turbines, which can generally generate enough power
for one farm, business, or home. In 2011, there were 11 wind farms in the State.

Similar to wind turbines, farmers may lease a portion of their land to allow developers to install cell towers. Since
the amount of land leased is small, farmers can continue to cultivate and pasture around the perimeter of a fenced-
in area containing the cell tower. The income from the land lease helps supplement the farmer’s income.

Solar Power

Solar energy can also be used on farms to supply or supplement energy requirements. Some examples for the use
solar energy (solar electric or solar thermal) on farms include providing substantial air and water heating
requirements for livestock and dairy operations, especially pig and poultry farms because these animals are
typically raised in buildings where it is necessary to carefully control temperature and air quality to maximize the
health and growth of the animals; heating greenhouses; providing electricity for fencing, lighting, and water
pumping; and drying crops and grains. Most agricultural solar energy systems are off-grid applications, meaning
there is no connection to a utility grid and the generated power is used on-site. Solar energy units may be located
on buildings or structures or on the ground in an isolated location on the property. Pinehold Gardens, a
community supported agriculture program located in the City of Oak Creek, has two solar energy panels to help
supplement their energy costs, and has been recognized by Midwest-oriented renewable energy organizations.

The USDA - Rural Development Renewable Energy Systems and Energy Efficiency Improvement Program is a
Federal program that provides grants and loan guarantees for energy efficiency and renewable energy systems to
qualified farms, ranches, and rural businesses. Both solar electric and solar thermal projects are eligible. The
grants provide up to 25 percent of the solar energy system cost.

In 2009, there were 46 farms that reported the use of 59 wind turbines and 176 farms that reported the use of solar
energy as on-farm energy production systems in Wisconsin. In Ozaukee County, Century Acres Farm, located in
the Town of Port Washington, has a solar energy system for on-farm energy production.

Geothermal Energy

Geothermal energy is energy generated by the internal heat of the Earth. Geothermal systems harness the Earth’s
internal heat to provide heating, cooling, and hot water for a variety of practices. For direct heating or cooling
purposes, a geothermal heat pump system extracts this resource and typically consists of a heat pump, a ductwork
system, and a heat exchanger, which is a system of pipes buried in the shallow ground near a building.
Geothermal heat pumps circulate air, water, or other liquids through pipes buried in a continuous loop next to a
building. In heating, the heat pump removes heat from the heat exchanger and pumps it into a structure’s indoor
air delivery system. In cooling, the process is reversed, and the heat pump moves heat from a structure’s indoor
air system into the heat exchanger. During the cooling process, the heat removed from a structure’s indoor air
system can also be used to provide hot water.

For agricultural purposes, irrigation pipes can convey hot water to cold ground, making it possible to grow crops
that would otherwise perish; pipe hot water into greenhouses to maintain temperature and humidity levels;
provide warm water for fish harvesting; and heat and cool farm dwellings and buildings.

Excellent sources of geothermal energy include areas in or near volcanic or seismic activity, like the western
United States, however, geothermal energy is attainable almost anywhere. Areas in Wisconsin and Ozaukee
County can utilize the shallow ground, or the upper 10 to 100 feet of the Earth, which maintains a constant
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temperature between 50 and 60 degrees Fahrenheit, to develop a geothermal energy system for direct heating and
cooling purposes. This ground temperature is warmer than the air above it in the winter and cooler than the air in
the summer. The Concordia University Wisconsin-Center for Environmental Stewardship building in the City of
Mequon utilizes geothermal heating and cooling and has achieved a LEED (Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design) Platinum rating. This is the highest rating that a building can obtain in this internationally
recognized green building certification system. The PieperPower Education Center located in the Mequon Nature
Preserve also uses geothermal energy and has applied for LEED certification, but has not yet been rated. In
addition, The Providence Place located in the Village of Grafton uses geothermal energy for tempering domestic
hot water and for heating and cooling of air for the 40-unit independent senior living facility.

Anaerobic Digestion

Anaerobic digestion is the biological process in which bacteria digest biomass in an oxygen-free environment and
produce a gas principally composed of methane and carbon dioxide, or biogas. Anaerobic bacteria naturally exist
at the bottom of ponds, swamps, and other moist and airless places. This process is often used for sewage
treatment or for managing animal waste; however, almost any organic material can be processed in this manner.
Biogas is fed directly into a gas-fired combustion turbine. Combustion of biogas converts the energy stored in the
bonds of the methane molecules contained in the biogas into mechanical energy as it spins the turbine. The
mechanical energy produced by biogas combustion in an engine spins the turbine that produces a stream of
electrons or electricity. Waste heat from these engines can also provide heat or hot water.

Biogas is composed of 65 percent methane which yields about 650 BTU per cubic foot. When designing systems
for the anaerobic digestion of manure, these energy estimates can predict the amount of power production per
animal. The biogas can be used to generate heat and electricity, compressed into a liquid fuel, or used as an
industrial chemical base for creating other products.

In 2009, 19 farms in Wisconsin reported the use of 23 methane digesters.
INNOVATIONS IN AGRICULTURE

Many challenges remain to ensure the food system continues to support the world’s growing population in a
sustainable way. As increasing demand encourages farmers to expand food production, constraints on land, water,
and energy will compel farmers to rely on science and technology for increases in production and on
entrepreneurial skills to manage the technology. Because of technological improvements in agricultural
production and food processing systems, farmers continue to produce higher-valued products, as well as gain a
better perspective on changing consumer preferences.

Developments in science and technology have contributed to better soil, nutrient, water, and pest management,
and more efficient methods of harvesting, storing, processing, and transporting farm products to the market.
Scientific breakthroughs, such as modern biotechnology, have also occurred in understanding sustainable
agricultural systems and improving crop stability, which has led to the development of sustainable crop
management techniques and practices.

Because of recent agricultural innovations, producers have been able to increase crop yields, increase flexibility
and control, provide environmental sustainability, control new threats, and benefit customers. The following
examples of agricultural innovations may provide sustainability to the agricultural industry, while benefitting both
farmers and consumers.

Biotechnology

Biotechnology for agricultural uses is an array of methods, including traditional breeding techniques that alter
living organisms, or parts of organisms, to develop or modify products; improve plants or animals; or develop
microorganisms for specific agricultural uses. For example, some crops can be biotechnologically engineered to
tolerate weeds and become resistant to diseases and pests, while some crops can provide consumers with products
that are more nutritionally-rich and longer-lasting, reduce natural toxin levels, and produce new medicines.
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Biotechnology can also be used to conserve natural resources, enable animals to more effectively use nutrients
present in feed, decrease nutrient runoff into rivers and lakes, and help meet the increasing food and land
demands. Research is constantly conducted to produce hardier crops that will require less fuel, labor, fertilizer,
and water, helping to decrease the pressures on land and wildlife habitats.

Biotechnology has helped make other improvements in agriculture by making antibiotic production more efficient
through bacterial fermentation and producing new animal vaccines through genetic engineering for diseases such
as foot and mouth disease and rabies.

The Federal government developed a Coordinated Framework for the Regulation of Biotechnology in 1986 to
provide for the regulatory oversight of organisms derived through genetic engineering. The three principal
agencies that provide primary guidance for the experimental testing, approval, and eventual commercial release of
these organisms are the USDA’s Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), and the Department of Health and Human Services’ Food and Drug Administration
(FDA). Products are regulated according to their intended use, with some products being regulated under more
than one agency.

Biofuels

Biofuels are liquid, solid, or gaseous fuels produced by the conversion of biomass. Examples of biofuels include
bio-ethanol from corn or sugarcane; bio-gas from anaerobic decomposition of wastes; and biodiesel from
vegetable oil, animal oil, or other waste oils. The two most common types of biofuels in use today are biodiesel
and ethanol. Biofuels accounted for about $2 billion of the State’s economy in 2008.

Biodiesel Production

Biodiesel fuel is an alternative to petroleum that is derived from vegetable oils, animal fats and oils, and other
waste oils. Biodiesel can be utilized in pure form or mixed in any combination with petroleum-based diesel fuels
and can be used in any diesel engine with little or no engine modifications. In 2004, Wisconsin’s first biodiesel
refining facility began production in 2004 at two million gallons per year. In 2010, there were four operating, one
idle, and two proposed biodiesel facilities with a total production capacity of over 34.1 million gallons annually, a
decrease of 23 percent from 2009. There are also 36 known smaller scale production facilities with an annual
production capacity of 5.9 million gallons, bringing the total potential production capacity of biodiesel in
Wisconsin in 2010 to 40 million gallons, a decrease of 20 percent from 2009.

There are no biodiesel production or retail sites in Ozaukee County. The nearest biodiesel production or retail site
is located in the City of Manitowoc in Manitowoc County.

Ethanol Production

Ethanol is a liquid fuel that is produced by the fermentation of plant starches and sugars. Ethanol is an alcohol, the
same as in beer and wine, and is commonly made by fermenting any biomass high in carbohydrates through a
process similar to brewing. Ethanol is mostly used as an additive to gasoline to increase octane and reduce carbon
monoxide and other smog-causing emissions. Some vehicles, called Flexible Fuel Vehicles, are designed to run
on E85, an alternative fuel with much higher ethanol content than regular gasoline. In Wisconsin, ethanol is
primarily produced from corn, but may also be produced from sorghum, wheat, and sugar cane. Currently, one
bushel of field corn will yield approximately 2.7 gallons of pure ethanol fuel.

In 2009, Wisconsin ranked ninth nationally for ethanol production at 545 million gallons of annual capacity,
according to the Renewable Fuels Association. In 2010, there were nine large capacity and three small-scale
operating ethanol production facilities, as well as one proposed facility in Wisconsin. Ethanol production in
Wisconsin decreased 5 percent from 462 million gallons in 2009 to 438 million gallons in 2010. Of the 438
million gallons that were produced in the State, 254.3 million gallons, or about 58 percent, were blended with
gasoline in Wisconsin.
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Most fuel stations use a gas-ethanol blend called E10, which means it is 10 percent ethanol and 90 percent gas,
and is approved for every vehicle manufactured after 1980. Flex fuel vehicles are those vehicles that are approved
for gas-ethanol blends of 85 percent ethanol and 15 percent gas, or E85. In 2010, Wisconsin had 131 E85 fueling
stations, but none were located in Ozaukee County. The nearest E85 fuel stations are located in the Village of
Cedar Grove in Sheboygan County, the City of West Bend in Washington County, and two sites in the City of
Milwaukee on Brown Deer Road in Milwaukee County. Other ethanol blended fuels offered in Wisconsin are E20
and E25.

New technological advancements are leading to the production of cellulosic ethanol. Even though it is chemically
identical to the ethanol made from corn or soybeans, cellulosic ethanol has a net energy content nearly three times
higher, a lower net level of greenhouse gases, and can be made from many different kinds of cellulosic biomass
feedstocks such as corn stover (dried stalks and leaves), switchgrass, prairie grasses, and wood materials
including tree branches, needles/leaves, and stumps. Such biofuels do not compete with food sources.

SUPPORTING AGRICULTURE

To conserve one of the most basic and precious resources in the State, Wisconsin’s productive farmlands, the
State, in cooperation with county and local governments, institutions, businesses, and organizations, has been
developing and promoting an increasing number of programs that support farmland preservation and local
agriculture. These programs include the implementation of various marketing strategies intended to promote
locally produced agricultural products through marketing and tourism. The success of these programs depends on
the acceptance of local consumers. As consumers adopt lifestyles that embrace locally produced agricultural
products, consumers may better understand the importance and community value of locally protected farmland.

Described below are examples of programs or methods that promote local agriculture while acknowledging the
need to preserve local farmland. Although these programs will not directly preserve the land, they may help
generate awareness of local farmland preservation needs and create a supportive environment for existing
agriculture. Funding programs to further support farmlands and related natural and cultural resources are also
described in Chapter V11 and Appendix E.

Promoting and Marketing Locally Grown Foods

Local food production is increasing across the State, including in urbanized areas, creating viable economic
opportunities for Wisconsin citizens. From farmers’ markets to community supported agriculture (CSA), from
artisan cheeses to specialty meats, Wisconsin’s farmers are strengthening agriculture in the State. These
progressive farmers are transforming the landscape and culture of agriculture and their influence is affecting how
food is grown and how new food systems will be developed. As a result, consumers are rediscovering the
products grown in Wisconsin. As Wisconsin residents observe and participate in the expansion of local food
production, a resurgence of textures and flavors is evolving to benefit both producers and consumers.

Buying locally grown foods has become increasingly popular and the trend is expected to continue. The range of
local agricultural products available has expanded as farmers have responded to the public’s interest in relatively
unknown foods and/or plant varieties. As consumers’ desire to reconnect to locally-grown food affects their
buying choices, farmers are presented not only with new opportunities to meet that demand, but also an
opportunity to provide background information on their farms, lifestyles, and philosophies. According to the 2007
Census of Agriculture, Wisconsin had 437 farms marketing their products through Community Supported
Agriculture, which ranks seventh nationally.

Developing local food systems can be seen as a strategy for sustainable communities and economic development.
Local food systems emphasize smaller-scale farms, may employ more sustainable farming methods, and are also
viewed as a way to strengthen local economies by supporting family farms and keeping money circulating in the
community. The components of a strong local food economy such as farmers’ markets, community gardens, and
grocery stores and restaurants that feature local foods can be seen as amenities attractive to consumers. Buying
locally-grown food is both rewarding and appealing, including enjoying the taste of fresh food, improved health
and nutrition, and support for family farms and rural communities.
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Another significant reason to buy local is to keep “food miles” to a minimum. "Food miles" refer to the distance a
food item travels from the farm to your home. The food miles for items in the grocery store are, on average, 27
times higher than the food miles for goods bought from local sources. The average grocery store’s produce travels
nearly 1,500 miles between the farm where it was grown and local retail markets. As a result, large amounts of
fuel are used to transport foods, releasing carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, particulate matter, and other pollutants.
The refrigeration required to keep fruits, vegetables, dairy products, and meats from spoiling during their long
journeys (i(YJnsume additional fuel. In contrast, local and regional food systems produce 17 times fewer
pollutants.

Buying locally or directly from farmers can also increase a farmer’s income. Increasing farm income means more
money can be spent locally by the farmer to run their business and home, which help local economies. Another
strategy to help support locally-grown community food systems is the development of processing and distribution
facilities. This strategy assists in the development of value-added products, and may also create additional
employment opportunities for local residents.

Like most successful community development efforts, developing sustainable local food systems requires
partnerships. Some common types of collaborative and promotional tools include advertising, sales, promotional
programs, public relations, the Internet, and social media networks. The www.greenfarmstand.com website
provides information to help link consumers with local food sources including farmers, CSA’s, and farmers’
markets. The following are examples of collaborative and promotional efforts relevant to Wisconsin programs
that serve to promote locally grown foods.

Something Special from Wisconsin

Something Special from Wisconsin is a trademarked program administered since 1983 by DATCP. The red and
yellow logo provides a quick, reliable way for shoppers to identify Wisconsin products at grocery stores, retail
outlets, farmers’ markets, and restaurants. The program offers an online searchable directory, a website
highlighting the program, and a wholesale catalog for grocers and retailers. Something Special from Wisconsin is
a membership-based program requiring at least 50 percent of the value of the product or service to be attributable
to Wisconsin ingredients, production, or processing. Over 420 companies are currently members. Yearly
membership fees are based on gross annual sales from the previous year and range from $10 to $200.

Grocers Buy Local

The “Grocers Buy Local” wholesale catalog identifies over 100 Wisconsin suppliers who sell wholesale products.
The catalog was made available due to a joint effort by DATCP, the Wisconsin Grocers Association, Thrive, and
the UW-Extension Agricultural Innovation Center. The catalog, available in printed form or downloaded at
www.somethingspecialwi.com, was developed to help collaborative efforts between Something Special from
Wisconsin member companies and Wisconsin retailers.

Savor Wisconsin

Launched in 2002, this website is an online promotional tool connecting consumers with Wisconsin companies
and products. The site is a free marketing tool for Wisconsin producers, where producers can create and list a
company profile and publicize events for free. The site also allows companies to link to their own website, list
products sold, and allows visitors to search by company name, product, or location. SavorWisconsin.com features
more than 1,850 producers, hundreds of local food retailers and restaurants, a large listing of farmers’ markets,
and other events throughout the state. More than 50,000 visitors search the website each month. The website is
guided by DATCP, the University of Wisconsin-Extension, and the Wisconsin Apple Growers Association.

1Cited at the Sustainable Table website (www.sustainabletable.org/issues/whybuylocal/), January 2009.
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Buy Fresh/Buy Local

The nonprofit Research, Education, Action, and Policy (REAP) Food Group initiated the “Buy Fresh/Buy Local”
project in Southern Wisconsin. The project is designed to develop a market for local and sustainably grown foods
in restaurants and institutional food service operations, to foster increased purchasing relationships between food
service organizations and local producers, and to educate consumers about the value of locally grown food.
Because consumers are placing increased importance on locally grown foods, the Buy Fresh/Buy Local label also
helps connect consumers to various sources for local foods, such as grocery stores, restaurants, and farmers’
markets.

Local Dirt

This national website (www.localdirt.com) connects food producers with consumers. Producers pay a yearly
subscription fee to list their products and locations on the database. Individuals, businesses, buying clubs, and
distributors can search the website for local products and place orders to be delivered or picked up in person.

Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin Program

The Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin competitive grant program was launched in 2008 to support local food systems by
working with farmers and food consumers to develop new markets for Wisconsin food products. The combined
efforts of growers, producers, and individuals representing grassroots and nonprofit organizations, industry
working groups, the University of Wisconsin, and DATCP resulted in legislation to fund a statewide program.

In accordance with Sections 93.45 and 93.48 of the Wisconsin Statutes, DATCP may award grants to individuals
or organizations to fund projects that are designed to increase the sale of agricultural products grown in Wisconsin
that are purchased in close proximity to where they are produced. DATCP administers this program, which is
further described in Appendix E.

The Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin program is offered to reduce the marketing, distribution, and processing hurdles
that impede the expansion of local food sales. The program can positively impact farmers, communities,
consumer nutrition, the environment, and Wisconsin’s economy by supporting increased availability and demand
for locally grown foods. The program can also strengthen connections between producers, retailers, institutions,
and consumers by developing and expanding local food markets for Wisconsin farmers and processors. The grant
program is intended to support efforts that increase the sale of Wisconsin-grown or produced food products or
expand agricultural tourism in the State.

DATCP estimates that over 1,200 Wisconsin producers benefitted from increased sales resulting from Buy
Local/Buy Wisconsin grant funds awarded between 2008 and 2010. During this time, grant recipients generated
over $2.7 million directly in new sales of Wisconsin food products, which equates to $4.2 million in business
sales. The money generated went to Wisconsin farmers, cooperatives, processing facilities, and distribution
companies, and to the local suppliers and services these groups depend on.

Community Supported Agriculture

Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) is a social and economic arrangement between residents and farmers
who work together to share the responsibility of producing and delivering fresh food. This service allows
consumers to subscribe to a season of produce for an annual set fee at a local farm. Products, such as produce,
fruits, cheeses, eggs, meats, poultry, flowers, herbs, or preserves are usually provided weekly by the farmer with
pick-ups or deliveries occurring on a designated day and time. Members purchase a portion of the farm’s harvest
either by the season or by the week in return for what the farm is able to successfully grow and harvest, sharing
some of the growing risk with the farmer. If a certain crop is not successful, the member will share the burden of
the crop failure by receiving fewer or lower quality for that crop for the season. Members are often more actively
involved in the growing and distribution process through shared newsletters and recipes, farm visits, farm work-
days, advance purchases of products, and picking up their products. Consumers know more about the practices
that produce their food and are assured of very fresh products.
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CSA usually implements ecologically sound farming practices such as organic or biodynamic growing methods.
This type of farming minimizes food waste by producing just the amount of food members need, with minimal
unused surplus. Locally-produced foods are not transported long distances, so they typically taste better and
consume less fuel. CSA is also recognized for promoting rural-urban connections and allowing urban residents to
establish relationships with local farmers and rural land through farms participating in CSA.

Wisconsin is currently ranked first nationally in the number of community supported agriculture farmers per
capita. The typical CSA season in Wisconsin runs from the end of May through October. In Ozaukee County,
there are three community supported agriculture farms, Rare Earth Farm, Wellspring Farm, and Willoway Farm.
Information about each farm is provided in the following paragraphs.

Rare Earth Farm

The Rare Earth Farm located in the Town of Belgium provides an assortment of vegetables and fruits delivered
from mid-June to late November. Maple syrup and honey are included with subscriptions. The farm also provides
free-range eggs for an additional cost. In addition to Ozaukee County, pick-up sites are established in Kenosha,
Milwaukee, Washington, and Waukesha Counties. Some on-farm activities include salsa-making and the fall-
harvest festival. Work share programs are also offered on the farm.

Wellspring Farm

This farm is a non-profit education and retreat center in the Town of Saukville. The farm provides an assortment
of vegetables, fruits, and herbs. The farm also provides free-range eggs for an additional cost. In addition to
Ozaukee County, pick-up sites are established in Milwaukee and Washington Counties. Some on-farm activities
include garden education programs and classes, cooking classes, and various festivals. Work share programs are
also offered on the farm. Wellspring Farm is open year-round and also serves as a retreat and conference center, a
bed and breakfast, and an international hostel for individuals or small groups.

Willoway Farm

Willoway Farm in the Town of Fredonia provides an assortment of vegetables, fruits, flowers, and herbs. The
farm also provides free-range eggs for an additional cost. Products are sold in both Ozaukee and Milwaukee
Counties.

In addition to the CSA’s located in Ozaukee County, community supported agriculture farmers located in adjacent
counties also sell, deliver, or provide pick-up sites in Ozaukee County communities.

Farmers’ Markets

Farmers’ markets are one of the oldest forms of direct marketing by small- and medium-sized farms. A farmers’
market is a group of farmers who collaborate to sell their products weekly or daily at a designated time and
location. Farmers’ markets have become an integral part of the urban-farm relationship and continue to be
popular, mostly due to the increasing consumer interest in obtaining fresh products directly from the farm.
Farmers’ markets allow consumers to have access to locally grown, farm fresh produce, and provide farmers the
opportunity to develop a personal relationship with their customers and build consumer loyalty.

Becoming a vendor at a farmers’ market typically does not subject a producer to high initial costs, allowing
farmers’ markets to serve as business incubators by helping prospective and existing farmers develop crucial
business skills and a viable business strategy. During this process, farmers have an opportunity to test new
products and ideas with minimal risk, as they discover consumers’ needs and interests through one-on-one
interaction with market visitors. The relatively small size of the average farm providing produce to the local
market allows a farmer to adjust production to meet consumer needs and capitalize on new market niches.

Direct marketing of farm products through farmers’ markets continues to be an important sales outlet for

agricultural producers. In addition to providing whole foods, most farmers’ markets are offering bakery, prepared
foods, flowers/shrubs, art, and value-added foods, such as jams, jellies, cheeses, and honey, as well as providing
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live entertainment. As of 2011, there were 7,175 farmers’ markets operating throughout the nation, a 17 percent
increase from 2010, which is an indicator of consumer desire for local foods. In 2011, Wisconsin ranked ninth
nationally in the number of recorded farmers’ markets.

According to the Farm Fresh Atlas of Southeastern Wisconsin, there were five farmers’ markets in Ozaukee
County in 2010, as noted in Table 14 in Chapter Il. Since that time, the number has increased to eight with the
addition of the Port Washington Winter Farmers’ Market, the Oz Farmers’ Market, and the Oz Farmers’ Winter
Market in 2011. Markets are located in the Cities of Cedarburg and Port Washington, the Villages of Grafton,
Saukville, and Thiensville, and the Town of Grafton. A detailed listing of farmers’ markets in Ozaukee County
and Southeastern Wisconsin can be found at http://www.farmfreshatlas.org/southeast/markets.htm.

Community Gardens

A community garden can be located in urban, suburban, or rural areas and may consist of flowers, fruits,
vegetables, herbs, or trees. A community garden can be one community-wide plot, many individual plots or
“assigned-allotment” plots, or a series of plots. Community gardens are typically either in-ground plots or raised
bed plots. Urban agriculture methods include backyard, roof-top, and balcony gardening; community gardening in
vacant lots and parks; street or roadside gardening; and livestock grazing in open space.

Community gardens promote healthy communities and provide food security for low income persons. Community
gardens strengthen community bonds, provide food, and create recreational and therapeutic opportunities for a
community, as well as promote environmental awareness, and provide community education.

Community gardens are often organized and managed by local residents interested in gardening. When the
neighborhood has enough support for the development of a garden, a neighborhood garden committee or
association is formed, and from the committee or association, officials are elected to administer the use of the
garden and its finances. After the initial research, designing, and planning, the garden is constructed and should be
properly maintained by the community garden members. Other factors affecting the development of a community
garden include a reliable water source, equipment/tools, compost, landscaping, and fencing. Community
gardening may also occur at public and private schools and other institutions, such as hospitals, jails, or day care
centers.

Because urban areas contain fewer areas for open space and gardening, community roof-top gardens and green
roofs provide alternative opportunities to participate in gardening. Benefits of rooftop gardens include retaining
water thus reducing run-off; providing building insulation, improving air quality; and providing scenic views. In
the last five years, rooftop gardening has increased in the City of Milwaukee as a number of locations are in
operation. Green roofs, such as the “Rooftop Sculpture Garden” located on the roof of the Grohmann Museum on
the Milwaukee School of Engineering campus, are also being developed in the City of Milwaukee.

Other examples of community gardens include vertical farms, whereby products are grown vertically on large
buildings or structures (examples are located in the City of Toronto and City of Chicago); and hydroponics, which
is described earlier in this Chapter.

Community gardens are also a major focus of the “Let’s Move” initiative, a comprehensive initiative launched by
the First Lady, Michelle Obama, and dedicated to ending childhood obesity. The initiative also seeks to provide
parents with helpful information and foster environments that support healthy choices, provide healthier foods in
schools, ensure all families have access to healthy, affordable food, and help children become more physically
active.

In Ozaukee County, community gardens are located at the Feith Family Ozaukee YMCA in the Village of
Saukville. Plots are rented by season to both YMCA members and nonmembers for a nominal fee. The YMCA
also reserves several plots for educational purposes, which are used to teach children in the organization’s day
camps and preschool. The community gardens also donate food to area food pantries. The Ozaukee Master
Gardeners also operate a community garden in the City of West Bend in Washington County. Started in 2007, the
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West Bend garden has been expanded every year in an attempt to address the typical 20-person waiting list. In
2010, there were 76 plots that produced more than 3,000 pounds of produce worth about $6,000. The Ozaukee
Master Gardeners also agreed to help the City of Port Washington Parks and Recreation Department manage the
Hales Trail Community Garden established in 2012. The garden has about 70 rentable garden plots.

Farm to School Program

The Farm to School program aims to connect local farms with schools to serve more healthful, locally produced
foods to students; provide agriculture, health, and nutrition education opportunities; and improve Wisconsin’s
economy by developing new markets for farmers. The program also provides farmers with a valuable direct
marketing outlet for their products.

In May 2010, Act 293 was enacted by the Legislature to promote farm to school programs. The bill created a farm
to school council, comprised of farmers, child health experts, school food service personnel, and representatives
from DATCP, the Department of Public Instruction, and Department of Health Services. The bill authorizes a
position to promote farm to school programs and a grant program for school districts, nonprofit organizations,
farmers, and other agencies that implement or contribute to farm to school programs. The Act also allows any
public or private school to purchase locally grown fresh, whole, raw fruits and vegetables and/or accept donations
of such items. Sources of locally grown fresh produce may include farms, farmers’ markets, produce auctions,
community gardens, community supported agriculture programs, school gardens, and home gardens. Farms and
other establishments that supply prepared or processed products to school programs are required to be licensed.
Currently, over 70 school districts in the State of Wisconsin are participating in farm to school activities, such as
procuring one or more local products, developing school gardens, and offering local food tastings. DATCP
administers the Farm to School program, which is further described in Appendix E.

REAP Food Group and the University of Wisconsin’s Center for Integrated Agricultural Systems (CIAS) jointly
developed the Wisconsin Homegrown Lunch (WHL) program, a farm to school program that seeks to introduce
locally and sustainably grown foods to schoolchildren through their lunchrooms and classrooms. The WHL’s
goals are to increase students access to and acceptance of fresh foods, create additional markets for local
producers, assist school food services to identify local foods available for purchase, and assist educators to
integrate food education into their classroom curriculum. Initially focused in the Madison School District, WHL is
now providing resources to school districts across the State.

Farm to Restaurant Program

The Farm to Restaurant Program promotes a viable food system by facilitating local food sourcing between local
restaurants and regional food producers. The program provides farmers with a valuable direct marketing outlet for
their products, and, in return, restaurants may provide valuable feedback about farm products, be willing to pay
premium price for quality products, and/or advertise the “locally grown” farm name on their menus. Many
restaurants realize the benefits of preparing foods with the freshest ingredients available and are also aware of the
public’s interest in gourmet foods and eating more healthfully.

The Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin grant program described in the previous section encourages Wisconsin restaurants
and businesses to make 10 percent of their food purchases in-State. As a result, many Southeastern Wisconsin
businesses have become restaurant supported agriculture customers. Restaurant supported agriculture allows
local, peak of season produce to be easily accessible to area restaurants by networking with area farms and
restaurants in a cooperative effort. Restaurant supported agriculture addresses the obstacles that have discouraged
restaurants from using local products due to the time and cost associated with sourcing locally. Some Ozaukee
County farms are currently contributing their food products, through contracts and agreements with restaurateurs,
to Milwaukee-area restaurants.

Culinary Incubators

Culinary incubators serve as a place where farmers and small business owners can process and sell their foods by
making use of shared kitchen facilities, equipment, and supplies. The licensed kitchens can be rented hourly or
daily, depending on the project, and can also be used to produce television shows; teach cooking classes; host
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food tastings; serve as a place for food service preparation for catering or community events; or act as a small
restaurant. Incubator kitchens are intended to create numerous food-based companies or businesses by providing
access to business development assistance while providing a larger work area with restaurant-quality equipment.

Farmers who market locally may also prepare value-added products as a way to earn a greater portion of the
consumer’s food dollar. For some consumers, just knowing that an item was grown locally has added value.
Processing raw commodities into ready-to-eat foods can also broaden a farmer’s market to include customers who
are not interested in making their own jam, salsa, bread, sausage, and other products, and thus add value in the
form of convenience.

Culinary incubators are ideal locations for the development of business partnerships and collaborations, and
provide a place where local residents can gain experience in the service and hospitality employment sector. These
collaborators may receive additional support from the community if their products are marketed in local stores.
Collaborations such as these have the potential to strengthen the local agricultural industry as well as contributing
significantly to the overall economic well-being of a community.

Incubator kitchens in Wisconsin are inspected and licensed by DATCP to meet State and local health and safety
codes. All recipes prepared in incubator kitchens are also required to be licensed. Currently, there are eight
existing and proposed incubator kitchens in Wisconsin. The closest incubator kitchen to Ozaukee County is the
proposed “Creative Chefs” kitchen, to be located in the City of Milwaukee. There are operating incubator
kitchens in the City of Waukesha and City of Watertown.

Events

Farmers, in association with State and local farm bureaus and other agricultural organizations, are educating,
promoting, and stimulating interest in agriculture through agricultural events, such as fairs and festivals. These
events allow the public to become familiar with farm operations and production. Farmers, such as community
supported agriculture farmers, also organize on-site thematic or seasonal events weekly to attract more customers.
Typically, organizations and institutions such as the Chamber of Commerce, local governments, school districts,
and local development organizations and businesses support and promote such events.

Examples of countywide agricultural-related events include Breakfast-on-the-Farm, which is held annually in
Ozaukee County, the annual Ozaukee County Fair, and annual communitywide fairs and festivals, such as the
Pumpkin Festival in Grafton and the Strawberry Festival and Wine and Harvest Festival in Cedarburg. Examples
of on-farm events may include seasonal fairs and festivals, weddings, reunions, picnics, hay/sleigh rides, school
and educational tours, dances, craft shows, and similar activities.

Marketing Farming and Products

If farming is to remain viable, practical marketing concepts are needed for new and existing farmers. Direct and
intermediate marketing opportunities enable farmers to have an active role in determining the sale price of their
products.

Direct marketing is the selling of farm products directly to consumers for their personal use, and those products
are not considered for resale. This marketing strategy allows for a direct connection at the point of sale for the
producer and the consumer. The most common examples of direct marketing include farmers’ markets,
community supported agriculture farms, agri-tourism, U-Pick farms, roadside stands, and on-farm retail stores.

Intermediate marketing is selling a product to a specific buyer for resale. Benefits of intermediate marketing
include a greater range of product exposure with the potential to attract more customers, consistency of sales from
buyers, and larger volumes, which tends to increase efficiency. Wholesalers and distributors are among a variety
of establishments and institutions that can be considered potential customers for intermediate sales. This type of
marketing can include restaurants using food as a menu item or in food preparation, grocery stores or super
markets selling to the consumer, and institutions, such as schools and hospitals, serving students, patients, or staff
at their cafeterias. A farmer also needs to develop an awareness of his or her farm and its products with buyers by
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developing a marketing strategy. The initial phase is typically choosing a farm name or product names, and may
also include developing a farm logo and providing informational materials, such as newsletters or brochures.

Collaborative marketing, a form of intermediate marketing, includes farmers and consumers or nonprofit groups
working together to benefit the farmer and/or buyers. Examples of collaborative marketing groups include multi-
stakeholder cooperatives, aggregation partnerships, and produce auctions. Produce auctions are a one-stop sales
outlet for local producers where they can access many markets through selling cooperatively. The BuyFresh/Buy
Local, Savor Wisconsin, and Something Special from Wisconsin programs and marketing cooperatives, such as
the Home Grown Wisconsin Cooperative, are also examples of collaborative marketing.

SUMMARY

This Chapter presented information on trends and projections that may affect farmland preservation in addition to
those identified in Chapter Il and the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan. The key findings of this Chapter are
as follows:

e Projected demographic and economic characteristics have important implications on farmland preservation,
since the conversion of agricultural and opens lands to meet future demand for urban uses depends directly on
future population, household, and employment levels. The projected population for the County in 2035, based
on local comprehensive plans, is 116,186 persons. This is a projected increase of 29,977 persons, or about 35
percent, over the existing 2010 population of 86,209. The projected number of households, based on the
population projection, is 46,260. This is a projected increase of 12,112 households, or about 36 percent, over
the 31,148 households in 2010. In 2010, there were about 53,700 jobs located in the County. A total of 62,135
jobs are projected for the County in 2035, based on local comprehensive plans. This is a projected increase of
8,435 jobs, or about 16 percent.

e Urban land uses encompassed about 62.1 square miles, or about 26 percent of the County, while nonurban
land uses encompassed about 174.5 square miles, or about 74 percent of the County in 2007. Agricultural land
uses were the predominate nonurban and overall land uses in the County, encompassing 121.9 square miles,
or 70 percent of nonurban land and 51 percent of the total County. Residential was the predominate urban
land use, encompassing about 34.1 square miles, or 56 percent of urban land uses and 15 percent of the total
County. Single-family residential comprised about 95 percent of the residential land.

e The Regional Planning Commission has inventoried existing land uses since 1963. Between 1963 and 2000,
the percentage decrease in agricultural uses due to conversion to other land uses occurred mostly within and
near city and village urban service areas. The amount of land in agricultural use in the County declined by
about 22,950 acres, or by about 22 percent, between 1963 and 2000 due to conversion of such lands to urban
use, which is an average annual loss of about 620 acres of agricultural lands over this period.

o Detailed land use trends in Ozaukee County between 1980 and 2007 have been inventoried. All urban land
uses, with the exception of railroad rights-of-way, experienced an increase in acreage between 1980 and 2007.
Residential land uses experienced an increase of 8,568 acres, which was the largest increase of all land use
categories in the County. Single-family residential accounted for 7,842 acres, or about 92 percent of the total
residential land increase. During this same period, nonurban land uses decreased by 13,304 acres, or by about
11 percent, due to a decrease in agricultural land uses. Agricultural land use was the only nonurban land use
to experience a decrease in acreage. All other nonurban land uses, including natural resource areas, landfills,
nonmetallic mining sites, and open lands, experienced an increase in acreage. Agricultural lands decreased by
15,807 acres, or by about 17 percent, between 1980 and 2007.

e Ozaukee County experienced an overall increase in the equalized value of land of about 58 percent between
2000 and 2010, which was above the approximately 43 percent increase State-wide over the same period.
Residential properties in Ozaukee County experienced the greatest increase in equalized value, with an
increase of almost 61 percent. Agricultural land, forest land, manufacturing properties, and other lands
experienced a decrease in value between 2000 and 2010. Although the equalized value of agricultural land has
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decreased, the average sale price of agricultural land increased in the County from $1,618 per acre in 1976
(equivalent to $5,805 in 2007 dollars) to $11,963 in 2007, or an increase of 106 percent when using constant
dollars. The average sales price dropped significantly between 2007 and 2009, to less than the sales price in
1976 when expressed in constant dollars, due to the economic recession.

In 2007, 513 farms in Ozaukee County sold $59,056,000 of agricultural products, based on market value,
which is about 84 percent more than the 1997 level of about $32,047,000. This is the highest percent increase
in comparison to those of the other six counties in the Region for that time period.

Racine County had the highest average market value of agricultural products sold per farm of $156,324 in
2007, while Ozaukee County had the second highest of $115,120, which was an increase of about 53 percent
from the 1997 level of about $75,052.

Ozaukee County’s agricultural sales as a percent contribution to the total business sales revenue of the County
increased from 0.6 percent in 1997 to 1.1 percent in 2007.

Technological development and intensifying competition are fundamentally reshaping the agriculture industry
from the production of bulk commaodities to the production of specialized markets. Efforts to develop and
expand new types of land uses for bulk agricultural commodities, alternative agricultural production systems,
niche markets, and specialty crops are creating new agricultural enterprises that are improving the economic
viability of agriculture.

— In 2007, dairy farming continued to be the predominant agricultural industry in Ozaukee County as dairy
sales totaled $33.2 million in the County. In terms of sales, the next largest agricultural sectors in the
County in 2007 were grain production sales at $8.4 million, horticulture sales at $8.2 million, cattle and
calves sales at $4.1 million, and vegetable sales at $2.0 million. Sales in “other” agricultural industries
increased 30 percent in Ozaukee County from 2002 to 2007.

— The number of farms in Ozaukee County declined by 20 from 2002 to 2007, while the acreage of
farmlands decreased by about 4,000 acres from 2000 to 2007. The total number of farms and the number
of dairy farms also decreased in Ozaukee County from 1986 to 2007. The number of milk cows decreased
during this 20-year period by nearly 3,000, or 26 percent. Despite the decrease in total number, the
average number of milk cows per dairy farm nearly doubled, from 58 to 112, between 1986 and 2007.

— In terms of crop production, corn and forage crops were Ozaukee County’s largest crop producers in
2002. Soy crops are the only crop product that increased from 1990 to 2002 in Ozaukee County. Soy
crops tripled during this period and overtook small grain crops as Ozaukee County’s third largest crop
producer in the total number of acres of crop production in the County.

Agricultural diversification is an important mechanism for sustainability and economic growth. Factors to
diversify agricultural production may include reducing economic risk, reducing impacts on environmental
resources, responding to changing consumer demands or changing government policy, exploiting profitable
niche markets, and creating new agricultural industries. Some examples of agricultural diversification include
organic farming, aquaculture, specialty crops farming, horticulture, agri-tourism, and value-added farming.

In 2010, Wisconsin ranked ninth nationally for ethanol production at 545 million gallons of annual capacity,
according to the Renewable Fuels Association. In 2010, there were nine large capacity and three small-scale
operating ethanol production facilities, as well as one proposed facility in Wisconsin. About 58 percent of the
ethanol produced in the State was blended with gasoline.

Local food consumption is increasing in Wisconsin creating viable opportunities for Wisconsin farmers.
Buying locally grown foods has become increasingly popular and the trend is expected to continue. The range
of local agricultural products available has expanded as farmers have responded to the public’s interest. Some
examples of collaborative and promotional efforts in Wisconsin that serve to promote locally grown foods
include Buy Fresh/Buy Local, Something Special from Wisconsin, Savor Wisconsin, and Grocers Buy Local.
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Community Supported Agriculture is an arrangement between local residents and farmers who work together
to share the responsibility of producing and delivering fresh food. Wisconsin is currently ranked first
nationally in the number of community supported agriculture farmers per capita. In 2010, there were three
community supported agriculture farms in Ozaukee County.

Farmers’ markets are one of the oldest forms of direct marketing by small- and medium-sized farms. A
farmers’ market is a group of farmers who collaborate to sell their farm-fresh, convenient, and healthy
products weekly or daily at a designated time and location. There were eight farmers’ markets in Ozaukee
County in 2011.

In 2011, there were two community gardens associated with Ozaukee County, the community gardens located
at the Feith Family Ozaukee YMCA in the Village of Saukville, and the community garden located in the
City of West Bend in Washington County operated by the Ozaukee Master Gardeners. The City of Port
Washington opened a community garden in 2012.

The Farm to School program aims to connect local farms with schools to serve more healthful, locally
produced foods to students; provide agriculture, health, and nutrition education opportunities; and improve
Wisconsin’s economy by developing new markets for farmers. Currently, over 70 school districts in the State
of Wisconsin are participating in farm to school activities.

Farm to Restaurant Programs promote a viable food system by facilitating local food sourcing between local
restaurants and regional food producers and educating the public about the benefits of supporting locally
grown and prepared foods. In 2008, the Buy Local/Buy Wisconsin grant program was initiated to keep food
spending in local communities by encouraging Wisconsin restaurants and businesses to make 10 percent of
their food purchases in-State. As a result, many Southeastern Wisconsin businesses have become restaurant
supported agriculture customers.

Some of the most visible local food sales are direct from farmer to consumer. There are also opportunities to
connect to a local food system through intermediate marketing. The most commonly recognized examples of
direct marketing include farmers’ markets, community supported agriculture farms, agri-tourism, U-Pick
farms, roadside stands, and on-farm retail stores. Some examples of intermediate marketing include selling a
product to specific buyers such as wholesalers, or distributors, who consolidate products for sale to
restaurants, grocery stores, supermarkets, or institutions.



Chapter IV

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

INTRODUCTION

For any planning process, it is good practice to provide opportunities for the public to become acquainted with the
planning process and to solicit public involvement in the development of plan recommendations. In the case of a
farmland preservation plan, it is beneficial to gather information related to public perceptions of agriculture as
well as other related natural resources and open space lands. To ensure community involvement, a public
participation plan (PPP) was adopted by the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors in December 2011 as an
amendment to the Public Participation Plan for the Ozaukee County Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan:
2035. The amendment to the PPP is included in Appendix B. The PPP for the farmland preservation planning
process, which was adopted by the Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board and is also included in
Appendix B, outlines a series of outreach efforts and public participation sessions designed to gain input from
County farmers as well as residents and business owners throughout the farmland preservation planning process.
In addition to input by an Ozaukee County citizen advisory committee and review boards, public participation
efforts carried out during the plan preparation process included, but were not limited to, County farmland
preservation kick-off and local information meetings, a countywide public opinion survey, Strengths, Weaknesses,
Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) analysis workshops, and agriculture focus group sessions. The comments and
suggestions obtained were used to help guide the preparation of a vision statement and goals, objectives, and plan
recommendations contained in the County farmland preservation plan. A summary of public participation efforts
and their results is presented in this Chapter.

PLANNING WEBSITE

In 2002, Ozaukee County launched a comprehensive planning website and added a separate link in 2010
pertaining to farmland preservation planning. The intent of the web page was to inform citizens about the
farmland preservation plan and the planning process, how to become involved in this process, and how to make
public comments. Over time, documents and resources related to the planning process have been added to the site
which has become a valuable resource for community leaders, County officials, Farmland Preservation Plan
Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC) members, and local government staff. The website can be viewed at:
http://www.co.ozaukee.wi.us/PlanningParks/PlanningParks Planning.asp.

WORKING LANDS INITIATIVE INFORMATION MEETINGS

Three Working Lands Initiative information meetings were held in March and April 2010. The first meeting, held
jointly by Ozaukee and Washington Counties on March 25, 2010, at the Riveredge Nature Center in the Town of
Saukville, invited local government officials and staff within the two counties. The second meeting was held on
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April 1, 2010, at the Saukville Town Hall for agricultural producers and landowners in Ozaukee County. The last
meeting was held as part of the First Friday Forum series on April 2, 2010, at the Ozaukee County Administration
Center in the City of Port Washington and was geared towards the general public. Attendees were given the
opportunity to learn about the State’s new Working Lands Initiative (WLI) legislation, Ozaukee County’s process
and timeline for updating its farmland preservation plan, and an example of a successful land preservation effort
from Dakota County, Minnesota. Staff from Washington and Ozaukee Counties; a representative from the
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP); and a speaker from Dakota
County gave presentations at various meetings.

KICK-OFF MEETINGS

Two kick-off meetings on the Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County were conducted on September 27
and 29, 2010, at the Fredonia Village/Town Hall and the Ozaukee County Administration Center, respectively.
Attendees learned more about the State’s WLI including planning requirements, tax credits, Purchase of
Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE) and Agricultural Enterprise Area (AEA) programs, and the
Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County timeline, process, and public participation opportunities. Staff
from the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department, UW-Extension, SEWRPC, and DATCP gave
presentations and/or answered questions.

PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY

A key method of obtaining public input was conducting a statistically significant, mail-out countywide survey. In
fall 2010, a survey was conducted on behalf of the County by the University of Wisconsin-River Falls Survey
Research Center. The survey was designed with the assistance of the Ozaukee County Land Preservation Board
(LPB), the Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board (CPB), UW-Extension, Ozaukee County Planning
and Parks Department, and SEWRPC. It was viewed as an important means of broadening citizen input in the
preparation of the new County farmland preservation plan and County park and open space plan. Responses to
these questions also helped guide preparation of a vision statement for the farmland preservation plan.

The survey was designed to include a wide range of questions on quality of life, farmland preservation and
funding, natural and cultural resource protection, park and open space preservation and funding, park
development and recreational facilities, and basic demographics. A total of 1,146 surveys were mailed with
postage-paid return envelopes to a random sample of adult residents (voting age-18 and older) in Ozaukee
County. The results provided in the survey report are accurate to within £ 4.75 percent with 95 percent
confidence. The report, which is provided in Appendix F, indicated the proportion of farmers among the survey
respondents was about 1 percent, which is proportional to the number of farmers in the County population;
however, the small number of farmers in the survey precludes adequate statistical analysis of the opinions of
Ozaukee County farmers. It recommended, therefore, that County officials seek additional input from the farm
community, such as from SWOT analyses and focus group sessions, as they deliberate farmland preservation
policies. Statistical tests further indicated that “non-response bias” was not a problem in this sample.

Of the 1,146 surveys mailed, 422 surveys were completed and returned for a response rate of about 37 percent.
Overall, the survey results from a majority of the respondents indicated agreement or support for:

e Preserving farmland for food and maintaining rural character;

e Establishing an Agricultural Enterprise Area to allow farmers to claim the maximum state farmland
preservation tax credits to help preserve farmland in the County;

e Maintaining open space, protecting important environmental/natural resources, and preserving wildlife
habitat, especially near County parks;

e Concentrating urban development in existing cities and villages;
e Supporting river restoration projects; and

e Preserving historic structures and archaeological sites.
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In addition, support or agreement was expressed for:

e Purchasing conservation easements for farmland preservation, with conservancy trust funds, private
donations, and State/Federal grants or funds as the preferred funding source;

e Creating a County program to purchase conservation easements for natural areas, with private donations,
conservancy trust funds, and State/Federal grants or funds as the preferred funding sources;

e Funding park, open space, and farmland preservation projects without raising property or sales taxes;

o Preferring residential cluster design (conservation subdivisions) with smaller lots and shared open space
compared to traditional design with large lots and no shared open space;

e Protecting water quality; and
e Preserving rural and small town character.

A Countywide public opinion survey was also conducted as part the of Ozaukee County comprehensive planning
process with the survey results presented in Appendix N of the County comprehensive plan. This survey included
a wide range of questions on planning and development topics, including agricultural and natural resources.
Several communities within the County also conducted local public opinion surveys to supplement this
Countywide survey. In general, these survey results concur with the overall results of the farmland preservation
survey in which the majority of the respondents favored preserving farmland, natural resources, and small town
character.

STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES, AND THREATS (SWOT) ANALYSES

At meetings of the Ozaukee Farmland Preservation Planning Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC), the
Ozaukee County Land Preservation Board (LPB), and the Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board
(CPB) in March and April 2011, members were invited to take part in a SWOT Analysis workshop conducted by
UW-Extension. A SWOT analysis is a planning tool used to identify a community’s current assets and liabilities,
as well trends that might have a positive or negative impact on its future. Participants identified and discussed the
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats that they perceived in Ozaukee County in relation to agriculture
and farmland preservation; when appropriate, they were asked to prioritize the issues by identifying those they
believed were most important.

The SWOT analyses carried out with the FPPCAC, LPB, and CPB were intended to focus primarily on farmland
preservation. The results of these exercises are presented in Figure 5. The issues identified as top priorities in the
County are highlighted in bold on the Figure and are listed below.

FPPCAC, LPB, and CPB SWOT Analyses Results — Top Priorities
Strengths

e Good farm to market roads/interstate

e Prime/available farmland

e Rural and urban areas

o Diversified agriculture

e Close to urban population/Milwaukee Metro area for direct marketing

e Farmers markets growing in popularity/good community support

e Strong farming history

e Good and productive farmland worth protecting

e Many parks and green spaces available for public use

e Major regional component of the County’s economy

e Large contiguous tracts of agricultural (ag) land

e Agricultural economy complements quality of life related to groundwater recharge areas and local foods
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Figure 5

RESULTS OF STRENGTHS, WEAKNESSES, OPPORTUNITIES AND THREATS (SWOT)
ANALYSES FOR THE OZAUKEE COUNTY FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN

Good farm to market roads/interstate
Prime/available farmland

Rural and urban areas

Diversified agriculture

Close to urban population/Milwaukee Metro
area for direct marketing

g gin ity/good
community support

Strong farming history
Good and productive d worth

Many parks and green spaces available for public use

Access to water

Agricultural heritage

Good labor force and education

Large number of existing farms

Close to market/farm markets

Good mix of commercial, industrial, residential, and agriculture

Support of UW system

Quality medical services for people and animals

Lake Michigan shoreline

Proximity to Milwaukee Metro areas

Diverse communities and geography

Large contiguous land areas (particularly north)

Longer growing season next to lake Michigan/climatic stability/

Lake Michigan shoreline

Strong agricultural heritage through many generations

Soil types good for producing agriculture

Strong and active agricultural community

Various industries to support residential population

Progressive farms with updated facilities and equipment

Relative economic strength and stability through diversity

Competiti to d/peer innovation

Hobby/niche agriculture

‘Well-educated populace that should be able to see value of FPP
Location to the market

Land is beautiful and there is an ethic that protects it

Committee working of FPP/interest in land preservation

Rural ch ‘aesthetically pl countryside

Longevity of families/history

Broad source of commercial store available to public

Hard working people

Don’t have inner city problems

Many healthcare opportunities
Variety of existing farmland usages
Has interstate system that helps move goods
Lots of natural resources
Natural precipitation/avoid irrigation

Urban sprawl

Lack of coordination between towns/
cities/villages/zoning issues

Lack of agricultural labor force

Population moving into agricultural areas

Land values too high for use in
production agriculture

C ints by urban d on

regular farm practices

Not enough locally grown food

Push for growth to increase tax base may
cause ion of / izati

urban sprawl
High cost of living and high tax rate may cause
sales of land

Zoning changes
Lack of sustainable pricing for
agricultural products

Unfriendly non-farm new neighbors

No common goal for farming
Farmers stop farming
Few large farm fields to accommodate equipment

Rising cost for inputs
Less that ideal soil types and drainage (clay soils)
High cost of housing for labor
Competition for farm labor

Declining interest in farming amongst youth

“Cooler” near Lake Michigan
Many other competing agricultural areas close-by
Traffic volume i agriculture movement
Land fragmentation
Increasing urbanism
Heavy clay soils
Lack of support services for agriculture in nearby communities
City of Mequon lacks farms
4H agriculture is not as active/involved
Monocultures (corn and soy)
Different zoning requirement in each township
No “bottom line” for preservation
Minimal financial support
Walker’s Budget Bill may eliminate PACE
Lake Michigan’s impact on climate
Ignorance and apathy about impacts of agriculture/FPP

Ozaukee County can be fruit/salad bowl for Milwaukee
Make land available to community groups

Young education and citizen education

Develop agricultural technology

More efficient transportation (rail)

Expand farmers food source

Trail labor force

Consumer interest/trends and income-"locavores”
Local agricultural production facilities

Employment at agricultural businesses

Improve thru BMP’s (buffers, etc.)

Direct sale of product to Milwaukee/Chicago
Customers at equestrian businesses

Opportunities for use of “genetic” engineered imputs (seeds, pest control, etc.)
Students to work on farms for experience

Food consumption trends with locally grown foods

of the si

Community can b
More wildlife
More interest in farming, kids are learning

Growing employment training (MATC, Concordia)

Keep agriculture related money in the County

Repeal on 35 acres rule by State

Brings education in the classroom to life
Aesthetically pleasing

Get youth involved

More farmers

Set guidelines for farmland preservation

Climate is good
Still have farmland that can be preserved
Preserve what Wisconsin is known for

Get a strong Farm Preservation Plan

Urban support for farming and farming infrastructure
Demand for products

Infrastructure to get products to market

Niche agriculture due to farm markets close to

urban center i iti

Suppliers of inputs in close proximity

Agricultural related jobs
niche prod

County planning

Local f

Bad economy
Sprawl encroachment
Urban/rural conflicts
Globalization
Environmental regulations
Economics of current farming/
increasing costs
Competition for labor
Lack of labor force
Inability for finding new markets/exports
Uncommon goal
Lack of education
High fuel costs
‘Where projected population will live/population growth
Failing soil quality/erosion
Increasing input costs (fertilizers, etc.)
Commodity prices volatile
Labor source for production agriculture
Future employment trade-off (other options for more money)
Bad farming practices
Declining farm numbers
Invasive species
Chance and resistance to change
Fear of mega-farms issues
Cost-effectiveness
Poor agricultural economy
Outside icipalities want Lake
subcontinental divide
GMO (genetically modified crops) crops
Fear of water pollution due to chemicals used and land erosion
Mega farms
Dollars from outside County investing in land

water outside

Lack of government support
Declining grants/funds
Apathy/indifference

Urban development

density without higher
housing density

Limited knowledge/concern for agriculture/food
Urban sprawl

Mega developers

Rising cost of farmland

ing need for

Greed and short-sightedness
Lack of information
Development

Poor redevelopment planning
Rising awareness of food

|:| SWOT Analysis conducted at an Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee meeting held on March 29, 2011

Issues in bold were identified as top priorities in the County.
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Figure 5 (continued)

Youth education

Medium sized dairy farms
Location close to a large population
Good community support

Retain property value

Multiple types of farming

Quality soils

E: ished i ips with f
(farmers market, school trips)

Continuation of farming

Have significant amount of farmland with historical
use/generations of families

Distribution of family farms outputs
Quality employment pool

Involved, active, respected farmers

Major regional component of the County’s economy
Large ig tracts of i land

y 1 quality of life related to
groundwater recharge areas and local foods

Emergence of smaller niche agriculture
Leadership and involvement in community
Prime agricultural land and good soils

Cost of community services are lower per revenue raised than rural
residential

Diverse agricultural base

Stewardship of the lands

Strong cultural history

County residents support local agricultural industry

C ity buy-in and ion (scenery, breakfast on the farm,
love of open space

Large local employment

Farmers markets and local produce

Working Lands Initiative

Agricultural land available to preserve

Provides visual aesthetics and wildlife habitat
Great open space plan in Ozaukee County
Good farm to market roads

Many farmers interested in PACE

Preserve the maximum amount of land

Preserve quality of life in Ozaukee County

Connect non-farm people to the agricultural community
Public relations campaign on importance an agriculture in the
County

Water recharge

Government programs to promote exports and international trade

Knowing where your food comes from on the local markets (dairy, beef,
chicken, vegetables)

Expanding types of agriculture (nursery, dairy)

Strong local support for agricultural land (based on survey)

Education

Purchase of development rights

Working with MATC on agricultural related economic opportunities

Enhancing land values by having agriculture as a viable business

Developing farmers markets

Preserve agricultural communities

‘Water recharge areas

Working Lands Initiative

Influence State and local curriculum to educate on agriculture

Think of other out-of-the-box models for preserving farmland
(Yggdrasil/farm incubator)

Change zoning to allow smaller agricultural
endeavors in residential areas

Talk to local grocers to promote local products

Difficulty in sustaining farms/lack of interest in
next generation

Infrastructure lost that supported agriculture
(equipmentt)

D

Loss of support for PACE at the
State level and budget cuts

Lack of understanding
subsidization of agricultural and
“Cheap Food Act”

and destruction of farms for

F ion of vision/

villages
and towns

Zoning
Pressure to sell the farm to develop

Evaporation of farmland to urban development,
especially city of Mequon

Lack of appreciation and support/criticizing from non-
farming neighbors

Pressure to increase farm operations, make bigger

Planning

less productive purposes

Misperception of why and where the size
of farms is going and difficulty of
expansion

Zoning restrictions inhibit smaller farms

because of regulations and allows disruption of
farmland

Perspective of land as not ped land, but land
that is to be developed
Lack of app ion and of farming and value of farming

Zoning is ephemeral and changeable making preservation more difficult
Urban encroachment and suburban sprawl
True cost are not reflected in consumer prices

Residents objections for farm vehicles use of roads and agricultural
practices

Uncertainty of availability/transfer of land for agricultural use
Cost of land

Lack of understanding of regulations and their purpose by farmers and
the public

Loss of new farmers (estate taxes, start up costs, financing)
Uncertainty of input costs (fuel, fertilizers)

Time sensitive issue/losing more land each year

Odor and noise at certain times of the year

Development pressure

Lack of funding

Specialty farms (organic)

b and
community/restaurants using local
foods/ ity based

Multiple levels of income through food chain/other
add-ons

Seek funding for farmland preservation

E opportuniti farm trips,
breakfast on the farm)

Using media to create a campaign to preserve
farming

Increasing farmers markets in County
Landscaping

Tax incentives to continue farming, especially as input
costs rise

Farm tour

Involving farmers in local government planning

Lack of funding for preservation

Cheap food and lack of
respect/value of food

Lack of understanding/education of
importance of farmland preservation

Global market
Loss of State support for PACE
Regulations are too prohibitive

State school curriculum not up to date to support
agriculture

Corporate control of agriculture on a national and
international level

Less than 24% of product sales go back to producer

Escalating cost of land for p rental, and

Loss of agricultural soils

Extraterritorial zoning

Lack of local agri feed,and p S

Fuel costs and lack of alternative energies
Uncontrolled growth

Loss of future farmers

Fear of expansion

Lack of profitability

Lack of diversity ( Monsanto, GM crops)
Land divisions

Development

Disinterest to continue family farm by next
ion if i is not i

Transportation costs
Rising/high costs in general

Lack of g i to £

Global competition

Cost vs. income

Rules and regulations

Lack of land available to support dairy/cattle farms

Reduced representation on County government due to
downsizing

‘Weather and natural disaster implementation

Extraterritorial zoning

|:| SWOT Analysis conducted at an Ozaukee County Land Preservation Board meeting held on April 14, 2011.
|:| SWOT Analysis conducted at an Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board meeting held on April 20, 2011.

Issues in bold were identified as top priorities in the County.

Source: Ozaukee County and SEWRPC.



Weaknesses

Urban sprawl

Lack of coordination between towns/cities/villages regarding zoning issues

Lack of ag labor force

Population moving into ag areas

Land values too high for use in production ag

Complaints by urban development on regular farm practices

Not enough locally grown food

Push for growth to increase tax base may cause conversion of farmland/urbanization/urban sprawl
High cost of living and high tax rate may cause sales of land

Loss of support for PACE at the state level and budget cuts

Lack of understanding subsidization of ag and “Cheap Food Act”

Division and destruction of farms for less productive purposes

Misperception of why and where the size of farms is going and difficulty of expansion

Zoning restrictions inhibit smaller farms because of regulations and allows disruption of farmland
Perspective of ag land as not developed land, but land that is to be developed

Opportunities

Develop a strong Farmland Preservation Plan

Urban support for farming and farming infrastructure

Demand for products

Infrastructure to get products to market

Niche ag due to farm markets close to urban center (diverse marketing opportunities)
Suppliers of inputs in close proximity

Ag-related jobs

Local farmers markets, niche produce

County planning

Education opportunities (schools, farm trips, Breakfast on the Farm)
Preserve the maximum amount of land

Preserve quality of life in Ozaukee County

Connect non-farm people to the ag community

Public relations campaign on importance of ag in the County

Water recharge

Threats
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Lack of government support

Economics of current farming/increasing costs
Declining or lack of grants/funds
Apathy/indifference

Urban development



e Expanding need for population density without higher housing density

o Limited knowledge/concern for agriculture/food

e Urban sprawl

e Mega developers

e Rising cost of farmland

e Cheap food and lack of respect/value of food

o Lack of understanding/education of importance of farmland preservation

FOCUS GROUPS

The Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department and UW-Extension held two public focus group meetings
during the planning process to solicit input from farmers and residents employed in the agribusiness industry. The
focus group sessions were held at the Hawthorne Hills Golf Course Club House in the Town of Saukville on April
19, 2011 and the Ozaukee County Administration Center on April 20, 2011. Attendees were asked a series of
questions related to agriculture and farmland preservation while responses were recorded. Appendix G includes
the agenda and questions used for the focus group meetings and a list of responses to these questions. Some of the
common responses or suggestions were the following:

o Smaller farms still exist in the County

e Close to markets-Milwaukee, co-ops, Cedar Valley Cheese Factory

e Input costs very high

e Lack of government support

e Farms getting bigger/need more land

e Tax credits provide more funding in the long term than easements

o Keep the northern part of the County in agriculture

o More specialty farms/niche farms

o Increasingly difficult to find younger generation to farm

e Direct marketing options

e Development (urban) needs control

¢ Accommodate growth, but on non-farmable land

o No respect when passing farm machinery on roads

o Create incentives to rent farmland out to farmers rather than selling the land
e Mixture between niche and extremely large (farms)

o Easier for existing large farms to finance. Lending for new/younger farmers is very difficult to obtain

TOWN OF DUNN TOUR

The Gathering Waters Conservancy and the Land Conservation Partnership for Ozaukee County (LCP 0Z)
sponsored a bus tour on May 13, 2011 to the Town of Dunn, located in Dane County, Wisconsin. The Town has
been implementing a successful purchase of development rights (PDR) program since 1993 that has preserved
large tracts of quality agricultural land and open space near the City of Madison. Town officials, staff, and
participants in the PDR program gave presentations and a farm tour to the LCP OZ, FPPCAC, LPB, and CPB
members invited on the tour to learn about their PDR program.
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PUBLIC EVENTS

A farmland preservation planning booth was on display at three public events. A booth was set up at the 27th
Annual Ozaukee County Breakfast on the Farm event held on June 25, 2011 on the Melichar Broad Acres dairy
farm in the Town of Port Washington. The event was organized by the Ozaukee County Dairy Promotion
Committee in coordination with the Melichar family. A similar booth was on display in the Commercial Building
at two Ozaukee County Fairs from August 3 through 7, 2011, and August 1 through 5, 2012. The booth included
inventory data maps, fact sheets, timelines, and other information about the Ozaukee County farmland
preservation planning process as well as the Working Lands Initiative legislation. Staff was present to provide
information and answer questions.

COUNTYWIDE PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETINGS AND PUBLIC HEARING

Two meetings were held as part of the First Friday Forum series to inform the general public about farmland
preservation. The first meeting was held on April 2, 2010, at the Ozaukee County Administration Center in the
City of Port Washington to educate the public about the State’s new farmland preservation requirements, known
as the Working Lands Initiative. The second meeting was held on April 13, 2012, at the Milwaukee Area
Technical College-North Campus in the City of Mequon to present the updated Ozaukee County farmland
preservation plan, including inventory findings, a map showing recommended farmland preservation areas, and
the goals and objectives of the plan.

Open house informational meetings were also held in September 2011 to share with the general public the
accumulated inventory data related to the farmland preservation planning process and results of the Countywide
public opinion survey and other public input. Following completion of a draft plan, a Countywide public
informational meeting was held on June 4, 2013, to share the recommendations of the Farmland Preservation Plan
for Ozaukee County. A second open house on the draft plan was sponsored by the Comprehensive Planning
Board (CPB) on June 11, 2013, prior to a public hearing on the plan also held by the CPB on the same day. The
public had the opportunity to both learn about and comment on the farmland preservation planning process, data,
and recommendations at these meetings.

A presentation on the plan was made to the County Board of Supervisors on June 19, 2013. The County Board
approved the plan as a stand-alone plan on July 3, 2013, before the plan was re-submitted to DATCP for
certification. Following certification by DATCP, the plan was approved by the CPB and adopted by an ordinance
of the County Board as an amendment to the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan. Additional information on the
plan review and adoption process is provided in Chapter VII.

OTHER PUBLIC INPUT

In addition to the public involvement efforts described above, the County received other public input throughout
the planning process via e-mails, letters, telephone calls, and other contacts. Other techniques to secure public
participation include local public meetings, newsletters, and news releases and articles.

SUMMARY

This Chapter presents the results of the public involvement efforts carried out during the process of preparing a
new Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County. These efforts included, but were not limited to, review and
input by the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee, Land Preservation Board,
and Comprehensive Planning Board; a Countywide public opinion mail-out survey; two agriculture focus group
sessions; and three strength, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats (SWOT) workshops. The results were used to
help guide the development of a vision statement and goals, objectives, and plan recommendations for farmland
preservation in Ozaukee County.

160



The aforementioned public input efforts provided County residents opportunities to express their views regarding
a range of agricultural issues and concerns and to offer suggestions for future farmland preservation in Ozaukee
County. A summary of some public participation effort results follows.

The public opinion survey of County residents conducted in fall 2010 included a range of questions on
farmland preservation and park and open space topics. In general, the survey indicated public agreement or
support for preserving farmland and rural character; maintaining and protecting open space, protecting
important environmental/natural resources, and preserving wildlife habitat; concentrating urban development
in existing cities and villages; supporting river restoration projects; and preserving historic structures and
archaeological sites. The detailed results of the survey are presented in Appendix F.

Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats (SWOT) exercises conducted in March and April 2011
provided the members of Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee, Land
Preservation Board, and Comprehensive Planning Board an opportunity to express opinions on various
farming issues at the outset of the farmland preservation plan update. Each Committee and Board identified a
number of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats pertaining to farmland preservation in the County
for consideration in preparing the new Farmland Preservation Plan. The results of the SWOT analyses are set
forth in Figure 5.

At agriculture focus group meetings held on April 19 and 20, 2011, attendees offered numerous comments
and suggestions with respect to questions pertaining to farming and future farmland preservation. Some of the
common responses or suggestions were input costs are very high; government support was lacking; farms are
getting bigger and need more land; tax credits provide more funding in the long term than easements;
accommodate more specialty/niche farms; provide direct marketing options; accommodate (urban) growth,
but on non-farmable land; create incentives to rent farmland out to farmers rather than selling the land; and
accommodate a mix of niche and extremely large farms. The results of the focus group sessions are set forth
in Appendix G.
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Chapter V

FARMLAND PRESERVATION AREAS

INTRODUCTION

Ozaukee County includes expanding urban areas as well as significant amounts of farmland and environmentally
sensitive areas. In recent decades there has been a substantial conversion of farmland and rural open land to urban
uses within the County. Future population and employment increases may be expected to convert additional land
in the County from rural to urban uses. Through proper planning, the impact on remaining agricultural and other
rural land can be managed for the public interest.

This Chapter identifies farmland preservation areas in Ozaukee County. The farmland preservation plan map is
intended to serve as a guide for attaining orderly development in Ozaukee County, and to minimize, insofar as
practicable, the loss of productive farmland and other important components of the natural resource base. The
plan map seeks to discourage incompatible urban uses in agricultural and environmentally significant areas, and
recommends that intensive urban development occur only in the planned urban (sanitary sewer) service areas of
the County.

In accordance with Section 91.10(1)(d) of the Wisconsin Statutes, a county farmland preservation plan must
clearly identify areas that the county plans to preserve for agricultural and agricultural-related uses. Farmland
preservation areas may include undeveloped natural resource and open space lands but may not include any areas
that are planned for nonagricultural development within 15 years after the date on which the plan is adopted. This
is accomplished through the identification and delineation of farmland preservation areas (FPAs). This Chapter
describes the criteria used to identify FPAs in the County and a map of parcels included in the FPAs. A map and
description of the land use categories shown on the Ozaukee County farmland preservation plan map is also
included. Larger-scale FPA and plan maps are included for each community that agreed, in cooperation with the
County, to designate FPAs within the community.

CRITERIA USED TO IDENTIFY FARMLAND PRESERVATION AREAS

Section 91.10 of the Statutes requires that the rationale used to identify farmland preservation areas be described
in the County plan and that maps be included that clearly delineate farmland preservations areas and parcels
within such areas planned to be preserved for agricultural and agricultural-related uses. The rationale may include
criteria such as soil type, topography, agricultural productivity, current agricultural use, and proximity to
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incorporated areas, major arterials, and rural subdivisions.® All of these criteria were considered as part of the
LESA analysis conducted as part of the County comprehensive planning process.

A set of criteria for delineating farmland preservation areas (FPAs) in Ozaukee County was established by the
Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department staff, UW-Extension staff, Southeastern Wisconsin Regional
Planning Commission (SEWRPC) staff, and Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC)
members working together. Parcels must meet all of the following criteria to be eligible for inclusion in a FPA.

A. Municipal Boundaries
Parcels must be located entirely in the following local governments:

- City of Mequon

- Town of Belgium

- Town of Cedarburg

- Town of Fredonia

- Town of Grafton

- Town of Port Washington
- Town of Saukville

Local government boundaries used for determination were current as of January 1, 2011. Cities and villages,
other than the City of Mequon, were excluded from the analysis because they intend to develop with urban
uses. The City of Mequon is the only incorporated community in the County that includes areas that are
intended to be maintained in long-term non-urban uses in addition to areas intended to be developed for urban
uses.

B. Sewer Service Areas
Parcels must be located entirely outside adopted planned sanitary sewer service areas approved by the
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.

Sewer service area boundaries used for this determination were current as of January 1, 2011.

C. Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) Score
Parcels must have a LESA score of 6.4 or higher.

A LESA analysis was conducted as part of the Ozaukee County comprehensive planning process to help
identify areas of the County that are most suitable for long-term agricultural use. The designation of high
priority farmland protection areas was intended to help ensure that farms most in need and deserving of
limited government resources receive them. The LESA analysis was conducted using SEWRPC and County
Geographic Information System (GIS) data to assign each agricultural parcel in the County a LESA score
between 0 and 10, with 10 being the best possible score. Parcels outside adopted planned sewer service areas
with 2 percent or more of the land in agricultural use were included in the analysis. The Land Evaluation (LE)
component of the analysis comprises 40 percent of the score, and used ratings determined by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service based on soil type, slope, agricultural capability class, and soil productivity.
The other 60 percent of the LESA score is comprised of the 11 Site Assessment (SA) factors listed

ICriteria are listed in the document entitled “County Application for Farmland Preservation Plan Certification”
prepared by the Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP). Criteria for the
identification of farmland preservation areas are not specified in Chapter 91 of the Statutes, and regulations to
implement Chapter 91 had not been issued by DATCP prior to adoption of this plan in July 2013.
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below. Each factor received a weight based on its perceived importance to the analysis by various
workgroups, committees, and boards. County and local officials may review parcels that received a score
below 6.4 and determine on a case-by-case basis whether they are suitable for long-term protection.

e SA-1 factors (agricultural productivity)
SA-1A. Size of parcel in agricultural use
SA-1B. Size of contiguous agricultural land block
SA-1C. Compatibility of adjacent land uses
SA-1D. Compatibility of land uses within 0.5 mile
SA-1E. Population density within 0.5 mile

o SA-2 factors (development pressures impacting continued agricultural use of a parcel)
SA-2A. Distance from planned sewer service areas
SA-2B. Distance from IH 43 interchanges

e SA-3 factors (other public values of a parcel)

SA-3A.Primary or secondary environmental corridor, isolated natural resource area, natural area, or
critical species habitat present on parcel

SA-3B. Wetlands less than five acres or floodplains present on parcel
SA-3C. Proximity to permanently protected land greater than 20 acres in size

SA-3D. Parcel has been placed on the National Register of Historic Places, designated as a local historic
landmark, or is adjacent to a rustic road

The median score for the parcels analyzed was 6.4. Parcels in the highest scoring categories should be given
highest priority for farmland preservation. Parcels scoring less than 6.4 should be reviewed on a case-by-case
basis. Six parcels with a combined total of 401 acres received a score in the 9.0 to 9.9 category, 164 parcels
with a combined total of 10,450 acres received a score in the 8.0 to 8.9 category, and 806 parcels with a
combined total of 28,213 acres received a score in the 7.0 to 7.9 category. A detailed description of the LESA
analysis is outlined in SEWRPC Memorandum Report No. 170, Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA)
Analysis of Farmlands in Ozaukee County: 2007, January 2008.

. Planned Land Uses

Parcels must be located entirely in the following planned land use categories based on the adopted Ozaukee
County comprehensive plan:

- farmland protection

- primary environmental corridor

- secondary environmental corridor

- isolated natural resource area

- other conservancy lands to be preserved

Planned land uses were determined by Map 96, “Planned Land Uses in the Ozaukee County Planning Area:
2035” in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No. 285, A Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive
Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035, April 2008, Amended May 2009 (reprinted as Map 24 in Chapter Il of this
report).

. Zoning
Parcels must be located entirely in the following zoning districts:

- agricultural (if single-family residential use is allowed, then no more than one dwelling unit per 20 acres)
- lowland conservancy
- upland conservancy
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Permitted zoning districts were determined based on
the requirements of Section 91.44 of the Statutes and
as shown on Map 26 in Chapter Il (Generalized
Existing Basic Zoning For Participating Commu-
nities in Ozaukee County: 2010). County and
SEWRPC staff compiled and digitized zoning
districts to create the Countywide generalized zoning
map, which was based on the detailed existing
zoning maps of participating communities included
in Appendix D. The map is current as of January 1,
2011. Permitted local government zoning districts
are listed below.

City of Mequon:

- A-1 Agricultural Preservation District

- C-1 Shoreland/Wetland Conservancy District
- C-2 General Conservancy District

Town of Belgium:
- A-1 Agricultural District

Table 43

FARMLAND PRESERVATION AREAS
IN OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2035

Farmland Lowland Upland
Preservation Conservancy Conservancy
Area Overla)é Overlay
Community (at:res,)a'b (acres) (acres)
Town of Belgium............. 16,610 968 432
Town of Fredonia............ 12,499 1,599 625
Ozaukee County 29,109 2,567 1,057

®Includes areas within conservancy overlays.

®Includes surface waters.

Source: SEWRPC.

- A-2 Agricultural District with parcels of 20 acres or larger

- C-1 Conservancy Overlay District

Town of Cedarburg:
- A-2 Prime Agricultural District
- C-1 Conservancy District

Town of Fredonia:
- A-1 Exclusive Agricultural District
- C-1 Lowland Conservancy District

Town of Grafton:
- A-1 Exclusive Agricultural District
- C-1 Conservancy Overlay District

Town of Port Washington:
- A-1 Exclusive Agricultural District

Town of Saukville:
- No zoning districts are eligible at this time.

FARMLAND PRESERVATION AREAS

Farmland preservation areas in Ozaukee County are presented on Map 28 for the plan design year 2035. The
delineation of farmland preservation areas (FPAs) was based on the criteria described in the preceding section. In
accordance with guidelines provided by DATCP, only entire parcels are included within FPAs. Conservancy
areas, which include natural resources such as woodlands and wetlands, are shown as overlays on Map 28; also in
accordance with guidelines provided by DATCP. FPAs occupy about 29,109 acres, or about 19 percent of the
County, which includes approximately 2,567 acres of lowland conservancy areas and 1,057 acres of upland
conservancy areas. Table 43 summarizes the area included in FPAs and conservancy overlays in the County and

participating local governments.
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Map 28
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Larger-scale maps of FPAs were prepared for those communities within Ozaukee County that qualify and agreed,
in cooperation with the County, to designate farmland preservation areas within the community, which are shown
on Map 29 for the Town of Belgium and Map 30 for the Town of Fredonia. Other communities involved in this
farmland preservation planning process decided not to participate in the State farmland preservation program
and/or did not qualify to do so based on the criteria described in the preceding section, or on the requirements of
Chapter 91 of the Wisconsin Statutes as determined through DATCP review of the draft plan. As noted earlier in
this report, the other Towns in the County and the City of Mequon, which participated in this farmland
preservation planning effort, wish to protect agricultural lands in a different manner to the extent possible and
may implement many of the agricultural-related preservation policies and programs described in the next chapter.

All towns, villages, and cities in Ozaukee County enforce their own general zoning ordinance.? The mapping of
farmland preservation areas has direct implications on the preparation of farmland preservation zoning ordinances
by local governments in the County, since the certification of farmland preservation zoning districts requires that
the district be located within a farmland preservation area. Proposed agricultural enterprise areas (AEA) and
PACE easements must also be located in a farmland preservation area in order to receive grant funds from
DATCP.

Uses within farmland preservation areas are set forth in Chapter 91 of the Statutes, and include crop production;
keeping livestock; beekeeping; nursery, sod, and Christmas tree production; floriculture; fur farming; forest
management; and land enrolled in a Federal or State agricultural land conservation or agricultural commaodity
payment program. Agricultural-related uses such as agricultural equipment dealerships and storage and processing
facilities for agricultural products are also listed as allowable uses in Chapter 91.

The lowland conservancy overlay shown on Maps 28 through 30 represents existing (2005) nonfarmed wetlands
and surface waters. The upland conservancy overlay represents the upland portions, including woodlands and
steep slopes, of existing (2000) environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas. The conservancy
overlay information is included on the maps to indicate the extent and general type of natural features that exist on
parcels within the farmland preservation areas so that communities could use this information to help identify
lowland and upland conservancy overlay areas on local zoning maps.

In accordance with Section 91.38(1)(h) of the Statutes, an overlay zoning district, such as an overlay zoning
district representing environmental corridors and other natural features, may be superimposed on a farmland
preservation zoning district. Farmland preservation tax credits may be claimed for natural resource areas within
FPAs provided the natural areas are preserved as permanent undeveloped natural resource areas or open space
lands on the site and the conservancy overlay district does not remove land use restrictions from the underlying
farmland preservation zoning district.

FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN

Map 31 shows the Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County. The number of acres and percent of the
County in each category on the plan map is provided on Table 44. The plan map depicts FPAs in relation to
natural resources, existing and planned urban development, and rural and agricultural uses outside FPAs in order
to provide a general overview of farmland preservation in relation to other land uses and natural resources in the
County. Larger-scale versions of the Farmland Preservation Plan map were also prepared for participating local
governments, which are shown on Map 32 for the Town of Belgium and Map 33 for the Town of Fredonia.

20zaukee County enforces a shoreland and floodplain protection ordinance in shoreland portions of the six towns
in the County.
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Map 29
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Map 30
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Table 44

FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY: 2035
Percent of Percent of
Land Use Category Acres Subtotal Total
Farmland Preservation Areas and Other Agricultural and Rural Lands
Farmland Preservation Areas? ...........oooee oo oo 25,383 46.2 16.9
Other Agricultural and Rural LANAS .., 29,517 53.8 19.6
Subtotal 54,900 100.0 36.5
Natural Resource Areas
Primary Environmental Corfidors.............ccoovivveeieeeee e, 18,311 52.5 12.2
Secondary Environmental Corridor® 4,581 13.1 3.0
Isolated Natural RESOUICE ArEASC ......c.ueeieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e e neean 3,329 9.5 2.2
Other Conservancy Lands to be Presernved ..o, 3,617 10.4 2.4
Non-Farmed Wetlands®. ..........ooe oo 2,368 6.8 1.6
Surface Water 2,704 7.7 1.8
Subtotal 34,910 100.0 23.2
Urban Developmentf
Existing Urban Land USES? ...........cccvoiieiviececececee e 36,645 60.3 24.3
Planned Urban Land Uses" 24,139 39.7 16.0
Subtotal 60,784 100.0 40.3
Total 150,594 -- 100.0
Overlay Category
100-Year FIoodplain ... 18,385 - - --
Farmed WEHANAS' ............o.coivieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 196 -- --

®Includes farmland preservation areas shown on Map 28 outside upland and lowland conservancy areas.

®Includes rural-density residential uses at a density of no more than one dwelling unit per five acres and the
agricultural/conservation subdivision land use category with a maximum density of one dwelling unit per 3.5 acres within the
Town of Port Washington (see Map 24 in Chapter Il). Parcels in these categories that are enrolled in the farmland preservation
program through an agreement between the property owner and DATCP will be limited to the uses specified in the agreement.
Uses on parcels subject to farmland preservation zoning will be limited to the uses specified in Subchapter 11l of Chapter 91 of
the Wisconsin Statutes and the local zoning ordinance.

‘Reflects environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas in the year 2000. Total acreage does not include
associated surface water areas, which is a separate category.

9Includes certain areas located outside of environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas, such as woodlands,
wetlands, natural areas, critical species habitat sites, State-owned wildlife areas; significant geological sites; and existing
common open areas of residential developments, including conservation subdivisions.

°Includes mostly those wetlands that are not being farmed and contain wetland vegetation and supporting soils that are
located outside environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, and other conservancy lands to be preserved. This
category also includes existing farmed wetlands located within parcels containing existing or planned urban land
use/development (ranging from rural residential uses to industrial uses).

fIncludes concentrations of urban residential (one dwelling unit per 4.9 or less acres), commercial, industrial, extractive,
governmental, institutional, recreational, transportation (including street and railway rights-of-way), and utility lands.

9Reflects existing urban land uses for the year 2007.

"Reflects planned 2035 urban land uses from the Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County (see Map 24 in
Chapter I1).

Includes those wetlands that do not contain wetland vegetation due to farming (cultivation, pasturing, or other agricultural
activities) that are located outside environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, and other conservancy lands to be
preserved, in areas not anticipated to be developed for urban use during the planning period. If natural vegetation develops on

some of these wetlands with supporting soils when farming ceases, the re-vegetated areas may eventually be reclassified as
part of an environmental corridor or isolated natural resource area, or as a nonfarmed wetland.

Source: SEWRPC.
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Farmland Preservation Areas and Other Agricultural and Rural Lands

Farmland Preservation Areas

Farmland Preservation Areas (FPAs) are described in the preceding section. Map 31 shows primary and
secondary environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, and other natural resources (wetlands, surface
water, and floodplains) located on parcels included in the FPAs for informational purposes. County, local, and
regional plans have long recognized the importance of identifying and preserving important natural resources,
including those in agricultural areas.

Other Agricultural and Rural Lands

Other general agricultural and rural land uses occupy 29,517 acres, or about 20 percent of the County, on the
farmland preservation plan map. The other agricultural and rural land use category would allow all agricultural
uses, as well as rural residential development with an average density of one dwelling unit for each five to 34.9
acres of land. Rural land uses may also include open land consisting of pasturelands and fallow fields. The plan
map encourages continuation of agricultural related activity in this area, including dairy farming, row crops,
equestrian farms, agricultural related warehousing and food processing, and plant nurseries. Niche agricultural
uses such as orchards, hobby farms, and organic farming farms are also encouraged. This category further allows
for residential development at a density of at least 3.5 acres per dwelling unit within the Town of Port Washington
which utilize conservation subdivision design to preserve high-quality agricultural, natural, and cultural resources
as part of the open space area of such subdivisions.

The use of conservation subdivision design or lot-averaging techniques is encouraged to help preserve rural
character in areas where rural-density residential development is allowed, provided minimum required lot size
standards are met. Under conservation design, individual lot sizes may be reduced below those permitted by the
basic zoning district for conventional development, provided the average density of the land division complies
with zoning regulations. Land not included in individual lots is typically maintained in open space for
agricultural, recreational, or resource protection purposes.

Urban Development

Existing and planned urban land uses would occupy 60,784 acres, or about 40 percent of the County by 2035, as
shown on Map 31. Existing urban development occupied 36,645 acres, or about 24 percent of the County in 2007,
as indicated on the plan map. Planned urban development areas occupy an additional 24,139 acres, or about 16
percent of the County. Urban development essentially consists of urban- and suburban-density residential uses
(less than five acres per dwelling unit), general commercial, office/professional, industrial, governmental,
institutional, recreational, transportation, communication, and utility land uses.

Environmentally Significant Areas

To effectively guide urban development and redevelopment in the County into a pattern that is efficient, stable,
safe, healthful, and attractive, it is necessary to carefully consider the location of planned land uses in relation to
natural resources. Locating new urban development outside of environmental corridors and other environmentally
sensitive areas will serve to maintain a high level of environmental quality in the County, and will also avoid
costly development problems such as flood damage, wet basements, failing pavements, and infiltration of clear
water into sanitary sewerage systems. Properly relating new development outside urban areas to environmentally
significant areas will help preserve the rural character and scenic beauty of the County. As shown on Map 31,
many of these natural features exist on parcels in farmland preservation areas. Such natural features as wetlands
and woodlands adjacent to or within cultivated areas are important to proper land management by acting as
groundwater recharge and discharge areas or trapping sediments while slowing stormwater runoff from cultivated
areas.

Primary Environmental Corridor

Environmental corridors, more fully described in Chapter Il, are linear areas in the landscape that contain
concentrations of high-value elements of the natural resource base. Primary environmental corridors contain
almost all of the best remaining woodlands, wetlands, and wildlife habitat areas, as well as floodplains and steeply
sloped areas where intensive urban development would be ill-advised. Primary environmental corridors are at
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least two miles in length, 400 acres in area, and 200 feet in width. The protection of primary environmental
corridors from additional intrusion by urban development is one of the objectives of this plan. Primary
environmental corridors occupy 18,311 acres, excluding associated surface water areas, or about 12 percent of the
County.

Secondary Environmental Corridor

Secondary environmental corridors contain concentrations of high-value elements of the natural resource base, but
are smaller in area than primary environmental corridors. Such corridors are at least one mile in length and 100
acres in area, except where secondary corridors connect to or serve to link primary environmental corridor
segments. In such cases, no minimum area or length criteria apply. Secondary environmental corridors occupy
4,581 acres, excluding associated surface water areas, or about 3 percent of the County. Secondary corridors
should be preserved where possible or carefully integrated into urban development with the goal of preserving
corridor resources. Such areas may serve as corridors for the movement of wildlife and may also be appropriate
for use as parks, drainageways, or stormwater detention or retention areas.

Isolated Natural Resource Areas

Isolated natural resource areas consist of areas with important natural resource values which are separated
geographically from primary and secondary environmental corridors. Most of the isolated natural resource areas
in the County are wetlands or tracts of woodlands that are at least 200 feet wide and five acres in area. Isolated
natural resource areas occupy 3,329 acres, excluding associated surface water areas, or about 2 percent of the
County. The plan recommends that these areas be preserved in essentially natural, open space uses whenever
possible, since these areas sometimes serve as the only available wildlife habitat in an area and provide natural
diversity to the landscape. Isolated natural resource areas may also be appropriate for use as parks, drainageways,
or stormwater detention or retention areas.

Other Conservancy Lands to be Preserved

The plan recommends that 3,617 acres, or about 2 percent of the County, of other conservancy lands be preserved.
This land use category includes woodlands, wetlands, natural areas, and critical species habitat sites located
outside environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas; significant geological sites; and common
open areas of residential developments, including conservation subdivisions. This category also includes portions
of State-owned wildlife areas and certain nonfarmed wetlands that are outside environmental corridors and
isolated natural resource areas. The preservation of these areas may provide the only available wildlife habitat in
an area and lend unique character and natural diversity to the community in a manner similar to isolated natural
resource areas. If natural vegetation develops on some of this open land, the re-vegetated areas may eventually be
reclassified as an environmental corridor or isolated natural resource area.

Nonfarmed Wetlands

This category consists of primarily nonfarmed wetlands (wetlands with natural vegetation), typically less than five
acres in size, that are located outside environmental corridors, isolated natural resource areas, and other
conservancy lands to be preserved. These areas contain soils that are poorly drained and support wetland
vegetation during years of normal or high precipitation or periods of normal or high water table. Nonfarmed
wetlands five acres or larger are typically located within environmental corridors or isolated natural resource
areas. This land use category also includes certain existing farmed wetlands that are located within parcels of
existing or planned urban development (ranging from rural residential uses to industrial uses), where farming
activities may likely cease, and the wetland will revert to natural conditions. Wetlands are regulated under State
and Federal laws and the County shoreland zoning ordinance. Development of wetlands, usually requiring them to
be filled, is limited. Permits to allow development in wetlands generally require “mitigation,” which requires new
wetlands to be created or existing degraded wetlands to be restored. Mitigation may be required on the same
development site or in a different location. Wetlands under this land use category encompass 2,368 acres, or about
2 percent of the County.
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Farmed Wetland (Overlay)

This category consists of farmed wetlands located outside existing or planned urban development that contain soil
conditions which can support wetland vegetation; however, wetland vegetation is absent due to cultivation, use as
a pasture, or other agricultural activities. Farming may continue in accordance with County and local zoning
ordinances and other applicable laws. If natural vegetation develops on some of these wetlands when farming
ceases, the re-vegetated areas may eventually be reclassified as part of an environmental corridor or isolated
natural resource area. Wetlands under this land use category encompass 196 acres, or less than 1 percent of the
County.

Surface Water

The surface water land use category includes lakes, ponds, and major rivers, including those associated with
environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas. Surface waters encompass 2,704 acres, or about 2
percent of the County.

100-Year Floodplain (Overlay)

Floodplains are identified as an overlay on the farmland preservation plan map, and encompass 18,385 acres, or
about 12 percent of the County. The floodplain overlay includes areas adjacent to rivers, streams, and lakes that
are subject to inundation by the 100-year recurrence interval flood event. Floodplains shown on Map 31 are based
on the FEMA Map Modernization program. Since floodplains are continuously refined and amended, local
communities and/or the County should be consulted for the most current floodplain delineations.

Project Boundaries

Map 31 includes the project boundaries of conservation agencies or organizations where lands are targeted for
preservation and/or recreational purposes. Project boundaries delineating potential acquisitions associated with
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) sites in Ozaukee County are all located in the Town of Belgium.
Lands within the project boundaries would be acquired primarily for preserving and improving breeding habitat
for waterfowl in Wisconsin. Currently, the USFWS owns about 681 acres of planned primary or secondary
environmental corridors or isolated natural resource areas and other open space lands. An additional 1,423 acres
of such areas are proposed to be acquired within the identified project boundaries as recommended in the adopted
County park and open space plan.

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) project boundaries delineate potential additions to adjacent
State parks, wildlife areas, or heritage area for natural resource and limited recreational purposes. The WDNR
project boundaries include the Harrington Beach State Park Project and Cedarburg Bog State Natural Area
Project. These areas have been approved by the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board for acquisition by the
WDNR on a “willing seller-willing buyer” basis. Currently, the State owns about 2,319 acres of planned primary
or secondary environmental corridors or isolated natural resource areas and other open space lands within those
project areas. An additional 991 acres of such areas are proposed to be acquired within the identified project
boundaries according to the adopted County park and open space plan.

The WDNR project boundaries also include the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage
Area in which the WDNR does not intend to rely as heavily on fee simple acquisition as it does in other project
areas in the County. Rather, the WDNR anticipates implementing the long term plan of preserving both natural
resource and agricultural land within the project area through a combination of public ownership, conservation
easements, and agricultural conservation easements. Consequently, State acquisition of lands within the project
area shown on Map 31 is limited to the acquisition of identified natural areas.

Map 31 also shows Ozaukee County project boundaries which indicate areas that are recommended to be acquired
by Ozaukee County to both preserve natural areas and critical species habitat sites, and to provide valuable buffer
areas adjacent to such natural areas and habitat sites. About 1,894 acres are recommended by the County park and
open space plan for acquisition by the County within the identified project areas.
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In addition to the project areas established by public agencies, the Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT) has
identified several project areas in Ozaukee and Washington Counties in their ongoing efforts to protect and
preserve important natural resource areas. OWLT project areas that are located at least partially in Ozaukee
County are shown on Map 31 and include the Cedar Sauk Area located partially in the Towns of Cedarburg and
Saukville, the Huiras Lake Area located in the Town of Fredonia, and the Shady Lane Woods Area located
partially in the Town of Saukville and partially in the Town of Trenton in Washington County. The purpose of the
project areas is to identify areas where the OWLT would focus their conservation efforts. The Land Trust is
expected to acquire additional yet-to-be-determined open space within those project areas. For purposes of the
County park and open space plan, the Land Trust acquisition of lands in the project areas is limited to the
acquisition of identified natural areas.

The Land Trust has also identified broader areas of focus that include the Milwaukee River and Lake Michigan
watershed areas. The goal of the Land Trust in these areas is to preserve and protect habitat and for water quality
protection.

SUMMARY

This Chapter includes maps of planned farmland preservation areas (FPAS) in the County and participating local
governments, as well as the farmland preservation plan map. The maps, and this plan, are intended to serve as a
guide to preserve productive agricultural land in Ozaukee County. This Chapter also includes recommendations
for protecting environmentally significant resources and recommendations regarding the location of urban
development within the County through the year 2035. The farmland preservation plan map is designed to help
achieve the objectives identified in the next chapter based, in part, on public input and adopted local
comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances and maps.

The principal function of the FPA and farmland preservation plan maps are to provide information that County
and local officials can use over time when making decisions about growth and land preservation in Ozaukee
County. The farmland preservation areas, along with the conservation of other environmentally significant areas
and the supporting implementation measures discussed in Chapter VI, provide an important means for promoting
the orderly development of the County while protecting important agricultural and natural resources. Consistent
application of the plan map will help assure protection of the County’s precious resources, while meeting the
needs of future residents and businesses in Ozaukee County.
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Chapter VI

VISION, ISSUES, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Planning is a rational process for formulating and meeting goals and objectives. As part of the farmland
preservation planning process, a set of planning goals and objectives, along with supporting policies and
programs, were formulated and are presented in this Chapter. A “vision” statement was also developed by the
Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee, Land Preservation Board, and
Comprehensive Planning Board to help provide an overall framework for the preparation of the County farmland
preservation plan. Key land use issues related to preserving farmland are also identified.

VISION STATEMENT

“To preserve its economically viable agriculture and rural character, Ozaukee County will create a
plan to support and implement policies and programs that balance sustainable rural land uses with
urban land uses by preserving productive farmland and ensuring orderly development.”

The Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC) was responsible for
developing the County’s vision statement, which was reviewed and refined by the Land Preservation Board and
Comprehensive Planning Board. The vision expresses the preferred future and key expectations for future
agricultural and other land uses in the County and participating communities. The development of the vision
statement was based on inventory data presented earlier, results of public input, and current and past planning
efforts, including adopted County and local comprehensive plans. Vision statements from existing Ozaukee
County and local government comprehensive plans were also taken into consideration while developing the
vision.

BASIC CONCEPT AND DEFINITIONS

This Chapter sets forth goals, objectives, policies, and programs intended to promote the conservation and
effective management of agricultural resources, including productive farmland, and to promote the economic
viability of working farms in Ozaukee County. The goals, objectives, policies, and programs for the Farmland
Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County are based largely on those prepared and developed under the agricultural,
natural, and cultural resources element and certain other plan elements that affect farmland preservation from the
adopted Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County. The FPPCAC refined comprehensive plan
recommendations as necessary based on the information and survey results presented in this document. Section
91.10(2) of the Wisconsin Statutes requires county farmland preservation plans and county comprehensive plans
to be consistent with each other.
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The agricultural, natural, and cultural resources element is one of the nine elements of a comprehensive plan
required by Section 66.1001 of the Statutes. The County comprehensive plan includes such a plan element.
Section 66.1001(2)(e) of the Statutes requires this element to compile goals, objectives, policies, and programs for
the conservation and effective management of various natural resources, including productive agricultural areas.
Of the 14 State comprehensive planning goals set forth in Section 16.965 of the Statutes that must be addressed as
part of comprehensive planning if receiving Wisconsin Smart Growth grant funding, the following relate to
farmland preservation and other related natural resources:

e Protection of natural areas, including wetlands, wildlife habitats, lakes, woodlands, open spaces, and
groundwater resources.

e Protection of economically productive areas, including farmland and forests.
e Preservation of cultural, historic, and archaeological sites.

e Promoting the expansion or stabilization of the current economic base and the creation of a range of
employment opportunities at the state, regional, and local level.

e Planning and development of land uses that create or preserve varied and unique urban and rural
communities.

Section 66.1001(2)(a) of the Statutes requires that plan elements of a comprehensive plan include a “statement of
the overall objectives, policies, goals, and programs of the governmental unit to guide the future development and
redevelopment of the governmental unit (including preservation of agricultural and natural resources) over the
planning period.” The County farmland preservation plan follows a similar format as the County comprehensive
plan document. Although not defined in the Statutes, the Wisconsin Department of Administration has provided
the following definitions of these terms:

Goals: Broad and general expressions of a community’s aspirations, towards which the planning effort is directed.
Goals tend to be the ends rather than the means.

Objectives: More specific targets, derived from goals and necessary to achieve those goals. While still general in
nature, objectives are more precise, concrete, and measurable than goals.

Policies: Rules or courses of action necessary to achieve the goals and objectives from which they are derived.
They are precise and measurable.

Programs: A system of projects or services necessary to achieve plan goals, objectives, and policies.

Section 91.10 of the Statutes (the Farmland Preservation Statute) requires County farmland preservation plans to
identify goals for agricultural development in the county; actions the county will take to preserve farmland and
promote agricultural development; policies, goals, strategies, and proposed actions to increase housing density in
areas outside designated farmland preservation areas; and key land use issues related to preserving farmland.
Although these terms are not defined in Chapter 91 of the Statutes, “strategies” are considered to be the same as
“objectives” and “actions” are considered to be the same as “programs” in this report.

KEY LAND USE ISSUES RELATED TO PRESERVING FARMLAND

Chapter 91, “Farmland Preservation,” of the Statutes requires the County farmland preservation plan to identify
key land use issues related to preserving farmland and to promoting agricultural development and plans for
addressing those issues. Sources of public input, including but not limited to, the results of a public opinion
survey, SWOT analyses, and focus group sessions, and existing inventory and plans such as the Ozaukee County
Land and Water Resource Management Plan 2011-2015, were reviewed to identify the agricultural issues to be
addressed by the plan and attendant goals, objectives, policies, and programs presented in the next section.

180



Chapter IV describes the results of public participation opportunities pertaining to the preparation of this plan.
Overall, Ozaukee County residents placed a high priority on farmland preservation, environmental conservation,
and the preservation of the County’s rural and small town character.

Land Use and Urban Development

Agriculture and urban land use data collected in Chapter Il indicate there are significant areas of the County with
soils that are suitable for agricultural production. The inventory data further indicate that there is a high level of
agricultural activity in the County and that agriculture and agricultural related businesses are an important
segment of the County economy. In addition, many parcels in the County have been identified as suitable for
long-term agricultural use through a LESA analysis, the results of which are shown on Map 6. The data, however,
indicate development pressure, as shown through the LESA analysis and Map 18 (Historical Urban Growth in
Ozaukee County: 1850-2000) in Chapter Il, has converted agricultural lands to urban uses over the years. The
conversion of agricultural land to urban development is one of the key issues affecting farmland preservation in
Ozaukee County.

Public Opinion Survey
The following are key issues identified from the Countywide public opinion survey conducted during the
farmland preservation planning process:

e Preserving farmland for food production;

e Establishing an Agricultural Enterprise Area to allow farmers to claim the maximum state farmland
preservation tax credits to help preserve farmland in the County;

e Maintaining open space, protecting important environmental/natural resources, and preserving wildlife
habitat;

e Concentrating urban development in existing cities and villages;

e There is enough farmland in the County to support the long-term economic viability of agriculture, but the
cost of farmland is making agriculture less sustainable;

e Preserving historic structures and archaeological sites;
e Funding park, open space, and farmland preservation projects without raising property or sales taxes;

o Preferring residential cluster design (conservation subdivisions) with smaller lots and shared open space
compared to traditional design with large lots and no shared open space; and

e Preserving rural and small town character.

SWOT Analyses
The following are key issues or threats and weaknesses identified from the SWOT analyses conducted as part of
this planning process. The strengths and opportunities results from this analysis are presented in Chapter 1V:

e Urban development/sprawl

e Lack of coordination between towns/cities/villages/zoning issues
e Population moving into agricultural areas

e Land values too high for use in production agriculture

e Rising cost of farmland

e Complaints by urban development on regular farm practices

¢ Not enough locally grown food
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e Push for growth to increase tax base may cause conversion of farmland/urbanization/urban sprawl
e High cost of living and high tax rate may cause sales of land

o Lack of understanding subsidization of agricultural and “Cheap Food Act”

o Division and destruction of farms for less productive purposes

e Misperception of why and where the size of farms is going and difficulty of expansion

e Zoning restrictions inhibit smaller farms because of regulations and allows disruption of farmland
o Perspective of agricultural land as not developed land, but land that is to be developed

e  Economics of current farming/increasing costs

o Expanding need for population density without higher housing density

e Limited knowledge/concern for agriculture/food

e Mega developers

Focus Group Workshops

Two public focus group sessions were held to obtain input from farmers and residents working in the agricultural
industry. Some common issues identified in these workshops are as follows:

e Input costs very high

e Lack of government support

e Farms getting bigger/need more land

o Keep the northern part of the County in agriculture

e More specialty farms/niche farms

e Increasingly difficult to find younger generation to farm

e Development (urban) needs control

e Accommodate growth, but on non-farmable land

e Create incentives to rent farmland out to farmers rather than selling the land

e Mixture between niche and extremely large (farms)
AGRICULTURAL-RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS

This section sets forth agricultural resource goals, objectives, policies, and programs through the plan design year
of 2035. Recommendations were developed using the agricultural resource data inventoried in Chapter I, the
LESA analysis, the planning issue statements and goals and objectives related to agricultural resources identified
in the comprehensive plan, and the key issues identified in the preceding section. This section also includes
agricultural resource recommendations for local government consideration. Local recommendations were
prepared because local governments will have additional influence over agricultural resources in the County,
especially with regard to providing protection for agricultural lands through local zoning and land division
ordinances. Each participating community should refine the local recommendations through the development of
goals, objectives, policies, and programs in the agricultural, natural, and cultural resources element of their local
comprehensive plan to meet specific community needs. Local governments may also choose not to include local
recommendations that are not relevant to their community’s needs.

Recommendations related to natural resources and land uses other than agriculture are set forth in the following
section of this Chapter. Planned farmland preservation areas are identified in Chapter V.
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Overall Agricultural Resources Goals and Objectives

Goal:
o Preserve and enhance Ozaukee County’s natural resources, including Lake Michigan, open space, and
agricultural land.
Objectives:
0 Develop methods to protect and preserve agricultural areas.
o0 Develop methods to retain and encourage agriculture as a viable part of the economy.
0 Encourage safe agricultural practices to minimize impact on the natural resources base.
o]

Discourage development that is incompatible with agricultural uses.

Goal:

o Preserve and enhance the rural and small town character of Ozaukee County.

Objectives:
o0 Encourage preservation of agricultural activities outside urban (sewer) service areas.

o0 Develop methods to preserve rural (agrarian) character and vistas outside planned urban (sewer) service
areas.

Soil Suitability for Agricultural Production Recommendations

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has classified the agricultural capability of soils based on
their general suitability for most kinds of farming. The classifications are based on the limitations of the soils, the
risk of damage to soils when used, and the way in which the soils respond to treatment. Using this methodology,
Class | and 11 soils are considered “National Prime Farmlands” and Class Il soils are considered “Farmlands of
Statewide Significance.” The location and amount of Class I, 11, and I11 soils were critical in identifying farmland
preservation areas in the initial Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County prepared in 1983. The NRCS
developed the LESA method described in Chapter 1l for identifying farmland appropriate for protection following
the preparation of the initial farmland preservation plan. The land evaluation (LE) portion of the LESA analysis
identifies soil quality. A large portion of Ozaukee County has high quality soils based on the LE scores assigned
as part of the LESA analysis, which were based on soil ratings developed by the NRCS. Over 50 percent of the
soils in the County received an LE of 90 points or higher on a scale of 0 to 100, as shown on Table 3 and Map 4
in Chapter Il. Proper land management practices can help retain the amount of high quality soils in the County
through the plan design year of 2035, which will be a key to sustaining agriculture in the County.

Goal:

e Preserve soils suitable for agricultural production in Ozaukee County.

Objective:

0 Encourage soil conservation practices to reduce farmland erosion and sustain and increase farmland
productivity in the County.

Policy:

= Encourage the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) by farmers.

183



Programs:

Policy:

Develop an educational program and distribute educational materials regarding farming
techniques that promote soil conservation such as conservation tillage (where crops are grown
with minimal or reduced cultivation of the soil), no till and zone tilling farming, contour
stripping, grass waterways, terracing, crop rotation, and nutrient management through soil
sampling. The educational program focus should include local governments and individual
farmers. Information and application assistance for Federal and State programs to implement
farming practices that promote soil conservation should be provided to farmers through the
County educational program.

Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically outlining the soil conservation
and BMP resources and grants available through the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and
other Federal agencies. The County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal
agency assistance and Federal agencies as part of program implementation.

Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically outlining the soil conservation
and BMP resources and grants available through State agencies such as the Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources (WDNR). The County should act as a liaison between those
interested in State agency assistance and State agencies as part of program implementation.

Work with the UW-Discovery Farms and Wisconsin Agricultural Stewardship Initiative programs
to promote an increased understanding of agricultural impacts on soil quality and how to
implement BMPs among farmers and government officials in Ozaukee County.

Continue to pursue Federal and State soil resource conservation grant funds available to County
governments.

Develop methods to ensure nutrient management plans required by Section NR 151.07 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code are implemented in the County.

= |Implement strategies regarding the reduction of cropland erosion as recommended in the Ozaukee
County Land and Water Resource Management Plan 2011-2015, and any subsequent updates.

Programs:

Update the land and water resource management plan every five years.

Continue to promote the use of the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) in Ozaukee County.

Enforce the land and water management standards required of participants in the Wisconsin
Farmland Preservation Program (FPP).

Promote the removal of highly erodible land from agricultural use through implementing the
County Soil and Water Resource Management Program.

Continue to support and implement recommendations in the County Land and Water Resource
Management Plan to protect land and water resources, including farmland.

Continue to identify croplands that do not have a conservation plan and help develop these plans.
Also, continue to assist in updating existing conservation plans.

Local Recommendations

Local governments should support and/or adopt programs similar to those of the County. The local government
should serve as a liaison between farmers and County, State, and Federal governments to disseminate information
and assistance with government soil conservation programs and Best Management Practices.
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Farmland Protection and LESA Analysis Recommendations

As stated earlier, Ozaukee County residents have placed a high priority on ensuring that farming in the County
remains viable in the future for economic, cultural, and aesthetic purposes. A sufficient amount of land must
remain in agricultural use to ensure that farming remains viable in the County. There are many programs and
techniques for protecting farmland and associated rural lands available to the County and local governments and
individual farm operators and owners. Several of these programs are outlined in Chapter VII and Appendix E, and
include the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program (FPP), Soil and Water Resource Management Program
(SWRM), Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP),
Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), Wetland Reserve Program (WRP), and Farm and Ranch
Lands Protection Program (FRPP).

Although there are many government programs available to promote farmland protection, resources are often
limited. A LESA analysis was conducted as part of the County comprehensive planning process to help identify
areas of the County that are most suitable for long-term agricultural use. The results of the analysis, as shown in
Map 6 in Chapter Il, are intended to be used by the County and local governments to help identify areas that
should be designated for farmland protection in the County and local government comprehensive plans as well as
in the County farmland preservation plan. The analysis results have been provided to communities within
Ozaukee County for their consideration in local planning processes. The designation of high priority farmland
protection areas will help to ensure that farms most in need and deserving of limited government resources
receive them.

Goal:

e Preserve a sufficient amount of agricultural land to ensure farming remains viable in Ozaukee County.

Objectives:

o Protect farmland outside urban (sewer) service areas for long-term agricultural use, with priority given to
parcels with a LESA score of 6.4 or higher.

0 Protect the most productive agricultural lands in the County for long-term agricultural use.

0 Protect parcels that were determined to be most suitable for long-term agricultural use through the LESA
analysis from non-farm development.

Policies:

= Protect high priority farmland protection parcels identified on Map 6 in Chapter Il. Parcels with
LESA scores of 8.0 and higher should be given the highest priority for allocation of farmland
protection resources. Parcels with scores of 7.0 to 7.9 should be given the next highest priority for
allocation of farmland protection resources.

=  Promote agricultural use on parcels receiving a LESA score of 6.4 or greater and located outside of
urban service (sewer) areas.

= Discourage land divisions on high priority farmland protection parcels and in large contiguous areas
of agricultural use located outside of urban (sewer) service areas.

= Discourage incompatible uses near farms and large contiguous areas of agricultural use.

= Support implementation of the Working Lands Initiative recommendation to establish farmland
preservation areas and agricultural enterprise areas (AEAs) outside planned urban (sewer) service
areas. AEAs would cluster active farms and slow farmland conversion by targeting funding and other
resources, such as the State Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE) program, to
farmlands within enterprise areas.

= Encourage and assist, where requested, in developing boundary agreements between towns and
adjacent cities and villages to limit conversion of farmland to urban uses.
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= Encourage denser, more compact development within urban (sewer) service areas to minimize the
development of farmland or urban uses.

= Encourage the use of development transitions between urban development (served with sanitary
sewer) and agricultural development using, where practicable, open space development concepts such
as rural cluster (sometimes called conservation subdivisions) and other cluster development as the
transitional development type.

= Encourage development of highways, streets, and utilities in a manner that minimizes disruption of
productive farmlands.

Programs:

Assign agricultural use to parcels receiving a LESA score of 6.4 or higher on the Ozaukee County
Planned Land Use Map: 2035 (Map 24 in Chapter I1), if also designated for agricultural use on
the applicable local government adopted planned land use map.

Study and develop a County land division ordinance that could be used countywide to help
protect agricultural resource areas identified on Map 6 in Chapter I1.

Develop a County agricultural conservation easement program or purchase of development rights
(PDR) program or a County agricultural conservation easement program to protect agricultural
parcels identified as high priority by the LESA analysis.

Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for local government use that
focuses on the protection of agricultural areas.

Work with the Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT), the Land Conservation Partnership of
Ozaukee County, and other land trusts to protect agricultural parcels identified as high priority by
the LESA analysis through agricultural conservation easements and/or land purchases.

Develop and adopt a County right-to-farm ordinance that defines agricultural operations, normal
agricultural practices, and the specific farmland that is affected by the ordinance; a reference to
the State Statute® that protects farmers from nuisance law suits; and a grievance procedure that
outlines how complaints against agricultural operations will be resolved.

Support Wisconsin’s Working Lands Initiative recommendations.

Study the feasibility of providing a tax break or incentive on the County portion of the property
tax for agricultural parcels, including those donating conservation easements.

Develop a cost/revenue model comparing the cost of County and local government services to
various types of land use compared to agricultural land uses.

Develop a fact sheet outlining the impact of agricultural land conversion in Ozaukee County.

Develop a public educational program and distribute educational materials to the public regarding
the benefits of farming, including economic impacts, and the need to protect enough farmland in
Ozaukee County for farming to remain viable in the future.

Continue to pursue Federal and State farmland protection grant funds available to County
governments, and use the LESA analysis to prioritize areas.

Continue to update as needed the Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County based on the
LESA analysis and any revisions made to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program (FPP).

A “right-to-farm” ordinance is intended to provide protection to farmers from nuisance claims due to noise, dust,
odors, and other effects of farm operations. Wisconsin’s right-to-farm law is set forth in Section 823.08 of the
Wisconsin Statutes.
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e Continue to encourage local governments to participate in future updates to the County Farmland
Preservation Plan.

e Continue to encourage intergovernmental cooperation to protect farmland, including the use of
boundary agreements.

Policy:

= Implement strategies regarding the preservation and protection of farmland and other working lands
recommended in the Ozaukee County Land and Water Resource Management Plan 2011-2015 and
Ozaukee County Park and Open Space Plan: 2035 and any subsequent updates.

Programs:

e Implement the Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) and ensure compliance of farms with FPP
rules.

e Encourage the use of the WDNR Managed Forest Law/Land program in the County and update
the geographic information system (GIS) database.

e Promote the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP) and assist communities, non-
government organizations, and the WDNR in identifying appropriate areas to apply for FRPP
grants.

e Encourage County and local programs to protect farmland through education and the
development of programs to support farmland protection. The County should also provide
technical assistance to towns for town farmland protection programs, such as transfer of
development rights and exclusive agricultural (or farmland preservation) zoning.

e Provide technical assistance to the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage
Area including maps, title locations, soils information, and conservation plans to the WDNR and
OWLT on parcels of interest. County representatives should also continue to participate on the
Heritage Area technical and advisory committees.

o Establish an Agricultural Enterprise Area(s) containing contiguous lands devoted primarily to
agricultural use. An AEA would be part of a broader strategy to protect farmland and promote
agriculture and agriculturally-related development.

e Continue to publicize and furnish information on sustainable and alternative agricultural
practices.

e Assist, where requested, local governments in preparing a Livestock Facility Siting Ordinance
under Section 93.90 of the Wisconsin Statutes.

Local Recommendations

Communities should use the land use plan map in their local adopted or amended comprehensive plan and the
County LESA analysis (Map 6 in Chapter I1) to identify areas most suitable for long term agricultural use and to
direct future growth away from productive farmlands as well as environmentally sensitive areas where possible.
Zoning ordinances in the Towns and the City of Mequon should be reviewed and revised if necessary to be
consistent with the local planned land use map. An exclusive agricultural or farmland preservation zoning district
should be considered as part of the local zoning ordinance revisions in order to protect designated farmland
protection areas. Towns and the City of Mequon should use additional land use control ordinances such as land
division ordinances to protect agricultural land in areas identified for agricultural land use on the local land use
plan map.

Cities and villages should promote the protection of agricultural lands in the County by accommodating
residential development at medium or higher densities within their sewer service areas, therefore alleviating the
need for additional sub-urban and rural density housing within the areas identified for future agricultural use in
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the Towns and City of Mequon. Cities and villages should also consider limiting the use of TIF districts to
redevelopment and infill areas, rather than using TIFs as a means to develop “greenfield” sites.

The Towns and the City of Mequon should also work with the County to develop programming to protect
farmland through education and potential funding programs. Part of the education component should assist local
farmers in obtaining grants from Federal and State agencies as outlined in the County programs listed in this
section and in Appendix E. Another component may include educating the public about the benefits of farmland
and farming. In addition, communities should work with Ozaukee County to study the development of
countywide and/or local purchase of development rights (PDR) and transfer of development rights (TDR)
programs, and work with the County to help implement such programs if they are consistent with local goals and
objectives.

Protection of Farms and Farming Recommendations

Preserving soil quality and open farmland are not the only agricultural issues in Ozaukee County. Agriculture
cannot remain in the County if farming is not economically viable. The agricultural activity statistics inventoried
in Chapter 11 show that agriculture is still economically viable in Ozaukee County. County farms combined to sell
about $59 million worth of agricultural products in 2007, although several indicators of agricultural activity have
been declining in recent years, as indicated in Table 12 in Chapter II. The total number of farms decreased from
620 in 1976 to 513 in 2007, and the amount of land in farms decreased from 105,000 to about 70,000 acres, or by
33 percent, during that period. During that same time period the number of dairy farms in the County has
decreased from 255 to 69; however, the number of dairy cows in the County decreased much less dramatically,
from about 9,800 to 8,253.

While the number of farms and dairy farms has decreased in the County over the last three decades, there were 54
farms growing vegetables for sale and 18 farms with orchards located in the County in 2007. Some of these farms
may fit into the category of “small scale farming” and “niche agriculture,” which has been identified in public
input processes as both desirable businesses to retain and attract to the County and as a strategy to preserve
agriculture in the County. These types of operations may also be sustainable and desirable near the County’s
urban areas where parcels are generally smaller than in the County’s historically rural areas, and a market for
fresh, locally grown agricultural products is located nearby.

Development pressure in Ozaukee County creates additional challenges for the agricultural industry. Nearby
incompatible uses, including urban-density residential development in rural areas, pose a threat to long term
agricultural use for some areas of the County. Programs enacted as part of the Working Lands Initiative may help
to promote the long term viability of agriculture in the County.

Goal:

e Protect farms and farming in Ozaukee County.

Objectives:
0 Preserve the economic viability of agricultural activities in Ozaukee County.

0 Retain existing farm operations outside planned urban (sewer) service areas in Ozaukee County to the
extent possible.

0 Retain existing agri-business in Ozaukee County to the extent possible.
o0 Encourage agricultural activity on lands identified for agricultural use on the County Planned Land Use
Map for 2035.
Policies
= Support economic initiatives to ensure farming remains viable in Ozaukee County, including funding
programs, agri-tourism, and direct marketing of farm products.
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Existing farmlands in planned urban (sewer) service areas should be encouraged to remain in
agricultural use until public sewer and water services are extended to the parcel.

Protect agricultural infrastructure in Ozaukee County to support farm operations.

Encourage niche farming operations in Ozaukee County, such as organic farms, orchards, and
landscape nurseries.

Encourage farming by younger age groups in Ozaukee County.
Encourage retiring farmers to pass farms on to heirs or to sell farms to other farmers.

Support establishment by the State of a beginning farmer program to recruit and train the next
generation of farmers.

Consider the use and development of biofuels as an alternative energy source as well as other energy
sources such as wind, solar, and geothermal.

Encourage and support urban and peri-urban (perimeter of urban center) agriculture.

Programs:

e Implement programs recommended under the Farmland Protection Recommendations to preserve
agricultural activity in Ozaukee County, including those in the Wisconsin Working Lands law
(Chapter 91 of the Statutes) and study a County property tax deduction on agricultural uses.

e Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans available through Federal and State
agencies for beginning farmers. The County should act as a liaison between those interested in
Federal and State agency assistance and Federal and State agencies a part of program
implementation.

e Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans available through Federal and State
agencies for youth programs, including 4-H Clubs and Future Farmers of America (FFA). The
County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal and State agency assistance
and Federal and State agencies a part of program implementation.

e Study the potential development of health care purchasing programs for farmers in Ozaukee
County, similar to the program being developed by the Wisconsin Health Care Cooperative
established under Section 185.99 of the Statutes, to allow self-employed farmers or small
businesses to purchase affordable health insurance.

e Study the use of State and Federal bio-energy grants to promote agriculture and associated
agricultural industries in Ozaukee County.

o |dentify and consider establishing AEAs to include areas with an agricultural economic cluster of
farming operations and appropriate agri-businesses on lands designated for agricultural use on the
County Planned Land Use Map for 2035.

o Develop a program to market and link Ozaukee County agricultural products, including organic
products, to restaurants, stores, schools, hospitals, and group residential facilities (nursing homes,
for example) in Ozaukee County and surrounding areas.

e Establish a program to promote agri-tourism in Ozaukee County through agricultural-related
special events. Events could include farm breakfasts, farm tours, corn mazes, and u-pick farms.
The program could include an educational component for farmers regarding possible agri-tourism
enterprises.

o  Work with UW-Extension and local high schools and colleges to promote agribusiness education
programs.
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o Work with UW-Extension to provide information to farmers on succession planning to help
ensure farming activity continues into the future.

e Continue to promote allowing produce stands, bed-and-breakfast establishments, “commercial
kitchens,” and other types of home occupations or “home-based” businesses on farms to help
supplement farming incomes.

e Publicize and furnish information on alternative specialized or niche farming operations,
including “urban,” “aquaponics,” “hydroponics,” aquaculture, organic, herb (including herbology,
use of herbs as natural remedies), apiculture (beekeeping), equestrian, and “bioenergy”
(sustainable biomass and biofuel® production) farming.

e Continue to support farmland preservation educational efforts by the Ozaukee County Planning
and Parks Department, Ozaukee County Land and Water Management Department, and UW-
Extension to assist landowners and the public, including distribution of WDNR and DATCP
educational materials to local landowners on farmland preservation, through the County
newsletter and website, public informational meetings, and individual contacts with landowners.

Local Recommendations

Local governments should include programs in their comprehensive plan, where desired, to help implement the
County farmland preservation plan. The local government should serve as a liaison between farmers and County,
State, and Federal governments to disseminate information and assistance with government grants and funding
targeted for farm start-up costs, farm operation costs (including farmland and equipment acquisition), and youth
farming programs.

Local governments should also support County programs that promote local agricultural products to restaurants
and stores within the community. Local governments should review and, if necessary, revise the local zoning
ordinance to allow for certain home occupations or home-based businesses on farms, including produce stands
and bed-and-breakfast establishments. Local governments may also provide incentives for activities such as
produce stands and farmers markets through an expedited permitting process and reduced permitting fees.

OTHER RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS

Although there are many goals, objectives, policies, and/or programs for various plan elements in the County
comprehensive plan that are related to agricultural uses, this section identifies key ones that may directly affect
farmland preservation in some manner. For example, concentrating urban development in compact urban centers
or urban service areas (sanitary sewer service areas of usually cities and villages) will help preserve farmlands
surrounding the perimeter of such centers. Another example is the preservation of historic farmsteads including
barns, silos, hedgerows, and stone fencerows contributing to the rural character of an area by reflecting the
agrarian heritage. The preservation of pockets of natural vegetation that often exist on agricultural sites also
contributes to the natural rural character of an area and helps improve water quality on the site (wetlands on the

A commercial kitchen is used for preparing food for sale to the public or membership in an organization that uses
the kitchen. Such kitchens usually require an inspection by the local health department before use for commercial
purposes. A private kitchen does not require an inspection unless a person using it plans to sell to the public.

3Biofuels may also include cellulosic biofuels produced as “biogasoline”or “drop-in fuel”(replace or blend with
gasoline) from waste products such as, for example, corn stover (corn cobs, stalks, and leaves) left on farms after
the corn harvest or tree branches, needles/leaves, and stumps left on forest floors after timber harvest on managed
forest lands. Such biofuels are important since they do not compete with food sources, and are projected to
generate significantly fewer emissions than traditional gasoline and certain other biofuels.
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site capture sedimentation and may serve as groundwater recharge areas). Other policies that may affect farmland
preservation include providing a range of affordable housing choices for all income levels and age groups,
including persons who work in the farming industry; improving transportation infrastructure, including railway
and trucking infrastructures to help transport farm produce; maintaining and enhancing the existing level of public
services, including those for the farming community such as health, education, and fire protection services; and
supporting and encouraging sustainable energy options in public and private development, including biofuels.

In addition to supporting farmland preservation, survey and other public input results indicate that County
residents place a high priority on protecting existing woodlands, wetlands, and river corridors which often exist
on farm properties, and applying stricter regulations for water quality. The public opinion survey further revealed
that residents support conservation subdivisions and the creation of dedicated funds by the County to preserve
natural resource areas.

Protection of Natural Resources

Goal:

e Ensure the protection, wise use, and enhancement of the natural resource base in Ozaukee County.

Objectives:
o Preserve rural natural character and vistas outside planned urban (sewer) service areas.

0 Encourage the preservation of open spaces including, for example, natural and agricultural areas in
conservation subdivisions as part of future development proposals in the County.

0 Guide urban land uses to land that can sustain urban development.

Policies:
= Discourage urban land uses” in areas identified as environmentally sensitive on Map 16 in Chapter II.

= Discourage urban land uses in areas identified as lands with natural limitations for building site
development on Map 17 in Chapter I1.

= Discourage incompatible uses in environmental corridors, natural areas, and critical species habitat
and aquatic sites in Ozaukee County.

Programs:

o Develop an education program and distribute educational materials regarding techniques that
promote land use patterns that are sensitive to natural resource conservation such as overlay
zoning, incentive zoning, planned unit development (PUD), conservation subdivisions, and
transfer of development rights (TDR) programs. The educational program focus should include
local governments and developers.

o Further develop the County conservation easement program or purchase of development rights
(PDR) program to protect natural resource areas identified on Maps 16 and 17.

o Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for local government use that
focuses on the protection of natural resource areas.

o Develop a model zoning ordinance for local government use that provides for protection of
natural resource areas identified on Maps 16 and 17.

4Urban land uses include residential, at densities greater than one home per five areas; commercial; industrial;
transportation, communication, and utility; governmental and institutional; and intensive recreational land uses.
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o Encourage the adoption of lowland conservancy and upland conservancy zoning districts that are
based on Table 96, Guidelines for Development Considered Compatible with Environmental
Corridors and Isolated Natural Resource Areas, in Chapter VII of the County comprehensive
plan for use in local government zoning ordinances.”

e Protect environmental corridors through the County plat review process.

e Protect natural areas and critical species habitat and aquatic sites identified in the Ozaukee
County Park and Open Space Plan.

o Develop a County Land Division Ordinance that could be used countywide to help protect
identified natural resource areas.

e Promote model conservation subdivision ordinances, such as the Rural Cluster Development
Guide,® to local governments. Assist local governments in interpreting and implementing
conservation subdivision ordinances, including requiring stewardship plans to ensure proper
management of common open space which may also contain farmstead features.

Invasive Species

Goal:

e Protect Ozaukee County’s naturally occurring bio-diversity.

Objective:

o Control and reduce the spread of invasive species in Ozaukee County, including both land and aquatic
species.
Policies:
= Develop programs to control and reduce the spread of invasive species in Ozaukee County.

= Implement strategies regarding the management of invasive plant species recommended in the
Ozaukee County Park and Open Space Plan: 2035 and the Ozaukee County Land and Water
Resource Management Plan 2011-2015, and subsequent updates.

Programs:

o Develop a model landscaping ordinance for local government use that restricts landscaping with
invasive plant species.

o Develop a public educational program to discourage the use of invasive plant species in
landscaping.

e Work with nongovernmental organizations to support implementation of methods to control
invasive species, with a focus along major transportation routes and corridors through the County
such as IH 43 and the Milwaukee River.

®Examples of ordinances to protect conservancy areas are available from SEWRPC on request.

®See  SEWRPC Planning Guide No. 7, Rural Cluster Development Guide, December 1996, or
http://www.sewrpc.org/SEWRPCFiles/Publications/pg/pg-07 rural cluster development.pdf? for more
information.
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e Continue to support the Southeastern Wisconsin Invasive Species Consortium (SEWISC), Inc.,
which functions as the Southeastern Wisconsin Cooperative Weed Management Area,” covering
the Milwaukee River watershed and surrounding counties, along with other government agencies
and nonprofit organizations.

o Develop model public/private landscaping construction and facilities maintenance guidelines to
ensure transported soil, fill, and rock do not contain invasive plants or seeds, and use the
guidelines for County projects.

e Study and incorporate invasive plant species control and management requirements into the
County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance.

o Implement noxious weed ordinances in County parks and local parks by working cooperatively
with local governments.

e Provide for an invasive plant education and outreach program in Ozaukee County through a
partnership with the Invasive Plant Association of Wisconsin, SEWISC, and other partners.

e Require vegetation management plans for land divisions in the County through a revision to the
County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance.

o Follow the provisions of Chapter NR 40, Invasive Species ldentification, Classification and
Control, of the Wisconsin Administrative Code.
Water Quality

Goals:

e Encourage integrated water resource management of surface water, groundwater, and water dependent natural
resources.

e Protect and enhance surface and groundwater quality and quantity, floodplains, wetlands, and Lake Michigan
shorelines and bluffs.
Objectives:
0 Reduce sedimentation, pollution, and eutrophication8 of lakes, rivers, and streams in Ozaukee County.

0 Reduce reliance on groundwater resources for water supply in Ozaukee County.

Policies:

= Support the development of land use patterns and water quality control facilities, programs, and
operational improvements, including nonpoint pollution controls and sewage and stormwater
management systems, to effectively meet the wastewater disposal and stormwater runoff control
needs of the County.

A Cooperative Weed Management Area (CWMA) is typically formed to integrate invasive plant and animal
management resources across jurisdictional boundaries to benefit an entire region. The SEWISC was established
as a consortium that promotes efficient and effective management of invasive species throughout an eight-county
region or essentially a CWMA consisting of Sheboygan, Ozaukee, Washington, Waukesha, Milwaukee, Walworth,
Racine, and Kenosha Counties.

8Eutrophication is caused by the increase of chemical nutrients, typically compounds containing nitrogen or
phosphorus, in an ecosystem. Eutrophication typically occurs when nutrient pollution is released into water
bodies and results in enhanced growth of phytoplankton (an algal bloom), which disrupts normal functioning of
the ecosystem.
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= Support the development of land use patterns, water supply infrastructure, including operational
improvements, and water consumption methods to effectively meet the water supply needs of the
County.

= Implement strategies regarding pollution reduction and control and watershed basin planning
recommended in the Ozaukee County Land and Water Resource Management Plan 2011-2015, and
any subsequent updates.

Programs:

Support and, where applicable, implement sanitary sewer, water supply, and stormwater
management standards recommended in the regional water supply plan and regional water quality
management plan (RWQMP) update.

Continue to administer and enforce the Ozaukee County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning
Ordinance in accordance with State and Federal requirements.

Develop a public educational program and distribute educational materials to the public regarding
non-point and point source pollution.

Develop public educational programs and distribute educational materials to the public regarding
the benefits of natural resources and the need to protect them from degradation; floodplain and
wetlands including statutory requirements and authorities related to these features; limitations of
saturated soils for development; projects homeowners can implement to reduce non-point source
pollution, such as rain gardens, replacing lawn areas with native landscaping, and reducing
impervious surfaces; well water safety information and well monitoring; and importance of bluff
setback requirements and the bluff erosion process. The education programs focus should include
local governments, developers, and the public.

Work to install buffers along all watercourses in Ozaukee County.

Enforce farm compliance with Chapter 12, Animal Waste Storage, of the Ozaukee County Code
of Ordinances.

Enforce the recommendations for management of animal waste storage facilities and utilization of
waste set forth in Standard 590 of the USDA-NRCS Technical Guide and conduct yearly follow-
up inspections.

Develop methods to reduce the amount of winter spread manure on 50 percent of the critical areas
in 303(d) list waters® and waters within the Great Lakes Watershed.

Develop methods to collaborate with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
WDNR to remove PCB’s in 303(d) listed waters. This effort should include a public education
component.

Develop and adopt a countywide Stormwater and Construction Site Erosion Control Ordinance
that includes an illicit discharge detection, elimination, and enforcement component.

Ensure compliance with Chapter NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code through plat and
shoreland zoning reviews, including construction site pollutant control (including plan review and
compliance inspections) and post-construction stormwater management (including plan review
and compliance inspections).

Assist other government agencies with implementation of the RWQMP.

9Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act requires the State to develop a list of impaired waters, commonly
referred to as the ““303(d) list.”” A documented methodology is used by the WDNR to list waters in Wisconsin.
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Work collaboratively with MMSD and SEWRPC to implement and update the RWQMP.

Use the Milwaukee River Basin Plan and Sheboygan River Basin Plan to target priority farms by
identifying sediment delivery fields, and phosphorus runoff sites in 303(d) list waters areas.

Maintain, update, and implement recommendations set forth in the Ozaukee County flood
mitigation plan, including acquisition of properties in the floodplain without “buildable” areas.

Support and, where applicable, establish and utilize an adaptive watershed management™® option
as a strategy to meet the phosphorus water quality criteria set forth in Section NR 102.06 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code in an economically efficient manner while considering the
contributions of phosphorus from point and nonpoint sources in a watershed.

Cultural Resources

Goals:

e Preserve the rural and small town character of Ozaukee County.

e Preserve and enhance the historic, cultural, and archaeological resources that contribute to Ozaukee County’s
heritage.

e Promote cultural resource and heritage related tourism in the County.

Objectives:

(0]

Discourage urban development within the rural areas of Ozaukee County. Encourage the location of
major retail, service, institutional, and other urban uses within urban (sewer) service areas.

Encourage development and redevelopment that is sensitive to the preservation of significant natural,
historic, and cultural features, and is compatible with such uses.

Encourage the preservation of historic and cultural structures and districts and archaeological sites.

Capitalize on tourism amenities.

Support the efforts of local historical societies to research and display Ozaukee County’s history and
heritage to the public.

Policy:

= Preserve historic structures and sites that have been listed on the State or National Registers of
Historic Places or are identified as local landmarks.

Programs:

Preserve and maintain structures with significant historical and archaeological value in the
County.

Develop model historic and archaeological preservation ordinances for towns under the
provisions of Section 60.04 of the Statutes and for cities and villages based on Section
62.23(7)(em) of the Statutes (consult the State Historical Society Division of Historic

1A process where new information on the health of the watershed is included into a watershed management plan
as a combination of scientific research, monitoring, and practical management that allows for experimentation
and provides the opportunity to ““learn by doing” because of the uncertainty about how ecosystems function and
how management affects ecosystems.
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Land Uses

Goal:

Preservation model ordinance). The archaeological model ordinance would be similar to a
historic preservation ordinance; however, its focus is preservation of archaeological sites.**

e Observe Section 66.1111 of the Wisconsin Statutes, which requires local governments, including
counties, to consider how a project may affect historic properties and archaeological sites listed
on the National Register of Historic Places or State Register of Historic Places.

e Develop and distribute educational materials to local governments, historical societies, and the
public regarding agencies, such as the State Historical Society Office of Local History, and
funding sources that may support the work and facilities of local historical societies in Ozaukee
County.

Guide projected growth in a manner that protects Ozaukee County’s agricultural and natural resource base
and the character of local communities and neighborhoods, including those communities that wish to retain an
agricultural economy and rural character.

Objectives:

0 Encourage a balanced and sustainable allocation of space between various types of land uses to meet the
social, physical, and economic needs of County residents.

o0 Discourage urban development within the rural areas of Ozaukee County. Encourage the location of
major retail, service, institutional, and other urban uses within the historic urban service centers of the
County.

Policies:

Provide a spatial distribution of various land uses on the County land use plan map that will result in
a convenient, sustainable, and compatible arrangement of land uses.

Develop methods to analyze and measure the sustainable (environmental, economic, and societal)
allocation of space between various types of land uses.

Encourage concentrated urban and infill development within urban (sewer) service areas to minimize
the conversion of farmland to urban uses.

Rural and suburban residential development should be located and designed to minimize impact on
the natural resource base, minimize impacts on the scenic beauty and character of rural areas, and
minimize the loss of farmland covered by agricultural soil suitability Class | and Class Il soils, and
soils that have high or very high LESA scores. When accommodated, rural residential development
should be located in such a way as to minimize conflicts associated with dust, odors, and noise from
farming activity that may arise when residences are located in the vicinity of agricultural operations.

Encourage the use of conservation subdivision design concepts with attendant stewardship plans in
rural- and suburban-density residential development to the extent practicable.

Programs:

e Continue to incorporate city, village, and town land use plans into the County land use plan for
areas within their respective municipal boundaries, in accordance with the procedure for plan
amendments described in Part 2 of Chapter XIV in the County comprehensive plan. Ozaukee
County will continue to work with communities to prepare necessary plan amendments for
inclusion in the County multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan.

“The City of La Crosse has adopted an archaeological preservation ordinance that may serve as a model.
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Housing

Goal:

Transportation

Goals:

The cities, villages, and towns in the County will continue to administer and enforce their
respective community zoning and land division ordinances in accordance with the
recommendations of the adopted community comprehensive plan, and amend zoning and land
division ordinances and zoning maps as necessary to implement the local comprehensive plan.
Such amendments may include the creation of new zoning districts or regulations in order to
implement the local comprehensive plan.

Communities may establish urban and rural design guidelines for which compliance may be
mandatory (regulatory approach by converting guidelines into ordinance regulations) or voluntary
(nonregulatory approach by encouraging developers to follow a design manual).

Promote the addition of an adequate number of housing units to the current housing stock in Ozaukee County
to meet housing demand through 2035.

Objectives:

(0]

Promote a range of affordable housing choices for all income levels, age groups, and special needs groups
in the County.

Encourage sustainable development of land for residential use.

Policies:

Promote the development of housing with various unit sizes, lot sizes, and structure types in each
urban (sewer) service area in the County to meet the needs of County residents and businesses.

Encourage new housing to occur at urban densities in sewer service areas.

Programs:

A full range of housing structure types and sizes, including single-family, two-family, and multi-
family dwelling units, should be planned for in existing urban (sewer) service areas in accordance
with adopted County and local land use plan maps to provide affordable housing options for
households of all income levels, ages, and special needs projected for Ozaukee County in 2035.

Allocate residential land in existing urban (sewer) service areas to urban densities if
recommended by the concerned local government land use plan map.

Encourage the use of conservation subdivision design for residential developments outside of
urban (sewer) service areas.

Encourage infill housing development.

Improve transportation infrastructure and land use design to support a range of transportation choices for all
citizens and businesses.

Provide an integrated, efficient, and economical transportation system that affords mobility, convenience, and
safety and that meets the needs of all businesses and citizens, including transit-dependant residents, persons

with disabilities, and the elderly.

Maintain a street and highway system and public transportation system that efficiently serve the anticipated
land use development pattern set forth on the County land use plan map.
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e Provide region-, nation-, and world-wide transportation access to Ozaukee County for passengers and freight.

Objectives:

o0 Provide a variety of transportation choices to meet the needs of all income, age, special needs groups, and
businesses in Ozaukee County.

0 Encourage development patterns with transportation infrastructure that minimizes environmental and
aesthetic impacts.

0 Encourage new land use and transportation patterns that relieve congestion and reduce fuel consumption,
air pollution, noise pollution, and the need for new roads and expansions to existing roads, thereby also
maintaining the rural character of the County.

o0 Provide region-, nation-, and world-wide transportation access to effectively move people and goods into
and through the County to promote a strong economy within the County.
Policies:
= Ensure planned land uses are adequately served by street and highway networks.

= Work to ensure balance and consistency between regional, County, and local land use and
transportation plans so that the arterial street network, transit services, and bicycle and pedestrian
facilities are appropriately sized and located to serve County residents and businesses.
Programs:

e Work to implement the recommendations of the Ozaukee County Jurisdictional Highway System
Plan and the Regional Transportation System Plan.

o Allocate a mix of residential land use categories, including urban density and multi-family/high
density residential uses, to the residential areas identified on the County land use plan map to
develop a land use pattern that can be efficiently served by public transportation and alternative
transportation systems.

o Allocate an appropriate mix of commercial and industrial land uses to the business areas
identified on the County land use plan map to develop a land use pattern that can be efficiently
served by public transportation and alternative transportation systems.

Utilities and Community Facilities

Goals:

e Ensure provision of utilities and community facilities to efficiently and adequately serve County residents,
workers, and businesses.

e Encourage land uses and densities that promote efficient development patterns and relatively low municipal,
State government, and utility costs.

¢ Maintain and enhance the existing level of public services in Ozaukee County, including the use of renewable
energy and “green” infrastructure, when possible.
Objectives:
o0 Encourage development patterns and preservation of existing developments that are energy efficient.
0 Encourage land use development patterns with utility infrastructure that minimizes environmental impact.

0 Guide urban land uses to land that can sustain urban development.
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0 Develop methods to maintain and enhance County services to the public and consider potential public-
private partnerships to enhance the level of public services.

Policies:

Ensure an adequate amount of land is allocated to communication and utility uses, such as sewage
disposal plants and treatment lagoons, waters towers, water supply plants, and stormwater
management facilities on the County land use plan map to efficiently serve County residents and
businesses.

Ensure an adequate amount of land is allocated to institutional and governmental service uses such as
governmental administration, safety, and assembly buildings; educational buildings and institutions;
hospitals; and cemeteries on the County land use plan map to efficiently serve County residents and
businesses. Major institutions, such as hospitals and secondary schools, should be located in sewer
service areas.

Promote the redevelopment of land with existing infrastructure and public services and the
maintenance and rehabilitation of existing residential, commercial, and industrial structures.

Support the development of land use patterns and water quality control programs to maintain or
improve water quality and quantity and energy conservation and efficiency, including use of
alternative energy sources.

Programs:

o Allocate an adequate amount of land on the County land use plan map and to incorporate the
programs recommended in Chapter XI, Utilities and Community Element, of the County
comprehensive plan, including accommodating necessary expansion of utilities and community
facilities where warranted.

e Preserve groundwater recharge areas identified on Map 11 in Chapter Il through the County
subdivision review process and encourage local governments to preserve groundwater recharge
areas through local comprehensive plans and consistent implementation of land use control
ordinances, such as the zoning ordinance.

Economic Development

Goals:

Promote an adequate number of sites for business retention, expansion, and attraction in Ozaukee County
through 2035.

Provide for diversified, balanced, environmentally compatible business development that will offer a variety
of goods and services through conveniently located, well-designed business clusters while providing needed
services for County residents and businesses.

Objectives:

(0]

Promote an adequate amount of available and suitable land with supporting infrastructure for businesses
retention, expansion, and attraction through 2035.

Protect lands identified as best suited for long-term farmland preservation, in order to provide the land
base needed to maintain agriculture and associated agricultural industries in Ozaukee County.

Promote redevelopment of underutilized commercial and industrial land in the urban (sewer) service areas
of Ozaukee County through 2035.

Encourage sustainable development of land for business use.

Identify a diversity of business “clusters” to be encouraged within the County.
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o0 Develop methods to retain farmland and encourage agriculture as a viable part of the economy.

0 Encourage business development that matches the educational attainment of residents within the County.

0 Promote educational programs to prepare workers for jobs in the desirable businesses and industries
identified in Chapter XII of the County comprehensive plan, including niche agriculture, crop production
for bio-fuel industry, dairy farming, and other existing types of agriculture in the County.

0 Capitalize on tourism amenities, including agri- and eco-tourism.

o0 Encourage and support entrepreneurialism (i.e. small businesses, business incubators, and home-based
businesses).

Policies:

Promote the development of new businesses, or business expansion, in areas with existing
infrastructure and community services, or in areas near or contiguous to existing service areas that
can readily be served by extending infrastructure. An exception should be made for home-based
businesses that do not require urban services.

Promote agricultural use on parcels receiving a LESA score of 6.4 or greater in order to provide the
land base needed to maintain agriculture and associated agricultural industries in Ozaukee County.

Encourage cooperation between schools and the business community to develop educational
programs that provide the County’s labor force with skills to meet the employment needs of County
businesses and to provide services needed by County residents.

Promote agriculture and associated agricultural industries in Ozaukee County.

Promote the tourism industry, including agri-tourism and eco-tourism, in Ozaukee County.

Encourage and support potential business incubators, including culinary and small business
incubators.

Programs:

e Allocate an appropriate mix of commercial and industrial land uses on the County land use plan
map to encourage sustainable development of land for business use. Guide these land uses away
from lands delineated on Maps 16 and 17 in Chapter Il, unless otherwise delineated on local
government land use plan maps.

¢ Identify sustainable lands to be retained in long-term agricultural use in consultation with local
governments, and using the results of the LESA analysis.

e Study the administration of additional partnerships and educational opportunities designed to
develop the job skills sought by employers and potential employers in Ozaukee County.

o Develop telecommunications and technology strategies for the County to ensure access to
wireless voice and data communications networks for County businesses and residents, including
residents who telecommute or operate a home-based business.

e Study the use of State and Federal bio-energy grants to promote agriculture and associated
agricultural industries in Ozaukee County.

e Study the use of County funding to support staffing for the Ozaukee County Tourism Council.

SUMMARY

This Chapter presents a vision statement and the goals, objectives, policies, and programs for the County farmland
preservation plan. A vision statement was developed by the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen
Advisory Committee to provide an overall framework for farmland preservation in the County. The vision
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statement expresses the preferred future and key expectations for farming desired by the County and participating
communities. Key issues affecting farmland preservation are also identified.

Planning goals and objectives were developed to define the future intent of farmland preservation, as well as
protection of other related natural resources, for Ozaukee County and participating local governments and to
guide the implementation of such preservation efforts through 2035. The goals and objectives provided the
framework for preserving farmlands and other related natural resources in Ozaukee County. Each set of goals and
objectives also include a set of recommended policies and programs to facilitate and help attain the goals and
objectives. These goals and objectives were based, in part, upon inventory data, public input results, and past and
current planning efforts within Ozaukee County.

Other interrelated goals, objectives, policies, and programs that affect farmland preservation were also established

and pertain to natural resources, invasive species, cultural resources, land uses, housing, transportation, utilities
and community facilities, and economic development.
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Chapter VII

IMPLEMENTATION

INTRODUCTION

This Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County provides recommendations for preserving productive
agricultural lands as well as other important natural resources. The recommended plan, presented in Chapter V,
provides a design for attaining farmland preservation goals and objectives identified in Chapter VI, promoting the
effective management of agricultural resources, and sustaining the economic viability of farming in Ozaukee
County. In a practical sense, however, these recommendations are not complete until the steps required to
implement the plan have been specified. This Chapter outlines the actions which should be taken by various units
and agencies of government to help implement the plan. This Chapter also describes program priorities associated
with implementing the plan.

PLAN REVIEW, ADOPTION, AND INTEGRATION

For any planning process, it is good practice to hold public informational meetings and hearings on recommended
plans before their adoption. Such actions provide an additional opportunity to acquaint residents and landowners
with the recommended plan and to solicit public reactions to plan recommendations. The plan should then be
modified to reflect any pertinent new information and to incorporate any sound and desirable new ideas advanced
at these meetings. Countywide public informational meetings on the Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee
County were held at the Village/Town Hall of Fredonia on June 4, 2013, and at the County Administration Center
in Port Washington on June 11, 2013. A public hearing was held before the Ozaukee County Comprehensive
Planning Board (CPB) on June 11, 2013, following the public informational meeting. Additional public input was
also solicited during the planning process as part of a public participation plan approved by the CPB. Public
participation activities are described in Chapter IV and Appendix B.

As an initial step, the CPB approved the plan on June 11, 2013, and recommended adoption of the plan by a
resolution of the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors as a stand-alone plan. The Ozaukee County Board
approved the plan on July 3, 2013. A copy of the County Board resolution is provided in Appendix H-1.
Following approval by the County Board as a stand-alone plan, the plan was re-submitted to the Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) for certification.

The draft plan was submitted to DATCP for review and certification in late 2012. DATCP requested revisions to
the plan, which were reviewed and approved by the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen
Advisory Committee and Land Preservation Board in March and April, 2013, respectively. The CPB approved
the plan revisions in April 2013.
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Sections 91.16, 91.18, and 91.20 of the Wisconsin Statutes outline the plan certification process and requirements.
Following approval of the plan as a stand-alone plan by the County Board, the plan was re-submitted to DATCP
for certification prior to adoption of the farmland preservation plan as an amendment to the County
comprehensive plan. DATCP can either grant or deny certification within 90 days and may certify a farmland
preservation plan for a period not to exceed 10 years. Once adopted, the plan becomes the official guide for
County officials and staff in making farmland preservation and related land use decisions. The plan should also
serve as a guide for local government officials and staff when developing, amending, or implementing local plans
and ordinances pertaining to farmland preservation.

Following certification by DATCP, the County scheduled a public hearing before the CPB and provided public
notice of the hearing in accordance with the requirements of Section 66.1001 of the Wisconsin Statutes. An
important step in plan implementation is the formal adoption of the farmland preservation plan by the County
Board as a component of and an amendment to the County comprehensive plan. Through a resolution of the CPB
adopted by the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors, the CPB formally approved the plan and recommended
adoption of the updated farmland preservation plan by an ordinance of the County Board as a component of and
an amendment to the Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035. A copy of the
resolution, which was adopted on December 4, 2013, is provided in Appendix H-2. The County Board adopted
the plan as a component of and an amendment to the comprehensive plan by ordinance on December 4, 2013. A
copy of the adopting ordinance is provided in Appendix H-3.

Even though this Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County is published as a separate report, the plan is
part of the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan and was adopted as a component of and an amendment to the
comprehensive plan. The adoption of the County farmland preservation plan further refines and details the
agricultural, natural, and cultural resources element and the land use element (Chapters VII and VIII of the
comprehensive plan, respectively), as well as related inventory data.

PLAN AMENDMENT PROCEDURE

Section 91.10(3) of the Statutes requires a county to follow the plan adoption and amendment procedures outlined
in Section 66.1001(4), the comprehensive planning law, when adopting or amending a farmland preservation
plan. These adoption and amendment procedures are summarized in Chapter XIV (Implementation Element) of
the Ozaukee County comprehensive plan. Section 91.10(5) of the Statutes also requires a county to notify DATCP
prior to holding a public hearing on the farmland preservation plan and provide DATCP a copy of the plan for
review.

In addition to the procedures outlined in Section 66.1001(4), any amendment to this farmland preservation plan
requires a review and recertification of the farmland preservation plan by DATCP, which involves a timeframe
not to exceed 90 days. The certification of an amendment to the approved farmland preservation plan expires on
the date that the certification of the farmland preservation plan expires; however, a comprehensive revision to a
farmland preservation plan may be treated as a new plan and DATCP may specify a new expiration date for a
period that does not exceed 10 years.

A plan amendment, such as parcels added or deleted to designated farmland preservation areas, may be initiated
by the County Board, a County Board committee, a City Common Council, a Village Board, or a Town Board.
Because authority for regulating land use development in Ozaukee County rests primarily with cities, villages,
and towns through implementation of local zoning ordinances, land owners wanting to amend the plan must first
receive approval from the common council or village or town board. The mayor, village president, or town
chairman should submit a written request to amend the County farmland preservation plan to the Ozaukee County
Planning and Parks Department prior to approving local plan or zoning amendments. Ozaukee County and the
respective local government will coordinate and work cooperatively through the amendment process. County-
local cooperation is important because Chapter 91 of the Statutes requires areas zoned by local governments for
farmland preservation in order to claim tax credits to be consistent with the County farmland preservation plan.
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CONSISTENCY BETWEEN THE FARMLAND PRESERVATION
PLAN AND COMPREHENSIVE PLANS AND ORDINANCES

Section 91.10(2) of the Statutes requires that if a county has a comprehensive plan, the county shall include the
farmland preservation plan in its comprehensive plan, and ensure that the farmland preservation plan is consistent
with the comprehensive plan. A Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035 was adopted
by the Ozaukee County Board on April 2, 2008. This farmland preservation plan was adopted by the Ozaukee
County Board as a component of and an amendment to the County comprehensive plan on December 4, 2013.
Ozaukee County will make changes needed to ensure the multi-jurisdictional County comprehensive plan is
consistent with the County farmland preservation plan. Until needed amendments are made to the County
comprehensive plan, this farmland preservation plan supersedes the County comprehensive plan where any map
and/or text inconsistencies appear between the two plans except with regard to program priorities.?

Consistency between the comprehensive plan and farmland preservation plan ensures that planned development
areas do not overlap with areas planned for farmland preservation. Chapter 91 of the Statutes requires that a
County’s comprehensive plan and farmland preservation plan be carefully examined for inconsistencies, and that
any identified inconsistencies be resolved. Requiring the farmland preservation plan to be adopted as an
amendment to the comprehensive plan helps ensure consistency between the comprehensive plan and farmland
preservation plan.

Ozaukee County and SEWRPC staff and farmland preservation plan advisory committee members worked
carefully to ensure consistency between recommendations adopted as part of the comprehensive plan and the
farmland preservation plan. All recommendations were reviewed by the Ozaukee County Farmland Preservation
Plan Citizen Advisory Committee, Land Preservation Board, and Comprehensive Planning Board. An amendment
to the land use element of the County comprehensive plan was adopted in December 2013 to achieve consistency
between the planned land use map in the comprehensive plan and this farmland preservation plan. Amendments
may also be needed to local government comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances to enable landowners to
claim farmland preservation tax credits. Changes to local plans and ordinances are described in later sections of
this chapter.

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM PRIORITIES

In Section 66.1001(2)(i) of the Statutes, the comprehensive planning law requires the compilation of programs, in
a specified sequence, to implement the recommendations set forth in the County comprehensive plan. To fulfill
this requirement, the Farmland Preservation Plan Citizen Advisory Committee (FPPCAC), comprised of
appointed staff or officials from each of the local governments participating in the farmland preservation planning
process and citizen representatives from throughout the County, reviewed the programs developed for the
farmland preservation plan and established a priority ranking for their implementation. Some of the programs
related to farmland preservation previously identified in the comprehensive plan were updated or amended as part
of this farmland preservation plan. In addition, new programs related to farmland preservation were developed.
Both the FPPCAC and the Land Preservation Board (LPB) members undertook the ranking method described in
the following paragraph to identify high-priority programs. The overall rankings were ultimately reviewed and
approved by the Comprehensive Planning Board (CPB).

Within the “Agricultural-Related Recommendations™ section, the three goals under the three subsections, titled
“Soil Suitability for Agricultural Production Recommendations,” “Farmland Protection and LESA Analysis
Recommendations,” and “Protection of Farms and Farming Recommendations,” in Chapter VI were ranked or

*The Ozaukee County multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan was amended on December 4, 2013, as part of
Amendment 2013-02, to amend the land use plan map and goals, objective, policies, and programs to make the
comprehensive plan and the farmland preservation plan consistent with each other. The farmland preservation
plan was also adopted as a component of the comprehensive plan as part of Amendment 2013-02.
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“weighted” with 3 being the highest ranking and 1 being the lowest. This process was initiated by the FPPCAC as
Committee members determined programs under the Agricultural-Related Recommendations section should
“weigh” more or have a higher priority than those listed under the Other Related Recommendations section. Next,
programs listed under each of the three agricultural-related, as well as those listed within the subsections under
the Other Related Recommendations section in Chapter VI, were ranked within their respective subsection. The
ranking or value of programs within each subsection was then “normalized” by dividing the program ranking by
the total number of programs within the respective subsection to help reduce skewing results where one
subsection may have more programs than another, thereby artificially increasing a program ranking in subsections
containing more programs. Lastly, the initial ranking number or *“weight” of the three goals under the
Agricultural-Related Recommendations section were multiplied by the average ranking of each program under
their respective subsection to calculate an overall weighted score. Those with the highest scores were considered
to have a high ranking or higher priority than those with lower scores. Of the total 104 programs included in
Chapter VI, the LPB and CPB determined that programs with scores of 1.00 or higher (about the top 30 percent),
or those ranked from 1 to 34, were high priority programs. High priority programs are listed below. The full
combined FPPCAC and LPB results of all program rankings are presented in Appendix I. Remaining programs
not identified as high priority will be implemented as funding and staffing resources allow.

High Priority Programs
Program Rankings (About top 30 percent)
1. Assign agricultural use to parcels receiving a LESA score of 6.4 or higher on the Ozaukee County Planned
Land Use Map: 2035 (Map 24 in Chapter I1), if also designated for agricultural use on the applicable local
government adopted planned land use map.

2. Develop a County agricultural conservation easement program or purchase of development rights (PDR)
program or a County agricultural conservation easement program to protect agricultural parcels identified
as high priority by the LESA analysis.

3. Study and develop a County land division ordinance that could be used countywide to help protect
agricultural resource areas identified on Map 6 in Chapter II.

4. Continue to support farmland preservation educational efforts by the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks
Department, Ozaukee County Land and Water Management Department, and UW-Extension to assist
landowners and the public, including distribution of WDNR and DATCP educational materials to local
landowners on farmland preservation, through the County newsletter and website, public informational
meetings, and individual contacts with landowners.

5. Work with the Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT), the Land Conservation Partnership of Ozaukee
County, and other land trusts to protect agricultural parcels identified as high priority by the LESA analysis
through agricultural conservation easements and/or land purchases.

6. Establish an Agricultural Enterprise Area(s) containing contiguous lands devoted primarily to agricultural
use. An AEA would be part of a broader strategy to protect farmland and promote agriculture and
agriculturally-related development.

7. Continue to update as needed the Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County based on the LESA
analysis and any revisions made to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program. Continue to encourage
local governments to participate in future updates to the County Farmland Preservation Plan.

8. Encourage County and local programs to protect farmland through education and the development of
programs to support farmland protection. The County should also provide technical assistance to towns for
town farmland protection programs, such as transfer of development rights and exclusive agricultural (or
farmland preservation) zoning.

9. Continue to support and to implement recommendations in the County Land and Water Resource
Management Plan to protect land and water resources, including farmland.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

Develop and adopt a County right-to-farm ordinance that defines agricultural operations, normal
agricultural practices, and the specific farmland that is affected by the ordinance; a reference to the State
Statute that protects farmers from nuisance law suits; and a grievance procedure that outlines how
complaints against agricultural operations will be resolved.

Implement programs recommended under the Farmland Protection Recommendations to preserve
agricultural activity in Ozaukee County, including those included in the Wisconsin Working Lands law
(Chapter 91 of the Statutes) and study a County property tax deduction on agricultural uses.

Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for local government use that focuses on
the protection of agricultural areas.

Continue to pursue Federal and State farmland protection grant funds available to County governments, and
use the LESA analysis to prioritize areas.

Continue to promote allowing produce stands, bed-and-breakfast establishments, “commercial kitchens,”
and other types of home occupations or “home-based” businesses on farms to help supplement farming
incomes.

Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans available through Federal and State agencies for
beginning farmers. The County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal and State agency
assistance and Federal and State agencies as part of program implementation.

Develop a program to market and link Ozaukee County agricultural products, including organic products, to
restaurants, stores, schools, hospitals, and group residential facilities (nursing homes, for example) in
Ozaukee County and surrounding areas.

Implement the Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) and ensure compliance of farms with FPP rules.

Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically outlining the soil conservation and Best
Management Practices (BMP) resources and grants available through State agencies such as the Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources (WDNR). The County should act as a liaison between those interested in State agency
assistance and State agencies as part of program implementation.

Publicize and furnish information on alternative specialized or niche farming operations, including “urban,”
“aquaponics,” “hydroponics,” aquaculture, organic, herb (including herbology, use of herbs as natural
remedies), apiculture (beekeeping), equestrian, and “bioenergy” (sustainable biomass and biofuel
production) farming.

Develop an educational program and distribute educational materials regarding farming techniques that
promote soil conservation such as conservation tillage (where crops are grown with minimal or reduced
cultivation of the soil), no till and zone tilling farming, contour stripping, grass waterways, terracing, crop
rotation, and nutrient management through soil sampling. The educational program focus should include
local governments and individual farmers. Information and application assistance for Federal and State
programs to implement farming practices that promote soil conservation should be provided to farmers
through the County educational program.

Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically outlining the soil conservation and BMP
resources and grants available through the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and other Federal
agencies. The County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal agency assistance and
Federal agencies as part of program implementation.

Support Wisconsin’s Working Lands Initiative recommendations.

Develop a public educational program and distribute educational materials to the public regarding the
benefits of farming, including economic impacts, and the need to protect enough farmland in Ozaukee
County for farming to remain viable in the future.
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24. ldentify and consider establishing AEAs to include areas with an agricultural economic cluster of farming
operations and appropriate agri-businesses on lands designated for agricultural use on the County Planned
Land Use Map for 2035.

25.  Promote the removal of highly erodible land from agricultural use through implementing the County Soil
and Water Resource Management Program.

26. Continue to identify croplands that do not have a conservation plan and help develop these plans. Also,
continue to assist in updating existing conservation plans.

27.  Work with UW-Extension to provide information to farmers on succession planning to help ensure farming
activity continues into the future.

28. Develop a cost/revenue model comparing the cost of County and local government services to various types
of land use compared to agricultural land uses.

29. Study the feasibility of providing a tax break or incentive on the County portion of the property tax for
agricultural parcels, including those donating conservation easements.

30. Enforce the land and water management standards required of participants in the Wisconsin Farmland
Preservation Program.

31. Continue to encourage intergovernmental cooperation to protect farmland, including the use of boundary
agreements.

32.  Provide technical assistance to the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area
including maps, tile locations, soils information, and conservation plans to the WDNR and OWLT on
parcels of interest. County representatives should also continue to participate on the Heritage Area technical
and advisory committees.

33. Continue to pursue Federal and State soil resource conservation grant funds available to County
governments.

34. Establish a program to promote agri-tourism in Ozaukee County through agricultural-related special events.
Events could include farm breakfasts, farm tours, corn mazes, and u-pick farms. The program could include
an educational component for farmers regarding possible agri-tourism enterprises.

FARMLAND PRESERVATION TOOLS UNDER THE STATE PROGRAM

Chapter 91 of the Statutes identifies several farmland preservation tools and techniques that farmers and local
officials can use to protect agricultural lands and establish eligibility to claim farmland tax credits. These tools
include identification of farmland preservation areas, farmland preservation zoning, agricultural enterprise areas
(AEASs), and purchase of agricultural conservation easements (PACE).

Farmland Preservation Zoning

One of the most effective implementation tools available to local governments to preserve farmland is zoning.
The most important function of zoning is to implement the land use element of a local government’s
comprehensive plan, including planned farmland preservation areas and other agricultural uses. A secondary
function of zoning is to protect desirable existing land uses and environmental features, including agricultural and
natural resources.

Farmland preservation zoning can be an effective way to protect large tracts of farmland from conversion to other
uses. Farmland preservation zoning is most effectively utilized in areas where there is limited pressure for
residential development and in areas with prime agricultural soil. Farmland preservation zoning promotes both the
preservation of agricultural land and agriculture as an industry. Farmland preservation zoning can also help
supply locally grown food and agricultural products. Other advantages for implementing farmland preservation
zoning include:
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e Protecting productive farms;

e Avoiding conflicts with other land uses;

e Maintaining a viable agricultural economic base; and
e Maintaining open space and rural character.

Farmland preservation zoning is a preservation method that may be implemented by a local zoning authority,
including each city, village, and town in Ozaukee County, if it voluntarily elects to adopt a farmland preservation
zoning ordinance. Ozaukee County has limited zoning authority outside shoreland and floodplain areas.® If a local
government chooses to adopt and map a certified farmland preservation zoning ordinance, it ensures that
landowners covered by the ordinance are eligible to claim farmland preservation tax credits, as set forth in
Chapter 91 of the Statutes. In compliance with the certification, a farmland preservation zoning ordinance and the
corresponding zoning map should identify the zoning district(s) intended for certified farmland preservation areas
and specify the uses allowed within such district(s). The zoning regulations for a farmland preservation zoning
district(s) must be at least as restrictive as the provisions in Sections 91.38, 91.42, 91.44, and 91.46 of the Statutes
for parcels within the farmland preservation areas identified in this County farmland preservation plan.

Zoning Districts

Section 91.38(1)(g) of the Statutes provides that only parcels located in a farmland preservation area (FPA)
identified in a certified county farmland preservation plan are eligible for farmland preservation zoning and may
be included in a farmland preservation zoning district in order to enable landowners to claim State farmland
preservation tax credits. If a community wishes to regulate other agricultural areas located outside certified FPAs
to protect the intent and character of an agricultural area, then a separate agricultural zoning district must be used
for the other agricultural areas. If a community desires to create more than one farmland preservation zoning
district with different minimum lot size or other requirements, the districts must, at a minimum, meet the farmland
preservation area regulations set forth in Sections 91.38, 91.42, 91.44, and 91.46 of the Statutes in order for
landowners to be eligible to claim tax credits.

In accordance with Section 91.38(1)(h) of the Statutes, an overlay zoning district, such as an overlay zoning
district intended to protect environmental corridors and other natural features, may be superimposed on a
farmland preservation zoning district. Farmland preservation tax credits may be claimed for natural resource areas
within FPAs provided the natural areas are identified with an overlay district, preserved as permanent
undeveloped natural resource areas or open space lands on the site, and the conservancy overlay district does not
remove land use restrictions from the underlying basic or principal farmland preservation zoning district(s) that
impose State farmland preservation requirements. Maps 28 through 30 in Chapter V show examples of lowland
and upland conservancy zoning overlays within FPAs in Ozaukee County. The lowland conservancy overlays
represent existing (2005) nonfarmed wetlands and surface waters. The upland conservancy overlays represent the
upland portions (areas outside nonfarmed wetlands and surface waters), including woodlands and steep slopes, of
existing (2000) environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas. The conservancy overlay information
is included on the maps to indicate the extent and general type of natural features that exist on parcels within the
FPAs to help communities delineate lowland and upland conservancy overlay zoning districts on local zoning
maps. The lowland district, for example, may be titled “LC Lowland Conservancy Overlay District” or “C-1
Conservancy Overlay District,” while the upland district may be titled “UC Upland Conservancy Overlay
District” or “C-2 Conservancy Overlay District.”

Local governments in Ozaukee County that currently have certified farmland preservation zoning ordinances
include the Towns of Belgium, Cedarburg, Fredonia, Grafton, Saukville,* and Port Washington. These

30zaukee County also exercises zoning authority over County-owned lands in unincorporated areas, in
accordance with an ordinance adopted by the County Board on May 1, 2013.

“Recent changes to the Town of Saukville zoning ordinance have not been submitted to DATCP for review and
recertification.
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ordinances, which were created under the former farmland preservation program, expired on December 31, 2012,
based on Section 91.34 of the Statutes, unless extended by DATCP. The certification of a local government’s
farmland preservation zoning ordinance may be extended for a maximum of two years from the expiration date
contingent upon a written request to the DATCP secretary, and the DATCP secretary considers the extension
necessary to allow the political subdivision to concurrently develop a farmland preservation zoning ordinance and
an update or amendment to the local comprehensive plan. Any local government that desires to continue or
initiate farmland preservation zoning must adopt a new farmland preservation zoning ordinance that has been
certified by DATCP as meeting the requirements specified in Chapter 91 of the Statutes. As implied by Maps 31
through 33 in Chapter V, the Towns of Belgium and Fredonia intend to seek recertification of their local zoning
ordinances and maps.

Farmland Preservation Zoning Ordinance Certification and Updates/Recertification

DATCP determines if a farmland preservation zoning ordinance is eligible for certification. DATCP will also
determine the certification period, which may not exceed 10 years. Once the certification expires, the zoning
authority (local government) may make necessary amendments and submit the farmland preservation zoning
ordinance for recertification. If agricultural land is rezoned to a nonagricultural use, the landowner can no longer
claim farmland preservation tax credits for the land rezoned.

Rezoning

The conditions to rezone land to remove parcels from a certified farmland preservation zoning district are
specified in Section 91.48 of the Statutes. A local government may rezone land out of a farmland preservation
zoning district without having to submit the local zoning ordinance and map to DATCP for recertification if the
local government finds all of the following, after holding a public hearing on the requested rezoning:

e The rezoned land is better suited for a use not allowed in the farmland preservation zoning district.
e The rezoning is consistent with the local comprehensive plan.
e The rezoning is substantially consistent with the county’s certified farmland preservation plan.

e The rezoning will not substantially impair or limit current or future agricultural use of surrounding parcels
that are zoned for or legally restricted to agricultural use.

A local government with a certified farmland preservation zoning ordinance is required to provide a report to
DATCP by March 1 of each year indicating the number of acres that the local government has rezoned out of a
farmland preservation zoning district. The report must include a map that specifically identifies the location of the
lands that were rezoned. A copy of the report must also be submitted to the County.

Conditional Use as an Alternative to Rezoning

Because most of the rezoning requests submitted are likely to rezone agricultural parcels for residential
development, the new farmland preservation law allows nonfarm residential development to a limited extent
within a farmland preservation zoning district, without the need for rezoning, pursuant to a conditional use permit
granted by the local government. Conditional use permit standards ensure that approved nonfarm residences are
compatible with the farmland preservation zoning district.

A local government may adopt zoning ordinance text amendments that allows nonfarm residential development
within a farmland preservation zoning district under a conditional use permit (CUP), if the development adheres
to or is at least as restrictive as the requirements of Section 91.46(2) of the Statutes. The CUP allows farmers to
continue claiming tax credits and also allows compatible nonfarm residential development within the farmland
preservation district. The CUP alternative does not require a rezoning of the parcel.

Developing nonfarm residences within farmland preservation zoning districts through a CUP is an option if all of

the following criteria specified in the Statutes are met. A local government can chose to be more restrictive or
may choose not to include the CUP option in its zoning ordinance.
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e The ratio of nonfarm residential acreage to farm acreage on the base farm tract® on which the residence is or
will be located will not be greater than one to 20 after the residence is constructed or converted to a nonfarm
residence.

e There will not be more than four dwelling units in nonfarm residences, nor more than five dwelling units of
any kind, on the base farm tract if a residence is constructed or converted to a nonfarm residence.

The location and size of a proposed nonfarm residential parcel does not:

— Convert prime farmland from agricultural use or convert land previously used as cropland, other than a
woodlot, from agricultural use if there is a reasonable alternative location on the farm for a nonfarm
residential parcel or nonfarm residence.

— Significantly impair or limit the current or future agricultural use of other protected farmland.

A local government may issue one CUP that includes more than one nonfarm residence in a qualifying nonfarm
residential cluster. The Statutes specify the following criteria for development of a nonfarm residential cluster:

e The parcels on which the nonfarm residences would be located are contiguous.

e The zoning authority imposes legal restrictions on the construction of the nonfarm residences so that if all of
the nonfarm residences were constructed, each would satisfy the requirements listed previously for nonfarm
residences.

Local governments that choose to include the CUP option for allowing nonfarm residential development in
farmland preservation zoning districts must delineate the location and actual configuration of base farm tracts on
zoning maps which are then “frozen” at the time of zoning certification by DATCP. Reconfiguration or removal
of an established base farm tract may occur by amending the farmland preservation ordinance and submitting it to
DATCP for recertification.

Tax Credit Eligibility Requirements

Beginning in the 2010 tax year, there was $27 million available Statewide annually to provide farmland
preservation tax credits to landowners. In 2010, there were 15,791 farmland preservation tax credit claims
reported under the farmland preservation program, and those claims totaled about $18 million Statewide with an
average credit per claim of $1,145.° The total acreage reported as the base for all claims was nearly three million
acres with an average of about 187 acres per claim. There is no cap on the amount of credit that an individual can
claim or on the amount of acreage eligible for a credit; however, if the total amount of claims exceeds $27 million
in a given year, the state is obligated to pro-rate the value of the credits available to individuals. Even though a
property located within a certified farmland preservation area is the principal criterion, Chapter 91 of the Statutes
requires landowners to meet the following additional criteria in order to be considered eligible to claim farmland
preservation tax credits:

>Section 91.01(5) of the Statutes defines a base farm tract as one of the following: 1) all land, whether one parcel
or two or more contiguous parcels, that is in a farmland preservation zoning district and that is part of a single
farm (all land under common ownership that is primarily devoted to agricultural use) on the date that DATCP
first certifies the farmland preservation zoning ordinance covering the land or on an earlier date specified in the
farmland preservation zoning ordinance, regardless of subsequent changes in the size of the farm, or 2) any other
tract that DATCP by rule defines as a base farm tract. According to DATCP staff, contiguous means parcels
which are part of a single farm operation under common ownership that are abutting or immediately adjacent to
each other with the exception of being separated by a waterway or street, railway, or utility right-of-way.
Contiguous does not include a situation where only the corner points of parcels are touching.

®Documented in a report titled, Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program: 2010-2011 Biennial Report,
December 2011, prepared by DATCP.
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e Acres claimed must be located in a farmland preservation area identified in a certified county farmland
preservation plan. Eligible land includes agricultural land or permanent undeveloped natural resource areas or
open space land that is in:

— an area certified for farmland preservation zoning; and/or

— adesignated agricultural enterprise area and under a farmland preservation agreement.

e The land is operated as part of a farm that produced at least $6,000 in gross farm revenue during the
preceding tax year or $18,000 in the prior three years. Income from rental receipts of farm acres does not
count toward gross farm revenue; however, gross farm revenue produced by the renter on the landowner’s
farmland can be used to meet this eligibility requirement.

o Claimants must be able to certify that all property taxes owed from the previous year have been paid.

e Farmers claiming farmland preservation tax credits must certify on their tax form that they comply with State
soil and water conservation standards. New claimants must also submit a certification of compliance with soil
and water conservation standards that has been issued by the County land conservation committee.

If landowners achieve all of the above requirements, they are eligible to claim tax credits through their income tax
return for one of the following amounts:

e $5.00 per acre for farmland located in an agricultural enterprise area (AEA) with a farmland preservation
agreement signed after July 1, 2009.

e $7.50 per acre for farmland in an area zoned for farmland preservation.

e $10.00 per acre for farmland in an area zoned for farmland preservation and in an agricultural enterprise area,
with a farmland preservation agreement signed after July 1, 2009.

Soil and Water Conservation Compliance

As part of the Farmland Preservation Program under Sections 91.80 and 91.82 of the Statutes, landowners who
claim a farmland preservation tax credit must comply with State soil and water conservation standards. Beginning
with tax year 2010, landowners cannot claim the farmland preservation tax credit under the new program unless
they certify on their tax returns that they are in compliance with State conservation standards. For a claimant to
certify compliance on a tax return, the claimant’s farm must:

o Comply with Chapter NR 151, “Runoff Management,” of the Wisconsin Administrative Code runoff pollution
performance standards and prohibitions incorporated into Chapter ATCP 50, “Soil and Water Resource
Management Program,” of the Administrative Code, or

¢ Have a schedule of compliance designed to meet State conservation standards by a specific deadline set by the
County, which cannot extend beyond December 31, 2015.

Landowners who are uncertain about their compliance status can remain eligible for tax credits only if they
contact a conservation professional to assess their farm’s compliance status and take further actions to achieve
compliance, if needed.

Counties have new responsibilities to monitor compliance with the standards, including farm inspections at least
once every four years. If a claimant is found not in compliance with the standards, the County will take
appropriate action to address the concerns, and in certain cases, may issue a notice of noncompliance to the
Wisconsin Department of Revenue. Once the claimant regains compliance, the County will notify the Department
of Revenue that the claimant is again eligible to receive tax credits.
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Agricultural Enterprise Areas

The new farmland preservation law establishes a program that allows DATCP to designate by administrative rule
certain lands as Agricultural Enterprise Areas (AEAs). AEAs may be established in response to resolutions
adopted by local governing bodies petitioning identified contiguous farmlands to be preserved. DATCP defines an
AEA as a contiguous land area devoted primarily to agricultural use and locally targeted for agricultural
preservation or agricultural development. AEAs may be established whether or not the local government adopts a
farmland preservation zoning ordinance. Landowners within designated AEAs may enter into voluntary farmland
preservation agreements with DATCP to establish eligibility to collect farmland preservation tax credits in
exchange for agreeing to keep their farm in agricultural use for at least 15 years. The program requires a minimum
of five individual farm owners to submit a petition for consideration with the support of their local government.
There currently is no minimum size requirement for an AEA, but State law requires DATCP to give higher
priority to any AEA application that contains at least 1,000 contiguous acres. Contiguous means parcels that meet
at more than one point and are only separated by a lake, stream, or transportation or utility right-of-way, and
eligible farms must have at least $6,000 in gross farm revenues in the previous year, or $18,000 over the previous
three years. AEAs may also span political jurisdictions, which may involve two or more towns or counties.
Chapter 91 of the Statutes gives DATCP the authority to designate AEAs with a combined area of not more than
one million acres Statewide.

The overall boundary of a proposed AEA must enclose a contiguous area containing at least the land owned by
each of the farm owners petitioning; however, the land owned by the petitioners need not be contiguous, and the
boundary may include lands owned by others who are not petitioners. While AEAs are oriented towards
agricultural preservation and agricultural development, they may include other compatible land uses such as
significant natural resources or compatible infrastructure that supports agriculture.

The designation of an AEA does not control or limit land uses within the designated area nor does it protect such
areas from encroaching incompatible development or land use conflicts. The designation of an AEA identifies the
area as valuable for current and future agricultural use, with the potential to promote investment in agriculture and
agricultural-related businesses. Local governments may establish and enforce land use controls, such as farmland
preservation zoning, to preserve, protect, and promote agricultural enterprises as appropriate. The designation of
an AEA remains in effect unless the designation is terminated by the State through administrative rule, an action
which requires a public hearing.

Between 2009, the year the program was initiated, and 2012, DATCP designated 25 AEAs Statewide, totaling
about 743,500 acres. Several AEAs in the State are focusing on increasing vegetable production to support the
local food processing industry, while others are oriented to producing local foods with community supported
agriculture and organic production. In addition to increasing produce yields, some AEASs have existing renewable
energy sources, such as anaerobic digesters for biogas and wind energy systems for electricity, or have
implemented energy conservation practices.

AEAs could potentially be established within Ozaukee County. For example, an area in the north and northwest
portions of the County, which includes portions of the Towns of Belgium and Fredonia, in and near the North
Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area could be ideal for an AEA. Furthermore, the
Towns could associate with the Town of Sherman to the north in Sheboygan County and the Town of Farmington
to the west in Washington County to establish a larger AEA boundary within the North Branch Milwaukee River
Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area, and jointly petition DATCP for an AEA designation.

A project boundary has been established for the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage
Area by the Wisconsin Natural Resources Board. The WDNR does not intend to rely as heavily on fee simple
acquisition as it does in other project areas in the County. Rather, the WDNR anticipates implementing the long-
term plan of preserving both natural resources and agricultural land within this project area through a combination
of public ownership, conservation easements, and agricultural conservation easements.
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Farmland Preservation Agreements

The designation of an AEA does not automatically qualify landowners within an AEA to claim tax credits.
Landowners within an AEA must voluntarily sign a farmland preservation agreement with DATCP to be eligible
to collect tax credits, and the agreement requires the land to be in agricultural use for a minimum of 15 years.
Proposed agreements must be submitted to the County for confirmation that the land subject to the proposed
agreement is located within a farmland preservation area and an AEA. The County then forwards the proposed
agreement to DATCP. Tax credits available to landowners in an AEA are:

e $5.00 per acre for land that is covered by a farmland preservation agreement, or

e $10.00 per acre for land that is covered by a farmland preservation agreement and located in a certified
farmland preservation zoning district.

Agreement Conversion Fees

A landowner that signed and agreed to the terms of a farmland preservation agreement may terminate the
agreement on any or all acres of land outlined in the agreement prior to the expiration date, a minimum 15-year
term, by paying a conversion fee. Conversion fees involved with the termination of farmland preservation
agreements are equal to three times the Grade 1 Agricultural Land Assessment Value for each acre being released
from the agreement. Land located within a designated AEA can only be removed from the AEA through the State
administrative rule process. If the land is sold, the land still remains part of the designated AEA.

Conservation Easements

A conservation easement is a legally recorded agreement of deed restrictions that landowners voluntarily place on
their property to protect agricultural, natural, or cultural resources, such as farmland, water resources, open space,
wildlife habitat, or historic sites, by prohibiting specified uses. For example, most agricultural easements restrict
uses other than those associated with agricultural practices, such as residential, commercial, or industrial uses.
Land remains on the tax roll, sometimes at a reduced rate. Landowners can sell” or donate either a portion or the
entire parcel to either a governmental unit or a qualified conservation organization such as a land trust (i.e. the
Ozaukee Washington Land Trust) to monitor and enforce the restrictions set forth in the easement. In return,
landowners can receive tax benefits for granting easements.

Usually, the terms of an easement are specific and include restrictions on allowable uses on the property and the
time period set for the easement. Although most conservation easements are permanent, some impose restrictions
for a specified number of years. The easement also legally binds future landowners to the terms set forth in the
legally recorded easement attached to the land.

Purchase of Development Rights (PDR) and Purchase of Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE)
Purchase of Development Rights, or “PDR” programs, represent another potential means to ensure the
preservation of agricultural lands as well as other natural areas and open space. Under a PDR program,
landowners are compensated for permanently committing their land to agricultural or open space use. Deed
restrictions or easements are used to ensure that the lands concerned remain in agricultural or open space use.
Such restrictions are attached to the land in perpetuity and remain in effect regardless of future sale or other
transfer of the land.

PDR programs may be administered and funded by State, county, or local units of government, land trusts and
other private organizations, or combinations of these. The amounts paid to farmland owners, for example, under
PDR programs may be calculated on the basis of the number of dwelling units permitted under existing zoning, on
the basis of the difference between the market value of the land and its value solely for agricultural purposes, or
on some other basis.

"Purchase of development rights (PDR) programs typically involve the placement of a conservation easement on a
parcel in return for compensation to the property owner.
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PDR programs provide assurance that farmland or other open space areas will be permanently retained in open
use. Landowners receive a cash payment while retaining all other rights to the land, including the right to continue
farming. The money paid to the landowner may be used for any purpose, such as debt reduction, capital
improvement to the farm, or retirement income. Lands included in a PDR program remain on the tax roll and
continue to generate property taxes.

Section 93.73 of the Statutes includes a voluntary program for the purchase of developments rights, the Purchase
of Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE) program. Under this program, landowners would sell an
agricultural conservation easement to a qualified government agency or nonprofit conservation organization.
Presumed development rights to the land are relinquished in exchange for compensation. The landowner retains
full ownership and uses the land for agricultural purposes. Only lands designated for farmland preservation in a
certified County farmland preservation plan are eligible for participation in this program. Easements are voluntary
and allow a landowner to be compensated for limiting development on their farmland. Easements are permanent
and are transferred to subsequent landowners if the property is sold.

The PACE program provides State funds to cooperating local governments or nonprofit conservation
organizations for up to 50 percent of the fair market value of the agricultural conservation easement, plus
reasonable transaction costs. Land with an agricultural conservation easement cannot be developed for any
purpose that would prevent its use for agriculture. Easements are intended to strengthen areas that have been
planned and designated as a farmland preservation area in a certified county farmland preservation plan. Such
easements may also provide additional protection to areas that have been designated as agricultural enterprise
areas (AEAs). Permanent deed restrictions must be recorded with the land through the County Register of Deeds,
which explicitly states the restrictions on the land’s future use.

When appraising land for an agricultural conservation easement, both the development value and the agricultural
value of the land must be computed. Consequently, the difference between the two values is the easement value,
of which the State can fund up to 50 percent of the cost.

PACE is a competitive program where various criteria are used to rank applications for funding consideration.
The State allocated $12 million for the program during the 2009-2011 State fiscal years. In 2011, the Legislature
eliminated funding for the program. Easement purchases that had been initiated in 2010 were funded through the
Wisconsin Stewardship program. No new applications for the PACE program are being accepted at this time (in
2013). The Legislature directed DATCP to identify options to replace the PACE program with a less costly
program and report its findings to the Legislature by June 30, 2012.

OTHER CONSERVATION TECHNIQUES®

In addition to zoning regulations and the tools provided through the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program,
other conservation programs and techniques that have been successful in Wisconsin communities and across the
nation in areas that have experienced development pressures may have relevance for Ozaukee County
communities. These examples are described in this section. Communities that do not include certified FPAs may
use or encourage these alternative conservation methods to preserve natural resource areas and agricultural lands,
while allowing limited development.

Transfer of Development Rights (TDR)

A Transfer of Development Rights program, or “TDR” program, is a voluntary, incentive-based program that
allows landowners to transfer the number of dwelling units allowed on a parcel under existing zoning from that
parcel, which would be maintained in open space use, to a different parcel, where the number of dwelling units
allowed would be correspondingly increased. When the parcels are held by the same owner, the development

8Additional information relative to farmland preservation can be found in the report, Saving American Farmland:
What Works, American Farmland Trust, 1997.

215



rights are, in effect, simply transferred from one parcel to the other by the owner. When the parcels are held by
different landowners, the transfer of development rights involves a sale of rights from one owner to another, at
fair market value. In either case, the result is a shift in density away from areas proposed to be maintained in
farming or other open space use toward areas recommended for development. This allows a community to
preserve natural features and agricultural land and at the same time concentrate urban development around
existing urban centers and infrastructure. The process is managed through dual zoning that provides property
owners a choice whether or not to participate. Landowners who sell development rights are compensated without
having to develop their parcel. Landowners can also continue to generate income from agricultural, forestry, or
other natural land uses. Because of TDR’s complexity, government management resources are required. TDR’s
are primarily feasible in areas where high-density urban development threatens valuable agricultural resources.
The transfer of development rights may be permanent or may be for a specific period of time or set of conditions.

The transfer of development rights may be implemented only if authorized under local zoning. To enable the
transfer of development rights, the zoning ordinance must establish procedures by which the TDR technique will
be administered, including the formula for calculating the number of residential dwelling units which may be
transferred from the “sending” area to the “receiving” area. The zoning district map must identify the sending and
receiving areas, or at least identify the districts within which development rights can be transferred from one
parcel to another.

While the creation and administration of a TDR program is somewhat complicated, the technique remains a
potentially effective means for preserving open space and maintaining rural densities, while directing
development to areas where it may best be accommodated. Currently, the Wisconsin Statutes do not authorize
TDR programs at the County level, which may limit their use at the County level. In addition, counties without
general zoning authority, including Ozaukee County, do not have authority to administer a TDR program.

The City of Mequon created a TDR program to protect the City’s nature preserve from adjacent development. A
developer purchased the development rights on 112 acres adjacent to the City’s nature preserve. A conservation
easement was placed on the 112 acres that guarantees that no development will occur on the property. The
development rights were then transferred to a property north of the nature preserve that was owned by the same
developer, which allowed for an increase in the number of homes that could be built on that parcel.

Conservation Subdivisions

Conservation subdivision design, sometimes referred to as cluster development design, involves the grouping of
dwellings on a portion of a development parcel in order to preserve the remainder of the parcel in open space.
Management options for the open space areas include, among others, preservation of existing natural features,
restoration of natural conditions, and new or continued agricultural use. The open space may be owned by a
homeowners association, the local municipality or County, the State, a land trust or other nonprofit conservation
organization, or the original landowner. Conservation easements and attendant deed restrictions should be used to
protect the common open space from future conversion to more intensive uses. Stewardship plans are also
typically required to ensure proper management and maintenance of the common open space areas.

In comparison to conventional subdivision designs, conservation subdivisions afford greater opportunity for
preserving open space and maintaining the natural resources of the parcel being developed, as illustrated in
Figures 6 and 7. When properly designed, the visual impact of new residential development from surrounding
streets and adjoining parcels can be minimized and significant natural features and agricultural lands can be
protected from development. Infrastructure installation and maintenance costs may be reduced due to shortened
street and utility lengths. The process for designing a conservation subdivision should take place in three basic
steps, which are described and illustrated in Appendix J. Communities utilizing this tool should determine
whether compliance with conservation subdivision design should be mandatory (regulatory approach where
integrated into zoning and/or land division ordinances) or voluntary (nonregulatory approach where a manual is
used to encourage such designs).
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Figure 6
COMPARISON OF CONVENTIONAL AND CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGNS
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Figure 6 (continued)
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Figure 7

CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGNS WITHIN AGRICULTURAL AREAS
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Figure 8

EXAMPLE OF LOT AVERAGING
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Lot Averaging

In some cases it may be determined that a cluster development is not appropriate for a particular parcel. In other
cases, the community may be uncomfortable with the idea of joint ownership of common open space. In such
cases, the community concerned could consider allowing lot averaging as a means of preserving rural areas, as
illustrated in Figure 8. Maintaining an overall rural density, the lot sizes would be permitted to vary as long as the
lot area that is taken from one lot is transferred to one or more other lots in the tract of land being developed, so
that a minimum “average” lot size required by the zoning ordinance is maintained within the development site.
Lots within the development larger than the minimum lot size required by the zoning ordinance would be deed
restricted to prevent further division. Although no common open space is created, the advantage of lot averaging
is flexibility of site design and the ability to concentrate some of the permitted dwellings on smaller lots in certain
areas of the development parcel while the remaining dwellings would be located on a few larger lots.
Alternatively, a large parcel could be maintained in agricultural use with smaller lots developed with homes.
Features of the rural landscape or environmentally sensitive areas can be preserved, albeit on private lots.
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Lot averaging is a development technique providing a high degree of flexibility in the type of rural residential
options accommodated. In addition to preserving natural resource areas and/or farmlands on large lots in private
ownership, the balance of smaller than normal lots in a given development would be less expensive than their
counterparts in conservation subdivisions, because no common open space is being leveraged.

Density Bonus Incentive

A density bonus is an incentive-based tool that permits developers to increase the maximum allowable
development on a property if certain conditions are met. A density bonus is commonly used to promote the
conservation or enhancement of natural resources, such as agricultural land and open space. A municipality may
allow a developer to build more units than is permitted in an area, except State certified farmland preservation
areas, in exchange for permanently protecting natural resource areas, restoring environmental lands, or providing
environmental improvements such as landscaping or developing a nature trail. This technique can be used to
improve land on the property being developed or on another property.

Density bonuses may be used to achieve an array of local government objectives, such as the preservation of
agricultural land, open space, and vistas, and the conservation of wetlands, water bodies, woodlands, prairies, or
other natural features that a local government values. Density bonus criteria typically vary among local
governments and must be incorporated into a local government’s subdivision, zoning, or other development
review regulations, if such regulations are to be implemented.

The Village of Caledonia in Racine County includes the mandatory use of conservation design within its land
division ordinance. The Village offers developers up to an additional 20 percent density bonus in the number of
lots initially allowed if the developers are willing to meet standards such as self-funding for open space
management and designing external connections for trails and open space.

Fee-Simple Purchase

A fee-simple land purchase is where a buyer acquires the full title to a parcel, along with the rights associated
with it. This type of purchase allows for permanent open space protection. A local government or nonprofit
conservation organization uses funds to purchase available land. In most cases, fee-simple acquisition for open
space is based on a willing seller-willing buyer basis to obtain property. With open space preservation, fee-simple
acquisition primarily involves a conservation organization, or the State, County, or local government working
with a willing landowner.

Often, nonprofit conservation organizations purchase land and then lease it to the original owner or another
individual. A conservation group may lease the land to a local farmer who will use the land for economic benefits,
such as grazing or crop production. The conservation group benefits from this partnership by receiving rent and
by having the land managed. The land also generates products and activities for the public, such as farm produce
and recreational opportunities.

Fee-simple has its limitations. There is considerable cost in the outright purchase of lands, which reduces the
amount of land that can be preserved as farmland or open space. In addition, if a nonprofit agency purchases the
land, they may or may not allow public access. Also, as land is acquired, it may be taken off the tax rolls,
although studies indicate that land adjoining preserved open space typically increases in value, possibly offsetting
the loss of taxes. In addition, as more land is acquired by a nonprofit organization or local government, the overall
cost of owning and maintaining the land(s) becomes increasingly more expensive.

Donations

A donation occurs when a landowner transfers agricultural land or open space to a governmental entity or to a
land trust in the form of a charitable gift. Land donations of real property can be arranged in various ways to suit
the needs and desires of a donor. The potential recipients of donated property should encourage donors to disclose
their plans for a bequest, in advance, in order to assure that the donation is appropriate, and to discuss financial
arrangements for the property’s maintenance and operation.
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Donations may also occur in the form of a conservation easement. As discussed earlier, land with such easements
would remain under ownership of the property owner donating the easement while voluntarily placing deed
restrictions on the land to protect agricultural, natural, or cultural resources. The land would remain on the tax
roll, sometimes at a reduced rate, while donating a portion or the entire parcel to either a governmental unit or
qualified conservation organization. As an example, a conservation easement on a 41 acre parcel in the Town of
Grafton was recently donated from the Kaul Family Living Trust to Ozaukee County to be preserved as
agricultural working land, in addition to preserving a natural area on the property. The easement, however, allows
the construction of a house near the existing homestead.

Donations with a reserved life estate, also called a “life tenancy,” are donations proposed by individuals who wish
to continue owning and living on their property until death. At the time of death, the property is donated to a
nonprofit organization or a government agency. The donor or heir is eligible to deduct the value of the gift, called
a “remainder interest,” at the time it is completed, although the recipient will not actually take control until the
donor or heir dies.

Right-To-Farm Ordinances

A right-to-farm ordinance is intended to provide some degree of protection to farmers and farm operations from
public and private nuisance claims.® Wisconsin has right-to-farm legislation (Section 823.08 of the Statutes)
which protects farmers against nuisance lawsuits, unreasonable local regulations, and recapture of legal costs.
Local corngmunities are encouraged by the State to use their zoning powers to further protect agricultural
activities.

Agricultural Nuisance Notices

Agricultural nuisance notices are used to alert buyers of agricultural land that agriculture is the primary economic
activity of that area, and that the buyer may experience inconvenience or discomfort arising from accepted
agricultural practices. In some cases, the notice may be recorded on the deeds to new homes. Such notices may
help to ensure that people who purchase houses in an agricultural area will recognize and be more tolerant of the
sometimes inconvenient impacts of agricultural activities.

Recommendations to Increase Housing Density

Section 91.10 (c)(7m) of the Statutes requires policies, goals, strategies, and actions to increase housing density in
areas that are not identified as farmland preservation areas. Such goals, objectives, policies, and programs are
identified in Chapter VI (“strategies” are considered to be the same as “objectives” and *“actions” the same as
“programs” in this report). Increasing housing density in areas that are not identified as farmland preservation
areas, but are planned for redevelopment or new urban and infill development within planned urban (sewer)
service areas can help preserve farmland by reducing the amount of land needed for nonfarm development, and
conversely, reduce the pressure for agricultural land conversion to residential, commercial, or industrial
development. A Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035, including the land use plan
map, can serve as a long-range guide for officials, staff, and citizens to address future development and protect
agricultural and natural resources through the year 2035.

°Nuisance claims are lawsuits relating to impacts from noise, dust, chemicals, irrigation, and odors generated by
farming activities, or impeded traffic movements due to farm machinery using public roads.

10«Right-to-farm” legislation in lowa, similar to Wisconsin’s legislation, was struck down in September 1998 by
the lowa Supreme Court on the basis that is constituted a *““taking™ of the property rights of landowners adjacent
to farms. Although the Wisconsin “right to farm” legislation has not been challenged, local communities, in light
of the lowa decision, should consult with their attorneys before adopting local ““right-to-farm’” legislation.
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When updating or amending local comprehensive plans, sewered communities may wish to consider increasing
residential densities by accommodating additional multi-family housing or allowing smaller lot sizes for single-
family housing. Increasing residential densities in sewered areas will result in more compact development patterns
that may limit the need to convert agricultural lands to urban uses.

FUNDING AND SUPPORT PROGRAMS

Benefits of preserving farmland include the conservation of the environment (water and soils); protecting rural
character and scenic vistas; providing locally-produced fresh food; supporting farm-related employment; and
keeping property taxes low. In order to conserve such resources, State, County, and local governments, in
cooperation with institutions, businesses, and organizations, have been developing and promoting programs and
methods that support farmland preservation. Funding programs and agencies that support farmland preservation
and related natural and cultural resources are described in this section and in Appendix E.

Although this report focuses on farmland preservation, farms also may contain natural features that play an
important role in land management, including wetlands and woodlands adjacent to cultivated areas. These areas
may act as groundwater recharge areas or help trap sediments, or slow stormwater runoff from fields that may
otherwise harm nearby streams or lakes. Farmers often may claim both farmland and conservation tax credits by
voluntarily preserving agricultural and natural features while practicing certain land management measures. For
these reasons, programs that may help conserve natural features are also described in Appendix E.

Programs that focus on agricultural and natural resources include the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program,
Soil and Water Resource Management Program (SWRM), Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Conservation
Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP), Environmental Quality
Incentives Program (EQIP), and the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP). Federal and State programs are also
available to help County and local governments and nonprofit conservation organizations (NCOs) acquire park
and open space lands, and to help County and local governments provide recreational facilities. Additional
Federal programs, including those indicated above, are described in a document titled, “Building Sustainable
Farms, Ranches and Communities,” which is located on the following website:
https://attra.ncat.org/attra-pub/summaries/summary.php?pub=279

Most programs that assist in cultural preservation provide assistance primarily for the restoration of historic
buildings, districts, and landmarks, including significant agrarian features, through preservation tax credits,
grants, loans, or restoration guidance. In Wisconsin, the State Historical Society of Wisconsin provides assistance
for properties listed on the State or National Registers of Historic Places. Also, the National Trust for Historic
Preservation, a private nonprofit organization, provides matching grants for rehabilitation of historic structures.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION AND AGREEMENTS

Ozaukee County will consider any intergovernmental opportunity with Federal, State, and local government
agencies and nonprofit conservation organizations to preserve farmlands, as well as other natural resources, that
are consistent with the agricultural goals and objectives identified in this farmland preservation plan and local
government comprehensive plans. For example, the County may identify opportunities to work jointly with the
Ozaukee Washington Land Trust on the preservation of a farm through a purchase of an agricultural easement, or
the County may work with a local government to update the County comprehensive plan to identify areas where a
local government intends to amend their adopted comprehensive plan to expand the area planned for farmland
preservation.

In the preparation of this plan, participating local governments agreed to a cooperative approach to planning and
decision-making regarding future farmland preservation. It is recommended that such efforts continue. Efforts
may include periodic meetings of officials representing each local government for the purpose of discussing land
use matters or development. Such cooperative efforts increase the likelihood for coordinated farmland
preservation in Ozaukee County achieving, insofar as practicable, the farmland preservation goals and objectives
in all local governments involved.
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Local intergovernmental cooperation increases the likelihood that a city or village and the adjacent towns may
agree on policies to manage growth and development. Chapter 66 of the Statutes authorizes the development of
boundary agreements. Establishing a defined, long-term boundary between an urbanized community planning for
growth and a rural, pro-agricultural community could identify a boundary beyond which urban development
would be limited or not considered. Boundary agreements help a city or village identify future lands for
annexation so that service and infrastructure needs can be planned and funded, and can provide assurance to a
farmer that agricultural land will not be converted to urban use, thereby encouraging investment for long-term
agricultural use.

PLAN UPDATES

Section 91.16 of the Statutes outlines the certification process for a county farmland preservation plan. DATCP
may certify a farmland preservation plan for a period that does not exceed 10 years; therefore, this farmland
preservation plan must be updated at least every 10 years to remain in compliance with the law. The County may
choose to update the farmland preservation plan prior to the 10-year maximum certification period, to coincide
with an update to the Multi-Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County. Procedures such as public
participation, plan review, and plan adoption that are required for a comprehensive plan also apply to the farmland
preservation plan, in accordance with Section 91.10(3) of the Statutes.

SUMMARY

This Chapter identifies important methods to help implement recommendations of the farmland preservation plan.
These include a description of the plan adoption and amendment processes in compliance with the Wisconsin
Statutes; the State requirement that the farmland preservation plan be consistent with the County comprehensive
plan; the identification of priority programs relative to farmland preservation; and a description of a variety of
farmland preservation tools and techniques that Ozaukee County farmers and local governments can utilize to
protect farmlands and other valuable natural resource areas. Tools and techniques include farmland preservation
area certification and zoning, conservation easements, conservation subdivision design, lot averaging, and
incentive-based development methods. Implementation of the plan also includes identifying and utilizing funding
and support programs described in Chapter 11 and Appendix E. All require intergovernmental cooperation and a
commitment by County and participating local governments to implement the plan.
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OF THE WISCONSIN STATUTES



(This page intentionally left blank)



229



230



231



232



233



234



235



236



237



238



Appendix B

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLANS FOR AMENDING THE OZAUKEE COUNTY
MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND FOR THE OZAUKEE
COUNTY FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN
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PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN FOR AMENDING THE
MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY
December 7, 2011

Introduction and Background

In 1999, the Wisconsin Legislature enacted a comprehensive planning law, set forth in Section 66.1001 of
the Wisconsin Statutes. On April 2, 2008, the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors adopted the Multi-
Jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County: 2035. The comprehensive plan was prepared in
accordance with a public participation plan adopted by the County Board on December 1, 2004 that
indicated the steps to be followed to foster public participation in the preparation of the comprehensive
plan. Under Section 66.1001(4)(a) of the Wisconsin Statutes, future amendments to the comprehensive
plan must also be carried out in accordance with adopted public participation procedures designed to
promote public participation in the amendment process. Such procedures are set forth in this document.

Need for Citizen Participation

Citizens participating in government decision-making are fundamental to our system of governance.
While it is true that our government officials are elected to represent citizens, it is also true that elected
officials need to interact with the public on an ongoing basis if their representation is to be meaningful.
Regular and continuing involvement in government decision-making is the very basis for the idea of
citizenship.

Citizens and interest groups are the source of tremendous creativity, and their creativity and comments
will help produce better planning decisions. Because the decisions represented by Ozaukee County's
comprehensive plan and future amendments will help influence what Ozaukee County will look like for
many years to come, public participation is critical.

Public Participation Methods for Amendments to the Comprehensive Plan

The County will provide opportunities for the public review of materials describing all proposed
amendments to the comprehensive plan, including the following:

e Printed copies of materials describing proposed plan amendments will be made available at the
following locations:

e Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department
121 West Main Street, P.O. Box 994
Port Washington, W1 53074-0994
262-238-8257

e  Public libraries serving Ozaukee County

¢ Printed or electronic copies of materials describing proposed amendments will be provided to all units
and agencies of government and other parties listed in Section 66.1001(4)(b).

o Electronic copies of materials describing proposed amendments will be posted on the County website:
http://www.co.ozaukee.wi.us/PlanningParks/PlanningParks Planning.asp.

The Ozaukee County Comprehensive Planning Board will hold a public hearing on all proposed
amendments to the comprehensive plan. The hearing will include a presentation describing the proposed
plan amendment and provide an opportunity for the public to comment orally or to submit written
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comments on the proposed amendment. The Comprehensive Planning Board will take the public
testimony into account in its deliberations and actions on the proposed plan amendment.

The public hearing will be preceded by a Class 1 notice that is published at least 30 days before the
hearing is held. In accordance with Section 66.1001(4)(d), the notice will include the date, time, and place
of the hearing; a brief summary of the proposed comprehensive plan amendment; a person who may be
contacted for additional information about the proposed plan amendment; and information regarding
where and when the proposed plan amendment may be inspected before the hearing and how a copy of
the proposed plan amendment may be obtained.

Provisions for Open Discussion

Ozaukee County will ensure that public meetings allow for an open discussion of the relevant issues at
hand and allow for appropriate testimony. When public meetings or hearings are conducted, Ozaukee
County will make every effort to ensure those who choose to participate in the planning process have the
opportunity to have their opinions heard. To accomplish this, the following procedures will be followed:

e An agenda will be established that clearly defines the purpose of each public meeting or hearing,
the items to be discussed, and any actions that may be taken. Agendas will be officially posted
and sent to the local media.

e The scheduled date, time, and place will be convenient to encourage maximum participation by
County residents and other interested parties.

e A clearly identifiable facilitator or chair will conduct the meeting or hearing in an orderly fashion
to ensure that all attendees have an opportunity to offer comments, discuss issues, or provide
testimony.

e The facilitator or chair will provide opening remarks that clearly outline the purpose of the
meeting or hearing, describe procedures attendees should use during the meeting or hearing when
offering comment, and describe how the public comment will be used.

e As appropriate, an overview of amendment document or proposal to be considered will be
discussed.

e All persons attending the meeting or hearing who desire to participate should be allowed to do so.
However, specific factors, such as the meeting or hearing purpose, number in attendance, time
considerations, or future opportunities to participate, may require that appropriate constraints be
applied. These constraints will be clearly outlined by the facilitator or chair if the need arises.

e Summaries or minutes of meetings or hearings will be prepared and made available as soon as
possible following the meeting or hearing via the County’s website: www.c0.0zaukee.wi.us/
PlanningParks/PlanningParks FarmlandPres Plan.asp or
Www.c0.0zaukee.wi.us/minutes/ Index.html

e Special arrangements will be made under the provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) with sufficient advance notice.
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Opportunity for Written Comments

Detailed comments can sometimes be better expressed in written format. To encourage the submittal of
written comments, the following procedures will be followed:

All meeting and hearing notices will include the name, address and e-mail address (if applicable)
of a person(s) to whom written comments should be sent, along with any deadlines for submitting
comments.

At public meetings or hearings, the facilitator or chair will clearly announce any deadline for
submitting written comments, if such comments are allowed subsequent to the meeting or
hearing.

Persons speaking or testifying will be encouraged to concisely express their comments and/or
provide specific details in written format.

The County website will also provide residents with the opportunity to e-mail comments.

Consideration of Public Comments

The following procedures will be followed to ensure that decision-makers have the opportunity to
consider public comments:

Time will be reserved subsequent to the close of a meeting, hearing, or comment deadline and
prior to the actual decision or recommendation being made to ensure that decision-makers can
adequately review all relevant materials or comments.

The record (written comments or testimony, tape recordings, or minutes) of hearings and
meetings will be compiled by County staff and made available to decision makers for their review
and consideration prior to a recommendation or decision being made.

The Comprehensive Planning Board and Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors will consider
public comments in making decisions in the best interest of the entire County.

Comprehensive Planning Board Recommendation

Following the public hearing, the Comprehensive Planning Board will make a recommendation to the
County Board to approve, deny, or modify the proposed amendment. The Board/Committee’s
recommendation will be in the form of a resolution approved by a majority of the full membership of the
Board/Committee.

County Board Action

Following Comprehensive Planning Board action, the County Board will consider the amendment and the
Comprehensive Planning Board’s recommendation and approve, deny, or refer the proposed amendment
back to the Comprehensive Planning Board. If approved, County Board approval will be in the form of an
ordinance adopted by a majority of the full membership of the Board.
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Distribution of Plan Amendment

If approved by the County Board, printed or electronic copies of the amendment will be sent by the
County Clerk to the parties listed in Section 66.1001(4)(b) of the Statutes. Plan amendments may be
distributed by e-mail to the required parties.

Optional Procedures
The Comprehensive Planning Board, at its option, may approve additional public participation procedures
or a separately-documented public participation plan to provide for public informational meetings, the

formation of advisory committees, the conduct of public opinion surveys, and/or other procedures to
obtain public input on a proposed plan amendment.
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RESOLUTION NO. 11-49

ADOPTING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCEDURES
FOR AMENDING THE MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR
OZAUKEE COUNTY

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 66.1001 of the Wisconsin Statutes, all units of government
which enact or amend zoning, subdivision, or official mapping ordinances must adopt a comprehensive
plan; and

WHEREAS, Ozaukee County adopted a comprehensive plan under the authority of and
procedures-established by -Section 66.1001 of the Wisconsin Statutes on April 2, 2008; and

WHEREAS, Section 66.1001(4)(a) of the Wisconsin Statutes requires that the County Board of
Supervisors adopt written procedures designed to foster public participation during the preparation or
amendment of a comprehensive plan; and '

WHEREAS, the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors adopted written public participation
procedures for the development of the Multi-jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County:
2035 by Resolution 04-58 on December 1, 2004; and

WHEREAS, the revised public participation procedures for amending the Multi-jurisdictional
Comprehensive Plan for Ozaukee County provides the Comprehensive Planning Board, at its option, to
* approve additional public participation procedures or a separately-documented public participation plan to
provide for public informational meetings, the formation of advisory committees, the conduct of public
opinion surveys, and/or other procedures to obtain public input on a proposed plan amendment; and

WHEREAS, the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors believes that regular, meaningful public
involvement in the comprehensive planning process is important fo assure that the ‘comprehensive: plan
reflects input from the public; and ' ,

WHEREAS, a public participation plan has been developed that includes written procedures
 designed to foster public participation in the comprehensive plan amendment process.

- NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Ozaukee County Board of Supervisors hereby

adopts the Public Participation Plan for Amending the Multi-jurisdictional Comprehensive Plan for
Ozaukee County to fulfill the requirements of Section 66.1001(4)(a) of the Wisconsin Statutes. '

Dated at Port Washington, Wisconsin, this 7th day of Decembér, 2011.

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING BOARD
Yes | No | Abstain | Absent

) Thomas H. Richedt, .~ "
{, Julianne B. Winkelhorst, County Clerk for Timothy F. Kaul

Oraukee County, Wisconsin, hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true and correct copy of Resolution No.

I 11-49, adopted by the Ozaukee County Board of
Supervisors on December 7, 2011.

Julianne B. Winkelhorst
Ozaukee County Clerk

Adopted Vote:  Ayes - 28
Nays - 0
Absent - 3

Alan PoKletti -

Cynthia G. Bock _

Robert T. Walerstein- =~ |

sl

Glenn F. Stumpf (al.)
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Appendix C

OZAUKEE COUNTY
FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN CITIZEN ADVISORY COMMITTEE BY-LAWS
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1. Minutes of the proceedings and a record of all actions will be kept by County staff, showing the
vote of the Committee upon each question and the deliberations leading up to the Committee's
determination. Minutes will be a public record and will be available for review at the Ozaukee
County Planning and Parks Department office during regular business hours. Approved minutes
will also  be  posted on the  Planning and Parks Department  website
(www.co.0zaukee.wi.us/PlanningParks/PlanningParks_FarmlandPres Plan.asp) and also on the
Ozaukee County website (www.co.0zaukee.wi.us/minutes/Index.html)

SECTION 6.00 WORK GROUPS AND SUBCOMMITTEES

A. Work Groups or Sub-Committees may be created and members appointed by the Committee.

B. Work Group and Subcommittee Duties: Each work group and subcommittee shall study, conduct
investigations, and make recommendations and shall perform such other duties as the Citizen
Advisory Committee directs relative to their areas of responsibility.

C. Work Group and Subcommittee Operation :
1. Each work group and subcommittee shall elect a chairperson and vice-chairperson.
2. The chairperson shall set the time and place for all meetings of the workgroup or

subcommittee and shall verity with staff that a meeting will not conflict with another
farmland preservation planning meeting.

3. The committee vice-chairperson shall act as chairperson in the absence of the chairperson.

4. County staff shall keep minutes.

5. A quorum shall be a majority of the members of each work group or subcommittee.

6. Public notice of all meetings shall be provided in accordance with Section 19.84 of the
Wisconsin Statutes.

7. All meetings shall be open to the public.

8. An opportunity for public comment shall be provided at each meeting.

SECTION 7.00 AMENDMENTS
These by-laws may be amended at any meeting by a two-thirds vote of Committee members present.

SECTION 8.00 CONFLICT

Whenever any conflict occurs between these by-laws and the laws of the State of Wisconsin or ordinances
of the County, the State laws and the County ordinances shall prevail.
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Appendix D

LOCAL GOVERNMENT
ZONING DISTRICT MAPS AND REGULATIONS

Table D-1

CITY OF MEQUON ZONING ORDINANCE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010

Minimum / Maximum

Minimum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses Lot Size? (square feet)
A-1 Agricultural crop production and Commercial hatcheries and greenhouses, kennels, |35 acres 1,400 minimum;
Agricultural livestock raising, dairy farming, single- | parks and preserves, stables, public or private 1,200 first floor minimum
Preservation family dwellings, and municipal utilities, and raising of fur bearing animals or two story
District utilities
A-2 All A-1 principal uses All A-1 conditional uses 10 acres 1,400 minimum,
General o 1,200 first floor minimum
Agricultural District for two story
R-1 Single-family detached dwellings not Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and 5 acres 1,800 minimum
Rural Residential served by public sanitary sewer and schools, churches, public offices, lodges,
Detached District certain agricultural uses commercial use, country inns, utilities, guest
houses, wholesale greenhouses, fish hatcheries,
dwelling additions, and livestock raising
R-1B Single-family detached dwellings not Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and 2.5 acres 1,600 minimum
Rural Residential served by public sanitary sewer and schools, churches, commercial use, utilities, guest
Detached District certain agricultural uses houses, dwelling additions, and livestock raising
R-2 Single-family detached dwellings not Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and 2 acres 1,800 minimum
Rural Residential reasonably served by public sanitary schools, churches, lodges, commercial use,
Detached District sewer and certain agricultural uses country inns, utilities, guest houses, wholesale
greenhouses, fish hatcheries, dwelling additions,
and livestock raising
R-2B Single-family detached dwellings All R-1B conditional uses 1.5 acres 1,400 minimum
Suburban potentially served by public sanitary
Residential sewer and certain agricultural uses
Detached District
R-3 Single-family detached dwellings All R-1B conditional uses 1 acre 1,800 minimum
Suburban potentially served by public sanitary
Residential sewer and certain agricultural uses
Detached District
R-4 Single-family detached dwellings Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and 32,670 1,600 minimum
Suburban potentially served by public sanitary schools, churches, utilities, dwelling additions, and square feet
Residential sewer and certain agricultural uses livestock raising (3/4 acre)
Detached District
R-5 Single-family detached dwellings Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and 21,780 1,400 minimum
Suburban served by public sanitary sewer schools, churches, and utilities square feet
Residential (1/2 acre)
Detached District
R-6 Single-family attached dwellings on Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and 1 acre 1,000 minimum for one
Suburban lots served by public sanitary sewer” utilities bedroom dwellings;
Residential

Attached District

1,200 for two bedroom
dwellings;

1,400 for three bedroom
dwellings

RM
Multiple-Family
Residential District

Multi-family dwellings, not to exceed
eight dwelling units per building, on
lots served by public sanitary sewer

Public or private outdoor recreation facilities and
utilities

One bedroom
units 6,000
square feet;

Two bedroom
units 7,000
square feet;

Three
bedroom
units 10,000
square feet

900 minimum for one
bedroom dwellings;

1,100 for two bedroom
dwellings;

1,300 for three bedroom
dwellings

B-1
Neighborhood
Business District

Neighborhood level retail, office and
service uses

Public institutions, restaurants, museums, public or
private utilities, churches, health and child day care
facilities, and satellite dishes

1.5 acres®

Maximum floor area
ratio of 30 percent
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Table D-1 (continued)

Minimum / Maximum

Minimum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses Lot Size? (square feet)
B-2 Community level retail, office and Public institutions, restaurants, museums, public or 2 acres® Maximum floor area
Community service uses, and health care facilities | private utilities, churches, day care facilities, ratio of 30 percent
Business District churches, animal hospitals, wholesale, service
stations, warehousing, vehicle sales, department
stores, hotels, research facilities, light fabrication,
and satellite dishes
B-3 Office, professional, business, and Commercial day care, studios, residential quarters, 1.5 acres® Maximum floor area
Office and Service financial, and special service uses research facilities, light assembly, satellite dishes, ratio of 30 percent
District public or private utilities, and personal services
B-4 Office and light industrial uses Light manufacturing, wholesaling, warehousing, 1 acre® Maximum floor area
Business Park processing, distribution, research, printing, health ratio of 30 percent
District clubs, salons, restaurants, bookstores, child care,
florists, gift shops, pharmacies, studios, vehicle
services, satellite dishes, public and private utilities,
and theaters
B-5 Light manufacturing, wholesaling, Health clubs, salons, restaurants, bookstores, child 1 acre® Maximum floor area
Light Industrial distribution, processing, research, care, florists, gift shops, pharmacies, studios, ratio of 30 percent
District printing, office, and service uses residential quarters, lumber yards, transportation
terminals, vehicle services, satellite dishes, and
public and private utilities
B-6 Agricultural uses Public and private utilities and certain light industrial 5 acres® Maximum floor area
Rural Industrial uses not served by public sanitary sewer ratio of 30 percent
District
B-7 Offices and roadside farmers markets  |Limited business uses not served by public sanitary 2 acres for Maximum floor area
Rural Business sewer such as commercial greenhouses, specialty permitted ratio of 15 percent
District retail uses, restaurants but no-drive through, animal uses®
kennels, public and private utilities, horse riding 5 acres for
stables, and religious institutions conditional
uses”
TC Certain retail and services, public and |Community centers, private lodges and clubs, night 21,780 - ef
Town Center private schools, fast-food restaurants, clubs, elderly housing, child care facilities, square feet
District fitness centers, farmers markets, convenience and grocery stores, and multi-family (1/2 acre)
offices, medical clinics, financial dwellings of 9 to 16 units in a mixed-use
institutions, and multi-family dwellings | development
of eight units or less in a mixed-use
development
AC Certain retail and services, religious Private and public schools, private lodges and clubs, |1 acre -89
Arrival Corridor institutions, offices, medical clinics, elderly housing, multi-family dwelling of four or more
District financial institutions, multi-family units, multi-family dwellings of 9 to 16 units in a
dwellings of eight or less units in a mixed use development, convenience and grocery
mixed-use development, child care stores, and night clubs
facilities, fitness centers, farmers
markets, and restaurants
IPS Public and private schools, churches, Mausoleums and funeral homes, crematories, 1 acre® Maximum floor area
Institutional and libraries, public offices, public utilities, communication towers, concert halls, lodges and ratio of 30 percent
Public Service and child care facilities clubs, public and private outdoor recreation facilities,
District restaurants and taverns, landfills, nursing homes,
cemeteries, and satellite dishes
P-1 Public and private recreational uses Outdoor recreational facilities, golf courses, beaches, |[1.5 acres - -
Park and such as arboretums, flood control, recreation and nature center, camps, fairs, boat

Recreation District

recreational trails and facilities, nature
reserves, and historic sites

access sites, amphitheaters, archery ranges,
miniature golf and golf ranges, utilities, and zoos

C-1 Recreation trails, swimming, fishing, Road construction, construction of non-residential -- - -
Shoreland-Wetland | boating, crop harvesting, silviculture, structures, public and private parks, and
Conservancy cultivation of crops, piers and docks, construction of utility poles and lines
District fencing for livestock, drainage, and
repair of bridges
C-2 Crop harvesting, silviculture, pasturing, |Single-family development at one unit per five acres, -- --
General cultivation of crops, piers and docks, road and railroad construction, public and private
Conservancy fencing for livestock, drainage, repair parks, stormwater management, and construction of
District of bridges, and protecting shorelines utility poles and lines
FW Drainage, floodwater, navigation, Navigational structures, public water control facilities, -- - -

Floodway District

streambank protection, water control
facilities, crop harvesting, fishing,
farming, impoundments, sustained
forestry, fish hatcheries, preserves,
open parking, open recreation, and
communication towers

bridges, marinas, parks, parking lots, filling as
approved by WDNR to permit establishment of
approved bulkhead lines, open space, and public
sanitary sewer facilities

256




Table D-1 (continued)

Minimum / Maximum

Agricultural Overlay

livestock raising, dairy farming, and

businesses

Minimum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses Lot Size? (square feet)
FFO Any use of land permitted in the None -- --
Flood Fringe underlying basic zoning district and
Overlay District residential, commercial, and industrial
structures permitted in the underlying
basic zoning district”
OA Agricultural crop production and All A-1 conditional uses and landscaping 10 acres --

Development
Overlay District

District municipal utilities

LTD Industrial, commercial, servicing, Certain retail stores, florists, and special services S Maximum floor area
Limited Use processing, and storage uses ratio of 30 percent
Overlay District

PUD Uses permitted in the underlying basic |None - Underlying basic zoning
Planned Unit zoning district district minimum /

maximum floor area

TDR-PDR
Transfer of
Development
Rights- Planned

Overlay District

Unit Development

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the City of Mequon zoning ordinance and map for

specific zoning information. In addition to the zoning districts summarized above, the City of Mequon has adopted an extraterritorial zoning ordinance that applies

to an approximately 1,528 acre area in the Town of Grafton.

#All permanent structures erected or constructed after January 1, 1988, on property that is contiguous to Lake Michigan shall be set back from the top of the bluff a
distance based on a slope ratio of 2.5 feet horizontal distance to every one foot vertical distance measured from the toe of the bluff. In no case shall a building be

set back less than 75 feet from the top edge of the bluff at the time of construction.

PSingle-family residential attached dwellings in building groups of at least two but no more than four dwelling units per building.

‘Lots require 40 percent open space.

dLots require 50 percent open space.

®Minimum floor area of 1,000 square feet for dwelling units, and 1,200 square feet for commercial uses, with a maximum 10,000 square feet per commercial use,

except as approved by the Planning Commission. All buildings shall be limited to a maximum floor area of 25,000 square feet, except as approved through a PUD.

"Maximum floor area ratio is 100 percent.

9IMaximum floor area ratio is 50 percent.

"Provided that the structures comply with the filling requirements as stated in Section 3.11(2)(c) of the City of Mequon Development Ordinance.

iIn accordance with the underlying basic zoning district requirements.

ILot size requirements in the underlying basic zoning district may be modified, but the overall project density may be no greater than that permitted in the

underlying district.

Source: City of Mequon Development Ordinance and SEWRPC.
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Table D-2

TOWN OF BELGIUM ZONING ORDINANCE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010

Minimum/
Minimum Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses? Lot Size Area (square feet)
A-1 Agricultural and general farming; Airports and airstrips; colleges; medical, 35 contiguous 1,200 square foot
Agricultural single family dwelling for the religious, and correctional institutions; acres minimum
District person(s) engaged in, and earning cemeteries; bed and breakfasts; livestock
a substantial portion of income yards with more than 600 head; animal
from, the farm operation hospitals and shelters; kennels; and
manufacturing or processing of food,
beverages, and other materials
A-2 Maintain, preserve, and enhance Airports and airstrips; colleges; medical, =P 1,200 square foot
Agricultural agricultural land while allowing for religious, and correctional institutions; minimum
District conforming uses of buildings cemeteries; bed and breakfasts; livestock
deemed nonconforming in the A-1 yards with more than 600 heads; animal
District hospitals and shelters; kennels; and
manufacturing or processing of food,
beverages, and other materials
R-1 Single-family dwellings Governmental and cultural uses, offices, and 1.5 acres 1,200 square foot
Single-Family services; schools; cluster/conservation minimum
Residential developments; nursing homes; clinics and
District children’s nurseries; clubs, home occupations,
and bed and breakfasts
B-1 Community level retail and Governmental and cultural uses, offices, and 1.5 acres - -
Commercial restaurants; business and services; passenger transportation terminals;
District professional offices; and clinics schools; various commercial uses such as
banks, drive-in establishments, coin operated
laundries, hotels and motels, studios,
publishing offices, and department stores;
vehicle sales and service, and public parking
lots
M-1 Automotive and machinery sales, Airports and airstrips, governmental and cultural | 1.5 acres --
Industrial storage, and repair; painting, uses, offices, and services; passenger
District printing, publishing, warehousing, transportation terminals, recycling stations,
wholesaling, and offices; light sewage treatment plants, and general
manufacturing, fabrication, warehousing and indoor storage
packaging, and assembly
P-1 Parks, arboretums, playgrounds, Governmental and cultural uses, offices, and - - - -
Park District wildlife preserves, general services; schools, colleges, medical, religious,
recreation, and water conservation and correctional institutions; cemeteries;
camping, firearm and archery facilities, outdoor
sporting facilities and recreational facilities;
and commercial recreational facilities
C-1 Fishing, conservation, water Drainageways, public water measurement and -- --
Conservancy retention, and wildlife preserves control, grazing, orchards, truck farming, and
Overlay wildcrop harvesting
District

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the Town of Belgium zoning ordinance
and map for specific zoning district information.

aUtilities are allowed as conditional uses in all districts.
R-1 District.

Communication structures are allowed as conditional uses in all districts except the
PAccommodates existing parcels and/or buildings that may have been non-conforming in the A-1 District prior to adoption of the Town’s amended
zoning ordinance on June 7, 2004.

Source: Town of Belgium Zoning Ordinance and SEWRPC.
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Table D-3

TOWN OF CEDARBURG ZONING CODE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010

Minimum/
Minimum Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses?® Lot Size Area (square feet)
A-1 Apiculture, dairying, forestry, farming, Agricultural buildings and high density animal 5 acres 1,200 minimum;
Agricultural grazing, greenhouses, hatcheries, enclosures, existing non-metallic mining 1,000 first floor
District horticulture, livestock and poultry operations, airports and airstrips, colleges, minimum for two
raising, nurseries, orchards, hospitals, cemeteries, crematories, correctional story apply to
paddocks, stables, truck farming, and institutions, animal hospitals, incinerators, farm farm dwellings
viticulture labor housing, commercial raising of farm animals,
and transportation storage
A-2 All A-1 permitted principal uses All A-1 conditional uses; one additional single-family |35 acres 1,200 minimum;
Prime dwelling 1,000 first floor
Agricultural minimum for two
District story apply to
farm dwellings
E-1 Single-family dwellings and non- Navigational structures, public water control 4 acres 1,800 minimum;
Estate District | commercial accessory uses facilities, bridges, marinas, parks, parking lots, 1,000 first floor
municipal water and sewer systems, and open minimum for two
space story
CR-A Single-family detached dwellings in Public and private parks and schools, churches, One acre; 1,500 minimum;
Countryside cluster subdivision developments with home offices, clubs, public offices, public utility density of 1,000 first floor
Residential A | a maximum density of one dwelling lines, and agricultural buildings one dwelling | minimum for two
District® unit per four acres and a minimum unit per 4.5 story
open space requirement of 50 percent acres
CR-B Single-family detached dwellings in All CR-A District conditional uses; non- One acre; 1,500 minimum;
Countryside cluster subdivision developments with domesticated animals and facilities density of 1,000 first floor
Residential B a maximum density of one unit per one dwelling | minimum for two
District® four acres and a minimum open space unit per 4.5 story
requirement of 50 percent acres
TR Single-family detached dwellings All CR-A District conditional uses 1.5 acres 1,500 minimum;
Transitional 1,000 first floor
Residential minimum for two
District story
TR-2 Single-family detached dwellings Public and private parks, churches, and public utility |1 acre 1,500 minimum;
Traditional lines 1,000 first floor
Residential 2 minimum for two
District story
R-1 Single-family dwellings Governmental and cultural uses 80,000 1,800 minimum;
Single-Family square feet |1 200 first floor
Residential minimum for two
District story
R-2 Single-family dwellings Governmental and cultural uses, public and private 40,000 1,500 minimum;
Single-Family schools, churches, and home offices square feet |1 000 first floor
Residential minimum for two
District story
R-3 Single-family dwellings Governmental and cultural uses, public and private {40,000 1,200 minimum;
Single-Family schools, churches, clubs and lodges, rest and square feet |1 000 first floor
Residential nursing homes, home offices, and boarders and minimum for two
District lodgers story
B-1 Drug stores, delicatessens, florists, and |Retail, office, and service uses; taverns; 21,780 --
Neighborhood | business and professional offices restaurants; clubs and lodges; clinics; square feet
Business governmental and cultural uses; and heliports and (1/2 acre)
District bus depots
B-2 Financial institutions, appliance stores, |All B-1 conditional uses; banks, hotels, printing, 1 Acre - -
Planned and furniture stores private schools, publishing, governmental and
Business cultural uses, heliports and bus depots, drive-in
District theaters and restaurants, motels, funeral homes,

drive-in banks, tourist homes, and commercial
recreational facilities
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Table D-3 (continued)

Minimum/
Minimum Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses?® Lot Size Area (square feet)
B-3 Professional offices and retail shops Retail and service uses, printing and publishing, 1 acre --
Business and stores warehousing, studios, transportation terminals,
District laundering, distributors, greenhouses, vehicle and
farm equipment services, storage, laboratories,
governmental and cultural uses, and heliports and
bus depots
M-1 Light manufacturing, processing, and Airports and airstrips, governmental and cultural 1 acre --
Industrial assembling uses; printing and uses, heliports and bus depots, communication
District publishing; painting; laundering; towers, animal hospitals, and incinerators
warehousing; distributors;
greenhouses; vehicle and farm
equipment services; storage; and
laboratories
M-2 -P All M-1 permitted principal uses; freight terminals, 1 acre 1,200 minimum;
Planned storage, crematories, breweries, governmental 1,000 first floor
Industrial and and cultural uses, heliports and bus depots, minimum for two
Mixed-Use communication towers, animal hospitals, story apply to
District incinerators, processing chemical products, existing
outside storage, commercial service facilities, residences
planned industrial developments, and existing
extractive and processing operations
M-3 Existing mineral extraction and Expansion of existing mineral extraction and -- --
Quarrying concrete manufacturing concrete manufacturing or new extraction and
District concrete operations
P-1 Parks and preserves, arboretums, Airports and airstrips, governmental and cultural -- --
Public and playgrounds, fishing, wading, uses, public and private schools, churches,
Private Park swimming, beaches, skating, sledding, | colleges, hospitals, cemeteries, crematories,
District forestry, soil and water conservation, correctional institutions, communication towers,
and water control facilities archery and shooting ranges, beaches, boating,
camps, driving ranges, golf courses, recreation
trails, hunting, marinas, swimming pools, skating
rinks, stadiums, conservatories, and zoos
C-1 Drainageways, floodways, floodplains, |Water control facilities, grazing, lodges, orchards, - - - -
Conservancy fishing, hunting, historic sites, fish truck farming, and wild crop harvesting
District hatcheries, soil and water
conservation, forestry, streambank
protection, water retention, and wildlife
preserves
TCOD - - L --e
Town Center
Overlay
District

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the Town of Cedarburg zoning code
and map for specific zoning district information. In addition to the districts listed, the Town of Cedarburg zoning code includes residential, commercial,
and industrial Planned Unit Developments (PUD) as conditional uses.

“Bed and breakfast establishments and utilities are considered conditional uses and may be permitted in any district. Landfills are also permitted as a
conditional use in all districts, except the Conservancy District (C-1). Sport fields are permitted as a conditional use in all districts, except residential

districts.

®No principal permitted uses; all uses are conditional.

‘Individual parcels eight acres or greater in size are exempt from the clustering requirements of this district.

dAs per underlying basic zoning district.

As per underlying basic zoning district, but may be modified by the Town Plan Commission and Town Board.

Source: Town of Cedarburg Zoning Code and SEWRPC.
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TOWN OF FREDONIA ZONING CODE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010

Table D-4

Minimum/
Maximum
Minimum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses® Lot Size (square feet)

A-1 Agricultural and general farming Housing for farm laborers, housing for seasonal 35 acres 950 minimum
Exclusive uses, plant nurseries, sod workers, barns, silos, sheds and other storage for farm
Agricultural farming, apiculture, viticulture, structures without construction of a single-family dwelling
District one single-family dwelling, and dwelling, commercial feed lot, commercial fur

essential services farm, commercial egg production, and airstrips
and landing fields

A-2 All A-1 permitted principal uses; Bird seed and grain preparation, drying of fruits 5 acres 1,200 minimum
Agricultural/Rural agricultural warehousing, animal and vegetables, fluid milk processing, livestock for farm
Residential hospitals and kennels, packaging sales, poultry and small game packing, dwelling
District of fruits and vegetables, corn production of butter, production of cheese,

shelling services, hay baling production of sausage, recreational vehicle and
services, threshing services, grist boat storage, milling of corn, a second single-
milling, horticultural services, family home, and farm service business (not
poultry hatchery, and stables including sales)

A-3 All A-2 permitted principal uses All A-2 conditional uses 10 acres 1,200 minimum
Agricultural/ Rural for farm
Residential dwelling
District

R-1 Single-family dwellings and Cluster and condominium development, moving of | 3 acres 1,400 minimum
Single-Family essential services existing buildings, and conversions of single-

Residential family dwelling to two-family dwelling
District

R-2 Single-family dwellings and home Moving of existing buildings, and conversions of 1 acre 1,200 minimum
Single-Family occupations single-family dwelling to two-family dwelling
Residential
District

R-3 All R-2 permitted principal uses All R-2 conditional uses 20,000 1,200 minimum
Single-Family square feet
Residential
District

R-4 All R-2 permitted principal uses All R-2 conditional uses 7,200 square 1,000
Single-Family feet square feet
Residential
District

R-5 Mobile home parks All R-2 conditional uses 5,000 square - -

Mobile Home
Park District

feet

B-1
Urban Business
District

Barber and beauty shops, grocery
stores, restaurants, taverns,
variety stores, and antique stores

Automotive sales and service, automotive body
repair, food lockers, funeral homes, and other
commercial uses not listed as a permitted or
conditional use

7,200 square
feet

B-2
Highway Business
District

None

Drive-in establishments, gas stations, motels,
building supply and lumber yards, grocery stores,
taverns and supper clubs, animal hospitals and
kennels, accessory garages, and residential
quarters for owner or employee of a business

1 acre

M-1
Urban Industrial
District

Automotive body repair,
greenhouses, food processing,
farm machinery sales and repair,
food locker plants, machine
shops, painting, storage and
sales of equipment,
warehousing, and wholesaling

Sewage treatment plants, gas stations and
restaurants, truck transfer stations, meat and
poultry processing, and production of dairy
products

7,200 square
feet

M-2
General Industrial
District

All M-1 permitted principal uses

All M-1 conditional uses; fertilizer manufacturing,
stockyards, solid waste disposal sites, outside
storage

1 acre

M-3
Extractive District

None

Mining of rock, slate, gravel, sand, top soil, and
other minerals; processing of extracted minerals;
processing of top soil; mixing of asphalt;
aggregate or ready-mix plant; manufacture of
cement; manufacture of lime, gypsum, and
plaster of Paris; and storage of mineral products
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Table D-4 (continued)

country club facilities, historic
sites, nature trails, tot lots,
outdoor skating rinks, parks and
playgrounds, athletic fields,
sledding, tennis courts, and
accessory buildings to permitted
uses

driving ranges, trap shooting ranges, sportsman’s
clubs, stadiums, zoological or botanical gardens,
and campgrounds

square feet

Minimum/
Maximum
Minimum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses® Lot Size (square feet)
P-1 Boat rental and access sites, Archery ranges, beaches, bathhouses, swimming One acre; tot - -
Park District fairgrounds, golf courses without pools, golf courses with country club facilities, lot, 7,200

of scenic, historic, and scientific
areas; forest and game
management, park and
recreation areas, single-family
dwellings

p-2 Churches, hospitals, nursing Bus and motor freight terminals, electric plants and | 7,200 square --
Urban homes, clinics, libraries and substations, water storage tanks and towers, feet
Institutional museums, public administrative radio and television towers, and cemeteries
District and service buildings, and public
utility offices
P-3 Schools, colleges, universities, All P-2 conditional uses, airports, landing fields, 1 acre --
Rural Institutional churches and public and helipads
District administrative and service
buildings
C-1 Agricultural uses when conducted None -- --
Lowland in accordance with Ozaukee
Conservancy County conservation standards,
District fishing, hunting, preservation of
scenic, historic, scientific areas,
public fish hatcheries, stream
bank and lakeshore preservation,
and water retention and wildlife
preserves
C-2 Agricultural areas when conducted | None 5 acres 1,600 minimum
Upland in accordance with Ozaukee
Conservancy County conservation standards,
District hunting and fishing, preservation

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the Town of Fredonia zoning code and
map for specific zoning district information.

#Community living arrangements (CLA) including foster homes and adult living homes are permitted in all residential districts. CLA’s with 9 to 15
persons are permitted in multi-family districts.

Source: Town of Fredonia Zoning Code and SEWRPC.
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Table D-5

TOWN OF GRAFTON ZONING CODE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010

Minimum/
Minimum Lot Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses?® Size Area (square feet)
A-1 Apiculture; dairying; farming; Additional single-and two-family dwellings; 35 acres 1,250 minimum;
Exclusive grazing; floriculture; raising of commercial raising, board, or butchering of 800 first floor
Agricultural grains, fruits, and vegetables; animals such as dogs, mink, rabbits, foxes, minimum for multi-
District sod farming; livestock and poultry goats, pigs, and fowl; veterinary services; story
raising; nurseries; orchards; recreation vehicle storage; commercial and
viticulture; existing dwellings; noncommercial stables; temporary storage;
single-family dwelling; farm archery ranges; beaches; boating; camps; golf
buildings, and essential services courses and ranges; stadiums and gyms;
marinas; sport fields; and public swimming pools
A-2 Apiculture, farming, floriculture, Commercial raising, recreation vehicle storage, 10 acres 2,000 minimum;
Agricultural/ raising of fruits and vegetables, noncommercial stables, animal hospitals, 1,200 first floor
Rural sod farming, poultry raising, poultry services, temporary storage, archery minimum for multi-
Residential nurseries, orchards, viticulture, ranges, beaches, boating, camps, golf courses story
District existing dwellings, single-family and ranges, stadiums and gyms, marinas, sport
dwelling, farm buildings, fields, and public swimming pools
agricultural warehousing, and
essential services
R-1 Single-family dwellings and Noncommercial stables, nursing homes, archery 5 acres 3,000 minimum;
Residential essential services ranges, beaches, boating, camps, golf courses 1,800 first floor
District and ranges, stadiums and gyms, marinas, sport minimum for multi-
fields, and public swimming pools story
R-2 Single-family dwellings and Noncommercial stables, nursing homes, archery 3 acres 1,250 minimum;
Residential essential services ranges, beaches, boating, camps, golf courses 1,000 first floor
District and ranges, stadiums and gyms, marinas, sport minimum for multi-
fields, and public swimming pools story
R-3 Single-family dwellings and Noncommercial stables, nursing homes, two- 40,000 square 1,250 minimum;
Residential essential services family dwellings, archery ranges, beaches, feet 1,000 first floor
District boating, camps, golf courses and ranges, minimum for multi-
stadiums and gyms, marinas, sport fields, and story
public swimming pools
B-1 Retail, office, and service uses; Temporary storage, nursing homes, drive-in 40,000 square - -
Business clinics restaurants, restaurants and taverns, funeral feet
District homes, service stations, apparel stores, motels,
banks, parking lots, studios, residential quarters,
rental apartments, archery ranges, beaches,
boating, camps, golf courses and ranges,
stadiums and gyms, marinas, sport fields, and
public swimming pools
BP-1 Retail and special service uses; Warehousing, indoor light manufacturing, printing | 40,000 square Combined building

Business Park
District

banks, offices; funeral homes;
day care facilities

and publishing, antennas, information services,
and any structure exceeding 20,000 square feet

feet

and paved areas
may cover a
maximum of 55
percent of the lot
area

BP-2
Business Park
District

All BP-1 permitted principal uses

All BP-1 conditional uses

40,000 square
feet

Combined building
and paved areas
may cover a
maximum of 55
percent of the lot
area

BP-3
Business Park
District

Finance and insurance services;
real estate services; medical
offices; day care facilities; and
professional, scientific and
technical services

All BP-1 conditional uses, except general
warehousing; includes restaurants, non-retail
florists, and non-retail bakeries

40,000 square
feet

Combined building
and paved areas
may cover a
maximum of 55
percent of the lot
area

PW
Port
Washington
Road District

Retail and special service uses;
banks; offices; funeral homes;
day care facilities; and
manufacturing and commercial
uses

Residential quarters, restaurants, day care
facilities, trade services, and furniture
manufacturing

60,000 square
feet

Combined building
and paved areas
may cover a
maximum of 55
percent of the lot
area
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Table D-5 (continued)

Manufacturing
and
Warehousing

machine shops, business offices,
bakeries, and essential services

services, machinery sales and services,
laboratories, printing and publishing, trade
offices, mineral extraction and processing,

Minimum/
Minimum Lot Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses?® Size Area (square feet)
M-1 Light manufacturing and Temporary storage, transportation terminals, 1 acre --
Light warehousing; greenhouses, lumber yards, communication towers, vehicle

District archery ranges, beaches, boating, camps, golf
courses/ranges, stadiums and gyms, marinas,
sport fields, and public swimming pools
P-1 Public parks and preserves, Private parks, club facilities, pet exercise areas, - - The sum of the
Public and arboretums, playgrounds, beaches, boating, camps, marinas, halls, total floor area of
Private Park community centers, fairgrounds, skating rinks, public swimming pools, archery buildings may not
District historic sites, picnic areas, ranges, golf courses and ranges, stadiums and exceed 10 percent
playfields, swimming beaches, gyms, and sport fields of the total lot
tennis courts, and playlots area
C-1 Agricultural uses, fishing, hunting, Water control facilities, grazing, lodges, orchards, -P --
Conservancy historic sites, forestry, truck farming, wild crop harvesting, archery
Overlay streambank protection, water ranges, beaches, boating, camps, golf courses
District retention, and wildlife preserves and ranges, stadiums and gyms, marinas, sport
fields, and public swimming pools
RCDO - Single-family residential, two-family residential, One acre for Maximum 10
Residential agricultural activities, open space uses, areas with an percent lot
Conservation conservation of natural features in their existing underlying R- coverage
Development state, easements, uses in common open space, lorR-2
Overlay water and sanitary sewer services, utility and zoning and
District street rights-of-way, and parking areas for active 0.5 acres with
recreation facilities an underlying
R-3 zoning
PUD _d _d _ e _d
Planned Unit
Development
Overlay
District

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the Town of Grafton zoning code and
map for specific zoning district information. In addition to the zoning districts summarized above, the City of Mequon has adopted an extraterritorial
zoning ordinance that applies to an approximately 1,528 acre area in the Town of Grafton.

#Governmental and cultural uses are allowed as conditional uses in all districts and utilities are allowed as conditional uses in all districts provided all
principal structures and uses are not less than 50 feet from any residential district lot line. Public swimming pools are allowed as a conditional use in all

districts, except the Conservancy Overlay District.

Public and private schools, churches, colleges, and hospitals are conditional uses in all districts

provided all principal structures and uses are not less than 50 feet from any lot line. Public passenger transportation terminals are conditional uses in
all districts provided all principal structures and uses are not less than 100 feet from any residential district boundary. Wind and solar energy
conversion systems are allowed as a conditional use in all districts.

®No lands located in the Conservancy Overlay District may be used to meet the lot area requirements of the underlying basic zoning district.

°No permitted uses. All uses are conditional.

9As per underlying basic zoning district requirements.

®Minimum lot size of underlying basic zoning district may be modified, but gross density shall not exceed six dwelling units per acre.

Source: Town of Grafton Zoning Code and SEWRPC.
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Table D-6

TOWN OF PORT WASHINGTON ZONING ORDINANCE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010

Minimum/
Minimum Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses?® Lot Size Area (square feet)
A-1 Apiculture; dairying; farming; grazing; | Airports and airstrips, farm labor housing, 35 acres 1,200 minimum;
Exclusive floriculture; raising of grains, fruits, commercial raising of farm animals, veterinary 800 first floor
Agricultural and vegetables; sod farming; services, agricultural warehousing and services, minimum for
District livestock and poultry raising; recreation vehicle storage, hatcheries, multi-story
nurseries; orchards; paddocks; greenhouses, kennels, parks, preserves, stables,
viticulture; farm buildings; and private utilities, fur and stock raising, and
essential services commercial dairy
A-2 Agriculture, horticulture, and forestry Farm labor housing, commercial raising of farm 5 acres 1,600 minimum;
General uses; crop and tree farming; truck animals, veterinary services, and recreation 800 first floor
Agricultural farming; gardening; nurseries; vehicle storage minimum for
District single-family dwellings, and multi- story
municipal utilities
A-3 Farms and single-family dwellings, Farm labor housing, commercial raising of farm -p 1,200 minimum;
Agricultural community living arrangements, animals, veterinary services, agricultural 800 first floor
Transition essential services, and uses warehousing and services, recreation vehicle minimum for
District commonly classed as agriculture, storage, and certain commercial agricultural uses multi-story
horticulture, or forestry
ACS-1 Farmsteads, single-family dwellings, Dairy farming, grazing or pasturing, livestock 32,670 1,200 minimum;
Agricultural/ community living arrangements, raising (except commercial feed lots and fur square feet 800 first floor
Conservation essential services, and uses farms) (3/4 acre) minimum for
Subdivision commonly classed as agriculture, multi-story
District horticulture, or forestry
R-1 Single-family dwellings, community Rest and nursing homes, private stables, 1.5 acres 2,000 minimum;
Residential living arrangements, and essential boathouses, and two-family dwellings not to 800 first floor
District services exceed 0.67 dwelling units per net acre minimum for
multi-story
R-2 Single-family dwellings, community Rest and nursing homes, private stables, public 1 acre 2,000 minimum;
Residential living arrangements, and essential and private schools, churches, colleges, 800 first floor
District services hospitals, cemeteries, crematories, and minimum for
correctional institutions multi-story
B-1 Retail, offices, and service uses; Public passenger transportation terminals, public 1 acre - -
Business banks; restaurants (except drive in); and private schools, churches, colleges,
District bowling alleys; day care facilities; hospitals, cemeteries, crematories, correctional
lodges; public buildings; water institutions, drive-in restaurants, motels, funeral
storage tanks; and public water homes, drive-in banks, service stations, vehicles
treatment facilities sales and services, animal hospitals, florists, and
communication towers
B-2 Retail, bakeries, cafés, fitness Bars, drive-through establishments, funeral 40,000 Not to exceed
Neighborhood centers, grocery stores, hardware homes, and medical offices square feet 40,000 square
Business stores, professional offices, and feet unless
District restaurants without drive-throughs approved by
Plan
Commission
TSD Retail, bakeries, beauty salons, Bars, day care facilities, drive-through 3 acres Not to exceed
Town Square cafés, fitness centers, florists, establishments, drug stores, and dental, medical, 40,000 square
District hardware stores, and restaurants and professional offices feet unless
without drive-throughs approved by
Plan
Commission
BP-1 Retail, beauty salons, grocery stores, | Bars, day care facilities, dental offices, drive- 1.5 acre Not to exceed
Business Park department stores, financial through establishments, hotels, laboratories, 40,000 square
District institutions, fitness centers, medical offices, and certain manufacturing and feet unless
restaurants without drive-throughs, storage approved by
government offices, and Plan
professional, business, and financial Commission
services
BP-2 Retail, beauty salons, grocery stores, | Bars, day care facilities, dental offices, drive- 1.5 acres Not to exceed
Transitional department stores, financial through establishments, hotels, laboratories, 40,000 square

Business Park
District

institutions, fitness centers,
restaurants without drive-throughs,
government offices, manufacturing,
and professional, business, and
financial services

medical offices, and certain manufacturing and
storage, building material sales and storage, gas
stations, and general warehousing

feet unless
approved by
Plan
Commission
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Table D-6 (continued)

Minimum/
Minimum Maximum Floor
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Typical Conditional Uses?® Lot Size Area (square feet)
M-1 Manufacturing, processing, and Airports and airstrips, public passenger 1 acre --
Industrial assembling uses; printing and transportation terminals, agricultural warehousing
District publishing; repair shops; and and services, recycling stations, sewage plants,
studios transportation terminals, laboratories,
warehousing, lumber yards, antennas, retail and
services, and mineral extraction and processing
I-1 Municipal offices, government and Airports, universities, public and private schools, 40,000 Not to exceed
Institutional cultural uses, golf courses, parks, cemeteries, and churches and other places of square feet 40,000 square
District and playgrounds worship feet unless
approved by
Plan
Commission
P-1 Parks and preserves, arboretums, Amphitheaters, archery and shooting ranges, -- Total floor area of
Park and boat access sites, golf courses arenas and stadiums, swimming pools, music and all buildings must
Recreation without country club, picnic areas, exhibit halls, conservatories, fairgrounds, golf be 10 percent or
District playgrounds, clubs, historic sites, courses with country club, driving ranges, gyms, less of total park
picnic areas, playfields, outdoor ice marinas, museums, recreation centers, area
skating, swimming beaches, tennis preserves, and zoos
courts, ski slopes, and playlots
PDR All R-1 and R-2 permitted principal All R-1 and R-2 conditional uses - 2,000 minimum;
Planned district uses and two-family 800 first floor
Residential dwellings minimum for
Overlay multi-story
District
PUD _d _d e _d
Planned Unit
Development
Overlay
District
KOD _d _d _ e _.e
Knellsville
Overlay
Development
Standards
District

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the Town of Port Washington zoning
ordinance and map for specific zoning district information.

#Governmental and cultural uses are allowed as conditional uses in all districts and utilities are allowed as conditional uses in all districts provided all
principal structures and uses are not less than 50 feet from any residential district lot line. Energy conservation uses are allowed as a conditional use in
all districts.

PExisting lot area of record as of December 7, 2009.

°No less than half the minimum lot area required in the underlying R-1 and R-2 districts.

9As per underlying basic zoning district requirements.

°Lot area requirements for underlying basic zoning district may be modified.

Source: Town of Port Washington Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance and SEWRPC.
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Table D-7

TOWN OF SAUKVILLE ZONING ORDINANCE - SUMMARY OF DISTRICT REGULATIONS: 2010°

Typical Minimum Minimum/Maximum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Conditional Uses Lot Size (square feet)

A-1 Single-family dwelling, crop Telecommunications 5 acres® 1,500 minimum plus 250 per each
General production, livestock and poultry facilities, veterinary bedroom additional to three;
Agricultural raising, forestry, hunting, crop services, public stables, 900 first floor minimum and 1,500
District harvesting, essential services, home offices, wind minimum total for multi story plus 200

historic sites, hiking and biking trails, energy towers, and per each bedroom additional to three;
nature a(eas,'ouydoor storage, kennels Add 250 to minimum floor area for
sanctuaries, fishing, foster homes, . .

- . single story;
nature trails, private parks, stables, . .
boathouses, swimming pools, and Add 200 to minimum flrs_t ﬂoor'area
playlots and total area for dwellings with

basements under 600;
Maximum gross floor area ratio of 0.05

A-2 Single-family dwelling, crop Telecommunications 5 acres? 1,500 minimum plus 200 per each
Exclusive production, livestock and poultry facilities, historic sites, bedroom additional to three;
Agricultural raising, forestry, hunting, crop hiking and nature trails, 1,100 first floor minimum and 1,900
District harvesting, outdoor storage, fishing, nature areas, public minimum total for multi-story plus 200

and private stables stables, sanctuaries, per each bedroom additional to three;
:I;r;gri?eﬁrsggrfl?g;rsf’os ter Add 200 to minimum firs_t floor area
homes. home offiées and total area for dwellings with
’ o ' basements under 600;
kennels, swimming . .
pools, tennis courts, and Maximum gross floor area ratio of 0.05
sanctuaries t00.10

A-3 All A-2 permitted principal uses All A-2 conditional uses 5 acres® 1,500 minimum plus 200 per each
Agricultural bedroom additional to three;
Transition 1,100 first floor minimum and 1,900
District minimum total for multi-story plus 200

per each bedroom additional to three;
Add 200 to minimum first floor area
and total area for dwellings with
basements under 600;
Maximum gross floor area ratio of 0.05
t0 0.10

A-4 One-family detached dwellings, crop Farm labor housing, 5 acres® 1,500 minimum plus 250 per each
Rural production, bike trails, boat access commercial raising of bedroom additional to three;
Countryside sites, community living arrangements farm animals, veterinary 1,100 first floor minimum and 1,900
Agricultural with a maximum of eight persons, services, recreation minimum total for multi-story plus 200
District essential services, fishing, foster vehicle storage, home per each bedroom additional to three;

Punting, nature aress and rals, | artangements for e o Add 250 o minimum first floor area
’ : ' and total area for dwellings with

outdoor storage, private parks, more persons, kennels, basements under 600:

boathouses, swimming pools, tennis and private stables ’

courts, and sanctuaries

A-5 All A-4 permitted principal uses, All A-4 conditional uses Five acres; Same as A-4
Countryside except outdoor storage and outdoor storage Maximum
Agricultural density of
District 0.18 dwelling

units per
acre

R-1 All A-4 permitted principal uses, Community living 40,000 1,500 minimum plus 150 per each
Waterfront except hunting and outdoor storage arrangements with nine square feet bedroom additional to three;
Residential or more persons, home 1,100 first floor minimum and 1,900
Neighborhood offices, and kennels minimum total for multi-story plus 150
SQTS_ethatlon per each bedroom additional to three;

istric

Add 150 to minimum first floor area
and total area for dwellings with
basements under 600;

Maximum gross and net density of
1.00
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Table D-7 (continued)

essential services, hiking and
nature trails, historic sites, nature
areas, and recycling facilities

square feet

Typical Minimum Minimum/Maximum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Conditional Uses Lot Size (square feet)

R-2 All A-4 permitted principal uses, All R-1 conditional uses 40,000 1,500 minimum plus 150 per each
Single-Family except hunting and outdoor square feet; bedroom additional to three;
Residential storage Maximum 1,100 first floor minimum and 1,900
Neighborhood density of minimum total for multi-story plus 150
Conservation 1.00 dwelling | per each bedroom additional to three;
District unit per acre Add 150 to minimum first floor area

and total area for dwellings with
basements under 600;

R-3 All A-4 permitted principal uses, All R-1 conditional uses 12,000 1,500 minimum plus 150 per each
Waterfront except hunting and outdoor square feet; bedroom additional to three;
Residential storage Maximum 1,100 first floor minimum and 1,900
Neighborhood density of minimum total for multi-story plus 150
Conservation 4.75 dwelling | per each bedroom additional to three;
District units per Add 150 to minimum first floor area

acre and total area for dwellings with
basements under 600;

R-4 All A-4 principal uses, except All R-1 conditional uses 20,000 1,600 minimum plus 200 per each
Transitional hunting and outdoor storage square feet; bedroom additional to three;

Urban to Maximum 900 first floor minimum and 1,800
Suburban/ gross minimum total for multi-story plus 200
Rural density of per each bedroom additional to three;
gies?:?ceim'al gégnzs i%r)((i)fnet Add 200 to minimum first floor area

1.68 dwelling and total area for dwellings with

T basements under 600;

units per

acre

B-1 Retail and service uses; electronics Residential services, New lots five Maximum gross floor area of 0.32 and
Community stores, florists, office supply printing, furniture stores, acres; net gross floor area of 0.54
Business stores, banks, insurance services, meat markets, pharmacies, Existing lots
District real estate, professional and hardware stores, apparel 40,000

technical services, support stores, post offices, square feet
services, electric utilities, essential telecommunications
services, hiking and nature trails, facilities, restaurants and
historic sites, and nature areas taverns, and vehicle
services

M-1 Manufacturing of fabricated metal, Textiles, software 5 acres Maximum gross floor area of 0.40 and
Light machinery, primary metal, and reproducing, and security net gross floor area of 0.66
Manufacturing motor vehicle components; hiking services
District and nature trails; historic sites; and

nature areas

SG Crop production, livestock and Airports and airstrips, public Extractive Maximum gross floor area of 0.37 and
Sand and poultry raising, forestry, hunting, passenger transportation uses- 10 net gross floor area of 0.74
Gravel crop harvesting, and essential terminals, agricultural acres; Uses
Extraction services warehousing and services, other than
District recycling stations and extraction-

sewage plants, 20,000
transportation terminals, square feet
warehousing, lumber yards,

antennas, retail and

services, existing extraction

and processing, and

expansion of existing

extractive operations to

contiguous areas

I-1 Elementary and secondary schools, | Utilities, post offices, New lots five Maximum gross floor area of 0.32 and
Institutional historic sites, governmental telecommunications acres; net gross floor area of 0.54
District offices, assemblies less than 100 facilities, and assemblies Existing lots

persons, churches, cemeteries, more than 100 persons 40,000
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Table D-7 (continued)

Typical Minimum Minimum/Maximum Floor Area
District Typical Permitted Principal Uses Conditional Uses Lot Size (square feet)

P-1 Historic sites, public parks, Telecommunications 5 acres Maximum gross floor area of 0.30 and
Park and assemblies less than 100 persons, facilities, golf courses, net gross floor area of 0.60
Recreation athletic fields, boat access sites, recreation centers,

District bike and nature trails, essential assemblies more than 100
services, nature areas, picnic persons, fairgrounds,

areas, playfields, and playgrounds shooting ranges, private

parks, private clubhouses,

and equestrian trails

CSO - - - --
Conservation
Subdivision
Overlay District

Note: This table is a summary and should not be used as a guide to answer zoning-related questions. Refer to the Town of Saukville zoning ordinance
and map for specific zoning district information.

#The zoning ordinance was amended on January 28, 2011, to require a minimum lot area of five acres in the A-1, A-2, A-3, and A-4 Districts.
PAs per underlying basic zoning district requirements.
“The minimum lot area may be less than that required in the underlying basic zoning district, but no less than 20,000 square feet.

Source: Town of Saukville Zoning Ordinance and SEWRPC.
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Appendix E

AGRICULTURAL, NATURAL, AND CULTURAL RESOURCE
PROGRAMS AVAILABLE IN OZAUKEE COUNTY

Farm Service Agency and Natural Resources Conservation Service

The USDA Farm Service Agency (FSA) and the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) have several
programs to help reduce erosion, protect wildlife habitat, restore wetlands, and improve water quality. All
programs involve cost-share assistance from the Federal government, provided the landowner follows the
prescribed practices of each program.

The NRCS administers a variety of incentive programs which indirectly may help prevent nonfarm development in
agricultural areas. These programs include the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), the Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP), Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), and the Wetland Reserve
Program (WRP), among others. Under these programs, a landowner enters into an agreement to restore or protect
lands for a 10-year or longer period in return for cash payments or assistance in making land conservation
improvements.

Conservation Reserve Program

The USDA administers the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) to help provide water quality protection, reduce
soil erosion, protect the Nation’s ability to produce food and fiber, reduce sedimentation in streams and lakes,
improve water quality, establish wildlife habitat, and enhance forest and wetland resources. The CRP is a
voluntary program for agricultural landowners that provides annual rental payments and cost-share assistance to
establish long-term, resource-conserving vegetative cover on eligible farmland.! It encourages farmers to convert
highly erodible cropland or other environmentally sensitive acreage to vegetative cover, such as a
prairie-compatible, noninvasive forage mix; wildlife plantings; trees; filter strips; or riparian buffers. Farmers
receive an annual rental payment for the term of a multi-year contract based on the agriculture rental value of the
land, and up to 50 percent Federal cost sharing is provided to establish vegetative cover. The program is
administered by the FSA with technical assistance provided by NRCS. NRCS works with landowners to develop
their application, and to plan, design, and install the conservation practices on the land.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program

Like CRP, CREP is administered by the FSA and contracts require a 10- to 15-year commitment to keep lands out
of agricultural production. By combining CRP resources with State and private programs, CREP provides farmers
and ranchers with a sound financial package for conserving and enhancing the natural resources of farms.

The USDA adopted a policy in 2005 that prohibits the agency from releasing specific data regarding parcels
enrolled in USDA programs, so information cannot be mapped.
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The program is intended to help protect water quality and wildlife habitat. Farmers enrolled in CREP remove land
from agricultural production and plant native grasses, trees, and other vegetation to improve water quality, soil
conditions, and wildlife habitat. CREP provides rental payments and other financial incentives to encourage
producers to voluntarily enroll in 10- to 15-year contracts. Goals of CREP are to reduce fertilizer and
sedimentation runoffs (nonpoint pollution runoff), and establish riparian buffers and grassland habitat. It can
provide a viable option to supplement farm income as well. Such land usually contains poor soils for agricultural
production including flood-prone areas (low-yielding land) and land along streams which usually yield less than
land in the center of fields. CREP is not currently available in Ozaukee County, but eventually could be available.

Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP)

The Conservation Stewardship Program, which replaced the previous Conservation Security Program, is a
voluntary program that encourages agricultural and forestry producers, regardless of size or crops produced, to
undertake additional conservation activities as well as improve and maintain existing conservation systems. CSP
provides financial and technical assistance to help land stewards conserve and enhance soil, water, air, and related
natural resources on their land. CSP pays participants for conservation performances; the higher the performance,
the higher the payment. Participants enter into a five year contract and may chose between an annual payment for
installing new conservation activities and maintaining existing practices or a supplemental payment for those who
also adopt resource-conserving crop rotation.

Environmental Quality Incentives Program

The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP) is a voluntary conservation program that supports
agriculture and environmental quality as compatible goals. Through EQIP, farmers may receive financial and
technical help with structural and management conservation practices on agricultural land. EQIP offers contracts
for practice implementation for periods ranging from one to 10 years, and it pays up to 50 to 75 percent of the
costs of eligible conservation practices. Incentive payments and cost share payments may also be made to
encourage a farmer to adopt land management practices such as nutrient management, manure management,
integrated pest management, or wildlife habitat management.

Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program

The NRCS helps to keep productive farmland in agricultural use by providing assistance in purchasing
development rights from farmers and placing an agricultural or conservation easement on eligible farmlands
through the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP), commonly referred to as purchase of
development rights (PDR). The FRPP provides State or local governments, or nonprofit organizations, with up to
50 percent of the purchase price of such perpetual voluntary easements. In order to be eligible, the farmland must
be prime or of statewide importance, unique, or other productive farmland, must meet highly erodible land
provisions set forth in the Food Security Act, or include important historical or archaeological sites. Additionally,
the farmland must have the location, size, and existing protections, including appropriate zoning, that support
long-term agricultural use.

Resource Conservation and Development

The Resource Conservation and Development (RC&D) program was established by the Federal Agricultural Act
of 1962. This act directs the USDA to help units of government conserve and properly utilize all resources in
solving local issues. Wisconsin has seven RC&Ds, covering all Wisconsin counties. In 2005, Ozaukee County
became a member of the Town and Country RC&D area which was organized to cover 13 counties in
southeastern Wisconsin. The Town and Country RC&D helps to facilitate the development and coordination of
existing and innovative projects, and will assist in finding funding to implement them. Town and Country RC&D
has helped promote agricultural, energy, water quality, and educational projects and programs throughout the
Region.

Wetlands Reserve Program

The Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP) is another voluntary program designed to restore and protect wetlands on
private property. It is an opportunity for landowners to receive financial incentives to restore wetlands that have
been drained for agricultural purposes. Landowners who choose to participate in WRP may sell a conservation
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easement or enter into a cost-share restoration agreement with NRCS to restore and protect wetlands. The
landowner voluntarily limits future use of the land, yet retains private ownership. The landowner and NRCS
develop a plan for the restoration and maintenance of the wetland. This program offers landowners three options;
permanent easements, 30-year easements, and restoration cost-share agreements with a minimum 10-year
duration.

Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program

Administered by the NCRS, the Wildlife Habitat Incentives Program (WHIP) is a voluntary program to develop
or improve wildlife habitat on private lands. It provides both technical assistance and up to 75 percent Federal
cost sharing to help establish and improve wildlife habitat. Landowners agree to work with NRCS to prepare and
implement a wildlife habitat development plan which describes the landowner’s goals for improving wildlife
habitat, includes a list of practices and a schedule for installing them, and details the steps necessary to maintain
the habitat for the life of the cost-share agreement. WHIP emphasizes re-establishment of declining species and
habitats, including prairie chickens, meadowlarks, sharp-tailed grouse, Karner blue butterfly, smallmouth bass,
blue-winged teal, and many other species of grassland birds, reptiles, insects, and small mammals. Some of the
opportunities that exist are installing in-stream structures to provide fish habitat, restore prairie and oak
savannahs, and brush management and control of invasive species.

Cost-shared practices include burning, seeding, and brush management of prairies, grasslands, and savannahs;
installing instream structures and bank stabilization in streams; and improving timber stands and managing brush
on woodlots. Federal or State wildlife agencies or private organizations may provide additional funding or
expertise to help complete a project. Contracts normally last a minimum of five years from the date the contract is
signed and cost sharing does not exceed $10,000. Eligible lands must be a minimum of five acres of agricultural
or nonagricultural land, woodlots, pasture land, streambanks, and shorelands. Lands currently enrolled in other
conservation programs are not eligible to participate in WHIP.

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection

Working Lands Initiative

In 2005, the Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) launched the Working Lands
Initiative and established a steering committee to develop a consensus vision on managing Wisconsin’s farm and
forest lands. The Working Lands Initiative Steering Committee in August 2006 issued a report with a set of
recommendations intended to modernize and expand policies and programs affecting Wisconsin farmlands and
forests. The report recommended an update to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program, established in
1976, which would include setting a flat per-acre tax credit for landowners instead of basing the credit on
household income and streamlining the process of applying for the program and claiming the tax credits.
Proposed changes to the Farmland Preservation Program were included in DATCP’s budget request and were
enacted as part of the State’s 2009-2011 biennial budget. The 2011-2013 biennial budget amended the program to
delete the provisions that required a conversion fee to be paid by property owners rezoning parcels out of
farmland preservation zoning districts where the community has a State certified farmland preservation zoning
ordinance. The present Farmland Preservation Program can be found in Chapter 91, “Farmland Preservation,” of
the Wisconsin Statutes (See Appendix A). The updated Farmland Preservation Plan documented in this report was
prepared to comply with Chapter 91, as amended.

Buy Local, Buy Wisconsin Program

In accordance with Sections 93.45 and 93.48 of the Statutes, DATCP may award grants to individuals or
organizations to fund projects that are designed to increase the sale of agricultural products grown in Wisconsin
which are purchased in close proximity to where they are produced. Specific intents of the program are to create,
promote, and support regional food and cultural tourism trails and to promote development of regional food
systems through activities such as creating or expanding facilities for the processing or distribution of food for
local consumption; creating or supporting networks of producers; and strengthening connections between
retailers, institutions, and consumers with nearby producers.
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Farm to School Program

DATCP administers the “farm to school program” in accordance with Section 93.49 of the Statutes to connect
schools with nearby farms to provide children with locally produced fresh fruits and vegetables, dairy products,
and other nutritious, locally produced foods in school breakfasts, lunches, and snacks; help children develop
healthy eating habits; provide nutritional and agricultural education; and improve farmer’s incomes and direct
access to markets. DATCP provides grants under this program to school districts, in coordination with the
Department of Public Instruction, and to nonprofit organizations, farmers, and any other entities for the creation
and expansion of farm to school programs. DATCP will give preference to proposals that are innovative or that
provide models that other school districts can adopt.

Soil and Water Resource Management Program

DATCP administers Wisconsin’s soil and water resource management program (SWRM) under the provisions of
Chapter 92 of the Wisconsin Statutes and Chapter ATCP 50 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. The SWRM
grant program was developed to support locally-led conservation efforts. Counties are awarded grant funds to pay
for conservation staff and provide landowner cost-sharing to develop and implement a Land and Water Resource
Management Plan (LWRMP). The current version of Chapter ATCP 50 relates specifically to agricultural
programs and it establishes requirements and/or standards for:

e Soil and water conservation on farms

e County soil and water programs, including land and water resource management plans
e Grants to counties to support county conservation staff

o Cost-share grants to landowners for implementation of conservation practices

o Design certifications by soil and water professionals

e Local regulations and ordinances

o Cost-share practice eligibility and design, construction, and maintenance

Eligible projects include grade stabilization structures, livestock fencing, riparian buffers, filter strips, streambank
and shoreline protection, water and sediment control basins, well abandonment, and wetland restoration.? An
example of this funding is the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department receipt of a $4,750 grant in 2011
from this program to work with a landowner on a livestock exclusion fencing project on Riverside Drive Creek.

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WDNR)

Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Fund

The Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Fund program was established by the Wisconsin Legislature in 1989 for a ten-
year period. The program has been renewed twice, most recently as part of the 2007-2009 Wisconsin State Budget
for the period 2010 to 2019. The goals of the Stewardship Program are to protect and restore nature-based outdoor
recreation areas and areas having scenic or ecological value.®> The Stewardship Program is financed through the

*The USDA adopted a policy in 2005 that prohibits the agency from releasing specific data regarding parcels
enrolled in USDA programs, so information cannot be mapped.

*The WDNR defines “nature-based” outdoor recreation as activities where the primary focus or purpose is the
appreciation or enjoyment of nature. Such activities include hiking, bicycling, wildlife or nature observation,
camping, nature study, fishing, hunting, picnicking, cross-country skiing, canoeing, and multi-use trail activities.
Playgrounds are also considered ““nature-based” facilities. Support facilities such as access roads, parking, signs,
utility and restroom buildings, and habitat restoration are also eligible for funding under the Stewardship
program.
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issuance of general obligation bonds and was authorized to distribute about $86 million annually Statewide for the
ten-year period of the program. This amount was reduced to $60 million annually for fiscal years 2011-2012
through 2019-2020 as part of the 2011-2013 budget bill. The WDNR administers the Stewardship Program. The
program is an umbrella for a number of subprograms, each with its own goals, priorities, and criteria, which are
summarized below. County and local government projects submitted for grants under the Stewardship Program
must be included in a locally-adopted park plan.

Aids for the Acquisition and Development of Local Parks (ADLP)

The ADLP program is a regional allocation program which provides up to 50 percent matching grants to local and
county units of government and nonprofit conservation organizations (NCOs) to provide assistance for the
acquisition and development of local and county parks and trails. NCOs can use these funds for the acquisition of
land or easements only. County and local governments may use ADLP funds for the purchase of land and
easements and the development of outdoor recreation areas for nature-based outdoor recreation purposes.

Acquisition of Development Rights

The Acquisition of Development Rights program is a Statewide program which provides up to 50 percent
matching grants to local and county units of government and NCOs to acquire development rights (conservation
easements) in areas where restrictions on residential, commercial, or industrial development would help protect
natural, agricultural, or forestry values and enhance nature-based outdoor recreation.

Urban Green Space (UGS)

The Urban Green Space program is a Statewide program which provides up to 50 percent matching grants to local
and county units of government and NCOs to acquire or protect scenic, ecological, or other natural features in
urban or urbanizing areas and provide land for nature-based outdoor recreation, including noncommercial
community gardening. These funds can be used for the acquisition of land only.

Urban Rivers (URGP)

The Urban Rivers grant program is a Statewide program which provides up to 50 percent matching grants to local
and county units of government and NCOs to purchase land or easements, or to develop shoreline enhancements
on or adjacent to rivers that flow through urban or urbanizing areas. This program is intended to preserve or
restore urban rivers or riverfronts for the purpose of revitalization and nature-based outdoor recreation activities.
NCOs can use these funds for the acquisition of land or easements only.

Land and Water Conservation Fund (LAWCON or LWCF) Program

The Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) program was established by the U.S. Congress in 1964 to
provide funding for the acquisition of land for park or open space preservation purposes and the development of
outdoor recreation facilities. In Wisconsin, LWCF funds are administered by the WDNR. Up to 50 percent of
project costs are eligible for funding under this program. A portion of the awarded amount is available to local
and county units of government for the acquisition of land and the development of parks and trails. The “nature-
based facilities” restriction in the Knowles-Nelson Stewardship Program does not apply to LWCF funds.

WDNR Office of the Great Lakes Buffer Incentive Program

The WDNR Office of the Great Lakes provided $100,000 in buffer incentive funds to Ozaukee County in an
effort to encourage more landowners to install riparian buffers along Lake Michigan tributaries and to increase
participation in the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP). These funds were administered by the
Ozaukee County Land and Water Management Department and were made available to Ozaukee County
landowners during the years 2006 to 2010, which resulted in 131 acres of agricultural land being converted to
vegetative buffers.

River Protection Grant Program

The River Protection Grant Program, administered by the WDNR, is intended to protect or improve rivers and
natural river ecosystems, including water quality, fisheries habitat, and natural beauty. The program includes the
following two subprograms:
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River Planning Grants

This program provides grants of up to 75 percent to county and local units of government, nonprofit conservation
organizations, and qualified river management organizations. Eligible activities include river organization
development, educational efforts, assessments of water quality and aquatic life, and nonpoint source evaluations.
Reimbursement is limited to $10,000 per project.

River Management Grants

This program provides grants of up to 75 percent to county and local units of government, nonprofit conservation
organizations, and qualified river management organizations. Eligible activities include purchase of land or
easements, development of local ordinances, and restoration of in-stream or shoreland habitat. Reimbursement is
limited to $50,000 per project.

Wisconsin Managed Forest Law Program

The Managed Forest Law (MFL) program, also called Managed Forest Land program, is an incentive program
intended to encourage sustainable forestry on private woodlands in Wisconsin. Owners of at least 10 acres of
contiguous wooded land that is used primarily for growing forest products are eligible to apply for the program
through the WDNR. Following approval of the application, the WDNR prepares a management plan for the
property, which will require some timber harvest at prescribed intervals and payment at that time of a “stumpage”
tax. The program can provide significant property tax savings for participating landowners.

Under this program, lands enrolled in the “closed” category are not available to the public while “open” lands are
accessible for such recreation activities as hunting, fishing, and cross-country skiing. Enrollment is by contract
between the WDNR and the landowner; the landowner can choose a 25- or 50-year contract; landowners make
payments in lieu of property taxes amounting to less than what the property tax would be; and must consist of at
least 10 acres of contiguous forest land located in one local government. Landowners must agree to follow a
forest management plan. The MFL Program was created in 1985, replacing the Wisconsin Forest Crop Law
program and Wisconsin Woodland Tax Law program. Some contracts under the Forest Crop Law program remain
in effect in Wisconsin; all Woodland Tax Law program contracts have expired. Lands enrolled in the MFL
program in Ozaukee County are shown in Map 10 in Chapter II.

Lake-Related Programs
The following lake-related programs are administered by the WDNR.

Lake Protection Grants

The lake protection program provides grants of up to 75 percent, to a maximum of $200,000, to protect or restore
lakes and their ecosystems. Local and county units of government, tribal governments, lake and sanitary districts,
nonprofit conservation organizations, and certain lake associations are eligible for this program. Eligible activities
include the acquisition of land or conservation easements to protect lake water quality, the restoration of wetlands
tributary to a lake, the development of ordinances to protect water quality, and lake improvement projects
included in a WDNR-approved lake management plan.

Lake Planning Grants

The lake planning program provides grants of up to 75 percent, to a maximum of $10,000, for the preparation of
lake management plans and for gathering and analyzing lake-related information. Local and county units of
government, lake and sanitary districts, nonprofit conservation organizations, and certain lake associations are
eligible for this program.

Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Programs
Nonpoint source abatement programs®* are aimed at improving surface water quality (lakes and rivers) by abating
pollution caused by stormwater runoff. WDNR may provide grants to governmental units and special purpose

“For the latest information regarding nonpoint source and water pollution abatement and soil conservation
programs, refer to the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau (Informational Paper 66, January 2006).
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districts to assist the implementation of nonpoint source pollution abatement practices and projects, where
pollution abatement cannot be achieved though the implementation of county soil and water resources activities
funded under DATCP costshares. Funding is generally targeted to areas such as those listed on the State’s list of
impaired waters, public health threat situations, and areas considered high priority areas such as outstanding or
exceptional resource waters. Programs include the following:

Targeted Runoff Management (TRM) Grant Program

To help control polluted runoff from both agricultural and urban sites, TRM grants are available to address high-
priority resource problems. Eligibility is limited to local units of government, special-purpose districts (i.e., school
or stormwater utility districts), tribal commissions, and regional planning commissions. Governmental units may
be granted 70 percent of eligible costs for various (urban or rural) best management practices (BMPs), up to a cap
of $150,000. Property purchases (from willing sellers only) granted at 50 percent of WDNR-approved appraised
value can be included in the $150,000 grant cap. Rural easements, funded at 75 percent of the WDNR-appraised
value, can also be included in the $150,000 grant cap. For rural Best Management Practices (i.e. barnyard
relocation and manure storage), county land conservation departments hold contracts on behalf of county
residents. Funds are disbursed on a reimbursement based on the terms of a two-year grant contract.

Urban Nonpoint Source and Storm Water (UNPS&SW) Planning Program

UNPS&SW grant funds are used to control polluted runoff in urban project areas. Funds are typically awarded for
either planning or construction projects. The grant period is two years. Projects funded by these grants are site-
specific, serve areas generally smaller in size than a subwatershed, and are targeted to address high-priority
problems. An “urban project area” must meet one of these criteria:

o Have a residential population density of at least 1,000 people per square mile;
e Have a commercial or industrial land use;

e Consist of a portion of a privately owned industrial site not covered by a WPDES permit issued under
Chapter NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code; or

e Consist of a municipally-owned industrial site (regardless of Chapter NR 216 permit requirements)

Governmental units are eligible for a grant even if the governmental unit is covered by a stormwater permit under
Chapter NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administration Code.

UNPS&SW planning grants can be used to pay for a variety of technical assistance activities. Eligible activities
such as stormwater management planning, related information and education activities, ordinance and utility
development and enforcement are cost shared at 70 percent. Eligible UNPS&SW construction grant costs may
include such projects as stormwater detention ponds, filtration and infiltration practices, streambank stabilization,
and shoreline stabilization. Those eligible costs are cost shared at 50 percent up to a maximum of $150,000.
Additional cost-share reimbursements may be available for project design, land acquisition, and permanent
easement costs with approval from WDNR.

Additionally, a municipal flood control and riparian restoration program provides financial assistance for the
collection and transmission of stormwater for flood control and riparian restoration under the urban nonpoint
program. Grants may be used for developing flood control facilities and structures, purchasing conservation
easements on land within a floodway, or flood proofing structures within the 100-year floodplain.

Wisconsin Department of Transportation

Rustic Roads Program

The Rustic Roads program is used to help citizens and local governments preserve the remaining scenic country
roads designated for the leisurely enjoyment of hikers, bikers, and motorists. To qualify for the Rustic Road
program, the road should be located in areas with outstanding natural features, native vegetation and wildlife, and
open areas or agricultural vistas. The road should be lightly traveled, and not scheduled for major improvements
which would change its characteristics. Although the Wisconsin Department of Transportation pays the cost of
furnishing and installing Rustic Road marking signs, officially designated rustic roads remain under local control
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and are eligible for state aid the same as any other public street. Currently, there are two designated rustic roads in
Ozaukee County, Hawthorne Road between Granville Road (CTH Y) and Wauwatosa Road (STH 181) in the
City of Mequon, and a loop formed by Knollwood Drive, Blue Goose Road, and St. Augustine Road in the Town
of Saukville, which extends into the Town of Trenton in Washington County.

Historic Preservation Programs

Historic Homeowners Income Tax Credit Program

The Wisconsin Historical Society administers a 25 percent tax credit program to assist in the repair and
rehabilitation of private residences, including farm residences, that are listed on the State or National Registers of
Historic Places, listed as contributing properties to a State or National Historic District, or deemed eligible for
listing on the State register through the tax credit application process. To qualify, a minimum expenditure of
$10,000 must be made over a two- to five-year period, and credits for the repair and rehabilitation are limited to
painting, and structural work, such as roof replacement, floor leveling, electrical wiring, plumbing, heating, and
cooling.

Wisconsin Barn Preservation Program

The Wisconsin Historical Society, UW-Extension, and the Wisconsin Trust for Historic Preservation have
developed the Wisconsin Barn Preservation Program called Barns N.O.W. (Barns Network of Wisconsin) to help
preserve old wood frame barns and other historically significant rural structures. Because farmsteads are often
converted to residential subdivisions, the program sponsors workshops to explain how such structures could be
converted into homes or carefully integrated with residential lots as accessory structures that may function as a
garage, storage shed, workshop, studio, den, home occupation business, or simply remain as a reminder of our
agrarian heritage. lowa and New York have programs that help pay for structural repairs of barns, including beams,
sills, cabling, and roof work, through grant programs. The Wisconsin Barn Preservation Program is working to
establish a similar foundation that would make direct grants for repairs if owners contribute a matching amount.

County and Local Programs

Ozaukee County Land and Water Management

The Ozaukee County Land and Water Management (LWM) Department manages most natural resource and
agricultural conservation programs in Ozaukee County, including development and implementation of
recommendations contained in the County Land and Water Resource Management Plan.” LWM staff provides
technical and engineering assistance to control soil erosion and water pollution through a variety of local
programs and will conduct resource inventories, including those for soils, drainage, topography, water resources,
land use, and vegetation through on-site visits or map interpretations. The staff will develop resource management
recommendations and plans; complete engineering and design activities for construction projects, including site
surveys, runoff and flow calculations, and preparation of construction drawings; and supervise the construction of
conservation practices.

LWM staff also determines what financial assistance may be available to local landowners to help offset the costs
of conservation work and assist them in obtaining those funds. Financial assistance can be in the form of tax
credits, cost-sharing, conservation easements, and other incentive payments. Currently the LWM Department
supports and administers several Federal financial assistance programs such as the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP), the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP), Environmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP), and the Wetland Reserve Program (WRP), and others. The Department also administers local ordinance
and program compliance requirements. This currently includes the Farmland Preservation Program, Animal
Waste Storage Ordinance, Non-Metallic Mining Reclamation Ordinance, and the implementation of the Water
Quality Performance Standards found in Wisconsin Administrative Code Chapter NR 151. In addition, LWM staff

Documented in the report, Ozaukee County Land and Water Resource Management Plan, 2011-2015, February
2011, prepared by Ozaukee County.
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conducts a variety of information and education programs in partnership with other agencies and organizations to
increase awareness and encourage citizens to take action to preserve their agricultural and other natural resources,
including soils and water.

Ozaukee County Tree, Shrub, and Prairie Seed Program

Since 1987, the Ozaukee County Land and Water Management Department has encouraged the planting of trees,
shrubs, and, more recently, prairie seeds through the Annual Tree, Shrub and Prairie Seed Sale Program. The
LWM Department annually takes orders from the public for bare root trees, shrubs, and prairie seed in late fall
through winter. Plants and seeds are sold at a very reasonable price since the County receives a substantial
discount for ordering a large quantity, and passing the savings on to the public. Over a million plants have been
sold since 1987 to encourage the public to improve and sustain the County’s natural resources. The tree program
also offers an opportunity to introduce the community to Ozaukee County conservation staff and programs. Trees,
shrubs, and prairie seeds are also provided by privately-owned companies within Ozaukee County as well as the
Region.

Ozaukee Washington Land Trust

The Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT) may purchase lands containing significant natural resources or
hold conservation easements for such lands in Ozaukee and Washington Counties. This nonprofit conservation
organization (NCO), established in 1992, worked exclusively in Ozaukee County between 1992 and 1997 before
expanding efforts to include Washington County. OWLT holds conservation easements and monitors the
conservation restrictions within these easements (see Map 15 and Table 25 in Chapter II). Land trusts help protect
land and water resources and are eligible to participate in State grant programs that fund land or conservation
easement acquisitions, including State Stewardship Fund programs.

Ozaukee County Land Preservation Fund

The Ozaukee County Board and Land Preservation Board (LPB) established a trust fund called the Ozaukee County
Land Preservation Fund in 2009. The trust fund was created to accept private donations of money or items that can
be easily converted to a cash value (i.e. stock, bonds, etc.) to purchase land, easements, development rights, or
similar activities for preserving agricultural and environmentally sensitive land in Ozaukee County as recommended
by the LPB and approved by the full County Board. The donation of land or easements will also be considered.

Other Programs

Great Lakes Restoration Initiative

The Great Lakes Restoration Initiative was created by 11 Federal agencies to coordinate restoration of the Great
Lakes by focusing on environmental outcomes like cleaner water and sustainable fisheries. Funding may be
provided for projects in Ozaukee County through the Great Lakes Restoration Initiative (GLRI) from various
Federal agencies such as the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and others to continue to inventory, address,
and implement the removal of fish and aquatic life passage impediments, and provide for stream connectivity, fish
and wildlife habitat modeling for restoration prioritization, monitoring, and the on-the-ground restoration of fish and
wildlife habitat, particularly in the Milwaukee River Watershed and Estuary Area of Concern (AOC). The
Milwaukee Estuary AOC is one of the target areas of the GLRI.

Through the GLRI, the NRCS will also provide financial and technical resources to help farmers implement
conservation practices that reduce erosion, improve water quality, and maintain agricultural productivity for three
priority focus areas. The focus areas include the Lower Fox River Watershed, Manitowoc-Sheboygan Watershed,
and Milwaukee River Watershed. Ozaukee County is located entirely within the latter two. In Map 9 of Chapter II,
the “Manitowoc-Sheboygan Watershed” within Ozaukee County includes the Sauk Creek, Sheboygan River, and
Sucker Creek Watersheds and the north half of the direct drainage area tributary to Lake Michigan. The “Milwaukee
River Watershed” within Ozaukee County includes the Menomonee River and Milwaukee River Watersheds and the
south half of the direct drainage area tributary to Lake Michigan shown on that Map. Wisconsin received $1.4
million in 2011 for such agricultural conservation practices.
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Wisconsin Coastal Management Program

The Wisconsin Coastal Management Program (WCMP) is administered by the Wisconsin Department of
Administration as a voluntary State-Federal partnership dedicated to preserving and making accessible the natural
and historic resources of Wisconsin’s Great Lakes coasts. The program works with State, Federal, County, local, and
tribal government agencies and nonprofit organizations in managing the ecological, economic, and aesthetic assets
of the Great Lakes and their coastal communities. The WCMP provides financial and technical assistance, and
awards Federal matching grants to County local governments and other entities for implementation of coastal
initiatives. Its goal is to achieve a balance between natural resource protection and coastal communities’ need for
sustainable economic development. The Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department received a $15,000 grant
from this program in 2006 for habitat and impediment inventory and a $29,983 grant in 2011 for development of a
geographic information system (GIS) tool, utilizing a GI1S-based Fish and Wildlife Decision Support Tool, to map
existing and potential wetland (i.e. fish spawning habitat) and wildlife habitat areas in Ozaukee County. The WCMP
also provided funding ($404,000) to help purchase and develop the Lion’s Den Gorge Nature Preserve County Park
in the Town of Grafton to preserve part of the Lake Michigan shoreline in perpetuity, and to provide public access to
the lake shore.

Greater Milwaukee Foundation’s Fund for Lake Michigan

The Greater Milwaukee Foundation's Fund for Lake Michigan awarded the Ozaukee County Land and Water
Management Department $120,000 for years 2011 and 2012 to provide incentive payments to landowners for
establishing vegetative buffers and field borders on agricultural land adjacent to the main stem and tributaries of
Sauk Creek and Sucker Creek. The Fund was established in conjunction with the resolution in 2008 of disputes
concerning the Oak Creek Power Plant and EIm Road Generation Station in southeastern Wisconsin. The
agreement establishing the fund provided for payments of $4 million each year from 2011 through 2035 to fund
projects to address, reduce, and mitigate water quality impacts to Lake Michigan. The addition of riparian buffers
and field borders will reduce erosion by catching sediment and slowing the rate of runoff. Riparian buffers and
field borders will also trap and absorb excess nutrients such as phosphorus, nitrogen, and E. coli before they reach
Sauk Creek or Sucker Creek.

A landowner-friendly buffer program will be developed by the County, which will allow agricultural producers to
manage and periodically harvest their grassland buffers. This buffer initiative will provide flexibility and adaptive
management options, which may lead to enhanced landowner participation. Cost share assistance will be provided
as an incentive for buffer establishment. The Ozaukee County Land and Water Management Department will
work directly with landowners to select areas in need of riparian buffers and field borders. Cropland draining
directly into a ditch, tributary, or main channel of Sauk Creek and Sucker Creek will be targeted.

Partners for Fish and Wildlife

The Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program is a USFWS habitat restoration cost-sharing program for private
landowners. The program was created to provide financial and technical assistance to farmers, ranchers, and other
private (nonfederal and nonstate) landowners interested in restoring fish and wildlife habitat on their land,
including wetland and stream bank restorations. Assistance can range from providing informal advice on the
location and design of potential restoration projects, to designing a project and funding up to 50 percent of the
implementation costs. An agreement is entered into between the USFWS and the landowner in which the
landowner agrees to maintain the restored or improved site for a minimum of 10 years. Projects receiving the
highest priority for funding are those that provide direct benefits to migratory birds, anadromous fish, and
threatened and endangered species. The Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department received a $17,990 grant
from this program in 2011 to work with farmers and other landowners on improving Riveredge Creek and Trinity
Creek fish passages.

American Recovery and Reinvestment Act

Portions of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act are administered by NOAA to conserve and protect
natural resources, including restoring wildlife habitats and removing fish passage barriers. During 2009 and 2010,
the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department was awarded a combined $5,246,850 in funding from NOAA
to develop, refine, and implement the Milwaukee River Watershed Fish Passage Program. The funding was used to

286



restore biological connectivity to existing, high quality, habitats within the Milwaukee River and its tributaries by
identifying and removing impediments to aquatic organism passage. Major program elements include the
construction of a fish passage at the Mequon-Thiensville Dam (Village of Thiensville and City of Mequon), removal
of the Lime Kiln Dam (Village of Grafton), removal of the Newburg Dam (Village of Newburg, planned for 2012),
reconstructing or modifying numerous improperly-placed culverts at road and stream crossings, and removing small-
scale impediments including woody debris, invasive plants, and railroad ballast deposits.
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Countywide Farmland Preservation and Park
and Open Space Planning Public Opinion
Survey of Ozaukee County Residents,
December 2010

David Trechter
James Janke
Shelly Hadley

Survey Research Center Report 2010/22
December 2010

This survey and the preparation of this document was funded in part through a Department of
Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) Farmland Preservation Planning Grant to
the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department.

291



Staff and students working for the Survey Research Center at UW-River Falls were instrumental in the
completion of this study. We would like to thank Denise Parks, Aaron Peterson, Ted Cannady, Ashley
Julka, Hannah Stuttgen, Danielle Hammer, Caleb Riedeman, and Jacki Roden. We gratefully
acknowledge their hard work and dedication. The SRC would also like to thank the Southeastern
Regional Planning Commission, County Land Preservation Board, County Comprehensive Planning
Board, County Planning & Parks Director Andrew Struck and UW-Extension CNRED Educator Nicole
Sidoff for their input and advice. Finally, we would like to thank the Ozaukee County residents who took
the time to complete their questionnaires.

This survey and the preparation of this document was funded in part through a Department of Agriculture,
Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) Farmland Preservation Planning Grant to the Ozaukee County
Planning and Parks Department.

292



Table of Contents

EXECULIVE SUMIMANY ...ttt bbbttt e e bbb bt bt st e e e 294
SUIVEY PUIPOSE ...tttk bbbt b bbb ettt e b et s et e bt ettt a b e neenrenne s 296
SUINVEY IMELNOAS ...t b bbbt e bt bbbt 296
Profile Of RESPONUENTS ......c..iiiiiiiiiiiiee bbbt b bbbt n e 297
QUAITEY OF LITE FACTOIS ... i tieiieiee sttt b ettt sb e e be e st e be e st e s beenaeennenneas 300
Preservation of Farmland and Natural ArEas..........cccouiiiiiiiiiieiie e e 301
Provision of Parks and Recreation FaCIlities ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiieice e 310
FUtUre FUNAING PIIOMTTIES .....eiii ettt b e ere e sbe e e neenne e 317
Environmental IMprovemMeNnt PrIOMTIES. ........oiiiiiiieiiie st 319
Overall Priority Actions fOr OZauKEe COUNTY.........cciiiiiiiiieiesie et sneas 320
AdAITIONA] COMMEBNES ...ttt e b ettt ettt st e b e e be e st e sbe e beeneesbeeneesbeeeennes 321
(070 0 [0d (U1 [0 3 SR URTTRRTRPSORTRS 322
Appendix A — NON-RESPONSE BIAS TEST .......oiiiiiiiiiie it 323
Appendix B — Ozaukee County Natural Resources Survey COMMENLS ........cccovevverennenieeniesiee e 324
Appendix C - Quantitative Summary of Responses by QUESLION ...........cooveiiriiiinneneree e 329

293



Executive Summary

The purpose of this study was to gather opinions from Ozaukee County residents concerning issues
related to: farmland preservation, parks, recreation, natural areas, and open space preservation issues in
the County.

In September 2010, under contract with the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department, the Survey
Research Center (SRC) at the University of Wisconsin — River Falls mailed surveys with postage-paid
return envelopes to 1,146 randomly selected Ozaukee County households. The initial mailing was
followed by reminder postcards and a second mailing to non-respondents. The overall response rate was
37 percent (422 completed questionnaires). The results provided in this report are expected to be accurate
to within plus or minus 4.75 percent with 95 percent confidence. Statistical tests did not indicate that
“non-response bias” is a problem in this sample.

Respondents said the most important positive influence on the quality of life in Ozaukee County is the
low crime rate and safe communities. The second most important quality of life factor was quality
schools. Rounding out the top four choices were small town/village charm and tranquil residential areas.

Majorities said development in Ozaukee County should be concentrated around existing cities and
villages (67%) and that the County should purchase conservation easements to preserve farmland,
maintain open space, or protect important environmental/natural areas (65%). The level of support
decreased to 48 percent when asked specifically about purchasing conservation easements for farmland
preservation. A majority (54%) opposed a local tax increase to fund a dedicated County farmland
preservation program. Preferred funding sources were private/conservancy trust funds and state/federal
funding. Half the respondents favored the creation of an Agricultural Enterprise Area (AEA) in the
County, which would allow farmers access to State tax credits and preserve farmland, while a third were
neutral or wanted more information on this policy option.

Respondents favored “cluster” (conservation subdivision) design of housing developments (66%)
compared to the traditional layout.

The largest portion (40%) of respondents favored or strongly favored creating a County program to
purchase conservation easements for natural areas, and 22 percent were opposed or strongly opposed. A
significant percentage had a neutral opinion (23%), and 15 percent wanted more information. A majority
opposed a County property tax increase to fund the program. Private donations, conservancy trust funds,
and state/federal funds were the preferred funding sources.

Respondents had fairly equally split opinions about expanding the County Parks System and County
Recreation Facilities. The largest portion (38%) favored or strongly favored expansion; while 30 percent
were opposed or strongly opposed, and a significant portion (23%) had a neutral opinion. Eleven percent
said they need more information. Less than 30 percent supported a tax increase to create a fund for parks
and recreational facilities. Favored funding methods were private donations and state/federal funds.

Respondents had split opinions about the development of a Countywide network of bike and pedestrian
trails and prefer private donations and state/federal funding sources to local taxes.

Over 70 percent of respondents said the following are high priorities for future funding: maintenance and
upkeep of existing park facilities, preserving open space, and river restoration projects. Although
respondents placed a high funding priority on preserving open space, majorities of respondents were
opposed to raising property taxes to create programs that would preserve open space through conservation
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easements on farmland and natural areas. Instead, they prefer that the County look to external funding
sources. If County property taxes are used for open space preservation, respondents want funds to come
from current resources.

Between half and two-thirds of respondents said the following are high priorities: protecting natural areas
near County parks, preserving historic structures and archaeological sites, preservation of farmland for
food, and preservation of farmland for rural character. Additional recreational facilities and expansion of
parks were lower priorities.

When asked their opinions about natural resource priorities in Ozaukee County, majorities ranging from
58 percent to 63 percent said preservation of wildlife habitat, monitoring Lake Michigan water quality,
preventing Lake Michigan beach and bluff erosion, and stricter water quality regulations were high
priorities. About half of respondents said stricter flood control and stormwater regulations and promoting
efforts to improve air quality were high priorities.

From a list of 11 overall priority actions, respondents said protection of water quality and preservation of

rural and small town character were their most important priorities. Increasing the supply of affordable
housing and promotion of tourism were the lowest priorities.
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Survey Purpose

The purpose of this study was to gather opinions from Ozaukee County residents concerning issues
related to: farmland preservation, parks, recreation, natural areas, and open space preservation issues in
the County.

The Survey Research Center (SRC) at the University of Wisconsin — River Falls conducted and analyzed
survey results under contract by the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department. The survey
questionnaire was developed collaboratively by UW-River Falls-SRC, Ozaukee County Planning and
Parks Department, UW-Extension-Ozaukee County, Southeastern Wisconsin Regional Planning
Commission (SEWRPC), the Land Preservation Board, and the Comprehensive Planning Board.

Survey Methods

In September 2010, the SRC mailed surveys with prepaid postage envelopes to 1,146 randomly selected
households in Ozaukee County. The surveys were followed with reminder postcards and a second mailing
to non-respondents.

The response rate was 37 percent (422 returned questionnaires). Based on the estimated number of adults
(voting age) in the population of Ozaukee County (66,121%) the results provided in this report are
expected to be accurate to within plus or minus 4.75 percent with 95 percent confidence. This means that
if this survey was replicated 20 times, only once would the results be expected to fall more than 4.75
percent above or below the values reported in this document.

Any survey has to be concerned with “non-response bias.” Non-response bias refers to a situation in
which people who do not return a questionnaire have opinions that are systematically different from the
opinions of those who return their surveys. Based upon a standard statistical analysis described in
Appendix A, the SRC concludes that there is little evidence that non-response bias is a concern for
this sample.

In addition to the numeric responses, respondents provided additional written comments that were
compiled by the SRC from the surveys. Appendix B to this report contains the complete compilation
of comments.

Appendix C contains a copy of the survey questionnaire with a quantitative summary of responses
by question.

! Wisconsin Demographic Services Bureau, Official Population Estimate, 2010.
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Profile of Respondents

Table 1 summarizes the demographic profile of the survey respondents. Where comparable data were
available from the 2006-2008 Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) estimate or the State
of Wisconsin Demographic Services Center, they were included to indicate the degree to which the
sample represents the underlying adult population of Ozaukee County.

There were fewer people under 35 years of age in the sample than the ACS indicates should have been
included and fewer renters than reported in the ACS estimate. Our experience is that younger residents
and renters are less likely to participate in surveys.

The sample contained a higher proportion of respondents with graduate or professional degrees and fewer
respondents with no formal education beyond high school.

Although the overall pattern of household income distribution among the respondents generally matches
the ACS, there were more households with over $100,000 annual income and fewer households with very
low annual income (<$15,000).

The most significant discrepancy between the sample and Census Bureau data was with respect to gender;
there were substantially more males in the sample than would be expected. Analysis of the mean
response values indicated men and women had statistically significant differences in only 17 of the 109
quantitative variables on the survey. Further examination showed the percentage differences were
relatively small for 13 of the 17 variables. These questions will be noted in the text of the report. In short,
while the gender imbalance is not a good thing from a statistical standpoint, the similarity of views
between men and women means that the practical impact of this skewed distribution is small.

With respect to presence of children in the household and place of residence, the sample aligned
particularly well with the ACS estimate.

There are no comparable Census data about length of residence. Respondent data indicated that over half
of the respondents have lived in Ozaukee County for more than 20 years. Similarly, there are no
comparable Census data about type of employment. The largest proportion of employed respondents
worked in professional/administrative positions (28%). Another 28 percent said they are retired, which
closely corresponds to the 28 percent of County households with Social Security income reported in the
American Community Survey.

One percent of respondents said they work in agriculture; again, the response closely corresponds to the
American Community Survey, which indicates 1.2 percent of the County workforce (age 16+) is engaged
in agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining.

As we analyze the data, we will identify when various demographic groups have significantly different
views.
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Table 1. Demographic Profile of Respondents
Gender Count Male Female
Sample 386 67% 33%
Wisconsin Official Est. 66,121 49% 51%
Age 18+ Count 18-24 25-34 | 35-44 | 45-54 |55-64 65+
Sample 389 1% 6% 15% 25% 25% 28%
Wisconsin Official Est. 66,121 12% 11% 17% 23% 18% 18%
Households with
Children Count 0 1+ 2 3 4 5+
Sample 393 68% 11% 14% 7% <1% <1%
Census ACS 2006-08 23,345 71% 29%
Residential Status Count Own Rent
Sample 395 90% 10%
Census ACS 2006-08 33,071 67% 33%
0 to 10 vears 11 to 20 Over 20 Seasonal/
Length of Residency Count y years years Part time
Sample? 397 22% 21% 56% 1%
Sales/ Educ./ General Professional
Employment Count Service Gov’'t | Factory Labor | Agric. Admin.
13% 8% 3% 1% 1% 28%
. Skilled
Sample® 374 Clerical/ | rrade/ | Retired Not Other
Office Employed
Craft
2% 6% 28% 4% 6%
High Some Tech/ Graduate/
Highest Level of Lessthan | Sch. | College/ | College |Bachelor’s| Professional
Education (Age 25+) Count | High Sch. | Dipl. Tech Grad. Degree Degree
Sample 396 1% 13% 21% 10% 28% 28%
Census ACS 2006-08 57,831 6% 23% 22% 7% 28% 15%
Annual Household $15- $25- $50- $75-
Income Range Count | <$15,000 | $24,999 | $49,999 | $74,999 | $99,999 | $100,000+
Sample 354 1% 6% 16% 21% 18% 39%
Census ACS 2006-08 33,071 4% 8% 20% 19% 16% 33%

2 Census does not collect length of residence data
¥ Census does not contain comparable categories
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Place of Residence Cedarburg C | Cedarburg T Saukville T Grafton V
Sample 13% 9% 1% 13%
Estimate® 13% 7% 2% 13%
Mequon Fredonia T Bayside Newburg
Sample 26% 2% 0% 0%
Sample Count =39 Eqtimate” 27% 2% <1% <1%
Population* = 86,395 Port Wash. C Grafton T Belgium V Saukville V
Sample 13% 7% <1% 4%
Estimate® 13% 5% 2% 5%
Belgium T Port Wash. T Fredonia V Thiensville
Sample 2% 3% 2% 6%
Estimate® 2% 2% 2% 4%

The place of residence of the sample closely aligns with the geographic distribution of the County’s

population.

To aid in the analysis of the place of residence data, the SRC combined jurisdictions into two groups.

Group 1 contained the cities and villages. Group 2 contained the towns. Responses from Mequon were
split between the two groups according to the ZIP code of the respondents. Mequon respondents in the

53092 ZIP code were added to the cities/villages; Mequon respondents in the 53097 ZIP code were added
to the town group. Eighty-one percent of the Mequon respondents were from the 54092 ZIP code, and 19
percent were from 54097. These percentages closely match the geographic distribution of the population
in the two Mequon ZIP code areas as reported in the 2000 Census. In general, there was little difference
between the responses from the two areas. Only two questions contained noteworthy differences, which

will be noted in the text.

42010 US Census
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Quiality of Life Factors

The initial section of the survey asked respondents to identify the four most positive influences on the
quality of life they experience in Ozaukee County. As shown in Chart 1, two of the 15 choices stood out
at the top of the list of influences. Topping the list was low crime/safe community, which was included
among their top four choices by 71 percent of respondents. Coming in second place, the quality of local
schools was a top influence among 57 percent of respondents and was the only other item included among
their top four choices by a majority of the respondents. The third most popular quality of life factor was
town/village charm, which was chosen by 38 percent of respondents. Tranquil residential areas and low
taxes were in a tie for fourth place at 30 percent. Between 20 percent and 25 percent of respondents
included parks and open spaces, well-maintained properties, retail shopping opportunities, and condition
of roads among their top four quality of life influences. About one in six respondents said rural
agricultural character and natural beauty are among their top quality of life factors. At the bottom of the
list of factors were outdoor recreation opportunities, proximity to job opportunities, good pace of
development, and historical features.

Demographic Comparisons: Perhaps not surprisingly, three-fourths of respondents with children in the
household included quality schools among their top four choices compared to half of respondents without
children at home. A majority of homeowners (60%) included quality schools among their top four
choices compared to 44 percent of renters. A majority of renters picked small town charm (56%)
compared to 38 percent of homeowners. Rural agricultural character was chosen more frequently by town
respondents (35%) than by respondents from cities and villages (9%).
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Preservation of Farmland and Natural Areas

Respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with four statements using the following
scale: strongly agree, agree, neutral/no opinion, disagree, strongly disagree, or need more information.
Chart 2 summarizes the results. The top bar shows the sum of the percentage of the “strongly agree” plus
the “agree” responses. The second bar is the percentage of the “neutral/no opinion” responses. The
combined percentages of the “disagree” plus “strongly disagree” responses are shown in the third bar. The
fourth bar is the “need more info” responses

Two-thirds of respondents agreed or strongly agreed that development should be concentrated around
existing cities and villages in order to minimize conflicts between urban and rural activities. Nearly as
many (65%) said they agree or strongly agree that Ozaukee County should purchase conservation
easements to preserve farmland, maintain open space, or protect important environmental/natural areas.
We will explore opinions about the purchase of specific types of conservation easements later in the
report.

When asked if the cost of farmland is making agriculture unsustainable and if there is enough farmland in
Ozaukee County to support the long-term viability of agriculture, neither a majority agreed or disagreed
with these statements. A plurality, approximately 40 percent, agreed or strongly agreed with both
statements, but between 23 percent and 29 percent of respondents said they had no opinion or were
neutral. Additionally, between 13 percent and 20 percent said they needed more information to form an
opinion. The relatively high proportion of respondents with no opinion and the relatively high percentage
of people who couldn’t form an opinion because of a lack of information suggest the need for additional
educational programming on these topics.
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Demographic Comparisons: Women were more likely to want more information than men before offering
an opinion about the sufficiency of farmland to support long-term agricultural viability in Ozaukee
County and whether the County should purchase conservation easements.

As noted above, respondents indicated support for the concept of purchasing conservation easements
(65%). However, when asked specifically about the creation of a County program to purchase easements
for farmland preservation, Table 2 shows less enthusiasm than seen in the responses to the earlier
question. Half of respondents, or 48 percent, said they favor or strongly favor a County program to
purchase farmland easements. Only 23 percent were opposed to a County farmland easement program,
while 19 percent chose “neutral/no opinion,” and 11 percent wanted more information.

Table 2. Would you favor or oppose the creation of a County program to purchase conservation
easements from farmers in an effort to preserve agricultural land?

Strongly Favor Neutral/ OpDoSe Strongly Need More
Favor No Opinion bp Oppose Info
14% 34% 19% 15% 8% 11%

Demographic Comparison: Renters were more likely to favor or strongly favor purchasing conservation
easements for farmland preservation (64%) than homeowners (46%).
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In a follow-up question, respondents who said they favored or strongly favored creation of a County
program to purchase easements for farmland preservation were asked to indicate their preferences for
funding. Six options were listed and respondents could pick as many of the funding mechanisms as
applied. As shown in Chart 3, a majority of those who favor County purchase of farmland easements said
their top funding choices were to seek monies from conservancy trust funds (such as the
Ozaukee/Washington Land Trust) and grants or funds from the state or federal government. More than
half of the supporters included private donations among their choices.

Use of County property tax revenue (11%) and sales tax revenue (10%) were decidedly unpopular, even
among those who favor creating the program to purchase easements for farmland preservation.
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All respondents were then asked their opinion about a specific property tax increase (10 cents per $1,000
assessed value) to create a dedicated County fund for an agricultural land preservation program. The
results are shown in Chart 4. Although there was less opposition to the use of property taxes when
provided specific details, over half (54%) were opposed to the proposal. The combined results of Chart 3
and Chart 4 indicate that the majority of County residents were opposed to increasing County property
taxes to fund a farmland preservation fund.

The farmland preservation programs and actions included in this section of the survey would have their
largest impact on the farming community of Ozaukee County. As discussed previously, the proportion of
farmers among the survey respondents was about one percent (4 respondents). Although this figure is
proportional to the number of farmers in the County population, the small number of farmers in the
survey precludes adequate statistical analysis of the opinions of Ozaukee County farmers. It is important
for Ozaukee County officials to seek additional input from the farm community as they deliberate
farmland preservation policy.
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Respondents who opposed the use of government funds for the preservation of farmland were asked to
indicate the reasons for their opposition. Respondents were able to choose multiple answers. Chart 5
indicates that the primary reasons behind the opposition were concerns that government funding costs too
much (44%) and that farmland preservation programs interfere with private markets (41%). Nearly as
many respondents said they oppose government spending on farmland preservation programs because
they prefer the use of zoning regulations to manage farmland preservation (37%). Relatively few
respondents (20%) said their opposition was based on a belief that the current amount of farmland is

adequate.

Half of the respondents said they favor or strongly favor establishment of Agricultural Enterprise Areas

(AEASs) in Ozaukee County, which allow farmland owners to claim tax credits for preserving their
farmland. As shown in Table 3, relatively few respondents oppose AEAs (15%), while a third or
respondents answered “neutral/no opinion” (23%) or said they needed more information (11%).

Table 3. Would you favor or oppose the establishment of a State-designated Agricultural Enterprise
Area, which would allow farmers to claim state farmland preservation tax credits, to help
preserve farmland in Ozaukee County?

Strongly Favor Neutral/ Obpose Strongly Need More
Favor No Opinion bp Oppose Info
11% 40% 23% 10% 5% 11%
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When asked if they would favor the creation of a County program to purchase conservation easements on
natural areas, the results shown in Table 4 indicate that 40 percent would favor this proposal. The overall
pattern was roughly similar to the earlier question about purchasing easements on farmland (see Table 2).
Nearly equal percentages had no opinion or needed more information.

Table 4. Would you favor or oppose the creation of a County program to purchase conservation
easements on natural areas?

Strongly Favor Neutral/ OpDoSe Strongly Need More
Favor No Opinion bp Oppose Info
8% 32% 23% 13% 9% 15%

Demographic Comparison: Women were more likely to have said they wanted more information.

In a follow-up question respondents who said they favored or strongly favored creation of a County
program to purchase easements on natural areas were asked to indicate their preferences for funding. Six
options were listed and respondents could pick as many of the funding mechanisms as applied. As shown
in Chart 6, a majority of those who favor County purchase of easements on natural areas said their top
funding choices were to seek private donations, monies from conservancy trust funds (such as the
Ozaukee/Washington Land Trust), and seek funds from the state or federal government. Compared to a
similar question about funding the purchase of easements for farmland preservation, respondents were
more likely to favor seeking private donations for easements on natural areas (See Chart 3).

Again, use of County property tax revenue and sales tax revenue were decidedly unpopular, even among
those who favor creating the program to purchase easements for farmland preservation.
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All respondents were then asked their opinion about a specific property tax increase (10 cents per $1,000
assessed value) to create a dedicated County fund for a natural areas preservation program. The results
are shown in Chart 7. Although there was less opposition to the use of property taxes when provided
specific details, a majority (63%) opposed the proposal. The combined results of Chart 6 and Chart 7
indicate that the majority of County residents were opposed to increasing County property taxes to create
a fund to purchase easements for preservation of natural areas.
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Respondents who opposed the use of government funds for the preservation of natural areas were asked to
indicate the reasons for their opposition. Respondents were able to choose multiple answers. Chart 8
indicates that the primary reason behind the opposition is a belief that such a program would cost too
much (53%). Respondents were less likely to oppose government funding of easements on natural areas
because they believe it interferes with private markets (31%), because they believe zoning should be used
to manage natural areas (30%), or because they believe the current amount of open space is adequate
(27%).

Compared to a similar question regarding opposition to government funding of easements for farmland

preservation (see Chart 5), respondents were more likely to oppose a program for easements on natural
areas due to the cost.
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One method to preserve open space in housing subdivisions is the use of “cluster” (conservation
subdivision) design, which has smaller individual lots and shared open space in comparison to a
traditional subdivision design with large lots and no shared open space. When asked if they prefer the
traditional design or the cluster design, Ozaukee County respondents prefer the cluster design by a two-to-
one ratio (Figure 1). The SRC has asked this question in many other surveys with similar results.

Figure 1.

34% 66%0
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Provision of Parks and Recreation Facilities

When asked about expanding the County Parks System and County Recreation Facilities, respondents
were fairly equally split between those who agree, those who disagree, and those still on the fence. As
shown in Table 5, a plurality (38%) favored expansion, while 30 percent opposed. The remaining 34

percent had a neutral/no opinion response or said they need more information.

Table 5. Would you favor or oppose the expansion of the Ozaukee County Parks System and County
Recreational Facilities?

Strongly Favor Neutral/ ODDoSe Strongly Need More
Favor No Opinion bp Oppose Info
7% 31% 23% 24% 6% 11%

Demographic Comparison: Younger respondents (age 25-44 years) were more likely to favor or strongly
favor expansion of the parks and recreation facilities (54%) compared to respondents age 45 and above
(33%).

In a follow-up question, respondents who said they favored or strongly favored creation of a dedicated
fund for the County’s parks and recreational facilities were asked to indicate their preferences for funding.
Six options were listed and respondents could pick as many of the funding mechanisms as applied. As
shown in Chart 9, a majority of those who favor a dedicated County parks and recreation fund said their
top funding choices were to seek private donations and to seek state or federal government funds.
Compared to similar questions about funding the purchase of easements for farmland preservation and
funding easements on natural areas, respondents were less likely to favor conservancy trust funds. Again,
use of County property tax revenue and sales tax revenue were decidedly unpopular, although greater than
the percentage for farmland easements or natural area easements, even among those who favor creating a
dedicated parks and recreation fund. (See Chart 3 and Chart 6).
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All respondents were then asked their opinion about a specific property tax increase (10 cents per $1,000
assessed value) to create a dedicated County fund for County parks expansion. The results are shown in
Chart 10, and indicate 71 percent were opposed to the proposed tax increase. The combined results of
Chart 9 and Chart 10 indicate that the majority of County residents were opposed to increasing County
property taxes to create a fund to expand parks and recreation facilities.
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As shown in Table 6, respondents had split opinions about the development of a Countywide bike and
pedestrian trail network. Roughly equal proportions of respondents supported, opposed, and had not
decided about the expanded trail concept. While 37 percent were in favor, an equal number were in
opposition. The remaining 27 percent had a neutral/no opinion response or said they need more
information.

Table 6. Would you favor or oppose the development of a Countywide network of bike and pedestrian
trails, in addition to the Ozaukee Interurban Trail?

Strongly Favor Neutral/ ODDOSe Strongly Need More
Favor No Opinion bp Oppose Info
11% 26% 21% 28% 9% 6%

Demographic Comparisons: Respondents with children in their housholds were more likely to support
bike and pedestrian trails. Half of households with children favored or strongly favored a Countywide
network of trails compared to a third of respondents from households without children.

Chart 11 summarizes the favorability ratings presented in Table 2 through Table 6.
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In a follow-up question, respondents who said they favored or strongly favored development of a
Countywide trail system, were asked to indicate their preferences for funding. Six options were listed and
respondents could pick as many of the funding mechanisms as applied. As shown in Chart 12, a majority
of those who favor the trail system said their top funding choices were to seek private donations and to
apply for grants from the state or federal government. As we have seen in earlier questions, respondents
did not favor use of County property tax revenue and sales tax revenue. (See Chart 3, Chart 6, and Chart

9).
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All respondents were then asked their opinion about a specific property tax increase (10 cents per $1,000
assessed value) to create a dedicated County fund for a Countywide network of bike and pedestrian trails.
The results are shown in Chart 13, and indicate 78 percent were opposed to the proposed tax increase.
Compared to the earlier questions about a tax increases for farmland preservation (see Chart 4), the
purchase of conservation easements on natural areas (see Chart 7), and a dedicated parks and recreation
fund (see Chart 10), there is more opposition to a County tax increase for additional trails. Chart 14 (next
page) summarizes the comparison.
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Chart 15 summarizes the funding preferences by program area shown in Chart 3, Chart 6, Chart 9, and
Chart 12.
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Future Funding Priorities

Respondents were presented with a list of 27 projects and activities related to parks/recreation facilities
and land preservation issues and were asked to rate each as a “high priority” or a “low priority.”
Respondents were also given a third option — “need more info.” The results of the “high priority” ratings
are shown in Chart 16a and 16b. Chart 16a lists projects and activities that were rated a high priority by a
majority of respondents. Chart 16b lists those projects and activities that a minority of respondents rated
as a high priority. The maintenance and upkeep of the County’s existing park facilities and preserving
open space in Ozaukee County were rated high priorities by three-fourths of respondents. Although three-
fourths of respondents said that preserving open space is a high priority for funding, the results from
earlier questions indicate that they did not support a property tax increase to achieve this priority,
preferring external funding sources instead.

Between 65 percent and 71 percent of respondents gave high priority ratings to river restoration projects
and preserving historic structures and archaeological sites. More than half of respondents said
preservation of farmland for food and rural character and protecting natural areas near County parks were
high priorities.
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As shown in Chart 16b, projects and activities that included expansions to existing facilities/activities or
new facilities/activities were more likely to be rated as low priorities by more than half of respondents.

Creating a golf driving range, skateboard park, horseback trails, and developing another disc golf course
were the lowest priority items.
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Environmental Improvement Priorities

Respondents were asked to rate the importance of 10 actions to preserve or improve the natural
environment of Ozaukee County. The results are shown in Table 7. Majorities placed a high priority on
preserving wildlife habitat, monitoring the water quality of Lake Michigan beaches, preventing beach and
bluff erosion along Lake Michigan, and creating stricter water quality regulations.

Half the respondents said stricter flood control/stormwater regulations and air qualtiy improvements were
high priority items. Respondents had evenly split opinions about wetland regulations, with 43 percent
rating it a high priority, and 43 percent rating it a low priority. Opinions were also evenly split regarding
stricter regulations on areas that support groundwater recharge. Pluralities of respondents said stricter
regulations on environmental corridors and non-metallic mining were low priorities.

One in four respondents said they needed more information regarding stricter regulations on development
in groundwater recharge areas, environmental corridors, and non-metallic mining.

Table 7. Priorities to Preserve or Improve the Natural Environment in County
High Low Need More
Priority Priority Info
Preservation of wildlife habitat 63% 31% 6%
Monitoring Lake Michigan beach water quality 62% 29% 9%
Preventing Lake Michigan beach and bluff erosion 59% 32% 9%
Stricter water quality regulations 58% 30% 12%
Stricter flood control and stormwater regulations 52% 34% 15%
Promoting efforts to improve air quality 49% 39% 11%
Stricter wetland preservation regulations 43% 43% 14%
Stricter regulations on deve_lopment on lands with high 38% 350 279
groundwater recharge potential
Stricter environmental corridor area regulations 31% 44% 25%
Stricter non-metallic mining regulations 23% 49% 27%
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Overall Priority Actions for Ozaukee County

Respondents were asked to identify their top four priorities for Ozaukee County government from a list of
11 options. The results are shown in Chart 17. A majority of respondents selected protection of water
quality (58%) and preservation of rural and small town character (57%) among their four priority choices.
Preservation of green space, road improvements, and preservation of productive agricultural land were in
a statistical dead heat with slightly less than 40 percent. At the bottom of the priority list were
industrial/commercial development, affordable housing, and tourism promotion.

Demographic Comparisons: Half of respondents under age 45 included promoting sustainable community
development among their top four priorities compared to a third of respondents age 45 and older.
Respondents from towns were more likely to include preservation of productive farmland among their
four priorities (48%) compared to respondents from cities/villages (33%).
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Additional Comments

Near the end Qf the survey, respondents were  [Faple 8. Additional Comments by Topic
asked to pr0\_/|de any addltlonal_comment§ T G %
they would like to make regarding issues in Parks/R on/O 21 ey
the survey. The 77 comments were grouped arks/ecreation’pen Space. 0
into specific topics by the SRC and are Taxes and government spending 19 25%
summarized in Table 8. The complete list of | _Farmland preservation 10 13%
responses is included in Appendix B. Preserve what we have (general) 6 8%
Economic Development 3 4%
Comments related to parks and recreation Need more information 2 3%
were in first place (27%). The SRC notes Miscellaneous 16 21%
that some comments referred to municipal Total 77

parks rather than Ozaukee County parks and
recreation, which were the focus of this survey. Comments about taxes and government spending were
close behind with 25 percent of the total.

There was a substantial group of comments about parks and recreation that emphasized the need to focus
on maintenance of existing park and recreation facilities rather than expansion and acquisition.

“Assets to be maintained but do not feel further expansion is needed. There is no over crowding of these
areas.”

“Parks & facilities (esp. buildings) are adequate--but Oz. Co. needs to keep and maintain current
parks/facilities--cannot have less.”

Regarding taxes/spending, a substantial group of respondents expressed a concern about the cost of the
programs and projects mentioned in the questionnaire and resulting impact on local taxes. The following
quotes illustrate this concern.

“I would be in favor of gov't funding of various projects as listed above but with the present economic
problems would not favor any tax increases for the general populous.”

“All good things but at what cost to the taxpayers?”

Comments specifically about farmland preservation comprised 13 percent of the total, and six percent of
the comments were more about preservation in general.

A small number of comments dealt with economic development issues or a concern about insufficient
background information to answer some of the questions.
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Conclusions

Although two-thirds of Ozaukee County survey respondents agreed with a generic statement that the
County should purchase conservation easements, support declined when asked about creating and funding
County programs to purchase specific types of conservation easements. At the same time, there was an
increase in the percentage of respondents with no opinion or who wanted more information.

Regarding parks and recreation facilities, respondents were more likely to favor expenditures for
maintenance and upkeep of existing facilities than funding expansions and new activities. When asked
specifically about expanding parks and trails, a significant portion of respondents were not necessarily
opposed; rather they indicated they wanted more information or had a neutral opinion.

The relatively high proportion of respondents who do not have clearly formed opinions about many of the
issues covered in this survey means that education/outreach efforts could be pivotal in terms of public
reaction to policy options chosen by the County Board. The percentage of respondents with neutral
opinions or who want more information also suggests that there is not a high level of polarization with
respect to many of these policy issues facing the County.

In addition, given the relatively weak economy prevailing when the survey was conducted, it is not

surprising that many respondents expressed a reluctance to see the County enact policies/programs that
are likely to increase their personal tax burden.
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Appendix A — Non-Response Bias Test

Any survey has to be concerned with “non-response bias.” Non-response bias refers to a situation in
which people who do not return a questionnaire have opinions that are systematically different from the
opinions of those who return their surveys. For example, suppose most non-respondents felt that
preserving historic structures and archaeological sites is a low priority (Question 13m), whereas most of
those who returned their questionnaire felt that historic preservation is a high priority. In this case, non-
response bias would exist, and the raw results would overstate the opinion of the population of the
residents of Ozaukee County.

The standard way to test for non-response bias is to compare the responses of those who return the first
mailing of a questionnaire to those who return the second mailing. Those who return the second
questionnaire are, in effect, a sample of non-respondents (to the first mailing), and we assume that they
are representative of that group. In this survey, 282 people responded to the first mailing, and 140
responded to the second mailing.

We found 21 variables with statistically significant differences between the mean responses of these two
groups of respondents out of 109 tested. Table Al indicates that even when statistical differences exist,
the magnitude of this difference is very small. The Survey Research Center (SRC) concludes that
there is little evidence that non-response bias is a concern for this sample.

Table Al - Statistically Significant Differences Between Responses of First and Second Mailings
Variable _StaFi§ticaI . Mean . Mean_ .
Significance | First Mailing | Second Mailing
1. Pace of development .015 .05 A1
2. Deye_lopm_e_nt should-be concentrated in 030 5 35 5 67
existing cities and villages
6. Housing design preference .006 1.71 1.57
8. Conservancy trust 014 37 .25
8. Private donations .038 .33 .23
12i. New facilities in existing parks .019 1.84 1.69
13c. Upgrading Ozaukee Interurban Trail .007 1.57 1.75
13d. _I?;(ap;?ndmg links with Ozaukee Interurban 003 161 1.80
13m. Preservmg_hlsto_rlc structures & 013 138 155
archaeological sites
13p. Developing more campsites and 009 1.89 175
campgrounds
15. Conservancy trust funds .042 31 21
15. Private donations .029 .32 21
17. Use zoning regulations .045 19 A1
22. State/Federal grants/funds .008 .24 A3
22. Conservancy trust funds .009 19 .09
22. Private donations .015 .29 18
24c. Strlgter regulations for environmental 012 187 207
corridors
24d. Stricter regulations for non-metallic mining .001 1.95 2.21
24e. Stricter regulations for wetland protection .009 1.64 1.84
24f. Stricter regulations for groundwater recharge 007 181 205
areas
25. Improve roads 041 .35 45
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Appendix B — Ozaukee County Natural Resources Survey Comments

Q8. If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? ‘Other’ (8 Responses)

Q22.

All three

Are we talking reserving or creating?
Encourage private conservation easements.
N/A

No more bureaucracy.

No program...no taxes

Tax on new development on agricultural land.
We are far enough in debt—Iet’s pay that.

. If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? ‘Other’ (5 Responses)

All three

None

Private investment--no taxes

Tax on new development on agricultural land.
We have too much to pay for as of now.

. If you favor or strongly favor, how to you think the program should be funded? ‘Other’ (9 Responses)

User fees (i.e., county park sticker, county driving range) (3x)
No taxes (2x)

None

Parks are actually adequate, facilities more than adequate.
Tax on new construction

Unsure

If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? ‘Other’ (5 Responses)
N/A(3X)
Lottery
Private investment user fees

Q 26. Do you have any additional comments regarding farmland preservation and/or park and open space
issues in Ozaukee County? “‘Other’ (77 Responses)

Parks & Recreation/Open Spaces (21 Responses)
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Assets to be maintained, but do not feel further expansion is needed. There is no over crowding of these
areas.

Beautiful parks and natural areas.

I believe we are already sufficiently green-space/wetland/conservation/parkland conscious enough.
Between state and city-town restrictions, we have enough political footballs without creating more.

I live near the Ozaukee Interurban Trail and I rarely see any bicyclists stop for the road, many rolling stops,
and more going at a pretty good speed than those who stop. Visibility at the road crossing is not the best.
Was the interurban bridge built because bicyclists don't like to obey traffic laws?

I think the more rural and green with trails, the better. But you need a waste plan so it fits and flows. This
is good for property values and fast resale.



Invest in Cedar Creek Park. The band shell, landscaping, some flowers would be nice. So many people
use that park, it should look much better.

Issue Ozaukee county park use stickers at $2.00/year charge now resident for park use.

It is critical to maintain open space through zoning and maintaining large lots (3 acres). This requires much
less government funding.

Let private people--to handle park & rec. developments in county.

Maintaining what is already in place needs to be a priority over any expansion. Roads, maintaining
existing trails, and balanced budgets to support all.

Old paved areas, run down, non-usual warehouse parking lots should be piped/torn out to make natural
areas and/or large lots of residential areas.

Open more areas to public hunting!

Our parks are a nice area to visit. Fees to enter parks could help fund these parks.

Our son was in the baseball program. Played at tournaments in neighboring communities, Mequon’s
facilities are by far the worst we saw.

Ozaukee has a good amount of park and natural space. The Interurban Trail accommodates biking. These
are all to be maintained, but do not feel further expansion is needed. There is no over crowding of these
areas.

Parks & facilities (esp. buildings) are adequate--but Oz. Co. needs to keep and maintain current
parks/facilities--cannot have less.

Preserve and take care of what we have. Open spaces are important. Later, when times get better, we can
improve on those spaces and add trails etc.-unless you get grants.

Preserve spaces; don't enlarge government by expanding county park system. Oz/Wash Land Trust should
be your partner!

The Interurban Trail is a wonderful asset to Ozaukee County as is Lion's Den Gorge and the Mequon
Nature Preserve. It has been fantastic to see the development of these areas. An enclosed off-leash dog
park with running areas for large and small dogs as well as trails to walk would be another asset to our
county. While we have at least 2 dog parks in the Mequon area, one patterned after Minooka in Waukesha
would be very helpful in exercising dogs, especially ones that do need a lot of running space.

There is always a lot of talk about bike paths and recreational areas but no one talks about the cost to
maintain them. What is the break-even point considering volume of usage vs. maintenance costs?

You don't want to lose too much open spaces. You also don't want to grow to fast if you would lose
farmland.

Taxes and Government Spending (19 Responses)

No taxes (2x).

All good things but at what cost to the taxpayers? There must be other ways besides private donation. (No
increases taxes and fees).

Conservation groups need to pay taxes on the land they purchase.

Do not put any more people on payrolls--ask for volunteers to monitor rec. lands/areas.

Farmers using pesticides, inorganic fertilizers that pollute water table and rivers and lakes should be taxed
for their externalities, same with growing genetically modified (GM) crops. County should be careful
raising general taxes during this fragile economy. County should have provided more information related
to its current financial condition along with this survey.

I am opposed to any project that would increase taxes; we pay far too much in taxes now. | would like to
see more commercial and industrial development to increase our taxes.

| strongly oppose any type of property tax increase to support the purchase of easements.
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I would be in favor of gov't funding of various projects as listed above, but with the present economic
problems would not favor any tax increases for the general populous.

Keep farmland taxes low.

Please do not keep increasing our taxes.

Right now with the poor economic situation, we can't have everything added to the tax base. It adds up bit
by bit.

Stop federal, state and county government from spending money on more land. Improve our roads, increase
involvement in police and fire protection and maintain our existing parks etc. Stop finding ways to spend
more and increase our taxes!

Tax dollars should not be used for this.

Taxes are too high already!

The economy couldn't get much worse and you want me to consider a skateboard park? Or an outdoor ice
rink? Or a water trail for a gosh darn kayak? By the time things get better, your survey will be outdated and
you'll waste more time and money working up a new one. Don't bother me. Find someone else.

We have enough--there is no need to use tax dollars for this purpose.

We need to use the funding we have.

You don't get it--Stop spending money.

Farmland Preservation (10 Responses)
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Current agricultural land is sufficient. No less.

Don't know how you would choose farmland preservation there are good farmers out there that would want
to keep farming and then not so good farmers that would jump on this to waste our tax dollars for their
benefit.

Farmer using organic farming methods should be incented through the farmland preservation initiative.

I am opposed to farmland preservation by the government. This is a free market issue.

I don't feel strongly about farmland preservation because | am not informed on the issue and because | am
more concerned about preserving open spaces and the environment in general. These are not the same
thing.

I think it’s very important that Mequon starts preservation of farmland. | have lived here for 29 of my 30
years and constantly see new condos and subdivisions being built on the old farmland. This is making the
animals that used to call these places home have to search for new places to live. Now because of the recent
building behind our homes where deer and coyotes used to live, the deer population decreased and the
coyotes are now moving into our backyard and golf course and killing family pets.

Preserving farmland is very important as farms that sell their produce, such as Barthel Fruit Farm and
Witte's Farm attract people to our area and hopefully would lead them to also spend their dollars in our
towns like Cedarburg and Port Washington. We need to promote the many benefits of visiting Ozaukee
County as we have much to offer--tourism promotion--more of it would be great!

Purchasing conservation easements on farmland is fine, as long as it is done by private organizations that
are motivated to do so. It should not be the County’s business.

Too many people treat farm fields like privately owned public land. Why is the only farmland that gets
development rights purchase to have some form of water or woods? Why can't good farmland be
purchased because it is good farmland? Or would stop some urban sprawl and its purchase would protect a
lot more farm land?

We consider the current level of farmland preservation and the number/size/condition of parks as sufficient.



Preservation (general comments) (6 Responses)

Be careful to protect the rural nature because development and expansion (even in a bad economy) is easy.
Preservation is difficult.

Better zoning to protect land and water. Encourage rebuild or update rather than new build. Please do
something about invasive Buckthorn—I see it killing a lot of old trees.

If we spend all our time and money preserving everything that exists, and encroach on more, how do we
continue to attract younger families to live here so there is a sustainable tax base to support it? Take care of
the youth needs, they will come. Make it impossible to get in, they will not. Putting all development in
existing urban areas then puts control of their expansion in their hands and the politics will continue to be
ridiculous.

Keep up what we have.

Preservation of farmland/park/open spaces is very important. However, we already pay way too much in
taxes and if the county bought this land, who determines access? Will the public have access? Would
hunting and fishing be allowed? | would much rather see the county encourage private property owners
and farmers to preserve land and wetlands without government ownership of these lands. Existing
programs like CRP, WRP, and others work and should be supported, not the transfer of land to the county
gov't. This is not how our tax dollars should be spent.

Yes- rural development should be cut to one acre lots in rural areas like the state of Illinois--nothing bigger.

Business/Economic Development (3 Responses)

No more big box stores!
Please no more gas stations or car washes north side of Port.
Promote private enterprise, promote private jobs, promote manufacturing

Need more information (2 Responses)

Much of this needs further information especially the above.
This survey did not provide enough specifics regarding the study of money and other questions.

Miscellaneous (16 Responses)

None (4x)

Do not remove any existing dams on the Milwaukee River/Cedar Creek system. Limit snow dumping into
areas near waterways--use lake Michigan.

I am opposed to county telling a private property owner what they can or cannot do with their property.
Inform everyone what you offer and fund all with donations. Don't over kill this idea.

My family and I enjoy living in this county, and did this survey as a family discussion. Please provide a
result of this survey when available. We are glad when government business is done like this rather than
with ad campaigns. We consider this survey as "money well spent”!

Questions 2-5 are screwed up.

Some funding from county residents is going to have to be assessed, that | realize, but it has to be used
frugally with little demographic B.S...try and try for federal if its there, simply because they are going to
spend it anyway. | personally would have to educate myself on some of the issues listed. Put it out there
people have to know and this is a good start. Thanks

Stay out of it!

Stop creating & duplicating jobs. Let the State do it.
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The greater number of generations the less amounts the results will be.

This whole survey is total liberal garbage if | ever saw one!

Use some common sense. Don't listen to all the high interest groups.

What the heck are you doing with the roads? Every year. Do you not consider that people have to travel in
and out of Mequon/Thiensville? And you tear them up and redo the same projects over and over again.
What is this costing us? Green Bay Avenue--2 summers in a row--tore up the same work this summer that
was done last summer. Road looks awful and terrible design with the weird bump outs. Huge waste of
money that could have been spent on something more worthwhile. Don't waste any more of our money.

. Which of the following best describes the type of work you do? ‘Other’ (19 Responses)

Business owner(2x)
Executive(2x)
Homemaker( 2x)
IT(2x)

Mom(2x)

Acrtist

Construction
Engineering
Healthcare

Law enforcement
Nurse/social worker
Own machine shop
Retired

Supervisor



Appendix C - Quantitative Summary of Responses by Question

Ozaukee County Natural Resources Survey — 2010
**Please return by October 6, 2010**

Using blue or black ink, please fill the circle that most closely matches your response on the following:

Like this: @@ Notlike this: () () (7)
Please fill the circle:

1. From the following list, which FOUR have the most positive influence on the quality of life in Ozaukee County?
( Please mark e only FOUR)

30% Tranquil residential areas 57% Quality schools 22% Adequate availability of shopping/retail services
25% Parks and open spaces 71% Low crime rate/safe community 23% Well-maintained properties

i;;/oorgjlrjwti(:;zr recreation 30% Low taxes 17% Rural agricultural character

22% Condition of roads 16% Natural beauty 38% Small town/village charm

11% Proximity to job opportunities 7% Good pace of development 6% Historical features

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements:

Strongl MEUEY Strongl Nz
A re?ey Agree No Disa ?e)é Disagree  More
g Opinion g Info

2. Development should be concentrated in existing cities & villages
to minimize conflicts between urban and rural uses

3. There is enough farmland in Ozaukee County to support the
long-term economic viability of agriculture in the County

4. The cost of farmland is making agriculture unsustainable in
Ozaukee County

5. Ozaukee County should purchase conservation easements to
preserve farmland, maintain open space, or protect important 27% 39% 12% 6% 10% 7%
environmental areas

25% 42% 15% 3% 11% 5%

6% 34% 23% 8% 16%  13%

12% 29% 29% 2% 7% 20%

6. Would you prefer housing built in a traditional design (Option A) with larger individual lots and no shared open space or a
cluster design (Option B) with smaller individual lots and shared open space? Please fill the circle for either Option A or
Option B below to indicate your preference.

34% OPTION A 66% OPTIONB
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7. Would you favor or oppose the creation of a County program to purchase conservation easements from farmers in an
effort to preserve agricultural land?

Neutral/ Need More
Strongly Favor Favor No Opinion Oppose Strongly oppose Information
14% 34% 19% 15% 8% 11%

8. If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? (Please mark e all that apply)

Conservancy trust funds (e.g. Ozaukee/Washington
Land Trust)

58% State/Federal grants/funds 42% Dedicated farmland preservation fund 10% Sales taxes
2% Other (specify) See Appendix B

11% County property tax revenue 61% 54% Private donations

9. Would you be willing to support a property tax increase of $0.10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation ($25.00 annually
for a $250,000 home) to create and sustain a dedicated fund for an agricultural land preservation program?

Yes No
46% 54%

10. If you do not support using government funds for the preservation of farmland, why not?
(Please mark e all that apply)

37% It should be managed through zoning regulations ~ 44% Too costly

20% Current farmland is adequate 41% Interferes with private markets

11. Would you favor or oppose the establishment of a State-designated Agricultural Enterprise Area, which would allow
farmers to claim state farmland preservation tax credits, to help preserve farmland in Ozaukee County?

Strongly Favor Favor N?gjpt):r?ilcl)n Oppose Strongly oppose I’;lngggml\g?i:)i
11% 40% 23% 10% 11%
o : _ High  Low  Need
12. What would be your relative priorities for future funding and projects? Priority Priority I\I/Inofge
a. Acquiring parkland for passive uses (trails, nature study, picnicking, etc.) 38% 52% 11%
b. Acquiring parkland for active uses (playgrounds, ball fields, sand volleyball courts, etc.) 21% 2% 8%
c. Preserving open space, protecting natural resources and wildlife habitat 74% 21% 5%
d. River restoration projects to improve flood control, water quality, and wildlife habitat 71% 20% 9%
e. Maintenance and upkeep of existing park facilities 76% 19% 5%
f.  Security/ranger patrols/rules enforcement 26% 63% 12%
g. Outdoor education programs in parks/natural areas 23% 67% 9%
h. Establishing greenways/parkways along rivers 41% 50% 10%
i. New facilities in existing parks (playground equipment, flush toilets, etc.) 31% 59% 10%
j.  Preservation of farmland to maintain the feeling of rural character 52% 40% 8%
K. Preservation of farmland for food 57%  30% 13%
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High Low e

13. What would be your relative priorities for future funding and projects? Priority Priority I\I/Inofge
a. Creating mountain bike trails 13% 82% 5%
b. Developing horseback riding trails 6% 88% 6%
c. Upgrading the Ozaukee Interurban Trail (additional paved, off-road sections, trailheads, signage) 44% 49% 7%
d. Expanding links with the Ozaukee Interurban Trail (to County parks, communities west of Trail) 41% 50% 9%

Grooming cross country skiing trails in County parks 18% 76% 7%
f. Creating an off-leash dog park 19% 76% 7%
g. Establishing water trails for canoes and kayaks (on rivers and Lake Michigan) 28% 63% 9%
h. Developing additional public access to Lake Michigan 48% 46% 6%
i. Protecting natural areas adjacent to existing County parks 55% 40% 5%
j. Developing a golf driving range 9% 86% 5%
k. Establishing community gardens 27% 64% 9%
I. Creating another disc golf course 5% 90% 5%
m. Preserving historic structures and archaeological sites 65% 27% 9%
n. Building a skateboard park 9% 86% 6%
0. Creating an outdoor ice-skating/hockey rink 23% 69% 7%
p. Developing more campsites and campgrounds 22% 2% 7%

14. Would you favor or oppose the creation of a County program to purchase conservation easements on natural areas?

Neutral/ Need More
Strongly Favor Favor No Opinion Oppose Strongly oppose Information
8% 32% 23% 13% 9% 15%

15. If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? (Please mark e all that apply)
Conservancy trust funds (e.g. Ozaukee/Washington
Land Trust)

53% State/Federal grants/funds 369% Dedicated natural area fund 11% Sales taxes
1% Other (specify) See Appendix B

17% County property tax revenue  63% 64% Private donations

16. Would you be willing to support a property tax increase of $0.10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation ($25.00 annually
for a $250,000 home) to create and sustain a dedicated fund for a program to purchase conservation easements on
natural areas?

Yes No

37% 63%

17. 1f you do not support using government funds for the preservation of natural areas, why not?
(Please mark e all that apply)

30% It should be managed through zoning regulations ~ 53% Too costly

27% Current natural areas and open spaces are adequate 31% Interferes with private markets
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18. Would you favor or oppose the expansion of the Ozaukee County Parks System and County Recreational Facilities?

Neutral/ Need More
Strongly Favor Favor No Opinion Oppose Strongly oppose Information
7% 31% 23% 24% 6% 11%

19. If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? (Please mark e all that apply)
Conservancy trust funds (e.g. Ozaukee/Washington
Land Trust)

53% State/Federal grants/funds 50% Dedicated park and recreation fund 14% Sales taxes
4% Other (specify) See Appendix B

23% County property tax revenue  45% 58% Private donations

20. Would you be willing to support a property tax increase of $0.10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation ($25.00 annually
for a $250,000 home) to create and sustain a dedicated fund for Ozaukee County’s parks and recreational facilities?

Yes No
29% 71%

21. Would you favor or oppose the development of a Countywide network of bike and pedestrian trails, in addition to the
Ozaukee Interurban Trail?

Neutral/ Need More
Strongly Favor Favor No Opinion Oppose Strongly oppose Information
11% 26% 21% 28% 9% 6%

22. If you favor or strongly favor, how do you think the program should be funded? (Please mark e all that apply)
Conservancy trust funds (e.g. Ozaukee/Washington
Land Trust)

52% State/Federal grants/funds 51% Dedicated bike and pedestrian trail fund 10% Sales taxes
2% Other (specify) See Appendix B

20% County property tax revenue 41% 64% Private donations

23. Would you be willing to support a property tax increase of $0.10 per $1,000 of assessed valuation ($25.00 annually
for a $250,000 home) to create and sustain a dedicated fund for a Countywide network of bike and pedestrian trails?

Yes No
22% 78%

24. Please indicate how high a priority you would place on the following actions to preserve or improve the natural
environment in Ozaukee County.

High Low Need More

Priority Priority  Information
a. Creating stricter regulations to improve water quality (streams, rivers, lakes) 58% 30% 12%
b. Creating stricter regulations for flood control and stormwater 52% 34% 15%
c. Creating stricter regulations for environmental corridor areas 31% 44% 25%
d. Creating stricter regulations of non-metallic mining 23% 49% 27%
e. Creating stricter regulations for wetland protection 43% 43% 14%
f. Creating stricter regulations for development on lands with high groundwater recharge 38% 350% 270

potential

g. Preventing Lake Michigan beach and bluff erosion 59% 32% 9%
Preservation of wildlife habitat 63% 31% 6%
i. Monitoring Lake Michigan beach water quality 62% 29% 9%
j.  Promoting efforts to improve air quality 49% 39% 11%
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25. From the following list, please mark the FOUR most important actions you think the County should pursue.

( Please mark e only FOUR)

18% Increase industrial 28% Promote sustainable community
park/commercial development development

27% Promote development in existing 13% Increase affordable housing 30%
urban areas supply

39% Preserve green space

Promote renewable energy production

58% Protect water quality 38% Improve roads 57% Preserve rural and small town character

37% Preserve productive agricultural

10% Promote tourism
land

26. Do you have any additional comments regarding farmland preservation and/or park and open space issues in Ozaukee
County? See Appendix B

DEMOGRAPHICS

Male Female
27. Gender
67% 33%
Under 25 25-34 35-44 45 -54 55 - 64 65+
28. Age
1% 6% 15% 25% 25% 28%
Sales/ Education/ Factor General Agriculture/ Professional/
29. Which of the Services Government y Labor Farming Administrative
following best 13% 8% 3% 1% 1% 28%
describes the type Clerical/ Skilled . Not .
of work you do? Office Trade/ Craft Retired Employed Other See Appendix B
2% 6% 28% 4% 6%
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

334

Number of
children (under
18) in household

Highest level of
Education

Residential Status

If a year-round
resident, how
many Yyears have
you lived in
Ozaukee County?

Annual
Household
Income Range

Please indicate
the jurisdiction in
which you live

0 1
68% 11%
Less than High school
high school diploma
1% 13%
Own Rent
90% 10%
0 to 10 years 111020
years
22% 21%
Less than $15,000 -
$15,000 $24,999
1% 6%
13% City of Cedarburg
26% City of Mequon
City of Port
0
13% Washington
2%  Town of Belgium

14%
Some

college/tech

21%

Over 20
years

56%

$25,000 -
$49,999

16%

9%

2%

7%

3%

2 3

Tech
college
graduate

10%

$50,000 -
$74,999

21%

Town of
Cedarburg
Town of
Fredonia
Town of
Grafton
Town of Port
Washington

7%

Not applicable
(seasonal/part-time
resident)

1%
$75,000 -
$99,999
18%

1%

0%

1%

2%

4
1%

Bachelor’s
degree

28%

Town of
Saukville
Village of
Bayside
Village of
Belgium
Village of
Fredonia

5+

1%

Graduate or
professional degree

$100,000
or more

39%

13%

0%

4%

6%

28%

Village of
Grafton
Village of
Newburg
Village of
Saukville
Village of
Thiensville



Appendix G

RESULTS OF FOCUS GROUP MEETINGS
ON FARMLAND PRESERVATION IN OZAUKEE COUNTY
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Agenda and Questions for Focus Group Meetings
The following is a copy of an agenda used for one of the focus group meetings and the typical questions used for
two separate focus group meetings held on April 19 and 20, 2011. A summary of the results follows.

Results from First Focus Group
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The following are responses from the first focus group for Questions 2 a and b of the agenda:

o Ken Albinger — Town of Fredonia - Cash Crop

¢ Darwin Kison - Town of Cedarburg - Dairy, Custom Heifers

o Pat Wilbourn — City of Port Washington - Niche, Yellow Perch, products

¢ Brian Kligora — Village of Belgium - Kettle Lakes Co-op

o Meet others interested in farmland preservation/farming

o Understand issues affecting farm community

e On CAC, gathering information for the plan

e Communications between city and towns

¢ Find out what is happening with farmland preservation planning in Ozaukee County
o Has sufficient land for their type of agriculture

The following are responses to Questions 3 a through f of the agenda:

o Smaller family farms still exist in the County
Reach out to urban persons to meet jointly with farmers for Focus Group workshops, etc.
More focus groups... more educational workshops to discuss farming/agriculture
Lakeside Foods/food processing/Belgium area
Dairy and crop production — Kettle Lakes Co-op, United Co-op, West Bend Elevator (Supplies)
Lake Michigan — transportation is good, delivery
Communications with neighbors and Town/County government
e Hwy 57 and | 43 for transportation
¢ Close to markets — Milwaukee, Co-ops, Cedar Valley Cheese Factory
¢ Have some small family farms
¢ Development and housing — one farmer completely surrounded by housing development
o Weather
¢ Neighbors
o Absence of local communities in terms of the interest of farmers
o Town of Saukville — change to 5 acre lot sizes/zoning in agricultural area
¢ Village/City annexation
e Economic times
Input costs very high
Large corporate farming developing in the area... perception that larger farms are bad
Lack of government support
Lack of education
Keep property taxes on farmland low
Land rents for agriculture — land rents are getting too high (Rents $45 - $225 per acre)
Farms getting bigger/need more land
e Corn and beans are high value right now
e Manure hauling... make it more available
e More land... availability of land ... less housing development
o Adequate zoning to restrict development... denser development patterns... increase density for housing
e Communication between the farm community and city/villages... perception... urban dwellers
o Have claimed tax credits in the past... of some value... has some impact to operations
o Another set of rules and regulations to follow
e Decrease tax credits, increase dollars for commodities
e North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area... easements for farm use, not
recreation use.
o Tax credits provide more funding in the long term than easements
o Concern about buying easements
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o Preference for no programs, get enough dollars for product

e What is the value of 40 acre easement in 1000 acres of farmland?

e Communication between towns/farmers and cities/villages

o Not familiar with Town zoning

o Restricting access for driveway, development access... conflict with farming equipment... restrict access
for travel through ag areas, county roads/town roads/State highways

e Traffic is big problem

¢ Signage, flashing signs

o Work with Sherriff on enforcement

e Teach in drivers education

¢ DNR close off town roads at certain times of the year to allow manure haulers sole access

o Easier access, less traffic, get job done quicker

o Agricultural Enterprise Areas... Town of Port Washington, Town of Belgium and Town of Fredonia...
larger farms... contiguous farms/parcels — AEA locations

e County could provide education on benefits/costs of AEA

e Transfer to son... remain in an agricultural land use... have the ability to have land remain in agriculture...
sell to another farmer or family member

o Keep the northern part of the County in agriculture... primarily... most of the farmers, better land,

contiguous lands.

Moving away from commodities and toward organics

Northern part of the County will remain in agriculture

More vegetable growers/truck farmers... not necessarily only organics... local sellers

More farmers markets

More specialty farms/niche farms

Rent garden plots out/community gardens

Global market area

Input costs going up... no till conservation practices... supply and demand... lessen input costs

Improvement/changes in yield, crop genetics

More genetically modified crops org.

Changes in technology... digesters, biomass

Processing facilities will remain similar distance away

Increasingly difficult to find younger generation to farm

Successful family farms will continue, grow bigger

More competition for skilled workers... for farming

Results from Second Focus Group
The following are responses from the second focus group for Questions 2 a and b of the agenda:

o Kate Smallish — Supervisor Town of Saukville — Tree Farm, Niche Farming, Large-scale Gardening,
Member of Farm Bureau — Serves on Plan Commission. Concern about extraterritorial zoning...
annexations for subdivisions. Concerned that it is too late.

Barb Jobs — Town Chairman, Town of Saukville — Farm — Raise Hay, 70 acres, Large-scale Gardening,
Eggs, Small Farmers, Worked in Government, Promotion, 30 persons in FPP in the past... 1983 program
until now... Town is positive for farmland. Keep farmland in the Town. Exclusive Ag in Town. The
1983 FPP did not work. Concerns about 35 acre zoning. Person that owned land is retirement age. Lots

Harold Schoessow — City of Mequon, west of Thiensville - 300 Farmed acres, beef cattle, corn, soybeans,
hay and silage.

Karin Manley — Town of Grafton — Horse Farm, 100 acres, Wetland Restoration, Horses and Hay

Don Hamm - Town of Fredonia — 600 acres, 100s of Dairy Cows, Corn and hay silage, Dairy cows,
President — State NGO, Worked on WLI with Secretary
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¢ Bob Roden — Town of Trenton, Saukville, Fredonia — Dairy, cash crops, Concern about farming in Ozaukee

County — too late? Complaints with manure, hauling, etc. Long hours for planting. He would like to
keep farming and have son farm in the future. Family Farming. Large farms are of concern. Paulus
Farm — a fight to allow for this type of farming. Small farms will not work for dairy. Niche agricultural
may be viable. Agriculture is in a different mode for the future. Discussed the trends and use of large
equipment.

e Pat Wilbourn — City of Port Washington, Niche Farmer, Fish and Produce, Interest in Farmland

Preservation. Part of the Citizen Advisory Committee meeting. Communication between suburban and
rural. Moratorium on development. Zoning to implement the moratorium. Is it practical to put a
moratorium on extension of services into rural areas, stop urban sprawl. City and village expansion.

o Ed Miller — Towns of Cedarburg and Saukville - FPP CAC and builder by trade... here to learn and

participate. The President of the Metropolitan Builders Association. Interest of industry. President of
MBA. Represent the builders. Learn from people and farmers in the room. Development needs control.
Not a lot of foresight in planning development from building industry. National Association of Builders.
Building in Ozaukee County...increase in subdivisions, empty housing... large swing. Reaction of local
government...make land available for development. Permitting increased 30% in first two months,
decrease in third month (March).

e Dan O’Neil — Agricultural Agent since 1982, Town of Saukville, Fredonia. = Trends... middle 50’s.

Changes occurring similar to Bob Roden... Public want family farms. Receives a lot of complaints...
banning lights on tractors, complaints about farming after dark, machinery on road increasing, farm vs.
traffic, accidents. First Farmland Preservation Plan... 1983... optional, chose to participate. Choice
about what to do with land. Sell land for purposes that they want. Less rules and regulations desired.
Vegetable farmers... sell to Madison and Oconomowoc. Direct marketing options. Decrease interest in
Farmland Preservation. Part of attempts for specialty animal farming. Increase in consumer awareness.
Hop growing. Ozaukee County is a large ginseng grower in the past... largest in Ozaukee County. Corn
and soybeans.

The following are responses to Questions 3 a through f of the agenda:
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Development needs control.

Is it practical to put a moratorium on extension of services into rural areas, stop urban sprawl.

Lots of farmers working rented are landowners interested in Farmland Preservation.

Development of reserve program around Villages — Lower amount of money, for shorter period of time for

PDR, Could re-enlist.

Sees a negative government attitude, lack of confidence.

¢ Retrain the way people think a lot living on a 35 acre parcel.
o Attitude in Town of Saukville... 35 acre parcels not working... 5 acre development. Still have 30 acres to

farm. Live on 5 acre lots. Citizen attitudes are disconnected from reality.

e Accommodate growth, but on non-farmable land... not prime farmland. Have people with 70 acres that

don’t farm. Use value is proven to save farmland. Smaller lots, don’t eat up 35 acres farmable tracts.

o Pay residential taxes on 35 acres, even when house is in the middle of 35 acres. Own septic and water.

Smaller lots in urban setting. Pre-existing conditions.

e Concerned about water runoff, farm equipment on roads, etc.
o No respect when passing farm machinery on roads. Town roads are limited... no room. CTH I is busy.

Opitz and Paulus tractors... worried about accidents.

o Newsletter — Education of residents
o Educate law enforcements
o Can’t tell landowner that they can’t sell land.... Zoning? Respect for development and agricultural land.

European restrictions are not the solution.

o Shouldn’t be able to tell farmers they cannot sell their land
¢ Rezoning in the Town of Saukville to allow for 5 acre parcels. Sell acreage to continue farming. Hobby

farms... restrict to large lots. Educate to the point that 35 acres does not work. Small parcels will allow



to save larger tracts of land. Allow people to sell off smaller pieces of land to preserve larger tracts of
farmland. Purchase only non- prime ag.

o Cedarburg development... railroad, post office... Granville Road, Freistadt Post Office.

o Preserve farmland through high grain prices... won’t have a reason to sell farms. Profit driven. Can buy
additional land and reinvest. Is it too late... larger and larger farms... winners and losers?

o Use value assessment... developers buy it and hold it... but is still works. This is the key for protecting
land. This is why we are still here. Biggest player.

o Create Incentives to rent farmland out to farmers rather than selling the land.

o Concerns about implementing in perpetuity. 5-20 year increment is better. Maybe 15-20 years instead of
forever. Protected forever. Annexations.... trip out east... fragmented

o Land preserved in middle of city, became a mess because of “forever” preservation

o Use assessment — taxes stayed the same... tax credits not valuable.

o Current anti-government viewpoint makes it difficult for any group to ask for tax credits.

o Rents are higher... the tax credit does not matter... percentage, FP credits were large a percentage toward
income in the past. Now approaching insignificant.

o More bang for buck... tax credits for more people... winners and losers... right place, right time... PACE =
more losers and winners.

e PACE going to the same winners as other dollars resources

Not enough money toward incentives from the State... to make it effective.

Things have changed... More niche farming, locally grown crops. Location between expressways and

small towns and villages... market for produce. More of a future in niche or mega farms.

More mega-farms... mixture between niche and extremely large

Mid-sized operations are most at risk... most vulnerable. Can’t reinvest in farm. Equipment for these mid-

sized farms are not available.

Belgium, Fredonia, Saukville — Family operations getting larger

South of Hwy 33... more niche farmers... a few larger lots in City of Mequon on west side.

o County — logistics business... schools, hospitals, specific demand, specific product... niche farmers through
a co-op to address need for the larger institutions. County to organize the logistics would be necessary.
One stop shopping. County would identify demand and provision of products... identifying who provides
what. Coordinate.

e Ozaukee County, leadership... pay attention to west side of State... information and educational programs.
Agricultural activities. Educational activities.

¢ East side of State — Fredonia and Belgium up to .. Dairy leaders nationwide.

¢ Regional markets... with viable, full-time farming businesses. County did not control who grew what, just
coordinated the outlet. Smaller incomes.

¢ Outlets for product is important.... Established market system. Specialty crops have to develop the market
system. ldentify buyers... Milwaukee, West Bend, City of Mequon /Thiensville.

e Farmers Markets... West Bend market... diversity of products... smaller quantities.

o Globalization... be specific if you are to survive. Diversify investments.

o Are there younger, smaller producers that will want to work hard enough to be part of local co-op... what
about revenue? Must generate enough revenue to support families. Must purchase lands.

o Value of existing farms. Larger farms can buy tracts of land at a premium price more easily.

o Easier for existing large farms to finance... finance side is important. Lending for new / younger farmers is
very difficult to obtain.

e Economy causing many people to learn how to garden. Well spring gardening... enthusiasm.

¢ Projected populations.

e Where will the development go? Comprehensive Plan. Price of fuel, where they desire to live, aging
population, shopping.

e Sell idea of increased density.... Benefit developers. Decrease dependency on cars and increase transit.

o Increase awareness of where food is coming from... locally grown.

e County have a registry/list of land available for farmers to rent.
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Destroy historical values... high density... high quality... convert with demographics.

Infill locations... developers... Make it easier to develop infill lots. Look at infill opportunities.

Municipalities have different needs, different desires... working toward a common goal... County to
supervise. Communities to be on same page. County could coordinate.

Balance of desires.

Demand for larger lots... ability to expand... farmers will buy up farmland. Certainty is very important. If
farmers know there is opportunity to remain in ag long-term, they will purchase adjacent parcels to
expand farm.

Countywide zoning... has not been historical. County support? Preserve farmland.

Lack of support from County Board to preserve farmland.

o County Board reference to “those towns people”... concern about relationship.

e Good mechanics for farm equipment in local area.

e Good interaction... smaller groups.

e FPP CAC SWOT was productive.
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Table I-1
PRIORITIZATION SURVEY RESULTS FOR THE FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY: APRIL 2012

Program
Number® Program Score Rank

13 Assign agricultural use to parcels receiving a LESA score of 6.4 or higher on the Ozaukee County Planned
Land Use Map: 2035 (Map 24 in Chapter ), if also designated for agricultural use on the applicable local

government adopted planned land use map. 1.79 1
15 Develop a County agricultural conservation easement program or purchase of development rights (PDR)

program or a County agricultural conservation easement program to protect agricultural parcels identified

as high priority by the LESA analysis. 1.54 2
14 Study and develop a County land division ordinance that could be used countywide to help protect

agricultural resource areas identified on Map 6 in Chapter II. 1.45 3

47 Continue to support farmland preservation educational efforts by the Ozaukee County Planning and Parks
Department, Ozaukee County Land and Water Management Department, and UW-Extension to assist
landowners and the public, including distribution of WDNR and DATCP educational materials to local
landowners on farmland preservation, through the County newsletter and website, public informational
meetings, and individual contacts with landowners. 1.43 4

17 Work with the Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT), the Land Conservation Partnership of Ozaukee
County, and other land trusts to protect agricultural parcels identified as high priority by the LESA analysis

through agricultural conservation easements and/or land purchases. 1.43 5
32 Establish an Agricultural Enterprise Area(s) containing contiguous lands devoted primarily to agricultural

use. An AEA would be part of a broader strategy to protect farmland and promote agriculture and

agriculturally-related development. 1.40 6

25 Continue to update as needed the Farmland Preservation Plan for Ozaukee County based on the LESA
analysis and any revisions made to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program. Continue to
encourage local governments to participate in future updates to the County Farmland Preservation Plan. 1.39 7

30 Encourage County and local programs to protect farmland through education and the development of
programs to support farmland protection. The County should also provide technical assistance to towns
for town farmland protection programs, such as transfer of development rights and exclusive agricultural
(or farmland preservation) zoning. 1.39 8

11 Continue to support and to implement recommendations in the County Land and Water Resource
Management Plan to protect land and water resources, including farmland. 1.36 9

18 Develop and adopt a County right-to-farm ordinance that defines agricultural operations, normal agricultural
practices, and the specific farmland that is affected by the ordinance; a reference to the State Statute that
protects farmers from nuisance law suits; and a grievance procedure that outlines how complaints against

agricultural operations will be resolved. 1.35 10
35 Implement programs recommended under the Farmland Protection Recommendations to preserve

agricultural activity in Ozaukee County, including those in the Wisconsin Working Lands law (Chapter 91

of the Statutes) and study a County property tax deduction on agricultural uses. 1.34 11
16 Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for local government use that focuses on

the protection of agricultural areas. 1.32 12

24 Continue to pursue Federal and State farmland protection grant funds available to County governments,
and use the LESA analysis to prioritize areas. 1.29 13

45 Continue to promote allowing produce stands, bed-and-breakfast establishments, “commercial kitchens,”
and other types of home occupations or “home-based” businesses on farms to help supplement farming
incomes. 1.23 14

36 Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans available through Federal and State agencies
for beginning farmers. The County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal and State
agency assistance and Federal and State agencies as part of program implementation. 1.21 15

41 Develop a program to market and link Ozaukee County agricultural products, including organic products, to
restaurants, stores, schools, hospitals, and group residential facilities (nursing homes, for example) in
Ozaukee County and surrounding areas. 1.21 16

27 Implement the Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) and ensure compliance of farms with FPP rules. 1.19 17

3 Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically outlining the soil conservation and Best
Management Practices (BMP) resources and grants available through State agencies such as the
Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and the Department of
Natural Resources (WDNR). The County should act as a liaison between those interested in State agency
assistance and State agencies as part of program implementation. 1.18 18

46 Publicize and furnish information on alternative specialized or niche farming operations, including “urban,”
“aquaponics,” “hydroponics,” aquaculture, organic, herb (including herbology, use of herbs as natural
remedies), apiculture (beekeeping), equestrian, and “bioenergy” (sustainable biomass and biofuel
production) farming. 1.17 19
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Table I-1 (continued)

Program
Number®

Program

Score

Rank

1

Develop an educational program and distribute educational materials regarding farming techniques that
promote soil conservation such as conservation tillage (where crops are grown with minimal or reduced
cultivation of the soil), no till and zone tilling farming, contour stripping, grass waterways, terracing, crop
rotation, and nutrient management through soil sampling. The educational program focus should include
local governments and individual farmers. Information and application assistance for Federal and State
programs to implement farming practices that promote soil conservation should be provided to farmers
through the County educational program.

1.15

20

Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically outlining the soil conservation and BMP
resources and grants available through the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and other
Federal agencies. The County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal agency
assistance and Federal agencies as part of program implementation.

1.15

21

19

Support Wisconsin's Working Lands Initiative recommendations.

1.14

22

23

Develop a public educational program and distribute educational materials to the public regarding the
benefits of farming, including economic impacts, and the need to protect enough farmland in Ozaukee
County for farming to remain viable in the future.

1.14

23

40

Identify and consider establishing AEAs to include areas with an agricultural economic cluster of farming
operations and appropriate agri-businesses on lands designated for agricultural use on the County
Planned Land Use Map for 2035.

1.13

24

10

Promote the removal of highly erodible land from agricultural use through implementing the County Soil
and Water Resource Management Program.

1.10

25

12

Continue to identify croplands that do not have a conservation plan and help develop these plans. Also,
continue to assist in updating existing conservation plans.

1.10

26

44

Work with UW-Extension to provide information to farmers on succession planning to help ensure farming
activity continues into the future.

1.09

27

21

Develop a cost/revenue model comparing the cost of County and local government services to various
types of land use compared to agricultural land uses.

1.07

28

20

Study the feasibility of providing a tax break or incentive on the County portion of the property tax for
agricultural parcels, including those donating conservation easements.

1.04

29

Enforce the land and water management standards required of participants in the Wisconsin Farmland
Preservation Program.

1.04

30

26

Continue to encourage intergovernmental cooperation to protect farmland, including the use of boundary
agreements.

1.03

31

31

Provide technical assistance to the North Branch Milwaukee River Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area
including maps, tile locations, soils information, and conservation plans to the WDNR and OWLT on
parcels of interest. County representatives should also continue to participate on the Heritage Area
technical and advisory committees.

1.03

32

Continue to pursue Federal and State soil resource conservation grant funds available to county
governments.

1.01

33

42

Establish a program to promote agri-tourism in Ozaukee County through agricultural-related special events.
Events could include farm breakfasts, farm tours, corn mazes, and u-pick farms. The program could
include an educational component for farmers regarding possible agri-tourism enterprises.

1.00

34

Develop methods to ensure nutrient management plans required by Section NR 151.07 of the Wisconsin
Administrative Code are implemented in the County.

0.98

35

33

Continue to publicize and furnish information on sustainable and alternative agricultural practices.

0.92

36

38

Study the potential development of health care purchasing programs for farmers in Ozaukee County,
similar to the program being developed by the Wisconsin Health Care Cooperative established under
Section 185.99 of the Statutes, to allow self-employed farmers or small businesses to purchase affordable
health insurance.

0.92

37

Continue to promote the use of the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) and Conservation Reserve
Enhancement Program (CREP) in Ozaukee County.

0.91

38

28

Encourage the use of the WDNR Managed Forest Law/Land program in the County and update the
geographic information system (GIS) database.

0.91

39

Work with the UW-Discovery Farms and Wisconsin Agricultural Stewardship Initiative programs to promote
an increased understanding of agricultural impacts on soil quality and how to implement BMPs among
farmers and government officials in Ozaukee County.

0.90

40

43

Work with UW-Extension and local high schools and colleges to promote agribusiness education programs.

0.90

41

29

Promote the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP) and assist communities, non-government
organizations, and the WDNR in identifying appropriate areas to apply for FRPP grants.

0.88

42

354




Table I-1 (continued)

Program
Number®

Program

Score

Rank

39

Study the use of State and Federal bio-energy grants to promote agriculture and associated agricultural
industries in Ozaukee County.

0.86

43

100

Identify sustainable lands to be retained in long-term agricultural use in consultation with local governments,
and using the results of the LESA analysis. (N=17)

0.83

44

37

Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans available through Federal and State agencies
for youth programs, including 4-H Clubs and Future Farmers of America (FFA). The County should act as a
liaison between those interested in Federal and State agency assistance and Federal and State agencies
as part of program implementation.

0.82

45

98

Preserve groundwater recharge areas identified on Map 11 in Chapter Il through the County subdivision
review process and encourage local governments to preserve groundwater recharge areas through local
comprehensive plans and consistent implementation of land use control ordinances, such as the zoning
ordinance. (N=17)

0.82

46

88

The cities, villages, and towns in the County will continue to administer and enforce their respective
community zoning and land division ordinances in accordance with the recommendations of the adopted
community comprehensive plan, and amend zoning and land division ordinances and zoning maps as
necessary to implement the local comprehensive plan. Such amendments may include the creation of new
zoning districts or regulations in order to implement the local comprehensive plan. (N=17)

0.79

47

87

Continue to incorporate city, village, and town land use plans into the County land use plan for areas within
their respective municipal boundaries, in accordance with the procedure for plan amendments described in
Part 2 of Chapter XIV in the County comprehensive plan. Ozaukee County will continue to work with
communities to prepare necessary plan amendments for inclusion in the County multi-jurisdictional
comprehensive plan. (N=17)

0.77

48

22

Develop a fact sheet outlining the impact of agricultural land conversion in Ozaukee County.

0.77

49

34

Assist, where requested, local governments in preparing a Livestock Facility Siting Ordinance under Section
93.90 of the Wisconsin Statutes.

0.77

50

83

Preserve and maintain structures with significant historical and archaeological value in the County. (N=17)

0.74

51

99

Allocate an appropriate mix of commercial and industrial land uses on the County land use plan map to
encourage sustainable development of land for business use. Guide these land uses away from lands
delineated on Maps 16 and 17 in Chapter Il, unless otherwise delineated on local government land use
plan maps. (N=17)

0.72

52

91

Allocate residential land in existing urban (sewer) service areas to urban densities if recommended by the
concerned local government land use plan map. (N=17)

0.70

53

93

Encourage infill housing development. (N=17)

0.68

54

95

Allocate a mix of residential land use categories, including urban density and multi-family/high density
residential uses, to the residential areas identified on the County land use plan map to develop a land use
pattern that can be efficiently served by public transportation and alternative transportation systems.
(N=11)

0.68

55

97

Allocate an adequate amount of land on the County land use map and to incorporate the programs
recommended in Chapter XI, Utilities and Community Facilities Element, of the County comprehensive
plan, including accommodating necessary expansion of utilities and community facilities where warranted.
(N=17)

0.68

56

49

Develop the County conservation easement program or purchase of development rights (PDR) program to
protect natural resource areas identified on Maps 16 and 17.

0.67

57

96

Allocate an appropriate mix of commercial and industrial land uses to the business areas identified on the
County land use plan map to develop a land use pattern that can be efficiently served by public
transportation and alternative transportation systems. (N=17)

0.67

58

60

Continue to support the Southeastern Wisconsin Invasive Species Consortium (SEWISC), Inc., which
functions as the Southeastern Wisconsin Cooperative Weed Management Area, covering the Milwaukee
River watershed and surrounding counties, along with other government agencies and nonprofit
organizations. (N=17)

0.65

59

Update the land and water resource management plan every five years.

0.65

60

85

Observe Section 66.1111 of the Wisconsin Statutes, which requires local governments, including counties,
to consider how a project may affect historic properties and archaeological sites listed on the National
Register of Historic Places or State Register of Historic Places. (N=17)

0.63

61

67

Support and, where applicable, implement sanitary sewer, water supply, and stormwater management
standards recommended in the regional water supply plan and regional water quality management plan
(RWQMP) update. (N=17)

0.62

62
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Table I-1 (continued)

Program
Number®

Program

Score

Rank

56

Promote model conservation subdivision ordinances, such as the Rural Cluster Development Guide, to

local governments. Assist local governments in interpreting and implementing conservation subdivision
ordinances, including requiring stewardship plans to ensure proper management of common open space
which may also contain farmstead features. (N=17)

0.61

63

77

Ensure compliance with Chapter NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code through plat and shoreland

zoning reviews, including construction site pollutant control (including plan review and compliance
inspections) and post-construction stormwater management (including plan review and compliance
inspections). (N=17)

0.61

64

52

Encourage the adoption of_lowland conservancy and upland conservancy zoning districts that are based on
Table 96, Guidelines for Development Considered Compatible with Environmental Corridors and Isolated
Natural Resource Areas, in Chapter VII of the County comprehensive plan for use in local government
zoning ordinances. (N=17)

0.60

65

94

Work to implement the recommendations of the Ozaukee County Jurisdictional Highway System Plan and
the Regional Transportation System Plan. (N=17)

0.60

66

68

Continue to administer and enforce the Ozaukee County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance in
accordance with State and Federal requirements. (N=17)

0.60

67

90

A full range of housing structure types and sizes, including single-family, two-family, and multi-family
dwelling units, should be planned for in existing urban (sewer) service areas in accordance with adopted
County and local land use plan maps to provide affordable housing options for households of all income
levels, ages, and special needs projected for Ozaukee County in 2035. (N=17)

0.59

68

59

Work with nongovernmental organizations to support implementation of methods to control invasive
species, with a focus along major transportation routes and corridors through the County such as IH 43
and the Milwaukee River. (N=17)

0.59

69

76

Develop and adopt a countywide Stormwater and Construction Site Erosion Control Ordinance that
includes an illicit discharge detection, elimination, and enforcement component. (N=17)

0.58

70

84

Develop model historic and archaeological preservation ordinances for towns under the provisions of
Section 60.04 of the Statutes and for cities and villages based on Section 62.23(7)(em) of the Statutes
(consult the State Historical Society Division of Historic Preservation model ordinance). The
archaeological model ordinance would be similar to a historic preservation ordinance; however, its focus is
preservation of archaeological sites (N=17)

0.58

71

55

Study and develop a County Land Division Ordinance that could be used countywide to help protect
identified natural resource areas. (N=17)

0.57

72

86

Develop and distribute educational materials to local governments, historical societies and the public
regarding agencies, such as the State Historical Society Office of Local History, and funding sources that
may support the work and facilities of local historical societies in Ozaukee County. (N=17)

0.57

73

48

Develop an education program and distribute educational materials regarding techniques that promote land
use patterns that are sensitive to natural resource conservation such as overlay zoning, incentive zoning,
planned unit development (PUD), conservation subdivisions, and transfer of development rights (TDR)
programs. The educational program focus should include local governments and developers. (N=17)

0.56

74

54

Protect natural areas and critical species habitat and aquatic sites identified in the Ozaukee County Park
and Open Space Plan. (N=17)

0.56

75

73

Enforce the recommendations for management of animal waste storage facilities and utilization of waste
set forth in Standard 590 of the USDA-NRCS Technical Guide and conduct yearly follow-up inspections.
(N=17)

0.56

76

72

Enforce farm compliance with Chapter 12, Animal Waste Storage, of the Ozaukee County Code of
Ordinances. (N=17)

0.56

7

65

Require vegetation management plans for land divisions in the County through a revision to the County
Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance. (N=17)

0.55

78

103

Study the use of State and Federal bio-energy grants to promote agriculture and associated agricultural
industries in Ozaukee County. (N=17)

0.54

79

63

Implement noxious weed ordinances in County parks and local parks by working cooperatively with local
governments. (N=17)

0.54

80

92

Encourage the use of conservation subdivision design for residential developments outside of urban
(sewer) service areas. (N=17)

0.54

81

61

Develop model public/private landscaping construction and facilities maintenance guidelines to ensure
transported soil, fill, and rock do not contain invasive plants or seeds, and use the guidelines for County
projects. (N=17)

0.54

82
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Table I-1 (continued)

Program
Number® Program Score Rank

82 Support and, where applicable, establish and utilize an adaptive watershed management option as a strategy
to meet the phosphorus water quality criteria set forth in Section NR 102.06 of the Wisconsin Administrative
Code in an economically efficient manner while considering the contributions of phosphorus from point and

nonpoint sources in a watershed. (N=17) 0.54 83

51 Develop a model zoning ordinance for local government use that provides for protection of natural resource
areas identified on Maps 16 and 17. (N=17) 0.53 84

66 Follow the provisions of Chapter NR 40, Invasive Species Identification, Classification and Control, of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code. (N=17) 0.53 85

62 Study and incorporate invasive plant species control and management requirements into the County Shoreland
and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance. (N=17) 0.52 86

81 Maintain, update, and implement recommendations set forth in the Ozaukee County flood mitigation plan,
including acquisition of properties in the floodplain without “buildable” areas. (N=17) 0.52 87

50 Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for local government use that focuses on the
protection of natural resource areas. (N=17) 0.51 88
58 Develop a public educational program to discourage the use of invasive plant species in landscaping. (N=17) 0.51 89

57 Develop a model landscaping ordinance for local government use that restricts landscaping with invasive plant
species. (N=17) 0.50 920

74 Develop methods to reduce the amount of winter spread manure on 50 percent of the critical areas in 303(d)
list waters and waters within the Great Lakes Watershed. (N=17) 0.50 91

101 Study the administration of additional partnerships and educational opportunities designed to develop the job
skills sought by employers and potential employers in Ozaukee County. (N=17) 0.50 92

89 Communities may establish urban and rural design guidelines for which compliance may be mandatory
(regulatory approach by converting guidelines into ordinance regulations) or voluntary (nonregulatory
approach by encouraging developers to follow a design manual). (N=17) 0.49 93

70 Develop public educational programs and distribute educational materials to the public regarding the benefits
of natural resources and the need to protect them from degradation; floodplain and wetlands including
statutory requirements and authorities related to these features; limitations of saturated soils for development;
projects homeowners can implement to reduce nonpoint source pollution, such as rain gardens, replacing
lawn areas with native landscaping, and reducing impervious surfaces; well water safety information and well
monitoring; and importance of bluff setback requirements and the bluff erosion process. The education

programs focus should include local governments, developers, and the public. (N=17) 0.49 94
64 Provide for an invasive plant education and outreach program in Ozaukee County through a partnership with

the Invasive Plant Association of Wisconsin, SEWISC, and other partners. (N=17) 0.49 95
80 Use the Milwaukee River Basin Plan and Sheboygan River Basin Plan to target priority farms by identifying

sediment delivery fields, and phosphorus runoff sites in 303(d) list waters areas. (N=17) 0.48 96

102 Develop telecommunications and technology strategies for the County to ensure access to wireless voice and
data communications networks for County businesses and residents, including residents who telecommute or

operate a home-based business. (N=17) 0.47 97
71 Work to install buffers along all watercourses in Ozaukee County. (N=17) 0.44 98
53 Protect environmental corridors through the County plat review process. (N=17) 0.42 99
79 Work collaboratively with MMSD and SEWRPC to implement and update the RWQMP. (N=17) 0.41 100
104 Study the use of County funding to support staffing for the Ozaukee County Tourism Council. (N=17) 0.36 101
78 Assist other government agencies with implementation of the RWQMP. (N=17) 0.33 102
69 Develop a public educational program and distribute educational materials to the public regarding nonpoint and
point source pollution. (N=17) 0.32 103
75 Develop methods to collaborate with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the WDNR to
remove PCB’s in 303(d) listed waters. This effort should include a public education component. (N=17) 0.31 104
Range Maximum 1.79 --
Minimum 0.31 --

NOTE: Contains a total of 104 Programs. N=19 unless indicated otherwise (N means number of responses or sample size).
Top 20 Percent = 1.15 or higher score
Top 25 Percent = 1.09 or higher score
Top 30 Percent = 1.03 or higher score
Top 40 Percent = 0.87 or higher score
Top 50 Percent = 0.71 or higher score

®Program number was assigned as sequentially listed in Chapter VI.
Source: Ozaukee County, UW-Extension, and SEWRPC.
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Table I-2

SURVEY RESULTS FOR THE AGRICULTURAL-RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS
OF THE FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY: APRIL 2012

Goals Weight
Preserve soils suitable for agricultural production in Ozaukee County. 1.89
Preserve a sufficient amount of agricultural land to ensure farming remains viable in Ozaukee County. 2.28
Protect farms and farming in Ozaukee County. 2.00

GOAL: Preserve soils suitable for agricultural production in Ozaukee County.

Program Sub-Rank Overall
Number® Program Average Weight Score® (1=High) Rank
1 Develop an educational program and distribute educational

materials regarding farming techniques that promote soil
conservation such as conservation tillage (where crops are grown
with minimal or reduced cultivation of the soil), no till and zone
tilling farming, contour stripping, grass waterways, terracing, crop
rotation, and nutrient management through soil sampling. The
educational program focus should include local governments and
individual farmers. Information and application assistance for
Federal and State programs to implement farming practices that
promote soil conservation should be provided to farmers through
the County educational program. 0.61 1.89 1.15 3 20

2 Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically
outlining the soil conservation and Best Management Practices
(BMP) resources and grants available through the U.S.
Department of Agriculture (USDA) and other Federal agencies.
The County should act as a liaison between those interested in
Federal agency assistance and Federal agencies as part of
program implementation. 0.61 1.89 1.15 3 21

3 Develop an educational/technical assistance program specifically
outlining the soil conservation and BMP resources and grants
available through State agencies such as the Wisconsin
Department of Agriculture, Trade, and Consumer Protection
(DATCP) and the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources
(WDNR). The County should act as a liaison between those
interested in State agency assistance and State agencies as part
of program implementation. 0.63 1.89 1.18 2 18

4 Work with the UW-Discovery Farms and Wisconsin Agricultural
Stewardship Initiative programs to promote an increased
understanding of agricultural impacts on soil quality and how to
implement BMPs among farmers and government officials in
Ozaukee County. 0.48 1.89 0.90 11 40

5 Continue to pursue Federal and State soil resource conservation
grant funds available to County governments. 0.54 1.89 1.01 8 33

6 Develop methods to ensure nutrient management plans required by
Section NR 151.07 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code are
implemented in the County. 0.52 1.89 0.98 9 35

7 Update the land and water resource management plan every five
years. 0.34 1.89 0.65 12 60

8 Continue to promote the use of the Conservation Reserve Program
(CRP) and Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP)
in Ozaukee County. 0.48 1.89 0.91 10 38

9 Enforce the land and water management standards required of
participants in the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program. 0.55 1.89 1.04 7 30

10 Promote the removal of highly erodible land from agricultural use
through implementing the County Soil and Water Resource
Management Program. 0.58 1.89 1.10 5 25

11 Continue to support and to implement recommendations in the
County Land and Water Resource Management Plan to protect
land and water resources, including farmland. 0.72 1.89 1.36 1 9

12 Continue to identify croplands that do not have a conservation plan
and help develop these plans. Also, continue to assist in updating
existing conservation plans. 0.58 1.89 1.10 5 26
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Table I-2 (continued)

GOAL:

Preserve a sufficient amount of agricultural land to ensure farming remains viable in Ozaukee County.

Program
Number®

Program

Average

Weight

Score®

Sub-Rank
(1=High)

Overall
Rank

13

Assign agricultural use to parcels receiving a LESA score of 6.4 or
higher on the Ozaukee County Planned Land Use Map: 2035
(Map 24 in Chapter Il), if also designated for agricultural use on the
applicable local government adopted planned land use map.

0.78

2.28

1.79

14

Study and develop a County land division ordinance that could be
used countywide to help protect agricultural resource areas
identified on Map 6 in Chapter II.

0.64

2.28

1.45

15

Develop a County agricultural conservation easement program or
purchase of development rights (PDR) program or a County
agricultural conservation easement program to protect agricultural
parcels identified as high priority by the LESA analysis.

0.68

2.28

1.54

16

Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for
local government use that focuses on the protection of agricultural
areas.

0.58

2.28

1.32

12

17

Work with the Ozaukee Washington Land Trust (OWLT), the Land
Conservation Partnership of Ozaukee County, and other land
trusts to protect agricultural parcels identified as high priority by the
LESA analysis through agricultural conservation easements and/or
land purchases.

0.63

2.28

1.43

18

Develop and adopt a County right-to-farm ordinance that defines

agricultural operations, normal agricultural practices, and the
specific farmland that is affected by the ordinance; a reference to
the State Statute that protects farmers from nuisance law suits;
and a grievance procedure that outlines how complaints against
agricultural operations will be resolved.

0.59

2.28

1.35

10

19

Support Wisconsin’s Working Lands Initiative recommendations.

0.50

2.28

1.14

12

22

20

Study the feasibility of providing a tax break or incentive on the
County portion of the property tax for agricultural parcels, including
those donating conservation easements.

0.46

2.28

1.04

15

29

21

Develop a cost/revenue model comparing the cost of County and
local government services to various types of land use compared
to agricultural land uses.

0.47

2.28

1.07

14

28

22

Develop a fact sheet outlining the impact of agricultural land
conversion in Ozaukee County.

0.34

2.28

0.77

21

49

23

Develop a public educational program and distribute educational
materials to the public regarding the benefits of farming, including
economic impacts, and the need to protect enough farmland in
Ozaukee County for farming to remain viable in the future.

0.50

2.28

1.14

13

23

24

Continue to pursue Federal and State farmland protection grant
funds available to County governments, and use the LESA
analysis to prioritize areas.

0.57

2.28

1.29

10

13

25

Continue to update as needed the Farmland Preservation Plan for
Ozaukee County based on the LESA analysis and any revisions
made to the Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program. Continue
to encourage local governments to participate in future updates to
the County Farmland Preservation Plan.

0.61

2.28

1.39

26

Continue to encourage intergovernmental cooperation to protect
farmland, including the use of boundary agreements.

0.45

2.28

1.03

16

31

27

Implement the Farmland Preservation Program (FPP) and ensure
compliance of farms with FPP rules.

0.52

2.28

1.19

11

17

28

Encourage the use of the WDNR Managed Forest Law/Land
program in the County and update the geographic information
system (GIS) database.

0.40

2.28

0.91

19

39

29

Promote the Farm and Ranch Lands Protection Program (FRPP)
and assist communities, non-government organizations, and the
WDNR in identifying appropriate areas to apply for FRPP grants.

0.39

2.28

0.88

20

42

30

Encourage County and local programs to protect farmland through
education and the development of programs to support farmland
protection. The County should also provide technical assistance to
towns for town farmland protection programs, such as transfer of
development rights and exclusive agricultural (or farmland

preservation) zoning.

0.61

2.28

1.39
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Table I-2 (continued)

GOAL:

Preserve a sufficient amount of agricultural land to ensure farming remains viable in Ozaukee County (continued).

Program
Number®

Program

Average

Weight

Score®

Sub-Rank
(1=High)

Overall
Rank

31

Provide technical assistance to the North Branch Milwaukee River
Wildlife and Farming Heritage Area including maps, title locations,
soils information, and conservation plans to the WDNR and OWLT
on parcels of interest. County representatives should also continue
to participate on the Heritage Area technical and advisory
committees.

0.45

2.28

1.03

17

32

32

Establish an Agricultural Enterprise Area(s) containing contiguous
lands devoted primarily to agricultural use. An AEA would be part
of a broader strategy to protect farmland and promote agriculture
and agriculturally-related development.

0.61

2.28

1.40

33

Continue to publicize and furnish information on sustainable and
alternative agricultural practices.

0.40

2.28

0.92

18

36

34

Assist, where requested, local governments in preparing a Livestock
Facility Siting Ordinance under Section 93.90 of the Wisconsin
Statutes.

0.34

2.28

0.77

21

50

GOAL:

Protect farms and farming in Ozaukee County.

Program
Number®

Program

Average

Weight

Score®

Sub-Rank
(1=High)

Overall
Rank

35

Implement programs recommended under the Farmland Protection
Recommendations to preserve agricultural activity in Ozaukee
County, including those included in the Wisconsin Working Lands
law (Chapter 91 of the Statutes) and study a County property tax
deduction on agricultural uses.

0.67

2.00

1.34

11

36

Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans
available through Federal and State agencies for beginning
farmers. The County should act as a liaison between those
interested in Federal and State agency assistance and Federal
and State agencies as part of program implementation.

0.61

2.00

121

15

37

Develop an educational program outlining grants and loans
available through Federal and State agencies for youth programs,
including 4-H Clubs and Future Farmers of America (FFA). The
County should act as a liaison between those interested in Federal
and State agency assistance and Federal and State agencies as
part of program implementation.

0.41

2.00

0.82

13

45

38

Study the potential development of health care purchasing
programs for farmers in Ozaukee County, similar to the program
being developed by the Wisconsin Health Care Cooperative
established under Section 185.99 of the Statutes, to allow self-
employed farmers or small businesses to purchase affordable
health insurance.

0.46

2.00

10

37

39

Study the use of State and Federal bio-energy grants to promote
agriculture and associated agricultural industries in Ozaukee
County.

0.43

2.00

0.86

12

43

40

Identify and consider establishing AEAs to include areas with an
agricultural economic cluster of farming operations and appropriate
agri-businesses on lands designated for agricultural use on the
County Planned Land Use Map for 2035.

0.56

2.00

1.13

24

41

Develop a program to market and link Ozaukee County agricultural
products, including organic products, to restaurants, stores,
schools, hospitals, and group residential facilities (nursing homes,
for example) in Ozaukee County and surrounding areas.

0.60

2.00

121

16

42

Establish a program to promote agri-tourism in Ozaukee County
through agricultural-related special events. Events could include
farm breakfasts, farm tours, corn mazes, and u-pick farms. The
program could include an educational component for farmers
regarding possible agri-tourism enterprises.

0.50

2.00

1.00

34

43

Work with UW-Extension and local high schools and colleges to
promote agribusiness education programs.

0.45

2.00

0.90

11

41

44

Work with UW-Extension to provide information to farmers on
succession planning to help ensure farming activity continues into
the future.

0.54

2.00

1.09

27
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Table I-2 (continued)

GOAL: Protect farms and farming in Ozaukee County (continued).

Program
Number® Program

Average

Weight

Score®

Sub-Rank
(1=High)

Overall
Rank

45 Continue to promote allowing produce stands, bed-and-breakfast
establishments, “commercial kitchens,” and other types of home
occupations or “home-based” businesses on farms to help

supplement farming incomes.

0.62

2.00

1.23

14

46 Publicize and furnish information on alternative specialized or niche
aquaponics,” “hydroponics,”
aquaculture, organic, herb (including herbology, use of herbs as
natural remedies), apiculture (beekeeping), equestrian,
“bioenergy” (sustainable biomass and biofuel production) farming.

farming operations, including “urban,

0.58

2.00

1.17

19

47 Continue to support farmland preservation educational efforts by the
Ozaukee County Planning and Parks Department, Ozaukee
County Land and Water Management Department, and UW-

Extension to assist landowners and the public,

individual contacts with landowners.

distribution of WDNR and DATCP educational materials to local
landowners on farmland preservation, through the County
newsletter and website, public informational meetings,

0.72

2.00

1.43

NOTE: N=19 (N means number of responses or sample size).

#Program number was assigned as sequentially listed in Chapter VI.

The score was determined by multiplying the “average” rating by the “weight” (preceding two columns). Scores ranged from a high of 1.79 to a low of 0.65.

Source: Ozaukee County, UW-Extension, and SEWRPC.

361




Table I-3

SURVEY RESULTS FOR RELATED RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE
FARMLAND PRESERVATION PLAN FOR OZAUKEE COUNTY: APRIL 2012

GOAL: Ensure the protection, wise use, and enhancement of the natural resource base in Ozaukee County.

Program Overall
Number® Program Score Rank
48 Develop an education program and distribute educational materials regarding technigues that
promote land use patterns that are sensitive to natural resource conservation such as overlay
zoning, incentive zoning, planned unit development (PUD), conservation subdivisions, and transfer
of development rights (TDR) programs The educational program focus should include local
governments and developers. 0.56 74
49 Develop the County conservation easement program or purchase of development rights (PDR)
program to protect natural resource areas identified on Maps 16 and 17. 0.67 57
50 Develop a model transfer of development rights (TDR) program for local government use that
focuses on the protection of natural resource areas. 0.51 88
51 Develop a model zoning ordinance for local government use that provides for protection of natural
resource areas identified on Maps 16 and 17. 0.53 84
52 Encourage the adoption of lowland conservancy and upland conservancy zoning districts that are
based on Table 96, Guidelines for Development Considered Compatible with Environmental
Corridors and Isolated Natural Resource Areas, in Chapter VII of the County comprehensive plan
for use in local government zoning ordinances. 0.60 65
53 Protect environmental corridors through the County plat review process. 0.42 99
54 Protect natural areas and critical species habitat and aquatic sites identified in the Ozaukee County
Park and Open Space Plan. 0.56 75
55 Study and develop a County Land Division Ordinance that could be used countywide to help protect
identified natural resource areas. 0.57 72
56 Promote model conservation subdivision ordinances, such as the Rural Cluster Development
Guide, to local governments. Assist local governments in interpreting and implementing
conservation subdivision ordinances, including requiring stewardship plans to ensure proper
management of common open space which may also contain farmstead features. 0.61 63
GOAL: Protect Ozaukee County’s naturally occurring bio-diversity.
Program Overall
Number® Program Score Rank
57 Develop a model landscaping ordinance for local government use that restricts landscaping with
invasive plant species. 0.50 90
58 Develop a public educational program to discourage the use of invasive plant species in
landscaping. 0.51 89
59 Work with nongovernmental organizations to support implementation of methods to control invasive
species, with a focus along major transportation routes and corridors through the County such as
IH 43 and the Milwaukee River. 0.59 69
60 Continue to support the Southeastern Wisconsin Invasive Species Consortium (SEWISC), Inc.,
which functions as the Southeastern Wisconsin Cooperative Weed Management Area, covering
the Milwaukee River watershed and surrounding counties, along with other government agencies
and nonprofit organizations. 0.65 59
61 Develop model public/private landscaping construction and facilities maintenance guidelines to
ensure transported soil, fill, and rock do not contain invasive plants or seeds, and use the
guidelines for County projects. 0.54 82
62 Study and incorporate invasive plant species control and management requirements into the
County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance. 0.52 86
63 Implement noxious weed ordinances in County parks and local parks by working cooperatively with
local governments. 0.54 80
64 Provide for an invasive plant education and outreach program in Ozaukee County through a
partnership with the Invasive Plant Association of Wisconsin, SEWISC, and other partners. 0.49 95
65 Require vegetation management plans for land divisions in the County through a revision to the
County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance. 0.55 78
66 Follow the provisions of Chapter NR 40, Invasive Species Identification, Classification and Control,
of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. 0.53 85
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Table I-3 (continued)

GOALS: Encourage integrated water resource management of surface water, groundwater, and water dependent natural resources.
Protect and enhance surface and groundwater quality and quantity, floodplains, wetlands, and Lake Michigan shorelines and bluffs.

Program
Number®

Program Score

Overall
Rank

67

Support and, where applicable, implement sanitary sewer, water supply, and stormwater
management standards recommended in the regional water supply plan and regional water quality
management plan (RWQMP) update. 0.62

62

68

Continue to administer and enforce the Ozaukee County Shoreland and Floodplain Zoning Ordinance
in accordance with State and Federal requirements. 0.60

67

69

Develop a public educational program and distribute educational materials to the public regarding
nonpoint and point source pollution. 0.32

103

70

Develop public educational programs and distribute educational materials to the public regarding the
benefits of natural resources and the need to protect them from degradation; floodplain and
wetlands including statutory requirements and authorities related to these features; limitations of
saturated soils for development; projects homeowners can implement to reduce nonpoint source
pollution, such as rain gardens, replacing lawn areas with native landscaping, and reducing
impervious surfaces; well water safety information and well monitoring; and importance of bluff
setback requirements and the bluff erosion process. The education programs focus should include
local governments, developers, and the public. 0.49

94

71

Work to install buffers along all watercourses in Ozaukee County. 0.44

98

72

Enforce farm compliance with Section 9.101, Manure Storage, of Chapter 9 of the Ozaukee County
Code of Ordinances. 0.56

7

73

Enforce the recommendations for management of animal waste storage facilities and utilization of
waste set forth in Standard 590 of the USDA-NRCS Technical Guide and conduct yearly follow-up
inspections. 0.56

76

74

Develop methods to reduce the amount of winter spread manure on 50 percent of the critical areas in
303(d) list waters and waters within the Great Lakes Watershed. 0.50

91

75

Develop methods to collaborate with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
WDNR to remove PCB’s in 303(d) listed waters. This effort should include a public education
component. 0.31

104

76

Develop and adopt a countywide Stormwater and Construction Site Erosion Control Ordinance that
includes an illicit discharge detection, elimination, and enforcement component. 0.58

70

7

Ensure compliance with Chapter NR 216 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code through plat and
shoreland zoning reviews, including construction site pollutant control (including plan review and
compliance inspections) and post-construction stormwater management (including plan review and
compliance inspections). 0.61

64

78

Assist other government agencies with implementation of the RWQMP. 0.33

102

79

Work collaboratively with MMSD and SEWRPC to implement and update the RWQMP. 0.41

100

80

Use the Milwaukee River Basin Plan and Sheboygan River Basin Plan to target priority farms by
identifying sediment delivery fields, and phosphorus runoff sites in 303(d) list waters areas. 0.48

96

81

Maintain, update, and implement recommendations set forth in the Ozaukee County flood mitigation
plan, including acquisition of properties in the floodplain without “buildable” areas. 0.52

87

82

Support and, where applicable, establish and utilize an adaptive watershed management option as a
strategy to meet the phosphorus water quality criteria set forth in Section NR 102.06 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code in an economically efficient manner while considering the
contributions of phosphorus from point and nonpoint sources in a watershed. 0.54

83

GOALS:

Preserve the rural and small town character of Ozaukee County.
Preserve and enhance the historical, cultural, and archaeological resources that contribute to Ozaukee County’s heritage.
Promote cultural resource and heritage related tourism in the County.

Program
Number®

Program Score

Overall
Rank

83

Preserve and maintain structures with significant historical and archaeological value in the County. 0.74

51

84

Develop model historic and archaeological preservation ordinances for towns under the provisions of
Section 60.04 of the Statutes and for cities and villages based on Section 62.23(7)(em) of the
Statutes (consult the State Historical Society Division of Historic Preservation model ordinance). The
archaeological model ordinance would be similar to a historic preservation ordinance; however, its
focus is preservation of archaeological sites 0.58

71

85

Observe Section 66.1111 of the Wisconsin Statutes, which requires local governments, including
counties, to consider how a project may affect historic properties and archaeological sites listed on
the National Register of Historic Places or State Register of Historic Places. 0.63

61

86

Develop and distribute educational materials to local governments, historical societies and the public
regarding agencies, such as the State Historical Society Office of Local History, and funding sources
that may support the work and facilities of local historical societies in Ozaukee County. 0.57

73
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Table 1-3 (continued)

GOAL: Guide projected growth in a manner that protects Ozaukee County’s agricultural and natural resource base and the character
of local communities and neighborhoods, including those communities that wish to retain an agricultural economy and rural
character.

Program
Number®

Program

Score

Overall
Rank

87

Continue to incorporate city, village, and town land use plans into the County land use plan for
areas within their respective municipal boundaries, in accordance with the procedure for plan
amendments described in Part 2 of Chapter XIV in the County comprehensive plan. Ozaukee
County will continue to work with communities to prepare necessary plan amendments for
inclusion in the County multi-jurisdictional comprehensive plan.

0.77

48

88

The cities, villages, and towns in the County will continue to administer and enforce their respective
community zoning and land division ordinances in accordance with the recommendations of the
adopted community comprehensive plan, and amend zoning and land division ordinances and
zoning maps as necessary to implement the local comprehensive plan. Such amendments may
include the creation of new zoning districts or regulations in order to implement the local
comprehensive plan.

0.79

47

89

Communities may establish urban and rural design guidelines for which compliance may be
mandatory (regulatory approach by converting guidelines into ordinance regulations) or voluntary
(nonregulatory approach by encouraging developers to follow a design manual).

0.49

93

GOAL: Promote the addition of an adequate number of housing units to the current housing stock in Ozaukee County to meet housing
demand through 2035.

Program Overall
Number? Program Score Rank
90 A full range of housing structure types and sizes, including single-family, two-family, and multi-
family dwelling units, should be planned for in existing urban (sewer) service areas in accordance
with adopted County and local land use plan maps to provide affordable housing options for
households of all income levels, ages, and special needs projected for Ozaukee County in 2035. 0.59 68
91 Allocate residential land in existing urban (sewer) service areas to urban densities if recommended
by the concerned local government land use plan map. 0.70 53
92 Encourage the use of conservation subdivision design for residential developments outside of urban
(sewer) service areas. 0.54 81
93 Encourage infill housing development. 0.68 54

GOALS: Improve transportation infrastructure and land use design to support a range of transportation choices for all citizens and
businesses.

Provide an integrated, efficient, and economical transportation system that affords mobility, convenience, and safety and that
meets the needs of all businesses and citizens, including transit-dependent residents, persons with disabilities, and the elderly.

Maintain a street and highway system and public transportation system that efficiently serve the anticipated land use
development pattern set forth on the County land use plan map.

Provide region-, nation-, and world-wide transportation access to Ozaukee County for passengers and freight.

Program Overall
Number? Program Score Rank
94 Work to implement the recommendations of the Ozaukee County Jurisdictional Highway System
Plan and the Regional Transportation System Plan. 0.60 66
95 Allocate a mix of residential land use categories, including urban density and multi-family/high
density residential uses, to the residential areas identified on the County land use plan map to
develop a land use pattern that can be efficiently served by public transportation and alternative
transportation systems. 0.68 55
96 Allocate an appropriate mix of commercial and industrial land uses to the business areas identified
on the County land use plan map to develop a land use pattern that can be efficiently served by
public transportation and alternative transportation systems. 0.67 58
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Table I-3 (continued)

GOALS: Ensure provision of utilities and community facilities to efficiently and adequately serve County residents, workers, and
businesses.

Encourage land uses and densities that promote efficient development patterns and relatively low municipal, State government,
and utility costs.

Maintain and enhance the existing level of public services in Ozaukee County, including the use of renewable energy and “green”
infrastructure, when possible.

Program Overall
Number? Program Score Rank
97 Allocate an adequate amount of land on the County land use map and to incorporate the programs
recommended in Chapter Xl, Utilities and Community Facilities Element, of the County
comprehensive plan, including accommodating necessary expansion of utilities and community
facilities where warranted. 0.68 56
98 Preserve groundwater recharge areas identified on Map 11 in Chapter Il through the County
subdivision review process and encourage local governments to preserve groundwater recharge
areas through local comprehensive plans and consistent implementation of land use control
ordinances, such as the zoning ordinance. 0.82 46

GOALS: Promote an adequate number of sites for business retention, expansion, and attraction in Ozaukee County through 2035.

Provide for diversified, balanced, environmentally compatible business development that will offer a variety of goods and services
through conveniently located, well-designed business clusters while providing needed services for County residents and

businesses.
Program Overall
Number? Program Score Rank
99 Allocate an appropriate mix of commercial and industrial land uses on the County land use plan
map to encourage sustainable development of land for business use. Guide these land uses away
from lands delineated on Maps 16 and 17 in Chapter Il, unless otherwise delineated on local
government land use plan maps. 0.72 52
100 Identify sustainable lands to be retained in long-term agricultural use in consultation with local
governments, and using the results of the LESA analysis. 0.83 44
101 Study the administration of additional partnerships and educational opportunities designed to
develop the job skills sought by employers and potential employers in Ozaukee County. 0.50 92
102 Develop telecommunications and technology strategies for the County to ensure access to wireless
voice and data communications networks for County businesses and residents, including residents
who telecommute or operate a home-based business. 0.47 97
103 Study the use of State and Federal bio-energy grants to promote agriculture and associated
agricultural industries in Ozaukee County. 0.54 79
104 Study the use of County funding to support staffing for the Ozaukee County Tourism Council. 0.36 101
Range Maximum 0.83 --
Minimum 0.31 --

NOTE: N=17 (N means number of responses or sample size).

®Program number was assigned as sequentially listed in Chapter VI.

Source: Ozaukee County, UW-Extension, and SEWRPC.
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Appendix J
THE CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGN PROCESS

Conservation subdivisions, sometimes called cluster developments, maintain a significant portion of a
development site in common open space by minimizing individual lot sizes, while maintaining the overall density
of development specified by a local comprehensive plan or zoning ordinance. Conservation subdivisions should
be designed around the area proposed to be preserved in open space; that is, the areas for open space preservation
should be set aside before the streets and lots are laid out. The design process for conservation subdivisions
should follow three basic steps while taking into consideration applicable local regulations, such as zoning,
official mapping, and land division control provisions; and pertinent adopted planning recommendations, such as
recommended streets, parks, greenways, and recreational trails. The recommended three-step process is:

1. Identification and analysis of existing conditions, or site analysis;
2. Delineation of preservation areas; and
3. Layout of dwelling locations and street and lot pattern.

STEP ONE: SITE ANALYSIS

The design of a conservation subdivision around the area to be preserved first requires a proper site analysis. The
analysis should identify existing features that determine the landscape character of a site and analyze those
features to determine the desirability of preserving them. A site analysis should also identify features that present
obstacles that must be considered and overcome in the design.

The inventory of existing conditions should include all natural and human-made features of a site. Some of these
will be natural areas protected by law, such as floodplains, wetlands, shoreland areas, and water bodies. Other
areas that are developable, but contain certain features that may lend character to the rural landscape (see Figures
J-1 and J-2), should also be identified. Such areas could include hedgerows along an abutting road or dividing two
fields; a healthy stand of trees atop a rise in terrain; diverse woodlands; wildflower meadows; fallow farm fields;
wildlife habitats; areas that afford good views; historic buildings or ruins; fencerows; and even lone specimen
trees. Other site features that must be accommodated in the design may include power line rights-of-way,
transmission towers, utility easements, and drainage ways.

It should be noted that a site analysis completed for the sketch-plan layout of a conservation subdivision is not
usually as technically comprehensive as those required for engineered preliminary plats. Although the engineering
constraints on a site should be generally considered, the site analysis for the purposes of designing a sketch plan
for conservation subdivision layout is intended primarily to identify landscape character, preservation areas, and
building areas. While some of the elements required for sketch plans and typical preliminary plats will be the
same (topography, for instance), the level of detail and accuracy required for documenting conditions for
engineering purposes is not needed at the sketch plan level. The elements of a site analysis for the purposes of
conservation subdivision design would supplement and precede the site information normally required for
conventional subdivision design. When the approval process moves on to the preliminary plat stage, complete
documentation and analysis oriented toward proper engineering practices would then be needed. The conservation
subdivision layout would then be adjusted, if necessary, to accommodate engineering considerations.
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Figure J-1 Figure J-2

Woodlands,

hedgerows, and large single trees are important Ruins, such as this old stone silo, are strong rural landscape

landscape elements to identify in a site analysis and to preserve in a elements which may be worthy of preservation.

final design.

Source: SEWRPC.

A good site analysis done for the purpose of conservation subdivision sketch-plan layout will include field
investigations and should, at a minimum, consist of a map, or set of maps, showing the following:

368

1.

A topographic analysis identifying slopes over 12 percent and under 2 percent. The topographic map
should have a scale of one inch equals 100 feet or more, with a vertical contour interval of two feet or
less. Hilltops and ridge lines should be highlighted.

An analysis of drainage patterns. The management of stormwater runoff from a site depends largely
upon the existing drainage patterns which, for greatest economy and site preservation, generally
should not be altered. Onsite drainage patterns are part of a larger drainage network and connect to
the drainage patterns of adjacent sites. The role a particular site plays in the overall watershed should
be recognized.

A vegetation analysis, identifying woodlands, hedgerows, specimen trees, meadows, prairie remnants,
pastures, and active or fallow farm fields. Vegetation should be identified as evergreen or deciduous.
The health and condition of each vegetative type should be identified. Predominant species in
hedgerows and woodlands should be identified. Specimen trees should be identified by species, size,
and health. Unique or endangered plant species should be noted.

A delineation of soil types and identification of selected soil characteristics, as provided by the
information in the regional soil survey completed for the Regional Planning Commission by the U. S.
Natural Resources Conservation Service. Such characteristics would include, for example, suitability
of soils for crops, pasture, woodland, wildlife habitat, and recreation, as well as for building
foundations, roadways, and onsite sewage-disposal systems. Prime agricultural soils and alluvial
floodplain soils should be noted.

Shoreland protection areas, including any required building setbacks from the ordinary high-water
mark of navigable waters, the 100-year recurrence interval floodplain boundaries, and lakes, ponds,
streams, and wetlands. Significant groundwater recharge or well-head protection areas should also be
noted.



10.

11.

12.

13.

Boundaries and characteristics of primary and secondary environmental corridors, and isolated
natural resource areas, as identified in adopted regional plans or local comprehensive plans.

Wildlife habitat, whether in fields, wetlands, or woodlands. Predominant species of birds, mammals,
amphibians, reptiles, and fish should be identified when possible. The presence of rare or endangered
species should be noted, along with the boundaries of natural areas and critical species habitat sites.

Historic or cultural features, including ruins and stone fencerows.

Other existing buildings and structures. All buildings in a farm complex should be located and
identified as to their use, as well as the locations of existing wells and private onsite wastewater
treatment systems (POWTS).

Scenic vistas, both into the site from adjacent roads, trails, and hilltops and outward from the site.

Classifications of existing streets and highways adjacent to the development parcel as well as
desirable or undesirable points of entry into the parcel. Street connections required by the local
official map should be noted.

Existing physical conditions surrounding the development parcel within 200 feet. These might
include such notes as “adjacent residential homes,” “connection to county trail,” or “view to historic
barn.” The size and extent of existing adjacent open space areas should be noted, as well as any
further open space connections these spaces may have.

Future areawide plans that may affect the physical layout of the site should also be taken into account.
These could include, among others, plans for future parks; open space, trail, and bikeway systems;
farmland preservation areas; arterial and other street networks; stormwater management facilities and
other utilities; and general land use plans.

Figure J-3 is an example of a typical site analysis. This is often accompanied by a written narrative that further
explains the existing conditions on the site.

STEP TWO: DELINEATION OF PRESERVATION AREAS

After determining the existing conditions on a site, the next step is to determine which areas should be preserved,
as shown in Figure J-4. Areas of first and second priority for preservation should be identified.

Areas of first priority will include two types of areas: those protected through State and Federal regulations, such
as floodplains, wetlands, and shorelands, and those connecting to larger municipal, county, or regional park and
greenway systems, such as primary environmental corridors. The more open space areas are connected, the more
valuable they become. The concept of connectedness is very important when trying to preserve meaningful open
space. Fragmented open space areas lead to disrupted wildlife migration paths, nonfunctional wildlife corridors,
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Figure J-3
CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGN: STEP 1

INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS OF LANDSCAPE CHARACTER
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A site analysis for the purpose of conservation subdivision design would supplement and precede the engineering
information normally required for a conventional subdivision. When the approval process moves to the preliminary plat stage,
the conservation subdivision layout would then be adjusted to accommodate engineering considerations.

Source: SEWRPC.

inefficient farming operations, and piecemeal trail systems. Areas of disconnected open space preserved on a
variety of development parcels, while valuable to some degree, cannot have the same impact on preservation of
landscape character as continuous open space does. When areas of open space in conservation subdivision
developments on adjacent parcels abut each other, the impact on landscape character is greater than if they are
separated by visible development.

The goal of connectedness in open space should always be kept in mind, not only in terms of the importance of
connecting onsite open space with offsite open space, but also in terms of connecting all onsite open space as
much as possible. While the opportunity to connect areas of onsite open space with adjacent offsite areas is not
always available, areas of open space within the site can and should be connected. In this way, it may even be

370



Figure J-4
CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGN: STEP 2

PRESERVED AREAS PLAN
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Areas of first and second priority for preservation should be identified and preservation areas should be connected.

Source: SEWRPC.

possible to restore key gaps between presettlement vegetation relicts, which were separated by agricultural
operations. Zoning ordinance regulations should require that acceptable open space parcels be of a specified
minimum size and that areas of open space be connected as much as is practicable.

After designating first priority areas for preservation, regulated environmentally constrained areas, and areas that
provide connections to offsite open space, areas of second priority are added. These would include other
developable areas with natural features that have been identified as contributing to the particular rural landscape
character of the site, as seen from adjacent roads and other public ways, as well as from within the site. Some
judgments may have to be made at this stage as to the desirability of preserving certain areas of marginal value.
For example, a hedgerow with weak-wooded or diseased trees may not be desirable for preservation, while
retaining open areas to eventually be landscaped to screen new homes is desirable.

Not all the open space will be environmentally constrained land, nor should it be. On parcels that have a great
deal of environmentally constrained land, not all of it may be accepted as meeting the open space requirement of
the zoning ordinance. In part, this is because development may be precluded anyway, such as in floodways; and,
in part, the fact that such open space may not be considered publicly usable, such as with certain wetlands. On
parcels with few constraints, much of the open space will be in well-drained upland areas that would be
considered buildable. Decisions would have to be made as to which portions of these areas should be used for lots
and which should be saved for open space. These decisions should be based on the overriding objective of
preserving rural landscape character.
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Figure J-5
CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGN: STEP 3

STREET AND LOT LAYOUT
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After areas for preservation are identified, specific locations for building lots and streets are determined.

Source: SEWRPC.

In the process of determining the preservation areas, the areas available for buildings, streets and lots are, by
default, also identified. These are the “left over” areas. This process is the opposite of that often used in the design
of a conventional subdivision, where the leftover areas are the areas considered unsuitable for building. Often the
areas with the most attractive natural amenities in a conventional subdivision are set aside first to be included in a
few prime lots that can be sold at a premium price. By contrast, all of the lots within a conservation subdivision
may become more valuable, leveraged upward by the presence of open space amenities.

STEP THREE: CONCEPTUAL DELINEATION
OF STREET AND LOT LAYOUT (SKETCH PLAN)

When preservation areas are set aside, their outlines give shape to the building areas. On many development
parcels, the areas available for building will be larger than the area needed to accommodate the permitted number
of lots. Thus, the third step in the conservation subdivision design process is to determine more specifically the
preferred locations of building lots and how best to provide access to them with streets (see Figure J-5).
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The street and lot layout at this stage in the design process is conceptual only. Because of the large variety of
street layouts that are possible through the flexibility permitted by conservation subdivision regulations,
agreement on the general acceptability of a plan should be reached before the plan is more precisely detailed.
While general municipal engineering principles should be followed, no detailed site engineering is done at this
stage, although all zoning and subdivision regulations should be consulted to determine achievability of the
proposed development concepts. It is beneficial for both the developer and the municipality to reach a consensus
on a conceptual sketch plan before the developer incurs the costs of preliminary engineering. During review of the
sketch plan, design changes can be made at little cost to the developer, lesser review time by the municipality, and
with frustrations minimized. Thus, before the preparation of a preliminary plat is initiated, both the developer and
the municipality should have agreed upon a conceptual layout.

The result of this process will be that streets and houses blend into the landscape in a natural way that protects the
character of the site as seen within the site and from adjacent streets. This is again the opposite of houses being
forced onto the landscape in a form determined by rigid lot sizes and the configuration of parcel boundaries, as is
often the case in conventional subdivision design and development.

EXAMPLES OF CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGNS

Hypothetical examples of conservation subdivision designs, contrasted with conventional designs for the same
site, are presented in Figure J-6. Additional examples of conservation subdivision designs, along with means for
implementing the conservation subdivision design concept, are presented in SEWRPC Planning Guide No. 7,
Rural Cluster Development, December 1996 (see www.sewrpc.org/ca/conservationsubdivisions/ for more
information).
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Figure J-6

COMPARISON OF CONVENTIONAL AND CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGNS
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Through a reduction in lot size, open space can be created without losing density.
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Figure J-6 (continued)

B-1. CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION DESIGN
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B-2. CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DESIGN
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Conservation subdivision development can help preserve farming activities.
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Figure J-6 (continued)

C-1. CONVENTIONAL SUBDIVISION DESIGN
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ISOLATED NATURAL
RESOURCE AREA

RURAL VIEWS PRESERVED
Conservation subdivisions can preserve environmental features and views.

Source: SEWRPC.
376

—— HEDGEROW REMOVED

FOR GRADING

Acres: 97

Lots: 19

Density: 1 Dwelling Unit / 5 Acres
Average Lot Size: 4 Acres
Common Open Space: 0%

EXISTING HEDGEROW
PRESERVED

Acres: 97
Lots: 19
Density: 1 Dwelling Unit / 5 Acres
Average Lot Size: % Acre
Common Open Space

and Preserved Pasture: 80%
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