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STATEMENT OF THE CHAIRMAN

After careful evaluation and public review of alternatives, the Regional Planning Commission in 1966 adopted
an initial regional land use plan, with a design year 1990, as a guide for growth and development in the seven-
county Southeastern Wisconsin Region. Major reevaluations of the plan were completed in 1977, 1992 and
1997. These efforts culminated in the preparation and adoption of new land use plans embodying the basic
principles and concepts of the initial plan, with the plan design period extended, first to the year 2000 and then
to the years 2010 and 2020.

In June 2006, the Commission completed the work necessary to extend the regional land use plan 15 years
further into the future. The new plan accommodates population, household, and employment levels anticipated
in the Region through the year 2035. As it was extended in time, the plan reflects development that occurred or
was considered committed in the Region since the completion of the year 2020 plan, and to reflect as well
recently completed county and municipal land use plans which serve to refine and detail the regional plan.

The year 2035 regional land use plan incorporates the basic principles and concepts of the previously adopted
plans. The plan promotes a compact, centralized regional settlement pattern, with urban development
recommended to occur within, and along the periphery of, existing urban centers; promotes the location of new
urban development in areas which are physically suitable for such development and which may be readily
served by basic urban services, including sanitary sewer, water supply, and public transit services; and seeks to
preserve the environmentally sensitive lands and the most productive farmlands in the Region. Like the
previous plans, the new plan is advisory in nature. Plan implementation will depend largely upon the
willingness of county and local governments to use land use controls to shape development patterns in the
regional interest.

The year 2035 regional land use plan will provide a sound regional development framework needed in support
of transportation and other public facility planning at the regional level, and in support of the preparation of
comprehensive plans and related plan implementation efforts by county and local units of government in the
Region.

Very truly yours,
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Chapter |

INTRODUCTION

This report documents the fifth-generation regional land use plan for the Southeastern Wisconsin Region, as well
as the process used to arrive at that plan. The new plan is for the design year 2035 and reflects changes in the
Region which have occurred since preparation of the previously adopted design year 2020 plan and projections of
growth and change in the Region through the year 2035.

The Commission is the official areawide regional planning agency for the seven-county Southeastern Wisconsin
Region under State law. It is charged by law with “the function and duty of making and adopting a master plan for
the physical development of the region.” The permissible scope and content of this plan, as outlined in the
enabling legislation, extend to all phases of regional development, implicitly emphasizing, however, the
preparation of spatial designs for the use of land and for supporting transportation and utility facilities.

In carrying out its designated planning responsibilities, the Commission has proceeded with the preparation of
individual plan elements which together form the comprehensive plan for the Region. The individual elements are
coordinated by being related to an areawide land use plan. In this sense, the land use plan constitutes the most
basic plan element, the element on which other elements are based.

The Commission first adopted a regional land use plan, along with a supporting regional transportation system
plan, in 1966. Those plans had a design year of 1990. Following a period of about 10 years, those plans
underwent a major review and reevaluation. The review of the regional land use plan at that time included
analyses of population and employment growth and change and land development trends, focusing on the
conformance of those changes and trends to the forecasts used in the preparation of the plan. This plan reappraisal
was supported by then-new 1970 and 1975 regional land use inventory data, 1970 U.S. Bureau of the Census
population and household data, and then-available economic base data for the Region. This major plan
reappraisal, which included a review of the extent to which the 1990 regional land use plan had been implemented
over the previous 10 years, resulted in a second-generation design year 2000 regional land use plan, which was
adopted by the Commission in 1977. Similarly, following a period of about 10 years, another major review and
reevaluation was undertaken using 1980, 1985, and 1990 land use inventory data; 1980 and 1990 U.S. Bureau of
the Census population and household data; and then-available economic base data. This review and reevaluation
resulted in a third-generation design year 2010 regional land use plan, adopted by the Commission in 1992. In



1997, the regional land use plan was reviewed and reaffirmed, with amendment and extension of the plan design
year to the year 2020, resulting in a fourth-generation year 2020 regional land use plan." Each succeeding regional
land use plan has been accompanied by a corresponding regional transportation system plan.

This report, then, presents the major findings and recommendations of the planning process leading to the
preparation of the fifth-generation year 2035 regional land use plan. A corresponding fifth-generation regional
transportation system plan is presented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 49, A Regional Transportation System
Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2035. The new land use and transportation plans represent principal elements of
a regional comprehensive plan as envisioned under the State’s expanded comprehensive planning legislation
enacted in 1999.

THE REGION

The Southeastern Wisconsin Region consists of Kenosha, Milwaukee, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, Washington,
and Waukesha Counties (see Map 1). Exclusive of Lake Michigan, these seven counties have a total area of 2,689
square miles, or about 5 percent of the total area of Wisconsin. These counties, however, account for about 36
percent of the total population of the State, about 36 percent of all jobs in the State, and about 37 percent of the
total tangible wealth of the State as measured by equalized property value. Exclusive of school and other special-
purpose districts, the Region contains 154 local units of government, all of which participate in the work of the
Commission.

Geographically, the Region is located in a relatively good position with regard to continued growth and
development. It is bounded on the east by Lake Michigan, which is an integral part of a major international
transportation network. It is bounded on the south by the rapidly expanding metropolitan region of northeastern
Illinois, and on the west and north by the fertile agricultural lands and desirable recreation areas of the rest of the
State of Wisconsin. Many of the most important industrial areas and heaviest population concentrations in the
Midwest lie within 250 miles of the Region.

Map 1 also shows the boundaries of the urbanized areas within the Region as defined by the U.S. Bureau of the
Census. Urbanized areas are delineated by the U.S. Bureau of the Census based on resident population and
population density; they consist of a central core and adjacent densely settled area that together contain at least
50,000 people. There are four urbanized areas within the Region: the Kenosha, Milwaukee, and Racine urbanized
areas; and the Round Lake Beach urbanized area in western Kenosha County, the greater portion of which is
located in northeastern Illinois.

NEED FOR PLAN REVIEW, RE-EVALUATION, AND EXTENSION
Within the planning framework conceived by the Commission, the periodic review of major elements of the

comprehensive plan is essential. Since it is the foundation for all other plan elements, the periodic review of the
regional land use plan is especially important. Owing to the passage of time, there is a need for a thorough review

'The first-generation regional land use plan along with the first-generation transportation plan, is documented in
SEWRPC Planning Report No.7, Land Use-Transportation Study, Volume One, Inventory Findings: 1963, May
1965; Volume Two, Forecasts and Alternative Plans: 1990, June 1966, and Volume Three, Recommended
Regional Land Use and Transportation Plans: 1990, November 1966. The second-generation regional land use
plan, along with the second-generation transportation plan, is documented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 25,
A Regional Land Use Plan and a Regional Transportation Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin-2000, Volume One,
Inventory Findings, April 1975, and Volume Two, Alternative and Recommended Plans, May 1978. The third-
generation regional land use plan is documented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 40, A Regional Land Use Plan
for Southeastern Wisconsin-2010, January 1992. The fourth-generation regional land use plan is documented in
SEWRPC Planning Report No. 45, A Regional Land Use Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2020, December 1997.

2
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and evaluation of that plan in light of changes which have occurred with respect to population and employment
levels and distribution, land use patterns, and public facility and utility systems and in light of any discernable
changes in regional development objectives or the relative priority attached to those objectives. Moreover, there is
a need to extend the plan to a new design year on the basis of these changes; on the basis of the findings and
recommendations of other local, county, or regional plans since completed; and on the basis of new projections of
population and economic activity. Finally there is a need to ensure that the regional land use plan, in conjunction
with the regional transportation plan and other Commission-prepared plans, fulfills the requirements of the State
comprehensive planning law, as appropriate at the regional level of planning.

SCOPE OF THE REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN

The regional land use plan addresses land use in a manner considered to be appropriate from an areawide planning
perspective. It focuses on land uses which form the overall generalized pattern of urban and rural development
considered at a regional scale. These include open space uses including agriculture; areas encompassing
concentrations of wetlands, woodlands, and other natural resource features; and major parks and open space
reserves. With respect to urban uses, the plan addresses the general location and intensity of residential
development and the location of larger concentrations of commercial, industrial, and institutional uses, and certain
transportation terminals—all of which place demands on public works facilities of areawide concern, including
highways and transit facilities, sanitary trunk sewers and wastewater treatment plants, and major stormwater
management facilities. Smaller urban uses, such as neighborhood commercial, institutional, and recreational
areas, are considered in the regional planning process only in regard to the aggregate area they require and their
approximate densities and distribution. Such neighborhood uses are incorporated implicitly in the regional land
use plan as integral components of urban neighborhood units.

BASIC PRINCIPLES
The Commission’s regional land use planning is based upon four basic principles:

e Land use planning must be regional in scope. Many problems and opportunities attendant to changing
land use within an urbanizing region transcend corporate limits. Land use planning at a regional level
assists in identifying common interests and objectives among counties and communities within the
Region. As a practical matter, a regional land use plan provides an overall framework within which
county and community land use plans—and, ultimately, neighborhood plans—can best be prepared and
coordinated with one another.

e Land use planning must be conducted concurrently with, and cannot be separated from,
transportation and public utility planning. The land use pattern determines transportation and public
utility needs. In turn, the transportation and public utility systems may have some impact on shaping the
future land use pattern. Although detailed land use patterns are primarily of local concern and properly
subject to local planning and control, the aggregate effects of the spatial distribution of land use activities
are regional in scope and interact strongly with the need for regional transportation and utility facilities.

e Land use planning must recognize the existence of a limited natural resource base to which urban
and rural development must be properly adjusted to ensure the overall environmental quality of
the Region. Land, water, and air resources are limited, and sensitive to potential misuse through improper
land use, as well as public utility and facility development and through inadequate soil and water
conservation practices.

e The regional land use planning process is cyclical in nature, alternating between areawide systems
planning and local planning. Under this concept, an overall regional land use plan design is initially
advanced at the areawide systems level of planning, and then an attempt is made to implement the plan
recommendations through county and local land use planning. If, for whatever reasons, a particular



feature of the regional plan cannot be implemented at the local level, that determination is taken into
account in the next cycle of areawide systems planning.

THE PLANNING PROCESS

The key steps in the regional land use planning process are 1) formulation of objectives and standards, 2)
inventory, 3) analyses and forecasts, 4) plan design, 5) plan evaluation, and 6) plan refinement and plan adoption.
Plan implementation, although a step beyond the foregoing planning process, is considered throughout the process
so that realization of the plans may be fostered.

Formulation of Objectives and Standards

In its most basic sense, planning is a rational process for establishing and meeting objectives. The formulation of
objectives is, therefore, an essential task to be undertaken before plans can be prepared. The objectives which are
chosen guide the design and preparation of the plan and, when converted to standards, provide the criteria for plan
evaluation.

As part of the current planning process, the land use development objectives and standards embodied in the
fourth-generation year 2020 regional land use plan were carefully reviewed in light of changes in the Region since
the preparation of that plan. Based upon that review, the prior objective and standards were re-affirmed or revised
as appropriate, providing an important part of the basis for the preparation of the fifth-generation regional land use
plan.

Inventory

Reliable basic planning and engineering data, collected on a uniform, areawide basis, are essential to the
formulation of workable development plans. Consequently, inventory becomes the first operational step in any
planning process. The crucial nature of factual information in the planning process should be evident, since no
intelligent forecasts can be made, or alternative courses of action selected, without extensive knowledge of the
current state of the system being planned.

Major inventory work conducted in support of the fifth-generation regional land use plan included areawide
inventories of the population and economy, land use, natural resource base, public utility service areas, and
community plans and zoning ordinances within the Region.

Analyses and Forecast

Inventories provide factual information about the present situation, but analyses and forecasts are necessary to
provide estimates of future needs for land and resources. Analyses of the information provided by the inventories
are required to provide an understanding of the existing situation, the trends of change in that situation, and the
factors influencing these trends. Particularly important among the analytical relationships established are those
which link population and economic activity levels to the demand for various categories of land use.

Future land use needs must be estimated from a sequence of interlocking forecasts founded in the results of the
planning analyses. Economic activity and population forecasts set the general scale of future growth, which, in
turn, is translated into future demands for natural resources and the various land uses.

The Regional Planning Commission prepared new projections of population, households, and employment for the
Region in 2004, extending those projections to the year 2035. As in prior studies, the Commission projected a
range of future population, household, and employment levels—high, intermediate, and low—for the Region. The
intermediate projection is considered the most likely to be achieved for the Region overall, and in this sense,
constitutes the Commission’s forecast to be used as a basis for the preparation of the year 2035 regional land use
plan and other elements of the comprehensive plan for the Region. The high and low projections are intended to
provide an indication of the range of population, household, and employment levels which conceivably could be
achieved under significantly higher and lower, but nevertheless plausible, growth scenarios for the Region.



Plan Design

Plan design, or synthesis, forms the heart of the planning process. The most well-conceived objectives, the most
sophisticated data collection and analysis efforts, and the most accurate forecasts are of little value if they do not
ultimately result in sound plans to meet established objectives. The outputs of each of the three planning steps—
formulation of objectives and standards, inventory, and forecast—become inputs to the plan design process. The
land use plan design process seeks to meet the anticipated future demand for urban and rural land uses in the
Region in a manner that is consistent with the established land use development objectives and standards.

Prior generations of the regional land use plan proposed that future land use in the Region be shaped in three
significant ways, recommending the following: 1) that urban development be encouraged to occur only in those
areas of the Region which are covered by soils suitable for such development, which are not subject to special
hazards such as flooding and erosion, and which can be readily served by essential municipal facilities and
services, including centralized public sanitary sewerage, water supply, and public transit service—with urban
development occurring within existing urban centers as infill development and redevelopment, as well as within
defined urban growth areas adjoining these centers; 2) that primary environmental corridors—generally,
regionally significant, elongated areas in the landscape containing concentrations of the most important remaining
elements of the natural resource base—be preserved in essentially natural, open use and that other areas
containing concentrations of natural resource features identified as secondary environmental corridors and
isolated natural resource areas be considered for preservation in county and local land use plans; and 3) that most
of the remaining prime agricultural lands, consisting of the most productive farmlands in the Region, be reserved
for agricultural use and that other areas located beyond planned urban service areas be retained in rural use,
including, as appropriate, rural density residential development—that is development at a density of no more than
one housing unit per five acres. Prior generations of the regional land use plan recommended a moderation of the
trend of decentralization of population, employment, and urban land uses within the Region.?

The foregoing general design concepts were carried forward into the fifth-generation year 2035 regional land use
plan. The new plan was designed to accommodate population, household, and employment levels envisioned for

? Prior regional land use planning efforts prepared and presented for public evaluation the full range of spatial
design alternatives that were practically available to the Region. Under the first regional planning study carried
out in the 1960s, three plan design alternatives—a controlled existing trend plan, a corridor plan, and a satellite
city plan—along with an unplanned alternative were prepared. These alternatives are described in SEWRPC
Planning Report No. 7, Land Use-Transportation Study, Volume Two, Forecasts and Alternative Plans: 1990,
dated June 1966. Based upon technical evaluation and the reaction of public officials and citizens of the Region,
the controlled existing trend plan was adopted in 1966 as the recommended regional land use plan for the year
1990. In the second regional land use planning study, two variations of the controlled existing trend plan,
differing in terms of the degree to which they would centralize development within the Region were prepared.
These alternatives are described in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 25, A Regional Land Use Plan and a Regional
Transportation Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin-2000, Volume Two, Alternative and Recommended Plans, dated
May 1978. After careful review and evaluation, the plan alternative emphasizing centralized growth was selected
for adoption as the recommended year 2000 regional land use plan. The initial design year 1990 and second-
generation design year 2000 regional land use plans incorporated the plan recommendations regarding the
general location and intensity of urban development and regarding the preservation of environmentally
significant areas, important farming areas, and other rural areas, indicated in the above text. Subsequent
generations of the regional land use plans—plans for the years 2010 and 2020—similarly incorporated those
basic recommendations.



the Region under the Commission intermediate projections for the year 2035. The resulting plan is intended to
provide a desirable, and yet achievable, future land use pattern reasonably consistent with local land use plans and
land use regulations.’

Plan Evaluation
This step involves the review of the proposed land use plan in terms of the degree to which the plan meets the
regional land use development objectives. In the evaluation process, the proposed plan is reviewed against the
standards supporting each objective. Those standards enable the land use objectives to be related to physical
development recommendations and thus facilitate the evaluation of the ability of plan proposals to achieve the
chosen objectives.

Plan Refinement and Adoption

The review of the land use plan was accomplished through an advisory committee structure and through public
informational meetings and public hearings. In addition, opportunity to comment on the plan was afforded
through the Commission’s internet website. After refinement as warranted by that review process, upon the
recommendation of the Commission’s Advisory Committee on Regional Land Use Planning, the plan would be
considered for adoption by the Regional Planning Commission. Upon adoption by the Commission, the plan
would be certified to the concerned units and agencies of government for endorsement and implementation.

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT FOR THE STUDY

The work leading to the preparation of the year 2035 regional land use plan was carried out by the staff of the
Commission under the guidance of the Commission’s Advisory Committee on Regional Land Use Planning.
Membership on that Committee consists primarily of planning officials from counties and communities from
throughout the Southeastern Wisconsin Region, as well as representatives of concerned State agencies, including
the Wisconsin Departments of Natural Resources and Transportation. A complete membership list of the
Advisory Committee is provided on the inside front cover of this report. The Advisory Committee guided the
planning process, reviewing and approving this study report.

Also, during the course of the study, the Commission staff worked with a number of interests through individual
and group meetings, providing information about, and obtaining input on, the plan and the planning process.
These interests included agricultural interests, environmental interests, builders and realtors, and minority and
low-income populations.

During the course of the study, a series of newsletters was issued to a wide audience including elected officials in
the Region, technical and appointed planning and engineering officials within the Region, minority and low
income population groups, business and industry groups, print and broadcast media, and Region residents who
have indicated in the past, or during the study, an interest in planning issues.

The Commission also maintained a website—www.sewrpc.org/regionalplans—which included all materials
prepared under the study including summary and background information; the study report as prepared chapter-
by-chapter; Advisory Committee meeting agendas and minutes; newsletters; and an opportunity to provide
comments on the study.

° It is recognized that, in sewer service area planning and certain public facility planning efforts, it may be
appropriate to consider future growth higher than envisioned under the intermediate projection, since growth in
excess of the intermediate projection may occur in subareas of the Region and could conceivably occur for the
Region as a whole. In order to facilitate such planning, a range of future population levels is presented for each
planned urban service area within the Region in Appendix F of this report.



Four series of general public informational meetings were held during the study to provide information on, and
obtain input to, the planning process. These meetings dealt with both land use and transportation planning. The
first series of meetings was held in summer 2004; the purpose of this series of meetings was to familiarize the
public with the plan review and update process and to provide an opportunity for public input at the outset of the
planning process. The second series of meetings, held in spring 2005, dealt with the land use objectives and land
use design concepts to be used as a basis for developing the new regional land use plan, providing an opportunity
for public input in this regard. The third series of meetings, held in fall 2005, and the fourth series, held in early
2006, dealt with the preliminary year 2035 regional land use plan, providing an opportunity for public review of,
and comment on, the preliminary plan.

SCHEME OF PRESENTATION

The findings and recommendations of the year 2035 regional land use planning study are documented in this
report. Following this introductory chapter, Chapter Il presents updated information regarding the demographic
and economic base, the natural environment, and land use and other aspects of the man-made environment of the
Region—information that is essential to the land use planning process. Chapter Il presents an evaluation of the
year 2020 regional land use plan, including an assessment of progress made towards plan implementation.
Chapter 1V presents the results of a review of the regional development objectives and standards adopted under
previous land use plans, along with any changes growing out of that review process. Chapter V presents
population, household, and employment projections for the Region for the year 2035. Chapter VI presents a
recommended land use plan designed to accommodate the anticipated changes in population, households, and
employment through the year 2035. Chapter VII describes the actions which should be taken by the concerned
units and agencies of government to facilitate implementation of the recommended plan. Chapter VIII provides an
overall summary of the major findings and recommendations of the planning study.



Chapter |1
EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TRENDS

INTRODUCTION

Information regarding existing conditions and historic trends with respect to the demographic and economic base,
the natural environment, and the man-made environment is essential to the land use planning process. The
Regional Planning Commission has developed an extensive database pertaining to these and other aspects of the
Southeastern Wisconsin Region, updating that database periodically. A major inventory update effort was carried
out by the Regional Planning Commission in the early 2000s in support of the preparation of new land use and
transportation plans and other elements of the comprehensive plan for the Region. This chapter presents a
summary of the results of that inventory update pertaining to the population, the economy, land use, sanitary
sewer and water supply services, the natural resource base, the agricultural resource base, and community plans
and zoning within the Region. Transportation-related inventory data are presented in a companion to this report,
SEWRPC Planning Report No. 49, A Regional Transportation System Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: 2035.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC BASE

Population®

Historic Trends and Distribution Among Counties

The population of the Region was 1,931,200 in 2000, compared to 1,810,400 in 1990. The increase of 120,800
persons, or 7 percent, in the regional population during the 1990s is substantially greater than the increase
experienced during the 1970s (8,700 persons) and 1980s (45,600 persons)—~but less than the increases of 333,000
persons and 182,500 persons experienced during the 1950s and 1960s, respectively (see Table 1).

In relative terms, the Region’s population grew at a somewhat slower rate than the population of Wisconsin
overall and the population of the United States during the 1990s. As a result, the Region’s share of Wisconsin’s
population decreased slightly, from 37 percent to 36 percent, with the Region’s share of the national population
also declining. As indicated in Table 1, the Region’s share of the State and national population has been gradually
decreasing since 1960.

During the 1990s, six of the counties in the Region experienced significant population growth, while Milwaukee
County lost population. Waukesha County gained the most population during the 1990s, increasing by 56,100
persons. Kenosha, Ozaukee, Racine, Walworth, and Washington Counties gained between 9,400 and 22,200
persons each. Milwaukee County lost 19,100 persons.

The Regional Planning Commission conducted a detailed inventory and analysis of the regional population in
2004 following the release of the 2000 Federal census. The findings are presented in detail in SEWRPC Technical
Report No. 11 (4th Edition), The Population of Southeastern Wisconsin, dated July 2004.



Table 1

POPULATION TRENDS IN THE REGION, WISCONSIN, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1950-2000

Region Wisconsin United States
Change from Change from Change from Regional Population
Preceding Year Preceding Year Preceding Year as a Percent of:
United
Year Population Number Percent Population Number Percent Population Number Percent Wisconsin States
1950 1,240,618 -- -- 3,434,575 -- -- 151,325,798 -- -- 36.1 0.82
1960 1,573,614 332,996 26.8 3,951,777 517,202 15.1 179,323,175 | 27,997,377 18.5 39.8 0.88
1970 1,756,083 182,469 11.6 4,417,821 466,044 11.8 203,302,031 | 23,978,856 13.4 39.7 0.86
1980 1,764,796 8,713 0.5 4,705,642 287,821 6.5 226,504,825 | 23,202,794 11.4 37.5 0.78
1990 1,810,364 45,568 2.6 4,891,769 186,127 4.0 249,632,692 | 23,127,867 10.2 37.0 0.73
2000 1,931,165 120,801 6.7 5,363,675 471,906 9.6 281,421,906 | 31,789,214 12.7 36.0 0.69
Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC.
Table 2
POPULATION IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000
Total Population
1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
County Number | of Total | Number | of Total | Number | of Total | Number | of Total | Number | of Total | Number | of Total
Kenosha................... 75,238 6.1 100,615 6.4 117,917 6.7 123,137 7.0 128,181 7.1 149,577 7.7
Milwaukee ... . 871,047 70.2 | 1,036,041 65.8 | 1,054,249 60.1 964,988 54.7 959,275 53.0 940,164 48.7
Ozaukee...... . 23,361 19 38,441 25 54,461 31 66,981 3.8 72,831 4.0 82,317 4.2
Racine.......ccoceveenns 109,585 8.8 141,781 9.0 170,838 9.7 173,132 9.8 175,034 9.7 188,831 9.8
Walworth .................. 41,584 34 52,368 33 63,444 3.6 71,507 4.0 75,000 4.1 92,013 4.8
Washington............... 33,902 2.7 46,119 2.9 63,839 3.6 84,848 4.8 95,328 5.3 117,496 6.1
Waukesha................ 85,901 6.9 158,249 10.1 231,335 13.2 280,203 15.9 304,715 16.8 360,767 18.7
Region 1,240,618 | 100.0 | 1,573,614 | 100.0 | 1,756,083 | 100.0 | 1,764,796 | 100.0 1,810,364 | 100.0 | 1,931,165| 100.0
Population Change
1950-1960 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000
County Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Kenosha...........c...... 25,377 33.7 17,302 17.2 5,220 4.4 5,044 4.1 21,396 16.7
Milwaukee ... 164,994 18.9 18,208 1.8 -89,261 -8.5 -5,713 -0.6 -19,111 -2.0
Ozaukee.................. 15,080 64.6 16,020 41.7 12,520 23.0 5,850 8.7 9,486 13.0
Racine........cccceeeenee 32,196 29.4 29,057 20.5 2,294 1.3 1,902 11 13,797 7.9
Walworth..... 10,784 25.9 11,076 21.2 8,063 12.7 3,493 4.9 17,013 22.7
Washington. 12,217 36.0 17,720 38.4 21,009 32.9 10,480 12.4 22,168 23.3
Waukesha............... 72,348 84.2 73,086 46.2 48,868 21.1 24,512 8.7 56,052 18.4
Region 332,996 26.8 182,469 11.6 8,713 0.5 45,568 2.6 120,801 6.7

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

The past decade saw further change in the relative distribution of the population among the counties within the
Region, continuing long-term trends in this respect (see Table 2 and Figure 1). Milwaukee County’s share of the
regional population decreased by about 4 percentage points during the 1990s, while the share of each of the other
six counties increased at least slightly. Over the past fifty years, the most notable change in the distribution has
been the increase in Waukesha County’s share, from 7 percent to 19 percent of the regional population, and the
decrease in Milwaukee County’s share, from 70 percent to 49 percent.

Components of Population Change

Population change can be attributed to natural increase and net migration. Natural increase is the balance between
births and deaths in an area over a given period of time; it can be measured directly from historical records on the
number of births and deaths for an area. Net migration is the balance between migration to and from an area over
a given period of time; as a practical matter, net migration is often determined as a derived number, obtained by
subtracting natural increase from total population change for the time period concerned.
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Figure 1
POPULATION IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC.

Of the total population increase of 120,800 persons in the Region between 1990 and 2000, 116,900 can be
attributed to natural increase; the balance can be attributed to a modest net in-migration—about 3,900
persons—into the Region. The level of natural increase in the Region has been relatively stable since the 1970s,
averaging about 119,000 persons per decade (see Table 3 and Figure 2). This is significantly lower than the levels
experienced during the 1950s and 1960—swhich include much of the post-World War Il baby-boom era—when
natural increase inthe Regionreached very highlevels 0f224,500 and 202,400 persons, respectively.

Asnoted above, the Region experienced a modest net in-migration during the 1990s—the first decade since the
1950s that the Region as a whole experienced positive net migration. The net in-migration of 3,900 persons for
the Region during the 1990s followed three decades of net out-migration—out-migrations of 81,800 persons
duringthe 1980s, 104,400 persons during the 1970s,and 19,900 persons during the 1960s.

An important aspect of net migration is the in-migration of persons to the Region from abroad. There was a
significant movement of foreign-born persons into the Region during the 1990s. About 45,400 foreign-born
personsinthe Regionin2000 werereported by the U.S. Census Bureau to have entered the country between 1990
and 2000; this is significantly greater than the figures ranging from 12,300 to 18,300 reported in the 1970, 1980,
and 1990 censuses. The increase in the foreign-born population, including a significant Hispanic component, is
akeyaspectofthe population migration pattern for the Region during the 1990s.

Households

Historic Trends and Distribution Among Counties

In addition to population, the number of households, or occupied housing units, is of importance in land use and
public facility planning. Households directly influence the demand for urban land as well as the demand for

1"



Figure 2

COMPONENTS OF POPULATION CHANGE IN THE REGION: 1950-2000
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Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; Wisconsin Department of Health and Family Services; and SEWRPC.

Table 3

LEVELS OF POPULATION CHANGE, NATURAL INCRE ASE,
AND NET MIGRATION FOR THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000

1950-1960 1960-1970 1970-1980
Population Natural Net Population Natural Net Population Natural Net
County Change Increase Migration Change Increase Migration Change Increase Migration
Kenosha.... 25,377 13,931 11,446 17,302 15,125 2,177 5,220 7,746 -2,526
Milwaukee. 164,994 150,141 14,853 18,208 122,192 -103,984 -89,261 60,105 -149,366
Ozaukee ... 15,080 5,926 9,154 16,020 6,090 9,930 12,520 4,798 7,722
Racine.... 32,196 21,473 10,723 29,057 20,441 8,616 2,294 12,842 -10,548
Walworth... 10,784 5,733 5,051 11,076 4,685 6,391 8,063 2,451 5,612
Washington... 12,217 7,501 4,716 17,720 8,122 9,598 21,009 7,163 13,846
Waukesha 72,348 19,746 52,602 73,086 25,699 47,387 48,868 18,011 30,857
Region 332,996 224,451 108,545 182,469 202,354 -19,885 8,713 113,116 -104,403
1980-1990 1990-2000
Population Natural Net Population Natural Net
County Change Increase Migration Change Increase Migration
Kenosha.... 5,044 8,177 -3,133 21,396 9,365 12,031
Milwaukee. -5,713 69,529 -75,242 -19,111 64,145 -83,256
Ozaukee ... 5,850 5,141 709 9,486 3,916 5,570
1,902 13,720 -11,818 13,797 11,127 2,670
3,493 2,939 554 17,013 2,592 14,421
Washington 10,480 7,756 2,724 22,168 7,159 15,009
Waukesha..... 24,512 20,068 4,444 56,052 18,582 37,470
Region 45,568 127,330 -81,762 120,801 116,886 3,915

Source U.S. Bureau of the Census; Wisconsin Department of Health and Family Services; and SEWRPC.
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transportation and other public facilities and services. A household includes all persons who occupy a housing
unit—defined by the Census Bureau as a house, an apartment, a mobile home, a group of rooms, or a single-room
that is occupied, or intended for occupancy, as separate living quarters.

The number of households in the Region increased by 72,900 households, or 11 percent, from 676,100
households in 1990 to 749,000 households in 2000. This follows increases of 48,200 households during the
1980s, 91,500 households during the 1970s, 70,600 households during the 1960s, and 111,400 households during
the 1950s.

During the 1990s, all counties in the Region experienced increases in the number of households, led by Waukesha
County, which gained 29,200 households, an increase of 28 percent. Milwaukee County gained 4,700
households—a 1 percent increase—during the 1990s, despite having a decrease in total population. Changes in
the distribution of households in the Region going back 50 years are indicated in Table 4 and Figure 3. These
changes are similar to the distributional changes in the total population.

Household Size

In relative terms, the rate of growth in households in the Region during the 1990s, 10.8 percent, exceeded the rate
of growth in the total population, 6.7 percent, as well as the rate of growth in the household population, 6.6
percent. Similar patterns were observed over each of the four previous decades. For the past 50 years overall, the
number of households in the Region increased by 111 percent, while the total population increased by 56 percent
and the household population increased by 58 percent. These differential growth rates between households and
population are reflected in a declining average household size in the Region.

For the Region overall, the average household size—calculated as the household population divided by the
number of households—was 2.52 persons in 2000 (see Table 5). During the 1990s, the average household size in
the Region decreased by about 0.10 person per household, or about 4 percent, from the 1990 figure of 2.62
persons. The decrease in household size during the 1990s represents a continuation of a long-term trend in
declining average household size for the Region over the past 50 years. A particularly large decrease in the
average household size for the Region occurred between 1970 and 1980. Each of the seven counties in the Region
has experienced a similar long-term trend of declining household size, traceable back to the 1970 or prior
censuses. The decline in household size is related in part to changing household types in the Region. Single-
person households and other nonfamily households have increased at a much faster rate than family households in
the Region over the past three decades.

Employment?

Historic Trends and Distribution Among Counties

Information regarding the number and type of employment opportunities, or jobs, in an area is an important
measure of the size and structure of the area’s economy. Employment data presented in this section pertain to both
wage and salary employment and the self-employed, and include both full-time and part-time jobs.

Total employment in the Region stood at 1,222,800 jobs in 2000, compared to 1,062,600 jobs in 1990. The
increase of 160,200 jobs during the 1990s compares to 114,400 during the 1980s, 163,300 during the 1970s,
111,900 during the 1960s, and 99,500 during the 1950s (see Table 6).

In relative terms, employment in the Region grew at a somewhat slower rate than both the State and the Nation
during the 1990s. As a result, the Region’s share of total State employment decreased from about 38 percent to
about 36 percent, with the Region’s share of national employment also showing a slight decrease.

2 The Regional Planning Commission conducted a detailed inventory and analysis of the regional economy in
2004. The findings are presented in detail in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 10 (4th Edition), The Economy of
Southeastern Wisconsin, dated July 2004.
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Figure 3

HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000
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Table 4

WALWORTH WASHINGTON WAUKESHA

HOUSEHOLDS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000

Total Households

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
County Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total
Kenosha..........c.cc..... 21,958 6.2 29,545 6.4 35,468 6.6 43,064 6.9 47,029 6.9 56,057 7.5
Milwaukee .. 249,232 70.3 314,875 67.6 338,605 63.1 363,653 57.9 373,048 55.2 377,729 50.4
Ozaukee................... 6,591 1.9 10,417 2.2 14,753 2.8 21,763 3.5 25,707 3.8 30,857 4.1
Racine.........cccceeeenee. 31,399 8.8 40,736 8.7 49,796 9.3 59,418 9.5 63,736 9.4 70,819 9.5
Walworth .... 12,369 3.5 15,414 3.3 18,544 3.5 24,789 3.9 27,620 41 34,505 4.6
Washington 9,396 27 12,532 2.7 17,385 3.2 26,716 4.2 32,977 4.9 43,843 5.8
Waukesha................. 23,599 6.6 42,394 9.1 61,935 11.5 88,552 14.1 105,990 15.7 135,229 18.1
Region 354,544 | 100.0 465,913 | 100.0 536,486 | 100.0 627,955 | 100.0 676,107 | 100.0 749,039 100.0
Household Change
1950-1960 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000
County Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Kenosha.........c......... 7,587 34.6 5,923 20.0 7,596 214 3,965 9.2 9,028 19.2
Milwaukee................. 65,643 26.3 23,730 7.5 25,048 7.4 9,395 2.6 4,681 1.3
Ozaukee.......c.ceeuenee 3,826 58.0 4,336 41.6 7,010 475 3,944 18.1 5,150 20.0
Racine 9,337 29.7 9,060 22.2 9,622 19.3 4,318 7.3 7,083 111
Walworth ..........c....... 3,045 24.6 3,130 20.3 6,245 33.7 2,831 1.4 6,885 24.9
Washington .............. 3,136 334 4,853 38.7 9,331 53.7 6,261 234 10,866 32.9
Waukesha................ 18,795 79.6 19,541 46.1 26,617 43.0 17,438 19.7 29,239 27.6
Region 111,369 31.4 70,573 15.1 91,469 17.0 48,152 7.7 72,932 10.8

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

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000

Average Persons per Household

County 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Kenosha .............. 3.36 3.36 3.26 2.80 2.67 2.60
Milwaukee.. 3.34 3.21 3.04 2.59 2.50 2.43
Ozaukee .............. 3.51 3.65 3.66 3.04 2.79 2.61
Racine ................. 3.37 3.39 3.35 2.86 2.70 2.59
Walworth....... 3.25 3.28 3.16 2.74 2.60 2,57
Washington.......... 3.55 3.64 3.63 3.14 2.86 2.65
Waukesha............ 3.51 3.66 3.66 3.11 2.83 2.63
Region 3.36 3.30 3.20 2.75 2.62 2.52

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

Table 6

EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION, WISCONSIN, AND THE UNITED STATES: 1950-2000

Region Wisconsin United States
Change from Change from Change from Regional Employment
Preceding Year Preceding Year Preceding Year as a percent of:

United

Year Jobs Number Percent Jobs Number Percent Jobs Number Percent Wisconsin States
1950 573,500 -- -- 1,413,400 -- -- 61,701,200 -- -- 40.6 0.93
1960 673,000 99,500 17.3 1,659,400 246,000 17.4 72,057,000 | 10,355,800 16.8 40.6 0.93
1970 784,900 111,900 16.6 1,929,100 269,700 16.3 88,049,600 | 15,992,600 22.2 40.7 0.89
1980 948,200 163,300 20.8 2,429,800 500,700 26.0 111,730,200 | 23,680,600 26.9 39.0 0.85
1990 1,062,600 114,400 12.1 2,810,400 380,600 15.7 136,708,900 | 24,978,700 22.4 37.8 0.78
2000 1,222,800 160,200 15.1 3,421,800 611,400 21.8 165,209,800 | 28,500,900 20.8 35.7 0.74

NOTE: Excludes military employment.

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

Historically, employment levels, both nationally and within the Region, tend to fluctuate in the short-term, rising
and falling in accordance with business cycles. The long period of nearly uninterrupted job growth between 1983
and 2000 is unusual in this respect. Nationally and within the Region, total employment increased each year
during that time, with the exception of a slight decrease in 1991. The extended period of employment growth in
the Region ended after 2000, with total employment in the Region decreasing each year between 2000 and 2003.
Estimated total employment in the Region stood at 1,179,000 jobs in 2003, about 4 percent below the 2000 level.

Information on current and historic employment levels is presented by county in the Region in Table 7 and Figure
4. Each county in the Region experienced an increase in employment between 1990 and 2000. With an increase of
81,100 jobs, Waukesha County accounted for just over half of the total increase in the Region’s employment
during the 1990s. Among the other six counties, the growth in employment during the 1990s ranged from 4,800
jobs in Racine County to 16,500 jobs in Kenosha County.

Between 1990 and 2000, Milwaukee and Racine Counties decreased in their share of total regional employment
while the share of each of the other five counties increased at least slightly. Over the past five decades,
Milwaukee County has experienced a substantial decrease in its share of regional employment; Waukesha County
has experienced a substantial increase; and Ozaukee, Walworth, and Washington Counties have experienced
gradual increases. In Kenosha and Racine Counties, the share of total regional employment in 2000 was about the
same as in 1950, with some fluctuations occurring over the intervening decades.
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Figure 4

EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000
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Table 7

EMPLOYMENT IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1950-2000

WALWORTH WASHINGTON WAUKESHA

Total Employment (Jobs)

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent
County Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total Number | of Total
Kenosha................... 29,100 5.1 42,200 6.3 42,100 5.4 54,100 5.7 52,200 4.9 68,700 5.6
Milwaukee . 453,500 79.1 503,300 74.8 525,200 66.9 583,200 61.5 609,800 57.4 624,600 51.1
Ozaukee 6,600 1.0 10,200 1.5 21,300 2.7 28,200 3.0 35,300 3.3 50,800 4.2
Racine... 44,500 7.8 49,900 74 64,600 8.2 81,200 8.6 89,600 8.4 94,400 7.7
Walworth ... 13,200 23 19,600 29 26,400 34 33,500 3.5 39,900 3.8 51,800 4.2
Washington .. 10,200 1.8 15,200 23 24,300 3.1 35,200 3.7 46,100 4.3 61,700 5.0
Waukesha................. 16,400 2.9 32,600 4.8 81,000 10.3 132,800 14.0 189,700 17.9 270,800 22.2
Region 573,500 100.0 673,000 | 100.0 784,900 | 100.0 948,200 | 100.0 | 1,062,600 | 100.0 | 1,222,800 | 100.0
Employment Change
1950-1960 1960-1970 1970-1980 1980-1990 1990-2000
County Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Kenosha................... 13,100 45.0 -100 -0.2 12,000 28.5 -1,900 -3.5 16,500 31.6
Milwaukee . 49,800 11.0 21,900 4.4 58,000 11.0 26,600 4.6 14,800 24
Ozaukee 3,600 54.5 11,100 108.8 6,900 324 7,100 252 15,500 43.9
Racine... 5,400 12.1 14,700 29.5 16,600 25.7 8,400 10.3 4,800 54
Walworth ... 6,400 48.5 6,800 34.7 7,100 26.9 6,400 19.1 11,900 29.8
Washington .. 5,000 49.0 9,100 59.9 10,900 44.9 10,900 31.0 15,600 33.8
Waukesha................. 16,200 98.8 48,400 148.5 51,800 64.0 56,900 42.8 81,100 42.8
Region 99,500 17.3 111,900 16.6 163,300 20.8 114,400 12.1 160,200 15.1

Source: U. S. Bureau of Economic Analysis and SEWRPC.
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Employment by Industry

Information regarding employment by industry group provides insight into the structure of the regional economy
and changes in that structure over time. As indicated in Table 8 and Figure 5, the services sector made up the
largest proportion of regional employment in 2000, accounting for 33 percent of total employment. This was
followed by manufacturing and retail trade, with 18 percent and 16 percent of total regional employment,
respectively. Together, these three sectors accounted for roughly two-thirds of regional employment in 2000.

The 1990s saw a continuation of a shift in the regional economy from a manufacturing to a service orientation.
Manufacturing employment in the Region was virtually unchanged during the 1990s, following a 15 percent
decrease during the 1980s, and a modest 4 percent increase during the 1970s. Conversely, service-related
employment increased substantially during each of the past three decades—by 33 percent during the 1990s, 41
percent during the 1980s, and 53 percent during 1970s. Due to these differential growth rates, the proportion of
manufacturing jobs relative to total jobs in the Region decreased from 32 percent in 1970 to 18 percent in 2000,
while service-related employment increased from 18 percent in 1970 to 33 percent in 2000. In comparison to the
manufacturing and services industry groups, other major industry groups—such as wholesale trade, retail trade,
government, and finance, insurance and real estate—have been relatively stable in terms of their share of total
employment in the Region over the last three decades.

The State of Wisconsin and the United States have likewise experienced a major shift from manufacturing to
service-related employment. However, the trend in manufacturing employment for the State overall has been
more robust than for the Region. Manufacturing employment in the State increased by 24 percent between 1970
and 2000; the Region’s manufacturing employment decreased by 12 percent during this time. While historically
the Region exceeded the State in the proportion of manufacturing jobs relative to total jobs, by 2000 the Region
and State had about the same proportion of jobs in manufacturing—just over 18 percent. In comparison,
manufacturing jobs comprised about 12 percent of all jobs in the Nation in 2000.

Population and Employment Trends in Northeastern Illinois

The 1990s saw a continuation of growth and development in northeastern Illinois, including Illinois counties
located immediately south of the Region. Together, the population of Lake and McHenry Counties, which abut
the Region on the south, increased by 204,800 persons, or 29 percent, between 1990 and 2000. By 2000 the
combined population of Lake and McHenry Counties stood at 904,400 persons (see Table 9). During the 1990s,
there was also a significant net movement of population from northeastern Illinois into the Region, particularly
into Kenosha and Walworth Counties.?

During the 1990s, employment in Lake and McHenry Counties increased by 146,800 jobs, or 41 percent. By 2000
total employment in Lake and McHenry Counties stood at 505,200 jobs. These and other counties in northeastern
Illinois provide job opportunities for many residents of the Region, particularly residents of Kenosha and
Walworth Counties. While a number of northeastern Illinois residents find employment in Kenosha and Walworth
Countief, a far greater number of Kenosha and Walworth County residents commute to jobs in northeastern
Ilinois.

® The year 2000 Federal Census reported that a total of 14,400 persons who lived in Kenosha or Walworth
Counties in 2000 resided in Lake, McHenry, or Cook Counties five years earlier. This compares to a total of
4,400 persons who lived in Lake, McHenry, or Cook Counties in 2000 and resided in Kenosha or Walworth
Counties five years earlier.

* The year 2000 Federal Census reported that about 25,200 persons lived in Kenosha or Walworth Counties and
worked in Lake, McHenry, or Cook Counties. This compares to the reported 4,000 persons who lived in Lake,
McHenry, or Cook Counties and worked in Kenosha or Walworth Counties.
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Figure 5

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYMENT BY GENERAL
INDUSTRY GROUP IN THE REGION: 1970, 1980, 1990, AND 2000
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Table 8

EMPLOYMENT BY GENERAL INDUSTRY GROUP IN THE REGION: 1970-2000

Employment Percent Change in Employment
1970 1980 1990 2000
Percent Percent Percent Percent 1970- 1980- 1990- 1970-
General Industry Group Jobs of Total Jobs of Total Jobs of Total Jobs of Total 1980 1990 2000 2000
Agriculture ..........coooiiiiiiiiiiiineees 12,000 1.5 10,000 1.0 7,200 0.7 6,000 0.5 -16.7 -28.0 -16.7 -50.0
Construction. 32,400 4.1 33,900 3.6 45,100 4.2 53,800 4.4 4.6 33.0 19.3 66.0
Manufacturing . 254,400 324 264,200 279 223,500 21.0 224,300 18.3 3.9 -15.4 0.4 -11.8
Transportation, Com
and Utilities 38,500 4.9 42,200 4.4 46,300 4.4 54,800 4.5 9.6 9.7 18.4 423
Wholesale Trade. 37,200 4.7 46,200 4.9 55,300 52 64,400 53 242 19.7 16.5 731
Retail Trade 133,900 171 153,900 16.2 185,400 17.4 193,700 15.8 14.9 20.5 4.5 44.7
Finance, Insurance, and Real
Estate 47,600 6.1 75,600 8.0 81,800 7.7 93,700 7.7 58.8 8.2 14.5 96.8
Services .. 141,800 18.1 216,700 22.8 304,700 28.7 406,000 33.2 52.8 40.6 33.2 186.3
Government and Governme
84,400 10.8 101,100 10.7 106,200 10.0 114,400 9.3 19.8 5.0 77 355
. 2,700 0.3 4,400 0.5 7,100 0.7 11,700 1.0 63.0 61.4 64.8 333.3
Total 784,900 100.0 948,200 100.0 1,062,600 100.0 1,222,800 100.0 20.8 12.1 15.1 55.8

8includes all nonmilitary government agencies and enterprises.

bInc:ludz—:-s agricultural services, forestry, commercial fishing, mining, and unclassified jobs.

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

The growth and development of northeastern Illinois has many implications for Southeastern Wisconsin, especially
for Kenosha and Walworth Counties. These include impacts on travel patterns and on groundwater—since much
development in northeastern Illinois is dependent on groundwater as a source of water supply and since the deep
sandstone aquifer underlying the Southeastern Wisconsin Region is the same aquifer used by many northeastern
[llinois communities. Moreover, the continued net migration of northeastern Illinois residents into the Region may be
expected to impact the demand for urban land and for public utilities and services, especially in Kenosha and
Walworth Counties.
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Table 9

POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT IN LAKE AND MCHENRY COUNTIES (ILLINOIS): 1970-2000

Population Employment
County Vear Population Change From Preceding Year Employ_ment Change From Preceding Year
Level Number Percent Level (jobs) Number Percent
Lake 1970 382,600 -- -- 134,000 -- --
1980 440,400 57,800 15.1 186,500 52,500 39.2
1990 516,400 76,000 17.3 275,300 88,800 47.6
2000 644,300 127,900 24.8 393,900 118,600 43.1
McHenry 1970 111,600 -- -- 41,900 -- --
1980 147,900 36,300 325 56,400 14,500 34.6
1990 183,200 35,300 23.9 83,100 26,700 47.3
2000 260,100 76,900 42.0 111,300 28,200 33.9

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis; and SEWRPC.

LAND USE

The Commission relies on two types of inventories and analyses in order to monitor urban growth and
development in the Region—an urban growth ring analysis and a land use inventory. The urban growth ring
analysis delineates the outer limits of concentrations of urban development and depicts the urbanization of the
Region over the past 150 years. When related to urban population levels, the urban growth ring analysis provides
a good basis for calculating urban population and household densities. By contrast, the Commission land use
inventory is a more detailed inventory that places all land and water areas of the Region into one of 66 discrete
land use categories, providing a basis for analyzing specific urban and nonurban land uses. Both the urban growth
ring analysis and the land use inventory for the Region have been updated to the year 2000 under the continuing
regional planning program.

Urban Growth Ring Analysis

The urban growth ring analysis shows the historical pattern of urban settlement, growth, and development of the
Region since 1850 for selected points in time. Areas identified as urban under this time series analysis include
areas of the Region where residential structures or other buildings have been constructed in relatively compact
groups, thereby indicating a concentration of residential, commercial, industrial, governmental, institutional, or
other urban land uses. In addition, the identified urban areas encompass certain open space lands such as urban
parks and small areas being preserved for resource conservation purposes within the urban areas.”

As part of the urban growth ring analysis, urban growth for the years prior to 1940 was identified using a variety
of sources, including the records of local historical societies, land subdivision plat records, farm plat maps, U. S.
Geological Survey maps, and Wisconsin Geological and Natural History Survey records. Urban growth for the
years 1940, 1950, 1963, 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2000 was identified using aerial photographs. Because of
limitations inherent in the source materials, information presented for the years prior to 1940 represents the extent
of urban development at approximately those points in time, whereas the information presented for later years can
be considered precisely representative of those respective points in time.

> As part of the urban growth ring analysis, urban areas are defined as concentrations of residential, commercial,
industrial, governmental, or institutional buildings or structures, along with their associated yards, parking, and
service areas, having a combined area of five acres or more. In the case of residential uses, such areas must
include at least 10 structures—over a maximum distance of one-half mile—located along a linear feature, such as
a roadway or lakeshore, or at least 10 structures located in a relatively compact group within a residential
subdivision. Urban land uses which do not meet these criteria because they lack the concentration of buildings or
structures—such as cemeteries, airports, public parks, golf courses—are identified as urban where such uses are
surrounded on at least three sides by urban land uses that do meet the aforereferenced criteria.
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The urban growth ring analysis, updated through 2000, is presented graphically on Map 2. In 1850, the urban
portion of the Region was concentrated primarily in the larger urban centers located at Burlington, Kenosha,
Milwaukee, Racine, Waukesha, and West Bend, along with many smaller settlements throughout the Region.
Over the 100-year period from 1850 to 1950, urban development in the Region occurred in a pattern resembling
concentric rings around existing urban centers, resulting in a relatively compact regional settlement pattern. After
1950, there was a significant change in the pattern and rate of urban development in the Region. While substantial
amounts of development continued to occur adjacent to established urban centers, considerable development also
occurred in isolated enclaves in outlying areas of the Region. Map 2 indicates a continuation of this trend during
the 1990s, with significant amounts of development occurring adjacent to existing urban centers, and with
considerable development continuing to occur in scattered fashion in outlying areas.

The urban growth ring analysis, in conjunction with the Federal censuses, provides a basis for calculating urban
population and household densities in the Region and changes in density over time. Table 10 relates the urban
area identified by the urban growth ring analysis with the urban population and households, going back to 1940.°
In Table 10, the “urban population” is the total population of the Region excluding the rural farm population, as
reported by the U.S. Bureau of the Census; similarly, “urban households” as reported in that table consist of all
households other than rural farm households.”

As indicated in Table 10, the population density of the urban portion of the Region—as identified by the urban
growth ring analysis—decreased significantly, from 10,700 persons per square mile in 1940 to about 5,100
persons per square mile in 1970, 3,900 persons per square mile in 1980, and 3,500 persons per square mile in
1990. During the 1990s, the urban population density decreased slightly—to about 3,300 persons per square mile
in 2000. The long-term decrease in the urban population density is due in part to a trend toward lower density
residential development. The decrease is also attributable, in part, to significant increases in the number of jobs—
jobs having increased at a faster rate than population since 1960—and the attendant increase in commercial and
industrial development in the Region. Part of the decrease in the urban population density also relates to the fact
that the number of persons per household—the household being the basic unit of demand for residential
development—has decreased by 25 percent since 1950.

A different density trend for the Region emerges when urban density is calculated based upon households rather
than population (see Figure 6). Since 1963, the relative decrease in urban household density has been much lower
than the decrease in urban population density. Between 1963 and 2000, the urban household density decreased by
23 percent, compared to a 43 percent decrease in the urban population density.

Land Use Inventory

The Commission land use inventory is intended to serve as a relatively precise record of land use for the entire
area of the Region at selected points in time. The land use classification system used in the inventory consists of
nine major categories which are divisible into 66 sub-categories, making the inventory suitable for both land use
and transportation planning, adaptable to stormwater drainage, public utility, and community facility planning,
and compatible with other land use classification systems. Aerial photographs serve as the primary basis for
identifying existing land use, augmented by field surveys as appropriate. The most recent regional land use
inventory was carried out based upon aerial photography taken in spring of 2000. The results of that inventory are
summarized on Map 3 and Table 11.

® The urban growth ring analysis areas presented in Table 10 were developed using computerized map area
measuring software. The area measurements presented in Table 10 differ slightly from the corresponding area
measurement reported in the previous regional land use plan report, SEWRPC Planning Report No. 45, those
measurements having been based on a combination of manual and computer measurement techniques.

" The Commission uses this method of approximating the population and households within the urban areas
identified in the urban growth ring analysis in the absence of actual population and household counts for these
areas. This method may include certain nonfarm residents living outside the identified urban areas in the estimate
of the urban population and households for the Region, and, as a result, may overstate somewhat the actual urban
population and household densities.

20



- — e o T
Map 2 WASHINGTON W = |OBAUKEE €O
_é"v - BELGIU
HISTORIC URBAN GROWTH B o T « v
I P . = B I
N THE REGION: 1850-2000 & FREDONIA =
I = le - -t ]
\ Wayney, ington Fraron Belgium
o s L Part Washington
< ‘ - i.“ NEWBURG, 57
lOw" Aﬁ rtol . - ~
’ - ‘ . 1) o a4
= b o W . 3 )
o] . £ me#u.\ P
v A b <
| 3 PORT
< . s = N o WASHINGTON
- 460 BMd:snn i e - Trenthy < sounuitie
e ) Ly 1. i /.
HARTF ORI ] a P g
g SLINGER g it 7 <K' h *
Pl " :
[ I . ‘s : .
u_ > 1,113 - : E |
== i
duacgsdn L1 3
- 1940 == i S 2EDAR] 2
A (4 i ot )= ql Iy
I i 1
- 1950 Hartiord | Polk Jackson w) cedfrbur Graitan
N A - 5 $73) g T i
r ] s ermantownZ 1 ] e ] ME.UUQN e
- 1983 » FO3) pvrown Tfse | e -
r Pl De— . k)
d g el
A ] < ™
1970 o ? i
L] - P 1 A8 ' OZAUKS
1980 SRS Merfon E - RIVE BAYSIDE
i ] HIL
1990 t | s & X
=1 : s L |
- & - ueseouoNEER ] ¥
2000 S
0 ‘a . R & WHITEFISH
¢ BAY
o
i HOREWOOD
£
ol
-
- L
L E;ANC!S
e
® ) 3 R
L Yy & CUDAHY
L -
13 I}
4 = . SOUTH
g ] MILWALKEE
.I‘ -
o : -7 IN| . 3
7 W 5 e R =
3= T W B) s
re 3/ - a & G -
1o MILWAUKEE 7/t J -
; Tl 2 = ] RACINE _ T =
i o Ay fy oogn? A [ el
; T @l u ¥, =2
(] % ‘— i
" - o -
. 3 b [ J T~ B T WIND.
¥ - -land!
. L, 1 R I i 3 e, ! FOINT
L% T o .
WATERFO o
Troy e East Troy = waterford 2 Therwa) faymand ; = NORTH
] @ "':'réocussi' el : 4 Vi “ i o
- < ¢ 0 = r
= . K ] | [33 A <
2 4 e R N b STU RACINE
o -l - 1? [ N -
E ELKHORN 1 =] = :
= I i - : . - LMWOOD
= Richmond Sugar Creake Lafaystte Spring Prairle LineToN RACINE | oover ity B L — S
F3 ¥ KENDSH CO." ~ ot
WY - e . 5 iF . (& A
Bt m = 73 3 *5 4 & "'F-" -
oe = ' g T :
H = @
IEN - . omers|_
1 x AL -y =l " o
s LT =l - = ¥l
arien Delavan Lyans - 24 ‘f"" Brighton — fans -~ T KENOSHA
2% wiuAms TAKE NS¢ ; < 5 g LAK i -
JEENEVASY = 1 ]
i ra = { B Y Y ES. .
VAl LAKE B
WALWOR' ) B el
N = RIE
i3 L] Bloomfield  GIT PR - -
@ o iprMEENOSH = CO RENT
SHA Sharon WA WORTH CO._Linn 3 gt A) A COs

Source: SEWRPC.

21



Table 10

URBAN POPULATION DENSITY AND URBAN
HOUSEHOLD DENSITY IN THE REGION: 1940-2000

Figure 6

URBAN POPULATION AND HOUSEHOLD DENSITY
IN THE REGION: 1940-2000

11,000

Urban Population Urban Households g 10,000 \
Density Density 4 \
a (persons (households S 9,000
Urban Area per urban per urban 3 8,000 ]
Year (square miles) PersonsP square mile) Households® | square mile) [ \ POPULATION
1940 93 991,535 10,662 272,077 2,926 3, 7,000 HOUSEHOLDS ——
1950 146 1,179,084 8,076 338,572 2,319 g 6,000 \
1963 282 1,634,200 5,795 470,856 1,670 I ' \\
1970 338 1,728,666 5114 529,404 1,566 @ 5,000 ™~
1980 444 1,749,238 3,940 623,441 1,404 g 4000
1990 509 1,800,751 3,538 672,896 1,322 ? ’ —_— |
2000 579 1,923,674 3,322 746,500 1,289 O 3,000
1923, 8 . . g % \
®Based upon the Regional Planning Commission urban growth ring analysis. g 2,000
< 1,000
bTota/ population, excluding rural farm population, as reported in the Federal Census; 1963 is g
Commission estimate. 0
1940 1950 1963 1970 1980 1990 2000
“Total households, excluding rural farm households, as reported in the Federal Census; 1963 is YEAR
Commission estimate.
Source: U. S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC. Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census and SEWRPC.
Table 11
EXISTING LAND USE IN THE SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION: 2000
Percent
of Urban/ Percent
Land Use Category@ Square Miles Nonurban of Total
Urban
ReSIAENtial ... e e 362.1 47.6 13.5
(7010010 4 1=1 (o= | BTSRRI 30.3 4.0 1.1
INAUSTIIAL .. e e e e 32.9 4.3 1.2
Transportation, Communication, and Utilities.. . 200.9 26.4 7.5
Governmental and Institutional.............ccoociiiiiiiiis v 33.7 4.4 1.2
ReCreational............cooiiiiiiiiiis e e 50.4 6.6 1.9
Unused Urban Land ...........coociiiiiiiiiiis e e 50.9 6.7 1.9
Subtotal Urban 761.2 100.0 28.3
Nonurban
Natural Areas
SUface Water ..........ooiiiiiiiiiicet s e 77.4 4.0 2.9
Wetlands 275.7 14.3 10.2
WOOIANAS ... s e 182.7 9.5 6.8
Subtotal Natural Areas 535.8 27.8 19.9
AGFICUIUTAL ... e e 1,259.4 65.3 46.8
Unused Rural and Other Open Land............ccooooueveeeees coveveeeene. 133.5 6.9 5.0
Subtotal Nonurban 1,928.7 100.0 1.7
Total 2,689.9 - - 100.0

aOff-street parking is included with the associated land use.

Source: SEWRPC.

Existing Land Use: 2000

Areas considered “urban” under the land use inventory include areas identified as being in residential, commercial,
industrial, transportation-communication-utility, governmental-institutional, or intensive recreational
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Map 3
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uses, along with “unused” urban lands.® In 2000, urban land uses as identified in the regional land use inventory
encompassed about 761 square miles, or 28 percent of the total area of the Region. Residential land comprised the
largest urban land use category, encompassing about 362 square miles, or about 48 percent of all urban land and
about 14 percent of the overall area of the Region.? In combination, commercial and industrial lands encompassed
about 63 square miles, or about 8 percent of all urban land and about 2 percent of the Region overall. Land used
for governmental and institutional purposes encompassed 34 square miles, or 4 percent of all urban land and 1
percent of the Region overall. Land devoted to intensive recreational uses encompassed about 50 square miles, or
7 percent of all urban land and 2 percent of the Region overall. Land devoted to transportation, communication,
and utility uses—including areas used for streets and highways, railways, airports, and utility and communication
facilities—totaled 201 square miles, or 26 percent of all urban land and 8 percent of the Region overall. Unused
urban lands encompassed 51 square miles, or 7 percent of all urban land and 2 percent of the overall area of the
Region (see Table 11).

Areas considered “nonurban” under the land use inventory include agricultural lands, wetlands, woodlands,
surface water, extractive and landfill sites, and “unused” rural lands.™ In 2000, nonurban lands as identified in the
regional land use inventory encompassed about 1,929 square miles, or 72 percent of the total area of the Region.
Agricultural land constituted the largest nonurban land use category, encompassing 1,259 square miles,
representing about 65 percent of all nonurban land and about 47 percent of the overall area of the Region.
Wetlands, woodlands, and surface water together encompassed 536 square miles, representing about 28 percent of
all nonurban land and 20 percent of the Region overall. All other nonurban lands, including extractive, landfill,
and unused rural lands, encompassed 134 square miles, representing about 7 percent of all nonurban land and 5
percent of the overall area of the Region.

Prior Land Use Inventories

The Regional Planning Commission carried out the first regional land use inventory in 1963 and has conducted
inventory updates periodically following the preparation of new aerial photography for the Region, with the most
recent inventory prepared using aerial photographs taken in spring of 2000, as noted earlier. As part of the year
2000 land use inventory, the delineation of existing land use was referenced to real property boundary information
not available in prior inventories.™* This change increases the precision of the land use inventory and makes it
more useable to public agencies and private interests throughout the Region. As a result of this change, however,
year 2000 land use inventory data are not strictly comparable with data from the 1990 and prior inventories.

At the county and regional level, the most significant effect of this procedural change is to increase the
transportation, communication, and utilities category—the result of the use of actual street and highway rights-of-
way as part of the year 2000 land use inventory, as opposed to the estimated, typically narrower, rights-of-way
observed on aerial photographs and used in prior inventories. This treatment of streets and highways generally
diminishes the area of adjacent urban and nonurban land uses traversed by those streets and highways in the 2000

8 Unused urban lands consist of open lands, other than wetlands and woodlands, which are located within urban
areas but which were not developed for a particular use at the time of the land use inventory. Among the lands
included in this category are lands where development was underway but not completed at the time of the
inventory, and once-developed lands which have been cleared of development.

° As identified in the regional land use inventory, the residential land use category encompasses all residential
land, including rural residential development, defined as residential development at a density of no more than one
dwelling unit per five acres. It is envisioned that, utilizing property boundary information in a digital format,
future regional land use inventories will specifically identify the location and extent of rural residential
development, enabling the separate reporting of urban and rural residential land.

10 Unused rural lands consist of open lands, other than wetlands and woodlands, which are located within rural
areas but which were not in agricultural, pasture, or related use at the time of the land use inventory.

L At the time of the 2000 regional land use inventory, digital property boundary information was available for
about 84 percent of the total area of the Region. Such data were not yet available for the northern portion of the
City of Milwaukee and the central and northern portions of Walworth County.
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Table 12

LAND USE IN THE SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN REGION AS REPORTED
IN THE YEAR 2000 AND PRIOR REGIONAL LAND USE INVENTORIES

Existing Land Use in Square Miles
Land Use Categorya 1963 1970 1980 1990 2000
Urban
RESIAENTIAL ..o 180.0 210.8 269.1 300.4 362.1
COMMEICIAL ...t 11.5 14.8 19.3 24.7 30.3
INAUSTIIAL ... 135 17.3 22.0 26.1 32.9
Transportation, Communication, and Utilities .................... 134.9 150.0 166.1 171.8 200.9
Governmental and INStItUtional.............ccoveeieiiiiiniinenns 21.8 27.2 30.0 30.8 33.7
ReCreational...........ccueiiiiiiiieeiee e 26.0 33.1 39.3 42.3 50.4
Unused Urban Land ..........ccooviiviiiiiiiinicecee e 54.5 51.0 45.0 40.5 50.9
Subtotal Urban 442.2 504.2 590.8 636.6 761.2
Nonurban

Natural Areas
SUIMaCe WaALET ......ccvviiiiiiciic s 71.6 74.0 76.2 76.9 77.4
Wetlands........... 274.3 270.3 266.6 268.7 275.7
Woodlands 186.8 184.3 181.9 185.9 182.7
Subtotal Natural Areas 532.7 528.6 524.7 531.5 535.8
AGHCURUTAL ... 1,637.1 1,564.7 1,475.4 1,395.4 1,259.4
Unused Rural and Other Open Land ...........c.ccoooverveinennnn. 77.2 91.6 98.4 126.0 133.5
Subtotal Nonurban 2,247.0 2,184.9 2,098.5 2,052.9 1,928.7
Total 2,689.2 2,689.1 2,689.3 2,689.5 2,689.9

aoff-street parking is included with the associated land use.

NOTE: 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 useable 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 1990 and prior
inventories. At the county and regional level, the most significant effect of the change is to increase the transportation, communication, and utilities category—the
result of 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. Changes in total area may be due to this procedural change or to actual changes in the Lake Michigan shoreline.

Source: SEWRPC.

inventory relative to prior inventories. In addition, in many situations, the referencing of land use delineations to
real property boundaries in the 2000 land use inventory resulted in an increase in the residential, commercial, and
industrial acreage; this would occur, for example, where land use delineations were matched to actual property
boundaries that extend beyond the estimated property boundaries observed on aerial photographs and used in
prior inventories. Some of the effects of referencing the land use delineations to real property boundaries under
the year 2000 inventory are offsetting. The cumulative effect of referencing the land use delineations to real
property boundaries under the 2000 regional land use inventory cannot be precisely quantified.

The results of the year 2000 regional land use inventory are presented along with the results of prior land use
inventories for the Region in Table 12.%? Differences in inventory procedures notwithstanding, Table 12 indicates
a significant increase in urban land uses in the Region between 1990 and 2000. As noted above, the year 2000
land use inventory indicates that urban land uses encompassed about 761 square miles in the Region in 2000. This
compares to the figure of 637 square miles indicated by the 1990 land use inventory. It is estimated that about 15
square miles—or 12 percent of the increase of 125 square miles in urban land indicated by the 1990 and 2000
inventories—is attributable to the referencing of land use delineations to real property boundaries in the 2000
inventory, particularly to the adjustment of estimated street rights-of-way to match actual rights-of-way. Thus, the
actual increase in urban land uses in the Region during the 1990s, discounting the effect of procedural changes in
the land use inventory, may be estimated at about 110 square miles, or 17 percent. This compares to increases of
46 square miles, or 8 percent, during the 1980s, and 87 square miles, or 17 percent, during the 1970s.

12 County-level land use inventory data are presented in Appendix A of this report.
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Table 13

EXISTING AREA AND POPULATION SERVED BY PUBLIC
SANITARY SEWERS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2000

Area Served by Public Sanitary Sewers Population Served by Public Sanitary Sewers
1990 2000 1990 2000
Percent Percent Percent Percent
of County/ of County/ of County/ of County/
Square Region Square Region Region Region
County Miles Area Miles Area Persons Population Persons Population
Kenosha..........cccocvevneennen. 32.1 11.5 41.2 14.8 111,900 87.3 133,800 89.4
Milwaukee...........ccccveenen. 180.5 74.4 193.2 79.6 954,600 99.5 938,800 99.9
Ozaukee ......ccccoeevereinenne 20.7 8.8 29.3 12.4 54,900 75.4 64,400 78.3
Racine.......cccccevveviieeeiienn 43.0 12.6 51.6 15.2 154,900 88.5 169,900 90.0
Walworth .......cccooeeeneennene 17.0 2.9 27.6 4.8 45,200 60.3 62,100 67.5
Washington...........cccceeenee 15.6 3.6 23.2 5.3 53,300 55.9 71,500 60.9
Waukesha..........ccccoeeneenn. 84.9 14.6 110.7 19.1 219,500 72.0 272,200 75.4
Region 393.8 14.6 476.8 17.7 1,594,300 88.1 1,712,700 88.7

Source: SEWRPC.

PUBLIC UTILITIES

Sanitary sewerage and water supply utilities are particularly important to land use planning because the location
and density of urban development influences the need for such facilities and, conversely, the existence of such
facilities influences the location and density of new urban development. The extent and location of areas served
by existing sanitary sewerage and water supply utilities are thus important considerations in any land use planning
effort.

The majority of sewerage and water supply utilities in the Region are organized as sewer and water departments
of incorporated municipalities, and serve largely those areas within the respective political boundaries of the
municipalities. A general pattern of sewer and water service areas following political boundaries rather than
natural topographic boundaries, such as watershed boundaries, exists within the Region.

Sanitary Sewer Service

Areas served by public sanitary sewers in 2000 encompassed about 477 square miles, or about 18 percent of the
total area of the Region—compared to about 394 square miles, or about 15 percent of the Region in 1990 (see
Map 4 and Table 13). An estimated 1.71 million persons, or 89 percent of the regional population, were served by
public sanitary sewers in 2000, compared to 1.59 million persons, representing 88 percent of the regional
population, in 1990.*®

The increase in the land area and population served by public sanitary sewerage facilities during the 1990s reflects
both new development designed to be served by sanitary sewerage facilities and as well the retrofitting of existing

13 A complete re-inventory of areas served by public sanitary sewers in the Region was conducted for the year
2000. That inventory made use of digital map files of local sewerage systems not available for prior inventories,
allowing for a more precise delineation of areas served by sanitary sewers. As part of the re-inventory effort, the
more generalized delineation of sewered areas made as part of the previous inventory for the year 1990 was
adjusted to ensure consistency with the 2000 inventory and the area served re-tabulated. As a result, the data
regarding the area served by public sanitary sewers in 1990 indicated in Table 13 differ from the corresponding
data for 1990 reported in the previous regional land use plan report, SEWRPC Planning Report No. 45. For
similar reasons, the data regarding the area served by public water supply systems in 1990 indicated in Table 14
differ from the water supply service area data for 1990 presented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 45.
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urban areas—that is, the extension of sanitary sewer service to urban development which was initially developed
with onsite sewage disposal systems. Some of the more notable recent retrofitting efforts include the extension of
sanitary sewer service to the Lake Como and Pell Lake areas in Walworth County, the Bohner Lake area in
Racine County, and the Okauchee Lake area in Waukesha County.

Under State administrative rules, sanitary sewers may be extended only to areas located within planned sanitary
sewer service areas identified in local sanitary sewer service area plans adopted as part of the Commission’s
regional water quality management plan, which is in turn based upon the regional land use plan. Sewer service
area plans are long-range plans intended to guide the provision of sanitary sewer service over a twenty-year
period. Sewer service area plans are prepared through a cooperative planning process involving the local unit of
government responsible for operation of the sewage treatment facility, the Regional Planning Commission, and
the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Such plans may be amended in response to changing local
conditions and needs as well as in response to new population projections, subject to the provisions of Wisconsin
Administrative Code Chapter NR 121. Currently adopted sanitary sewer service areas in the Region are shown on
Map 5.

Water Supply Service

Areas served by public water utilities in 2000 encompassed about 390 square miles, or about 15 percent of the
total area of the Region—compared to about 316 square miles, or about 12 percent of the Region in 1990 (see
Map 6 and Table 14). An estimated 1.58 million persons, or 82 percent of the regional population, were served by
public water utilities in 2000, compared to 1.47 million persons, representing 81 percent of the regional
population, in 1990.

In addition to publicly-owned water utilities, there are numerous privately or cooperatively owned water systems
operating in the Region. These water supply systems typically serve residential subdivisions, apartment or
condominium developments, mobile home parks, and institutions. The areas served by such systems in the Region
are shown on Map 6. It is estimated that these systems served a total of 37,000 persons in the Region in 2000.

NATURAL RESOURCE BASE

Comprehensive planning must recognize the existence of a limited natural resource base to which urban and rural
development should be properly adjusted. This section provides a description of some of the key elements of the
natural resource base of the Region.**

Surface Drainage and Surface Water

The surface drainage pattern of the Region is very complex because of the effects of glaciation. The land surface
is complex as a result of being covered by glacial deposits, containing thousands of closed depressions that range
in size from potholes to large areas. Significant areas of the Region are covered by wetlands, and many streams
are mere threads of water through these wetlands.

There are 11 major watersheds in the Region as shown on Map 7. As also shown on this map, a major
subcontinental drainage divide, oriented in a generally northwesterly-southeasterly direction, bisects the Region.
About 1,680 square miles, or 62 percent of the Region, are located west of the divide and drain to the Upper
Mississippi River system; the remaining 1,009 square miles, or 38 percent, drain to the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence

% This section is limited to an overview of the Region’s natural resource base. Additional information may be
found in a number of other Commission publications. For example, information on the Region’s climate, soils,
and topography is presented in SEWRPC Planning Report No. 40, A Regional Land Use Plan for Southeastern
Wisconsin-2010. Information on the glacial and bedrock geology along with detailed information regarding the
groundwater resources of the Region is presented in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 37, Groundwater Resources
of Southeastern Wisconsin. Information regarding water quality in the Region is presented in SEWRPC
Memorandum Report No. 93, A Regional Water Quality Management Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: An
Update and Status Report.
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Table 14

EXISTING AREA AND POPULATION SERVED BY PUBLIC
WATER UTILITIES IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 1990 AND 2000

Area Served by Public Water Utilities Population Served by Public Water Utilities
1990 2000 1990 2000
Percent Percent Percent Percent
of County/ of County/ of County/ of County/
Square Region Square Region Region Region
County Miles Area Miles Area Persons Population Persons Population
Kenosha.........cccoooveeneennnnn. 22.2 8.0 29.8 10.7 95,100 74.2 111,000 74.2
Milwaukee...........cceeeenen. 167.2 68.9 180.9 74.5 937,000 97.7 927,300 98.6
Ozaukee ...... 9.3 3.9 15.7 6.7 35,800 49.2 45,400 55.2
Racine....... 32.0 9.4 37.9 11.1 136,200 77.8 146,400 77.5
Walworth........... 135 2.3 22.0 3.8 40,200 53.6 56,200 61.1
Washington...... 14.2 3.3 21.4 4.9 50,300 52.8 66,800 56.9
Waukesha.............cccocven. 57.1 9.8 82.3 14.2 173,000 56.8 228,100 63.2
Region 315.5 11.7 390.0 14.5 1,467,600 81.1 1,581,200 81.9

NOTE: In addition to publicly-owned water utilities, there were numerous private or cooperatively-owned water utilities in the Region in 2000
serving residential subdivisions, apartment buildings, mobile home parks, and institutions. These privately-owned other than municipal water
supply systems served areas encompassing 11.3 square miles, with a population of about 37,000 persons, in 2000.

Source: SEWRPC.

River system. The subcontinental divide not only exerts a major physical influence on the overall drainage pattern
of the Region, but also carries with it certain constraints on the diversion of water across the divide, and thereby
constitutes an important consideration in land use, water supply, and sanitary sewerage system planning.

Also shown on Map 7 are the 101 major lakes of at least 50 acres in area and the 1,150-mile perennial stream
network in the Region. In addition, the Region encompasses numerous lakes and ponds less than 50 acres in size
and an extensive network of smaller, intermittent streams. The Region is bounded on the east by Lake Michigan,
with 77 miles of shoreline extending from the Wisconsin-Illinois border to the Ozaukee-Sheboygan County line.

The quality of the Region’s surface waters can potentially degenerate as a result of—among other factors—
malfunctioning or improperly placed onsite sewage disposal systems; inadequate operation of sewage treatment
facilities; inadequate soil conservation and other agricultural practices; construction site erosion; and urban runoff.
Lakes and streams may also be adversely affected by the excessive development of lacustrine and riverine areas
and the filling of peripheral wetlands. Land use planning must take into account the potential effects of urban and
rural development on the quality of surface waters.

Obijectives, or classifications, for biological and recreational uses, as well as for public health and welfare and
wildlife protection, have been developed for streams and lakes by the Wisconsin Department of Natural
Resources and integrated into the regional water quality management plan developed by the Regional Planning
Commission. The objectives for biological and recreational uses range from coldwater fishery and full
recreational use to limited aquatic life and limited recreational use. Water use objectives for streams and lakes are
set forth in Chapter NR 102 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code and are summarized in SEWRPC
Memorandum Report No. 93, A Regional Water Quality Management Plan for Southeastern Wisconsin: An
Update and Status Report.

In addition, the Department of Natural Resources has identified a limited number of streams and lakes as
“outstanding” and “exceptional” resource waters. “Outstanding” resource waters have the highest value as a
resource, excellent water quality, and high-quality fisheries; they do not receive wastewater discharges, and point
source discharges will not be allowed in the future unless the quality of such a discharge meets or exceeds the
quality of the receiving water. Within the Region, Bluff, Potawatomi, and Van Slyke Creeks, all in Walworth
County, along with Lulu Lake in Walworth County and Spring Lake in Waukesha County have been classified as
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Map 7
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outstanding resource waters. “Exceptional” resource waters have excellent water quality and valued fisheries but
already receive wastewater discharges or may in the future receive discharges necessary to correct environmental
or public health problems. Within the Region, the following have been classified as exceptional water resources:
the East Branch of the Milwaukee River from the Long Lake outlet to STH 28 in Washington County; and
Genesee Creek above STH 59, the Mukwonago River from Eagle Springs Lake to Upper Phantom Lake, and the
Oconomowaoc River below North Lake to Okauchee Lake, all in Waukesha County.

Groundwater Resources

Groundwater resources constitute another key element of the natural resource base of the Region. Groundwater
not only sustains lake levels and wetlands and provides the base flows of streams in the Region, but also
comprises a major source of water supply for domestic, municipal, and industrial water users.

Groundwater occurs within three major aquifers that underlie the Region. From the land’s surface downward, they
are: 1) the sand and gravel deposits in the glacial drift; 2) the shallow dolomite strata in the underlying bedrock;
and 3) the deeper sandstone, dolomite, siltstone, and shale strata. Because of their proximity to the land’s surface
and hydraulic interconnection, the first two aquifers are commonly referred to collectively as the “shallow
aquifer,” while the latter is referred to as the deep aquifer. Within most of the Region, the shallow and deep
aquifers are separated by the Maquoketa shale, which forms a relatively impermeable barrier between the two
aquifers (see Figure 7).

Like surface water, groundwater is susceptible to depletion in quantity and to deterioration in quality as a result of
urban and rural development in the Region. Consequently, land use planning must appropriately consider the
potential impacts of urban and rural development on this important resource. Land use planning must also take
into account, as appropriate, natural conditions which may limit the use of groundwater as a source of water
supply, including the relatively high levels of naturally occurring radium in groundwater in the deep sandstone
aquifer, found in certain areas of the Region.

It should be noted that the Regional Planning Commission, working with the U.S. Geological Survey, Wisconsin
Geological and Natural History Survey, the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and the Wisconsin Department
of Natural Resources, recently completed two major groundwater studies for the Region that will be important
resources for regional and local planning. These studies include a regional groundwater inventory and analysis
and the development of a regional groundwater aquifer simulation model. The groundwater inventory and
analysis findings are presented in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 37, Groundwater Resources of Southeastern
Wisconsin. The aquifer simulation model is documented in SEWRPC Technical Report No. 41, A Regional
Aquifer Simulation Model for Southeastern Wisconsin. Future Commission activities include the identification of
important groundwater recharge areas utilizing the results of the inventory and analysis work and the aquifer
model. In addition, the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources in conjunction with local water utilities has
undertaken an effort to identify areas of contribution to municipal wells that can be used for well protection
planning.

Vegetation

Presettlement Vegetation

Historically, vegetational patterns in the Region were influenced by such factors as climate, soils, fire,
topography, and natural drainage patterns. Historical records, particularly the records of the original U.S. Public
Land Survey carried out within the Region in 1835 and 1836, indicate that large portions of Southeastern
Wisconsin once consisted of open, level plains containing orchard-like stands of oak or prairies dominated by big
blue-stem grass and colorful prairie forbs. Other portions of the Region were covered by mixed hardwood forests.

Prairies

Prairies are treeless or generally treeless areas dominated by perennial native grasses. For the purpose of this
report, prairies also include savannas which are defined as areas dominated by native grasses but having between
one and 17 trees per acre. In Southeastern Wisconsin, there are two types of savannas: oak openings and cedar
glades. Prairies, which once covered extensive areas of Southeastern Wisconsin, have been reduced to scattered
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Figure 7

AQUIFER SYSTEMS IN SOUTHEASTERN WISCONSIN
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remnants, primarily in the southern and western portions of the Region. The chief causes of the loss of prairies is their
conversion to urban and agricultural use and the suppression of wildfires, which had served to constrain the advancing
shrubs and trees that shade out the prairie plants. The remaining prairies in the Region have important ecological and
scientific value. Many of the remaining prairies are encompassed with the natural areas and critical species habitat
sites described later in this section.

Woodlands

Six woodland types are recognized in the Region: northern upland hardwoods, southern upland hardwoods, northern
lowland hardwoods, southern lowland hardwoods, northern lowland conifers, and northern upland conifers. The
northern and southern upland hardwood types are the most common in the Region. The remaining stands of trees
within the Region consist largely of even-aged mature, or nearly mature specimens, with insufficient reproduction and
saplings to maintain the stands when the old trees are harvested or die of disease or age. Located largely on ridges and
slopes and along lakes and streams, woodlands are a natural resource of immeasurable value. Woodlands enhance the
natural beauty of, and are essential to the overall environmental wellbeing of, the Region.
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As identified in the Commission’s regional land use inventory, upland woodlands encompassed about 183 square
miles, or 7 percent of the total area of the Region, in 2000.™ It should be noted that lowland wooded areas, such
as tamarack swamps, are classified as wetlands in the land use inventory. Existing upland woodlands in the
Region, as identified in the year 2000 land use inventory, are identified on Map 8.

Wetlands

Wetlands generally occur in depressions and near the bottom of slopes, particularly along lakeshores and stream
banks, and on large land areas that are poorly drained.*® Wetlands may, however, under certain conditions, occur
on slopes and even on hilltops. Wetlands perform an important set of natural functions which include support of a
wide variety of desirable, and sometimes unique, forms of plant and animal life; water quality protection;
stabilization of lake levels and streamflows; reduction in stormwater runoff by providing areas for floodwater
impoundment and storage; protection of shorelines from erosion; and provision of groundwater discharge areas.

As identified in the Commission’s regional land use inventory, wetlands encompassed about 276 square miles, or
10 percent of the total area of the Region, in 2000. Those wetlands are shown on Map 8. The wetlands shown on
Map 8 are based upon the Wisconsin Wetlands Inventory completed in the Region in 1982, updated to the year
2000 as part of the regional land use inventory. It should be noted that, in addition to the wetlands shown on Map
8, certain other areas have been identified by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service as farmed
wetlands, which are subject to Federal wetland regulations.

Wetlands and their boundaries are continuously changing in response to changes in drainage patterns and climatic
conditions. While wetland inventory maps provide a sound basis for areawide planning, detailed field
investigations are often necessary to precisely identify wetland boundaries for individual tracts of land at a given
point in time.

Natural Areas and Critical Species Habitat Sites

A comprehensive inventory of “natural areas” and “critical species habitat sites” in the Southeastern Wisconsin
Region was completed by the Regional Planning Commission in 1994. The inventory sought to identify the most
significant remaining natural areas—essentially, remnants of the pre-European settlement landscape—as well as
other areas vital to the maintenance of endangered, threatened, and rare plant and animal species in the Region.

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
upon consideration of the diversity of plant and animal species and community types present; the structure and
integrity of the native plant or animal community; the extent of disturbance from human activity; the commonness
of the plant or animal community; the uniqueness of the natural features; the size of the site; and the educational
value. A total of 447 natural areas were identified in the Region in 1994. In combination, these sites encompassed
90 square miles, or 3 percent of the total area of the Region. The location of the natural area sites in the Region is
shown on Map 9.

15 For purposes of this report, woodlands are defined as areas having 17 or more deciduous trees per acre each
measuring at least four inches in diameter at breast height and having at least a 50 percent canopy cover. In
addition, coniferous tree plantations and reforestation projects are defined as woodlands.

1 The definition of “wetlands™ utilized by the Commission is the same as that of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Under this definition, wetlands are areas that are
inundated or saturated by surface water or groundwater at a frequency, and with a duration sufficient to support,
and that under normal circumstance do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated
soil conditions.
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Map 9
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Critical species habitat sites consist of areas, located outside natural areas, which are important for their ability to
support endangered, threatened, or rare plant or animal species. Such areas constitute “critical” habitat considered
to be important to the survival of a species or group of species of special concern. A total of 142 critical species
habitat sites were identified in the Region in 1994. Together, these critical species habitat sites encompassed 23
square miles, or less than 1 percent of the Region. These sites are also shown on Map 9. Most of the identified
natural areas and critical species habitat sites in Southeastern Wisconsin are located within the Commission-
identified environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas described below.’

Environmental Corridors

One of the most important tasks completed under the regional planning program for Southeastern Wisconsin has
been the identification and delineation of areas of the Region in which concentrations of the best remaining
elements of the natural resource base occur. It was recognized that preservation of such areas is important to both
the maintenance of the overall environmental quality of the Region and to the continued provision of amenities
required to maintain a high quality of life for the resident population.

Under the regional planning program, seven elements of the natural resource base have been considered essential
to the maintenance of the ecological balance, natural beauty, and overall quality of life in Southeastern Wisconsin:
1) lakes, rivers, and streams, and their associated shorelands and floodlands; 2) wetlands; 3) woodlands; 4)
prairies; 5) wildlife habitat areas; 6) wet, poorly drained, and organic soils; and 7) rugged terrain and high-relief
topography. In addition, there are certain other features which, although not part of the natural resource base per
se, are closely related to, or centered upon, that base and are a determining factor in identifying and delineating
areas with recreational, aesthetic, ecological, and cultural value. These five additional elements are: 1) existing
park and open space sites; 2) potential park and open space sites; 3) historic sites; 4) scenic areas and vistas; and
5) natural areas and critical species habitat sites.

The delineation of these 12 natural resource and natural resource-related elements on maps results, in most areas
of the Region, in an essentially linear pattern of relatively narrow, elongated areas which have been termed
“environmental corridors” by the Regional Planning Commission.*® Primary environmental corridors include a
variety of the aforementioned important natural resource and resource-related elements and are at least 400 acres
in size, two miles in length, and 200 feet in width. Secondary environmental corridors generally connect with the
primary environmental corridors and are at least 100 acres in size and one mile in length. In addition, smaller
concentrations of natural resource base elements that are separated physically from the environmental corridors by
intensive urban or agricultural land uses have also been identified. These areas, which are at least five acres in
size, are referred to as isolated natural resource areas.

The preservation of environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas in essentially natural, open uses,
yields many benefits, including recharge and discharge of groundwater; maintenance of surface and groundwater
quality; attenuation of flood flows and stages; maintenance of base flows of streams and watercourses; reduction
of soil erosion; abatement of air and noise pollution; provision of wildlife habitat; protection of plant and animal
diversity; protection of rare and endangered species; maintenance of scenic beauty; and provision of opportunities
for recreational, educational, and scientific pursuits. Conversely, since these areas are generally poorly suited for
urban development, their preservation can help avoid serious and costly developmental problems.

" The inventory findings and a plan for the protection and management of such areas are presented in SEWRPC
Planning Report No. 42, A Regional Natural Areas and Critical Species Habitat Protection and Management Plan
for Southeastern Wisconsin, dated September 1997.

18 A detailed description of the process of delineating environmental corridors in Southeastern Wisconsin is
presented in the March 1981 issue (Volume 4, No. 2) of the SEWRPC Technical Record.
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Because of the many interacting relationships existing between living organisms and their environment, the
destruction or deterioration of one important element of the total environment may lead to a chain reaction of
deterioration and destruction of other elements. The drainage of wetlands, for example, may destroy fish
spawning areas, wildlife habitat, groundwater recharge areas, and natural filtration and floodwater storage areas of
interconnecting stream systems. The resulting deterioration of surface-water quality may, in turn, lead to a
deterioration of the quality of the groundwater which serves as a source of domestic, municipal, and industrial
water supply, and upon which low flows of rivers and streams may depend. Similarly, destruction of ground cover
may result in soil erosion, stream siltation, more rapid runoff, and increased flooding, as well as the destruction of
wildlife habitat. Although the effect of any one of these environmental changes may not in and of itself be
overwhelming, the combined effects may eventually lead to a serious deterioration of the underlying and
sustaining natural resource base and of the overall quality of the environment for life. In addition to such
environmental impacts, the intrusion of intensive urban land uses into such areas may result in the creation of
serious and costly developmental problems, such as failing foundations for pavements and structures, wet
basements, excessive operation of sump pumps, excessive clear-water infiltration into sanitary sewerage systems,
and poor drainage.

Primary Environmental Corridors

As shown on Map 10, the primary environmental corridors in the Region are primarily located along major stream
valleys, around major lakes, and along the Kettle Moraine. These primary environmental corridors contain almost
all of the best remaining woodlands, wetlands, and wildlife habitat areas in the Region, and represent a composite
of the best remaining elements of the natural resource base. The protection of the primary environmental corridors
from additional intrusion by incompatible land uses, degradation, and destruction is one of the key objectives of
the adopted regional land use plan.

As indicated in Table 15, primary environmental corridors encompassed about 462 square miles, or about 17
percent of the total area of the Region, in 2000. As indicated in Table 16, there was a small net increase of 0.7
square mile, or 0.2 percent, in primary environmental corridor lands in the Region between 1990 and 2000.* The
change in area is the net result of increases in primary environmental corridor lands in certain areas of the Region
and decreases in other areas. Decreases in primary environmental corridor lands occur, for the most part, as a
result of conversion to urban or agricultural use. Increases may occur as a result of managed restoration efforts
(e.g., wetland, woodland, or prairie restoration) and as a result of situations where lands, such as farmed
floodplains or wetlands, are simply allowed to revert to a more natural condition.

Secondary Environmental Corridors

As further shown on Map 10, secondary environmental corridors are generally located along the small perennial
and intermittent streams within the Region. Secondary environmental corridors also contain a variety of resource
elements, often remnant resources from primary environmental corridors which have been developed for intensive
urban or agricultural purposes. Secondary environmental corridors facilitate surface-water drainage, maintain
pockets of natural resource features, and provide corridors for the movement of wildlife, as well as for the
movement and dispersal of seeds for a variety of plant species.

19 The areas encompassed by environmental corridors and isolated natural resource areas in 1990 presented in
Table 16 differ slightly from corresponding areas presented in the previous regional land use plan report,
SEWRPC Planning Report No. 45. The revisions to the 1990 data incorporated into Table 16 provide for a
consistent time series with the year 2000 inventory, and were necessitated by certain procedural differences
between the 1990 and 2000 environmental corridor inventories. These differences include the adjustment of the
environmental corridor and isolated natural resource area boundaries to an orthophotographic-cadastral base as
part of the 2000 inventory; the orthophotographic-cadastral base was not available when the 1990 inventory was
completed. Additionally, the year 2000 inventory excluded intensively developed shoreland areas of inland lands
and Lake Michigan from the environmental corridor delineations; such areas were included as part of the
environmental corridor network delineated in the 1990 inventory, as reported in Planning Report No. 45.
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Map 10
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Table 15

ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDORS AND ISOLATED NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS IN THE REGION BY COUNTY: 2000

Total Environmental
Primary Secondary Corridors and
Environmental Environmental Isolated Natural Isolated Natural
Corridors Corridors Resource Areas Resource Areas
Percent Percent Percent Percent
Square of County/ Square of County/ Square of County/ Square of County/
County Miles Region Miles Region Miles Region Miles Region
Kenosha........ccccceevveeeenenn. 43.8 15.7 10.0 3.6 6.0 2.2 59.8 215
Milwaukee..... 14.5 6.0 5.2 2.1 3.3 1.4 23.0 9.5
Ozaukee ...... 32.2 13.7 7.6 3.2 5.6 2.4 45.4 19.3
Racine....... 35.5 10.4 10.8 3.2 12.0 35 58.3 171
Walworth.......... 99.2 17.2 14.6 2.5 12.9 2.3 126.7 22.0
Washington...........ccecee.. 94.2 21.6 15.4 3.6 10.1 2.3 119.7 275
Waukesha............cccoeveen. 142.8 24.6 11.2 1.9 13.0 2.3 167.0 28.8
Region 462.2 17.2 74.8 2.8 62.9 2.3 599.9 22.3
Source: SEWRPC.
Table 16

CHANGE IN ENVIRONMENTAL CORRIDORS AND ISOLATED
NATURAL RESOURCE AREAS IN THE REGION: 1990-2000

Change: 1990-2000
Existing 1990 Gains Losses Net Change Existing 2000
Resource Feature (square miles) (square miles) (square miles) Square miles Percent (square miles)
Primary Environmental Corridors............ 461.5 5.5 4.8 0.7 0.2 462.2
Secondary Environmental Corridors....... 74.6 1.9 1.7 0.2 0.3 74.8
Isolated Natural Resource Areas............ 63.3 3.0 3.4 -0.4 -0.6 62.9
Total 599.4 10.4 9.9 0.5 0.1 599.9

Source: SEWRPC.

In 2000, secondary environmental corridors encompassed about 75 square miles, or about 3 percent of the total
area of the Region. There was a small net increase of 0.2 square mile, or 0.3 percent, in secondary environmental
corridor lands in the Region between 1990 and 2000—also the result of increases in secondary environmental
corridor lands in certain areas of the Region and decreases in other areas.

Isolated Natural Resource Areas

In addition to the primary and secondary environmental corridors, other smaller pockets of wetlands, woodlands,
surface water, or wildlife habitat exist within the Region. These pockets are isolated from the environmental
corridors by urban development or agricultural use, and although separated from the environmental corridor
network, these isolated natural resource areas have significant value. They may provide the only available wildlife
habitat in an area, usually provide good locations for local parks, and lend unigque aesthetic character and natural
diversity to an area.

Widely scattered throughout the Region, isolated natural resource areas encompassed about 63 square miles, or

about 2 percent of the total area of the Region, in 2000. There was a small net decrease of 0.4 square mile, or 0.6
percent, in isolated natural resource areas in the Region between 1990 and 2000.
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Air Quality

The Clean Air Act requires the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to set national ambient air quality
standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants (carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, ozone,
and sulfur oxides) which are considered harmful to public health and the environment. Areas not meeting the
NAAQS for one or all of the criteria pollutants are designated as nonattainment areas by the EPA. In areas where
observed pollutant levels exceed the established NAAQS and which are designated as “nonattainment” areas by
the EPA, growth and development patterns may be constrained. For example, major sources of pollutants seeking
to locate or expand in a designated nonattainment area, or close enough to impact upon it, must apply emission
control technologies. In addition, new or expanding industries may be required to obtain a greater than one-for-
one reduction in emissions from other sources in the nonattainment area so as to provide a net improvement in
ambient air quality. Nonattainment area designation may, therefore, create an economic disincentive for industry
with significant emission levels to locating or expanding within or near the boundaries of such an area. In order to
eliminate this disincentive and relieve the potential constraint on development, it is necessary to demonstrate
compliance with the NAAQS and petition the EPA for redesignation of the nonattainment areas.

The Southeastern Wisconsin Region currently meets all but the ozone NAAQS, and the EPA has designated a
single six-county ozone nonattainment area within the Region which is made up of Kenosha, Milwaukee,
Ozaukee, Racine, Washington, and Waukesha Counties.?® Ozone is formed when precursor pollutants, such as
volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides, react in the presence of sunlight. The ozone air quality problem
within the Region is a complex problem because ozone is meteorologically dependant. In addition, the ozone
problem in the Region is believed to be attributable in large part to precursor emissions which are generated in the
large urban areas located to the south and southeast and carried by prevailing winds into the Region. The ozone
problem thus remains largely beyond the control of the Region and State and can be effectively addressed only
through a multi-state abatement effort. Over the past decade, the combination of local controls and offsets
implemented within and external to the Region, along with national vehicle emissions control requirements have
resulted in a significant improvement in ambient air quality within the Region as well as nationally, and
projections of future emissions indicate a continued decline in precursor emissions and a continued improvement
in air quality.

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCE BASE

Agricultural land in the Region has decreased significantly over the past four decades. It is estimated that lands
devoted to agricultural use decreased by 22 percent between 1963 and 2000, including a decrease of about 8
percent during the 1990s.?! Despite this decrease, a large portion of the total area of the Region remains in
agricultural use, and agriculture remains an important component of the regional economy.

Based upon the Commission’s regional land use inventory, about 1,259 square miles, or 47 percent of the total
area of the Region, were in agricultural use in 2000. 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 existing farm units.

20 The 1-hour ozone NAAQS was revoked effective June 15, 2005, and replaced with the 8-hour ozone NAAQS.
The 8-hour nonattainment area designations remain the same as the 1-hour area, but the classification has
changed from a ““severe” nonattainment classification to a lower “moderate” nonattainment status. The 8-hour
nonattainment area includes all counties of the Region with the exception of Walworth County, which reached
attainment of both the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standard. On June 29, 2004, the EPA made preliminary
nonattainment area designations for particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5). Kenosha County was
preliminarily delineated as nonattainment based on its inclusion in the Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI,
Metropolitan Statistical Area, as defined by the Office of Management and Budget. The State of Wisconsin
requested, and was granted, attainment status on December 17, 2004, of the PM2.5 standard for Kenosha
County, based on the monitoring data which showed Kenosha County meeting the PM2.5 NAAQS.

L These estimates are based upon the Commission’s regional land use inventories and discount the effect of the
procedural shifts made as part of the year 2000 inventory, described earlier in this chapter.
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Map 11 shows the extent of agricultural land in the Region as identified in the year 2000 regional land use
inventory and further identifies those areas which are covered by highly productive soils—comprised of soils in
agricultural capability Class | and Class Il, as classified by the U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service.
Agricultural lands covered by Class | and Class Il soils encompassed about 945 square miles, or 75 percent of all
agricultural land in the Region, in 2000. The adopted regional land use plan recommends the preservation of Class
I and Class Il soils insofar as practicable.

The Class | and Class Il farmland in the Region is represented along with the environmental corridors and isolated
natural resource areas on Map 12. Under the adopted regional land use plan, these areas, which constitute about
57 percent of the total area of the Region, would be preserved in open use to the extent practicable. The regional
plan thus envisions that substantial open space areas would be retained within the Region—even as the Region
continues to accommodate additional urban growth and development.

COMMUNITY PLANS AND ZONING

An understanding of local land use objectives as embodied in community plans and zoning ordinances is
necessary for the preparation of a practical and implementable regional plan. As part of the ongoing
comprehensive planning program for the Region, the Commission maintains an inventory of community land use
plans and zoning ordinances. The inventory was updated in the early 2000s in support of the preparation of a new
regional land use plan. The findings of that inventory update are summarized in this section. Also presented in
this section is an inventory of communities in the Region that have entered into municipal boundary agreements.

Local Land Use Plans

Over the years, many local units of government in the Region have prepared plans to guide land use development.
In some cases, these have been prepared as land use plans, while in other cases they have been prepared as land
use elements of more comprehensive master plans. In this section, the term “land use plan” is used to refer to all
local land use plans, including those which are set forth as land use plan elements in broader master plans.

State law enacted in 1999 significantly alters the framework for local planning in Wisconsin. Commonly referred
to as the “Smart Growth Law,” that legislation specifies in detail the subject matter to be addressed in a
comprehensive plan. Under the State planning law, a land use element is one of nine elements required to be
included in a comprehensive plan. The State planning law effectively requires that each city, village, town and
county prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan by January 1, 2010, with the stipulation that the local governing
body adopt the plan by ordinance. The law further requires that, beginning on January 1, 2010, zoning,
subdivision regulations, and official mapping regulations be consistent with the comprehensive plan.

City, Village, and Town Land Use Plans

As of June 2004, local land use plans had been prepared by 125 of the 147 cities, villages, and towns in the
Region.?? In combination, these communities encompassed 2,275 square miles, or 85 percent of the total area of
the Region, and had a year 2000 population of 1.84 million persons, or about 95 percent of the total Region

22 As part of this inventory, a community was considered to have a land use plan if it had prepared a community-
wide land use plan or if it had prepared a series of neighborhood plans which covered extensive areas of the
community. The city, village, and town land use plans are listed, along with the local plan adoption date, in
Appendix B.
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ADOPTED REGIONAL LAND USE PLAN

Map 12
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Map 13 population. In all but 11 of these communities, the
CITY, VILLAGE, AND TOWN LAND land use plans were formally adopted by the local

USE PLANS IN THE REGION: 2004 plan commission and/or local governing body
(seeMap 13).”
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]
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Much community planning activity has occurred
in the Region since 1990, the base year of the
adopted year 2020 regional land use plan. A total
of 103 cities, villages, and towns either prepared
new land use plans or significantly revised an
existing local land use plan between 1990 and
2004.

PLAN COMPLETED AND  p=—ee——
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NOTE: Includes communities that
have a community-wide land
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use plan or land use dm Sy N

plan element prepared as

part of a master plan or

comprehensive plan. Also
includes communities which,
in lieu of a community-wide
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As of June 2004, seven communities in the
Region had prepared and adopted plans held out
as meeting the requirements of the State
comprehensive planning law. These include the
Cities of Oak Creek and St. Francis in Milwaukee
County; the Village of Fredonia in Ozaukee
County; the City of West Bend in Washington
County; and the Villages of Merton and Sussex
and the Town of Summit in Waukesha County.
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During 2004, efforts were underway to update
existing, or prepare new, land use plans for 15
communities in the Region. For nine of these
communities—the Villages of Paddock Lake
and Twin Lakes and the Town of Randall in
Kenosha County; the City of South Milwaukee
in Milwaukee County; the Village of Sharon
and Town of Linn in Walworth County; and the
Source: SEWRPC. Villages of Germantown and Slinger and the
Town of Richfield in Washington
County—these planning efforts were intended
to meet the requirements of the State comprehensive planning law. The other communities where planning
efforts were underway in 2004 include the Towns of Burlington, Caledonia, and Raymond in Racine County; the
Village of Genoa City and Town of Lafayette in Walworth County; and the Village of Hartland in Waukesha
County.

WORTH
R
4 i
/)

WALWORTHCO

County Land Use Plans

Two counties in the Region, Waukesha and Walworth counties, have prepared and adopted aland use plan. These
plans pertain primarily to the unincorporated areas of the respective counties. Both counties' plans serve to
refine and detail theregional land use plan.

#Some of the local land use plans have been prepared cooperatively by contiguous communities. These include a
land use plan for the Village and Town of Rochester and a land use plan for the Village of Union Grove and the
Town of Yorkville, all in Racine County. In addition, the City of Kenosha, the Village of Pleasant Prairie, and the
Town of Somers cooperatively prepared a land use planin 1996. Thatplanwas adopted by the Village of Pleasant
Prairie and the Town of Somers but not the City of Kenosha; the City of Kenosha land use plan consists of a series
of neighborhood plans covering much of the City. In addition to community-wide cooperative plans, some cities
and villages in the Region have undertaken cooperative planning with abutting towns for portions of the towns
within the vicinity of the incorporated areas, in conjunction with their boundary agreements.
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The Waukesha County Board of Supervisors adopted a land use plan as part of a County development plan in
1996. The County development plan, including the land use plan element, is documented in SEWRPC
Community Assistance Planning Report No. 209, A Development Plan for Waukesha County, Wisconsin, dated
August 1996. The land use element of the Waukesha County development plan has been amended on an annual
basis.

The Walworth County Board of Supervisors adopted a land use plan, prepared as a refinement of the year 2010
regional land use plan, in 1993. In 2001, the County Board adopted a new plan, updating and extending the prior
plan to the year 2020; that plan was prepared as a refinement of the year 2020 regional land use plan. The current
plan is documented in SEWRPC Community Assistance Planning Report No. 252, A Land Use Plan for
Walworth County, Wisconsin: 2020, dated April 2001. The Walworth County Board adopted minor amendments
to the County land use plan in 2004.

In 2004, planning efforts were underway in Ozaukee and Waukesha Counties to prepare county comprehensive
plans compliant with the State comprehensive planning law. Organizational efforts were underway to mount
similar planning efforts in Kenosha, Racine, Walworth, and Washington Counties.

Local Zoning Regulations

A zoning ordinance is a public law which regulates the use of property in the public interest. Local zoning
regulations include general zoning regulations and special-purpose regulations governing floodland and shoreland
areas. General zoning and special-purpose zoning regulations may be adopted as a single ordinance or as separate
ordinances, and may or may not be contained in the same document. A description of these zoning types and their
application in cities, villages, towns, and counties in the Region follows.

General Zoning

General zoning divides a community into districts for the purpose of regulating the use of land, water, and
structures; the height, size, shape, and placement of structures; and the density of population. Cities in Wisconsin
are granted authority under Section 62.23 of the Wisconsin Statutes to enact general zoning. The same authority is
granted to villages under Section 61.35 of the statutes. General zoning within unincorporated areas is enabled
under several statutory provisions. Counties are granted general zoning authority within unincorporated areas
under Section 59.69 of the statutes; however, a county zoning ordinance becomes effective only in those towns
which ratify the county ordinance. Because such zoning is administered jointly by the county and the ratifying
towns, this arrangement may be referred to as “county-town” zoning. Towns which have not adopted a county
zoning ordinance may adopt village powers and subsequently utilize the city and village authority referenced
above—subject, however to county board approval where a general county zoning ordinance exists. In counties
where a county zoning ordinance does exist, this arrangement may be referred to as “town-county” zoning, since,
in that circumstance, no town zoning ordinance or ordinance amendment may take effect unless approved by the
county board. Alternatively, in counties which have not adopted a general zoning ordinance, a town may adopt a
zoning ordinance under Section 60.61 of the statutes, but only after the county board fails to adopt a county
zoning ordinance at the request of the town board concerned. In addition, Section 62.23 of the statutes grants
certain extraterritorial zoning authority to cities and villages with respect to unincorporated areas.

The status of general zoning in the Region in 2000 is shown on Map 14. General zoning was in effect in each of
the 29 cities, 55 villages, and 63 towns in the Region in 2000.%* Thirty-five towns were under the jurisdiction of
county zoning ordinances in Kenosha, Racine, Walworth, and Waukesha Counties, while 28 towns had adopted
their own zoning ordinances. The exercise of extra-territorial zoning authority by cities and villages in the Region
at the end of 2000 was limited to the City of Elkhorn and the Villages of Fontana and Williams Bay, all within
Walworth County.

24 The 63 towns include the Town of Mt. Pleasant, which became a village in 2003, and the Town of Caledonia,
which became a village in 2005 .
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Map 14 Floodplain Zoning

Floodplain zoning is intended to preserve the
floodwater conveyance and storage capacity of
floodplain areas and to avoid the location of flood
damage-prone urban development in flood
hazard areas. Cities, villages, and counties (with
respect to their unincorporated areas) are
required, under Section 87.30 of the Wisconsin
Statutes, to adopt floodplain zoning, provided
that the hydraulic and engineering data required
to formulate the ordinance are available. The
minimum standards for floodplain zoning
ordinances are set forth in Chapter NR 116 of the
Wisconsin Administrative Code. All such
regulations must govern filling and development
activities within the entire 100-year recurrence
interval floodplain—that is, the area subject to
inundation during a 100-year recurrence interval
flood event. Under minimum State requirements,
. local floodplain zoning regulations must prohibit
""""""" s, nearly all forms of development in the floodway,

GENERAL ZONING ORDINANCES IN THE REGION: 2000

CITY OR VILLAGE
ZONING ORDINANCE

COUNTY-TOWN
ZONING ORDINANCE

TOWN-COUNTY
ZONING ORDINANCE

TOWN ZONING
ORDINANCE
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MILWAUKEE

e e co TN B which is the area of the floodplain required to
Lt | convey the 100-year recurrence interval peak
: flood flow. Local regulations must also restrict
' filling and development within the flood fringe,
which consists of the portion of the floodplain

located outside the floodway that would be
covered by floodwaters during a 100-year flood

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ event.
Lﬁ ‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ S s - The status of floodplain zoning in the Region in
Source: SEWRPC. 2000 is shown on Map 15. Floodplain ordinances

have been nearly universally adopted throughout
Southeastern Wisconsin. In 2000, such ordinances

were in effect in all six counties with
with unincorporated territory, as well as in 71 of the 84 cities and villages in the Region. Most of the floodplain

ordinances have been approved by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.

Shoreland Zoning

Section 59.692 of the Wisconsin Statutes requires that counties adopt regulations to ensure the protection and
proper development of shorelands within their unincorporated areas. By statutory definition, shoreland areas
are those lands within 1,000 feet ofanavigable lake, pond, or flowage, or within 300 feet of anavigable stream or
to the landward side of the floodplain, whichever distance is greater. Minimum standards for county shoreland
regulations are set forth in Chapter NR 115 of the Wisconsin Administrative Code. Shoreland regulations must
include minimum requirements for lot sizes and building setbacks as well as restrictions on the cutting of trees
and shrubbery. State regulations also require that counties place all shoreland wetlands at least five acres in size
in a protective conservancy district.” Under Section 62.231 and 61.351 of the Wisconsin Statutes, respectively,
citiesandvillages are also required to enact regulations that protect wetlands five acres in size lying in shoreland

®Under Section 59.692(7) of the Wisconsin Statutes, the provisions of a county shoreland zoning ordinance, including

floodplain zoning adopted under Section 59.692, remain in effect on shorelands in areas annexed by a city or village
after May 7, 1982, and in areas incorporated as a city or village after April 30, 1994. The Statutes provide for several
different arrangements for the administration of shoreland zoning provisions in such situations.
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Map 15 areas as defined above; rules pertaining to city
and village shoreland-wetland zoning are set
forth in Chapter NR 117 of the Wisconsin
Administrative Code.

FLOODPLAIN ZONING
ORDINANCES IN THE REGION: 2000
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The status of shoreland zoning in the Region in
] 2000 is shown on Map 16. Shoreland
" e : ordinances were in effect in each of the six
COUNTY FLOODPLAIN == e counties that have unincorporated areas.
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Existing Zoning Pattern
The current regional zoning inventory, like
previous zoning inventories carried out by the
Commission, included the preparation of a
composite map showing the existing pattern of
zoning throughout the Region. As part of this
effort, local zoning districts were converted to a
» ) uniform, areawide classification system
KKKKKKKKKKKKKK ‘ suitable for areawide analysis, and their
boundaries were digitally mapped. It should be
recognized that many local zoning ordinances
provide for mixed-use districts. Such mixed-use
districts include, among others, commercial
districts that allow residential units to be located
on upper stories or otherwise incorporated into
permitted commercial structures; planned
development districts that accommodate a mix
of residential, neighborhood service, and retail
uses; and business park districts which
Source: SEWRPC. accommodate office buildings, research
facilities, light manufacturing operations, and
service establishments. As part of this analysis, local zoning districts were placed into generalized categories based
upon the predominant type of use permitted in the local district.
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The composite map reflects general zoning as well as floodplain and shoreland zoning. On the map, floodplain zoning
districts in undeveloped areas are shown as conservancy, regardless of any underlying general zoning district
regulations, if the provisions of the floodplain district effectively preclude new urban development. Also, where the
provisions of a county shoreland zoning ordinance and a town general zoning ordinance differ, the map reflects the
more restrictive ordinance.

The resulting graphic summary of existing zoning in the Region is presented in Map 17. Related area measurements
are presented in Table 17.* In reviewing Map 17, it should be recognized that differences exist among
local units of government in terms of how they relate zoning and the local long-range land use or master plan.
In the application of zoning districts, some local units of government retain future urban areas—as designated
in the local land use plan—in agricultural or agricultural holding zoning districts until such time as development
is imminent and essential services and facilities are available; at that time, the lands concerned are rezoned
into appropriate residential, commercial, and other urban districts in accordance with the local land use

**4s part of the regional zoning inventory, the area encompassed by streets and railways is necessarily included in the
area of the associated zoning category. This should be distinguished from the regional land use inventory, which
includes the area of streets and railways in the transportation, communication, and utilities land use category.
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Map 16

SHORELAND ZONING
ORDINANCES IN THE REGION: 2000

GARUKEE  CO.

&

CITY OR VILLAGE
SHORELAND-WETLAND |
ZONING ORDINANCE

COUNTY SHORELAND
ZONING ORDINANCE

U O

plan. In contrast, other local units of government
place most or all future urban areas—as designated
in the local land use plan—in corresponding urban
zoning districts. It should be noted that, under the
State comprehensive planning law, beginning on
January 1, 2010, zoning ordinances will have to be
consistent with local comprehensive plans.

A description of the existing (2000) pattern of
zoning withinthe Region follows.
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[ Urban Residential Zoning
- Asindicated on Table 17, about 837 square miles, or
31 percent of the total area of the Region, have been
placed in zoning districts which permit urban
residential development, defined as residential
development at a density of more than one dwelling
unit per five acres. Of this total, 584 square miles
- have been placed in residential zoning districts
vvvvvv explicitly intended to accommodate urban
: residential development. The remaining 253 square
miles have been placed in nominal agricultural and
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I N conservancy zoning districts—that 1is, districts

which are referred to as ‘“agricultural” or
S IS s B e 2 R “conservancy” districts in local zoning ordinances,
; ]