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WAUSHARA COUNTY GROUP D QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS SUMMARY
City of Wautoma, Village of Redgranite, Town of Dakota, Town of Marion and
Town of Wautoma

The following report is a summary of the group D questionnaire results. A complete copy of the
report is available for review at the respective community city, village and town halls, Wautoma
and Redgranite Public Libraries and the Waushara County Zoning Office.

A questionnaire was conducted for the City of Wautoma, Village of Redgranite and the towns of
Dakota, Marion and Wautoma Comprehensive Planning Committees to gather opinions from
residents and landowners regarding land use and development issues. A representative sample
of questionnaires was sent out to the Town of Marion. Within the remaining municipalities,
questionnaires were sent out to all landowners. Additional questionnaires were available at the
respective municipalities for renters and other residents or landowners who did not receive a
questionnaire by mail. The questionnaire was translated into Spanish and was available
through the UW-Extension office and St. Joseph’s Church in Wautoma. Each household was
asked to complete one questionnaire. Three thousand five hundred and fifty seven
questionnaires were distributed among the five municipalities and 1,230 were returned,
resulting in an overall response rate of 35 percent.

Waushara County Group D

No. of Questionnaires| Response
Municipality Sent | Returned Rate

C. Wautoma 702 235 33%
V. Redgranite 413 151 37%
T. Dakota 735 248 34%
T. Marion 947 342 36%
T. Wautoma 760 254 33%
Total 3,557 1,230 35%

The questionnaire contained 16 questions for the City of Wautoma and Village of Redgranite
and 17 questions for the towns of Dakota, Marion and Wautoma. There was one open ended
question and two additional questions where written input was solicited. Some respondents did
not answer all the questions.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

General Information

e 70 percent of the respondents indicated that they were full-time (permanent) residents
of their respective municipalities.

e 41 percent of the respondents indicated that they were retired, corresponding to the 36
percent of the respondents who noted that they were 65 years old or older.
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66 percent of the respondents signified that they had lived in their municipality for 11 or
more years and 64 percent own less than 5 acres.

The majority of the respondents indicated that they live on a typical city or village lot
(23.4%), lakeshore/lake view or waterfront lot (22.1%) or rural property of under
(18.9%) or equal to 5 acres or more (17.7%).

Rate Your Municipality

The majority of the respondents rated the quality of the environment (82.4%),
recreational opportunities (67.2%), and parks/public recreation lands (76.6%) as good
or very good.

Respondents also felt that municipalities were doing a good or very good job of
providing fire protection (76.8%), law enforcement (73.9%), school facilities (66.2%),
library (62.6%) and emergency medical services (71.4%).

65 percent of the respondents rated economic opportunities as poor to fair.

People indicated that small town living/rural atmosphere, quiet/peaceful,
scenery/environment, low crime rate and the friendliness of the area were the top
aspects of their municipalities that they value most.

The top issues that people felt were facing their municipalities included: lack of job
opportunities; new businesses and activities for youth; increase in taxes and land prices;
low wages; and vacant buildings and storefronts.

Existing Development

Generally the majority of people indicated that there was about the right amount of all
types of housing in their respective municipalities and the overall area.

A third of the respondents in the Village of Redgranite felt that there was not enough
low to moderate income development, while a third in the City of Wautoma felt that
there was too much.

A quarter of all respondents and a third in the City of Wautoma said that more
condominiums were needed.

A third of the respondents saw a need for more assisted living for the elderly; this
percentage was higher in the towns than in the two incorporated municipalities.

Over forty percent of the respondents felt that there were too many mobile home parks
in the municipalities and within the overall area.



Future Development

Approximately 80 percent of the respondents from all municipalities support small scale
retail (79.7%) and industrial development (80.3%).

Over 80 percent of the respondents indicated that they would support or accept service
(65.4%/18.2%), tourism (63.0%/19.5%), and small scale agricultural (65.8%/17.5%)
development.

Large scale agricultural development garnered the lowest support of all types of
development surveyed.

Planning for the Future

Protection of groundwater, wetlands, lakes, rivers and streams was the number one
overall issue and the most important issue in the towns of Dakota, Marion and
Wautoma.

Protection of private property rights was the second most important overall issue.
Improving the quality of life for our children and grandchildren was the third most
important issue overall and second most important in the City of Wautoma and Village of

Redgranite.

Attraction of good paying jobs was the most important issue in the City of Wautoma and
Village of Redgranite.

Protection of woodlands was the second most important issue in the Town of Dakota
and the third most important issue in the towns of Marion and Wautoma.

Providing cost effective community facilities was the fourth most important issue in the
Village of Redgranite.

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS

Overall, about 70 percent of the respondents indicated that they were permanent year round
residents within their respective communities and this category captured the highest percentage
of respondents in all five municipalities. About 21 percent of the respondents were seasonal
residents, the highest percentage being in the Town of Marion (40.6%). Forty-one percent, or
a significant number of people indicated that they were retired. This corresponds to the 36
percent of respondents who noted that they were 65 years old or older. Overall, 66 percent of
the people said that they had lived here for 11 or more years, (this figure includes part-time
residents) and 64 percent own less than 5 acres. The majority of people live on a typical city or
village lot (23.4%), lakeshore/lake view or waterfront lot (22.1%), rural property of less than 5
acres (18.9%), or rural property of 5 or more acres (17.7%).



RATE YOUR COMMUNITY

Respondents were asked to rate their municipality on the quality of the environment; economic,
educational and recreational opportunities; access to goods and services; the quality of public
facilities and services; on the aspects that they value most; and the top issues facing their
municipalities.

The majority of respondents rated the quality of the environment (82.4%), recreational
opportunities (67.2%), parks/public recreation lands (76.6%), fire protection (76.8%), law
enforcement (73.9%), school facilities (66.2%), library (62.6%), and emergency medical
(71.4%) as good to very good. Slightly lower approval ratings (fair to good) were given to
educational  opportunities (63.5%), access to goods and services (71.5%),
maintenance/condition of roads/streets (73.7%), snow removal (66.9%), adult educational
opportunities (56.2%), and availability of hospitals and medical services. On the other hand,
economic opportunities were rated poor to fair by 65 percent of the respondents.

The top five aspects that respondents valued most included: small town living/rural atmosphere
(22.4%); quiet/peaceful (20.2%); the scenery/environment (15.4%); low crime rate (9.0%);
and the friendliness of the area (9.4%).

While respondents were in basic agreement regarding the top issues facing their municipalities,
respondents in the City of Wautoma, Village of Redgranite and the Town of Wautoma felt that
the top issue was the lack of job opportunities, while respondents in the Town of Dakota and
the Town of Marion rated increase in taxes as the number one issue. Other issues that ranked
within the top five included lack of new businesses (second overall), increase in land prices
(fifth overall), and low wages (fourth overall). While not ranking as top five issues collectively,
lack of activities for youth and vacant buildings/storefronts were among the top five issues
within the respective municipalities.

EXISTING DEVELOPMENT

Respondents were asked if they felt if there was too much, about right, or not enough of the
following housing types: single family; low to moderate income; duplexes; multi-unit
apartments; condominiums; assisted living — elderly; mobile home parks; and high income
development. Generally, the majority of people indicated that there was about the right
amount of all types of housing in their respective municipalities and the overall area. However,
even though respondents indicated that they overwhelmingly thought that there was enough
single family and duplex development, the response to the remaining housing types was more
mixed.

A third of the respondents in the Village of Redgranite felt that there was not enough low to
moderate income development, while a third in the City of Wautoma felt that there was too
much. Twenty-one percent of the respondents in the village thought that more apartments
were needed. A quarter of all respondents and a third in the City of Wautoma said that more
condominiums were needed. A third of the respondents saw a need for more assisted living for
the elderly, this percentage was higher in the towns than in the two incorporated municipalities.



A-5

Over forty percent felt that there were too many mobile home parks in the municipalities and
within the overall area. A quarter of the respondents indicated that the amount of high income
housing was too much and an equal number said there wasn’t enough.

Between 20 to 30 percent of the respondents failed to answer the questions in this category. A
lower response rate, however, is not calculated into the overall total responses for the
questions in this section.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

Respondents were asked if they felt that there was a need for new development in the area
and, if there was, what type of new development they believe would be best. People were
asked if they supported; do not support, but accept; do not support; or have no opinion on the
following types of development: Large, moderate and small scale industrial development;
service and tourism development; small, and moderate to large agricultural development; and
small and large retail development.

Respondents from all municipalities overwhelmingly threw their support behind small scale retail
(79.7%) and industrial development (80.3%). However, even though people were willing to
support or accept larger industrial and retail development, as the scale of the proposed
development increased, the support and acceptance decreased. Over 80 percent of the
respondents indicated that they would support or accept service (65.4%/18.2%), tourism
(63.0%/19.5%), and small scale agricultural (65.8%/17.5%) development. Large scale
agricultural development garnered the lowest support among the types of development
surveyed. A third of the respondents indicated that they would support this, while a third
indicated that they would accept this and a quarter indicated that they could neither support
nor accept large scale agricultural development.

PLANNING FOR THE FUTURE

Respondents were asked to indicate the importance of various decisions that should be
considered when planning for the future. These issues involved: the promotion of development
that minimizes costs and the redevelopment lands with existing infrastructure; encouragement
of coordination and cooperation between municipalities and neighborhood designs that support
a range of transportation choices; the protection of groundwater, wetlands, lakes, rivers,
streams, agricultural lands, woodlands and private property rights; preservation of cultural,
historic and archaeological sites; provision of an adequate supply of affordable housing for all
income levels; attraction of good paying jobs; community participation in land use planning and
decision making; attractiveness of the community; and improving the quality of life for our
children and grandchildren.

While people indicated that all issues were important, some issues emerged as more important
than others. Differences were also seen among the municipalities. The top issues were the
protection of groundwater, wetlands, lakes, rivers and streams (1% overall and in the towns of
Dakota, Marion and Wautoma); protection of private property rights (2" overall and in the
towns of Dakota, Marion and Wautoma); improving the quality of life for our children and
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grandchildren (3™ overall and 2™ in the City of Wautoma and Village of Redgranite); attraction
of good paying jobs (4" overall and 1% in the City of Wautoma and Village of Redgranite);
protection of woodlands (5" overall and 2™ in the Town of Dakota, 3 in the towns of Marion
and Wautoma); and providing cost effective community facilities (9™ overall and 4" in the
Village of Redgranite).
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Table B-1. Waushara County Population by MCD, 1950 to 2005

DOA DOA DOA DOA DOA Percent Change
Jurisdiction 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 1990-2000

C. Berlin (pt.) 33 45 41 91 67 83 83 85 86 84 83 23.88%
C. Wautoma 1,376 1,466 1,624 1,629 1,784 1,998 2,070 2,118 2,110 2,115 2,096 12.00%)
V. Coloma 338 312 336 367 383 461 460 467 461 467 469 20.37%
V. Hancock 449 367 404 419 382 463 462 463 462 460 453 21.20%
V. Lohrville 206 225 213 336 368 408 409 409 415 414 411 10.87%
V. Plainfield 680 660 642 813 839 899 898 896 899 894 893 7.15%
V. Redgranite 648 588 645 976 1,009 1,040 1,037 2,001 2,011 2,019 2,051 3.07%
V. Wild Rose 582 594 585 741 753 765 754 756 759 758 746 1.59%
T. Aurora 731 780 802 890 846 971 980 1,005 1,038 1,061 1,057 14.78%
T. Bloomfield 801 770 798 931 922 1,018 1,020 1,027 1,032 1,045 1,043 10.41%
T. Coloma® 339 355 382 437 499 660 758 699 704 722 735 32.26%
T. Dakota 400 521 752 994 1,092 1,259 1,262 1,273 1,272 1,265 1,269 15.29%)
T. Deerfield 417 340 367 445 454 629 639 650 653 653 666 38.55%
T. Hancock 480 354 346 426 467 531 539 547 546 560 566 13.70%
T. Leon 546 520 651 844 992 1,281 1,312 1,355 1,371 1,389 1,411 29.13%
T. Marion 746 700 877 1,333 1,478 2,065 2,077 2,121 2,129 2,163 2,207 39.72%
T. Mount Morris 451 422 517 685 767 1,092 1,112 1,133 1,125 1,121 1,119 42.37%
T. Oasis 389 364 346 403 389 405 403 403 402 396 399 4.11%
T. Plainfield 476 449 447 574 529 533 534 547 549 549 558 0.76%
T. Poy Sippi 830 809 823 913 929 972 974 974 971 974 971 4.63%
T. Richford 386 317 322 404 455 588 595 602 606 608 608 29.23%
T. Rose 420 287 319 515 486 595 597 600 606 611 615 22.43%
T. Saxeville 535 506 612 776 846 974 982 991 997 999 1,014 15.13%
T. Springwater 389 366 584 924 1,011 1,389 1,401 1,405 1,413 1,420 1,423 37.39%
T. Warren 636 708 637 573 550 675 693 707 710 712 708 22.73%
T. Wautoma 636 672 723 1,087 1,088 1,312 1,314 1,326 1,329 1,347 1,347 20.59%
Waushara County? 13,920 13,497 14,795 18,526 19,385 23,066 23,365 24,560 24,656 24,806 24,918 18.99%
Region® 366,887 413,397 475,090 511,033 542,712 609,438 614,213 622,920 628,125 633,581 638,699 12.29%)
Wisconsin® 3,434,575 3,951,777| 4,417,821| 4,705,642| 4,891,769 5,363,701 | 5,400,004 | 5,453,896 | 5,490,718 [ 5,532,955 5,580,000 9.65%)

#2000 Census numbers have been adjusted through the Count Question Resolution Program (CQR) 8/30/02.
Source: U.S. Census: 1950, 1960, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000; WI DOA 2001- 2005.



Table B-2. Net Migration by Sex and Age, Waushara County, 1990 to 2000

Female
Male Net Net Total Net Age Total Pop
Age, 1990| Age, 2000 | Migration | Migration | Migration Group Change

B95-00 0-4 -1 23 22 0-4 -83
B90-95 5-9 153 128 281 5-9 62
0-4 10-14 288 246 534 10-14 333
5-9 15-19 132 86 218 15-19 428
10-14 20-24 -246 -299 -545 20-24 -3
15-19 25-29 -93 -70 -163 25-29 -242
20-24 30-34 164 184 348 30-34 -177
25-29 35-39 316 227 543 35-39 396
30-34 40-44 247 210 457 40-44 548
35-39 45-49 184 216 400 45-49 694
40-44 50-54 175 176 351 50-54 599
45-49 55-59 176 222 398 55-59 303
50-54 60-64 273 257 530 60-64 209
55-59 65-69 268 134 402 65-69 101
60-64 70-74 103 48 151 70-74 250
65-69 75-79 5 -45 -40 75-79 130
70-74 80-84 -30 -36 -66 80-84 87
75-79 85-89 -46 -33 -79 85-89 34
80-84 90-94 -16 -16 -32] |90 & Over 100

85-89 95-99 -3 -20 -23

90 & over|100 & over 0 0 0
Total Population 2,049 1,638 3,687 Total 3,769

Source: WI DOA, 2005.




Table B-3. Population Density, 2000

Land
areain | Persons

Jurisdiction Pop '00 sq. mi | per sq mi
C. Berlin (pt.) 83 0.76 109
C. Wautoma 1,998 2.5 799
V. Coloma 461 1.06 435
V. Hancock 463 1.09 425
V. Lohrville 408 1.22 334
V. Plainfield 899 1.3 692
V. Redgranite 1,040 2.22 468
V. Wild Rose 765 1.32 580
T. Aurora 971 34.23 28
T. Bloomfield 1,018 35.41 29
T. Coloma 660 33.07 20
T. Dakota 1,259 33.16 38
T. Deerfield 629 34.67 18
T. Hancock 531 33.45 16
T. Leon 1,281 36 36
T. Marion 2,065 33.55 62
T. Mount Morris 1,092 34.22 32
T. Oasis 405 35.03 12
T. Plainfield 533 33.95 16
T. Poy Sippi 972 32.3 30
T. Richford 588 34.57 17
T. Rose 595 34.88 17
T. Saxeville 974 36.07 27
T. Springwater 1,389 33.53 41
T. Warren 675 32.54 21
T. Wautoma 1,312 33.94 39
Waushara County 23,066 626.04 37
Wisconsin 5,363,701| 65497.82 82

Source: U. S. Census, 2000.




Table B-4. Population by Age Cohort, 1990

Less Than 20to24 | 25to44 | 45to 64 | 65 yrs and Total

Jurisdiction 5yrs 5to 19 yrs yrs yrs yrs Older Population [Median Age
C. Berlin (pt.) 5 19 6 22 10 5 67 30.3
C. Wautoma 114 314 90 479 286 501 1,784 40.0
V. Coloma 15 87 12 111 68 90 383 39.7
V. Hancock 34 74 22 85 89 78 382 36.4
V. Lohrville 24 83 23 116 66 56 368 34.0
V. Plainfield 59 217 43 234 132 154 839 33.9
V. Redgranite 71 224 48 255 189 222 1,009 36.7
V. Wild Rose 40 127 31 165 131 182 676 42.0
T. Aurora 49 203 59 245 178 112 846 35.3
T. Bloomfield 60 232 51 263 202 114 922 33.6
T. Coloma 28 119 16 146 131 59 499 37.6
T. Dakota 84 244 57 298 242 167 1,092 35.2
T. Deerfield 32 79 11 131 113 88 454 41.2
T. Hancock 34 95 24 130 102 82 467 37.8
T. Leon 56 180 45 274 273 164 992 40.7
T. Marion 57 233 51 369 423 345 1,478 46.8
T. Mount Morris 50 119 16 193 214 175 767 45.8
T. Oasis 26 96 14 116 83 54 389 35.2
T. Plainfield 51 126 37 156 105 54 529 31.1
T. Poy Sippi 65 200 45 286 175 158 929 35.1
T. Richford 54 108 27 125 91 50 455 314
T. Rose 20 110 17 139 107 93 486 39.6
T. Saxeville 49 185 47 229 210 126 846 37.3
T. Springwater 58 152 36 237 300 305 1,088 50.6
T. Warren 34 112 19 154 126 105 550 40.3
T. Wautoma 70 222 34 301 240 221 1,088 40.5
Waushara County 1,239 3,960 881 5,259 4,286 3,760 19,385 38.6
Wisconsin 365,622| 1,077,027 363,969| 1,544,897 890,098 650,156| 4,891,769 32.9

Source: U. S. Census, 1990.




Table B-5. Population by Age Cohort, 2000

Less Than 20to24 | 25t044 | 45to 64 |65 yrsand| Total Median
Jurisdiction 5yrs |5to 19 yrs yrs yrs yrs Older |Population Age
C. Berlin (pt.) 8 13 4 34 15 9 83 35.5
C. Wautoma 116 426 126 509 351 470 1,998 38.8
V. Coloma 37 86 20 125 98 95 461 39.1
V. Hancock 21 111 12 112 114 93 463 40.9
V. Lohrville 21 83 15 100 107 82 408 42.5
V. Plainfield 60 222 59 255 168 135 899 34.5
V. Redgranite 57 230 53 256 215 229 1,040 39.3
V. Wild Rose 42 156 26 174 163 204 765 43.2
T. Aurora 51 226 41 285 259 109 971 37.6
T. Bloomfield 57 226 38 297 275 125 1,018 40.1
T. Coloma® 20 140 21 154 223 190 748 48.2
T. Dakota 78 282 56 320 314 209 1,259 39.8
T. Deerfield 18 126 9 168 189 119 629 44.1
T. Hancock 21 124 11 123 171 81 531 42.8
T. Leon 68 216 41 307 417 232 1,281 45.4
T. Marion 78 353 58 447 629 500 2,065 48.4
T. Mount Morris 43 201 32 228 356 232 1,092 47.2
T. Qasis 16 108 14 99 105 63 405 39.4
T. Plainfield 23 140 27 142 134 67 533 36.8
T. Poy Sippi 53 208 42 289 227 153 972 38.7
T. Richford 42 176 22 139 128 81 588 37.2
T. Rose 26 108 25 150 187 99 595 44.0
T. Saxeville 53 188 22 263 281 167 974 42.6
T. Springwater 43 252 35 293 417 349 1,389 48.7
T. Warren 39 139 32 176 180 109 675 40.3
T. Wautoma 71 253 44 328 363 253 1,312 43.4
Waushara County 1,162 4,793 885 5,773 6,086 4,455 23,154 42.1
Wisconsin 342,340( 1,189,753| 357,292| 1,581,690| 1,190,047 702,553| 5,363,675 36.0

*Coloma Pop not yet corrected for age cohort data

Source: U. S. Census, 2000.




Table B-6. Persons per Household, 1990

Household Size Average
1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Person 6 or more Person Total |Household
Jurisdiction Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |[Percent Number [Percent Number [Percent Number [Percent Househol Size

C. Berlin (pt.) 4 18.18% 8| 36.36% 0 0.00% 3| 13.64% 7| 31.82% 0 0.00% 22 3.05
C. Wautoma 254 33.96% 256 34.22% 109| 14.57% 78| 10.43% 35 4.68% 16 2.14% 748 2.25
V. Coloma 53] 33.33% 44| 27.67% 24| 15.09% 23| 14.47% 14 8.81% 1 0.63% 159 2.41
V. Hancock 58| 35.37% 52| 31.71% 18 10.98% 22| 13.41% 10 6.10% 4 2.44% 164 2.33
V. Lohrville 30| 21.13% 55| 38.73% 23| 16.20% 18| 12.68% 11 7.75% 5 3.52% 142 2.59
V. Plainfield 94| 29.01% 95 29.32% 49| 15.12% 47| 14.51% 29 8.95% 10 3.09% 324 2.55
V. Redgranite 130| 30.88% 146| 34.68% 60| 14.25% 50| 11.88% 18 4.28% 17 4.04% 421 2.40
V. Wild Rose 125 40.45% 89| 28.80% 42| 13.59% 35| 11.33% 14 4.53% 4 1.29% 309 2.15
T. Aurora 42| 14.19% 109 36.82% 56| 18.92% 49| 16.55% 26 8.78% 14 4.73% 296 2.86
T. Bloomfield 55| 17.46% 97| 30.79% 62| 19.68% 49| 15.56% 33| 10.48% 19 6.03% 315 2.93
T. Coloma 31| 17.13% 70| 38.67% 30| 16.57% 29| 16.02% 12 6.63% 9 4.97% 181 2.76
T. Dakota 84| 20.44% 167| 40.63% 58| 14.11% 50| 12.17% 30 7.30% 22 5.35% 411 2.66
T. Deerfield 33| 18.54% 71| 39.89% 39| 21.91% 20| 11.24% 10 5.62% 5 2.81% 178 2.55
T. Hancock 30| 16.85% 75| 42.13% 271 15.17% 31| 17.42% 9 5.06% 6 3.37% 178 2.62
T. Leon 78| 19.65% 174 43.83% 64| 16.12% 49| 12.34% 20 5.04% 12 3.02% 397 2.50
T. Marion 133| 20.75% 318| 49.61% 90 14.04% 65| 10.14% 32 4.99% 3 0.47% 641 2.31
T. Mount Morris 76| 23.24% 154 47.09% 38| 11.62% 34| 10.40% 18 5.50% 7 2.14% 327 2.35
T. Oasis 19 13.97% 52| 38.24% 24| 17.65% 20| 14.71% 15 11.03% 6 4.41% 136 2.86
T. Plainfield 46| 24.08% 61| 31.94% 21| 10.99% 37| 19.37% 15 7.85% 11 5.76% 191 2.77
T. Poy Sippi 71 20.06% 137| 38.70% 50| 14.12% 58| 16.38% 27 7.63% 11 3.11% 354 2.62
T. Richford 23| 15.33% 55| 36.67% 15| 10.00% 32| 21.33% 12 8.00% 13 8.67% 150 3.03
T. Rose 49| 25.52% 66| 34.38% 36| 18.75% 20| 10.42% 14 7.29% 7 3.65% 192 2.53
T. Saxeville 58| 18.35% 124 39.24% 45| 14.24% 55| 17.41% 21 6.65% 13 4.11% 316 2.68
T. Springwater 98| 22.58% 199| 45.85% 64| 14.75% 51| 11.75% 17 3.92% 5 1.15% 434 2.33
T. Warren 35| 16.67% 90| 42.86% 36| 17.14% 30| 14.29% 9 4.29% 10 4.76% 210 2.62
T. Wautoma 75| 17.86% 176| 41.90% 59| 14.05% 79| 18.81% 20 4.76% 11 2.62% 420 2.59
Waushara County 1,784 23.42% 2,940| 38.60% 1,139 14.96% 1,034 13.58% 478 6.28% 241 3.16% 7,616 2.52
Wisconsin 443,673 24.35%] 596,883 32.76%| 302,563| 16.61%]| 284,151 15.59%| 129,821 7.12% 65,027 3.57%]| 1,822,118 2.61

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table B-7. Persons per Household, 2000

Household Size Average
1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Person 6 or more Person Total Househol
Jurisdiction Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Househol] d Size

C. Berlin (pt.) 14| 38.89% 8| 22.22% 6] 16.67% 5| 13.89% 3 8.33% 0 0.00% 36 2.31
C. Wautoma 326| 40.45% 242| 30.02% 93| 11.54% 82| 10.17% 38 4.71% 25 3.10% 806 2.20
V. Coloma 51| 27.57% 63| 34.05% 34| 18.38% 23| 12.43% 10 5.41% 4 2.16% 185 2.42
V. Hancock 58| 30.05% 73| 37.82% 27| 13.99% 16 8.29% 11 5.70% 8 4.15% 193 2.40
V. Lohrville 38| 22.62% 72| 42.86% 27| 16.07% 19| 11.31% 7 4.17% 5 2.98% 168 2.43
V. Plainfield 98| 28.65% 120| 35.09% 38| 11.11% 43| 12.57% 26 7.60% 17 4.97% 342 2.60
V. Redgranite 143 32.50% 154 35.00% 63| 14.32% 47| 10.68% 19 4.32% 14 3.18% 440 2.30
V. Wild Rose 115 36.86% 92 29.49% 53] 16.99% 28 8.97% 15 4.81% 9 2.88% 312 2.26
T. Aurora 49| 13.92% 144| 40.91% 65| 18.47% 53| 15.06% 29 8.24% 12 3.41% 352 2.76
T. Bloomfield 73| 19.06% 144| 37.60% 67| 17.49% 61 15.93% 27 7.05% 11 2.87% 383 2.65
T. Coloma 49| 19.29% 126 49.61% 27| 10.63% 32| 12.60% 9 3.54% 11 4.33% 254 2.51
T. Dakota 111 22.52% 200( 40.57% 67| 13.59% 64| 12.98% 27 5.48% 24 4.87% 493 2.55
T. Deerfield 48| 18.25% 136| 51.71% 27| 10.27% 37| 14.07% 12 4.56% 3 1.14% 263 2.39
T. Hancock 52| 24.64% 89| 42.18% 25| 11.85% 21 9.95% 8 3.79% 16 7.58% 211 2.52
T. Leon 127| 23.56% 249 46.20% 61| 11.32% 58| 10.76% 30 5.57% 14 2.60% 539 2.38
T. Marion 216 23.79% 459| 50.55% 104 11.45% 75 8.26% 28 3.08% 26 2.86% 908 2.27
T. Mount Morris 118| 24.53% 245 50.94% 42 8.73% 39 8.11% 26 5.41% 11 2.29% 481 2.27
T. Oasis 32| 21.05% 61| 40.13% 17| 11.18% 19| 12.50% 16| 10.53% 7 4.61% 152 2.66
T. Plainfield 38| 19.19% 78 39.39% 33| 16.67% 25| 12.63% 14 7.07% 10 5.05% 198 2.69
T. Poy Sippi 91| 23.21% 148| 37.76% 66| 16.84% 57| 14.54% 22 5.61% 8 2.04% 392 2.48
T. Richford 26| 13.68% 87| 45.79% 14 7.37% 26| 13.68% 16 8.42% 21| 11.05% 190 3.09
T. Rose 49| 20.08% 115 47.13% 35| 14.34% 26| 10.66% 8 3.28% 11 4.51% 244 2.44
T. Saxeville 71| 18.07% 184| 46.82% 59 15.01% 48| 12.21% 23 5.85% 8 2.04% 393 2.48
T. Springwater 157| 25.45% 296 47.97% 69| 11.18% 54 8.75% 30 4.86% 11 1.78% 617 2.25
T. Warren 53| 20.31% 103| 39.46% 45| 17.24% 34| 13.03% 15 5.75% 11 4.21% 261 2.59
T. Wautoma 119| 22.75% 221 42.26% 75| 14.34% 62| 11.85% 31 5.93% 15 2.87% 523 2.46
Waushara County 2,322 24.87% 3,909 41.87% 1,239| 13.27% 1,054| 11.29% 500 5.36% 312 3.34% 9,336 2.43
Wisconsin 557,875| 26.76%| 721,452| 34.61%|] 320,561 15.38%| 290,716 13.95%]| 127,921 6.14% 66,019 3.17%]| 2,084,544 2.50

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table B-8. Households by Type, 1990

Family Households

Nonfamily Households

Male Female
Married- | Householder, | Householder, Total Householder
Total couple no wife no husband | Nonfamily | Age 65+

Jurisdiction Households| family present present households | Living Alone

C. Berlin (pt.) 22 13 2 2 5 3
C. Wautoma 748 371 21 77 279 169
V. Coloma 159 89 4 10 56 29
V. Hancock 164 91 1 6 66 40
V. Lohrville 142 83 3 13 43 13
V. Plainfield 324 169 8 46 101 68
V. Redgranite 421 222 13 38 148 90
V. Wild Rose 309 139 11 28 131 88
T. Aurora 296 216 11 15 54 18
T. Bloomfield 315 223 12 11 69 29
T. Coloma 181 126 6 7 42 15
T. Dakota 411 267 14 30 100 40
T. Deerfield 178 126 7 8 37 19
T. Hancock 178 123 6 12 37 21
T. Leon 397 274 10 20 93 41
T. Marion 641 456 6 29 150 73
T. Mount Morris 327 210 18 17 82 38
T. Oasis 136 96 5 12 23 13
T. Plainfield 191 118 6 11 56 21
T. Poy Sippi 354 244 9 17 84 44
T. Richford 150 115 4 5 26 15
T. Rose 192 113 7 15 57 28
T. Saxeville 316 221 6 20 69 21
T. Springwater 434 296 9 15 114 58
T. Warren 210 142 12 15 41 13
T. Wautoma 420 291 14 29 86 42
Waushara County 7,616 4,834 225 508 2,049 1,049
Wisconsin 1,822,118(1,048,010 52,632 174,530 546,946 192,072

Source: U. S. Census, STF1A, 1990.




Table B-9. Households by Type, 2000

Family Households

Nonfamily Households

Male Female
Married- | Householder, |Householder, Total Householder
Total couple no wife no husband | Nonfamily | Age 65+

Households | family present present households | Living Alone

C. Berlin (pt.) 36 20 1 1 14 7
C. Wautoma 806 304 37 89 376 162
V. Coloma 185 105 8 15 57 29
V. Hancock 193 96 9 17 71 36
V. Lohrville 168 100 10 13 45 15
V. Plainfield 342 172 18 41 111 50
V. Redgranite 440 205 13 51 171 78
V. Wild Rose 312 137 15 35 125 61
T. Aurora 352 250 16 16 70 23
T. Bloomfield 383 267 15 16 85 31
T. Coloma 254 170 11 14 59 18
T. Dakota 493 317 16 24 136 51
T. Deerfield 263 178 9 17 59 24
T. Hancock 211 132 6 10 63 19
T. Leon 539 349 15 21 154 56
T. Marion 908 587 34 34 253 111
T. Mount Morris 481 304 12 29 136 55
T. Oasis 152 101 5 7 39 18
T. Plainfield 198 122 13 12 51 13
T. Poy Sippi 392 239 17 31 105 43
T. Richford 190 141 7 10 32 13
T. Rose 244 156 9 17 62 25
T. Saxeville 393 278 14 20 81 27
T. Springwater 617 377 18 35 187 71
T. Warren 261 170 12 11 68 27
T. Wautoma 523 325 17 38 143 46
Waushara County 9,336 5,602 357 624 2,753 1,109
Wisconsin 2,084,544] 1,108,597 200,300 77,918 697,729 207,206

Source: U. S. Census, STF1A, 2000.




Table B-10. Waushara County Population by Race, 1990

African Native [Asian/Pacific| Other Total

Jurisdiction White | American | American| Islander Races | Population
C. Berlin (pt.) 67 0 0 0 0 67
C. Wautoma 1,756 0 6 1 21 1,784
V. Coloma 382 0 0 0 1 383
V. Hancock 371 0 0 0 11 382
V. Lohrville 357 0 7 1 3 368
V. Plainfield 824 1 3 5 6 839
V. Redgranite 990 4 3 2 10 1,009
V. Wild Rose 649 0 2 14 11 676
T. Aurora 839 0 5 2 0 846
T. Bloomfield 921 0 1 0 0 922
T. Coloma 499 0 0 0 0 499
T. Dakota 1,058 2 6 3 23 1,092
T. Deerfield 449 2 2 1 0 454
T. Hancock 457 0 3 0 7 467
T. Leon 967 11 6 2 6 992
T. Marion 1,461 3 8 0 6 1,478
T. Mount Morris 761 0 5 1 0 767
T. Oasis 383 0 1 0 5 389
T. Plainfield 498 0 0 4 27 529
T. Poy Sippi 920 1 5 1 2 929
T. Richford 455 0 0 0 0 455
T. Rose 481 2 3 0 0 486
T. Saxeville 841 0 0 1 4 846
T. Springwater 1,085 0 0 2 1 1,088
T. Warren 548 0 2 0 0 550
T. Wautoma 1,075 3 2 3 5 1,088
Waushara County 19,094 29 70 43 149 19,385
Wisconsin 4,512,523 244,539 39,387 53,583 41,737| 4,891,769

Source: U. S. Census, 1990, STFIA.




Table B-11. Population by Race, 2000

Two or
African Native [Asian/Pacific|] Other More Total

Jurisdiction White | American| American| Islander Races Races | Population
C. Berlin (pt.) 79 0 0 0 3 1 83
C. Wautoma 1,879 22 14 17 40 26 1,998
V. Coloma 458 0 0 1 1 1 461
V. Hancock 427 0 5 1 20 10 463
V. Lohrville 395 0 1 0 5 7 408
V. Plainfield 829 1 0 10 56 3 899
V. Redgranite 987 9 12 0 7 25 1,040
V. Wild Rose 744 6 1 2 7 5 765
T. Aurora 948 0 1 11 3 8 971
T. Bloomfield 1,009 0 2 2 0 5 1,018
T. Coloma 730 1 0 0 9 8 748
T. Dakota 1,175 0 2 6 68 8 1,259
T. Deerfield 613 2 2 1 2 9 629
T. Hancock 514 0 2 2 12 1 531
T. Leon 1,266 0 6 0 0 9 1,281
T. Marion 2,026 2 9 10 3 15 2,065
T. Mount Morris 1,073 0 3 2 0 14 1,092
T. Qasis 390 1 2 2 6 4 405
T. Plainfield 515 0 0 1 16 1 533
T. Poy Sippi 944 2 2 1 13 10 972
T. Richford 558 7 5 5 12 1 588
T. Rose 581 2 0 0 6 6 595
T. Saxeville 964 0 0 0 3 7 974
T. Springwater 1,373 3 0 1 3 9 1,389
T. Warren 664 0 1 1 5 4 675
T. Wautoma 1,272 4 2 11 14 9 1,312
Waushara County 22,413 62 72 87 314 206 23,154
Wisconsin 4,769,857| 304,460 47,228 90,393| 84,842| 66,895 | 5,363,675

Source: U, S. Census, STF1A, 2000.




Table B-12. First Ancestry* Reported, Top 6 in Waushara County, 2000

Persons Percent of
Unclassified United Reporting Total Population
or not States or First Population | Within Top 6
Jurisdiction German | reported Polish Irish American | English | ancestry | in Sample | Categories
C. Berlin (pt.) 31 13 8 2 4 0 55 68 85.29%
C. Wautoma 532 537 158 79 97 80 1,421 1,958 75.74%
V. Coloma 173 138 2 31 31 14 348 486 80.04%
V. Hancock 171 90 6 42 14 49 395 485 76.70%
V. Lohrville 135 89 33 24 31 19 332 421 78.62%
V. Plainfield 228 149 58 44 46 79 709 858 70.40%
V. Redgranite 378 242 120 45 51 28 829 1,071 80.67%
V. Wild Rose 267 192 27 41 24 30 598 790 73.54%
T. Aurora 484 164 100 17 50 30 820 984 85.87%
T. Bloomfield 527 190 37 47 22 18 827 1,017 82.69%
T. Coloma 214 198 28 24 35 54 495 693 79.80%
T. Dakota 550 209 113 72 43 47 1,035 1,244 83.12%
T. Deerfield 241 125 60 40 28 55 520 645 85.12%
T. Hancock 195 93 84 25 21 26 449 542 81.92%
T. Leon 560 211 66 64 49 47 1,064 1,275 78.20%
T. Marion 773 354 127 107 133 69 1,693 2,047 76.36%
T. Mount Morris 420 169 72 46 63 28 950 1,119 71.31%
T. Oasis 159 65 41 20 20 15 345 410 78.05%
T. Plainfield 182 112 62 25 12 30 457 569 74.34%
T. Poy Sippi 431 168 80 48 63 23 811 979 83.04%
T. Richford 260 159 23 14 34 6 411 570 87.02%
T. Rose 191 85 59 16 13 72 503 588 74.15%
T. Saxeville 407 175 52 63 34 75 797 972 82.92%
T. Springwater 543 224 89 77 56 76 1,144 1,368 77.85%
T. Warren 214 166 89 37 38 11 487 653 84.99%
T. Wautoma 539 312 87 51 43 57 1,030 1,342 81.15%
Waushara County 8,805 4,629 1,681 1,101 1,055 1,038 18,525 23,154 79.07%
Wisconsin 1,775,722 826,719 326,038 298,177| 189,283 184,574]|4,536,956| 5,363,675 67.13%

*Includes individuals who only reported one ancestry and the first response listed for those who reported multiple ancestries.

Source: U.S. Census, 2000 STF 3A




Table B-13. Top 5 Ancestries for Each Group D Communities

Total Population Percent of
Minor Civil Division Ancestry in Sample Population
C. Wautoma Unclassified or Not reported 537 27.43%
German 532 27.17%
Polish 158 8.07%
United States or American 97 4.95%
Norwegian 88 4.49%
Total Population 1,958 100.00%
V. Redgranite German 378 35.29%
Unclassified or Not reported 242 22.60%
Polish 120 11.20%
Italian 54 5.04%
United States or American 51 4.76%
Total Population 1,071 100.00%
T. Dakota German 550 44.21%
Unclassified or Not reported 209 16.80%
Polish 113 9.08%
Irish 72 5.79%
English 47 3.78%
Total Population 1,244 100.00%
T. Marion German 773 37.76%
Unclassified or Not reported 354 17.29%
United States or American 133 6.50%
Polish 127 6.20%
Irish 107 5.23%
Total Population 2,047 100.00%
T. Wautoma German 539 40.16%
Unclassified or Not reported 312 23.25%
Polish 87 6.48%
Norwegian 73 5.44%
English 57 4.25%
Total Population 1,342 100.00%
Waushara County German 8,805 38.03%
Unclassified or Not reported 4,629 19.99%
Polish 1,681 7.26%
Irish 1,101 4.76%
United States or American 1,055 4.56%
Total Population 23,154 100.00%

*Includes indlividuals who only reported one ancestry and the first response listed for those who reported

multiple ancestries.

Source: U.S. Census, 2000 STF 3A




Table B-14. Persons of Hispanic Origin, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 0 0.00% 4 4.82%
C. Wautoma 41 2.30% 144 7.21%
V. Coloma 16 4.18% 14 3.04%
V. Hancock 22 5.76% 40 8.64%
V. Lohrville 4 1.09% 9 2.21%
V. Plainfield 37 4.41% 161| 17.91%
V. Redgranite 40 3.96% 32 3.08%
V. Wild Rose 12 1.59% 17 2.22%
T. Aurora 7 0.83% 19 1.96%
T. Bloomfield 0 0.00% 1 0.10%
T. Coloma 0 0.00% 27 3.61%
T. Dakota 58 5.31% 109 8.66%
T. Deerfield 0 0.00% 7 1.11%
T. Hancock 14 3.00% 25 4.71%
T. Leon 8 0.81% 9 0.70%
T. Marion 10 0.68% 27 1.31%
T. Mount Morris 1 0.13% 9 0.82%
T. Oasis 5 1.29% 11 2.72%
T. Plainfield 42 7.94% 52 9.76%
T. Poy Sippi 12 1.29% 20 2.06%
T. Richford 0 0.00% 24 4.08%
T. Rose 0 0.00% 17 2.86%
T. Saxeville 12 1.42% 11 1.13%
T. Springwater 4 0.40% 7 0.50%
T. Warren 5 0.91% 15 2.22%
T. Wautoma 29 2.67% 37 2.82%
Waushara County 379 1.96% 848 3.66%
Wisconsin 93,194 1.91%| 192,921 3.60%

Source: U. S. Census, STF1A, 2000.




Table B-15. Earnings as a Portion of Household Income, 1999

Households With Earnings Aggregate Household Income Average | Average | Percent of
Total .
o Households | Number Percent Tota_l household Income_ From [Household| Earnings | Income
Jurisdiction income Earnings Income Per from

C. Berlin (pt.) 34 24 70.59% $1,643,100 $1,208,900( $48,326| $50,371| 73.57%
C. Wautoma 795 591 74.34% $29,945,300 $20,618,400] $37,667| $34,887| 68.85%
V. Coloma 187 139 74.33% $7,060,700 $5,072,000( $37,758| $36,489| 71.83%
V. Hancock 193 144 74.61% $7,405,700 $5,861,200( $38,372( $40,703| 79.14%
V. Lohrville 161 114 70.81% $6,006,600 $4,152,700( $37,308| $36,427| 69.14%
V. Plainfield 331 260 78.55% $13,704,700 $10,556,000] $41,404| $40,600( 77.02%
V. Redgranite 455 296 65.05% $14,902,500 $10,636,200] $32,753| $35,933| 71.37%
V. Wild Rose 303 229 75.58% $13,478,000 $10,773,000] $44,482| $47,044| 79.93%
T. Aurora 356 296 83.15% $19,998,600 $16,023,900| $56,176| $54,135| 80.13%
T. Bloomfield 382 320 83.77% $19,397,000 $16,145,600| $50,777| $50,455| 83.24%
T. Coloma 238 186 78.15% $10,672,600 $8,151,500( $44,843 $43,825| 76.38%
T. Dakota 485 364 75.05% $22,734,400 $16,153,200| $46,875| $44,377| 71.05%
T. Deerfield 266 198 74.44% $13,414,100 $8,142,000( $50,429 $41,121| 60.70%
T. Hancock 216 176 81.48% $9,893,800 $7,932,900( $45,805( $45,073| 80.18%
T. Leon 530 414 78.11% $23,330,000 $16,709,600| $44,019| $40,361| 71.62%
T. Marion 903 637 70.54% $44,028,800 $25,619,500| $48,758| $40,219( 58.19%
T. Mount Morris 481 368 76.51% $23,161,600 $15,389,400| $48,153| $41,819| 66.44%
T. Qasis 153 125 81.70% $6,713,400 $4,911,900( $43,878 $39,295| 73.17%
T. Plainfield 216 189 87.50% $9,593,300 $7,431,600( $44,413 $39,321| 77.47%
T. Poy Sippi 387 300 77.52% $17,928,800 $13,710,200| $46,328| $45,701| 76.47%
T. Richford 200 155 77.50% $8,213,700 $5,384,500( $41,069| $34,739| 65.56%
T. Rose 242 184 76.03% $10,332,800 $7,703,300( $42,698[ $41,866| 74.55%
T. Saxeville 405 304 75.06% $20,164,500 $15,077,900| $49,789| $49,598| 74.77%
T. Springwater 616 439 71.27% $28,287,100 $18,250,900| $45,921| $41,574| 64.52%
T. Warren 252 207 82.14% $10,417,900 $7,942,200( $41,341| $38,368| 76.24%
T. Wautoma 525 389 74.10% $23,735,000 $17,470,300] $45,210] $44911| 73.61%
Waushara County 9,312 7,048 75.69% 416,164,000 $297,028,900| $44,691| $42,144| 71.37%
Wisconsin 2,086,304 1,706,803 81.81%| $112,374,261,000( $90,604,137,400| $53,863| $53,084| 80.63%

Source: U. S. Census, STF3A, 2000.




Table B-16. Comparative Income Characteristics, 1989 and 1999

Median Household Median Family Per Capita Income
Income Income
Jurisdiction 1989 1999 1989 1999 1989 1999
C. Berlin (pt.) $21,875 | $45,000( $36,667 | $53,125( $ 8,982 | $23,859
C. Wautoma $19,712 | $31,723( $22,115 | $37,500( $ 9,984 | $16,006
V. Coloma $17,333 | $33,295( $25,250 | $38,542( $10,337 | $14,766
V. Hancock $12,917 | $35,341| $21,591 | $36,2501 $ 7,351 | $14,889]
V. Lohrville $21,406 | $34,479( $24,063 | $36,500( $ 9,033 | $14,386
V. Plainfield $17,409 | $36,328( $25,774 | $43,977| $ 9,634 | $15,563
V. Redgranite $19,259 | $26,726( $22,083 | $34,875( $ 9,485 | $13,994
V. Wild Rose $17,857 | $30,655( $25,096 | $37,361| $10,220 | $18,887
T. Aurora $27,685 | $49,583( $29,583 [ $52,500( $10,606 | $20,146
T. Bloomfield $26,136 | $42,222| $30,511 | $49,643| $11,104 | $19,161
T. Coloma $21,250 | $36,406( $26,250 | $39,118| $10,744 | $16,290]
T. Dakota $20,513 | $34,931( $23,036 [ $37,000( $ 9,282 | $18,401
T. Deerfield $25,114 | $41,324( $25,795 | $44,318( $11,194 | $20,781
T. Hancock $21,696 | $43,889( $23,750 | $45,556| $ 9,774 | $18,345
T. Leon $23,750 | $39,524( $27,279 | $45,938( $ 9,543 | $18,445
T. Marion $23,397 | $37,534( $25,833 | $41,926( $11,868 | $21,714
T. Mount Morris | $21,625 | $39,732| $24,375 | $45,114| $11,959 | $20,713
T. Oasis $25,375 | $38,472| $26,875 | $41,563| $13,537 | $16,480])
T. Plainfield $23,750 | $38,462( $28,750 | $41,406( $ 9,068 | $16,432
T. Poy Sippi $24,318 [ $40,489( $27,639 | $47,250( $10,986 | $18,625
T. Richford $20,417 | $37,656( $22,500 | $38,929( $ 8,992 | $14,503
T. Rose $23,750 | $34,792| $30,694 | $40,417| $11,161 | $17,630)
T. Saxeville $26,618 | $39,688( $28,542 | $46,827( $10,832 | $20,514
T. Springwater $21,917 | $35,714| $25,250 | $40,385| $11,462 | $20,586
T. Warren $23,594 | $38,438| $26,375 | $43,833( $ 9,138 | $15,672
T. Wautoma $25,143 | $39,185( $28,214 | $44,063| $10,792 | $17,981
Waushara County| $21,888 | $37,000| $26,042 | $42,416| $10,408 | $18,144
Wisconsin $29,442 | $43,791| $35,082 | $52,911| $13,276 | $21,271

Source: U.S. Census, 2000



Table B-17. Household Income by Range, 1999

$10,000 | $20,000 | $30,000 | $40,000 | $45,000 | $60,000 | $7/5,000 | $100,000] $125,000 Total

Less than to to to to to to to to to $150,000 | Households

$10,000 | $19,999 | $29,999 | $39,999 | $44,999 | $59,999 | $74,999 | $99,999 |$124,999 | $149,999 | or more | in Sample
C. Berlin (pt.) 3 3 6 3 2 6 4 7 0 0 0 34
C. Wautoma 89 160 103 168 66 101 47 31 13 2 15 795
V. Coloma 21 34 26 31 20 23 22 5 3 0 2 187
V. Hancock 17 31 32 35 12 38 15 8 3 0 2 193
V. Lohrville 9 22 32 34 11 35 9 9 0 0 0 161
V. Plainfield 39 51 56 34 26 57 41 13 4 2 8 331
V. Redgranite 68 97 86 51 29 78 25 16 2 0 3 455
V. Wild Rose 31 53 62 55 20 24 26 16 11 0 5 303
T. Aurora 15 31 ) 40 23 77 63 38 12 5 10 356
T. Bloomfield 22 38 61 54 20 78 44 42 4 8 11 382
T. Coloma 14 29 41 59 29 33 7 10 10 0 6 238
T. Dakota 36 74 97 73 30 80 52 27 7 0 9 485
T. Deerfield 23 26 36 39 28 52 24 18 9 4 7 266
T. Hancock 14 25 14 31 32 57 18 13 10 2 0 216
T. Leon 40 63 74 92 38 100 61 43 10 5 4 530
T. Marion 56 127 124 181 72 155 79 52 18 15 24 903
T. Mount Morris 27 74 71 70 44 62 53 48 18 5 9 481
T. Oasis 22 11 26 23 16 17 13 13 7 5 0 153
T. Plainfield 9 28 35 44 17 47 15 12 3 2 4 216
T. Poy Sippi 38 58 45 48 27 80 30 41 12 2 6 387
T. Richford 10 35 31 39 19 41 14 6 3 0 2 200
T. Rose 18 36 47 41 6 36 37 12 2 5 2 242
T. Saxeville 36 52 61 55 23 71 43 42 9 2 11 405
T. Springwater 50 109 98 90 50 78 52 48 11 10 20 616
T. Warren 29 26 32 44 27 40 25 25 2 0 2 252
T. Wautoma 43 80 63 84 40 92 50 42 18 0 13 525
Waushara County 779 1,373 1,401 1,518 727| 1,558 869 637 201 74 175 9,312
Wisconsin 148,964| 248,535 274,230| 269,250| 129,319| 339,492| 253,518| 226,374| 94,628 39,0901| 62,903| 2,086,304

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table B-18. Poverty Status, 1989

Total Persons Below Total Families Below
Total Persons Poverty Total Families Poverty
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent

C. Berlin (pt.) 81| 100.00% 0 0.00% 18| 100.00% 0 0.00%
C. Wautoma 1,399 100.00% 301 21.52% 466| 100.00% 64| 13.73%
V. Coloma 340( 100.00% 53| 15.59% 108| 100.00% 4 3.70%
V. Hancock 245( 100.00% 120| 48.98% 88| 100.00% 23| 26.14%
V. Lohrville 320( 100.00% 52| 16.25% 105| 100.00% 14| 13.33%
V. Plainfield 737| 100.00% 103| 13.98% 229| 100.00% 25| 10.92%
V. Redgranite 826( 100.00% 160| 19.37% 266| 100.00% 27| 10.15%
V. Wild Rose 587| 100.00% 78| 13.29% 171| 100.00% 16 9.36%
T. Aurora 744| 100.00% 75| 10.08% 225( 100.00% 13 5.78%
T. Bloomfield 827( 100.00% 124| 14.99% 255( 100.00% 21 8.24%
T. Coloma 424| 100.00% 51| 12.03% 141| 100.00% 11 7.80%
T. Dakota 872( 100.00% 214 24.54% 320( 100.00% 42| 13.13%
T. Deerfield 414| 100.00% 43| 10.39% 140| 100.00% 12 8.57%
T. Hancock 407| 100.00% 54| 13.27% 136| 100.00% 13 9.56%
T. Leon 861( 100.00% 132| 15.33% 287| 100.00% 27 9.41%
T. Marion 1,319 100.00% 159| 12.05% 496| 100.00% 39 7.86%
T. Mount Morris 680( 100.00% 84| 12.35% 250( 100.00% 23 9.20%
T. Oasis 363| 100.00% 18 4.96% 123| 100.00% 7 5.69%
T. Plainfield 390( 100.00% 129| 33.08% 131 100.00% 25| 19.08%
T. Poy Sippi 799( 100.00% 123| 15.39% 268| 100.00% 28| 10.45%
T. Richford 353| 100.00% 130| 36.83% 136| 100.00% 31| 22.79%
T. Rose 449| 100.00% 53] 11.80% 130| 100.00% 8 6.15%
T. Saxeville 743| 100.00% 59 7.94% 233| 100.00% 13 5.58%
T. Springwater 884( 100.00% 125| 14.14% 324( 100.00% 32 9.88%
T. Warren 478| 100.00% 93| 19.46% 173| 100.00% 18| 10.40%
T. Wautoma 979( 100.00% 109| 11.13% 342( 100.00% 28 8.19%
Waushara County 16,521| 100.00% 2,642 15.99% 5,561| 100.00% 564 10.14%
Wisconsin 4,754,103 100.00%]| 508,545 10.70%]1,284,297| 100.00%| 97,466 7.59%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table B-19. Persons in Poverty by Age, 1989

Persons Under 18

Persons Under 65

Persons Age 65 and Older

Total Persons

Below Poverty

Total Persons

Below Poverty

Total Persons

Below Poverty

Jurisdiction Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 26| 100.00% 0 0.00% 72| 100.00% 0 0.00% 9] 100.00% 0 0.00%
C. Wautoma 410| 100.00% 118| 28.78% 1,015 100.00% 253 24.93% 384 100.00% 48 12.50%
V. Coloma 103| 100.00% 12 11.65% 262| 100.00% 38 14.50% 78| 100.00% 15 19.23%
V. Hancock 103| 100.00% 46| 44.66% 189 100.00% 106 56.08% 56( 100.00% 14| 25.00%
V. Lohrville 106| 100.00% 19 17.92% 274 100.00% 44 16.06% 46| 100.00% 8 17.39%
V. Plainfield 268| 100.00% 35 13.06% 620( 100.00% 78 12.58% 117| 100.00% 25| 21.37%
V. Redgranite 253( 100.00% 50 19.76% 638 100.00% 128| 20.06% 188 100.00% 32 17.02%
V. Wild Rose 133| 100.00% 19 14.29% 425| 100.00% 46 10.82% 162| 100.00% 32 19.75%
T. Aurora 187| 100.00% 30 16.04% 622| 100.00% 71 11.41% 122| 100.00% 4 3.28%
T. Bloomfield 280| 100.00% 46 16.43% 728| 100.00% 103 14.15% 99| 100.00% 21 21.21%
T. Coloma 102| 100.00% 11 10.78% 377 100.00% 34 9.02% 47| 100.00% 171 36.17%
T. Dakota 293( 100.00% 99| 33.79% 718 100.00% 201 27.99% 154| 100.00% 13 8.44%
T. Deerfield 108| 100.00% 14 12.96% 326| 100.00% 41 12.58% 88| 100.00% 2 2.27%
T. Hancock 118| 100.00% 16 13.56% 335( 100.00% 46 13.73% 72| 100.00% 8 11.11%
T. Leon 227| 100.00% 29 12.78% 738| 100.00% 104 14.09% 123| 100.00% 28| 22.76%
T. Marion 274 100.00% 44 16.06% 1,001 100.00% 132 13.19% 318 100.00% 27 8.49%
T. Mount Morris 148| 100.00% 301 20.27% 499| 100.00% 77 15.43% 181 100.00% 7 3.87%
T. Qasis 93| 100.00% 2 2.15% 307 100.00% 13 4.23% 56( 100.00% 5 8.93%
T. Plainfield 170| 100.00% 61 35.88% 361 100.00% 114 31.58% 29| 100.00% 15 51.72%
T. Poy Sippi 240| 100.00% 45 18.75% 673 100.00% 91 13.52% 126| 100.00% 32| 25.40%
T. Richford 169| 100.00% 61 36.09% 321 100.00% 112 34.89% 32| 100.00% 18 56.25%
T. Rose 117| 100.00% 20 17.09% 363 100.00% 43 11.85% 86| 100.00% 10 11.63%
T. Saxeville 192| 100.00% 23 11.98% 632| 100.00% 50 7.91% 111 100.00% 9 8.11%
T. Springwater 184 100.00% 38| 20.65% 673 100.00% 107 15.90% 211| 100.00% 18 8.53%
T. Warren 163| 100.00% 42| 25.77% 400| 100.00% 80| 20.00% 78| 100.00% 13 16.67%
T. Wautoma 266 100.00% 39 14.66% 777 100.00% 90 11.58% 202| 100.00% 19 9.41%
Waushara County 4,733 100.00% 949 20.05% 13,346| 100.00% 2,202 16.50% 3,175| 100.00% 440 13.86%
Wisconsin 1,271,165 100.00%| 188,863 14.86%] 4,152,291 100.00%| 453,739 10.93%| 604,812| 100.00% 54,806 9.06%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table B-20. Distribution of Persons in Poverty by Age, 1989

Persons Under 18 Persons Under 65 Persons Age 65 and Older
Total Persons Below Poverty Total Persons Below Poverty Total Persons Below Poverty
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 26 32.10% 0 0.00% 72| 88.89% 0 0.00% 9] 11.11% 0 0.00%
C. Wautoma 410| 29.31% 118 39.20% 1,015| 72.55% 253| 84.05% 384| 27.45% 48| 15.95%
V. Coloma 103| 30.29% 12 22.64% 262| 77.06% 38 71.70% 78| 22.94% 15| 28.30%
V. Hancock 103 42.04% 46| 38.33% 189| 77.14% 106| 88.33% 56| 22.86% 14| 11.67%
V. Lohrville 106| 33.13% 19( 36.54% 274| 85.63% 44| 84.62% 46| 14.38% 8| 15.38%
V. Plainfield 268| 36.36% 35 33.98% 620| 84.12% 78| 75.73% 117| 15.88% 25| 24.27%
V. Redgranite 253| 30.63% 50( 31.25% 638| 77.24% 128 80.00% 188| 22.76% 32( 20.00%
V. Wild Rose 133| 22.66% 19 24.36% 425| 72.40% 46| 58.97% 162| 27.60% 32| 41.03%
T. Aurora 187 25.13% 30 40.00% 622| 83.60% 71 94.67% 122| 16.40% 4 5.33%
T. Bloomfield 280| 33.86% 46| 37.10% 728| 88.03% 103| 83.06% 99 11.97% 21| 16.94%
T. Coloma 102| 24.06% 11 21.57% 377] 88.92% 34| 66.67% 47| 11.08% 17| 33.33%
T. Dakota 293| 33.60% 99 46.26% 718| 82.34% 201| 93.93% 154 17.66% 13 6.07%
T. Deerfield 108 26.09% 14| 32.56% 326| 78.74% 41| 95.35% 88 21.26% 2 4.65%
T. Hancock 118 28.99% 16 29.63% 335| 82.31% 46| 85.19% 72 17.69% 8| 14.81%
T. Leon 227| 26.36% 29 21.97% 738| 85.71% 104| 78.79% 123 14.29% 28| 21.21%
T. Marion 274 20.77% 44| 27.67% 1,001 75.89% 132| 83.02% 318| 24.11% 27| 16.98%
T. Mount Morris 148 21.76% 30 35.71% 499| 73.38% 77| 91.67% 181| 26.62% 7 8.33%
T. Qasis 93| 25.62% 2| 11.11% 307| 84.57% 13| 72.22% 56| 15.43% 5| 27.78%
T. Plainfield 170 43.59% 61 47.29% 361 92.56% 114| 88.37% 29 7.44% 15| 11.63%
T. Poy Sippi 240| 30.04% 45| 36.59% 673 84.23% 91| 73.98% 126| 15.77% 32| 26.02%
T. Richford 169 47.88% 61 46.92% 321 90.93% 112| 86.15% 32 9.07% 18| 13.85%
T. Rose 117 26.06% 20( 37.74% 363| 80.85% 43| 81.13% 86| 19.15% 10| 18.87%
T. Saxeville 192 25.84% 23 38.98% 632| 85.06% 50| 84.75% 111 14.94% 9] 15.25%
T. Springwater 184 20.81% 38 30.40% 673| 76.13% 107| 85.60% 211 23.87% 18| 14.40%
T. Warren 163[ 34.10% 42| 45.16% 400| 83.68% 80[ 86.02% 78 16.32% 13| 13.98%
T. Wautoma 266| 27.17% 39| 35.78% 777 79.37% 90| 82.57% 202| 20.63% 19 17.43%
Waushara County 4,733 28.65% 949| 35.92% 13,346 80.78% 2,202 83.35% 3,175 19.22% 440 16.65%
Wisconsin 1,271,165 26.74%| 188,863| 37.14%]4,152,291| 87.34%| 453,739 89.22%]| 604,812 12.72%| 54,806 10.78%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table B-21. Poverty Status, 1999

Total Persons Below Total Families Below
Total Persons Poverty Total Families Poverty
Jurisdiction Number Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent

C. Berlin (pt.) 83| 100.00% 3 3.61% 22| 100.00% 0 0.00%
C. Wautoma 1,998 100.00% 207 10.36% 430| 100.00% 22 5.12%
V. Coloma 461| 100.00% 81| 17.57% 128| 100.00% 16| 12.50%
V. Hancock 463| 100.00% 46 9.94% 122| 100.00% 7 5.74%
V. Lohrville 408| 100.00% 13 3.19% 123| 100.00% 2 1.63%
V. Plainfield 899( 100.00% 97| 10.79% 231( 100.00% 17 7.36%
V. Redgranite 1,040 100.00% 119 11.44% 269( 100.00% 17 6.32%
V. Wild Rose 765( 100.00% 48 6.27% 187| 100.00% 8 4.28%
T. Aurora 971| 100.00% 43 4.43% 282( 100.00% 11 3.90%
T. Bloomfield 1,018 100.00% 82 8.06% 298( 100.00% 17 5.70%
T. Coloma 748( 100.00% 83| 11.10% 195| 100.00% 6 3.08%
T. Dakota 1,259( 100.00% 153| 12.15% 357( 100.00% 27 7.56%
T. Deerfield 629( 100.00% 45 7.15% 204( 100.00% 14 6.86%
T. Hancock 531| 100.00% 20 3.77% 148| 100.00% 0 0.00%
T. Leon 1,281 100.00% 98 7.65% 385( 100.00% 15 3.90%
T. Marion 2,065| 100.00% 138 6.68% 655( 100.00% 22 3.36%
T. Mount Morris 1,092 100.00% 82 7.51% 345( 100.00% 20 5.80%
T. Oasis 405( 100.00% 24 5.93% 113| 100.00% 4 3.54%
T. Plainfield 533| 100.00% 65| 12.20% 147| 100.00% 16| 10.88%
T. Poy Sippi 972( 100.00% 68 7.00% 287( 100.00% 10 3.48%
T. Richford 588| 100.00% 127 21.60% 158| 100.00% 22| 13.92%
T. Rose 595| 100.00% 60| 10.08% 182| 100.00% 6 3.30%
T. Saxeville 974( 100.00% 89 9.14% 312( 100.00% 17 5.45%
T. Springwater 1,389( 100.00% 114 8.21% 430( 100.00% 24 5.58%
T. Warren 675( 100.00% 49 7.26% 193| 100.00% 6 3.11%
T. Wautoma 1,312 100.00% 130 9.91% 380( 100.00% 20 5.26%
Waushara County 23,154 | 100.00% 2,084 9.00% 6,583| 100.00% 346 5.26%
Wisconsin 5,363,675 | 100.00%]| 451,538 8.42%] 1,386,815 100.00% 78,188 5.64%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table B-22. Poverty Status by Age, 1999

Persons Under 18 Persons Under 65 Persons Age 65 and Older
Total Persons Below Poverty Total Persons Below Poverty Total Persons Below Poverty
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 12| 100.00% 0 0.00% 56( 100.00% 1 1.79% 12| 100.00% 2| 16.67%
C. Wautoma 459( 100.00% 49| 10.68% 1,405 100.00% 136 9.68% 388| 100.00% 71| 18.30%
V. Coloma 139| 100.00% 34| 24.46% 398 100.00% 65| 16.33% 88| 100.00% 16| 18.18%
V. Hancock 142| 100.00% 16| 11.27% 401( 100.00% 33 8.23% 84| 100.00% 13| 15.48%
V. Lohrville 102| 100.00% 0 0.00% 327| 100.00% 7 2.14% 88| 100.00% 6 6.82%
V. Plainfield 244( 100.00% 25 10.25% 714| 100.00% 78| 10.92% 136( 100.00% 19| 13.97%
V. Redgranite 264| 100.00% 21 7.95% 839( 100.00% 96| 11.44% 230( 100.00% 23| 10.00%
V. Wild Rose 193] 100.00% 8 4.15% 595| 100.00% 31 5.21% 133[ 100.00% 17| 12.78%
T. Aurora 247 100.00% 8 3.24% 861| 100.00% 35 4.07% 117( 100.00% 8 6.84%
T. Bloomfield 243( 100.00% 24 9.88% 888| 100.00% 69 7.77% 121{ 100.00% 13| 10.74%
T. Coloma 106| 100.00% 2 1.89% 487( 100.00% 40 8.21% 203| 100.00% 43| 21.18%
T. Dakota 308 100.00% 71| 23.05% 1,011 100.00% 145| 14.34% 222| 100.00% 8 3.60%
T. Deerfield 145| 100.00% 6 4.14% 527| 100.00% 38 7.21% 116{ 100.00% 7 6.03%
T. Hancock 124| 100.00% 0 0.00% 468( 100.00% 14 2.99% 74| 100.00% 6 8.11%
T. Leon 265( 100.00% 29| 10.94% 1,054| 100.00% 79 7.50% 219( 100.00% 19 8.68%
T. Marion 375| 100.00% 44| 11.73% 1,547 100.00% 102 6.59% 484( 100.00% 36 7.44%
T. Mount Morris 241| 100.00% 24 9.96% 892| 100.00% 73 8.18% 226( 100.00% 9 3.98%
T. Qasis 109| 100.00% 0 0.00% 344| 100.00% 20 5.81% 66| 100.00% 4 6.06%
T. Plainfield 164| 100.00% 32| 19.51% 511| 100.00% 62| 12.13% 58( 100.00% 3 5.17%
T. Poy Sippi 247 100.00% 11 4.45% 820( 100.00% 52 6.34% 157( 100.00% 16| 10.19%
T. Richford 176| 100.00% 68| 38.64% 481( 100.00% 119 24.74% 87| 100.00% 8 9.20%
T. Rose 112| 100.00% 9 8.04% 478( 100.00% 47 9.83% 106( 100.00% 13| 12.26%
T. Saxeville 216( 100.00% 34| 15.74% 800( 100.00% 81| 10.13% 167( 100.00% 8 4.79%
T. Springwater 256( 100.00% 34| 13.28% 1,008| 100.00% 85 8.43% 353| 100.00% 29 8.22%
T. Warren 153| 100.00% 7 4.58% 543| 100.00% 34 6.26% 103| 100.00% 15| 14.56%
T. Wautoma 325/ 100.00% 28 8.62% 1,081 100.00% 80 7.40% 259| 100.00% 50 19.31%
Waushara County 5,367| 100.00% 584| 10.88% 18,536| 100.00% 1,622 8.75% 4,297| 100.00% 462 10.75%
Wisconsin 1,342,950 100.00%| 150,166 11.18%]4,548,790( 100.00%| 402,293 8.84%| 662,813| 100.00% 49,245 7.43%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table B-23. Distribution of Persons in Poverty by Age, 1999

Persons Under 18 Persons Under 65 Persons Age 65 and Older
Total Persons Below Poverty Total Persons Below Poverty Total Persons Below Poverty
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 12| 17.65% 0 0.00% 74| 89.16% 1 1.35% 9] 10.84% 2| 22.22%
C. Wautoma 459| 25.60% 49| 23.67% 1,528 76.48% 136 8.90% 470| 23.52% 71 15.11%
V. Coloma 139] 28.60% 34| 41.98% 366| 79.39% 65| 17.76% 95| 20.61% 16| 16.84%
V. Hancock 142 29.28% 16| 34.78% 370( 79.91% 33 8.92% 93| 20.09% 13| 13.98%
V. Lohrville 102| 24.58% 0 0.00% 326| 79.90% 7 2.15% 82| 20.10% 6 7.32%
V. Plainfield 244| 28.71% 25 25.77% 764 84.98% 78 10.21% 135] 15.02% 19| 14.07%
V. Redgranite 264 24.70% 21| 17.65% 811 77.98% 96| 11.84% 229| 22.02% 23 10.04%
V. Wild Rose 193] 26.51% 8| 16.67% 561| 73.33% 31 5.53% 204| 26.67% 17 8.33%
T. Aurora 247| 25.26% 8| 18.60% 862 88.77% 35 4.06% 109| 11.23% 8 7.34%
T. Bloomfield 243| 24.08% 24| 29.27% 893 87.72% 69 7.73% 125| 12.28% 13| 10.40%
T. Coloma 106| 15.36% 2 2.41% 558| 74.60% 40 7.17% 190| 25.40% 43| 22.63%
T. Dakota 308 24.98% 71| 46.41% 1,050( 83.40% 145| 13.81% 209| 16.60% 8 3.83%
T. Deerfield 145| 22.55% 6] 13.33% 510 81.08% 38 7.45% 119] 18.92% 7 5.88%
T. Hancock 124| 22.88% 0 0.00% 450| 84.75% 14 3.11% 81| 15.25% 6 7.41%
T. Leon 265| 20.82% 29[ 29.59% 1,049( 81.89% 79 7.53% 232| 18.11% 19 8.19%
T. Marion 375 18.46% 44| 31.88% 1,565 75.79% 102 6.52% 500 24.21% 36 7.20%
T. Mount Morris 241 21.56% 24| 29.27% 860 78.75% 73 8.49% 232| 21.25% 9 3.88%
T. Oasis 109 26.59% 0 0.00% 342| 84.44% 20 5.85% 63| 15.56% 4 6.35%
T. Plainfield 164| 28.82% 32| 49.23% 466| 87.43% 62| 13.30% 67| 12.57% 3 4.48%
T. Poy Sippi 247| 25.28% 11| 16.18% 819 84.26% 52 6.35% 153| 15.74% 16| 10.46%
T. Richford 176] 30.99% 68| 53.54% 507| 86.22% 119| 23.47% 81| 13.78% 8 9.88%
T. Rose 112| 19.18% 9] 15.00% 496| 83.36% 47 9.48% 99| 16.64% 13| 13.13%
T. Saxeville 216| 22.34% 34| 38.20% 807 82.85% 81| 10.04% 167| 17.15% 8 4.79%
T. Springwater 256| 18.81% 34| 29.82% 1,040( 74.87% 85 8.17% 349 25.13% 29 8.31%
T. Warren 153 23.68% 7| 14.29% 566| 83.85% 34 6.01% 109| 16.15% 15| 13.76%
T. Wautoma 325 24.25% 28| 21.54% 1,059 80.72% 80 7.55% 253| 19.28% 50 19.76%
Waushara County 5,367 23.51% 584| 28.02% 18,699| 80.76% 1,622 8.67% 4,455| 19.24% 462 10.37%
Wisconsin 1,342,950 25.77%| 150,166 33.26%]4,661,122( 86.90%| 402,293 8.63%| 702,553| 13.10% 49,245 7.01%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table B-24. Population Estimates, Waushara County 1970 to 2030

Census Census Census Census ECWRPC ECWRPC ECWRPC ECWRPC ECWRPC ECWRPC |Percent Change]
Minor Civil Division 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2000 to 2030
C. Berlin (pt.) 41 91 67 83 86 89 91 92 93 93 12.53%
IC. Wautoma 1,624 1,629 1,784 1,998 2,182 2,302 2,409 2,502 2,588 2,649 32.59%
V. Coloma 336 367 383 461 482 511 536 559 580 595 29.09%
V. Hancock 404 419 382 463 471 477 480 479 476 469 1.21%
V. Lohrville 213 336 368 408 425 436 443 447 450 449 9.94%
V. Plainfield 642 813 839 899 912 907 894 873 848 814 -9.46%
V. Redgranite 645 976 1,009 1,040 2,071 2,123 2,159 2,180 2,193 2,184 110.03%
V. Wild Rose 585 741 753 765 773 770 759 742 722 694 -9.26%
T. Aurora 802 890 846 971 1,092 1,139 1,178 1,210 1,238 1,255 29.20%
T. Bloomfield 798 931 922 1,018 1,068 1,076 1,074 1,064 1,050 1,025 0.65%
T. Coloma® 382 437 499 660 748 807 862 913 962 1,002 51.83%
T. Dakota 752 994 1,092 1,259 1,293 1,300 1,296 1,282 1,263 1,230 -2.33%
T. Deerfield 367 445 454 629 674 711 745 774 801 820 30.40%
T. Hancock 346 426 467 531 576 601 621 637 652 660 24.30%
T. Leon 651 844 992 1,281 1,435 1,528 1,612 1,687 1,758 1,812 41.46%
T. Marion 877 1,333 1,478 2,065 2,230 2,345 2,446 2,532 2,612 2,666 29.08%
T. Mount Morris 517 685 767 1,092 1,155 1,213 1,263 1,306 1,345 1,370 25.50%
T. Oasis 346 403 389 405 403 397 388 374 359 340 -15.99%
T. Plainfield 447 574 529 533 563 574 581 584 585 580 8.77%
T. Poy Sippi 823 913 929 972 994 993 982 964 941 908 -6.57%
T. Richford 322 404 455 588 627 658 686 709 731 746 26.79%
T. Rose 319 515 486 595 627 645 659 668 675 675 13.36%
T. Saxeville 612 776 846 974 1,026 1,059 1,084 1,102 1,116 1,119 14.88%
T. Springwater 584 924 1,011 1,389 1,460 1,519 1,566 1,604 1,637 1,653 19.02%
T. Warren 637 573 550 675 733 763 789 809 827 837 23.98%
T. Wautoma 723 1,087 1,088 1,312 1,380 1,406 1,420 1,424 1,423 1,407 7.26%
Waushara County® 14,795 18,526 19,385 23,066 25,483 26,349 27,024 27,518 27,925 28,051 21.61%
*Population estimates include anticipated impact of the Redgranite prison. 1015/04

*Includes correction to 2000 Census.

Source: U. S. Census, 1970, 1980, 1990, 2000, WI DOA, 2004; ECWRPC.



Table B-25. Total Number of Households in Waushara County, 1970 to 2000

1970 1980 1990 2000 1970 to 2000
Persons Persons Persons Persons Change in HHs

Minor Civil Division | No. HH per HH No. HH per HH No. HH per HH No. HH  per HH | Number Percent

C. Berlin (pt.) 15 2.73 31 2.94 22 3.05 36 2.31 21 140.00%
C. Wautoma 570 2.76 695 2.18 748 2.25 806 2.20 236 41.40%
V. Coloma 139 2.42 159 2.31 159 241 185 2.42 46 33.09%
V. Hancock 136 2.87 167 2.51 164 2.33 193 2.40 57 41.91%
V. Lohrville 62 3.15 127 2.65 142 2.59 168 2.43 106 170.97%
V. Plainfield 250 2.57 318 2.52 324 2.55 342 2.60 92 36.80%
V. Redgranite 231 2.79 367 2.66 421 2.40 440 2.30 209 90.48%
V. Wild Rose 224 2.61 275 2.45 309 2.40 312 2.26 88 39.29%
T. Aurora 239 3.36 303 2.94 296 2.86 352 2.76 113 47.28%
T. Bloomfield 223 3.58 301 3.09 315 2.93 383 2.65 160 71.75%
T. Coloma 114 3.35 145 3.01 181 2.76 254 2.51 140 122.81%
T. Dakota 238 3.16 379 2.62 411 2.66 493 2.55 255 107.14%
T. Deerfield 123 2.98 162 2.75 178 2.55 263 2.39 140 113.82%
T. Hancock 125 2.77 157 2.71 178 2.62 211 2.52 86 68.80%
T. Leon 215 3.03 315 2.68 397 2.50 539 2.38 324 150.70%
T. Marion 310 2.83 542 2.46 641 2.31 908 2.27 598 192.90%
T. Mount Morris 173 2.99 275 2.49 327 2.35 481 2.27 308 178.03%
T. Oasis 107 3.23 131 3.08 136 2.86 152 2.66 45 42.06%
T. Plainfield 144 3.10 191 2.99 191 2.77 198 2.69 54  37.50%
T. Poy Sippi 267 3.05 325 2.81 354 2.62 392 2.48 125 46.82%
T. Richford 90 3.58 139 291 150 3.03 190 3.09 100 111.11%
T. Rose 108 2.95 179 2.88 192 2.53 244 2.44 136 125.93%
T. Saxeville 194 3.15 273 2.84 316 2.68 393 2.48 199 102.58%
T. Springwater 205 2.85 365 2.53 434 2.15 617 2.25 412 200.98%
T. Warren 176 3.72 198 2.89 210 2.62 261 2.59 85 48.30%
T. Wautoma 232 3.12 385 2.82 420 2.59 523 2.46 291 125.43%
Waushara County 4,910 3.00 6,904 2.65 7,616 2.52 9,336 2.43 4,426 90.14%

Source: U. S. Census: 1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000.




Table B-26. Estimated Households by MCD, Waushara County, 2000 to 2030

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030

Persons Persons Persons Persons Persons Persons Persons

Minor Civil Division | No.HH | per HH | No.HH [ per HH | No.HH | per HH | No.HH [ per HH | No.HH | per HH | No.HH | per HH | No.HH | per HH
C. Berlin (pt.) 36, 2.31 37, 2.34 40 2.20 44 2.07 47 1.98] 49 1.90| 51 1.82f
36, 2.31 38 2.29 39 2.26 41 2.23 42 2.21 43 2.19 43 2.18
C. Wautoma 806 2.20 863 2.24 929 2.20] 989 2.16| 1,037 2.14 1,075 2.14 1,101 2.14
806 2.20 889 2.18 952 2.15 1,010 2.12] 1,060 2.10| 1,105 2.08| 1,138 2.07]
V. Coloma 185 2.42 189 2.47 204 2.43 217 2.39 228 2.37 237 2.37 243 2.38]
185 2.42 195 2.40 209 2.37 222 2.34 234 2.32 244 2.30 252 2.29
V. Hancock 193 2.40 192 2.45 200 2.39 205 2.34 207 2.31 207 2.31 203 2.30
193 2.40 198 2.38 203 2.35 207 2.32 209 2.30 209 2.28 207 2.27
V. Lohrville 168, 2.43 172 2.47 183 2.38 192 2.30 199 2.25 204 2.21 207 2.17]
168, 2.43 176 2.41 183 2.38 189 2.35 192 2.33 195 2.31 195 2.30
V. Plainfield 342 2.60 340 2.65 346 2.60 347 2.55 342 2.53 332 2.53 317 2.54
342 2.60 350 2.58 352 2.55 351 2.52 346 2.50 338 2.48 327 2.47
V. Redgranite 440 2.30 471 2.40 490 2.41 503 2.41 509 2.43 509 2.45 502 2.47
440 2.30 495 2.28] 525 2.25 548 2.22] 562 2.20] 572 2.18] 572 2.17]
V. Wild Rose 312 2.26 309 2.30 317 2.24 321 2.18 319 2.14 313 2.12 303 2.11]
312 2.26 318 2.24 321 2.21 321 2.18 317 2.16 310 2.14 300 2.13
T. Aurora 352 2.76 388 2.81 419 2.72 447 2.64 469 2.58 488 2.54 500 2.51]
352 2.76 399 2.74 421 2.71 440 2.68 455 2.66 469 2.64 477 2.63
T. Bloomfield 383 2.65 395 2.69 417 2.57 435 2.46 446 2.38 453 2.31 454 2.25
383 2.65 405 2.63 413 2.60 417 2.57 417 2.55 414 2.53 406 2.52
T. Coloma 254 2.51 283 2.55 317 2.46 351 2.37 382 2.31 410 2.26 434 2.23
254 2.51 290 2.49 317 2.46 343 2.43 366 2.41 388 2.39 407 2.38
T. Dakota 493 2.55 498 2.60| 517 2.52 531 2.44 536 2.39 535 2.36 527 2.33
493 2.55 511 2.53 521 2.50 525 2.47 524 2.45 519 2.43 509 2.42)
T. Deerfield 263 2.39 277 2.43 304 2.34 330 2.26 352 2.20 372 2.15 387 2.12
263 2.39 284 2.37 304 2.34 323 2.31 338 2.29 353 2.27 363 2.26
T. Hancock 211 2.52 225 2.57 242 2.48 258 2.40 271 2.35 282 2.31 289 2.28
211 2.52 231 2.50 243 2.47 255 2.44 264 2.42 271 2.40 276 2.39
T. Leon 539 2.38 593 2.42 654 2.34 713 2.26 764 2.21 810 2.17 848 2.14
539 2.38 608 2.36 656 2.33 701 2.30 741 2.28 777 2.26 806 2.25
T. Marion 908 2.27| 965 2.31 1,049 2.24 1,127 2.17| 1,192 2.12] 1,248 2.09] 1,289 2.07]
908 2.27 991 2.25 1,057 2.22 1,118 2.19 1,168 2.17 1,214 2.15 1,247 2.14
T. Mount Morris 481 2.27 500 2.31 543 2.23 583 2.17 616 2.12 645 2.09 666 2.06)
481 2.27 514 2.25 547 2.22 577 2.19 603 2.17 625 2.15 641 2.14
T. Oasis 152 2.66| 149 2.70] 154 2.58] 157 2.47| 157 2.38] 156 2.30] 152 2.23
152 2.66 153 2.64 152, 2.61 150, 2.58 146 2.56 141 2.54 135 2.53
T. Plainfield 198 2.69 205 2.74 218 2.63 229 2.54 237 2.46| 243 2.41 245 2.37
198, 2.69 211 2.67 218 2.64 223 2.61 226 2.59 227 2.57 227 2.56
T. Poy Sippi 392 2.48| 394 2.52 409 243 420 2.34 425 2.27| 424 2.22 418 2.17
392 2.48 404 2.46 409 2.43 410 2.40 405 2.38 399 2.36 387 2.35
T. Richford 190 3.09 199 3.16 214 3.07 229 3.00 241 2.95 250 2.92 257 2.90]
190, 3.09 204 3.07 217 3.04 228 3.01 238 2.99 246 2.97 252 2.96)
T. Rose 244 2.44 253 2.48| 270 2.39 286 2.30] 298 2.24 307 2.20] 312 2.16|
244 2.44 259 2.42 270 2.39 279 2.36 286 2.34 291 2.32 292 2.31]
T. Saxeville 393 2.48| 407 2.52 437 2.42 465 2.33 487 2.26| 504 2.21 516 2.17
393 2.48 417, 2.46 436 2.43 452 2.40 464 2.38 473 2.36 477 2.35
T. Springwater 617 2.25 638 2.29 687 2.21 732 2.14 768 2.09] 797 2.05 817 2.02f
617 2.25 655 2.23 691 2.20 722 2.17 747 2.15 768 2.13 781 2.12)
T. Warren 261 2.59 278 2.64 299 2.55 319 2.47| 334 2.42 347 2.38] 356 2.35
261 2.59 285 2.57 301 2.54 314 2.51 325 2.49 335 2.47 341 2.46
T. Wautoma 523 2.46| 541 2.50] 572 241 599 2.33 616 2.27| 627 2.23 630 2.19
523 2.46| 556 2.44] 574 2.41 587 2.38] 594 2.36) 597 2.34 594 2.33
Waushara County 9,336 2.43 9,760 2.48| 10,430 2.40| 11,030 2.33] 11,479 2.28] 11,824 2.25| 12,023 2.21
9,336 2.43] 10,034 2.41] 10,532 2.37| 10,954 2.34] 11,268 2.32) 11,522 2.30] 11,651 2.29

Source: U.S. Census, 2000; ECWRPC.
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Table C-1. Educational Attainment, 2000

9 - 12 Grade, No High School College Total Persons Age 25 High School
Less than 9th Grade Diploma Graduate 1 - 3 Years 4 Years or More and Older Graduation Rate
Jurisdiction Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 1 1.85% 6] 11.11% 24| 44.44% 15| 27.78% 8| 14.81% 54| 100.00% 47| 87.04%
C. Wautoma 114 8.62% 206| 15.58% 542| 41.00% 269| 20.35% 191 14.45% 1,322]| 100.00%) 1,002 75.79%
V. Coloma 20 6.29% 45 14.15% 140 44.03% 90 28.30% 23 7.23% 318| 100.00% 253| 79.56%
V. Hancock 20 6.25% 77| 24.06% 132| 41.25% 68| 21.25% 23 7.19% 320| 100.00% 223| 69.69%
V. Lohrville 20 6.76% 47| 15.88% 167| 56.42% 55| 18.58% 7 2.36% 296| 100.00% 229| 77.36%
V. Plainfield 50 9.31% 105 19.55% 222| 41.34% 90[ 16.76% 70( 13.04% 537| 100.00% 382| 71.14%
V. Redgranite 63 8.69% 183| 25.24% 289| 39.86% 164| 22.62% 26 3.59% 725| 100.00% 479| 66.07%
V. Wild Rose 43 7.89% 77| 14.13% 209| 38.35% 146| 26.79% 70| 12.84% 545| 100.00% 425| 77.98%
T. Aurora 38 5.73% 75| 11.31% 275| 41.48% 205| 30.92% 70 10.56% 663| 100.00% 550| 82.96%
T. Bloomfield 45 6.47% 87| 12.52% 344| 49.50% 167| 24.03% 52 7.48% 695| 100.00% 563| 81.01%
T. Coloma 56| 10.22% 112| 20.44% 186 33.94% 145| 26.46% 49 8.94% 548| 100.00% 380| 69.34%
T. Dakota 78 9.33% 122| 14.59% 349| 41.75% 205| 24.52% 82 9.81% 836| 100.00%) 636| 76.08%
T. Deerfield 26 5.37% 69| 14.26% 191 39.46% 134| 27.69% 64| 13.22% 484| 100.00% 389| 80.37%
T. Hancock 19 4.90% 38 9.79% 212| 54.64% 57| 14.69% 62| 15.98% 388| 100.00% 331] 85.31%
T. Leon 63 6.64% 134 14.12% 410| 43.20% 233| 24.55% 109 11.49% 949| 100.00% 752| 79.24%
T. Marion 71 4.54% 168| 10.74% 678| 43.35% 408| 26.09% 239| 15.28% 1,564| 100.00% 1,325 84.72%
T. Mount Morris 30 3.65% 88| 10.69% 358| 43.50% 209| 25.39% 138| 16.77% 823| 100.00% 705| 85.66%
T. Oasis 17 6.30% 52| 19.26% 103| 38.15% 67| 24.81% 31| 11.48% 270| 100.00% 201| 74.44%
T. Plainfield 14 3.76% 49 13.17% 180 48.39% 101 27.15% 28 7.53% 372| 100.00% 309| 83.06%
T. Poy Sippi 66 9.90% 66 9.90% 297| 44.53% 160 23.99% 78| 11.69% 667| 100.00% 535| 80.21%
T. Richford 68| 19.05% 34 9.52% 149 41.74% 69| 19.33% 37| 10.36% 357| 100.00% 255| 71.43%
T. Rose 44 10.35% 56| 13.18% 185| 43.53% 95 22.35% 45 10.59% 425| 100.00% 325| 76.47%
T. Saxeville 37 5.17% 74| 10.35% 333| 46.57% 157| 21.96% 114 15.94% 715| 100.00% 604| 84.48%
T. Springwater 29 2.78% 130 12.46% 495| 47.46% 251 24.07% 138| 13.23% 1,043( 100.00% 884| 84.76%
T. Warren 37 8.30% 78| 17.49% 217| 48.65% 91 20.40% 23 5.16% 446| 100.00% 331 74.22%
T. Wautoma 65 6.86% 145| 15.30% 347| 36.60% 257 27.11% 134| 14.14% 948| 100.00% 738| 77.85%
Waushara County 1,134 6.95% 2,323 14.24% 7,034 43.13% 3908| 23.96% 1911 11.72% 16,310/ 100.00% 12,853| 78.80%
Wisconsin 186,125 5.35%] 332,292 9.56%] 1,201,813 34.58%] 976375] 28.09%]| 779273| 22.42%]3,475,878] 100.00%] 2,957,461 85.09%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




C-2. Total Civilian Labor Force, 1990 and 2000

1990 2000 1990 to 2000 Change 1990 to 2000 Percent Change
Jurisdiction Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female Total Male Female
C. Berlin (pt.) 38 24 14 45 20 25 7 -4 11] 18.42%]| -16.67%| 78.57%
C. Wautoma 761 390 371 901 457 444 140 67 73] 18.40%| 17.18%]| 19.68%
V. Coloma 163 88 75 249 134 115 86 46 40] 52.76%| 52.27%| 53.33%
V. Hancock 143 89 54 234 127 107 91 38 53] 63.64%| 42.70%| 98.15%
V. Lohrville 178 103 75 193 106 87 15 3 12 8.43% 2.91%( 16.00%
V. Plainfield 366 180 186 425 235 190 59 55 4] 16.12%| 30.56% 2.15%
V. Redgranite 396 200 196 489 242 247 93 42 51] 23.48%| 21.00%| 26.02%
V. Wild Rose 295 144 151 351 170 181 56 26 30] 18.98%| 18.06%]| 19.87%
T. Aurora 420 247 173 565 311 254 145 64 81| 34.52%| 25.91%| 46.82%
T. Bloomfield 469 292 177 512 290 222 43 -2 45 9.17%| -0.68%| 25.42%
T. Coloma 242 135 107 386 200 186 144 65 79] 59.50%| 48.15%]| 73.83%
T. Dakota 477 267 210 598 320 278 121 53 68| 25.37%| 19.85%| 32.38%
T. Deerfield 212 128 84 288 152 136 76 24 52] 35.85%| 18.75%]| 61.90%
T. Hancock 199 119 80 288 167 121 89 48 41 44.72%| 40.34%| 51.25%
T. Leon 457 264 193 686 374 312 229 110 119] 50.11%| 41.67%]| 61.66%
T. Marion 680 368 312 922 478 444 242 110 132] 35.59%| 29.89%| 42.31%
T. Mount Morris 313 170 143 538 299 239 225 129 96| 71.88%| 75.88%| 67.13%
T. Oasis 180 86 94 201 97 104 21 11 10] 11.67%]| 12.79%| 10.64%
T. Plainfield 220 127 93 277 145 132 57 18 39] 25.91%| 14.17%| 41.94%
T. Poy Sippi 443 255 188 517 276 241 74 21 53] 16.70% 8.24%| 28.19%
T. Richford 195 116 79 257 156 101 62 40 22] 31.79%| 34.48%| 27.85%
T. Rose 246 149 97 284 160 124 38 11 27] 15.45% 7.38%| 27.84%
T. Saxeville 390 219 171 483 276 207 93 57 36] 23.85%| 26.03%| 21.05%
T. Springwater 464 256 208 615 347 268 151 91 60| 32.54%| 35.55%]| 28.85%
T. Warren 256 152 104 326 192 134 70 40 30] 27.34%| 26.32%| 28.85%
T. Wautoma 514 306 208 649 331 318 135 25 110] 26.26% 8.17%| 52.88%
Waushara County 8,717 4,874 3,843 11,279 6,062 5,217 2,562 1,188 1,374] 29.39%| 24.37%| 35.75%
Wisconsin 2,517,238|1,355,109|1,162,129] 2,869,236| 1,505,853| 1,363,383 351,998| 150,744 201,254] 13.98%]| 11.12%| 17.32%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990 and 2000.




Table C-3. Employment Status, 1990

— Employed Persons Unemployed Persons
Total Civilian Labor Force Total Male Female Total Male Female
Jurisdiction Total Male Female | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 38 24 14 38| 100.00% 24| 100.00% 14| 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
IC. Wautoma 761 390 371 704| 92.51% 368| 94.36% 336] 90.57% 57 7.49% 22 5.64% 35 9.43%
V. Coloma 163 88 75 157 96.32% 86| 97.73% 71| 94.67% 6 3.68% 2 2.27% 4 5.33%
V. Hancock 143 89 54 121| 84.62% 75| 84.27% 46| 85.19% 22| 15.38% 14| 15.73% 8| 14.81%
V. Lohrville 178 103 75 161 90.45% 90| 87.38% 71| 94.67% 17 9.55% 13| 12.62% 4 5.33%
V. Plainfield 366 180 186 334| 91.26% 164 91.11% 170 91.40% 32 8.74% 16 8.89% 16 8.60%
V. Redgranite 396 200 196 334| 84.34% 169| 84.50% 165 84.18% 62| 15.66% 31| 15.50% 31| 15.82%
V. Wild Rose 295 144 151 269 91.19% 125| 86.81% 144| 95.36% 26 8.81% 19| 13.19% 7 4.64%
T. Aurora 420 247 173 388| 92.38% 227| 91.90% 161 93.06% 32 7.62% 20 8.10% 12 6.94%
T. Bloomfield 469 292 177 441 94.03% 272| 93.15% 169 95.48% 28 5.97% 20 6.85% 8 4.52%
T. Coloma 242 135 107 225| 92.98% 133| 98.52% 92| 85.98% 17 7.02% 2 1.48% 15| 14.02%
T. Dakota 477 267 210 432 90.57% 236| 88.39% 196 93.33% 45 9.43% 31| 11.61% 14 6.67%
T. Deerfield 212 128 84 205| 96.70% 123| 96.09% 82| 97.62% 7 3.30% 5 3.91% 2 2.38%
T. Hancock 199 119 80 173| 86.93% 108| 90.76% 65| 81.25% 26| 13.07% 11 9.24% 15| 18.75%
T. Leon 457 264 193 431 94.31% 249| 94.32% 182 94.30% 26 5.69% 15 5.68% 11 5.70%
T. Marion 680 368 312 648| 95.29% 353| 95.92% 295| 94.55% 32 4.71% 15 4.08% 17 5.45%
T. Mount Morris 313 170 143 303| 96.81% 162| 95.29% 141| 98.60% 10 3.19% 8 4.71% 2 1.40%
T. Oasis 180 86 94 169 93.89% 83| 96.51% 86| 91.49% 11 6.11% 3 3.49% 8 8.51%
T. Plainfield 220 127 93 202| 91.82% 120| 94.49% 82| 88.17% 18 8.18% 7 5.51% 11| 11.83%
T. Poy Sippi 443 255 188 407| 91.87% 229| 89.80% 178| 94.68% 36 8.13% 26| 10.20% 10 5.32%
T. Richford 195 116 79 185 94.87% 110 94.83% 75| 94.94% 10 5.13% 6 5.17% 4 5.06%
T. Rose 246 149 97 231| 93.90% 139 93.29% 92| 94.85% 15 6.10% 10 6.71% 5 5.15%
T. Saxeville 390 219 171 367 94.10% 207| 94.52% 160| 93.57% 23 5.90% 12 5.48% 11 6.43%
T. Springwater 464 256 208 435| 93.75% 233| 91.02% 202| 97.12% 29 6.25% 23 8.98% 6 2.88%
T. Warren 256 152 104 246| 96.09% 146 96.05% 100 96.15% 10 3.91% 6 3.95% 4 3.85%
T. Wautoma 514 306 208 483] 93.97% 283| 92.48% 200| 96.15% 31 6.03% 23 7.52% 8 3.85%
Waushara County 8,717 4,874 3,843 8,089 92.80% 4,514 92.61% 3,575 93.03% 628 7.20% 360 7.39% 268 6.97%
Wisconsin 2,517,238|1,355,109(1,162,129|2,386,439| 94.80%| 1,280,407 94.49%]|1,106,032| 95.17%| 130,799 5.20% 74,702 5.51% 56,097 4.83%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table C-4. Employment Status, 2000

— Employed Persons Unemployed Persons
Total Civilian Labor Force Total Male Female Total Male Female
Jurisdiction Total Male Female | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 45 20 25 43| 95.56% 20( 100.00% 23| 92.00% 2 4.44% 0 0.00% 2 8.00%
IC. Wautoma 901 457 444 798| 88.57% 412] 90.15% 386| 86.94% 103| 11.43% 45 9.85% 58| 13.06%
V. Coloma 249 134 115 218| 87.55% 117| 87.31% 101| 87.83% 31| 12.45% 17| 12.69% 14| 12.17%
V. Hancock 234 127 107 219| 93.59% 120 94.49% 99 92.52% 15 6.41% 7 5.51% 8 7.48%
V. Lohrville 193 106 87 192| 99.48% 106| 100.00% 86| 98.85% 1 0.52% 0 0.00% 1 1.15%
V. Plainfield 425 235 190 384| 90.35% 210| 89.36% 174 91.58% 41 9.65% 25| 10.64% 16 8.42%
V. Redgranite 489 242 247 446 91.21% 227| 93.80% 219| 88.66% 43 8.79% 15 6.20% 28| 11.34%
V. Wild Rose 351 170 181 335| 95.44% 159 93.53% 176| 97.24% 16 4.56% 11 6.47% 5 2.76%
T. Aurora 565 311 254 536| 94.87% 287| 92.28% 249| 98.03% 29 5.13% 24 7.72% 5 1.97%
T. Bloomfield 512 290 222 483 94.34% 269| 92.76% 214| 96.40% 29 5.66% 21 7.24% 8 3.60%
T. Coloma 386 200 186 273| 70.73% 149 74.50% 124| 66.67% 113 29.27% 51| 25.50% 62| 33.33%
T. Dakota 598 320 278 560| 93.65% 294| 91.88% 266| 95.68% 38 6.35% 26 8.13% 12 4.32%
T. Deerfield 288 152 136 276| 95.83% 144| 94.74% 132| 97.06% 12 4.17% 8 5.26% 4 2.94%
T. Hancock 288 167 121 273 94.79% 155| 92.81% 118| 97.52% 15 5.21% 12 7.19% 3 2.48%
T. Leon 686 374 312 672| 97.96% 366| 97.86% 306| 98.08% 14 2.04% 8 2.14% 6 1.92%
T. Marion 922 478 444 875| 94.90% 449| 93.93% 426| 95.95% 47 5.10% 29 6.07% 18 4.05%
T. Mount Morris 538 299 239 525| 97.58% 290| 96.99% 235| 98.33% 13 2.42% 9 3.01% 4 1.67%
T. Oasis 201 97 104 195 97.01% 93| 95.88% 102| 98.08% 6 2.99% 4 4.12% 2 1.92%
T. Plainfield 277 145 132 256 92.42% 135| 93.10% 121] 91.67% 21 7.58% 10 6.90% 11 8.33%
T. Poy Sippi 517 276 241 502| 97.10% 264| 95.65% 238| 98.76% 15 2.90% 12 4.35% 3 1.24%
T. Richford 257 156 101 240| 93.39% 144 92.31% 96| 95.05% 17 6.61% 12 7.69% 5 4.95%
T. Rose 284 160 124 267| 94.01% 147| 91.88% 120| 96.77% 17 5.99% 13 8.13% 4 3.23%
T. Saxeville 483 276 207 458| 94.82% 253| 91.67% 205| 99.03% 25 5.18% 23 8.33% 2 0.97%
T. Springwater 615 347 268 595| 96.75% 330| 95.10% 265| 98.88% 20 3.25% 17 4.90% 3 1.12%
T. Warren 326 192 134 311| 95.40% 182 94.79% 129 96.27% 15 4.60% 10 5.21% 5 3.73%
T. Wautoma 649 331 318 598| 92.14% 306| 92.45% 292| 91.82% 51 7.86% 25 7.55% 26 8.18%
Waushara County 11,279 6,062 5,217 10,530 93.36% 5,628 92.84% 4,902 93.96% 749 6.64% 434 7.16% 315 6.04%
Wisconsin 2,869,236|1,505,853(1,363,383]2,734,925| 95.32%(1,428,493| 94.86%]1,306,432] 95.82%] 134,311 4.68% 77,360 5.14% 56,951 4.18%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table C-5. Economic Development Organizations

Organization Name | Structure Funding Focus Audience Focus Area Current Activities Anticipated Activities
Berlin Business Properties in commercial Business . . business recruitment and
Improvement District |Staffand |SUSINeSS businesses / Improvement business recruitment and retention / facade improvements /
Volunteers Improvement businesses located in District retention / facade improvements / special events / bromotion / ioint
District / City of [Business Improvement special events / promotion P . pr J
(920) 361-3636 . o (Downtown) ventures with Berlin Chamber
Berlin District
Berlin Chamber of business recruitment and ?;tzlr?t?c?s /re(;gﬂm;ﬁ;tjgnn%e /
Commerce Staff and |Membership commercial and . retention / group insurance / . groupt .
) ; . Berlin Area . - . tourism / networking / special
Volunteers |Dues industrial businesses tourism / networking / special - . .
events / joint ventures with Berlin
(920) 361-3636 events BID
revolving loan for matching revolving loan for matching
Berlin Community amounts / business development |amounts / business development
Development Staff and programs / business recruitment / |programs / business recruitment /
Corporation Volunteer |City of Berlin/ |startup, recruited and . . X : - .
Lorporation - . City of Berlin |business retention / lease - business retention / lease -
Board of |State / Federal |existing businesses : - . : - .
Directors purchase option on build-to-suit  |purchase option on build-to-suit
(920) 361-5430 facilities / market industrial park  |facilities / market industrial park
sites in the City of Berlin sites in the City of Berlin
Bureau of Migrant ) . )
Services migrant workers and regulatory and technical regulatory and technical
Staff State employers of migrant |Region assistance for migrant workers assistance for migrant workers
workers and their employers and their employers
(920) 787-3338
startup businesses for
Communit low to moderate micro business incubator / micro |micro business incubator / micro
CAP Services Develo mc)e/nt income individuals / business recruitment / business  |business recruitment / micro
Staff Block C—E:rants/ recruit businesses Region startup counseling / revolving loan |business startup counseling /
County / which employ or could fund for smaller amounts ($100- |revolving loan fund for smaller
(920) 787-7461 Servic)é Fees employ low & $7,500) / industrial property amounts ($100-$30,000) /
moderate income development industrial property development
individuals
Coloma Industrial
Development Village of business interested in busi tment for industrial |busi itment / industrial
Corporation Volunteers | Coloma / State / |access to 1-39 and Coloma usiness recruitment for industrial |business recruitment / industria
. ) . park park development
Donations industrial park
(715) 228-4167
Farm Service Agency - . .
Waushara County Waushara  |Provide loans to farmers / provide loans to farmers /
Staff Federal - USDA |agricultural businesses County administrator all federal farm administrator all federal farm

(920) 787-2116

programs / information distribution

programs / information distribution




Table C-5. Economic Development Organizations

Organization Name | Structure Funding Focus Audience Focus Area Current Activities Anticipated Activities
secondary &
postsecondary on-campus, video, internet, and
. students / business & ’ ’ ’ degree attainable in Wautoma /
Fox Valley Technical Area Taxes / industry with trainin correspondence, courses towards specific training for local
College Staff Tuition and y nng Region a degree / continuing education / pe g for .
needs / community & ! . businesses / specific community &
Fees e . customized training / career : S
(920) 787-3319 individuals interested counseling self-enrichment activities
in self-enrichment
activities
Federal - Dept. develop employment develop employment opportunities
Experience Works of Labor thru. seniors (Individuals . " X . ) .
Staff Older age 55 and over) Region opportunities for seniors / job for seniors / job placement for
(920) 787-0484 Americans Act 9 placement for seniors seniors
7 Towns, tourists, commercial 7 pa_rthpaltllng
. . Municipalities
. . Villages, & businesses and
Highway 21 Corridor " L & Towns - . . . . .
. Volunteers |Cities along municipalities along ... |joint tourism promotion joint tourism promotion
Project . . s along or with
Highway 21 / Highway 21 or with in in 8 miles of
GEM Grant 8 miles of Highway 21
Hwy 21
Village of Hancock Village Village of commercial and Village of business recruitment and business recruitment and
(715) 249-5521 Board Hancock industrial businesses |Hancock retention retention
Village of Plainfield |Village Village of commercial and Village of business recruitment and business recruitment and
(715) 335-6707 Board Plainfield industrial businesses |Plainfield retention retention
Redgranite Economic Village of i .
Development Redgranite / small to m'dS'ze Village of 2 TIF districts / business land use pIan_nmg / down.town
- Volunteers | - commercial and . . . . rehab / TIF districts / business
Committee Private industrial busi Redgranite  [recruitment / business retention it t/ busi tenti
(920) 566-2381 Donations industrial businesses recruitment / business retention
educational programs based on  |educational programs based on
UW Extension - Waushara  |indiduals, 90UPS. |\ giara  |rasources 1o aacess communty, |resourcee to adcress communy,
Waushara County Staff County / State / |schools, and local . Y, . Y,
Federal government County natural resources, economic natural resources, economic
(920) 787-0416 development, agricultural, youth, |development, agricultural, youth,
& family issues & family issues
Waushara Area . . . . . .
Chamber of Staff and |Membership county businesses and | Waushara tdoeuvr:askr)n %rgr?Ot;gnr;?g?ng'?ness tdoeuvrleslgw r?]rgrr:tmt:gnr/aiwcs?;]gmslfness
Commerce Volunteers |Dues member businesses  |County P! prog u P! prog u
(920) 787-3488 networking networking
Waushara Convention Waushara Area .
and Visitors Bureau \S/Laljnezggrs Chamber of gr?;r;?/ ggiszlg,ﬁgzzs \éV:uurihara tourism promotion tourism promotion
(920) 787-3488 Commerce 9 y




Table C-5. Economic Development Organizations

Organization Name | Structure Funding Focus Audience Focus Area Current Activities Anticipated Activities
Waushara Count _ coordiqate economic develqpment
Eca::or?i'i oun Communit startup, recruited and efforts in the county / revolving
Development Volunteer Develo mZnt existing businesses Waushara revolving loan for larger amounts |loan for larger amounts ($20,000-
Corporation Board of Block (é)rant/ which employ or could Count ($20,000-$750,000) / community |$750,000) / community profiles /
Directors State / Count employ a number of y profiles business retention and expansion
Y |new or local residents assistance / macro business
920) 787-6500
(920) 787~ recruitment
Waushara Count
Farm Bureau Membership . . Waushara advocate for farms / agricultural  |advocate for farms / agricultural
Staff agricultural businesses . .
Dues County education education
(920) 787-4664
resume and application
Waushara Count assistance for job seekers / job advise job center on activities /
Office of the Waushara businesses looking for |\, ... |placement services / direct W-2 program activities /
Wisconsin Job Center |gtaff County / State / employees / people County & apprenticeship programs / public |employment application
Federgl looking for State y assistance programs / labor assistance / job placement
employment market information / GED and services / employee recruitment
920) 787-3338
(920) ) HSED program / training for for businesses
special populations
Wautoma Industrial
Development City of commercial and Citv of business recruitment and follow  |business recruitment and follow
Corporation Volunteers | 1Y ; : . y up contact for City of Wautoma up contact for City of Wautoma
Wautoma industrial businesses [Wautoma . . . .
industrial parks industrial parks
(920) 787-4044
Wautoma Main Street Private commercial . . . .
V. ; businesses located in |Downtown special events including .
olunteers |Donations / . special events
Events Downtown Wautoma/ |Wautoma Christmas Tour of Homes
(920) 787-3334 tourists to Wautoma
Village of Wild Rose . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Village Village of Wild |commercial and Village of business recruitment for industrial |business recruitment for industrial
Board Rose industrial businesses |Wild Rose park park

(920) 787-622-4183

Source: Waushara County UW-Extension, www.uwex.edu/ces/cty/waushara/cnred/ed/organizations.html




Table C-6 Location of Workplace, 1990

City of Wautoma Village of Redgranite Town of Dakota Town of Marion Town of Wautoma Waushara County
1990 1990 1990 1990 1990 1990
Location of Workplace Number | Percent Number Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Worked in Waushara County 541 78.75% 165| 50.77% 307 72.24% 354 54.97% 383 80.80% 4,683| 58.71%
City of Wautoma 388| 56.48% 30 9.23% 122 28.71% 138 21.43% 207| 43.67% 1,320 16.55%
Remainder of Waushara County 153  22.27% 135]  41.54% 185| 43.53% 216 33.54% 176| 37.13% 3,363 42.16%
Worked in Adams County 8 1.16% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 6 1.27% 43 0.54%
Worked in Portage County 16 2.33% 0 0.00% 9 2.12% 0 0.00% 12 2.53% 317 3.97%
City of Stevens Point 1 0.15% 0 0.00% 3 0.71% 0 0.00% 10 2.11% 119 1.49%
Remainder of Portage County 15 2.18% 0 0.00% 6 1.41% 0 0.00% 2 0.42% 198 2.48%)
Worked in Waupaca County 9 1.31% 3 0.92% 16 3.76% 3 0.47% 14 2.95% 561 7.03%
Worked in Appleton-Oshkosh MSA 28 4.08% 51 15.69% 18 4.24% 74| 11.49% 10 2.11% 797 9.99%
City of Appleton 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 0.62% 0 0.00% 60 0.75%
City of Oshkosh 20 2.91% 36/ 11.08% 9 2.12% 48 7.45% 10 2.11% 421 5.28%
City of Neenah 5 0.73% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 0.62% 0 0.00% 66 0.83%
Remainder of Calumet County 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.03%
Remainder of Outagamie County 0 0.00% 2 0.62% 0 0.00% 6 0.93% 0 0.00% 71 0.89%
Remainder of Winnebago County 3 0.44% 13 4.00% 9 2.12% 12 1.86% 0 0.00% 177 2.22%
Worked in Green Lake County 47 6.84% 80| 24.62% 32 7.53% 100| 15.53% 17 3.59% 781 9.79%
City of Berlin 29 4.22% 71|  21.85% 17 4.00% 83| 12.89% 6 1.27% 634 7.95%
Remainder of Green Lake County 18 2.62% 9 2.77% 15 3.53% 17 2.64% 11 2.32% 147 1.84%
Worked in Green Bay, WI, SMSA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.47% 0 0.00% 13 0.16%
City of Green Bay 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 7 0.09%
Remainder of Green Bay, WI, SMSA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.47% 0.00% 6 0.08%
Worked in Marquette County 10 1.46% 5 1.54% 22 5.18% 49 7.61% 6 1.27% 205 2.57%
Worked in Wood County 5 0.73% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.31% 0 0.00% 102 1.28%
Worked in Fond du Lac County 10 1.46% 19 5.85% 12 2.82% 19 2.95% 2 0.42% 197 2.47%
Worked in Wausau, WI, SMSA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 0.47% 0 0.00% 2 0.42% 15 0.19%
Worked Elsewhere 13 1.89% 2 0.62% 7 1.65% 40 6.21% 22 4.64% 263 3.30%
Total Employed Persons 687| 100.00% 325| 100.00% 425| 100.00% 644| 100.00% 474| 100.00% 7,977| 100.00%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990.




Table C-7. Location of Workplace, 2000

City of Wautoma Village of Redgranite Town of Dakota Town of Marion Town of Wautoma Waushara County
2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000
Location of Workplace Number | Percent Number Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number [ Percent | Number Percent
Worked in Waushara County 608| 76.96% 181 42.09% 365| 66.24% 439 51.47% 436 73.90% 5,398 52.92%
City of Wautoma 442 55.95% 43| 10.00% 189 34.30% 194 22.74% 181 30.68% 1,661 16.28%
Remainder of Waushara County 166] 21.01% 138  32.09% 176] 31.94% 245| 28.72% 255| 43.22% 3,737 36.64%
Worked in Adams County 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 7 1.27% 0 0.00% 5 0.85% 105 1.03%
Worked in Portage County 4 0.51% 2 0.47% 13 2.36% 6 0.70% 13 2.20% 502 4.92%
City of Stevens Point 0 0.00% 2 0.47% 7 1.27% 6 0.70% 4 0.68% 250 2.45%
Remainder of Portage County 4 0.51% 0.00% 6 1.09% 0 0.00% 9 1.53% 252 2.47%
Worked in Waupaca County 32 4.05% 2 0.47% 22 3.99% 0 0.00% 26 4.41% 654 6.41%
Worked in Appleton-Oshkosh MSA 32 4.05% 100[ 23.26% 31 5.63% 85 9.96% 34 5.76% 1,490 14.61%
City of Appleton 6 0.76% 2 0.47% 0 0.00% 17 1.99% 8 1.36% 145 1.42%
City of Oshkosh 14 1.77% 79| 18.37% 15 2.72% 39 4.57% 13 2.20% 686 6.73%
City of Neenah 0 0.00% 1 0.23% 2 0.36% 7 0.82% 2 0.34% 115 1.13%
Remainder of Calumet County 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 0.03%
Remainder of Outagamie County 0 0.00% 11 2.56% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 188 1.84%
Remainder of Winnebago County 12 1.52% 7 1.63% 14 2.54% 22 2.58% 11 1.86% 353 3.46%
Worked in Green Lake County 57 7.22% 82| 19.07% 51 9.26% 134 15.71% 25 4.24% 928 9.10%
City of Berlin 43 5.44% 70| 16.28% 35 6.35% 98| 11.49% 14 2.37% 696 6.82%
Remainder of Green Lake County 14 1.77% 12 2.79% 16 2.90% 36 4.22% 11 1.86% 232 2.27%
Worked in Green Bay, WI, SMSA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 35 0.34%
City of Green Bay 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 14 0.14%
Remainder of Green Bay, WI, SMSA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 21 0.21%
Worked in Marquette County 19 2.41% 8 1.86% 18 3.27% 58 6.80% 15 2.54% 317 3.11%
Worked in Wood County 5 0.63% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 0.47% 0 0.00% 91 0.89%
Worked in Fond du Lac County 11 1.39% 43| 10.00% 10 1.81% 58 6.80% 6 1.02% 277 2.72%
Worked in Wausau, WI, SMSA 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 7 0.82% 2 0.34% 19 0.19%
Worked Elsewhere 22 2.78% 12 2.79% 34 6.17% 62 7.27% 28 4.75% 384 3.76%
Total Employed Persons 790] 100.00% 430] 100.00% 551]| 100.00% 853] 100.00% 590 100.00% 10,200{ 100.00%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000.




Table C-8. Travel Time to Work, 1990

Travel Time Total 16
Less than 5 min. 5 to 9 minutes 10 to 14 minutes | 15 to 19 minutes | 20 to 29 minutes [ 30 to 44 minutes | 45 to 59 minutes |60 minutes or more| Worked at home | Years and
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent Older

C. Berlin (pt.) 0| 0.00% 16 42.11% 9| 23.68% 0| 0.00% 3| 7.89% 6| 15.79% 0| 0.00% 4| 10.53% 0| 0.00% 38
C. Wautoma 104| 15.14% 229| 33.33% 91| 13.25% 52 7.57% 45| 6.55% 54| 7.86% 57 8.30% 20 2.91% 35 5.09% 687
V. Coloma 25| 16.78% 21| 14.09% 8| 5.37% 19 12.75% 31| 20.81% 20| 13.42% 7| 4.70% 8| 5.37% 10 6.71% 149
V. Hancock 21| 17.36% 21| 17.36% 20| 16.53% 13| 10.74% 16| 13.22% 9| 7.44% 8| 6.61% 7| 5.79% 6| 4.96% 121
V. Lohrville 16| 10.06% 21| 13.21% 9] 5.66% 19 11.95% 26| 16.35% 29| 18.24% 23| 14.47% 8| 5.03% 8| 5.03% 159
V. Plainfield 26| 7.93% 98| 29.88% 39| 11.89% 16| 4.88% 45| 13.72% 78| 23.78% 16| 4.88% 2[ 0.61% 8| 2.44% 328
V. Redgranite 23|  7.08% 37| 11.38% 28| 8.62% 49| 15.08% 66| 20.31% 67| 20.62% 35| 10.77% 5| 1.54% 15[ 4.62% 325
V. Wild Rose 43| 16.54% 82| 31.54% 12|  4.62% 28| 10.77% 47| 18.08% 13| 5.00% 14| 5.38% 10|  3.85% 11 4.23% 260
T. Aurora 35| 8.97% 59| 15.13% 64| 16.41% 44| 11.28% 62| 15.90% 68| 17.44% 18  4.62% 11 2.82% 29| 7.44% 390
T. Bloomfield 25 5.72% 15| 3.43% 36| 8.24% 64| 14.65% 66 15.10% 69| 15.79% 47| 10.76% 14|  3.20% 101 23.11% 437
T. Coloma 23| 10.22% 40 17.78% 24| 10.67% 27| 12.00% 35| 15.56% 32| 14.22% 13| 5.78% 11 4.89% 20| 8.89% 225
T. Dakota 39 9.18% 64| 15.06% 70 16.47% 48| 11.29% 57| 13.41% 50 11.76% 33| 7.76% 20 4.71% 44| 10.35% 425
T. Deerfield 17 8.50% 15[  7.50% 21| 10.50% 39| 19.50% 21| 10.50% 19  9.50% 14 7.00% 12|  6.00% 42| 21.00% 200
T. Hancock 11|  6.36% 24| 13.87% 29| 16.76% 18| 10.40% 14|  8.09% 45| 26.01% 2 1.16% 13| 7.51% 17| 9.83% 173
T. Leon 12 2.80% 13|  3.03% 44| 10.26% 51| 11.89% 115 26.81% 76| 17.72% 51| 11.89% 39|  9.09% 28| 6.53% 429
T. Marion 37 5.75% 96| 14.91% 114| 17.70% 88| 13.66% 88| 13.66% 61| 9.47% 43| 6.68% 88| 13.66% 29( 4.50% 644
T. Mount Morris 4] 1.36% 13| 4.41% 79| 26.78% 65| 22.03% 34| 11.53% 21| 7.12% 24| 8.14% 25| 8.47% 30| 10.17% 295
T. Oasis 19| 11.24% 19| 11.24% 15| 8.88% 25 14.79% 13| 7.69% 34 20.12% 10| 5.92% 4 2.37% 30 17.75% 169
T. Plainfield 12 6.00% 42| 21.00% 26| 13.00% 19  9.50% 32| 16.00% 38| 19.00% 5| 2.50% 13 6.50% 13| 6.50% 200
T. Poy Sippi 32  7.96% 26| 6.47% 9| 2.24% 59| 14.68% 69| 17.16% 118| 29.35% 37 9.20% 11| 2.74% 41| 10.20% 402
T. Richford 12 6.49% 18 9.73% 17 9.19% 31| 16.76% 33| 17.84% 11 5.95% 9] 4.86% 21| 11.35% 33| 17.84% 185
T. Rose 8| 3.49% 29| 12.66% 37| 16.16% 47| 20.52% 35| 15.28% 11|  4.80% 8| 3.49% 32 13.97% 22| 9.61% 229
T. Saxeville 7] 1.92% 21| 5.77% 21|  5.77% 50| 13.74% 103| 28.30% 65| 17.86% 30| 8.24% 22|  6.04% 45 12.36% 364
T. Springwater 22| 5.13% 75| 17.48% 57| 13.29% 35 8.16% 102| 23.78% 39  9.09% 33| 7.69% 29| 6.76% 37| 8.62% 429
T. Warren 20| 8.33% 30| 12.50% 16| 6.67% 30| 12.50% 44| 18.33% 39| 16.25% 25| 10.42% 13| 5.42% 23|  9.58% 240
T. Wautoma 52 10.97% 142| 29.96% 85| 17.93% 471  9.92% 42| 8.86% 24| 5.06% 19| 4.01% 36|  7.59% 27| 5.70% 474
Waushara County 645 8.09% 1,266 15.87% 980 12.29% 983| 12.32% 1,244 15.59% 1,096 13.74% 581 7.28% 478 5.99% 704| 8.83% 7,977
Wisconsin 130,968| 5.57%| 386,108| 16.43%]| 439,464| 18.70%]| 398,660| 16.97%| 443,436| 18.87%| 282,678| 12.03%| 83,031] 3.53%| 71,179] 3.03%| 114,167 4.86%| 2,349,691

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table C-9.. Travel Time to Work, 2000

Travel Time Total 16
Less than 5 min. 5 to 9 minutes 10 to 14 minutes | 15 to 19 minutes | 20 to 29 minutes | 30 to 44 minutes | 45 to 59 minutes | 60 minutes or more | Worked at home Years and
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent Older
C. Berlin (pt.) 8| 18.60% 9 20.93% 5| 11.63% 2| 4.65% 4] 9.30% 6 13.95% 0| 0.00% 9| 20.93% 0| 0.00% 43
C. Wautoma 137| 17.34% 222( 28.10% 98| 12.41% 55|  6.96% 54| 6.84% 121| 15.32% 31| 3.92% 52| 6.58% 20|  2.53% 790
V. Coloma 29 13.81% 26 12.38% 10 4.76% 32 15.24% 42| 20.00% 42| 20.00% 4/ 1.90% 9| 4.29% 16| 7.62% 210
V. Hancock 21| 10.14% 14 6.76% 32 15.46% 15[  7.25% 50| 24.15% 50 24.15% 6| 2.90% 15 7.25% 4 1.93% 207,
V. Lohrville 2| 1.05% 32 16.84% 8| 4.21% 13| 6.84% 47| 24.74% 17| 8.95% 32 16.84% 34| 17.89% 5 2.63% 190
V. Plainfield 45 12.00% 66 17.60% 50 13.33% 21| 5.60% 64| 17.07% 88| 23.47% 21| 5.60% 6] 1.60% 14 3.73% 375
V. Redgranite 23| 5.35% 61 14.19% 24| 5.58% 69| 16.05% 60| 13.95% 87| 20.23% 60 13.95% 311 7.21% 15 3.49% 430
V. Wild Rose 39| 12.19% 81| 25.31% 38| 11.88% 34| 10.63% 59| 18.44% 13[  4.06% 15  4.69% 25| 7.81% 16( 5.00% 320,
T. Aurora 18 3.45% 40( 7.66% 84| 16.09% 43| 8.24% 98| 18.77% 157| 30.08% 32 6.13% 26| 4.98% 24| 4.60% 522
T. Bloomfield 16| 3.41% 40( 8.53% 23| 4.90% 54| 11.51% 65| 13.86% 121| 25.80% 70 14.93% 26| 5.54% 54 11.51% 469
T. Coloma 34 12.83% 31| 11.70% 18 6.79% 35 13.21% 51| 19.25% 36 13.58% 13 4.91% 28| 10.57% 19 7.17% 265
T. Dakota 30 5.44% 90 16.33% 104| 18.87% 53| 9.62% 68| 12.34% 80 14.52% 57| 10.34% 48| 8.71% 21| 3.81% 551
T. Deerfield 14| 5.11% 27 9.85% 52( 18.98% 44 16.06% 28| 10.22% 45 16.42% 17|  6.20% 21| 7.66% 26| 9.49% 274
T. Hancock 6| 2.21% 25 9.23% 41| 15.13% 25 9.23% 53| 19.56% 67 24.72% 12 4.43% 21| 7.75% 21| 7.75% 271
T. Leon 10 1.51% 31| 4.68% 47|  7.09% 75 11.31% 142( 21.42% 143| 21.57% 111| 16.74% 67| 10.11% 37| 5.58% 663
T. Marion 56| 6.57% 107| 12.54% 148| 17.35% 100| 11.72% 149( 17.47% 95 11.14% 72| 8.44% 98| 11.49% 28| 3.28% 853
T. Mount Morris 8| 1.60% 44 8.80% 92( 18.40% 73| 14.60% 78| 15.60% 59 11.80% 60 12.00% 65| 13.00% 21| 4.20% 500
T. Oasis 10[ 5.26% 31| 16.32% 13| 6.84% 38 20.00% 34| 17.89% 25 13.16% 14 7.37% 13| 6.84% 12 6.32% 190
T. Plainfield 7 2.85% 52 21.14% 34 13.82% 22( 8.94% 35| 14.23% 67| 27.24% 3] 1.22% 15[ 6.10% 11| 4.47% 246
T. Poy Sippi 33| 6.65% 30 6.05% 12 2.42% 44 8.87% 99| 19.96% 164| 33.06% 58 11.69% 28| 5.65% 28| 5.65% 496
T. Richford 14 6.11% 17| 7.42% 31| 13.54% 22 9.61% 40( 17.47% 28 12.23% 16 6.99% 22| 9.61% 39 17.03% 229
T. Rose 0 0.00% 41| 15.71% 52 19.92% 39 14.94% 39| 14.94% 40 15.33% 10 3.83% 18 6.90% 22 8.43% 261
T. Saxeville 18 3.95% 22 4.82% 30 6.58% 50 10.96% 103| 22.59% 98| 21.49% 50 10.96% 66| 14.47% 19 4.17% 456
T. Springwater 37 6.38% 70 12.07% 47| 8.10% 74 12.76% 111 19.14% 62 10.69% 52 8.97% 73| 12.59% 54| 9.31% 580,
T. Warren 12| 3.91% 16| 5.21% 55 17.92% 29| 9.45% 39| 12.70% 70 22.80% 33 10.75% 26| 8.47% 27| 8.79% 307
T. Wautoma 66 11.19% 151| 25.59% 103| 17.46% 45  7.63% 42| 7.12% 68| 11.53% 37 6.27% 52| 8.81% 26| 4.41% 590,
Waushara County 693 6.74% 1,376 13.37% 1,251 12.16% 1,106 10.75% 1,654 16.08% 1,849 17.97% 886 8.61% 894 8.69% 579| 5.63% 10,288
Wisconsin 135,194| 5.02%| 398,697| 14.82%| 476,569| 17.71%| 440,637 16.38%| 531,628| 19.76%]| 369,375 13.73%| 120,028| 4.46%| 113,181 4.21%]| 105,395| 3.92% 2,690,704

Source: U.S. Census, 2000
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Table D-1. Occupied Dwelling Units by Age, 1990

Less Than 5 Years 6-10 yrs 11-20 yrs 21-30 yrs 31-40 yrs 404+ yrs Total Occupied Units
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent

C. Berlin (pt.) 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 9] 39.13% 0 0.00% 4 17.39% 10| 43.48% 23| 100.00%
C. Wautoma 45 6.02% 79| 10.56% 129 17.25% 108| 14.44% 86| 11.50% 301] 40.24% 748| 100.00%
V. Coloma 2 1.32% 8 5.30% 38 25.17% 14 9.27% 16| 10.60% 73] 48.34% 151| 100.00%
V. Hancock 5 3.21% 7 4.49% 28] 17.95% 19| 12.18% 11 7.05% 86/ 55.13% 156| 100.00%
V. Lohrville 9 6.12% 22 14.97% 56| 38.10% 13 8.84% 17 11.56% 30 20.41% 147| 100.00%
V. Plainfield 12 3.58% 33 9.85% 65| 19.40% 21 6.27% 38 11.34% 166 49.55% 335| 100.00%
V. Redgranite 46| 11.08% 29 6.99% 107| 25.78% 54| 13.01% 17 4.10% 162| 39.04% 415| 100.00%
V. Wild Rose 41| 13.76% 22 7.38% 43| 14.43% 28 9.40% 30 10.07% 134 44.97% 298| 100.00%
T. Aurora 15 5.23% 12 4.18% 571 19.86% 48| 16.72% 38 13.24% 117| 40.77% 287| 100.00%
T. Bloomfield 16 4.89% 27 8.26% 89| 27.22% 27 8.26% 11 3.36% 157| 48.01% 327| 100.00%
T. Coloma 13 6.95% 30 16.04% 52| 27.81% 13 6.95% 4 2.14% 75| 40.11% 187| 100.00%
T. Dakota 30 7.30% 48| 11.68% 163| 39.66% 70 17.03% 22 5.35% 78] 18.98% 411| 100.00%
T. Deerfield 27| 15.52% 13 7.47% 44 25.29% 19| 10.92% 3 1.72% 68| 39.08% 174| 100.00%
T. Hancock 23| 12.64% 18 9.89% 501 27.47% 15 8.24% 14 7.69% 62| 34.07% 182| 100.00%
T. Leon 32 8.10% 33 8.35% 135 34.18% 37 9.37% 33 8.35% 125 31.65% 395( 100.00%
T. Marion 47 7.33% 100| 15.60% 235| 36.66% 75| 11.70% 34 5.30% 150 23.40% 641| 100.00%
T. Mount Morris 26 7.90% 44| 13.37% 88| 26.75% 32 9.73% 41| 12.46% 98| 29.79% 329( 100.00%
T. Oasis 11 7.69% 22 15.38% 34| 23.78% 0 0.00% 11 7.69% 65| 45.45% 143| 100.00%
T. Plainfield 15 7.85% 18 9.42% 41 21.47% 32| 16.75% 32 16.75% 53| 27.75% 191| 100.00%
T. Poy Sippi 8 2.26% 26 7.34% 83| 23.45% 28 7.91% 29 8.19% 180 50.85% 354 100.00%
T. Richford 17| 10.63% 15 9.38% 511 31.88% 4 2.50% 6 3.75% 67| 41.88% 160| 100.00%
T. Rose 7 3.78% 32 17.30% 52| 28.11% 17 9.19% 7 3.78% 701 37.84% 185| 100.00%
T. Saxeville 24 7.89% 37 12.17% 74| 24.34% 33| 10.86% 24 7.89% 112| 36.84% 304| 100.00%
T. Springwater 48| 11.06% 61| 14.06% 136 31.34% 61| 14.06% 47| 10.83% 81| 18.66% 434] 100.00%
T. Warren 23| 10.50% 20 9.13% 49 22.37% 14 6.39% 15 6.85% 98| 44.75% 219| 100.00%
T. Wautoma 29 6.90% 48] 11.43% 139 33.10% 38 9.05% 41 9.76% 125 29.76% 420| 100.00%
Waushara County 571 7.50% 804| 10.56% 2,047| 26.88% 820| 10.77% 631 8.29% 2,743 36.02% 7,616| 100.00%
Wisconsin 198,198 12.00%]| 177,085| 10.72%] 263,431 15.94%| 243,835 14.76%] 166,000 10.05%] 603,712 36.54%]1,652,261] 100.00%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table D-2. Occupied Dwelling Units by Age, 2000

Less Than 5 Years 6-10 yrs 11-20 yrs 21-30 yrs 31-40 yrs 40+ yrs Total Occupied Units
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent

C. Berlin (pt.) 15| 45.45% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 12.12% 3 9.09% 11| 33.33% 33| 100.00%
C. Wautoma 48 6.02% 31 3.88% 114 14.29% 163| 20.43% 76 9.52% 366] 45.86% 798| 100.00%
V. Coloma 10 5.38% 19| 10.22% 19] 10.22% 33| 17.74% 7 3.76% 98| 52.69% 186 100.00%
V. Hancock 30| 15.63% 34| 17.71% 19 9.90% 15 7.81% 5 2.60% 89| 46.35% 192( 100.00%
V. Lohrville 4 2.42% 13 7.88% 32 19.39% 54 32.73% 13 7.88% 49| 29.70% 165 100.00%
V. Plainfield 15 4.53% 13 3.93% 23 6.95% 44 13.29% 30 9.06% 206| 62.24% 331| 100.00%
V. Redgranite 37 8.24% 32 7.13% 41 9.13% 100| 22.27% 26 5.79% 213| 47.44% 449( 100.00%
V. Wild Rose 48] 15.34% 8 2.56% 34| 10.86% 32| 10.22% 15 4.79% 176 56.23% 313| 100.00%
T. Aurora 42| 11.80% 20 5.62% 23 6.46% 41| 11.52% 43| 12.08% 187 52.53% 356| 100.00%
T. Bloomfield 59 15.53% 42| 11.05% 26 6.84% 52| 13.68% 31 8.16% 170 44.74% 380| 100.00%
T. Coloma 42| 17.21% 24 9.84% 35| 14.34% 60| 24.59% 22 9.02% 61| 25.00% 244| 100.00%
T. Dakota 45 9.16% 42 8.55% 76| 15.48% 139 28.31% 52| 10.59% 137 27.90% 491( 100.00%
T. Deerfield 47| 18.08% 30| 11.54% 29 11.15% 46| 17.69% 15 5.77% 93| 35.77% 260| 100.00%
T. Hancock 35| 16.06% 17 7.80% 42| 19.27% 31| 14.22% 10 4.59% 83| 38.07% 218| 100.00%
T. Leon 86| 16.14% 46 8.63% 82| 15.38% 103| 19.32% 55| 10.32% 161 30.21% 533] 100.00%
T. Marion 125 13.71% 95| 10.42% 166 18.20% 238| 26.10% 55 6.03% 233| 25.55% 912| 100.00%
T. Mount Morris 64| 13.20% 73| 15.05% 85| 17.53% 85| 17.53% 28 5.77% 150 30.93% 485( 100.00%
T. Qasis 17] 10.76% 7 4.43% 22| 13.92% 28| 17.72% 18] 11.39% 66| 41.77% 158 100.00%
T. Plainfield 17 8.21% 18 8.70% 23| 11.11% 39| 18.84% 39| 18.84% 71| 34.30% 207| 100.00%
T. Poy Sippi 21 5.38% 19 4.87% 27 6.92% 63| 16.15% 24 6.15% 236| 60.51% 390| 100.00%
T. Richford 26| 13.27% 25| 12.76% 28| 14.29% 46| 23.47% 3 1.53% 68| 34.69% 196 100.00%
T. Rose 49| 20.50% 13 5.44% 28| 11.72% 49| 20.50% 16 6.69% 84| 35.15% 239| 100.00%
T. Saxeville 46| 11.47% 30 7.48% 58| 14.46% 82| 20.45% 29 7.23% 156 38.90% 401( 100.00%
T. Springwater 85| 13.89% 39 6.37% 113 18.46% 152 24.84% 54 8.82% 169 27.61% 612| 100.00%
T. Warren 33| 12.64% 24 9.20% 33| 12.64% 43| 16.48% 35| 13.41% 93| 35.63% 261| 100.00%
T. Wautoma 49 9.32% 67| 12.74% 86| 16.35% 99| 18.82% 41 7.79% 184 34.98% 526| 100.00%
Waushara County 1,095 11.73% 781 8.37% 1,264 13.54% 1,841 19.72% 745 7.98% 3,610 38.67% 9,336/ 100.00%
Wisconsin 188,002 9.02%] 153,270 7.35%| 222,167| 10.66%| 355,484| 17.05%] 247,765] 11.89%]| 917,856] 44.03%]2,084,544| 100.00%)

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table D-3. Total Dwelling Units by Structural Type, 1990

Mobile Home, Trailer

Single Family Units 2 to 4 Units 5 or More Units or Other Total Housing Units
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
C. Berlin (pt.) 26| 96.30% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 3.70% 27| 100.00%
C. Wautoma 584| 71.66% 121| 14.85% 78 9.57% 32 3.93% 815( 100.00%
V. Coloma 151 77.04% 8 4.08% 25 12.76% 12 6.12% 196| 100.00%
V. Hancock 187| 80.60% 3 1.29% 0 0.00% 42| 18.10% 232| 100.00%
V. Lohrville 99| 56.90% 1 0.57% 0 0.00% 74| 42.53% 174| 100.00%
V. Plainfield 301| 81.35% 31 8.38% 16 4.32% 22 5.95% 370( 100.00%
V. Redgranite 327 68.99% 28 5.91% 12 2.53% 107| 22.57% 474| 100.00%
V. Wild Rose 229| 66.76% 26 7.58% 59 17.20% 29 8.45% 343| 100.00%
T. Aurora 295 87.02% 12 3.54% 0 0.00% 32 9.44% 339( 100.00%
T. Bloomfield 356| 85.58% 11 2.64% 0 0.00% 49| 11.78% 416| 100.00%
T. Coloma 338 75.62% 5 1.12% 0 0.00% 104 23.27% 447| 100.00%
T. Dakota 425| 65.08% 18 2.76% 1 0.15% 209| 32.01% 653( 100.00%
T. Deerfield 306| 85.00% 4 1.11% 0 0.00% 50| 13.89% 360( 100.00%
T. Hancock 319| 93.55% 0 0.00% 1 0.29% 21 6.16% 341| 100.00%
T. Leon 665 82.00% 5 0.62% 0 0.00% 141 17.39% 811 100.00%
T. Marion 1,219 86.03% 14 0.99% 0 0.00% 184| 12.99% 1,417 100.00%
T. Mount Morris 753| 86.85% 9 1.04% 2 0.23% 103| 11.88% 867| 100.00%
T. Oasis 245 94.59% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 14 5.41% 259( 100.00%
T. Plainfield 174| 76.32% 4 1.75% 0 0.00% 50 21.93% 228| 100.00%
T. Poy Sippi 349 83.29% 9 2.15% 19 4.53% 42| 10.02% 419] 100.00%
T. Richford 212 86.89% 2 0.82% 0 0.00% 30| 12.30% 244| 100.00%
T. Rose 246 78.34% 2 0.64% 1 0.32% 65| 20.70% 314| 100.00%
T. Saxeville 524| 89.57% 7 1.20% 0 0.00% 54 9.23% 585| 100.00%
T. Springwater 880 79.42% 6 0.54% 0 0.00% 222| 20.04% 1,108 100.00%
T. Warren 196| 67.12% 2 0.68% 0 0.00% 94| 32.19% 292( 100.00%
T. Wautoma 460| 89.32% 11 2.14% 0 0.00% 44 8.54% 515| 100.00%
Waushara County 9,866 80.57% 339 2.77% 214 1.75% 1,827 14.92% 12,246| 100.00%
Wisconsin 1,392,610 67.74%| 277,221 13.48%| 256,616 12.48%| 129,327 6.29%] 2,055,774 100.00%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




Table D-4. Total Dwelling Units by Structural Type, 2000

Mobile Home, Trailer
Single Family Units 2 to 4 Units 5 or More Units or Other Total Housing Units
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent

C. Berlin (pt.) 17| 48.57% 3 8.57% 15| 42.86% 0 0.00% 35| 100.00%
C. Wautoma 583 67.40% 104| 12.02% 142| 16.42% 36 4.16% 865 100.00%
V. Coloma 173| 84.39% 1 0.49% 12 5.85% 19 9.27% 205| 100.00%
V. Hancock 197| 76.36% 1 0.39% 13 5.04% 47| 18.22% 258| 100.00%
V. Lohrville 99| 54.10% 7 3.83% 0 0.00% 77| 42.08% 183| 100.00%
V. Plainfield 298| 82.78% 26 7.22% 21 5.83% 15 4.17% 360| 100.00%
V. Redgranite 360 71.57% 22 4.37% 23 4.57% 98| 19.48% 503| 100.00%
V. Wild Rose 253| 73.55% 21 6.10% 35| 10.17% 35| 10.17% 344| 100.00%
T. Aurora 349( 89.72% 9 2.31% 0 0.00% 31 7.97% 389| 100.00%
T. Bloomfield 414| 90.99% 13 2.86% 0 0.00% 28 6.15% 455( 100.00%
T. Coloma 423| 86.86% 2 0.41% 0 0.00% 62| 12.73% 487( 100.00%
T. Dakota 495| 71.95% 13 1.89% 3 0.44% 177| 25.73% 688( 100.00%
T. Deerfield 447| 90.85% 4 0.81% 0 0.00% 41 8.33% 492| 100.00%
T. Hancock 348 92.31% 3 0.80% 0 0.00% 26 6.90% 377| 100.00%
T. Leon 750( 88.13% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 101| 11.87% 851( 100.00%
T. Marion 1,456 88.78% 12 0.73% 0 0.00% 172 10.49% 1,640 100.00%
T. Mount Morris 911 91.28% 4 0.40% 2 0.20% 81 8.12% 998( 100.00%
T. Oasis 260( 98.11% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 1.89% 265| 100.00%
T. Plainfield 206 85.12% 6 2.48% 0 0.00% 30| 12.40% 242| 100.00%
T. Poy Sippi 374 86.37% 20 4.62% 26 6.00% 13 3.00% 433( 100.00%
T. Richford 254 90.39% 2 0.71% 2 0.71% 23 8.19% 281| 100.00%
T. Rose 267 78.30% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 74| 21.70% 341| 100.00%
T. Saxeville 554 90.67% 8 1.31% 0 0.00% 49 8.02% 611 100.00%
T. Springwater 991 69.84% 8 0.56% 2 0.14% 418| 29.46% 1,419( 100.00%
T. Warren 235( 70.36% 5 1.50% 0 0.00% 94| 28.14% 334| 100.00%
T. Wautoma 574 93.94% 9 1.47% 0 0.00% 28 4.58% 611 100.00%
Waushara County 11,288| 82.59% 303 2.22% 296 2.17% 1,780 13.02% 13,667| 100.00%
Wisconsin 1,609,407 69.34%| 281,936] 12.15%| 325,633| 14.03%| 104,168 4.49%| 2,321,144 100.00%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table D-5.0ccupancy Status, 1990

Total Occupied Owner-Occupied Renter Occupied Total
Housing Units Units Units Vacant Housing Units|] Housing
Jurisdiction Number (Percent Number (Percent Number (Percent Number (Percent Units
C. Berlin (pt.) 22| 81.48% 19| 70.37% 3] 11.11% 5| 18.52% 27
C. Wautoma 748| 91.78% 474| 58.16% 274 33.62% 67 8.22% 815
V. Coloma 159 81.12% 107| 54.59% 52| 26.53% 37| 18.88% 196
V. Hancock 164| 70.69% 127| 54.74% 37| 15.95% 68| 29.31% 232
V. Lohrville 142 81.61% 118 67.82% 24| 13.79% 32| 18.39% 174
V. Plainfield 324 87.57% 227| 61.35% 97| 26.22% 46| 12.43% 3704
V. Redgranite 421| 88.82% 324| 68.35% 97| 20.46% 53| 11.18% 474
V. Wild Rose 309 90.09% 183| 53.35% 126 36.73% 34 9.91% 343
T. Aurora 296| 87.32% 249| 73.45% 47| 13.86% 43| 12.68% 339]
T. Bloomfield 315 75.72% 263| 63.22% 52| 12.50% 101| 24.28% 416
T. Coloma 181 40.49% 152 34.00% 29 6.49% 266 59.51% 447
T. Dakota 411| 62.94% 322| 49.31% 89| 13.63% 242| 37.06% 653
T. Deerfield 178 49.44% 158 43.89% 20 5.56% 182 50.56% 360]
T. Hancock 178 52.20% 151 44.28% 27 7.92% 163| 47.80% 341
T. Leon 397| 48.95% 349 43.03% 48 5.92% 414 51.05% 811
T. Marion 641 45.24% 575| 40.58% 66 4.66% 776 54.76% 1417
T. Mount Morris 327 37.72% 288| 33.22% 39 4.50% 540| 62.28% 867
T. Oasis 136 52.51% 117 45.17% 19 7.34% 123| 47.49% 259]
T. Plainfield 191 83.77% 148 64.91% 43| 18.86% 37 16.23% 228
T. Poy Sippi 354 84.49% 274| 65.39% 80| 19.09% 65| 15.51% 419
T. Richford 150 61.48% 135 55.33% 15 6.15% 94| 38.52% 244
T. Rose 192 61.15% 162 51.59% 30 9.55% 122 38.85% 314
T. Saxeville 316 54.02% 265 45.30% 51 8.72% 269| 45.98% 585
T. Springwater 434 39.17% 381 34.39% 53 4.78% 674| 60.83% 1108
T. Warren 2101 71.92% 179 61.30% 31| 10.62% 82| 28.08% 292
T. Wautoma 420| 81.55% 369 71.65% 51 9.90% 95| 18.45% 515
Waushara County 7,616 62.19% 6,116 49.94% 1,500( 12.25% 4,630 37.81% 12,246
Wisconsin 1,822,118 88.63%] 1,215,350 59.12%] 606,768 29.52%| 233,656 11.37%]2,055,774

Source: U.S. Census, 1990



Table D-6. Occupancy Status, 2000

Total Occupied Owner-Occupied Renter Occupied Total
Housing Units Units Units Vacant Housing Units| Housing
Jurisdiction Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Units
C. Berlin (pt.) 36[ 90.00% 17| 42.50% 19| 47.50% 4| 10.00% 40}
C. Wautoma 806 91.90% 452| 51.54% 354 40.36% 71|  8.10% 877
V. Coloma 185 93.91% 133| 67.51% 52| 26.40% 12|  6.09% 197
V. Hancock 193| 75.98% 141| 55.51% 52| 20.47% 61 24.02% 254
V. Lohrville 168| 87.50% 156| 81.25% 12 6.25% 24| 12.50% 192
V. Plainfield 342 91.69% 239 64.08% 103| 27.61% 31f 8.31% 373
V. Redgranite 440 89.25% 315| 63.89% 125 25.35% 53| 10.75% 493
V. Wild Rose 312 92.04% 209 61.65% 103| 30.38% 27  7.96% 339
T. Aurora 352| 91.67% 318| 82.81% 34| 8.85% 32| 8.33% 384
T. Bloomfield 383 84.36% 342 75.33% 41|  9.03% 71 15.64% 454
T. Coloma 254| 50.80% 218| 43.60% 36| 7.20% 246| 49.20% 500
T. Dakota 493| 71.14% 430| 62.05% 63 9.09% 200 28.86% 693
T. Deerfield 263 54.00% 245 50.31% 18 3.70% 224 46.00% 487
T. Hancock 211 54.95% 184| 47.92% 27  7.03% 173| 45.05% 384
T. Leon 539| 63.34% 503| 59.11% 36| 4.23% 312| 36.66% 851
T. Marion 908| 55.71% 834| 51.17% 74|  4.54% 722 44.29% 1,630}
T. Mount Morris 481| 48.39% 431 43.36% 50 5.03% 513| 51.61% 994
T. Oasis 152| 58.91% 134| 51.94% 18| 6.98% 106| 41.09% 258
T. Plainfield 198| 86.09% 169| 73.48% 29 12.61% 32| 13.91% 230}
T. Poy Sippi 392 89.91% 323 74.08% 69| 15.83% 44| 10.09% 436
T. Richford 190| 67.62% 168| 59.79% 22|  7.83% 91| 32.38% 281
T. Rose 244 69.12% 220 62.32% 24  6.80% 109| 30.88% 353
T. Saxeville 393| 64.43% 355| 58.20% 38| 6.23% 217| 35.57% 610I
T. Springwater 617| 43.45% 553 38.94% 64| 4.51% 803| 56.55% 1420
T. Warren 261 78.14% 233 69.76% 28| 8.38% 73| 21.86% 334
T. Wautoma 523 86.73% 476| 78.94% 47|  7.79% 80[ 13.27% 603
Waushara County 9,336| 68.31% 7,798| 57.06% 1,538 11.25% 4,331 31.69%| 13,667
Wisconsin 2,084,544 89.81%]1,426,361] 61.45%] 658,183] 28.36%| 236,600{ 10.19%]2,321,144

Source: U.S. Census, 2000



D-7. Total Vacancy Status, 1990

Total
For Rent For Sale Seasonal Units Other Vacant Vacancy Rates
Jurisdiction Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Number |Percent Units Homeowne| Rental
C. Berlin (pt.) 1} 20.00% 3] 60.00% 0 0.00% 1 20.00% 5| 15.79%]| 33.33%
C. Wautoma 16| 23.88% 9] 13.43% 15| 22.39% 27| 40.30% 67 1.90% 5.84%
V. Coloma 111 29.73% 4] 10.81% 8| 21.62% 14| 37.84% 37 3.74%| 21.15%
V. Hancock 6 8.82% 4 5.88% 49| 72.06% 9] 13.24% 68 3.15%| 16.22%
V. Lohrville 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 27| 84.38% 5| 15.63% 32 0.00% 0.00%
V. Plainfield 191 41.30% 10| 21.74% 3 6.52% 14| 30.43% 46 4.41%| 19.59%
V. Redgranite 4 7.55% 10| 18.87% 19| 35.85% 20| 37.74% 53 3.09% 4.12%
V. Wild Rose 17| 50.00% 6| 17.65% 5] 14.71% 6| 17.65% 34 3.28%| 13.49%
T. Aurora 6] 13.95% 3 6.98% 27| 62.79% 7] 16.28% 43 1.20%| 12.77%
T. Bloomfield 4 3.96% 4 3.96% 84| 83.17% 9 8.91% 101 1.52% 7.69%
T. Coloma 3 1.13% 5 1.88% 244 91.73% 14 5.26% 266 3.29%|( 10.34%
T. Dakota 10 4.13% 17 7.02% 193] 79.75% 22 9.09% 242 5.28%| 11.24%
T. Deerfield 1 0.55% 5 2.75% 161| 88.46% 15 8.24% 182 3.16% 5.00%
T. Hancock 1 0.61% 3 1.84% 156| 95.71% 3 1.84% 163 1.99% 3.70%
T. Leon 2 0.48% 6 1.45% 368 88.89% 38 9.18% 414 1.72% 4.17%
T. Marion 1 0.13% 25 3.22% 725 93.43% 25 3.22% 776 4.35% 1.52%
T. Mount Morris 10 1.85% 7 1.30% 502 92.96% 21 3.89% 540 2.43%| 25.64%
T. Oasis 0 0.00% 2 1.63% 102| 82.93% 191 15.45% 123 1.71% 0.00%
T. Plainfield 1 2.70% 1 2.70% 28| 75.68% 7] 18.92% 37 0.68% 2.33%
T. Poy Sippi 3 4.62% 4 6.15% 41| 63.08% 17| 26.15% 65 1.46% 3.75%
T. Richford 2 2.13% 3 3.19% 71 75.53% 18| 19.15% 94 2.22%| 13.33%
T. Rose 1 0.82% 2 1.64% 28| 22.95% 91| 74.59% 122 1.23% 3.33%
T. Saxeville 1 0.37% 4 1.49% 244 90.71% 20 7.43% 269 1.51% 1.96%
T. Springwater 6 0.89% 10 1.48% 643| 95.40% 15 2.23% 674 2.62%| 11.32%
T. Warren 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 74| 90.24% 8 9.76% 82 0.00% 0.00%
T. Wautoma 2 2.11% 6 6.32% 69| 72.63% 18] 18.95% 95 1.63% 3.92%
Waushara County 128 2.76% 153 3.30% 3,886 83.93% 463 10.00% 4,630 2.50% 8.53%
Wisconsin 29,795 12.75% 14,692 6.29%] 150,761] 64.52% 38,408| 16.44%] 233,656 1.20% 4.70%

Source: U.S. Census, 1990




D-8. Total Vacancy Status, 2000

Total
For Rent For Sale Seasonal Units Other Vacant Vacancy Rates
Jurisdiction Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent Units |Homeowner| Rental
C. Berlin (pt.) 2| 50.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2| 50.00% 4 0.00%| 10.53%
C. Wautoma 31| 43.66% 9] 12.68% 8| 11.27% 23| 32.39% 71 1.99% 8.76%
V. Coloma 2| 16.67% 0 0.00% 6| 50.00% 4 33.33% 12 0.00% 3.85%
V. Hancock 3 4.92% 4 6.56% 53| 86.89% 1 1.64% 61 2.84% 5.77%
V. Lohrville 0 0.00% 71 29.17% 11| 45.83% 6| 25.00% 24 4.49% 0.00%
V. Plainfield 7] 22.58% 7] 22.58% 8| 25.81% 9] 29.03% 31 2.93% 6.80%
V. Redgranite 7] 13.21% 12| 22.64% 14| 26.42% 20| 37.74% 53 3.81% 5.60%
V. Wild Rose 12| 44.44% 5| 18.52% 5| 18.52% 5| 18.52% 27 2.39%| 11.65%
T. Aurora 2 6.25% 3 9.38% 21| 65.63% 6| 18.75% 32 0.94% 5.88%
T. Bloomfield 2 2.82% 3 4.23% 53| 74.65% 13| 18.31% 71 0.88% 4.88%
T. Coloma 0 0.00% 2 0.81% 206 83.74% 38| 15.45% 246 0.92% 0.00%
T. Dakota 4 2.00% 12 6.00% 144 72.00% 40| 20.00% 200 2.79% 6.35%
T. Deerfield 0 0.00% 7 3.13% 206 91.96% 11 4.91% 224 2.86% 0.00%
T. Hancock 2 1.16% 3 1.73% 156 90.17% 12 6.94% 173 1.63% 7.41%
T. Leon 0 0.00% 10 3.21% 289 92.63% 13 4.17% 312 1.99% 0.00%
T. Marion 6 0.83% 21 2.91% 653 90.44% 42 5.82% 722 2.52% 8.11%
T. Mount Morris 3 0.58% 6 1.17% 468 91.23% 36 7.02% 513 1.39% 6.00%
T. Oasis 0 0.00% 2 1.89% 97| 91.51% 7 6.60% 106 1.49% 0.00%
T. Plainfield 2 6.25% 5| 15.63% 18| 56.25% 7] 21.88% 32 2.96% 6.90%
T. Poy Sippi 6| 13.64% 3 6.82% 19| 43.18% 16| 36.36% 44 0.93% 8.70%
T. Richford 3 3.30% 0 0.00% 72| 79.12% 16| 17.58% 91 0.00%| 13.64%
T. Rose 1 0.92% 2 1.83% 94| 86.24% 12| 11.01% 109 0.91% 4.17%
T. Saxeville 1 0.46% 4 1.84% 209 96.31% 3 1.38% 217 1.13% 2.63%
T. Springwater 1 0.12% 11 1.37% 772 96.14% 19 2.37% 803 1.99% 1.56%
T. Warren 0 0.00% 2 2.74% 48| 65.75% 23| 31.51% 73 0.86% 0.00%
T. Wautoma 7 8.75% 7 8.75% 63| 78.75% 3 3.75% 80 1.47%| 14.89%
Waushara County 104 2.40% 147 3.39% 3,693| 85.27% 387 8.94% 4,331 1.89% 6.76%
Wisconsin 38,714 16.57% 17,172 7.35%] 142,313 60.91% 35,457| 15.17%] 233,656 1.20% 5.60%

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




D-9. Owner-Occupied Housing Stock Value, 2000

Specified 1990 2000

$50,000 | $100,000 | $150,000 | $200,000 | $300,000 owner- | Median | Median

Less than to to to to to $500,000 | occupied | Housing | Housing

Jurisdiction $50,000 | $99,999 [ $149,999 | $199,999 | $299,999 | $499,999 | or More units Value Value
IC. Berlin (pt.) 0 2 2 0 6 0 0 10| $48,800( $208,300
C. Wautoma 105 283 20 9 0 0 0 417| $40,800| $60,700]
V. Coloma 21 81 11 4 0 0 0 117| $35,600| $67,900
V. Hancock 44 54 15 0 0 0 0 113| $26,300| $56,900
V. Lohrville 19 46 15 0 0 0 0 80 $28,800| $66,700
V. Plainfield 60 110 34 6 0 0 0 210| $37,700( $64,200
V. Redgranite 88 117 18 0 2 0 0 225| $33,300( $59,100)
V. Wild Rose 54 104 21 5 2 1 0 187| $37,900| $60,100
T. Aurora 18 80 50 14 13 0 0 175 $55,200| $94,800]
T. Bloomfield 10 68 61 13 6 0 0 158| $46,300| $100,600
T. Coloma 16 37 24 10 2 0 0 89| $50,000 $85,000|
T. Dakota 17 116 57 15 13 2 0 220| $51,300( $92,100
T. Deerfield 9 46 57 15 14 2 0 143| $50,400| $109,600
T. Hancock 8 48 34 8 3 0 0 101| $48,200| $96,100
T. Leon 21 153 59 29 15 0 0 277 $43,400 $88,100|
T. Marion 39 234 161 95 65 22 3 619| $57,600| $111,400
T. Mount Morris 11 117 56 36 45 7 0 272 $53,500| $108,000
T. Oasis 6 52 16 2 0 3 0 79 $48,500| $79,200
T. Plainfield 26 49 18 15 2 0 0 110 $46,600| $67,900]
T. Poy Sippi 32 126 36 5 0 2 0 201| $41,400( $78,300
T. Richford 10 39 21 0 2 0 0 72 $40,600| $79,100
T. Rose 11 64 22 0 3 0 0 100 $50,000| $82,400
T. Saxeville 23 72 60 17 20 9 4 205| $52,700( $104,500
T. Springwater 14 114 68 55 42 12 2 307| $61,100( $119,300
T. Warren 7 55 14 11 0 0 2 89| $45,500| $91,300
T. Wautoma 29 168 83 20 7 2 0 309| $52,100f $91,500
Waushara County 698 2,435 1,033 384 262 62 11 4,885| $45,300 $85,100|
Wisconsin 73,450| 396,893 343,993| 173,519 95,163 30,507 8,942(1,122,467| $62,100| $112,200

Source: U.S. Census, 2000



D-10. Households Paying a Disproportionate Share of their Income for Housing

Households for which owner costs are not Number of Households for which renter costs are not Number of
affordable Households in affordable Households in
1989 1999 Sample 1989 1999 Sample
Number | Percent | Number | Percent 1989 1999 Number | Percent | Number | Percent 1989 1999
C. Berlin (pt.) 0 n.a. 4 40.00% 16 10 0 n.a. 6| 37.50% 0 16
IC. Wautoma 87| 20.71% 59 14.15% 420 417 102| 37.50% 90| 26.32% 272 342
V. Coloma 13| 13.83% 31 26.50% 94 117 18| 37.50% 10| 20.83% 48 48
V. Hancock 36| 34.29% 18| 15.93% 105 113 13| 32.50% 12| 22.22% 40 54
V. Lohrville 9| 14.06% 12| 15.00% 64 80 5| 20.83% 6| 54.55% 24 11
V. Plainfield 28| 12.79% 31 14.76% 219 210 33| 36.67% 23| 22.12% 90 104
V. Redgranite 30| 14.15% 51 22.67% 212 225 30| 31.91% 40| 31.75% 94 126
V. Wild Rose 19] 13.01% 25 13.37% 146 187 79| 59.40% 17| 17.71% 133 96
T. Aurora 21| 17.80% 18| 10.29% 118 175 7] 25.00% 6| 20.00% 28 30
T. Bloomfield 19| 18.45% 41| 25.95% 103 158 12| 27.27% 5/ 20.00% 44 25
T. Coloma 21| 30.88% 22| 24.72% 68 89 13| 56.52% 2 7.69% 23 26
T. Dakota 29| 18.95% 36| 16.36% 153 220 28| 35.00% 6] 10.53% 80 57
T. Deerfield 4 5.80% 30| 20.98% 69 143 2| 13.33% 0 0.00% 15 13
T. Hancock 15| 17.65% 24| 23.76% 85 101 10| 52.63% 1 4.76% 19 21
T. Leon 45| 26.95% 65| 23.47% 167 277 7] 21.88% 6| 20.00% 32 30
T. Marion 73| 18.25% 122| 19.71% 400 619 12| 21.05% 19| 30.65% 57 62
T. Mount Morris 19| 10.38% 85| 31.25% 183 272 9] 30.00% 12| 26.09% 30 46
T. Oasis 10| 19.61% 21| 26.58% 51 79 1 10.00% 4 21.05% 10 19
T. Plainfield 12| 17.39% 28| 25.45% 69 110 5] 17.86% 6| 26.09% 28 23
T. Poy Sippi 32| 19.88% 48| 23.88% 161 201 24| 34.78% 16| 28.57% 69 56
T. Richford 16| 34.04% 7 9.72% 47 72 0 0.00% 2| 25.00% 12 8
T. Rose 4 9.09% 16| 16.00% 44 100 4| 23.53% 5] 23.81% 17 21
T. Saxeville 22| 16.67% 42| 20.49% 132 205 2 9.09% 4 15.38% 22 26
T. Springwater 30| 15.87% 48| 15.64% 189 307 8| 19.05% 9] 15.79% 42 57
T. Warren 6 9.84% 15| 16.85% 61 89 8| 61.54% 6| 20.00% 13 30
T. Wautoma 37| 15.81% 64| 20.71% 234 309 12| 29.27% 11| 28.21% 41 39
Waushara County 637 17.65% 963 19.71% 3,610 4,885 444| 34.61% 324| 23.38% 1,283 1,386
Wisconsin 140,026/ 15.08%| 199,967| 17.81%| 928,494(1,122,467] 209,438| 35.96%| 207,242| 32.30%| 582,371| 641,672

Source: U.S. Census, 1990 and 2000




Table D-11. Plumbing Facilities by Occupants Per Room, 2000

1 or Fewer Persons per Room More than 1 Persons per Room Total

Jurisdiction Units Not Lacking Units Lacking Total Units Units Not Lacking Units Lacking Total Units Occupied
C. Berlin (pt.) 33 100.00% 0 0.00% 33 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 33
C. Wautoma 773 96.87% 0 0.00% 773 96.87% 25 3.13% 0 0.00% 25 3.13% 798
V. Coloma 175 94.09% 2 1.08% 177  95.16% 9 4.84% 0 0.00% 9 4.84% 186
V. Hancock 180 93.75% 0 0.00% 180 93.75% 12 6.25% 0 0.00% 12 6.25% 192
V. Lohrville 165 100.00% 0 0.00% 165 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 165
V. Plainfield 321  96.98% 0 0.00% 321  96.98% 10 3.02% 0 0.00% 10 3.02% 331
V. Redgranite 442  98.44% 0 0.00% 442  98.44% 7 1.56% 0 0.00% 7 1.56% 449
V. Wild Rose 310  99.04% 0 0.00% 310  99.04% 3 0.96% 0 0.00% 3 0.96% 313
T. Aurora 352 98.88% 0 0.00% 352 98.88% 4 1.12% 0 0.00% 4 1.12% 356
T. Bloomfield 370 97.37% 5 1.32% 375 98.68% 5 1.32% 0 0.00% 5 1.32% 380
T. Coloma 234  95.90% 5 2.05% 239  97.95% 5 2.05% 0 0.00% 5 2.05% 244
T. Dakota 470 95.72% 0 0.00% 470 95.72% 21 4.28% 0 0.00% 21 4.28% 491
T. Deerfield 254  97.69% 0 0.00% 254  97.69% 6 2.31% 0 0.00% 6 2.31% 260
T. Hancock 215  98.62% 0 0.00% 215  98.62% 3 1.38% 0 0.00% 3 1.38% 218
T. Leon 521  97.75% 3 0.56% 524  98.31% 9 1.69% 0 0.00% 9 1.69% 533
T. Marion 891 97.70% 9 0.99% 900 98.68% 12 1.32% 0 0.00% 12 1.32% 912
T. Mount Morris 482 99.38% 3 0.62% 485 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 485
T. Oasis 158 100.00% 0 0.00% 158 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 158
T. Plainfield 195 94.20% 4 1.93% 199  96.14% 5 2.42% 3 1.45% 8 3.86% 207
T. Poy Sippi 390 100.00% 0 0.00% 390 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 390
T. Richford 180 91.84% 3 1.53% 183 93.37% 9 4.59% 4 2.04% 13 6.63% 196
T. Rose 226  94.56% 7 2.93% 233 97.49% 6 2.51% 0 0.00% 6 2.51% 239
T. Saxeville 397 99.00% 0 0.00% 397 99.00% 4 1.00% 0 0.00% 4 1.00% 401
T. Springwater 605 98.86% 1 0.16% 606 99.02% 4 0.65% 2 0.33% 6 0.98% 612
T. Warren 248  95.02% 5 1.92% 253  96.93% 8 3.07% 0 0.00% 8 3.07% 261
T. Wautoma 504 95.82% 6 1.14% 510 96.96% 16 3.04% 0 0.00% 16 3.04% 526
Waushara County 9,091 97.38% 53 0.57% 9,144 97.94% 183 1.96% 9 0.10% 192 2.06% 9,336
Wisconsin 2,025,159 97.15% 9,312 0.45%] 2,034,471 97.60%] 48,737 2.34% 1,336 0.06%| 50,073 2.40%] 2,084,544

Source: U.S. Census, 2000




Table D-12. Housing Stress Index

Concentration Weight

Variable 1% to 11% to 26% to Greater
Weighting 10% of 25% of 50% of | than 50%
Variables Score Units Units Units of units

Vacancy Rates
Rental Vacancy Rate => 5% 0 0 0 0 0
Rental Vacancy Rate >3%< 5% 1 0 0 0 0
Rental Vacancy Rate >1%< 3% 5 0 0 0 0
Rental Vacancy Rate< 1% 10 0 0 0 0
Owner Occupied Vacancy Rate => 1.5% 0 0 0 0 0
Owner Occupied Vacancy Rate >1%< 1.5% 1 0 0 0 0
Owner Occupied Vacancy Rate >0.5%< 1% 5 0 0 0 0
Owner Occupied Vacancy Rate <0.5% 10 0 0 0 0
Affordability
Rental Costs <30% of hh Income 0 0 0 0 0
Rental Costs >30% of hh Income 1 1 5 10 15
Homeowner Costs <30% of hh Income 0 0 0 0 0
Homeowner Costs >30% of hh Income 1 1 5 10 15
Age + Value (lowest % prevails)
% units <$50,000 & % units >40 yrs <25% 0 0 0 0 0
% units <$50,000 & % units >40 yrs >25%<50% 1 0 0 0 0
% units <$50,000 & % units >40 yrs >50%<75% 5 0 0 0 0
% units <$50,000 & % units >40 yrs >75% 10 0 0 0 0
Overcrowding
Rental units with <1 persons per room 0 0 0 0 0
Rental units with 1+ persons per room 1 1 5 10 15
Owner-occupied units with <1 persons per room 0 0 0 0 0
Owner-occupied units with 1+ persons per room 1 1 5 10 15
Plumbing
Housing Units with Complete Plumbing Facilities 0 0 0 0 0
Housing Units Lacking Complete PIumbing Facilities 1 1 5 10 15




D-13. Waushara County Composite Index, 2000

Vacancy Index

Affordability Index

Overcrowding Index

Age +
Owner Owner | Value Owner |Plumbing| Total
Jurisdiction Rental |Occupied| Rental |Occupied| Index Rental | Occupied [ Index Score
C. Berlin (pt.) 0 10 10 10 0 0 0 0 30}
C. Wautoma 0 0 10 5 1 1 1 1 19
V. Coloma 1 10 5 10 0 1 1 1 29
V. Hancock 0 0 5 5 1 0 1 0 12
V. Lohrville 10 0 15 5 0 0 0 0 308
V. Plainfield 0 0 5 5 1 1 1 0 13
V. Redgranite 0 0 10 5 1 0 1 0 17
V. Wild Rose 0 0 5 5 1 0 1 0 12
T. Aurora 0 5 5 1 0 0 1 0 12
T. Bloomfield 1 5 5 5 0 0 1 1 18
T. Coloma 10 5 1 5 0 0 1 1 23
T. Dakota 0 0 1 5 0 1 1 0 8
T. Deerfield 10 0 0 5 0 5 1 0 21
T. Hancock 0 0 1 5 0 0 1 0 7
T. Leon 10 0 5 5 0 0 1 0 21
T. Marion 0 0 10 5 0 1 1 0 17
T. Mount Morris 0 1 10 10 0 0 0 0 21
T. Oasis 10 1 5 10 0 0 0 0 26
T. Plainfield 0 0 10 5 0 5 1 1 22
T. Poy Sippi 0 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 20}
T. Richford 0 10 5 1 0 0 1 1 18
T. Rose 1 5 5 5 0 0 1 1 18
T. Saxeville 5 1 5 5 0 0 1 0 17
T. Springwater 5 0 5 5 0 1 1 0 17
T. Warren 10 5 5 5 0 0 1 1 27
T. Wautoma 0 1 10 5 0 1 1 1 19
Waushara County 0 0 5 5 0 1 1 0 12

Source: ECWRPC, 2003
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The Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) is an on-line
database which provides statewide inventory of KNOWN locations and conditions of rare and
endangered species. All areas of the state have not yet been inventoried. Thus, the absence of
a species within this database does not indicate that particular species or communities are not
present within the listed towns. Nor does the presence of one element imply that other
elements were surveyed for but not found. Despite these limitations, the NHI is the state's most
comprehensive database on biodiversity and is widely used. Species are listed by their type,

scientific name, and common name; the last observed record is indicated.

Table E-1. Town of Dakota NHI Inventory.

Community or Observation
Species Type Scientific Name Common Name Date
Bird Perisoreus canadensis Gray jay 1996
Invertebrate Ophiogomphus carolus Riffle snaketail 1996
Invertebrate Pieris virginiensis West Virginia white 1996
Invertebrate Catinella exile Pleistocene catinella 1997
Invertebrate Grammia phyllira Phyllira tiger moth 1999
Invertebrate Lycaeides melissa samuelis Karner blue butterfly 1991
Invertebrate Meropleon ambifuscum Newman's Brocade 1998
Invertebrate Strobilops affinis Eightfold pinecone 1997
Invertebrate Vertigo elatior Tapered vertigo 1997
Invertebrate Vertigo morsei Six-whorl vertigo 1997
Plant Leucophysalis grandiflora Large-flowered ground cherry 1934
Plant Polystichum braunii Braun's holly-fern 2002
Plant Aster dumosus var. strictior Bushy aster 1963
Plant Calylophus serrulatus Yellow evening primrose 1915
Plant Platanthera flava var. herbiola Pale green orchid 2000
Plant Deschampsia cespitosa Tufted hairgrass 1940
Plant Eleocharis compressa Flat-stemmed spike-rush 1995
Plant Eleocharis olivacea Capitate spikerush 1963
Plant Equisetum variegatum Variegated horsetail 2000
Plant Polygala cruciata Crossleaf milkwort 1969
Plant Rhexia virginica Virginia meadow-beauty 1963
Plant Tofieldia glutinosa Sticky false-asphodel 1979
Plant Triglochin palustris Slender bog arrow-grass 2000
Plant Utricularia purpurea Purple bladderwort 2002
Community Southern Dry Forest Southern Dry Forest 1983
Community Calcareous Fen Calcareous Fen 2000
Community Emergent Marsh Emergent Marsh 1979
Community Floodplain Forest Floodplain Forest 1983
Community Lake--Deep; Hard; Seepage Lake--Deep; Hard; Seepage 1983
Community Shrub-Carr Shrub-Carr 1983
Community Souuthern Sedge Meadow Souuthern Sedge Meadow 1991
Herptile Emydoidea blandingii Blanding's turtle 2001




E-2

Table E-2. Town of Marion NHI Inventory.

Community or Observation
Species Type Scientific Name Common Name Date
Fish Fundulus diaphanus Banded killfish 199
Plant Ophioglossum pusillum Adder's-tongue 15@

Table E-3. Town of Wautoma NHI Inventory.

Community or Observation

Species Type Scientific Name Common Name Date
Community Dry Prairie Dry Prairie 1979"
Community Oak Barrens Oak Barrens 2000
Herptile Ophisaurus attenuatus Western slender glass lizard 1991
Invertebrate Lycaeides melissa samuelis  |Karner blue butterfly 1993||
Plant Talinum rugospermum Prairie fame-flower 1991
Plant Carex sychnocephala Many-headed sedge 2000
Plant Malaxis brachypoda White adder's mouth 1918

Table E-4. Town of Leon NHI Inventory.*

Community or Observation

Species Type Scientific Name Common Name Date
Community Southern Dry Forest Southern Dry Forest 1979
Community Southern Dry-Mesic Forest Southern Dry-Mesic Forest 1978
Community Northern Wet Forest Northern Wet Forest 1979
Community Springs and Spring Runs; Hard  [Springs and Spring Runs; Hard 1979
Invertebrate Lycaeides melissa samuelis Karner blue butterfly 1990
Plant Opuntia fragilis Brittle prickly-pear 1972
Plant Penstemon pallidus Pale Beardtongue 1965

Table E-5. Town of Warren NHI Inventory.*

Community or Observation

Species Type Scientific Name Common Name Date
Community Alder Thicket Alder Thicket 1978
Community Lake--Shallow; Hard; Seepage |Lake--Shallow; Hard; Seepage 1978
Community Northern Sedge Meadow Northern Sedge Meadow 1978
Community Norther Wet Forest Norther Wet Forest 1978
Fish Fundulus diaphanus Banded killfish 1979
Fish Lythrurus umbratilis Redfin shiner 1979
Fish Notropis texanus Weed shiner 1979
Plant Arabis missouriensis var. deamii |Deam's rockcress 1958

* In most cases, locations for species and natural communities surveyed and listed in the NHI are
available down to the town level. The exception are those species whose locations are considered to be
sensitive (particularly vulnerable to collection or disturbance). Locations of these species or natural
communities are generalized down to the county level in order to minimize impacts to them. To best
represent the rare, threatened, or endangered species which may be present in the Village of Redgranite,
tables for the towns of Leon and Warren are included in this appendix.
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An Innovative Tool for Managing Rural
Residential Development:
A Look at Conservation Subdivisions

by Anna Haines, Ph.D.

This is the second of two articles addressing rural residential development.
The previous article on rural residential development provided a definition of
four related management tools (large minimum lot size, purchase of and
transfer of development rights, and conservation subdivisions), and explained
briefly how each tool worked, its potential benefits and limitations, and
provided a list of references. In this article, | will provide a more in-depth look
at conservation subdivisions.

The comprehensive planning law (or “Smart Growth” law) specifies nine
elements that must be in the comprehensive plan. Among them is the
implementation element that needs to outline the types of plan implementation
tools a community will use to implement its plan. One primary goal of many
communities is to balance residential development with agricultural needs,
open space, and natural resources while trying to retain a sense of place. This
kind of goal can make an important link between the housing, and agriculture,
cultural and natural resources element of the comprehensive plan.
Consideration of the goals and objectives within the comprehensive plan is
necessary as the community considers the types of tools it will use to achieve
its plan. One potentially useful tool to achieve the above goal is to describe
conservation subdivisions as a floating zoning district or a conditional use in
residential districts in the local zoning or land division code.

A model conservation subdivision ordinance was prepared by UW Extension.
Local governments are not required to adopt this ordinance (see Ohm 2000),
but may find it useful in crafting their own conservation subdivision ordinance.

Conservation Subdivisions: A Definition

Conservation subdivisions are characterized by common open space and
clustered compact lots. The purpose of a conservation subdivision is to protect
farmland and/or natural resources while allowing for the maximum number of
residences under current community zoning and subdivision regulations. In



some cases a greater density (density bonus) may be offered in the local
ordinance to encourage this approach to residential development planning.
Generally, this tool is used for parcels 40 acres or larger.

Development Density

One interesting feature of conservation subdivisions is that they are density
neutral (except where a density bonus is offered). What does density neutral
mean? Many people assume that a conservation subdivision automatically
implies a reduction in the number of lots allowed on a parcel of land. Actually,
the same numbers of lots are built in a conservation subdivision as would be
built in a conventional subdivision. Thus, a conservation subdivision maintains
the same level of density as a conventional subdivision. Conventional lot-by-lot
subdivisions spread development evenly throughout a parcel without
consideration to environmental or cultural features (Ohm 2000).

The primary difference between conservation subdivisions and conventional
ones involves the location of the homes on one part of the parcel, i.e., the
homes are clustered. Other changes involve management and ownership of
the land that has been left for preservation.

Figure 1: Conservation vs. Conventional Subdivision Layout
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Source: SEWRPC. 2002. “Model Zoning Ordinance For Rural Cluster Development”
www.sewrpc.org/modelordinances/default.htm




Open Space Design, Use and Ownership Options

Conservation subdivision ordinances generally require permanent dedication
of 40% or more of the total development parcel as open space. Open space
design requirements often include contiguity and connection to other open
space or conservation areas. Open space uses may include agriculture,
forestry or outdoor recreation and in some cases has included use for waste
water disposal or sports facilities in urbanizing areas. There are a variety of
ownership choices for the open space (individual residential lots are owned as
in conventional subdivisions): The original landowner can retain ownership of
the land and continue to use it as a farm, for example (usually agricultural use
is limited; a confined animal feed lot is an inappropriate use, while a vegetable
farm is appropriate); a homeowner’s association could manage it, it can be
held as individual outlots for each of the building lots, or a local government or
a land trust can manage the property for conservation purposes or outdoor
recreation.

Consolidated infrastructure and reduced development costs

Clustering homes reduces the amount of infrastructure. For example, the
linear miles of road are reduced; thus, the associated costs of construction,
operations and maintenance are also reduced. As well it is possible to share
wells and septic systems in these clustered developments. However,
placement of wells and septic systems must be carefully designed to prevent
unwanted uptake of wastewater into private wells.

Marketing amenities

Conservation subdivisions are desirable from a developer/realtor perspective.
They appeal to potential homeowners who want easy access to open space
for the views and/or for a range of outdoor activities, i.e., a “golf course”
development without the golf course.

How it works

One of the more popular methods is advocated by Randall Arendt who has
outlined a four step process. The process begins with the community
identifying the cultural and natural resources that are valued on a specific
parcel earmarked for development. This communication results in (i)
identifying primary and secondary conservation areas, (ii) designing open
space to protect them, (iii) arranging houses outside of those protected areas,
and (iv) finally laying out streets, lots and infrastructure. Often between 40% to
80% of the site is permanently set aside for open space (Arndt 1992,
Minnesota Land Trust 2000, Natural Lands Trust).

Potential Benefits
Conservation development or subdivisions potentially can benefit a
community in a variety of ways:

¢  Achieves a community goal of preserving open space at the
same density standard as is outlined in current ordinances.

. Establishes an open space network, if done within the context of
a comprehensive plan and these types of
developments/subdivisions are purposefully linked together.
Continuous open space (farmland, forest or other natural
resources) allows for greater benefits for the environment, i.e.,
habitat preservation for wildlife, and for a local economy if




dependent on agriculture and/or tourism. This open space
network also can extend and join recreational trails.

. None of the land is taken for public use unless the
developer/owners want it to be.

. Does not require public expenditure of funds.

. Does not depend on landowner charity.

. Does not involve complicated regulations for shifting rights to
other parcels.

. Does not depend upon the cooperation of two or more adjoining
landowners to make it work.

. Provides a quality residential and recreational environment.

Source: Better Designs for Development in Michigan and Minnesota Land
Trust and University of Minnesota 2001.

Limitations
While conservation subdivisions can achieve a variety of benefits, there are a
number of limitations to consider:

e  Conservation subdivisions are not a panacea. Used alone they
cannot fully accomplish goals related to establishing and
preserving open space or managing residential development.

e  These subdivisions should connect to a broader network of
conservation areas, if not a community will have a chopped up
landscape.

¢  Conservations subdivisions not attached to already developed
areas and not connected to services can result in poor land use
practices.

. If one goal of your community is to create affordable housing,
conservation subdivisions may not provide this housing option.
Many conservation subdivisions are expensive, and are
marketed to “high end consumers.” On the other hand, there is
no reason why these types of subdivisions cannot include more
affordable housing.

. If a goal of the community is to promote development that is less
dependent on the automobile, conservation subdivisions may not
help.

e  Technical assistance is important. Poorly designed conservation
subdivisions may not achieve open space goals of the
community.

Figure 2: Good vs. Poor Cluster Design




FREFEERED CLUSTER DESIGH

Source: SEWRPC. 2002. “Model Zoning Ordinance For Rural Cluster Development”
www.sewrpc.org/modelordinances/default.htm

Guidelines for conservation subdivision development and design:

Conservation design is not a panacea

Setting goals in the community’s planning framework is critical.
It is important to have good resource information

Think big and plan for a large open space network

Ordinances should create incentives and reduce barriers

Open space should be diligently designed, not just set aside

. Water quality and quantity is paramount

o The management of the protected areas is critical

. Conservation development must be profitable

. Many of the barriers to change are not technical, but institutional

Source: Minnesota Land Trust, 2000.

Is This Tool “Right” for Our Community?
Each community should decide on the types of land management tools they




want to use. Recognize that your community should choose a number of tools
rather than rely on one exclusively. The reason to choose a group of tools is to
bring strength where one tool is weak and to send consistent signals to the
development community and property owners regarding appropriate and
planned uses for particular parcels. It is reasonable, for example, to have a
purchase of development rights program in place along with overlay zones and
a conservation subdivision ordinance. Below is a list of criteria to consider
when choosing plan implementation tools, including conservation subdivisions:

e Does your community have an accepted plan that identifies rural
residential development, open space, or sprawl as an issue?

¢ Does the plan specify goals and objectives that address how your
community will contend with rural residential development?

e  Will the tool accomplish any of your community’s goals and
objectives?
Is the tool politically acceptable?
Can the local government or some other organization administer the
new tool given current personnel or is another position or committee
necessary?
Are there any enforcement issues local government personnel would
need to contend with?
To be effective, would the same tool need to be used by adjoining
communities and/or is a cooperative effort possible?

Answering the above questions will give you a better idea which tools are
appropriate to use in your community. Avoid choosing any plan
implementation tool before you have done your homework. Understand how
that tool works and the implications for administering and enforcing it.

Resources
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Journal, Issue 5, July/August 1992, page 4)

Countryside Program, The. Conservation Development Resource Manual:
The Western Reserve RC & D, 1998.

Foth and Van Dyke. “Conservation Design/Clustering To Preserve
Environmental Features,” www.foth.com/client/nasewaupee/default.asp

Michigan State University Extension. “Better Designs for Development in
Michigan.” www.msue.msu.edu/msue/aoe/landuse/landresource.html

Minnesota Land Trust. 2000. “Preserving Minnesota Landscapes Through
Creative Development: An Introduction.” Conservation Design Portfolio.
www.mnland.org/cdp-sum1.pdf

Minnesota Planning. 2000. “From policy to reality: model ordinances for
sustainable development.” www.mnplan.state.mn.us/Report.html?ld=1927




Natural Lands Trust, Inc. “Growing Greener: Putting Conservation into Local
Codes.” www.natlands.org/planning/planning.html

Ohm, Brian. 2000. “An Ordinance for a Conservation Subdivision.”
www.wisc.edu/urpl/people/ohm/projects/consub.pdf
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Alicia Acken contributed to an earlier draft of this article. DNR’s Land Use Team, Michael Dresen, Gary
Korb, Lynn Markham and Brian Ohm reviewed this article for form and content. Any errors, mistakes and
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BETTER DESIGNS FOR DEVELOPMENT
IN MICHIGAN

PUTTING CONSERVATION INTO LOCAL LAND USE REGULATIONS

ocal communities can take control of

their destinies so that conservation

goals will be achieved simultaneously
with development objectives, in a manner that
is fair to all parties concerned. This “bird’s-eye”
perspective shows a new way of designing
residential developments which differ dra-
matically from the current land consumptive
approach typical of most Michigan communi-
ties. In the subdivision shown above, the
developer can build the maximum number of
homes permitted under the community’s zon-

ing, while at the same time permanently pro-
tecting over half of the property, adding it to
an interconnected network of conservation
lands. The property illustrated above has been
used elsewhere in this booklet to demonstrate
the principles of “conservation planning/
design.” If you would prefer to see new devel-
opment create more livable communities and
in the process conserve irreplaceable natural
resources such as prime farmlands, forest land
and wildlife habitat, this approach may be
right for your community.




THE CONSERVATION PLANNING/DESIGN CONCEPT

ach time a property is developed (especially
for residential purposes), an opportunity
exists for adding land to a community-wide
network of conservation lands. Although such
opportunities are seldom taken in most commu-
nities, this situation could be reversed fairly easi-
ly by making several small but significant
changes to a community’s land use plan and reg-
ulations
Simply stated, Conservation Planning/Design
rearranges the development on each parcel as it is

being planned so that only half (or less) of the
buildable land is consumed by lots and streets.
Without controversial “down zoning,” the same
number of lots can be developed, but in a less land
consumptive manner, allowing the balance of the
property to be permanently protected and added
to an interconnected network of conservation
lands. This “density neutral”” approach provides a
fair and equitable way to balance conservation and
development objectives.

FOUR KEY CONSERVATION TooOLS

Experience around the
country has shown com-
munities which are likely
to be successful at con-
serving significant
amounts of land on an
on-going basis incorpo-
rate the following tech-
niques into their commu-
nity planning:

Envisioning the Future:
Performing “Community
Audits”

Successful communities
have a realistic under-
standing of their future.
The audit projects past
and current development
trends into the future so
that officials and residents
may easily see the long-
term results of continuing
with current land use reg-
ulations. Communities use
this knowledge to periodi-
cally review and adjust
their goals and strategies
for conservation and
development.

Identifying Networks of
Conservation Lands

Successful communities
have a good understand-
ing of their important nat-
ural, scenic and historic
resources. They establish
reasonable goals for con-
servation and develop-
ment that reflect their spe-
cial resources, existing
land use patterns and
anticipated growth. Their
Land Use Plans document
these resources, goals and
policies. The plan contains
language about the kinds
of ordinance updating and
conservation programs
necessary for those goals
to be realized. A key part
of the Land Use plan is a
Map of Potential Conser-
vation Landghat is intend-
ed to identify the location
of potential conservation
lands in each develop-
ment as it is being laid
out.

Conservation Zoning:
A “Menu of Choices”

Successful communities
have legally defensible,
well-written zoning regu-
lations that meet their
“fair share” of future
growth and provide for a
logical balance between
community goals and pri-
vate landowner interests.
They incorporate resource
suitabilities, flexibility, and
incentives to require the
inclusion of permanent
conservation lands into
new development. The
four zoning options sum-
marized in this publica-
tion, and described in
detail in the Better Designs
for Developmenmnanual,
respect the property rights
of landowners and devel-
opers without unduly
impacting the remaining
natural areas that make
our communities such
special places in which to
live, work and recreate.

Conservation Design:
A Four Step Process

Successful communities
recognize that both design
standards and the design
process play an important
part in conserving a com-
munity’s natural and scen-
ic resources. Such commu-
nities adopt land use regu-
lations which require site
planning while identifying
the special features of each
property, and introduce a
simple methodology
showing how to lay out
new development, so that
the majority of those spe-
cial features will be perma-
nently protected in desig-
nated conservation areas
or preserves. To a consider-
able extent, these areas can
be pre-identified in the
Land Use Plans’ Map of
Potential Conser-vation
Landsso that as each area
is developed it will form
an integral part of a com-
munity-wide network of
protected conservation
lands, as noted above. &




ENVISIONING THE FUTURE

PERFORMING “COMMUNITY AUDITS”

he future that faces most communities in Michi-
gan under current zoning practices is the system-
atic conversion of every unprotected acre of build-
able land into developed uses. Most local ordinances
allow, encourage and in many cases mandate standard-
ized layouts of “wall-to-wall lots.” Over a period of time
this process produces a broader pattern of “wall-to-wall
sprawl” (see Figure 1). The “community audit” visioning
process helps local officials and residents see the ultimate
result of continuing to implement current land-use poli-
cies. The process helps start discussions about how cur-
rent trends can be modified so that a more desirable
future is ensured.
No community active-

ly plans to become a bland
expanse of suburban-type
“sprawl.” However, most
zoning codes program
l exactly this outcome.
Communities can perform
audits to see the future
before it happens, so that
they will be able to judge
whether a mid-course cor-
rection is needed. A com-
munity audit entails:

N\

'é\‘ Numerical Analysis
""i The first step involves a
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numerical analysis of
growth projections, both in
terms of the number of
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Written Evaluation

The second step consists of a written evaluation of the
land-use regulations that are currently on the books, iden-
tifying their strengths and weaknesses and offering con-
structive recommendations about how they can incorpo-
rate the conservation techniques described in this booklet.
It should also include a realistic appraisal of the extent to
which private conservation efforts are likely to succeed in
protecting lands from development through various non-
regulatory approaches such as purchases or donations of
conservation easements or fee title interests.

“Build-Out” Maps

The third step entails mapping future development pat-
terns on a map of the entire community (see Figure 2).
Alternatively, the “build-out map” could focus only on
selected areas in the community where development is of
the greatest immediate interest, perhaps due to the pres-
ence of special features identified in the Land Use Plan or
vulnerability due to development pressures. ]

Figure 2 A matching pair of graphics, taken from an actual “build-out map,”
showing existing conditions (mostly undeveloped land) contrasted with the
potential development pattern of “checkerboard suburbia” created through
conventional zoning and subdivision regulations.

dwelling units and the
? number of acres that will
probably be converted into
houselots and streets un-
der present codes.

ot

The following parts of this booklet describe practical ways in
which communities can take control of their destinies so that con-
servation goals will be achieved simultaneously with develop-
ment objectives, in a manner that is fair to all parties concerned.

1990

Figure 1 The pattern of “wall-to-
wall subdivisions” that evolves over
time with zoning and subdivision
ordinances which require develop-
ers to provide nothing more than
houselots and streets.




IDENTIFYING NETWORKS OF CONSERVATION LANDS

Ithough many communities in Michigan have
adopted Land Use Plans which outline the need
to protect their natural, aesthetic and historic
resources, very few have taken the next logical step of
identifying these areas and creating a Map of Potential
Conservation Lands
Such a map is the first step for any community inter-
ested in conserving natural and aesthetic resources in an

interconnected network. The Map of Potential Conservation

Landsserves as the tool which guides decisions regarding
which land to protect in order for the network to eventu-
ally take form and have substance.

A Map of Potential Conservation Landsually starts
with information contained in the community’s existing
planning documents. The next task is to identify two kinds
of resource areas. Primary Conservation Aas comprise
only the most severely constrained lands, where develop-
ment is typically restricted under current codes and laws
(such as wetlands, flood plains, and areas where slopes

exceeding 20-25% predominate). Secondary Conservation

Areasinclude all other locally noteworthy or significant

features of the natural or cultural landscape. This may
include features such as mature woodlands, wildlife habi-

Figure 3 Part of a Map of Potential Conservation Lands showing roads, parcel
lines, historic structures (large dots), and the following resource areas: wet-
lands/floodplains (dark gray), woodlands (medium gray), open fields and pas-
tures (white), and prime farming soils (diagonal hatched lines).

tats and scenic roadways, prime and unique farmlands,
prime timberlands, groundwater recharge areas, green-
ways and trails, river and stream corridors, historic sites
and buildings, and scenic viewsheds. These Second-ary
Conservation Agasare often best understood by the local
residents who may be directly involved in their identifica-
tion. Usually under most community land use regulations
these resource areas are totally unprotected and are simply
zoned for one kind of development or another.

A base map is then prepared on which the Primary
Conservation Agas have been added to an inventory of
lands which are already protected (such as parks, land
trust preserves, and properties under conservation ease-
ment).Clear acetate sheets (or GIS Data Layer) showing
each kind of Secondary Conservation Aaare then laid on
top of the base map in an order reflecting the community’s
preservation priorities (as determined through public dis-
cussion).

This “sieve mapping” process will reveal certain situa-
tions where two or more conservation features appear
together (such as woodlands and wildlife habitats, or
farmland and scenic viewsheds). It will also reveal gaps
where no features appear.

Although this exercise is not an exact science, it fre-
qguently helps local officials and residents visualize how
various kinds of resource areas are spatially related to one
another, and enables them to tentatively identify both
broad swaths and narrow corridors of resource land that
could be protected in a variety of ways. Figure 3 illustrates
a portion of a township map which has followed this
approach.

The planning techniques which can best implement
the community-wide Map of Potential Conservation Lands
are Conservation Zoning and Conservation Design.
These techniques, which work hand in hand, are de-
scribed in detail below. Briefly stated, Conservation
Zoning expands the range of development choices avail-
able to landowners and developers. And just as impor-
tantly, it also eliminates the option of creating full-density
suburban sprawl layouts that convert all land within new
developments into new lots and streets.

The second technique, Conservation Design, devotes
half or more of the buildable land area within a develop-
ment as undivided permanent conservation lands. Not

surprisingly, the most important step in designing a new
development using this approach is to identify the land

that is to be preserved. By using the community-wide Map
of Potential Conservation Lands a template for the layout




and design of conservation areas within new develop-
ments, an interconnected network of conservation lands
spanning the entire community is eventually created.

Figure 4 shows how the conservation lands in three
adjoining developments has been designed to connect,
and illustrates the way in which the Map of Potential
Conservation Landsan become a reality.

Figure 5 provides a bird’s-eye view of a landscape
where an interconnected network of conservation lands
has been gradually protected through the steady applica-
tion of conservation zoning techniques and conservation
design standards. (]
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Figure 4 The conservation lands (shown in gray) were deliberately laid out to
form part of an interconnected network of open space in these three adjoin-
ing subdivisions.

The municipal
open space network
can be enlarged

Farmland can
be preserved

Dwellings can be
hidden from
existing roads

Rural vistas
can be preserved

Figure 5 The end-result of applying the techniques described in this booklet is
illustrated in this perspective sketch prepared by the Montgomery County
Planning Commission.

CONSERVATION ZONING

A “MENU” OF CHOICES

s mentioned previously the main reason that most
Anew development in Michigan consists of nothing

more than new lots and streets is that most com-
munities have adopted a very limited planning model
whose sole purpose is to convert natural lands into devel-
oped properties. Little if anything is asked in respect to
conserving natural resources or providing neighborhood
amenities (see Figure 9).

Communities wishing to discourage this type of devel-
opment pattern need to consider modifying their zoning to
require new development to set aside at least 50 percent of
the buildable land as permanently protected conservation
lands. The development potential that could normally be
realized in this area is “transferred” to the remaining 50
percent of the buildable lands on the property.

Following this approach, a municipality would first
calculate a site’s yield using traditional zoning. A develop-
er would then be permitted full density only if at least 50
percent (or more) of the buildable land is maintained as
undivided conservation lands (illustrated in Figure 6:
“Option 1”). Under certain conditions communities might
also consider offering as much as a 100 percent density
bonus for protecting 70 percent of the land (Figure 7:
“Option 27).

It is noteworthy that the 36 village-like lots in Option 2
occupy less land than the 18 lots in Option 1, and that
Option 2 therefore contributes more significantly to the
goal of creating community-wide networks of conserva-
tion lands. The village-scale lots in Option 2 are based on
traditional neighborhood design principles and are mod-
eled after historic hamlet and village layouts. This type of
development has proven to be particularly popular with
empty nesters, single-parent households, and couples with
young children.

Developers wishing to serve the large lot market have
a “country properties” option (Figure 8: “Option 3”).
Under this option up to 20 percent of the properties gross
area ( 10 acres in this case) may be split into small lots. The
average size of these small lots may be no less than two
acres. The remainder of the property may remain as a sin-
gle contiguous parcel or if area allows this parcel may be
split into large lots a minimum of 25 acres in area..

Under conservation zoning, absent from this menu of
choices is the conventional full-density development pro-
viding no conservation lands (Figure 9). Because that kind
of development causes the largest loss of resource lands
and poses the greatest obstacle to conservation efforts, it is
not included as an option under this approach. (]




Figure 6 Figure 8

Option 1 Density-neutral with Pre-existing Zoning Option 3 County Properties

18 Lots Lot Size Range: 20,000 to 40,000 sq. ft. A maximum of 5 lots may be created on 10 acres

50% undivided open space The remainder of the land remains as a single parcel or may be divided into

lots 25 acres or greater in area

100 200 Feet

Figure 7 Figure 9 The kind of subdivision most frequently created in Michigan is the
Option 2 Hamlet or Village type which blankets the development parcel with houselots, and which pays
36 Lots Lot Size Range: 6,000 to 12,000 sq. ft. little if any attention to designing around the special features of the property.
70% undivided open space However, such a sketch can provide a useful estimate of a site’s capacity to
accommodate new houses at the base density allowed under zoning—and is
therefore known as a “Yield Plan.”




CONSERVATION DESIGN,
A FOUR-STEP PROCESS

esigning developments around the central orga-

nizing principle of land conservation is not dif-

ficult. However, it is essential that ordinances
contain clear standards to guide the conservation design
process. The four-step approach described below has
been proven to be effective in laying out new full-densi-
ty developments where all the significant natural and
cultural features have been preserved.

Step One consists of identifying the land that should
be permanently protected. The developer incorporates
areas pre-identified on the community-wide Map of
Potential Conservation Landand then performs a site
analysis in order to precisely locate features to be con-
served. The developer first identifies all the Primary
Conservation Agas(Figure 10). He then identifies Secondary
Conservation Agas(Figure 11) which comprise noteworthy
features of the property that are typically unprotected
under current codes. These include: mature woodlands,
greenways and trails, river and stream corridors, prime
farmland, hedgerows and individual free-standing trees
or tree groups, wildlife habitats and travel corridors, his-
toric sites and structures, scenic viewsheds, etc. After
“greenlining” these conservation elements, the remaining
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steep slope greater than 25%
100 year floodplain

Figure 10
Step One, Part One
Identifying Primary Conservation Areas
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Step One, Part Two
Identifying Secondary Conservation Areas
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Figure 12
Outline Potential Development Areas
for Options 1 & 2




part of the property becomes the Potential Development
Area(Figure 13).

Step Two involves locating sites of individual building
envelopes within the Potential Development Aa so that
their views of the conservation lands are maximized
(Figure 13). The number of building envelopes is a func-
tion of the density permitted within the zoning district, as
shown on a Yield Plan (Figure 9).

Step Three simply involves “connecting the dots” with
streets and informal trails (Figure 14), while Step Four
consists of drawing in the lot lines (Figure 15).

This approach reverses the sequence of steps in laying
out conventional developments, where the street system
is the first thing to be identified, followed by lot lines fan-
ning out to encompass every square foot of ground into
new lots. When communities require nothing more than
“new lots and streets,” that is all they receive. By setting
community standards higher and requiring 50 to 70 per-
cent conservation lands as a precondition for achieving
full density, officials can effectively encourage the conser-
vation of natural and scenic resources in their community.
The protected conservation lands in each new develop-
ment become building blocks that add new acreage to a

. . . . Fi 14
community-wide network of interconnected conservation S;gg’ﬁhree
lands each time a property is developed. ] Aligning Streets and Trails
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Figure 13 Figure 15
Step Two Step Four
Locating House Sites Drawing in the Lot Lines




FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

ABOUT CONSERVATION DEVELOPMENT DESIGN

Q. Does conservation

planning/design involve

a “takings”?

A. No. People who do
not fully understand this
conservation-based
approach to development
may mistakenly believe
that it constitutes “a tak-
ing of land without com-
pensation.” This misun-
derstanding may stem
from the fact that conser-
vation developments, as
described in this booklet,
involve either large per-
centages of undivided
conservation lands or
lower overall building
densities.

There are two reasons
why this approach does
not constitute a “takings.”

First, no density is
taken away. Conservation
zoning is fundamentally
fair because it allows
landowners and develop-
ers to achieve full density
under the municipality’s
current zoning and, in
some cases even to
increase that density sig-
nificantly through several
different “as-of-right”
options. Of the three
options previously
described, two provide for
either full or enhanced
densities. The other option
offers the developer the
choice to lower densities
and increased lot sizes.
Although conservation
zoning precludes full den-
sity layouts that do not
include conservation

lands, this is legal because
there is no constitutional
“right to sprawl.”

Second, no land is
taken for public use. None
of the land which is
required to be designated
for conservation purposes
becomes public (or even
publicly accessible) unless
the landowner or develop-
er wants it to be. In the
vast majority of situations,
communities themselves
have no desire to own and
manage such conservation
land, which they generally
feel should be a neighbor-
hood responsibility. In
cases where local officials
wish to provide communi-
ty recreational facilities
(such as ballfields or trails)
within conservation devel-
opments, the community
must negotiate with the
developer for the purchase
of that land on a "willing
seller/willing buyer”
basis. To facilitate such
negotiations, conservation
zoning ordinances can be
written to include density
incentives to persuade
developers to designate
specific parts of their con-
servation land for public
ownership or for public
access and use.

Q. How can a com-
munity ensure perma-

nent protection for con-

servation lands?

A. The most effective
way to ensure that the
conservation of land in a
new development will

remain undeveloped for-
ever is to place a perma-
nent conservation ease-
ment on it. Such ease-
ments run with the chain
of title, in perpetuity, and
specify the various uses
that may occur on the
property. These restric-
tions supersede zoning
ordinances and continue
in force even if legal den-
sities rise in future years.
Easements are typically
held by land trusts and
units of government.
Sometimes adjacent prop-
erty owners are also ease-
ment co-holder in con-
junction with the local
unit of government or
land trust. Deed restric-
tions and covenants are,
by comparison, not as
effective as easements,
and are not recommended
for this purpose.
Easements can be modi-
fied only within the spirit
of the original agreement,
and only if all the co-hold-
ers agree.

Q. What are the own-
ership, maintenance, tax

and liability issues?
A. Among the most
commonly expressed con-
cerns about developments
with permanently protect-
ed conservation lands are
guestions about who will
own and maintain the
conservation land, and
who will be responsible
for the potential liability
and payment of property

taxes. The short answer is
that whoever owns the
conservation land is
responsible for the above.

Q. But who owns this
land?

A. Ownership Choices
There are basically
four options, which may

be combined within the
same development where
that makes the most
sense.

1. Individual Landowner

At its simplest level,
the original landowner (a
farmer, for example) can
retain ownership of 70 to
100 percent of the conser-
vation land to keep itin
the family. (In these cases
up to 30 percent of the
conservation lands could
be reserved for common
neighborhood use by
development residents.)
That landowner can also
pass this property on to
sons or daughters, or sell
it to other individual
landowners, with perma-
nent conservation ease-
ments running with the
land and protecting it
from development under
future owners.

2. Homeowners’
Associations

Most conservation
land within developments
is owned and managed by
homeowners’ associations




(HOA:Ss). A few basic
ground rules encourage a
good performance record.
First, membership must be
automatic, a precondition
of property purchase in
the development. Second,
zoning should require that
bylaws give such associa-
tions the legal right to
place liens on properties of
members who fail to pay
their dues. Third, facilities
should be minimal (ball-
fields and trails rather
than clubhouses and
swimming pools) to keep
annual dues low. And
fourth, detailed mainte-
nance plans for conserva-
tion areas should be
required by the communi-
ty as a condition of
approval. The community
should have enforcement
rights and may place a lien
on the property should the
HOA fail to perform their
obligations to maintain the
conservation land.

3. Land Trusts

Although homeown-
ers’ associations are gener-
ally the most logical recipi-
ents of conservation land
within developments,
occasionally situations
arise where such owner-
ship most appropriately
resides with a land trust
(such as when a particu-
larly rare or significant
natural area is involved).
Land trusts are private,
charitable groups whose
principal purpose is to
protect land under its
stewardship from
inappropriate change.
Their most common role is
to hold easements or fee

simple title on conserva-
tion lands within new
developments and else-
where in the community.
To cover their costs in
maintaining land they
own or in monitoring land
they hold easements on,
land trusts typically
require some endowment
funding. When conserva-
tion zoning offers a densi-
ty bonus, developers can
donate the proceeds from
the additional “endowment
lots” to such trusts for
maintenance or monitoring.

4. Municipality or Other
Public Agency

In special situations a
local government might
desire to own part of the
conservation land within a
new development, such as
when that land has been
identified in a Land Use
Plan as a good location for
a neighborhood park or
for a link in a community
trail network. Developers
can be encouraged to sell
or donate certain acreage
to communities through
additional density incen-
tives, although the final
decision would remain the
developer’s.

5. Combinations of the
Above

As illustrated in Figure
18, the conservation land
within new developments
could involve multiple
ownerships, including (1)
’non-common” conserva-
tion lands such as crop-
land retained by the origi-
nal farmer, (2) common
conservation lands such as
ballfields owned by an

HOA, and (3) a trail corri-
dor owned by either a land
trust or by the community.

Tax Concerns

Property tax assess-
ments on conservation
developments should not
differ, in total, from those
on conventional develop-
ments. This is because the
same number of houses
and acres of land are
involved in both cases
(except when part of the
conservation lands is
owned by a public entity,
which is uncommon).
Although the conservation
lands in conservation
developments is usually
taxed at a lower rate
because easements pre-
vent it from being devel-
oped, the adjacent lots
usually are taxed at a
higher rate since their loca-
tion next to permanently
protected conservation
lands usually result in
them being more desirable.

Q. How does this con-
servation approach differ

from “clustering”?

A. The conservation
approach described in the
previous pages differs dra-
matically from the kind of
“clustering” that has
occurred in many commu-
nities throughout
Michigan over the past
several decades. The prin-
cipal points of difference
are as follows:
Higher Percentage and
Quality of Conservation
lands

In contrast with typical
cluster codes, conservation

zoning establishes higher
standards for both the
guantity and quality of
conservation lands that is
to be preserved. Under
conservation zoning, 50 to
70 percent of the uncon-
strained land is perma-
nently set aside. This com-
pares with cluster provi-
sions that frequently
require only 25 to 30 of the
gross land area be con-
served. That minimal land
area usually ends up
including all of the most
unusable land as conser-
vation lands, and some-
times also includes unde-
sirable, left-over areas
such as stormwater man-
agement facilities and land
under high-tension power
lines.

Conservation lands
Pre-Determined to
Form Community-wide
Conservation Network
Although clustering
has at best typically pro-
duced a few small “green
islands” here and there in
any community, conserva-
tion zoning can protect

Homeowner’s Association

Open Space dedicated to
Township or Conservation
Organization

Figure 16 Various private and pub-
lic entities can own different parts
of the open space within conserva-
tion subdivisions, as illustrated
above.




blocks and corridors of
permanent conservation
lands. These areas can be
pre-identified on in the
community's Map of
Potential Conservation
Lands so that each new
development will add to
rather than subtract from
the community’s conser-
vation lands acreage.

Eliminates the
Standard Practice of
Full-Density with No
Conservation lands

Under this new sys-
tem, full density is only
achievable for layouts in
which 50 percent or more
of the unconstrained land
is conserved as perma-
nent, undivided conserva-
tion lands. By contrast,
cluster zoning provisions
are typically only optional
alternatives within ordi-
nances that permit full
density, by right, for stan-

dard “cookie-cutter”
designs with no conserva-
tion lands.

Q. How do esidential
values in conservation
developments compare

to conventional develop-

ments?

A. Another concern of
many people is that homes
in conservation develop-
ments will differ in value
from those in the rest of
the community. Some
believe that because so
much land is set aside as
conservation lands, the
homes in a conservation
developments will be pro-
hibitively priced and the
community will become a
series of elitist enclaves.
Other people take the
opposite view, fearing that
these homes will be small-
er and less expensive than
their own because of the

more compact lot sizes
offered in conservation
developments.

Both concerns are
understandable but they
miss the mark. Developers
will build what the market
is seeking at any given
time, and they often base
their decision about selling
price on the character of
surrounding neighbor-
hoods and the amount
they must pay for the
land.

In conservation devel-
opments with substantial
open space, there is little
or no correlation between
lot size and price. These
developments have some-
times been described as
“golf course communities
without the golf course,”
underscoring the idea that
a house on a small lot with
a great view is frequently
worth as much or more
than the same house on a

larger lot which is boxed
in on all sides by other
houses.

It is a well-established
fact of real estate that peo-
ple pay more for park-like
settings, which offset their
tendency to pay less for
smaller lots. Successful
developers know how to
market homes in conser-
vation developments by
emphasizing the conserva-
tion lands. Rather than
describing a house on a
half-acre lot as such, the
product is described as a
house with 20 and one-
half acres, the larger figure
reflecting the area of con-
servation land that has
been protected in the
development. When that
conservation area abuts
other similar land, as in
the township-wide conser-
vation lands network, a
further marketing advan-
tage exists. ]

RELATIONSHIP OF THE BETTER DESIGNS
APPROACH TO OTHER PLANNING TECHNIQUES

uccessful communities employ a wide array of con-
servation planning techniques simultaneously,
over an extended period of time. Communities

The conservation approach outlined above offers great

potential because it:

should continue their efforts to preserve special proper-
ties in their entirety whenever possible, such as by work-
ing with landowners interested in donating easements or
fee title to a local conservation group, purchasing devel-
opment rights or fee title with county, state or federal
grant money, and transferring development rights to cer-
tain “receiving areas”with increased density. While these
techniques can be effective, their potential for influencing
the “big picture” is limited.

1. does notequie public expenditure of funds
does not depend upon landowner charity

3. does not involve complicated regulations for shifting

rights to other parcels

4. does not depend upon the cooperation of two or more

adjoining landowners to make it work

The conservation planning/design approach offers
communities a practical way of protecting large acreages
of land in a methodical and coordinated manner. ]
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A look at the realities of living in the
countryside of rural lllinois.
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The Code of Country Living

Settlers on the Illinois prairie lived by a code suited to their
own livelihood and lifestyle in the rural countryside. Though that
way of life has evolved over two centuries, there remains a code, a
way of living, that rural Illinois residents still honor.

Living in the country can be a wonderful way of life—if your
expectations are in-line with reality. Reality seldom measures up
to the romanticized version of almost any idea or ideal—as is
frequently discovered by those who move from an urban setting to
the country. People often intend to get away from it all and enjoy
the serenity of an agrarian countryside. What they’ll likely find,
however, is that they are only trading the benefits and drawbacks
of city living for those of the country.

In rural Illinois, you'll find working farms. You'll also find a
level of infrastructure and services generally below that provided
through the collective wealth of an urban community. Many other
factors, too, make the country living experience very different from
what may be found in the city.

This booklet is provided to help you make an informed lifestyle
decision about purchasing a home or a homesite in rural Illinois.
Though it cannot convey the entirety of the understanding borne
from a lifetime of rural living, it can give you a glimpse of what it
takes to live by what might be called the Code of Country Living.
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ACCESS

You’ll enjoy the lower traffic volumes on rural

roads. That makes walking more enjoyable and

allows you to observe the growing crops and the beautiful

sunrises. The major purpose of the road—to provide a way

to get to and from your rural property—will vary with road types. Changing

conditions and generally lower design level roads mean that you, your

guests and emergency service vehicles will not necessarily have easy access
at all times.

Rural Roads

Don’t expect rural roads to be maintained at the same level as city
streets. Counties, townships and road districts have primary responsibility
for road maintenance in rural areas. Some roads may be privately owned—
requiring private maintenance funding. Seldom do rural roads include the
amenities found in urban settings such as: wide lanes, curb and gutter,
striping and lighting. And, the funds to maintain those roads will come
primarily from the property taxes you and your neighbors pay.

Narrow roads and bridge weight limits often restrict travel. Large
construction vehicles cannot navigate in some areas. If you plan to build,
it's best to check out construction access well in advance.

Gravel roads generate dust and dings. Some road jurisdictions treat
gravel roads to suppress the dust when traffic levels reach specific volumes,
but dust is still a fact of life for many rural residents. Loose gravel on these
roads regularly chips vehicle paint, at times may crack windshields and
can pose dangerous travel conditions. If your homesite is located along a
gravel road, know that dust will invade your home and your vehicles.



Whatever the design of your road, don’t expect that it will be improved
in the foreseeable future. Check carefully with officials of the road
jurisdiction to verify any claim that a road will be paved, bridges replaced,
or other improvements made in the near term.

\Xeather Impacts

[llinois’ fluctuating weather conditions can destroy roads. Midwestern
spring freeze/thaw cycles leave low-grade roads subject to heavy damage
and can even temporarily close some roads. Vehicle weights are often
severely limited during the spring thaw period. In the summer, the hot sun
can soften oil and chip road surfaces leaving them subject to damage by
traffic and causing oil splatters on vehicles.

In extreme winter weather, rural roads can become impassable. The
[llinois prairie is subject to drifting snow that closes roads, causes delays
and creates serious travel hazards. Depending on the degree of drifting, it
could be days before roads are cleared. Freezing rain, too, can create
extremely dangerous travel conditions. Few rural road jurisdictions can
afford the widespread use of salt to fight icy conditions.

Roadway flooding is not uncommon. Illinois’
abundance of rivers, creeks and waterways
makes its rural areas prone to roadway
flooding. Heavy rains in flatland areas
can easily cover roads with water,
blocking or even destroying them.

GRAVEL
ROAD

Private Drives

Access to or from public roads is
regulated by the state, county or road district
jurisdiction responsible for the road. If planning
to build, be sure to check in advance with the proper
officials about authorization and placement of private
drives and culverts.

Emergency Service Access
Response times of emergency service providers (sheriff, fire fighters,
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medical care, etc.) will likely be longer than in the city. Distances traveled
and the volunteer nature of most rural services can add to that response
time. Under some extreme conditions, you may find that emergency
response is slow and expensive. A 9-1-1 emergency call-in service may
not be available in all areas.

A few rural areas are not covered by fire protection or ambulance
services. Besides the obvious problems that could create, your property
insurance premiums might also be higher because of it.

Easements

The legal aspects of access can cause problems, especially if you gain
access across property belonging to others. Get legal advice prior to
purchasing and understand the easements that may be necessary when
these questions arise.

Pickups & Deliveries

Building a residence in a rural area may be more expensive and time
consuming due to delivery fees and the time required for contractors and
construction workers to reach your building site.

School buses generally can reach most rural homes, though long private
lanes or rural subdivision settings may force school children to walk to the
pickup site. And those trips to school can be long. Consolidation of school
districts in rural areas means your children’s school could be half a county
from your home. Learn which school district serves your area.

Mail delivery is generally available in all rural areas though timing
may suffer in some locations.

Direct, daily newspaper delivery is not always available in rural areas.
US Postal delivery of newspapers is an option but generally causes a one-
day delay. Check with the newspaper of your choice before assuming you
can get same-day delivery.

Standard parcel and overnight package delivery in the country may
vary from city standards. Check with the carrier to find what service level

can be expected.
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The fresh air and sunshine in the country is

plentiful and free. And, when utilities are functioning

properly, they help to make life in the country as

comfortable and modern as anywhere else. But, water, sewer,

electric, telephone and other utilities may be unavailable or operate at lower
than urban standards — and they can often cost you more

Locating Utilities

In order to get electric power or other utilities to your home site, it
may be necessary to cross property owned by others. It is important to
make sure that the proper easements are in place or can be secured to
allow lines to be built to your own property.

Electrical power lines, telephone lines and pipelines may cross over,
under, or nearby your property. Be aware of easements to the property and
those nearby and what they allow the utility providers to do in the way of
access, maintenance and expansion.

At least 48 hours prior to doing any digging, call JULIE (Joint Utilities
Locating Information for Excavators) in order to locate underground utility
lines. You can reach JULIE 24 hours a day, seven days a week at
800-892-0123.

\X/ater Supply

You will have to locate a supply of potable water adequate to serve
your needs. The most common method is through the use of a water well.
Permits for wells may be required by the county health department or a
local water authority serving your area. The cost for drilling and pumping
can be considerable. Be sure to use a licensed well driller.



The quality and quantity of well water can vary significantly from

location to location and from season to season. Mineral,
bacterial and other quality issues should be measured
and then determine whether practical solutions exist
for all of the problems you might discover.

In some areas of the state water wells
are wholly impractical or unreliable.
Because of your absolute reliance on
a good supply of water, it is strongly
advised that you research this issue
carefully before purchasing!

Most often well water will require some form

of treatment. Having a water softening system is almost
always advisable. In extreme cases, some form of chemical treatment may
be required to deal with high levels of bacteria.

Some areas of the state are served by water districts. These districts
supply potable water through a rural network of supply lines. In these
areas, certain additional taxes and/or fees may be required. Expect to pay
a tapping fee. You may also find that your monthly cost of service can be
more expensive when compared to urban systems.

As a last resort, your potable water may need to be trucked to your
property and stored in a tank or cistern. Depending on the supplier and
their distance from your property, buying and trucking water could prove
to be the most expensive and least reliable method in the long run.

Sewer & Septic

Sewer service is rarely available. If itis, it may be relatively expensive
to connect to the system and routine fees could be relatively high compared
to city rates.

If sewer service is not available, you will need to use an approved
septic system or other waste treatment process. These can add substantial
cost to establishing your homesite. The type of soil you have available for a
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leach field will be very important in determining the cost and function of
your system. Ask for planning assistance from the County Health Department
if one exists and have existing systems checked—or a new system installed—
by a reliable installer.

Septic system requirements vary. Some counties may have significant
regulations stipulating the type and size of the septic or treatment system
you must have. Conditions could dictate that a sand filter system be installed
— an expensive addition to the cost of the home. In some cluster housing
settings or on certain soil types, septic systems may not be allowed at all.

Locating the septic system requires careful planning. Sufficient area
will be needed for locating the septic tank and drain field a suitable distance
from the residence. Floodplains, wetlands, trees and manmade structures
may limit where the septic system can be placed. Also, access will be
needed to the septic tank for future clean out operations. Location of the
septic system in relation to wells is also an important consideration.

Telephone

Telephone communications can pose certain problems.
Small, local area phone service suppliers may not provide
the most modern telecommunications equipment—
limiting your options. It could be difficult to obtain
a second line for phone, FAX or computer
modem uses. Even cellular phones will not
work well in all rural areas because of
the often greater distances to cell phone
towers.

Links to Internet provider services via phone
line may require a long-distance phone connection.
Often older rural telecommunications systems restrict
computer modems to operating at less than top speeds. Not
all rural communities have a local Internet access provider, though many
school systems and libraries do offer some connection options.



Electricity
Electric service is generally available to all rural areas. However, a
power company asked to serve some remote areas may demand a share of
the infrastructure cost be borne by the user. It is important to determine the
proximity of an electrical power supply. It can be very
expensive to extend power lines to remote areas.

Electric power may not be available in a
three—phase service configuration. If you
have special power requirements, it is
important to know what level of
service can be provided and at what
cost.

In addition to a monthly charge for
energy consumed, the cost of electric service
usually includes a fee to hook into the system.
Some utilities charge further for the cost of establishing
service lines and poles on your property. Check to see what supplier provides
power to the area then consider all costs before making a decision to
purchase property in the country.

Power outages can occur with more frequency in rural areas than in
urban settings. A loss of electric power can interrupt your well, furnace,
and other appliances dependant on electrical power. If you live in the
country, it is important to be prepared to survive for several days or longer
in severe cold without electrical power. Depending on the duration of the
outage, you might also lose food in freezers or refrigerators. Such outages
or current spikes can cause problems with computers and other home
electronics.

Gas

Natural gas may not be available. You could, instead, rely on electric
power which is often more expensive (for heat-producing appliances.) The
common alternative is having Liquid Propane Gas or heating oil delivered
by truck and stored in a tank on your property. The cost of such fuel is
often higher on a BTU basis than is natural gas. If relying on gas deliveries,
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you must be certain that your supply is adequate to get you through winter’s
periodic snow storms when access for replenishing supplies may be limited.

Gas appliances may need to be converted. If you choose to use Liquid
Propane Gas as your energy source, all appliances set up to operate on
natural gas will need to be converted to operate on the Liquid Propane
Gas.

Trash & Recycling

Routine trash removal may not be available in all rural areas. Where
it is, it most often requires a separate fee. Trash pickup is seldom provided
as a government service in rural areas and is not covered by the taxes you
pay. Itis illegal to create your own trash dump, even on your own land.
Burning of trash may be prohibited and risks fire damage to mature crops
and nearby buildings. In some cases, your only option may be to haul your
trash to the landfill yourself.

Recycling may be difficult in rural areas. Recycling pick-up is not
likely available and rural areas generally have few recycling centers.
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Property

Property ownership is a treasured right in rural

areas. The wide open expanses there generally allow
you to own a larger tract than you might otherwise be
able to in urban areas. And the open space can give
you a sense of freedom not available in a crowded city

setting. However your rural property can be impacted by a myriad of

issues—some commonly shared in urban areas, and some quite different.

Zoning

Building a home may not be possible on all sites. The area may not
be suitable for building or may not be zoned residential. Where there is
zoning you must check with the county or township zoning, planning and/
or building department(s) to know whether a parcel of land may be
developed. A building permit may be required. In those counties that are
zoned, that requirement is likely for all structures and improvements. Check
with the county or township zoning, planning and/or building department(s)
for additional information.

Zoning can be a mixed bag. Only about half the counties in Illinois
are zoned. In some unzoned counties, townships have established zoning.
While zoning imposes limitations, it also provides some safeguards against
undesirable use of neighboring property. In those counties or townships
which are not zoned, there may be virtually no local restriction on what
your adjoining neighbors may do on their property—regardless of its impact
on you and the value of your property.

The view from your property may change. Nearby properties will
probably not remain as they are indefinitely. Check with the county or
township zoning, planning and/or building department(s) to find out how
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the properties are zoned and to see what future developments may be
planned.

City zoning may apply in rural areas. In un-zoned counties, a
municipality that is zoned may generally impose its zoning regulations for
up to one and one half miles outside its corporate limits.

Easements

Easements should be considered. These could limit how you can use
your property and may require you to allow construction rights-of-way across
your land. Roads, railroads, habitat protection, view sheds, power lines,
gas lines, water lines, and sewer lines are a few of the things for which
easements can be established.

Be aware of easements on nearby parcels, too. Learn what the easement
allows the easement owner to do in the way of access, maintenance and
expansion and check for limits the easement may imposed on the use of
your own property. Not all contracts are in writing. There may be verbal
commitments to easements that are not of record.

Mineral Rights
The mineral rights under your property may be owned by someone
else. Owners of mineral rights generally have the ability to change the
surface characteristics in order to extract their minerals. It is very important
to know what minerals may be located under the land
and who owns them. Much of the rural land in Illinois
can be used for coal or aggregate mining or for oil
drilling—however, a special review by the
county board is usually required.

Property Lines & Fences

Respect private property rights. Many
people are unaware of property boundaries
when first arriving in the area. It is your
responsibility to know who’s land you are on -
whether or not it is fenced.

You may be provided with a plat of your property, but unless the land
13



has been surveyed and pins placed by a licensed surveyor, you should not
assume that the plat is accurately reflected by your current boundary
markings.

What appear to be boundary fences are not necessarily accurately
placed. Some merely approximate those boundaries. A survey of the land
is the only way to confirm the location of your property lines. The Illinois
law of “Adverse Possession” could actually cause you to loose some land
to an adjacent owner over a period of years if property boundaries are not
properly determined and defended.

What you think of as your neighbor’s fence may cost you money.
[llinois” fence law requires that adjoining landowners share in a “just
proportion” of the cost of constructing and maintaining a property line fence.
That applies despite the fact that you may have no use for nor desire for the

fence.

Local Covenants

Many rural subdivisions have covenants that limit the use of the
property. It is important to obtain a copy of the covenants (or confirm there
are none) and make sure you can live with those rules. Not having a
covenant doesn’t eliminate all problems, it simply means you’ll lack a
powerful tool that could be used to settle disputes between neighbors.

Homeowners’ Associations (HOAs) in some rural subdivisions are
required to take care of common elements, private roads, open space, etc.
A dysfunctional homeowners’ association or poor covenants can cause
problems for you and even involve you in expensive litigation. Dues are
almost always a requirement for those residing in areas served by an HOA.
The by-laws of the HOA should tell you how the organization operates and
how the dues are set.

Floodplains & Drainage

Watch for areas designated as “floodplains.” Local, state and federal
regulations may prohibit or limit the types of structures built in floodplains.
If allowed at all, certain—often expensive—modifications to the design may
be required. Also, your mortgage lender could require you to purchase

government flood insurance.
14



Your drainage practices must conform with the
[llinois Drainage Code. Generally, landowners
must accept the natural flow of water onto their
property and discharge it from their property

at its natural point and rate of flow.

Contact your county Soil and Water
Conservation District for information.

Maintenance of others’ drainage structures
could impact you. If there is a drainage ditch or
underground drainage tile crossing your property there is
a good possibility that the owners have the right to come onto your property
to maintain it. Heavy equipment might be used
leaving considerable damage. While Illinois law
generally requires compensation, you may
have to negotiate settlement for
damages. On the other hand, if you
disturb the drainage ditch or tile—
during construction or otherwise—
you could be held responsible for
damages that result to crops and

property.

Your property may be situated within a drainage
district. If so, your property would be subject to the taxes levied by the
district for maintenance of local drainage systems.

Fire Protection

Fire protection is a serious property issue. Though most rural areas of
the state are served by a volunteer fire protection unit, some pockets remain
without any coverage. Buildings and other structures on property that is
not within a fire protection district may be subject to higher insurance rates
and be at greater risk in the event of fire than those within a district. As a
general rule, property protected by a volunteer fire protection unit is subject
to higher insurance rates than that served by a full-time professional force.
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Nature

The country is prized for giving its residents
the ability to witness the flora and fauna of nature firsthand. But, when the
elements and earth turn unfriendly, rural residents can experience more
problems than their city cousins.

Soils

[llinois soils vary from deep, rich silt loam to shallow, rocky clay. Each
requires special building considerations. Some may hinder the construction
of basements due to drainage restrictions. Building in many areas requires
an engineered foundation. You can learn the soil conditions on your property
if you have a soil test performed. Check with a qualified contractor for
foundation needs which will influence building design.

Storms & Wind

Tornadoes and other severe storms are not unique to rural areas, but
you will find that few rural areas are provided with the advanced warning
systems found in many urban communities.

The predominant wind direction in Illinois is from southwest to
northeast. Situate and plan your homesite accordingly.

Flooding

The lay of the land can tell you where the water will flow. However,
runoff from the flat prairie lands of Illinois is often difficult to predict. “Sheet”
drainage over flat land may cause stormwater to spread over wide areas.
The lack of significant slope also makes the area slow to drain. Property
owners who want to fill in low areas may first be required to obtain proper
local, state, and federal permits and provide for wetland mitigation.
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Flash flooding can occur during the heavy rains of the spring or summer
months, turning a dry low-lying area into a lake. Spring run-off can cause
a small creek to become a fast-flowing river. Consider this before planning
your building site.

Residents sometimes use sand bags to protect their homes. Local
governments are not generally obligated to provide sand bags, equipment
or people to protect private property from flooding.

Animals

Wild animals can make wonderful neighbors. However, even the
most attractive of such animals can cause serious problems. Rural
development encroaches on the traditional habitat of coyotes, deer, ticks,
raccoon, opossum and other animals that can be dangerous and you need
to learn how to deal with them. In general, it is best to enjoy wildlife from
a distance.

Wild animals can pose serious threats to pets, livestock, vegetation,
and vehicles. Waterfowl can be particularly damaging to vegetation along
flyways. Deer are ubiquitous in Illinois. They damage vegetation and
often bolt across a road unexpectedly causing traffic accidents. Fox and
coyote can be serious threats to livestock and pets. Raccoon have little fear
of human surroundings and are insistent visitors to anything that resembles
food — no matter how close to your home or well protected. Snakes,
opossum, field mice, groundhogs and skunks are some of nature’s other
inhabitants in rural Illinois.

Dog packs pose a threat to pets, livestock, and potentially to humans.
These are often formed by free roaming pets, stray dogs or even coydogs
(the offspring of coyotes and domesticated dogs). The packs roam freely
through the countryside looking for food. Where dog pack problems can
be identified, counties may offer some form of assistance in eradication or
monetary compensation for damages.

17



Agriculture

Through hard work and perseverance of the
early settlers, the Illinois prairie has become one of

the richest food-producing areas on earth. lIts rich soils

and abundant rainfall are unique to the Midwest making

this a vital agricultural region on a global scale. lllinois farmers

make their living from the land—making their good stewardship of the land

an integral part of their livelihood. Owning rural land means learning how

to care for it. It also means your neighbors may be farmers. There are a few
things you need to know about Illinois agriculture.

This is Farm Country

Agriculture is an integral part of Illinois. If you choose to live in the
country, you choose to live among the farms of our rural countryside. Do
not expect government to intervene in the normal day-to-day operations of
your agri-business neighbors. In fact, Illinois has “Right to Farm” legislation
that helps to protect established farm operations using good management
practices from nuisance and liable suits. It helps enable them to responsibly
continue producing food and fiber for the nation and the world.

Having a rural residence means you're part of farm country. Here,
farmers sometimes work around the clock. Often that work involves the
use of large farm implements. Your daytime and night-time peace and
quiet can be disturbed by common agricultural practices, especially during
the spring and fall field work seasons.

Sights, Smells and Sounds

Tillage, harvesting, haying and other operations can result in dust,
especially during windy and dry weather. That dust can easily invade your
home and vehicles.
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Some farmers occasionally burn their ditches and grassy areas to keep
them free of weeds or to promote growth of plants native to the Illinois
prairie. This burning may create smoke that you could find objectionable.

Crop production and protection products are used in growing lllinois’
abundant and healthy crops. These products are applied
by licensed applicators who take precautions to
properly handle and apply them. Learning more
about the safety of these products can be as
simple as contacting the University of
[llinois Extension Service.

Animals and their manure can
cause objectionable odors. Farmers use
best management practices to limit that
odor and follow government guidelines during
field application to minimize odor impacts.
Manure serves as a valuable source of organic fertilizer
and its use lowers dependency on synthetic nutrients.

Still, the uninitiated nose may find it disagreeable. Check
carefully before buying a rural homesite to be sure it is located a reasonable
distance from livestock operations. Keep in mind prevailing winds.

\Weed Control

Before buying land you should know whether it has noxious weeds
that you may be required to control. Some plants are even poisonous to
livestock, pets or humans. Illinois” “Noxious Weed Law” requires the land
owner to control or eradicate certain weeds on their own property.

Slow Moving Vehicles
Farm equipment may slow your travel on rural
roads. These large, slow-moving pieces of machinery
help to make lIllinois one of the leading food
producing areas of the world. Farm tractors
generally move at top speeds of from 15 to 20
miles per hour so you can over take them quickly
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from the rear. Watch for them and be patient—farmers will let you pass as
soon as it’s safe for them to pull over.

Look for the Slow Moving Vehicle (SMV) emblem displayed on the

rear of farm equipment. The SMV emblem has a
red-orange fluorescent triangle at its center
surounded by a highly reflective red border.
That’s a sign you need to know when
driving rural roads. Farm equipment
and certain other slow moving
vehicles are required to display the
SMV emblem when they share the
road with other traffic. It warns you to
slow down. Learn to recognize it and heed
its warning.

To protect the meaning and significance of the

SMV emblem for traffic safety, Illinois law prohibits the use of that
emblem for other purposes. For instance, itis illegal to use the SMV emblem
as a lane marker or gate sign.
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Government

Ilinois has more than 6,600 units of local

government—tar more than any other state in the

nation. In rural areas, your home may be found to be in

a dozen or more taxing districts—each one providing some

service and taxing your property to fund it. That fact generates a
number of things you should consider.

Property Taxes

[llinois is a high property tax state—in part, due to its reliance on local
government. Local government relies heavily on the property tax for its
revenue—especially where sales taxes and other revenue sources are not
available to special purpose governmental units. That means rural property
owners often incur a large share of the cost of providing local government
services, especially in the less-densely populated areas.

Keeping Track

[llinois counties most often encompass dozens of local governmental
units. It is sometimes difficult to know which unit to turn to for a particular
service or to address a particular problem. Unlike urban areas in which the
city is the primary provider of most services, in rural areas, different services
may each be provided by a separate unit of government. Exercising your
civic duty to keep an eye on all those units can be a daunting task.

Service Levels

Few rural governmental units have the financial resources of their urban
counterparts. Generally, fewer services can be offered and the level of
service may be less than that found in cities.
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Neighbors

Illinois’ rural residents are generally very friendly

and open. Neighborliness is practiced and expected in
return. They do ask, however, that privacy and private
property rights be respected.

Interact

Get to know your new neighbors. Don’t wait—meet those folks living
near your new home as soon as you decide to buy in the country, or even
before. Knowing your neighbors and letting them get to know you will
speed your acceptance as a new arrival in the neighborhood and boost

your own comfort level.

Learn to wave to your neighbors—it’s the country thing to do. Whether
you meet them on the road or driving by their home, be sure to give a
friendly wave. You’ll come to recognize and appreciate each neighbor’s
individual style.

Be a Good Neighbor

Keep your property neat. The vast majority of farmers and rural
residents take pride in keeping their homesites presentable. Be a good
neighbor and do your share.

Become a part of the neighborhood. Don’t merely keep a house in
the country while spending your time and money in some distant urban or
commercial center. Get involved in local community events and
organizations and patronize the local businesses.
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INnformation

Where do you turn for more information

about the considerations noted in this booklet? Here
are some very general suggestions. Of course,
resources will differ by locale so you may need to do a little research on
your own.
Not all services listed are available in all counties. When in doubt,
start with the county Farm Bureau or the University of Illinois Extension
Service for general information about rural areas.

Local Government Businesses
¢ County (or Township) Office of e Utilities
Zoning, Planning and/or Building ¢ Fuel contractors
¢ County Recorder of Deeds ¢ Refuse/waste haulers
¢ County Highway Department ¢ Building contractors
¢ Township (or Road District) Highway e Realtors

Commissioner
¢ Local Drainage District

e County Health Department Other

¢ County Animal Control Unit * University of lllinois
e County Sheriff’s Office Extension Service

e County Emergency Services and * Local Postmaster

Disaster Agency/Officer
¢ County & Township Assessors
¢ Soil and Water Conservation District

Associations
e County Farm Bureau®
e Local Chamber of Commerce
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Waushara County

Land Conservation & Zoning

P.O. Bax 1109

Wauloma, Wl 54882-1108

(920) TE7-D453

Fax (920) TE7-B516

E mail kedzoning.cowrthousei@ oo waushars,wi.us

DATE: 5/12/2006

TO: East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
132 Main Street
Menasha, W| 54952-3100

RE: Draft Comprehensive Plan 2025 — City of Wautoma

This office is in receipt of the afore-mentioned comprehensive plan, and would offer

- comments about this draft prior to the public hearing which has been scheduled for June
12th. The comments listed below are referenced to the summary found within the
implementation section of this plan, beginning on page 10-15, and are as follows:

1. Page 10-24 — Continue to ensure safe air transportation through land use planning -
Waushara County is more than willing to work with the City in enforcing height
limitations and other land use regulations to preserve the integrity of the airport. In
fact, we have already incorporated the City height limitation maps into our zoning
maps to ensure that any proposed improvements do not violate City height limitations.
This is in addition to the County height limitations already found in our Zoning Code.

2. Page 10-29 — Monitor the water quality of private and public wells — The County has
explored the possibility of requiring permits and deoing inspections of all new
residential wells. Unfortunately, as of last year, the DNR now requires a permit as
well. Initially the County was under the impression if we took over this program only a
County permit was needed. We have recently been told this is not the case, and if
the County were to undertake such an inspection program, two, not one permit (and
fees) would be required for each new well — One from DNR and one from the County.
Obwiously, this was not well received, and the County abandoned pursuing this any
further. If the DNR would ever change their laws, and delegate permitting authority to
the County, this could be reconsidered. Until that happens, it is doubtful anything will
change. A mandatory program of monitoring water quality of all existing wells on a
regular basis is an admirable goal, but unlikely without funding to accomplish this. In
the final bullet under this section, both the County and the City of Wautoma should
be encouraged to petition the State regarding high capacity well notification, not just
the County.

3. Page 10-29 — Monitor on-site waste disposal systems — Waushara County already
has a rigorous monitoring and maintenance program for many existing septic
systems in Waushara County. All new systems installed since 1999 are on a 3 year
mandatory maintenance cycle and are required to pump and report pumping to our
office. In addition, any improvements to existing homes that result in any wastewater
increases are required to evaluate their existing systems and enter into this 3 year
mandatory maintenance program. Regarding the suggestion that the County require
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1.

on-site testing as part of ownership transfers, this is more of a challenge. Existing
laws would have to be changed, and even then, what do you do in the winter during
frozen ground conditions? As part of any evaluation, soil conditions are essential.
Do you hold up the sale during winter months? Do you put money in escrow? If so,
how much? Endless questions with no easy answers. A simple proposal, but a very
complex answer.

Page 10-29 — Limit development near former landfills — We already do this before we
issue any permits. We have maps in our office with all the known landfills and 1200’
circles drawn around them.

Page 10-29 — Minimize the amount of residential development near primary irrigation
areas — Waushara County can certainly play a lead role in minimizing residences
near “primary irrigation areas”, but the local municipalities need to identify where
these areas are in their land use plans, so we can take appropriate measures. The
City should encourage this as part of this strategy.

Page 10-29 — Maintain a buffer of native vegetation along shorelines and wetlands -
Waushara County adopted a 50' setback from wetlands about one year ago, and we
continue to enforce regulations regarding vegetation removal, and have required
restoration on more than one site where these provisions were violated.

Page 10-29 — Minimize nutrient contributions from private on-site septic systems —
We prohibit residential development on new lots which can only support holding
tanks. Do you want more than this?

Page 10-30 — Discourage residential development in areas that would compromise
commercial forestry operations — This seems to be more of a UWEX and DNR
involvement, rather than Land Conservation & Zoning?

Page 10-30 — Discourage mineral extraction activities within the City — The City can
establish whatever standards they want for mineral extraction, just let our office know,
and we will pass this information on to potential developers who make inquiries to our
office.

Page 10-30 - Influence the types and locations of rural residential development —
Waushara county encourages the City to work with the surrounding Townships in
these efforts. However, regulating architectural treatments, color choices, etc. is a
very different matter. Beauty is in the eye of the beholder. Prohibiting certain colors
and building technigues and styles Is very difficult, if not impossible, and in those
municipalities and subdivisions that have tried it, it hasn't worked very well outside of
urban areas. Ask DNR about their attempt to control the color of boat shelters —
they'll tell you.

Page 10-30 — Regulate the placement of cell towers and wind generators — Again, we
do this already. Has anyone looked at the County Code? If so, are there specific
suggestions? This strategy is vague, to say the least. | do not know what the plan is
asking for.

2




12. Page 10-30 - Regulate the placement of billboards — We do enforce our sign
ordinance already, and am not aware of any outstanding violations pending. If the
City wants stronger zoning prohibiting or placing additional restrictions, then maybe
that is what the plan should say.

13. Page 10-32 — Encourage the Towns of Dakota and Wautoma to limit development
near the city's former landfills — Again, we are doing this already, unless the City
would like the level of protection increased to greater than 1200 feet, or unless there
are landfills the County does not know about. |If so, please let the County know.

14. Page 10-35 — Work with the Town of Dakota, county and other communities that fall
within the 3 mile overlay district to ensure safe air transportation through land use
planning at the City of Wautoma Airport — Please see earlier comment #1.

15. Page 10-36 — Adopt extraterritorial authority that would grant the city the authority to
review land division proposals and make planning decisions within the 1.5 miles of
the city — | was under the understanding that the City has already adopted
extraterritorial plat reviewal now, and that any major subdivisions near the City had to
be approved by the City. [f that is not the case, Waushara County would not oppose
adopting this authority. However, if the City is proposing adopting extraterritorial
zoning authority (which is completely different from extraterritorial platting authority),
that is a completely different matter. | would strongly oppose any such action. Ask
any of the very few municipalities who have this — it does not work, is a pain to
administer and is extremely inconvenient for all the affected landowners. | know — we
have this with the City of Berlin, and the only reason it works reasonably well there is
we work very hard with the City to make it so. In most situations that does not

happen.

There may be other County Departiments which are also mentioned in this plan who may
also be commenting on this draft plan under separate cover. We commend and thank the
advisory committee who spend many hours working on this draft plan. We also appreciate
receiving the draft plan and having the opportunity to comment, and look forward to a
continued working relationship with East Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission
and the City of Wautoma.

Please feel free tact me, if you or the City have any questions about these comments.

Mark Schu er, Di
Waushara Coynty Land Conservation & Zoning

cc. Russ Nero, Clerk, City of Wautoma
Waushara County Planning and Zoning Committee
Patrick Nehring, UWEX
Deb Behringer, Waushara County Personnel / Administrative Coordinator
Ruth Zouski, Waushara County Corporation Counsel
Land Conservation & Zoning Staff




PLAN COMMISSION

Mayor Marv Wagner called the meeting to order at 6 p.m., June 12, 2006.

Present: Jeff Deuel, Norm Weiss, Don Bertzyk, Sophie Dorazio, Clerk Russ
Nero, Kathy Thunes.

Absent: Aaron Grimm.

Others present: Jim Blaszczyk, Pat Nehring, Richard Harris, Pat Glinski, Neal
Olson, Helena Waala.

Kathy stated she received two comments from DOA. Discussed changing the
acreage for Agricultural to 119 acres in 2020 and 2025; also discussed parcel counts in
the residential and commercial areas.

A letter was received from Mark Schumacher, County Zoning Administrator,

regarding the City of Wautoma Comprehensive Plan 2025. We started going through
each item in his letter,

At 6:30 p.m. the Mayor opened the public hearing regarding the Comprehensive
Plan 2025. Pat Glinski was concerned with an Economic Development timetable to
complete the strategies. There is a timetable towards the rear of the document. Neal
Olson stated that the Alternative Learning Class and the school district will be working
on fixing up the Wetland Park area. No other comments were received regarding the
Comprehensive Plan 2025. Mayor Wagner closed the hearing at 6:47 p.m.

The meeting continued with reviewing the letter from Mark Schumacher.

Resolution #PC06-001, RECOMMENDING THE ADOPTION OF THE CITY
OF WAUTOMA COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2025, BY THE COMMON COUNCIL OF
THE CITY OF WAUTOMA, was presented for approval.

Moved by Weiss, second by Dorazio to approve Resolution #PC06-001 with the
revisions as discussed earlier in the meeting. Carried.

Moved by Deuel, second by Bertzyk to adjourn at 7:08 p.m. Carried,
Submitted by:

Russell M. Nero
City Clerk




REGULAR MEETING OF THE COMMON COUNCIL

Mayor Marvin Wagner called the meeting of the Common Council of the City of
Wautoma to order at 7:30 p.m., June 12, 2006.

Roll Call: Jim Blaszezyk, Don Buchanan, Jeff Deuel, Helena Waala.

Absent: Ken Going, Aaron Grimm.

Others present: Neal Olson, Ron Chase, Kathy Thunes, Pat Nehring, Dawn
Boileau.

Prayer and Pledge took place.

Moved by Waala, second by Buchanan to approve the minutes of the last regular
meeting as published in the Waushara Argus. Carried.

Moved by Deuel, second by Buchanan to approve the agenda. Carried.

Neal Olson spoke on behalf on the Over 50 Club regarding a high school
historical marker at the corner of Oxford and Elm. Neal stated they have an agreement
with the homeowner to use the corner of the property. The City attorney will be drafting
the papers for approval at the July Council meeting.

The City of Wautoma Comprehensive Plan 2025 was presented for approval.
Mayor Wagner thanked Kathy Thunes for all her work in compiling the information.
The Plan Commission met earlier this evening and recommended approval of the Plan.

Ordinance 06-004, AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF THE CITY OF WAUTOMA, WISCONSIN, was
presented for approval.

Moved by Blaszczyk, second by Buchanan to approve Ordinance 06-004.
Carried.
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RUSSELL M. NERO, CMC, CMFA

City Clerk, Treasurer CITY OF WAUTOMA
Telephone (920) 787-4044 Post Office Box 428
Fax (920) 787-4505

email: cwautoma@centurytel.net CHRISTMAS TREE CAPITAL gfmm e
OF THE WORLD

RESOLUTION NO. PC06-001

RECOMMENDING THE ADOPTION OF THE CITY OF WAUTOMA
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2025, BY THE COMMON
COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF WAUTOMA

WHEREAS, pursuant to section 62.23 (2) and (3) of the Wisconsin Statutes, the

City of Wautoma is authorized to prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan as defined in
sections 66.1001(1)(a) and 66.1001(2) of the Wisconsin Statutes.

WHEREAS, the Plan commission held a public meeting on the Comprehensive
Plan at its meeting on June 12, 2006.

MNOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Plan Commission
recommends to the Common Council of the City of Wautoma that the “City of Wautoma
Comprehensive Plan 2025", including all maps and supporting materials and all elements
of the document be adopted.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, one copy of the adopted comprehensive plan
shall be sent to all of the following: every governmental body that is located in whole or
in part within the boundaries of the city; the clerk of every local governmental unit that is
adjacent to the city; the Wisconsin Land Council; the Wisconsin Department of
Administration; and the Wautoma Public Library.

Passed and adopted on this 12" day of June 2006.

CITY OF WAUTOMA

Attest: : M
ﬁ{ % Marvin Wagner}y’,/ﬁa};or
N

Russell M. Nero, City Clerk




RUSSELL M. NEROQ, CMC, CMFA

City Clerk, Treasurer CITY OF WAUTOMA
Telephone (920) 787-4044 Post Office Box 428
Fax (920) 787-4505

o pdiden SRS L S CHRISTMAS TREE CAPITAL ﬂfmf'gf m T
OF THE WORLD

Ordinance No, 06-004

AN ORDINANCE TO ADOPT THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF THE
CITY OF WAUTOMA, WISCONSIN

The common council of the City of Wautoma, Wisconsin, do ordain as follows:

SECTION 1. Pursult to sections 62.23(2) and (3) of the Wisconsin Statutes, the City of Wautoma

is authorized to prepare and adopt a comprehensive plan as defined in sections 66.1001(1)(a)
and 66.10001(2) of the Wisconsin Statutes,

SECTION 2. The common council of the City of Wautoma, Wisconsin, has adopted written
procedures designed to foster public participation in every stage of the preparation of a
comprehensive plan as required by section 66.1001(4){a) of the Wisconsin Statutes.

SECTION 3. The plan commission of the City of Wautoma, by a majority vote of the entire
commission as recorded in its official minutes, has adopted a resolution recommending to the
commeon council the adoption of the document entitled “City of Wautoma Comprehensive Plan
2025", containing all of the elements of section 66.1001(2) of the Wisconsin Statutes.

SECTION 4. The City has held at least one public hearing on this ordinance, in compliance with
the requirements of section 66.1001(4)(d) of the Wisconsin Statutes.

SECTION 5. The common council of the City of Wautoma, Wisconsin, does, by the enactment
of this ordinance, formally adopt the document entitled, "City of Wautoma Comprehensive Flan
2025", pursuant to section 66.1001(4)(c) of the Wisconsin Statutes.

SECTION 6. This ordinance shall take effect upon passage by majority vote of the membership
of the common council and the publication as required by law. %/

ADOPTED this 12th day of June, 2006.

/ Marvin Wagr@ﬁﬁlf” Mavyor

Published: fi/,i’f /I’;zte} - /&t ’\Jém

Russell M. Nero, City Clerk
Ayes f_l‘ Nays_ O Absent_ <




Table K-2. Equalized Value, 1990

REAL ESTATE T Aurora | CBerlinpt | TBloomfield | V Coloma | T Coloma | T Dakota | T Deerfield | V Hancock [ T Hancock T Leon V Lohrville | T Marion | T Mt Morris T Oasis V Plainfield | T Plainfield | T Poy Sippi | V Redgranite | T Richford T Rose T Saxeville | T Springwater | T Warren | C Wautoma | T Wautoma | V Wild Rose | Waushara Co.
RESIDENTIA
LANC 1,110,655 224,800 1,709,70( 646,100 6,101,32§ 4,814,753 4,118,971 811,560 2,949,700 8,446,25! 658,150 23,309,74 13,511,801 2,081,75 741,428 680,900 1,113,90 2,109,30f 1,857,924 2,053,100 5,599,204 17,043,401 985,70t 3,017,70( 3,169,28(Q 1,498,30( 110,365,38]
IMP 7,173,204 657,600 5,793,504 4,833,324 9,510,700 14,364,00! 8,351,87( 4,307,70Q 7,154,24q 17,387,80 2,822,479 38,971,15 21,120,30 4,370,70Q 7,310,85¢ 3,738,80Q 7,423,654 8,455,450 4,536,730 4,785,400 12,736,45 26,283,30 3,850,15( 18,408,601 12,465,831 7,048,10Q 263,861,87
TOTAL 8,283,859 882,400 7,503,200 5,479,429 15,612,029 19,178,759 12,470,840 5,119,260 10,103,940 25,834,050 3,480,629 62,280,890 34,632,100 6,452,450 8,052,279 4,419,700  8537,55 10,564,750 6,394,659 6,838,500 18,335,65( 43,326,700 4,835,850 21,426,300  15,635,11( 8,546,40( 374,227,26
COMMERCIAI
LANC 192,300 16,700 68,7000 228,850 139,200 1,051,31q 114,00 106,804 76,100 235,400 19,800 134,580 42,100 185,825 196,70 149,504 373,000 238204 219,204 74,600 1,028,200 30,900) 1,038,300 250,750 504,900 6,715,91
IMP 1,522,860 4,600| 345,700  1,789,25( 355,878  1,960,79q 125,630 694,800 312,300 390,709 158,800 661,675 170,700 2,404,450 2,772,004 1,064,89( 2,188,100 213,300 75,600 342,700 819,800 146,000 9,413,304 1,648,52( 4,553,90q 34,136,24
TOTAL 1,715,160 21,300 414,400 2,018,104 495,078 3,012,104 239,630 801,600 388,400 626,100 178,600 796,255 212,800 0 2,590,274 2,968,704 1,214,39( 2,561,100 451,500 294,800 417,300 1,848,000 176,900 10,451,601 1,899,27q 5,058,800 40,852,153
MANUFACTURIN
LANC 0 0 8,500 22,800 13,500 0 0 0 32,100 0 0 29,900 5,800] 36,300 0 14,100 3,700| 60,300 0 4,600| 0 0 5,600 105,500 44,900 30,000 417,601
IMP 60,6000 304200 161,900 2,049,800 105,100 71,800 126,400 96,300 12,200 887,200 34,200 24,500) 1,916,400 228,800 262,200 6,341,60
TOTAL 0 0 69,100 327,000 175,400 0 0 0 2,081,904 0 0 135,000 77,600 162,700 0 110,400 15,900 947,500 0 38,800 0 0 30,100 2,021,904 273,700 292,200 6,759,20
AGRICULTURA
LANC 7,224,908 31,700 7,402,904 79,225 6,596,174 4,270,283 7,311,02 107,800 9,571,513 4,395,201 162,340 4,831,360 3,842,604 14,805,40 82,700 12,518,20 6,336,684 367,20 4,708,874 6,219,107 5,334,68( 4,499,701 5,287,55 0 5,209,53( 143,400 121,340,04
IMP 6,068,594 62,500 5,345,804 11,4000 1,288,500 1,302,80Q 3,536,85( 86,100/ 2,079,199  1,659,50( 18,0000 2,431,42( 2,044,909 3,859,10( 275,400 2,134,400 4,720,549 96,600 2,665,300 2,724,200 3,297,60Q 1,545,904 3,096,300 3,031,19q 25,200 53,407,28
TOTAL 13,293,494 94,200 12,748,701 90,629 7,884,674 5,573,084 10,847,87 193,900 11,650,709  6,054,70 180,340  7,262,78 5,887,500 18,664,50 358,100 14,652,600 11,057,233 463,800 7,374,179 8,943,300  8,632,28( 6,045,600 8,383,850 o| 8,240,729 168,600 174,747,33
SWAMP & WASTE
LANC 1,483,809 0 322,700 0 31,900 525,929 32,480) 0 52,100 192,80 ol 116,989 154,900 6,700 0 48,000 517,172 0 229,500 28,100 331,900 19,900 411,350 0 358,000 22,500 4,886,71
IMP 3,000 3,000
TOTAL 1,483,804 0 322,700 0 31,900 525,925 32,480 0 52,100 192,800 0 116,985 154,900 6,700| 0 48,000 520,172 0 229,500 28,100 331,90Q 19,900 411,350 0 358,000 22,500 4,889,71
FORES"
LANC 403,179 0 2,303,704 0| 3,201,479 2,553,20Q 2,524,644 0 2,060,900 5,126,45( 0| 3,202,015 3,620,904 1,606,304 0 1,955,400 1,028,134 2,811,724 3,586,600 3,388,20Q 3,893,109 1,699,25( 0 2,754,12Q 0 47,719,28:
IMP 700 7,000 1,900) 200 25,400) 4,205 52,900) 92,309
TOTAL 403,875 0 2,303,704 0| 3,201,479 2,553,204 2,531,644 0 2,062,804 5,126,65( 0| 3,202,015 3,646,304 1,606,30( 0 1,955,400 1,032,344 0 2,811,724 3,586,600 3,388,204 3,946,000 1,699,25( 0 2,754,12Q 0 47,811,59.
OTHEF
LANC 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ol
IMP 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0|
TOTAL REAL ESTATI
LANC 10,414,844 273,200 11,816,200 976,979 16,083,579 13215479 14,101,114 1,026,160 14,742,419 18,396,101 840,290 31,624,580 21,178,104 18,536,450 1,009,950 1541330 9,149,091 2,909,800 9,846,224 12,110,700 14,728,58 26,484,300 8420,35 4,161,500  11,786,58 2,199,100  291,444,94
IMP 14,765,350 724,700 11,545,60( 6,938,174 11,316,978 17,627,599  12,021,35 5,088,600 11,597,430 19,438,20f 2,999,275 42,169,344 23,433,10 8,356,20( 9,990,704 8,741,50Q 13,228,502 11,627,35I 7,415,330 7,619,400 16,376,75 28,701,90 7,116,95( 29,738,30 17,374,349 11,889,400 357,842,31.
TOTAL 25,180,190 997,900 23,361,80( 7,915,150 27,400,550 30,843,064 26,122, 46! 6,114,760 26,339,845 37,834,30 3,839,565 73,793,92] 44,611,200 26,892,65 11,000,650  24,154,80 22,377,593 14,537,150 17,261,558 19,730,10Q 31,105,33 55,186,200 15,537,30 33,899,801 29,160,92( 14,088,50 649,287,26




Table K-3. Equalized Value, 2000

REAL ESTATE T Aurora | CBerlin pt.| T Bloomfield | V Coloma | T Coloma | T Dakota | T Deerfield | V Hancock | T Hancock T Leon V Lohrville | T Marion T Mt Morris T Oasis V Plainfield | T Plainfield | T Poy Sippi | V Redgranite | T Richford T Rose T Saxeville | T Springwater | T Warren | C Wautoma | T Wautoma | V Wild Rose | Waushara Co.
RESIDENTIAL
LAND 2,346,600 1,019,600 5,498,000/ 1,233,300| 13,386,500 9,329,900| 15,181,200 1,782,200 9,462,400| 17,397,400 1,020,800/ 62,805,700 34,796,600 6,678,600 1,420,400 2,216,900 4,449,300 3,592,700 4,599,500 3,960,400| 19,724,000 58,361,800| 1,849,800 4,063,000 9,262,700 2,341,900 297,781,200
IMP 22,013,300| 2,367,800 22,970,200| 9,251,800| 27,084,000| 34,969,000| 28,002,000| 7,615,300 19,478,200| 51,765,700 8,084,800( 121,904,900 78,350,000 12,794,800 15,176,600| 11,561,400( 19,947,300 17,918,100( 15,073,800( 20,140,300 41,016,200 77,463,100/ 13,627,400| 27,514,400| 33,590,200( 11,316,700 750,997,300
TOTAL 24,359,900 3,387,400 28,468,200( 10,485,100( 40,470,500| 44,298,900( 43,183,200 9,397,500 28,940,600( 69,163,100( 9,105,600 184,710,600 113,146,600( 19,473,400 16,597,000 13,778,300 24,396,600 21,510,800 19,673,300( 24,100,700 60,740,200 135,824,900 15,477,200 31,577,400| 42,852,900 13,658,600 1,048,778,500
COMMERCIAL
LAND 488,500 45,200 163,600 307,700 211,400| 1,601,600 207,400 209,700 202,400 276,700 329,800 742,900 71,700 67,900 297,400 386,100 213,300 1,368,000 146,100 370,000 83,200 1,051,300 70,900 2,473,900 2,055,300 601,200 14,043,200
IMP 2,481,600 502,800 620,000 2,547,000 351,400| 4,465,400 221,300{ 1,590,900 437,200 729,000 666,500\ 1,576,000 381,600 204,200( 3,064,500 4,070,500 2,938,700 8,427,600 624,700 19,700 408,200 2,883,900/ 561,700| 17,589,600| 10,231,800 6,264,800 73,860,600
TOTAL 2,970,100 548,000 783,600 2,854,700 562,800| 6,067,000 428,700 1,800,600 639,600/ 1,005,700 996,300 2,318,900 453,300 272,100 3,361,900 4,456,600 3,152,000 9,795,600 770,800 389,700 491,400 3,935,200 632,600 20,063,500( 12,287,100 6,866,000 87,903,800
MANUFACTURING
LAND 0 176,100 15,000 46,900 20,300 14,200 10,000 4,500 22,700 0 10,300 8,000 9,500 0 0 11,900 4,800 35,400 34,400 55,600 0 0 15,000 100,000 40,000 41,900 676,500
IMP 3,797,300 51,200 938,800 145,200 124,600 86,200 49,500 2,631,300 73,500 16,700 51,300 36,400 5,200 1,280,400 250,600 528,600 133,000 3,297,100 156,000 501,600 14,154,500
TOTAL 0 3,973,400 66,200 985,700 165,500 138,800 96,200 54,000 2,654,000 0 83,800 24,700 60,800 0 0 48,300 10,000 1,315,800 285,000 584,200 0 0 148,000 3,397,100 196,000 543,500 14,831,000
AGRICULTURAL
LAND 3,455,600 2,000 4,701,400 4,100\ 2,252,400 2,343,100 3,469,800 0| 3,905,200/ 1,830,900 19,200 3,057,500 1,782,800 6,135,100 54,800( 4,680,500 3,962,900 95,100 2,375,100 2,177,100| 3,127,000 2,075,800 3,442,100 0 3,114,600 25,100 58,089,200
IMP 0
TOTAL 3,455,600 2,000 4,701,400 4,100\ 2,252,400 2,343,100 3,469,800 0| 3,905,200/ 1,830,900 19,200 3,057,500 1,782,800 6,135,100 54,800( 4,680,500 3,962,900 95,100 2,375,100 2,177,100| 3,127,000 2,075,800 3,442,100 0 3,114,600 25,100 58,089,200
UNDEVELOPED
LAND 6,142,000 17,900 1,945,200 11,300 2,109,800| 2,343,200 557,500 30,500 499,400 3,111,000 34,100 377,600 2,406,800 577,100 44,800 1,269,000 3,435,300 700 2,186,100 3,327,800| 2,736,600 452,900( 3,660,800 0 379,900 10,000 37,667,300
IMP 0
TOTAL 6,142,000 17,900 1,945,200 11,300 2,109,800| 2,343,200 557,500 30,500 499,400 3,111,000 34,100 377,600 2,406,800 577,100 44,800 1,269,000 3,435,300 700 2,186,100 3,327,800| 2,736,600 452,900( 3,660,800 0 379,900 10,000 37,667,300
AG FOREST
LAND 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
IMP 0
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FOREST
LAND 4,221,600 7,500 5,122,900 68,900\ 5,437,700 5,902,400 5,495,400 6,500 3,807,600 12,641,200 98,500 6,477,500 9,999,800 3,734,900 52,000( 4,391,600 2,618,000 320,000 6,751,700 9,397,600| 8,321,900 8,754,000 5,135,000 0 6,449,800 31,400 115,245,400
IMP 0
TOTAL 4,221,600 7,500 5,122,900 68,900\ 5,437,700 5,902,400 5,495,400 6,500 3,807,600| 12,641,200 98,500 6,477,500 9,999,800 3,734,900 52,000( 4,391,600 2,618,000 320,000 6,751,700 9,397,600| 8,321,900 8,754,000| 5,135,000 0 6,449,800 31,400 115,245,400
OTHER
LAND 843,600 0 1,403,000 0 189,000 326,900 399,000 0 269,500 361,200 0 416,500 402,800 395,900 27,000 283,500 812,700 2,400 350,000 147,000 720,000 119,000 825,000 0 633,500 0 8,927,500
IMP 6,165,600 0 10,006,900 0l 1,379,500| 2,218,300 3,615,300 0f 2,380,200 2,400,200 0f 1,831,000 2,832,800 5,469,800 297,400 2,365,600 6,021,500 7,900| 3,141,000| 1,299,100 4,740,000 1,889,900| 4,988,200 4,686,300 67,736,500
TOTAL 7,009,200 0 11,409,900 0| 1,568,500 2,545,200| 4,014,300 0| 2,649,700 2,761,400 0| 2,247,500 3,235,600 5,865,700 324,400 2,649,100 6,834,200 10,300 3,491,000 1,446,100| 5,460,000 2,008,900| 5,813,200 0 5,319,800 0 76,664,000
TOTAL REAL ESTATE
LAND 17,497,900| 1,268,300 18,849,100 1,672,200( 23,607,100 21,861,300 25,320,300 2,033,400 18,169,200( 35,618,400( 1,512,700 73,885,700 49,470,000| 17,589,500 1,896,400| 13,239,500 15,496,300 5,414,300| 16,442,900| 19,435,500| 34,712,700 70,814,800( 14,998,600 6,636,900 21,935,800 3,051,500 532,430,300
IMP 30,660,500| 6,667,900 33,648,300| 12,737,600| 28,960,100| 41,777,300| 31,924,800\ 9,255,700 24,926,900| 54,894,900 8,824,800( 125,328,600 81,615,700 18,468,800| 18,538,500| 18,033,900 28,912,700 27,634,000/ 19,090,100| 21,987,700| 46,164,400 82,236,900/ 19,310,300| 48,401,100| 48,664,300( 18,083,100 906,748,900
TOTAL 48,158,400| 7,936,200 52,497,400| 14,409,800| 52,567,200| 63,638,600| 57,245,100 11,289,100/ 43,096,100 90,513,300 10,337,500| 199,214,300| 131,085,700( 36,058,300 20,434,900 31,273,400 44,409,000 33,048,300 35,533,000( 41,423,200| 80,877,100 153,051,700| 34,308,900( 55,038,000| 70,600,100 21,134,600| 1,439,179,200

Source: WI DOR Statement of Changes in Equalized Values by Class and Item. Hppts.//wwZ2.dor.state.wi.us/Eq ValueZ/application




Table K-4. Equalized Value, 2005

REAL ESTATE T Aurora | CBerlinpt. | T Bloomfield | V Coloma T Coloma T Dakota | T Deerfield | V Hancock | T Hancock T Leon V Lohrville T Marion T Mt Morris T Oasis V Plainfield | T Plainfield | T Poy Sippi | V Redgranite | T Richford T Rose T Saxeville | T Springwater | T Warren | C Wautoma | T Wautoma | V Wild Rose | Waushara Co.
RESIDENTIAL
LAND 7,179,700 1,426,200 9,186,900 1,813,500| 24,028,700( 16,342,000( 24,972,900 3,689,700| 13,885,500( 26,730,700| 1,683,800| 99,858,800 62,097,500 8,820,400 2,119,000{ 3,378,300 6,595,400 3,977,600 9,057,500 5,976,800 39,258,900 105,421,900| 4,355,200 8,865,500| 14,877,100 3,141,500 508,741,000
IMP 39,018,500 3,137,400 39,986,100| 12,957,400 41,174,400 47,111,200| 38,595,200| 10,484,600 33,026,000| 97,599,800| 11,103,300| 189,756,100 103,875,300( 21,296,500 22,116,600| 16,763,200| 28,380,500 21,269,300| 22,946,700| 31,772,900| 65,409,500| 116,394,100( 19,112,900| 35,677,800 56,242,200| 13,735,400| 1,138,942,900
TOTAL 46,198,200| 4,563,600 49,173,000| 14,770,900| 65,203,100 63,453,200 63,568,100| 14,174,300| 46,911,500| 124,330,500 12,787,100( 289,614,900| 165,972,800( 30,116,900| 24,235,600| 20,141,500| 34,975,900 25,246,900| 32,004,200| 37,749,700| 104,668,400| 221,816,000( 23,468,100| 44,543,300| 71,119,300| 16,876,900| 1,647,683,900
COMMERCIAL
LAND 543,100 85,700 389,300 533,600 182,200 3,325,100 250,900 219,900 494,200 734,400 271,400\ 1,171,000 134,600 90,200 344,600 854,100 331,600 1,917,600 448,800 563,300 152,100 2,008,900 142,900 8,577,100 4,155,300 1,039,300 28,961,200
IMP 2,669,500 648,600 1,459,500( 3,346,400 538,000( 7,834,100 252,200 1,736,500 649,200| 1,172,200 678,800| 3,679,800 718,300 189,600 3,817,800 5,352,100 3,648,000 12,455,600 1,313,100 14,700 634,100 3,861,900 1,235,000| 27,559,300 17,738,800 6,959,300 110,162,400
TOTAL 3,212,600 734,300 1,848,800 3,880,000 720,200| 11,159,200 503,100 1,956,400| 1,143,400| 1,906,600 950,200| 4,850,800 852,900 279,800 4,162,400 6,206,200 3,979,600 14,373,200 1,761,900 578,000 786,200 5,870,800| 1,377,900 36,136,400 21,894,100 7,998,600 139,123,600
MANUFACTURING
LAND 70,800 182,400 15,000 57,800 27,000 10,000 0 37,800 0 12,800 29,800 10,000 0 0 11,900 4,800 45,400 34,400 59,400 0 0 16,500 107,200 53,500 56,900 843,400
IMP 610,200 3,898,700 59,200 921,100 183,200 110,000 2,576,800 195,000 165,500 68,000 37,500 6,000 1,702,800 311,200 548,400 140,500 3,781,300 225,300 540,700 16,081,400
TOTAL 681,000 4,081,100 74,200 978,900 210,200 0 120,000 0| 2,614,600 0 207,800 195,300 78,000 0 0 49,400 10,800 1,748,200 345,600 607,800 0 0 157,000 3,888,500 278,800 597,600 16,924,800
AGRICULTURAL
LAND 1,526,900 2,200 1,575,400 1,400 747,200 786,300 1,281,000 0| 1,396,100 894,600 1,900 653,200 573,800| 2,179,900 20,000| 1,648,600 1,334,800 59,600 727,900 676,500 1,054,900 592,300 1,107,300 2,800 766,600 3,500 19,614,700
IMP 0 0
TOTAL 1,526,900 2,200 1,575,400 1,400 747,200 786,300| 1,281,000 0[ 1,396,100 894,600 1,900 653,200 573,800( 2,179,900 20,000{ 1,648,600 1,334,800 59,600 727,900 676,500 1,054,900 592,300 1,107,300 2,800 766,600 3,500 19,614,700
UNDEVELOPED
LAND 3,737,300 15,600 2,972,500 10,600 2,252,400| 1,714,600 535,000 0 969,600| 2,696,800 95,200| 2,235,900 2,849,300 566,400 47,600 1,162,400 2,630,100 0f 2,087,100 3,907,800 2,894,900 1,410,600| 3,042,300 65,100 2,552,900 0 40,452,000
IMP 0
TOTAL 3,737,300 15,600 2,972,500 10,600( 2,252,400 1,714,600 535,000 0 969,600/ 2,696,800 95,200{ 2,235,900 2,849,300 566,400 47,600 1,162,400 2,630,100 0f 2,087,100 3,907,800 2,894,900 1,410,600| 3,042,300 65,100 2,552,900 0 40,452,000
AG FOREST
LAND 765,000 0 1,174,800 0| 1,042,800/ 2,140,800| 1,027,000 0 1,013,300 1,617,500 4,200( 1,497,300 1,704,300| 1,418,000 o[ 1,351,400 771,000 0f 1,942,800 13,800 1,910,300 1,302,800| 1,305,000 0| 1,382,400 0 23,384,500
IMP 0
TOTAL 765,000 0 1,174,800 0 1,042,800{ 2,140,800 1,027,000 0f 1,013,300( 1,617,500 4,200 1,497,300 1,704,300 1,418,000 0| 1,351,400 771,000 0 1,942,800 13,800( 1,910,300 1,302,800| 1,305,000 0| 1,382,400 0 23,384,500
FOREST
LAND 4,168,400 0 5,981,900 0| 6,652,800/ 5,812,800| 4,857,600 201,600| 5,495,700| 13,665,000 113,400| 10,340,000\ 12,238,200| 3,900,800 75,900| 4,477,200 2,432,700 0 7,428,000( 14,962,500 8,459,100 14,507,300| 4,820,400 0| 9,580,800 0 140,172,100
IMP 0
TOTAL 4,168,400 0 5,981,900 0| 6,652,800{ 5,812,800( 4,857,600 201,600{ 5,495,700| 13,665,000 113,400 10,340,000( 12,238,200 3,900,800 75,900| 4,477,200 2,432,700 0 7,428,000( 14,962,500 8,459,100 14,507,300| 4,820,400 0| 9,580,800 0 140,172,100
OTHER
LAND 1,219,800 0 1,863,200 0 193,500 435,000 658,000 0 270,000 647,800 0 192,500 402,000 508,500 31,500 378,000 1,360,400 3,000 441,000 160,000| 1,416,800 325,000/ 1,232,000 0 620,000 0 12,358,000
IMP 10,128,800 12,897,400 1,778,000| 2,849,600| 4,643,300 2,998,100 2,951,100 2,106,800 1,898,400| 6,672,000 286,400( 2,950,600 7,462,200 8,800 4,787,600 1,452,600( 7,007,600 1,880,000| 6,455,200 4,668,000 85,882,500
TOTAL 11,348,600 0 14,760,600 0| 1,971,500{ 3,284,600 5,301,300 0| 3,268,100 3,598,900 0| 2,299,300 2,300,400 7,180,500 317,900/ 3,328,600 8,822,600 11,800 5,228,600 1,612,600 8,424,400 2,205,000 7,687,200 0| 5,288,000 0 98,240,500
TOTAL REAL ESTATE
LAND 19,211,000( 1,712,100 23,159,000| 2,416,900 35,126,600| 30,556,600| 33,592,400 4,111,200| 23,562,200 46,986,800| 2,182,700| 115,978,500| 80,009,700| 17,484,200| 2,638,600| 13,261,900 15,460,800 6,003,200( 22,167,500 26,320,100 55,147,000( 125,568,800| 16,021,600( 17,617,700| 33,988,600 4,241,200 774,526,900
IMP 52,427,000 7,684,700 54,402,200| 17,224,900 43,673,600 57,794,900| 43,600,700| 12,221,100 39,250,100(101,723,100| 11,977,100| 195,708,200 106,560,000 28,158,100( 26,220,800 25,103,400| 39,496,700 35,436,500| 29,358,600| 33,788,600| 73,051,200| 122,136,000( 26,943,600| 67,018,400| 78,874,300| 21,235,400| 1,351,069,200
TOTAL 71,638,000f 9,396,800 77,561,200| 19,641,800/ 78,800,200 88,351,500| 77,193,100| 16,332,300| 62,812,300| 148,709,900| 14,159,800| 311,686,700| 186,569,700| 45,642,300 28,859,400| 38,365,300( 54,957,500 41,439,700| 51,526,100| 60,108,700| 128,198,200 247,704,800| 42,965,200 84,636,100| 112,862,900 25,476,600 2,125,596,100

Source: 2005 Statement of Equalized Values as Set by the WDOR.




Table K-5. Land Use Acres by Real Estate Class, 1980

Swamp & Forest

Minor Civil Division Residential | Commercial | Manufacturing | Agricultural Waste Land Other Total
Aurora town 186 46 14,898 5,681 944 21,755
Berlin city, pt. 22 3 117 142
Bloomfield town 264 10 3 17,321 4,990 22,588
Coloma village 144 11 251 406
Coloma town 2,101 105 13 8,936 159 8,177 19,491
Dakota town 838 196 4 9,338 3,298 6,045 19,719
Deerfield town 882 12 13,087 6,884 20,865
Hancock village 2 314 316
Hancock town 558 36 13,519 292 3,654 18,059
Leon town 3,150 57 11,399 7,641 22,247
Lohrville village 240 4 319 563
Marion town 114 2 10,506 519 6,694 17,835
Mount Morris town 243 11,244 602 6,607 18,696
Oasis town 348 40 16,862 61 4,212 21,523
Plainfield village 29 16 216 261
Plainfield town 220 35 14,047 665 5,768 20,735
Poy Sippi town 241 10 1 16,851 903 18,006
Redgranite village 37 594 631
Richford town 765 287 11,023 270 7,859 20,204
Rose town 2,314 349 11 11,962 214 5,914 20,764
Saxeville town 1,484 76 14,781 15 6,389 22,745
Springwater town -
Warren town 471 26 10 11,454 3,624 5,076 20,661
Wautoma city 16 16
Wautoma town 1,141 23 108 11,150 1,347 6,097 19,866
Wild Rose village 2 1 69 195 26 48 341
Waushara County 15,757 1,269 313 | 219,827 25,154 86,115 0 | 348,435

Source: Table II, 1980 Clerk’s Statement of Assessment as Reported on or Before September 19, 1980, WI DOR 1980 Statiscal Report of Property Values




Table K-6. Land Use Acres by Real Estate Class, 1990

Swamp & Forest

Minor Civil Division| Residential] Commercial| Manufacturing| Agricultural Waste Land Other Total

Aurora town 406 41 13,110 6,981 1,335 21,873
Berlin city, pt. 116 10 31 157
Bloomfield town 607 5 4 12,853 3,197 5,727 22,393
Coloma village 138 52 2 157 349
Coloma town 2,300 32 14 9,458 107 5,907 17,818
Dakota town 1,579 190 9,246 2,552 5,110 18,677
Deerfield town 1,689 10 13,079 66 5,307 20,151
Hancock village 30 10 306 346
Hancock town 691 27 18 12,627 214 3,827 17,404
Leon town 2,612 30 7,704 556 9,573 20,475
Lohrville village 339 339
Marion town 2,670 25 39 10,346 465 5,486 19,031
Mount Morris town 1,766 32 2 8,782 840 7,017 18,439
Oasis town 685 40 16,667 50 3,401 20,843
Plainfield village 47 17 231 295
Plainfield town 605 117 8 14,797 218 4,594 20,339
Poy Sippi town 251 19 1 12,789 1,971 2,618 17,649
Redgranite village 155 10 25 685 875
Richford town 1,386 277 9,912 1,114 5,909 18,598
Rose town 1,870 335 5 11,410 136 5,723 19,479
Saxeville town 1,438 67 11,436 1,177 7,277 21,395
Springwater town 1,656 263 7,757 197 6,875 16,748
Warren town 565 27 10 12,114 2,283 4,676 19,675
Wautoma city 36 36
Wautoma town 1,777 40 79 10,850 1,099 5,796 19,641
Wild Rose village 46 58 20 226 48 398
Waushara County 25,085 1,694 303 206,912 23,271 96,158 - 353,423

Source: WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment Report




Table K-7. Land Use Acres by Real Estate Class, 2000

Minor Civil Division | Residential | Commercial| Manufacturing| Agricultural [ Undevelop| Ag Forest Forest Other Total
Aurora town 711 72 - 9,604 7,554 - 3,487 121 21,549
Berlin city, pt. 120 9 31 17 17 - - - 194
Bloomfield town 995 7 3 11,582 3,297 - 4,796 338 21,018
Coloma village 188 40 15 16 65 - - - 324
Coloma town 2,739 28 14 6,447 2,894 - 4,212 45 16,379
Dakota town 2,115 195 4 7,131 3,416 - 4,403 88 17,352
Deerfield town 3,912 10 4 9,544 777 - 3,899 160 18,306
Hancock village 239 26 - - 47 - - - 312
Hancock town 934 85 15 11,438 789 - 3,058 142 16,461
Leon town 2,326 38 - 5,422 3,634 - 7,826 92 19,338
Lohrville village 108 68 2 278 - - - - 456
Marion town 3,526 119 2 7,323 1,421 - 5,762 50 18,203
Mount Morris town 2,249 44 2 4,993 3,249 - 6,582 107 17,226
Oasis town 451 49 - 16,033 917 - 3,040 110 20,600
Plainfield village 149 49 - 139 53 - 43 7 440
Plainfield town 1,094 142 5 13,195 1,909 - 3,629 63 20,037
Poysippi town 475 21 1 8,666 4,718 - 2,642 206 16,729
Redgranite village 260 16 18 504 - - - 1 799
Richford town 6,906 149 17 7,169 2,909 - 5,232 80 22,462
Rose town 2,042 333 36 5,896 4,162 - 5,522 31 18,022
Saxeville town 2,925 22 - 7,950 3,630 - 5,347 185 20,059
Springwater town 1,911 342 - 6,873 372 - 5,917 66 15,481
Warren town 644 38 10 8,393 5,584 - 4,512 175 19,356
Wautoma city - - 30 9 - - - - 39
Wautoma town 2,389 246 5 6,614 3,248 - 5,436 140 18,078
Wild Rose village 259 88 9 20 - - - 376
Waushara County 39,667 2,236 223 155,256 54,662 85,345 2,207 339,596

Source: Statement of Assessment -- Updated Clerk's Values, WDOR.




Table K-8. Land Use Acres by Real Estate Class, 2005

Minor Civil Division | Residentiall| Commercial| Manufacturing| Agricultural| Undeveloped| Ag Forest | Forest Other Total
Aurora town 1,043 66 23 9,355 7,553 869 2,392 178 21,479
Berlin city, pt. 114 23 31 17 17 - - - 202
Bloomfield town 1,082 14 3 10,514 4,541 1,270 3,116 274 20,814
Coloma village 187 52 15 14 15 - - - 283
Coloma town 3,015 36 14 6,425 2,737 897 2,706 43 15,873
Dakota town 2,136 206 - 6,762 3,295 1,799 2,415 87 16,700
Deerfield town 3,578 10 4 9,986 740 893 2,124 139 17,474
Hancock village 207 27 0 0 0 0 96 0 330
Hancock town 1,027 155 15 10,087 1,565 965 2,617 60 16,491
Leon town 2,605 39 - 6,747 3,683 1,306 5,460 81 19,921
Lohrville village 301 24 2 22 158 4 54 - 565
Marion town 3,632 169 4 6,049 2,295 1,219 4,105 44 17,517
Mount Morris town 2,346 41 2 4,550 3,528 1,311 4,707 67 16,552
Oasis town 486 41 - 16,008 1,046 1,234 1,696 113 20,624
Plainfield village 114 31 - 139 59 14 19 7 383
Plainfield town 1,081 158 5 13,073 1,926 1,287 2,132 84 19,746
Poysippi town 569 24 1 8,321 4,826 906 1,411 180 16,238
Redgranite village 356 40 18 473 - - - 1 888
Richford town 2,467 212 17 6,047 2,836 1,619 3,112 98 16,408
Rose town 2,042 312 36 5,196 3,965 1,051 4,952 35 17,589
Saxeville town 2,982 28 - 7,425 3,929 1,415 2,998 182 18,959
Springwater town 2,132 347 - 4,768 1,889 964 5,350 50 15,500
Warren town 788 41 10 7,696 6,387 1,447 2,695 179 19,243
Wautoma city - - 26 26 59 - - - 111
Wautoma town 2,600 248 9 6,225 3,016 1,152 3,966 124 17,340
Wild Rose village 252 126 9 21 - - - - 408
Waushara County 37,142 2,470 244 145,946 60,065 21,622 | 58,123 2,026 | 327,638

Source: WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment Report




Table K-9. City of Wautoma - Historic Land Prices, 1980 to 200¢

No. of Parcels

Equalized Value

Real Estate Class (Land) ($) $/Parcel
1980

Residential 754 3,549,200 4,707
Commercial 118 667,300 5,655
Manufacturing 4 49,800 12,450
Agricultural - - -
Swamp & Waste - - -
Forest - - -
Total 876 4,266,300 4,870
1990

Residential 731 3,017,700 4,128
Commercial 133 1,038,300 7,807
Manufacturing 8 105,500 13,188
Agricultural - - -
Swamp & Waste - - -
Forest - - -
Total 872 4,161,500 4,772
2000

Residential 703 4,063,000 5,780
Commercial 174 2,473,900 14,218
Manufacturing 5 100,000{ 20,000
Agricultural 1 0 0
Undeveloped 0 0 0
Forest 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Total 883 6,636,900 7,516
2005

Residential 711 8,865,500 12,469
Commercial 199 8,577,100 43,101
Manufacturing 6 107,200 17,867
Agricultural 15 2,800 187
Undeveloped 38 65,100 1,713
Forest 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0
Total 969 17,617,700 18,181

Source: 1980 Statisical Report of Property Valules, WI DOR
WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment and/or Statement

of Equalized Assessment for 1990, 2000 and 2005.




Table K-10. Village of Redgranite - Historic Land Prices, 1980 to 2005

No. of Parcels

Equalized Value

Real Estate Class (Land) ($) $/Parcel
1980

Residential 470 1,169,800 2,489
Commercial 58 211,000 3,638
Manufacturing 7 51,400 7,343
Agricultural 26 337,400 12,977
Swamp & Waste - - -
Forest - - -
Total 561 1,769,600 3,154
1990

Residential 522 2,109,300 4,041
Commercial 47 373,000 7,936
Manufacturing 4 60,300 15,075
Agricultural 31 367,200 11,845
Swamp & Waste - - -
Forest - - -
Total 604 2,909,800 4,818
2000

Residential 520 3,592,700 6,909
Commercial 74 1,368,000 18,486
Manufacturing 1 35,400 35,400
Agricultural 23 95,100 4,135
Undeveloped 0 700 na
Forest 0 320,000 na
Other 2 2,400 1,200
Total 620 5,414,300 8,733
2005

Residential 600 3,977,600 6,629
Commercial 78 1,917,600 24,585
Manufacturing 1 45,400 45,400
Agricultural 21 59,600 2,838
Undeveloped 0 0 0
Forest 0 0 0
Other 1 3,000 0
Total 701 6,003,200 8,564

Source: 1980 Statisical Report of Property Valules, WI DOR
WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment and/or Statement

of Equalized Assessment for 1990, 2000 and 2005.




Table K-11. Town of Dakota - Historic Land Prices, 1980 to 2005

Equalized Value

Real Estate Class Acres ($) $/Acre
1980
Residential 838 4,669,800 5,573
Commercial 196 977,200 4,986
Manufacturing 4 7,700 1,925
Agricultural 9,338 4,637,000 497
Swamp & Waste 3,298 381,900 116
Forest 6,045 3,686,800 610
Total 19,719 14,360,400 728
1990
Residential 1,579 4,814,755 3,049
Commercial 190 1,051,310 5,533
Manufacturing - - -
Agricultural 9,246 4,270,285 462
Swamp & Waste 2,552 525,925 206
Forest 5,110 2,553,200 500
Total 18,677 13,215,475 708
2000
Residential 2,115 9,329,900 4,411
Commercial 195 1,601,600 8,213
Manufacturing 4 14,200 3,550
Agricultural 7,131 2,343,100 329
Undeveloped 3,416 2,343,200 686
Forest 4,403 5,902,400 1,341
Other 88 326,900 3,715
Total 17,352 21,861,300 1,260
2005
Residential 2,136 16,342,000 7,651
Commercial 206 3,325,100 16,141
Manufacturing 0 0 0
Agricultural 6,762 786,300 116
Undeveloped 3,295 1,714,600 520
Forest 4,214 7,953,600 1,887
Other 87 435,000 5,000
Total 16,700 30,556,600 1,830

Source: 1980 Statisical Report of Property Valules, WI DOR
WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment and/or Statement
of Equalized Assessment for 1990, 2000 and 2005.




Table K-12. Town of Marion - Historic Land Prices, 1980 to 2005

Equalized Value

Real Estate Class Acres ($) $/Acre
1980
Residential 114 15,439,000 135,430
Commercial 2 248,600f 124,300
Manufacturing - - -
Agricultural 10,506 5,646,500 537
Swamp & Waste 519 187,300 361
Forest 6,694 3,501,100 523
Total 17,835 25,022,500 1,403
1990
Residential 2,670 23,309,740 8,730
Commercial 25 134,580 5,383
Manufacturing 39 29,900 767
Agricultural 10,346 4,831,360 467
Swamp & Waste 465 116,985 252
Forest 5,486 3,202,015 584
Total 19,031 31,624,580 1,662
2000
Residential 3,526 62,805,700 17,812
Commercial 119 742,900 6,243
Manufacturing 2 8,000 4,000
Agricultural 7,323 3,057,500 418
Undeveloped 1,421 377,600 266
Forest 5,762 6,477,500 1,124
Other 50 416,500 8,330
Total 18,203 73,885,700 4,059
2005
Residential 3,632 99,858,800 27,494
Commercial 169 1,171,000 6,929
Manufacturing 4 29,800 7,450
Agricultural 6,049 653,200 108
Undeveloped 2,295 2,235,900 974
Forest 5,324 11,837,300 2,223
Other 44 192,500 4,375
Total 17,517 115,978,500 6,621

Source: 1980 Statisical Report of Property Valules, WI DOR
WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment and/or Statement
of Equalized Assessment for 1990, 2000 and 2005.




Table K-13. Town of Wautoma - Historic Land Prices, 1980 to 2005

Equalized Value

Real Estate Class Acres ($) $/Acre
1980
Residential 1,141 2,765,300 2,424
Commercial 23 242,000 10,522
Manufacturing 108 70,000 648
Agricultural 11,150 5,181,600 465
Swamp & Waste 1,347 43,500 32
Forest 6,097 3,771,300 619
Total 19,866 12,073,700 608
1990
Residential 1,777 3,169,280 1,784
Commercial 40 250,750 6,269
Manufacturing 79 44,900 568
Agricultural 10,850 5,209,530 480
Swamp & Waste 1,099 358,000 326
Forest 5,796 2,754,120 475
Total 19,641 11,786,580 600
2000
Residential 2,389 9,262,700 3,877
Commercial 246 2,055,300 8,355
Manufacturing 5 40,000 0
Agricultural 6,614 3,114,600 471
Undeveloped 3,248 379,900 117
Forest 5,436 6,449,800 1,186
Other 140 633,500 4,525
Total 18,078 21,935,800 1,213
2005
Residential 2,600 14,877,100 5,722
Commercial 248 4,155,300 16,755
Manufacturing 9 53,500 5,944
Agricultural 6,225 766,600 123
Undeveloped 3,016 2,552,900 846
Forest 5,118 10,963,200 2,142
Other 124 620,000 5,000
Total 17,340 33,988,600 1,960

Source: 1980 Statisical Report of Property Valules, WI DOR
WI DOR Final Statement of Assessment and/or Statement
of Equalized Assessment for 1990, 2000 and 2005.






