
ADAMS COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 
 

ADOPTED 2006 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 
Prepared by: 

 
North Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 



Adams County Board of Supervisors 
 
 

Cynthia Loken, Chairperson 
 

Larry Babcock  
Harry Davis 

Fran Dehmlow 
Robert Dixon 

David Grabarski 
Florence Johnson 
Mike Keckeisen 
Joyce Kirsenlohr 
Jerry Kotlowski 
Glenn Licitar 

Dean Morgan 
Bob Neuenfeldt 
Dave Renner 

David Repinski 
Al Sebastiani 
Matt Sherd 

 Pat Townsend 
Bev Ward 
John West 

  
 
 

Planning and Development Committee 
 
 

Sylvia Breene  
Richard Colby, Sr. 

Fran Dehmlow 

Mike Keckeisen 
Glenn Licitar 
Al Sebastiani 

Robert Dixon  
 
 

Comprehensive Plan Steering Committee 
 
 

David Grabarski, Chairperson 
Cathy Croke, Vice-Chair 

 
Bob Donner Barb Morgan 

Jodi Helgeson 
Jay Jocham 

Dan Wood 

  
 



ADAMS COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

Table of Contents: 
 

Issues & Opportunities Element 
 
 
Natural, Ag. & Cultural Resources Element 

 
 

Housing Element 
 
 

Transportation Element 
 
 

Utilities & Community Facilities Element 
 
 

Economic Development Element 
 
 

Land Use Element 
 
 

Intergovernmental Cooperation Element 
 
 

Implementation Element 
 

1 
 
 

2 
 
 

3 
 
 

4 
 
 

5 
 
 

6 
 
 

7 
 
 

8 
 
 

9 









ADAMS COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
 

Issues & Opportunities 
Element 

 
Adopted November 2006 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Prepared by: 

 
North Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 

 





Element 1: Issues & Opportunities 
 
 
1.1 Background Page 1 
 
A. History Page 1 
 
B. Geography Page 4 
 
C. Climate Page 4 
 
D. Planning Context Page 5 

1. Wisconsin 
2. The Region 
3. Adams County 

 
E. Public Participation Page 12 
 
 
1.2 Demographics Page 13 
 
A. Population Page 13 
 
B. Age Distribution Page 13 
 
C. Households Page 16 
 
D. Educational levels Page 18 
 
E. Employment Page 20 
 
F. Income levels Page 21 
 
 
1.3 Issues & Opportunities Page 23 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
A. Public Participation Plan 
B. 2005 Community Survey Summary 



Tables: 
 
Table 1: Total Population 
Table 2: Persons 17 Years of Age and Younger 
Table 3: Persons 65 Years of Age and Older 
Table 4: Total Households 
Table 5: Persons Who Have Completed Four Years of High School or More 
Table 6: Persons Who Have Completed Four or More Years of College 
Table 7: Total Employed Persons 
Table 8: Median Household Income 
Table 9: Per Capita Income 
 
 
Map: 
 
Map 1: Location Reference 
 
 
 
 



 

 
Issues & Opportunities - 1 - Adams County 
2006  Comprehensive Plan 

1.1 Background 
 
This is the first of nine elements that comprise the Adams County 
Comprehensive Plan.  The plan provides detailed information on the county 
and incorporates all of the local communities within the county.  In addition to 
this county plan, there are individual plans for each local unit of government.  
The Town of Rome prepared their plan prior to the county planning process. 
 
Adams County is located in central Wisconsin and is bounded on the north by 
Wood and Portage counties, on the east by Waushara and Marquette counties, 
on the south by Columbia County, and on the west by Juneau County.  See the 
locational reference map. 
 
There are 19 local units of government within Adams County.  There are 
seventeen towns, one village and one city.  See the local units of government 
map.  The Village of Friendship is the county seat.  Currently, the county has a 
year round resident population of 20,452, according to the 2003 population 
estimates. 
 
The county is a predominantly rural area with a large proportion of its land in 
agriculture, wetlands, and forests, and is within convenient driving distance of 
many of the state’s major population centers.  Residents and visitors from both 
near and far utilize its water and expansive natural areas for recreational 
purposes. 
 
 
A. History 
 
Native Americans inhabited Adams County when the first European explorers, 
missionaries and fur traders traveled the Wisconsin River.  Three tribes were 
present at the time, the Ojibwe, Menominee, and Ho-Chunk.  The area 
remained relatively untouched by development until lumbermen entered the 
county following the War of 1812.  It was the need to supply food to these 
lumbermen, traveling to the pine forests of upper Wisconsin that induced the 
settlement of Adams County.  During this period, when Adams County was on 
the highway for “lumberjacks,” Jared Walsworth opened the first trading post 
in 1838 near Big Spring in New Haven Township.   
 
Early settlement of Adams County, as well as much of the Wisconsin River 
Valley, occurred at a much slower pace than in many other parts of the state, 
particularly the east central and southeast.  In 1844, George Stowell became 
the first squatter to settle on Indian land in New Haven.  The following year, a 
Mr. Strong began a combined supply post and tavern on the Big Roche-A-Cri, 
about eight miles north of Friendship.  Soon thereafter a group of pioneers 
settled at Big Spring. 
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Map 1:  
(Insert Location Map) 
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The first land claim in Adams County was made in 1846 at Mineral Point when 
Henry Landt, who came from Jefferson County, took claims for himself and his 
brothers.  Subsequently, the Landt family made claim to the whole valley, 
placing Indian families on some of the claims until other members of the family 
could take possession. 
 
As a political entity, Adams County was created in 1848 by an act of the 
Wisconsin territorial legislature and was named in honor of John Adams, 
second president of the United States and his son, John Quincy Adams, sixth 
president of the United States.  Boundary changes occurred in 1850, 1853, 
and 1857 when Adams County assumed its present boundaries.  Quincy was 
the first county seat, being so designated in 1853.  Five years later the county 
seat was moved to Friendship. 
 
In general, the early settlement of Adams County was in that part now known 
as the towns of New Haven, Jackson, Dell Prairie, and a part of Springville.  
The first man to settle at what was later to become Plainville was Joseph 
Edson, who came from New York in 1848 and built a sawmill on the Plainville 
Creek.  Plainville soon became a prosperous farming community.  An upsurge 
of settlement in the county began in 1849, soon after a treaty with the 
Menominee Indians permitted the taking up of land claims.  In that year, a 
group of families migrated from Canada into the county.  In addition, 
settlements were made west and north of Big Spring and at Dell Prairie 
Corners.  In the following year a large number of families came from the 
southern part of the state, principally from Walworth County, and settled in 
what is now the Town of Jackson.  Also in 1850, Aaron Towne and Jonathan 
Butterfield made claim to what later became Briggsville.  That same year Mr. 
Chamberlin and A.E. Briggs bought the interests of Towne and Butterfield in 
the water power site, built a dam and a sawmill and started a store at 
Briggsville.  The first schoolhouse in the county was also built in 1850 at Dell 
Prairie Corners. 
 
In 1850, only 187 persons were living in the county, which then also included 
neighboring Juneau County. The surge of settlers to the county hit a high in 
1850’s, and in 1860, despite a reduction of the county’s area to its present 
boundaries, the population reached nearly 6,500.  Sawmills and flourmills 
were built throughout the southern part of the county during the decade of the 
1850’s.   
 
In the second half of the Nineteenth Century, population growth stalled as the 
result of the sandy soils, the numerous wetlands and the lack of rail service.  
Without a railroad it was expensive to move goods in and out of the county.  In 
1910, a railroad was built, but it was located south of the Village of Friendship, 
the only incorporated community in the county.  As a result, the City of Adams 
was incorporated in 1912.   
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The depression that swept across the nation in the late 1920s and 1930s 
slowed development.  A drought occurred during this period and many farms 
failed.  As the depression faded following World War II a major public works 
project of taming the Wisconsin River began.  The Wisconsin River Power 
Company began developing power generation facilities, which in turn created 
Petenwell and Castle Rock Lakes. 
 
In the 1950s the agricultural focus shifted from Dairy to irrigated vegetable 
crops, such as potatoes, sweet corn and green beans.  The county soon was 
one of the major producers of these crops.  The 1960s saw the opening of the 
Interstate Highway system and Highways 82 and 21 became important 
connecting routes.  By 1970 the population had increased to 9,234.  In the 
1970s three recreational lakes were built in the Town of Rome.  These lakes 
were developed with residential housing surrounding them.  This was the 
beginning of significant seasonal housing in the county.  In 1980 the 
population was 13,457. 
 
In 1996 the Adams County Historical Society was opened in the McGowan 
House Museum.  This organization maintains detailed information on the 
history of the county. 
 
 
B. Geography 
 
Adams County is in an area of relatively flat sandy soils.  Much of the area is 
broad river valley bottom plain.  A large part the area was once covered by 
glacial Lake Wisconsin, leaving an abundance of marshes, swamps, lakes, 
mesas, and buttes.  The majority of the county drains into the Wisconsin River, 
except for the southeast corner of the county, which is dominated by glacial 
terminal moraine, and drains eventually into the Fox River. 
 
The county’s total surface area is about 685 square miles or 438,680 acres, 
and ranks 43rd in area among Wisconsin’s 72 counties.  The county is 
approximately 41 miles north to south and about 21 miles east to west, and 
narrows at its southern end to only 9.5 miles. 
 
 
C. Climate 
 
Adams County is classified in the continental climate type.  The summers have 
warm but not excessively hot days and cool nights.  Winters are long, cold, and 
snowy.  Mean annual precipitation is almost 30 inches.  Snow cover on the 
ground and ice cover on the lakes lasts from December to April.  The growing 
season generally extends from late May to early September, for an average 
frost-free growing season of 135 days.  Prevailing winds come out of the 
northwest from late fall through spring, and from the south during the 
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remainder of the year.  The wind speed generally ranges from 4 to 15 miles per 
hour. 
 
 
D. Planning Context 
 
1. Wisconsin 
 
Planning and zoning has been a function of local units of government for over 
50 years in Wisconsin.  Over the years almost every city, village and county has 
developed various plans, from land use plans, to master plans to development 
plans.  Existing authority for planning is provided in state statutes, including 
ss. 59, 60, 61 and 62.  Recently, however, at the national level, there has been 
concern over the effects of extensive development patterns (“sprawl”) that have 
become more prevalent in both urban and rural areas.  Many causes ranging 
from government policies, such as the construction of the interstate highway 
system, to trends within the economy, such as increased reliance on trucks for 
the transportation of goods and consumer preference for suburban housing, 
have been blamed for this phenomenon.  Whatever the causes, many of the 
effects – traffic congestion, loss of open space, abandonment of central cities, 
degradation of air and water quality, and increased reliance on the automobile 
as the only viable transportation alternative – have become increasingly 
troubling for a large segment of the public.  These issues have led to a 
discussion on land use planning. 
 
As early as the 1960s and early 1970s, several study committees and 
commissions were created to examine the need for land use reform in the state.  
Of particular importance were the Tarr Task Force, the Knowles Commission 
and the Wallace Commission.  Although these efforts and their 
recommendations were never incorporated at the time, they were not forgotten 
and would influence later changes.   
 

The Tarr Task Force was the first to look at the planning laws.  It 
reviewed state statutes and problems related to municipal boundary 
changes, Regional planning and area wide service provision.  They 
developed several recommendations in the area of boundary review and 
annexation. 

 
The Knowles Commission found the state’s land use laws to be complex 
and outdated.  The report summarized that “a steady rise in population, 
a pattern of urbanization and sprawling subdivisions, an increased 
appetite for the outdoors, and economic expansion continue to consume 
our land resources”.  It went on to conclude that “Land use regulation is 
basically a local matter, and that only certain resources and uses were of 
wider significance.  The model proposed was that state and Regional 
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planning would set the framework within which local decision-making 
would take place.  

 
The Wallace Commission was a broad study that reviewed many issues, 
including education and health care.  It also touched on some planning 
issues.  This report recommended changes in the area of incorporation, 
annexation and consolidation.  It concluded that a flexible system was 
needed to deal with local issues. 

 
Another major statewide discussion occurred again in the early 1990’s, when 
the issues of urban sprawl, redevelopment and “smart growth” were being 
discussed at the national level.  During this same period, the Wisconsin 
Department of Transportation and the Department of Natural Resources each 
developed independent Task Forces to study land use issues. Both agencies 
reports identified strategies and policies for future decision-making at the state 
level in relation to land use.   
 
These reports and all the previous study efforts, as well as the national 
discussion related to planning, spurred Governor Thompson to create the State 
Interagency Land Use Council and the Wisconsin Strategic Growth Task Force 
in 1994.  The Land Use Council was to set guidelines for state involvement in 
land use issues, while the Task Force was to recommend ways for coordinating 
state agencies, local governments, and local private groups when deciding land 
use issues.  The Task Force presented their findings in 1995 to the Interagency 
Land Use Council with a report entitled “Land Use Issues Facing Wisconsin”.  
The report identified trends, intergovernmental relationships, public attitudes, 
and the strengths and weaknesses of Wisconsin’s land use policies.  Wisconsin 
was compared to other states and a number of recommendations were given to 
address the land use issues at hand.  The most important issue to be identified 
in the report was the need for a revision of the state’s planning enabling 
legislation.   
 
The Interagency Land Use Council delivered its report “Planning Wisconsin: 
Report of the State Interagency Land Use Council” to the Governor in 1996.  
The report offered land use goals, ways to improve local land use planning 
efforts, what should be included in a comprehensive plan, and how citizen 
participation in land use planning could be enhanced.  It is these studies and 
reports and the comments and criticisms that followed, that laid the 
foundation for the State’s Comprehensive Planning Legislation.   
 
Across the nation, over this same period, under the banner of “Smart Growth” 
a number of state and local governments have undertaken a unified approach 
to addressing these same issues.  Oregon is generally acknowledged to be the 
leader in this area.  Beginning in 1973 the State required that all cities and 
counties in the state adopt comprehensive land-use plans.  Washington State 
enacted legislation in the early 1990’s and later amended, requiring certain 
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jurisdictions, based on size and growth rate, to enact comprehensive plans.  
These plans detail “urban growth areas” outside of which the land is classified 
as “rural”.  Mechanisms were put in place for the review and acceptance of 
these plans by the State.  In 1997 a detailed definition of “rural character” was 
adopted to clarify issues that had become apparent in applying that standard 
to land outside of the designated growth areas.  Tennessee required each 
county to establish a growth plan to be reviewed by county growth 
management hearing boards.   
 
In the early 1990s there was increasing interest by Wisconsin State agencies in 
the effects of land-use on the web of government decisions that shape the built 
environment.  The Metro 2020 Policy Board, a group focused on the 
southeastern part of the state, in its 1991 recommendations cited a need to 
coordinate land-use policies to transportation strategies, acknowledging that 
certain patterns of land-use increase the need for transportation investments.  
This led to creation of a Statewide Land Use Task Force under the direction of 
the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (WisDOT) that applied these 
principles statewide.   In its final report the Task Force identified a number of 
problems, among them: no State land-use policy, no requirement of 
consistency between adopted land-use plans and specific policy decisions, and 
no mechanisms for implementing land-use plans.   
 
At about the same time, the Department of Natural Resources (DNR) undertook 
a study of land-use practices from the perspective of their effect on 
environmental quality.   Acknowledging that many agencies were responsible 
for land-use decisions, the DNR Land Use Task Force addressed many of the 
same questions brought up in the WisDOT report including the lack of 
consistency and enforcement mechanisms in land-use decision-making.  The 
report issued in June of 1994 advocated a more “holistic” approach to land-use 
questions by DNR and the need to adjust certain of its internal policies, and 
increase the amount and availability of data.  It also strongly recommended a 
coordinated interagency approach to the problem, “…there is no statewide land 
use policy or vision.  Inconsistent interagency coordination...can lead to 
decisions that harm both the economy and the environment.”  
 
It was to address just this problem that Governor Thompson appointed the 
State Interagency Land Use Council in 1995.  In its report 1996, the Council 
acknowledged that, “the structure of Wisconsin’s current land use system…can 
best be characterized as a fragmented process with each level of government 
responsible for specific goals.” Among its recommendations, the report 
proposes creation of a permanent interagency Land Use Council as a means of 
coordinating policy on the state level, and a statewide Land Information 
System.   In the section headed “How can county and municipal planning be 
improved?” the report recommends requiring counties to adopt comprehensive 
plans, and voluntary adoption of comprehensive plans by municipalities, and a 
requirement that land-use ordinances “be consistent with adopted land use 
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plans.  Land uses that conflict with adopted county and/or municipal plans 
could not be approved unless the plan is amended”.  The report also 
recommends steps to foster cooperation among local governments, a review of 
the role of regional planning commissions, and the requirement for public 
hearings as part of any land-use planning process.   
 
In the spring of 1999 a definition of a comprehensive plan was included in the 
Governor’s Budget Bill.  Several groups working together, including the 
Wisconsin Realtors Association, the Wisconsin Builders Association, the 1,000 
Friends of Wisconsin, the League of Municipalities, the Wisconsin Towns 
Association, and the Wisconsin Chapter of the American Planning Association 
developed the definition.  The University of Wisconsin-Madison facilitated the 
effort.   
 
In October of 1999, the Governor signed into law Wisconsin Act 9, the Budget 
Bill, containing substantial revisions of statutes governing comprehensive 
planning.  The law has been revised by the signing of two additional bills into 
law.  The first is AB 872, containing “technical revisions” which was signed 
May 10, 2000.    The second bill, signed April 13, 2004, is AB 608, which 
reduced the number of items that must be consistent with the plan to three, 
these are: official mapping, subdivision ordinances and zoning ordinances.  
Taken together these bills represent the most sweeping revision of the State’s 
planning enabling laws in half a century. 
 
The law (ss. 66.1001) requires all jurisdictions within the state that exercise 
control over land-use to prepare a comprehensive plan by 2010.  It lays out the 
nine required elements of the plan and requires a public participation process.  
Jurisdictions that do not have a comprehensive plan in place by the deadline 
may not engage in actions that impact land-use.  The statute outlines the 
requirements that must be satisfied, specifically for those that utilize the State 
grant program to develop their plan.    
 
Fourteen planning goals are suggested.  These goals, however, are not 
mandates for specific provisions that must be included in the comprehensive 
plan, but criteria on which the grant applications will be judged.  The goals are: 
 
1.  Promotion of the redevelopment of lands with existing 

infrastructure and public services and the maintenance and 
rehabilitation of existing residential, commercial and industrial 
structures. 

2.  Encouragement of neighborhood designs that support a range of 
transportation choices. 

3.  Protection of natural areas, including wetlands, wildlife habitats, 
lakes, woodlands, open spaces and groundwater resources. 

4.  Protection of economically productive areas, including farmland 
and forests. 
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5.  Encouragement of land uses, densities and regulations that 
promote efficient development patterns and relatively low 
municipal, state governmental and utility costs. 

6.  Preservation of cultural, historic and archaeological sites. 
7.  Encouragement of coordination and cooperation among nearby 

units of government. 
8.  Building of community identity by revitalizing main streets and 

enforcing design standards. 
9.  Providing an adequate supply of affordable housing for 

individuals of all income levels throughout each community. 
10.  Providing adequate infrastructure and public services and an 

adequate supply of developable land to meet existing and future 
market demand for residential, commercial and industrial uses. 

11.  Promoting the expansion or stabilization of the current economic 
base and the creation of a range of employment opportunities at 
the state, regional and local levels. 

12.  Balancing individual property rights with community interests 
and goals. 

13.  Planning and development of land uses that create or preserve 
varied and unique urban and rural communities. 

14.  Providing an integrated, efficient and economical transportation 
system that affords mobility, convenience and safety and that 
meets the needs of all citizens, including transit–dependent and 
disabled citizens. 

 
Also included in the law is the creation of a Smart Growth Dividend Aid 
Program, which is to be distributed starting in fiscal year 2005-06 to 
jurisdictions that have adopted a comprehensive plan and have in effect zoning 
and subdivision ordinances. Applications will be judged based on the number 
of new housing units built at a density of at least four to the acre and the 
number of housing units sold at 80 percent or less of the median price within 
the county, thus furthering the goals of compactness and affordability.  As of 
yet there has been no funding established for this program. 
 
In conclusion, the new comprehensive planning law is significant in many 
ways.  The law creates for the first time a definition of a comprehensive plan; it 
requires that almost all local units of government have a plan and its sets 
requirements for public participation.  Most important, is that it maintains that 
the process be locally driven so all local units of government decide their own 
future.  
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2. The Region 
 
Adams County is included in the North Central Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission (NCWRPC) area.  The NCWRPC is one of nine regional planning 
commissions in the State of Wisconsin.  The North Central region includes ten 
counties, loosely following the upper Wisconsin River Valley.  The NCWRPC is a 
voluntary association of governments tasked with the mission of providing 
planning assistance to the communities throughout the Region.   
 
Regional Comprehensive Plan: A Framework for the Future, 2002-2020  
 
The Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) titled “A Framework for the Future”, 
adopted by the North Central Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission in 
2003, and is an update and expansion of a plan adopted by the NCWRPC in 
1981.   
 
The RCP looks at the nine elements as outlined in the new planning law.  It 
covers things from a Regional Perspective and includes information on all ten 
counties in the North Central Region, including Adams.  It looks at general 
trends within the Region and recommends how county and local government 
can address issues.  This plan will be examined in greater detail in all of the 
following elements. 
 
Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy, 2004-05 
 
The NCWRPC is also a designated Economic Development District as defined 
by the U.S. Department of Commerce Economic Development Administration 
(EDA).   This designation maintains the Region’s eligibility for grants from EDA.  
Annually a Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy or CEDS is 
developed.  This plan will be examined in greater detail in the Economic 
Development Element. 
 
Adams County located in several different service districts or regions as 
established by State agencies. 
 
The county is included in the West Central Region of the Wisconsin 
Department of Natural Resources.  The WDNR is responsible for a variety of 
natural resource related activities, including environmental monitoring, 
licensing and regulation, state parks and fish and wildlife management.  The 
DNR also does planning at the Watershed level as well. 
 
The county is included in District 4 of the Wisconsin Department of 
Transportation.  The WisDOT is responsible for the state’s transportation 
system. 
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The county is located in the Southwest Region of the Wisconsin Emergency 
Management (WEM).  WEM is responsible for disaster mitigation, disaster 
planning and general education. 
 
There are a variety of other state agencies that cover the county, but do not 
have formal districts or regions. 
 
Another multi-county organization that Adams County is a member of is the 
Golden Sands Resource & Conservation District (RCD).  RCDs are responsible 
for numerous natural resource related activities. 
 
 
3. Adams County 
 
A variety of county plans have been prepared over the years, some were 
developed as far back as 1980.  These plans are outlined in greater detail in the 
various elements of the plan, but they are briefly described below: 
 
Adams County Development Plan, 1977 
 
This plan was completed under the county statute requiring a “Development” 
plan for all counties.  This document covers many of the same topics or 
elements as required in the new planning law.  Although dated, some of the 
information from that plan is used within this plan.  
 
Adams County Farmland Preservation Plan, 1981 (Updated 2004) 
 
This plan was recently updated.  This plan identifies all areas in the county 
that are zoned exclusive agriculture.  That designation allows for active farming 
operations to apply for state tax credits. 
 
Adams County Land & Water Conservation Plan, 1998 
 
The primary intent of this plan is to identify strategies to protect the quality 
and quantity of the county’s soil and water resources. 
 
Adams County Outdoor Recreation Plan, 1999 
 
This plan’s primary purpose is to identify existing recreational facilities and 
identify needed facilities for a five-year period.  This plan is currently in the 
process of being updated. 
 
In addition, the county has developed and maintained the basic tools for plan 
implementation, including zoning and subdivision regulations.  Both of these 
are further discussed in the Implementation Element. 
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E. Public Participation 
 
As part of the planning process a variety of public participation efforts were 
conducted to involve as many viewpoints into the planning process.  A formal 
public participation plan was adopted in August 2004 to outline those efforts.  
See Attachment A.  There was a county level strategic planning committee 
created, each town utilized a planning commission and many had separate 
planning committees as well.  All meetings were posted and publicized and two 
major county level open house meetings were held, including one at the County 
Fair.  Each town also held one or more open house meetings; and each 
municipality held a formal public hearing as well.  A website was also created 
providing all of the planning information for full access by the general public. 
 
In addition, a countywide survey was conducted to solicit input from the public 
that were unable to participate in the public meetings.  A survey was developed 
and mailed to a random selection of property owners in the county to gather 
public opinion on a variety of planning issues.  The scientifically significant 
results of that survey are found in Attachment B. 
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1.2 Demographics 
 
The review of the socio-economic trends throughout the county are important 
to understanding what has occurred and what is likely to occur in the future.  
Below we look at total population, age distribution, households, educational 
levels, employment and income levels.  All of these will be examined in some 
detail. 
 
A. Population 
 
In 2000, nearly 20,000 persons resided in the county.  The 2003 estimate for 
total population is 20,567.  In terms of percentage growth, the county outpaced 
the state significantly between 1980 and 2000, with a rate of 48 percent, 
compared to only 14 percent for the state.  Overall, the county added over 
6,400 new residents over that twenty-year period.   
 
Table 1 displays total population for each local unit (minor civil division), the 
county and the state.  Although the county has seen significant growth, that 
growth is not evenly distributed to the local units.  The Village of Friendship, 
City of Adams, Colburn and Lincoln experienced only single digit percentage 
growth from 1980-2000.  Richfield was the only local unit that actually 
experienced a decline in population.  All the other communities had strong 
growth, including Strongs Prairie and Springville, which had 139 and 100 
percent growth, respectively. 
 
Although the rapid growth of the last two decades may not continue, it seems 
unlikely that a reversal will occur.  It is unlikely that growth will be any more 
evenly distributed throughout the local units of the county than it has been in 
the past.  Growth is likely to be the fastest in the local units that have been the 
most success in attracting recreational and retirement related persons. 
 
The Land Use Element further examines population. If you assume similar 
growth for the next twenty years an additional 9,561 people would be living in 
the county.   
 
 
B. Age Distribution 
 
Population distribution is important to the planning process.  In particular, two 
groups are examined here.  They are the 17 years of age and younger, and the 
65 and older population groups.  These are often referred to as dependent 
populations and have different needs.  The younger group requires schools, 
and the older group is retiring.  Comparing these groups over time and to the 
state, demographic changes in the county are identified.   
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During the last two decades the population of the 17 and younger group 
declined from about 25 percent of the total population to about 19 percent of 
the total county population.  This was true of all the towns, the village and the 
city.  However, in terms of total numbers, there has been an increase of about 
500 persons in this group, eleven local units had a slight increase, while seven 
had a decline.  The county rate of decline was much less than that at the state 
level, where it declined from over 35 percent to just over 25 percent, resulting 
in a loss of over 280,000 persons in this category.   
 
If the trend of the last twenty years continues through 2020, this would mean 
only 14.9 percent of the total population within Adams County would be 17 
years of age and younger.   

Table 1
Population
Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 1990 1990 - 2000 1980 - 2000 1980 - 2000

% Change % Change % Change Net Change
Adams 961 1,170 1,267 22% 8% 32%             306 
Big Flats 694 731 946 5% 29% 36%             252 
Colburn 177 154 181 -13% 18% 2%                 4 
Dell Prairie 856 1,063 1,415 24% 33% 65%             559 
Easton 858 824 1,194 -4% 45% 39%             336 
Jackson 640 641 926 0% 44% 45%             286 
Leola 237 217 265 -8% 22% 12%               28 
Lincoln 289 318 311 10% -2% 8%               22 
Monroe 288 305 363 6% 19% 26%               75 
New Chester 1,088 1,675 2,141 54% 28% 97%          1,053 
New Haven 522 511 657 -2% 29% 26%             135 
Preston 967 1,057 1,360 9% 29% 41%             393 
Quincy 639 927 1,181 45% 27% 85%             542 
Richfield 183 159 144 -13% -9% -21%              (39)
Rome 1,110 1,674 2,656 51% 59% 139%          1,546 
Springville 584 785 1,167 34% 49% 100%             583 
Strongs Prairie 876 1,028 1,115 17% 8% 27%             239 
Village of Friendship 744 728 781 -2% 7% 5%               37 
City of Adams 1,744 1,715 1,831 -2% 7% 5%               87 
City of Wi. Dells (pt.)   19                  19 

    
Adams County 13,457 15,682 19,920 17% 27% 48%          6,463 

    
State 4,705,642 4,891,769 5,363,675 4% 10% 14%      658,033 
Source:  U.S. Census
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During the same period, the 65 and older group increased as a percentage of 
total population from 17 percent to nearly 20 percent.  Although, at the local 
level five had a decline in that group, including the Towns of Adams, Dell 
Prairie, Easton, and New Chester, and the Village of Friendship.  Based on 
increasing life expectancy and advances in medicine, the 65 and older group 
can expect to grow in absolute numbers and as a percentage of total 
population.  This trend is occurring at both the state and national levels as 
well.   
 
The decrease in the percentage of 17 and younger persons and the increase in 
the 65 and older persons will have an impact on the labor force, school system 
and health care industry in the county.  

Table 2

Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 2000
% of Total % of Total % of Total Net Change

Adams 248 286 267 25.8% 24.4% 21.1%               19 
Big Flats 189 176 203 27.2% 24.1% 21.5%               14 
Colburn 44 36 26 24.9% 23.4% 14.4%              (18)
Dell Prairie 247 260 321 28.9% 24.5% 22.7%               74 
Easton 243 201 318 28.3% 24.4% 26.6%               75 
Jackson 145 135 184 22.7% 21.1% 19.9%               39 
Leola 78 54 52 32.9% 24.9% 19.6%              (26)
Lincoln 87 77 58 30.1% 24.2% 18.6%              (29)
Monroe 71 63 52 24.7% 20.7% 14.3%              (19)
New Chester 142 187 187 13.1% 11.2% 8.7%               45 
New Haven 166 100 138 31.8% 19.6% 21.0%              (28)
Preston 259 251 311 26.8% 23.7% 22.9%               52 
Quincy 130 137 166 20.3% 14.8% 14.1%               36 
Richfield 54 43 27 29.5% 27.0% 18.8%              (27)
Rome 281 298 458 25.3% 17.8% 17.2%             177 
Springville 153 156 247 26.2% 19.9% 21.2%               94 
Strongs Prairie 214 225 196 24.4% 21.9% 17.6%              (18)
Village of Friendship 136 162 168 18.3% 22.3% 21.5%               32 
City of Adams 498 457 500 28.6% 13.8% 27.3%                 2 
City of Wi. Dells (pt.) 4

Adams County 3,385 3,304 3,883 25.2% 21.1% 19.5%             498 

State 1,652,261 1,288,982 1,368,756 35.1% 26.4% 25.5% (283,505)    
Source:  U.S. Census

Persons 17 Years of Age and Younger



 

 
Issues & Opportunities - 16 - Adams County 
2006  Comprehensive Plan 

 

 
C. Households 

 
The county trend in households in the county reflects the national trend of 
more people living in smaller household units.  As more people decide to live 
alone and more couples having fewer children or no children at all, the number 
of households has increased faster than the population as a whole.  Even the 
towns that lost population in the 1990s (Easton, Leola, New Haven, Village of 
Friendship, and City of Adams) show an increase in the number of households.  
The county shows a significantly higher rate of increase in the number of 
households than the state. 
 
The number of households is independent of population increase.  This is best 
illustrated by the fact that in the local units with the fastest growth rates 
(Springville and Strongs Prairie) the increase in households is not quite double 
the overall growth rate, while in the local units with the slowest growth rate 

Table 3

Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 2000
% of Total % of Total % of Total Net Change

Adams 175 182 216 18.2% 15.6% 17.0%               41 
Big Flats 90 113 193 13.0% 15.5% 20.4%             103 
Colburn 29 28 37 16.4% 18.2% 20.4%                 8 
Dell Prairie 128 145 198 15.0% 13.6% 14.0%               70 
Easton 144 172 192 16.8% 20.9% 16.1%               48 
Jackson 119 150 206 18.6% 23.4% 22.2%               87 
Leola 31 32 49 13.1% 14.7% 18.5%               18 
Lincoln 38 54 58 13.1% 17.0% 18.6%               20 
Monroe 67 62 87 23.3% 20.3% 24.0%               20 
New Chester 106 139 153 9.7% 8.3% 7.1%               47 
New Haven 62 112 132 11.9% 21.9% 20.1%               70 
Preston 153 220 273 15.8% 20.8% 20.1%             120 
Quincy 145 282 373 22.7% 30.4% 31.6%             228 
Richfield 35 20 31 19.1% 12.6% 21.5%                (4)
Rome 133 323 641 12.0% 19.3% 24.1%             508 
Springville 101 161 213 17.3% 20.5% 18.3%             112 
Strongs Prairie 150 236 251 17.1% 23.0% 22.5%             101 
Village of Friendship 282 240 156 37.9% 33.0% 20.0%            (126)
City of Adams 318 363 443 18.2% 21.2% 24.2%             125 
City of Wi. Dells (pt.) 1

       
Adams County 2,306 3,034 3,903 17.1% 19.3% 19.6%          1,597 

State 564,197 651,221 702,553 12.0% 13.3% 13.1% 138,356     
Source:  U.S. Census

Persons 65 Years of Age and Older
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over the last twenty years (Richfield and Colburn) households grew at a rate 
higher than four times that of population growth in those communities. 
 
Growth in the number of households will continue to be a trend that is likely to 
continue through the next twenty years.  The number of households within the 
county has run significantly ahead of the rate of growth for the state.  Only 
three local units (Richfield, Village of Friendship, and City of Adams) had 
household growth throughout the period below the rate for the state.   
 
Using the growth rate in the number of households for the county in the last 
twenty years indicates that by 2020 there will be 5,000 more households in the 
county.  The highest growth rate in number of households will likely be in the 
towns of Quincy, Springville and Strongs Prairie, where the number of 
households grew by over 100 percent over the last twenty years.  The slowest 
rate will be in the town of Richfield and Village of Friendship, where the rate 
was lower than 6 percent over the last twenty years.  The increase in the 
number of households, as with the number of persons over 65, will be affected 
by the success of some towns in attracting retirees. 

 
The Housing and Land Use elements further examine this topic. 

Table 4
Households
Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 1990 1990 - 2000 1980 - 2000 1980 - 2000

% Change % Change % Change Net Change
Adams 375 454 547 21.1% 20.5% 45.9%             172 
Big Flats 261 294 402 12.6% 36.7% 54.0%             141 
Colburn 63 60 83 -4.8% 38.3% 31.7%               20 
Dell Prairie 315 402 553 27.6% 37.6% 75.6%             238 
Easton 324 326 486 0.6% 49.1% 50.0%             162 
Jackson 243 271 397 11.5% 46.5% 63.4%             154 
Leola 79 85 107 7.6% 25.9% 35.4%               28 
Lincoln 102 124 129 21.6% 4.0% 26.5%               27 
Monroe 112 132 168 17.9% 27.3% 50.0%               56 
New Chester 216 267 371 23.6% 39.0% 71.8%             155 
New Haven 176 199 260 13.1% 30.7% 47.7%               84 
Preston 358 420 561 17.3% 33.6% 56.7%             203 
Quincy 272 428 569 57.4% 32.9% 109.2%             297 
Richfield 60 58 62 -3.3% 6.9% 3.3%                 2 
Rome 417 711 1,181 70.5% 66.1% 183.2%             764 
Springville 223 342 487 53.4% 42.4% 118.4%             264 
Strongs Prairie 329 411 502 24.9% 22.1% 52.6%             173 
Village of Friendship 244 251 257 2.9% 2.4% 5.3%               13 
City of Adams 670 737 769 10.0% 4.3% 14.8%               99 
City of Wi. Dells (pt.) 9
Adams County 4,839 5,972 7,900 23.4% 32.3% 63.3%          3,061 
State 1,652,261 1,822,118 2,084,544 10.3% 14.4% 26.2%      432,283 
Source:  U.S. Census
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D. Educational levels 
 
Educational attainment improved overall during the period.  Over the period, 
the number of persons who graduated from high school as a percentage of 
those over 25, increased from 57.3 percent in 1980 to 76.8 percent in 2000.  
The county increase was reflected in every local unit between 1980 and 2000.  
The Town of Rome substantially exceeds the 2000 county percentage by 12.3 
percent and six other local units also exceed the county.  However, some local 
units still lag behind the county, but that gap has narrowed substantially, as 
in Big Flats, where the gap narrowed from 13.5 percent in 1980 to 5.0 percent 
in 2000.  

 

 
The rate of persons 25 and older with four or more years of college is slowly 
increasing within the county, but not all local units saw an increase.  Seven of 
the local units had a percentage decrease from 1980 to 2000 and only five local 
units were above the county percentage.  Even though the county rate is 

Table 5
Persons 25 and Over Who Have Completed Four Years of High School or More
Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 2000

% of Total % of Total % of Total Net Change
Adams 393 537 669 66.4% 67.4% 71.2%             276 
Big Flats 193 289 490 43.8% 57.7% 71.8%             297 
Colburn 58 48 105 52.3% 43.2% 70.5%               47 
Dell Prairie 343 554 793 63.1% 75.1% 80.2%             450 
Easton 278 360 621 50.8% 63.9% 77.3%             343 
Jackson 299 339 591 68.9% 72.6% 78.8%             292 
Leola 100 84 162 72.5% 56.8% 78.3%               62 
Lincoln 86 144 139 50.3% 64.3% 66.8%               53 
Monroe 96 157 281 50.3% 70.4% 87.8%             185 
New Chester 450 896 446 56.8% 66.1% 73.7%                (4)
New Haven 185 270 364 59.5% 74.0% 76.0%             179 
Preston 339 493 771 56.2% 66.0% 76.0%             432 
Quincy 232 431 657 49.9% 58.1% 68.6%             425 
Richfield 51 61 82 46.4% 55.5% 78.8%               31 
Rome 522 1068 1,857 70.2% 82.3% 89.1%          1,335 
Springville 188 356 607 48.6% 61.4% 70.1%             419 
Strongs Prairie 307 459 635 55.4% 61.5% 76.5%             328 
Village of Friendship 250 340 358 44.9% 64.8% 71.7%             108 
City of Adams 641 735 884 61.2% 65.4% 72.2%             243 
City of Wi. Dells (pt.) 16  

       
Adams County 5,011 7,621 10,528 57.3% 67.0% 76.8%          5,517 

 
State 1,883,095 2,432,154 2,957,461 69.9% 81.3% 85.1% 1,074,366
Source:  U.S. Census
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increasing, the gap is widening between the county and state.  In 1980, the gap 
was 7.4 percent and by 2000 the gap has widened to 12.4 percent.  If this 
trend continues through 2020, this would mean the gap between the county 
and state would reach 20.4 percent. 
 
Taken together these two education indicators show a county with a good and 
improving overall education level, but with a gap in higher education.  High 
school graduation rates above the state level point to a skilled workforce able to 
support the kind of manufacturing industry which has been the mainstay of 
the County economy for many years.  If the county is to adjust to the 
requirements of the developing, knowledge-based economy, however, it will be 
necessary for the level of the college educated to come more in line to levels for 
the state overall. 

 
Education is further discussed in the Economic Development Element. 

Table 6
Persons 25 and Older Who Have Completed Four or More Years of College
Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 2000

% of Total % of Total % of Total Net Change
Adams 44 42 57 7.4% 5.3% 6.1%               13 
Big Flats 7 7 56 1.6% 1.4% 8.2%               49 
Colburn 0 0 7 0.0% 0.0% 4.7%                 7 
Dell Prairie 51 99 143 9.4% 13.4% 14.5%               92 
Easton 44 22 41 8.0% 3.9% 5.1%                (3)
Jackson 52 33 70 12.0% 7.1% 9.3%               18 
Leola 3 0 21 2.2% 0.0% 10.1%               18 
Lincoln 29 8 14 17.0% 3.6% 6.7%              (15)
Monroe 6 19 42 3.1% 8.5% 13.1%               36 
New Chester 31 93 43 3.9% 6.9% 7.1%               12 
New Haven 24 34 39 7.7% 9.3% 8.1%               15 
Preston 40 57 81 6.6% 7.6% 8.0%               41 
Quincy 21 35 43 4.5% 4.7% 4.5%               22 
Richfield 7 0 6 6.4% 0.0% 5.8%                (1)
Rome 94 192 361 12.6% 14.8% 17.3%             267 
Springville 27 31 51 7.0% 5.3% 5.9%               24 
Strongs Prairie 19 36 73 3.4% 4.8% 8.8%               54 
Village of Friendship 45 31 36 8.1% 5.9% 7.2%                (9)
City of Adams 101 103 179 9.6% 9.2% 14.6%               78 
City of Wi. Dells (pt.) 6

       
Adams County 645 842 1,369 7.4% 7.4% 10.0%             724 

 
State 401,076 547,678 779,273 14.8% 18.3% 22.4%      378,197 
Source:  U.S. Census
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E. Employment 
 
In 2000, there were over 7,800 residents employed.  (Note that these are 
persons employed and many of them work outside the county.)  This reflected a 
98 percent increase in the county’s employment since 1980, compared to 43 
percent growth at both the state and federal levels.  About 14 percent of these 
jobs are located in the town of Rome and 9 percent each in the towns of 
Adams, Dell Prairie, and the City of Adams.   Of the 19 local units in the 
county, all but one had growth in jobs over the 1980 to 2000 time period.  The 
greatest percentage growth was in New Chester (236.6 percent), while the least 
was in the Village of Friendship    (-1.7 percent).  
 
See the Economic Development Element for more detailed information. 

 

 
Employment is further discussed in the Economic Development Element. 

Table 7

Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 1990 1990 - 2000 1980 - 2000 1980 - 2000
% Change % Change % Change Net Change

Adams 332 500 632 50.6% 26.4% 90.4%             300 
Big Flats 159 254 370 59.7% 45.7% 132.7%             211 
Colburn 64 32 93 -50.0% 190.6% 45.3%               29 
Dell Prairie 239 505 670 111.3% 32.7% 180.3%             431 
Easton 222 319 481 43.7% 50.8% 116.7%             259 
Jackson 217 222 408 2.3% 83.8% 88.0%             191 
Leola 71 86 122 21.1% 41.9% 71.8%               51 
Lincoln 69 110 119 59.4% 8.2% 72.5%               50 
Monroe 85 108 162 27.1% 50.0% 90.6%               77 
New Chester 112 262 377 133.9% 43.9% 236.6%             265 
New Haven 153 249 317 62.7% 27.3% 107.2%             164 
Preston 312 372 572 19.2% 53.8% 83.3%             260 
Quincy 173 316 434 82.7% 37.3% 150.9%             261 
Richfield 61 66 74 8.2% 12.1% 21.3%               13 
Rome 350 695 1,096 98.6% 57.7% 213.1%             746 
Springville 169 282 524 66.9% 85.8% 210.1%             355 
Strongs Prairie 296 336 479 13.5% 42.6% 61.8%             183 
Village of Friendship 230 258 226 12.2% -12.4% -1.7%                (4)
City of Adams 650 668 691 2.8% 3.4% 6.3%               41 

       
Adams County 3,964 5,640 7,847 42.3% 39.1% 98.0%          3,883 

    
State   2,734,925     
Source:  U.S. Census

Total Employed Persons (16 and over)
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F. Income levels 
 
Per capita income and median income are the two major indicators of income.  
The county median household income rose about 157 percent over the twenty-
year period, compared to only a state increase of 147 percent.  Meanwhile, the 
county per capita income also increased by approximately 214 percent, 
compared to the state increase of nearly 193 percent.  Note that these changes 
have not been adjusted for inflation.   
 
During the 1980s, the county’s median income grew less than the state rate, 
while outpacing the state in the 1990s.  Per capita income grew more than the 
state during the 1980s, but grew less than the state during the 1990s.  Overall, 
the total county median income and per capita income are less than the state 
levels, but the percentages are on the rise.  
 

 
Table 8
Median Household Income
Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 1990 1990 - 2000 1980 - 2000 1980 - 2000

% Change % Change % Change Net Change
Adams 11,934$   20,994$   34,286$   75.9% 63.3% 187.3%  $    22,352 
Big Flats 11,410$   18,289$   27,800$   60.3% 52.0% 143.6%  $    16,390 
Colburn 16,250$   12,143$   35,250$   -25.3% 190.3% 116.9%  $    19,000 
Dell Prairie 13,468$   24,688$   43,750$   83.3% 77.2% 224.8%  $    30,282 
Easton 12,806$   19,559$   30,469$   52.7% 55.8% 137.9%  $    17,663 
Jackson 15,000$   19,844$   39,338$   32.3% 98.2% 162.3%  $    24,338 
Leola 14,167$   23,125$   36,607$   63.2% 58.3% 158.4%  $    22,440 
Lincoln 12,813$   21,000$   29,107$   63.9% 38.6% 127.2%  $    16,294 
Monroe 13,036$   24,583$   34,500$   88.6% 40.3% 164.7%  $    21,464 
New Chester 9,018$     19,821$   28,750$   119.8% 45.0% 218.8%  $    19,732 
New Haven 13,482$   28,173$   35,536$   109.0% 26.1% 163.6%  $    22,054 
Preston 13,385$   22,417$   33,491$   67.5% 49.4% 150.2%  $    20,106 
Quincy 11,944$   17,540$   26,533$   46.9% 51.3% 122.1%  $    14,589 
Richfield 17,188$   27,917$   34,792$   62.4% 24.6% 102.4%  $    17,604 
Rome 17,917$   30,652$   44,000$   71.1% 43.5% 145.6%  $    26,083 
Springville 10,559$   19,400$   34,531$   83.7% 78.0% 227.0%  $    23,972 
Strongs Prairie 12,847$   21,447$   30,048$   66.9% 40.1% 133.9%  $    17,201 
Village of Friendship 12,917$   21,058$   24,615$   63.0% 16.9% 90.6%  $    11,698 
City of Adams 12,483$   19,263$   26,250$   54.3% 36.3% 110.3%  $    13,767 

    
Adams County 12,990$   21,548$   33,408$   65.9% 55.0% 157.2%  $    20,418 

    
State 17,680$   29,442$   43,791$   66.5% 48.7% 147.7%  $    26,111 
Source:  U.S. Census (Not adjusted for inflation)
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Income levels are further discussed in the Economic Development Element. 
 

Table 9
Per Capita Income
Minor Civil Divison 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 1990 1990 - 2000 1980 - 2000 1980 - 2000

% Change % Change % Change Net Change
Adams 5,896$     9,331$     18,225$   58.3% 95.3% 209.1%  $    12,329 
Big Flats 5,188$     9,411$     14,629$   81.4% 55.4% 182.0%  $      9,441 
Colburn 5,367$     5,586$     21,440$   4.1% 283.8% 299.5%  $    16,073 
Dell Prairie 5,728$     12,274$   19,209$   114.3% 56.5% 235.4%  $    13,481 
Easton 5,277$     9,134$     15,011$   73.1% 64.3% 184.5%  $      9,734 
Jackson 7,047$     10,116$   19,080$   43.6% 88.6% 170.8%  $    12,033 
Leola 6,450$     9,211$     15,699$   42.8% 70.4% 143.4%  $      9,249 
Lincoln 5,165$     12,744$   15,484$   146.7% 21.5% 199.8%  $    10,319 
Monroe 5,118$     12,480$   19,970$   143.8% 60.0% 290.2%  $    14,852 
New Chester 3,221$     12,444$   14,727$   286.3% 18.3% 357.2%  $    11,506 
New Haven 5,157$     11,732$   15,624$   127.5% 33.2% 203.0%  $    10,467 
Preston 5,851$     10,347$   19,117$   76.8% 84.8% 226.7%  $    13,266 
Quincy 5,992$     10,029$   16,460$   67.4% 64.1% 174.7%  $    10,468 
Richfield 7,410$     9,676$     23,334$   30.6% 141.2% 214.9%  $    15,924 
Rome 7,376$     14,781$   23,901$   100.4% 61.7% 224.0%  $    16,525 
Springville 5,089$     11,266$   16,145$   121.4% 43.3% 217.3%  $    11,056 
Strongs Prairie 5,542$     9,513$     15,583$   71.7% 63.8% 181.2%  $    10,041 
Village of Friendship 5,012$     8,773$     14,773$   75.0% 68.4% 194.8%  $      9,761 
City of Adams 6,033$     10,143$   14,744$   68.1% 45.4% 144.4%  $      8,711 

    
Adams County 5,647$     11,945$   17,777$   111.5% 48.8% 214.8%  $    12,130 

    
State 7,243$     13,286$   21,271$   83.4% 60.1% 193.7%  $    14,028 
Source:  U.S. Census (Not adjusted for inflation)
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1.3 Issues & Opportunities 
 
A variety of issues and opportunities were identified throughout the planning 
process.  Many of these were taken from existing documents, some were taken 
from public meetings and others were identified from local and county level 
surveys.  
 
Population Growth: 
Historically, the county has experienced slow steady growth until 1980.  Since 
then, the population has exploded.  Between 1980 and 2000 the population 
grew by 48 percent compared to the state rate of 14 percent.   This level of 
growth will likely slow, but gains of 20 percent are expected.  Much of this 
growth is expected to occur in the towns along the river. 
 
Housing Development: 
Housing in Adams County consists predominantly of owner-occupied single-
family units.  Most multi-family and rental housing is located in the Adams-
Friendship area.  Much of the new housing development is occurring on 
scattered sites in the rural areas or concentrated in the towns along the river.  
The scattered rural housing development is a growing concern for many towns 
because it is altering their traditional rural character and because the influx of 
“city dwellers” to rural areas is creating conflicts with farm operations and 
increasing service delivery needs and costs.  There is also pressure in some 
areas for recreational and seasonal housing, such as condominiums. 
 
Changing Economy: 
The county enjoys a fairly diverse economic base.  Historically the economy was 
based on forest and agricultural resources, which continue to be important.  
However recently, there has been growth in the manufacturing and retail 
sectors.  There is also an expanding tourism sector.  The changing agriculture 
economy is a primary concern and creates challenges for rural areas seeking to 
adapt to the changes and preserve their rural agricultural heritage and 
livelihood. 
 
Abundant Natural Resources: 
Adams County contains abundant natural resources.  In particular, rivers and 
streams and associated wetlands and floodplains occupy large areas of the 
County and contribute to its natural and visual character.  The northeastern 
section of the county has vast wetland areas, while the Wisconsin River runs 
along the entire western edge of the county.  Woodlands cover much of the 
county as well as major agricultural areas.  These natural resources played a 
significant role in the settlement and growth of the county.  Woodlands 
provided opportunities for logging operations and farmland made the area 
desirable for dairy farming and then specialty crops, such as potatoes. 
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Resource Protection Priority: 
Natural resources of land and water are a major component of the quality of life 
in Adams County.  In addition to their contribution to the areas history and 
economy, they are valued for their natural and scenic beauty, wildlife habitat, 
and the recreational opportunities they provide.   The planning effort needs to 
incorporate the protection and preservation of the critical natural resources. 
 
Protect Water Quality: 
In particular, protecting and improving water quality is a priority for the 
county.  The county is involved in efforts to improve water quality through 
enforcement of regulations, such shoreland and wetland zoning, permit review 
for septic systems, and developing watershed management plans. 
 
Recreational Resources: 
Adams County has several County parks that include two major camping 
facilities.  There are also several State park and natural resource facilities 
located throughout the county.  These areas are all open to the public for 
recreational purposes, in addition to the Wisconsin River. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN 
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ATTACHMENT B 
 

2005 COMMUNITY SURVEY SUMMARY 
 
 



 
North Central Wisconsin - 1 - Adams County 
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I. Introduction 
 
As part of the Adams County comprehensive planning process a county-wide survey was 
conducted to solicit input from the public. 
 
Comprehensive planning is a process to help guide the type, location and appearance of growth 
and development within a community.  One goal is to minimize the impacts of new development 
and guide growth where it is most appropriate.  The challenge is not to see how long change can 
be avoided, but to anticipate both the problems and the opportunities resulting from that change 
and to develop solutions to minimize problems and maximize opportunities.   
 
It is important to understand that planning is not the same as zoning.  A comprehensive plan does 
not directly regulate land use; rather it provides some basic principles to guide elected and 
appointed officials when making decisions regarding growth and development.  The general 
planning philosophy is to allow growth in a manner that protects and preserves the natural beauty 
and integrity of the area, which is the foundation of its quality of life.  No planning or poor 
planning can erode the very characteristics, which gives Adams County its charm. 
 
Public participation is a critical component of the comprehensive planning process.  One of the 
major efforts to solicit input was a survey.  A survey was developed and mailed to a random 
selection of property owners in the county to gather public opinion on a variety of planning 
issues.  The scientifically significant results of that survey are contained in this report. 
 
In addition to the survey, there have been numerous local, with at least one in each municipality, 
and county level meetings to solicit input. 
 
 



 
North Central Wisconsin - 2 - Adams County 
Regional Planning Commission  Comprehensive Plan Survey Results 

II. Methodology 
 
The Adams County Steering Committee, using several sample surveys from other planning 
processes, as well as creating original questions, developed this survey.  The Comprehensive 
Planning Survey was finalized on December 7, 2004.   A copy of the survey form is included as 
Attachment A. 
 
If this survey had been done via sampling, to achieve a 95 percent confidence in the findings, 
with a + or - 3 percent error, only 377 completed surveys would have been needed.  Thus, a 
return of 518 surveys makes the findings valid for planning purposes. 
 
Surveys were mailed during the last week of February, and by March 14, the closing date, 518 
surveys were received.  Responses were made from every local unit in the county.  Once the 
surveys were delivered to the NCWRPC they were tabulated.  Every survey was given a unique 
number and all responses for each questions was input into a database, including open-ended 
questions 12, 13 and 14.  Please note that the comments shown are as written by the respondent.  
Names of individuals and any profanity have been removed. 
 
A total of 518 completed surveys were returned, which surpassed the number needed for a 
scientifically significant survey sample.  This sample size results in a margin of error of + or – 5 
percent on all responses, at a 95 percent confidence level.  Stated in different terms, chances are 
19 out of 20 that, if all property owners in Adams County were asked, the actual percentage 
holding similar opinions on any actual question would be within 5 percent of that reflected in this 
survey. 
 
The survey results were tabulated to identify both resident and non-resident responses.  Where 
there was a significant difference in the results, it is stated in the survey results section. 
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III.  Survey Results 
 
The following are the results from the survey.  
 
 
Q1.   At what rate would you like to see 
growth occur? 
 
Currently there are about 20,000 people living in 
Adams County.  Population projections for 2025 
indicate that the County will grow by 5,000 to 
10,000 additional people.  Forty-one percent of 
respondents accept the current population growth 
as acceptable.  A sizable 30 percent would like a 
slower population growth rate to occur.  About 8 
percent want faster population growth than is 
projected, while 11 percent want no population 
growth, and 11 percent have no opinion. 
 
 
 
Q2.   Do you feel that there is a need for 
affordable housing in your community? 
 
A resounding No was exclaimed by 47 percent of 
respondents.  Thirty-six percent think that 
affordable housing is needed, and 17 percent have 
no opinion.  There was some difference between 
resident and non-resident with this question.  Fifty-
three percent of residents responded “yes” (38% 
No), while only 23 percent of non-residents 
responded yes (55% No). 
 
 
 
Q3.   Should units of government use tax 
dollars to preserve environmentally sensitive 
areas such as stream buffer areas or steep 
slopes, in order to protect land and water? 
 
Seventy-three percent of respondents want taxes 
to support preservation of environmentally 
sensitive areas.  About 18 percent do not want 
taxes used to preserve such areas, and 9 percent 
have no opinion. 

Use Taxes To Preserve
Environmentally Sensitive 

Areas

Yes
73%

No
18%

No 
Opinion

9%

Need For Affordable 
Housing

No
47%

No 
Opinion

17%
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36%

Desired Population Growth

Less 
Than 

Current 
Rate
30%

No 
Growth

11%

More 
Than 

Current 
Rate
8% No 

Opinion
10%

Current 
Rate
41%
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Q4.  Should new retail, commercial, and 
industrial development be concentrated in 
already established communities? 
 
Most respondents (71%) want new non-
residential development of all kinds to be located 
only where that type of development is already.  
About 21 percent of respondents want to allow 
new development in new areas, and 8 percent 
have no opinion. 
 
 
 
Q5.   Should Adams and Friendship try to 
use nearly all the land within their existing 
boundaries before growing into 
unincorporated areas? 
 
Seventy-one percent of respondents want Adams 
and Friendship to fully urbanize their own land 
before development occurs in unincorporated 
areas.  Twenty-one percent disagree, and 8 
percent have no opinion. 
 
 
 
Q6.  Do you feel that new housing and 
industrial development should be allowed 
anywhere in the County? 
 
Most respondents (68%) do not want new houses 
or industrial development to be allowed 
anywhere.  A quarter of respondents want 
development to occur anywhere, and 7 percent 
have no opinion.  There was some difference 
between resident and non-resident with this 
question.  Thirty-six percent of residents 
responded “yes” (59% No), while only 18 percent 
of non-residents responded yes (78% No). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

New Establishments

Yes
71%

No
21%

No 
Opinion

8%

Urban Growth

Yes
71%

No
21%

No 
Opinion

8%

Random Housing & Indistrial 
Development

Yes
25%

No 
Opinion

7%

No
68%
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Q7.  Do you perceive a need for land use 
planning in your community? 
 
Almost 70 percent of respondents think land use 
planning is needed in their community.  About 20 
percent do not think land use planning is 
necessary in their community, and 13 percent had 
no opinion. 
 
 
Q8.   Do you feel that the following kinds of new development will lower your taxes? 
 
Most respondents (53% & 55%) think Commercial and Industrial development will lower their 
taxes, and only 21 percent thought that residential development would lower taxes. 
 

Types of Development to Lower Taxes 
Residential Commercial Industrial 

Yes
21%

No
63%

No 
Opinion

16%

 

Yes
53%No

33%

No 
Opinion

14%

 

Yes
55%

No
31%

No 
Opinion

14%

 

 
 
Q9.   Are you familiar with the existing land 
use regulations in the County? 
 
Most respondents (61%) are not familiar with 
existing land use regulations within the County.  
About a third of respondents are familiar with 
land use regulations, and about 8 percent have no 
opinion.  There was some difference between 
resident and non-resident with this question.  
Forty-one percent of residents responded “yes” 
(52% No), while only 23 percent of non-residents 
responded yes (71% No). 
 

Need For Land Use Planning

Yes
68%

No
19%

No 
Opinion

13%

Familiar With The Existing 
Land Use Regulations

Yes
31%

No 
Opinion

8%

No
61%
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Q10. Agreement & Disagreement with Planning Goals 
 
 
The following displays the level of support for the fourteen major goals in the planning process. 
 
 
Goal 1.   Promotion of the redevelopment of 
lands with existing infrastructure and public 
services and the maintenance and rehabilitation 
of existing residential, commercial, and 
industrial structures. 
 
Over 66 percent of respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed with this goal.  Only eight percent disagreed 
or strongly disagreed.  Fourteen percent were 
neutral, while 12 percent did not know. 
 
 
 
Goal 2.   Encouragement of neighborhood 
designs that support a range of transportation 
choices. 
 
About 44 percent of respondents agreed or 
strongly agreed with this goal.  Only 18 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Twenty-eight 
percent were neutral, while 10 percent did not 
know. 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 3.   Protection of natural areas, including 
wetlands, wildlife habits, lakes, woodlands, 
open spaces, and groundwater resources. 
 
Over 90 percent of respondents strongly agreed or 
agreed with this goal.  Only 3 percent disagreed or 
strongly disagreed.  Four percent were neutral, 
while 2 percent did not know. 
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Goal 4.   Protection of economically 
productive areas, including farmlands and 
forests. 
 
Over 85 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Only 3 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Eight percent 
were neutral, while 3 percent did not know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 5.   Encouragement of land uses, densities 
and regulations that promote efficient 
development patterns and relatively low 
municipal, state governmental and utility 
costs. 
 
About 78 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Only 5 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Nine percent 
were neutral, while 8 percent did not know. 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 6.   Preservation of cultural, historic, and 
archeological sites. 
 
Over 77 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Only 5 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Fifteen percent 
were neutral, while 3 percent did not know. 
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Goal 7.   Encouragement of coordination and 
cooperation among nearby units of government. 
 
Over 82 percent of respondents strongly agreed, or 
agreed with this goal.  Only 1 percent disagreed, 
and nobody strongly disagreed.  Eleven percent 
were neutral, while 6 percent did not know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 8.   Building of community identity by 
revitalizing main streets and enforcing design 
standards. 
 
Over 60 percent of respondents strongly agreed, or 
agreed with this goal.  Only 12 percent disagreed 
or strongly disagreed.  Twenty-two percent were 
neutral, while 6 percent did not know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 9.   Providing an adequate supply of 
affordable housing for individuals of all 
income levels throughout each community. 
 
Only about 40 percent of respondents strongly 
agreed or agreed with this goal.  Twenty-nine 
percent disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Twenty-
seven percent were neutral, while 4 percent did 
not know. 
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Goal 10.   Providing adequate infrastructure 
and public services and an adequate supply of 
developable land to meet existing and future 
market demand for residential, commercial, 
and industrial uses. 
 
About 53 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Seventeen percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Twenty-three 
percent were neutral, while 7 percent did not 
know. 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 11.   Promoting the expansion or 
stabilization of the current economic base and 
the creation of a range of employment 
opportunities at the state, regional, and local 
levels. 
 
About 65 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Only 9 percent disagreed 
or strongly disagreed.  Twenty percent were 
neutral, while 6 percent did not know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 12.   Balancing individual property rights 
with community interests and goals. 
 
About 68 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Only 12 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Fifteen percent 
were neutral, while 5 percent did not know. 
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Goal 13.   Planning and development of land 
uses that create or preserve varied and unique 
urban and rural communities. 
 
About 71 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Only 7 percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Seventeen 
percent were neutral, while 5 percent did not 
know. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Goal 14.   Providing an integrated, efficient, 
and economical transportation system that 
affords mobility, convenience, and safety and 
that meets the needs of all citizens, including 
transit-dependent and disabled citizens. 
 
About 50 percent of respondents strongly agreed 
or agreed with this goal.  Twenty percent 
disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Twenty-five 
percent were neutral, and 5 percent did not know. 
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