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3.1 Introduction 
 
This is the third of nine elements that comprise the Adams County 
Comprehensive Plan. This element is based on the statutory requirement for a 
“compilation of objectives, policies, goals, maps, and programs of the local 
governmental unit to provide an adequate housing supply that meets existing 
and forecasted housing demand in the local governmental unit.  The element 
shall assess the age, structural, value and occupancy characteristics of the 
local governmental unit’s housing stock.  The element shall also identify 
specific policies and programs that promote the development of housing for 
residents of the local governmental unit and provide a range of housing choices 
that meet the needs of persons of all income levels and all age groups and 
persons with special needs, policies and programs that promote the availability 
of land for the development or redevelopment of low-income and moderate-
income housing, and policies and programs to maintain or rehabilitate the local 
governmental unit’s existing housing stock.”  The Comprehensive Planning 
Legislation also establishes 14 state planning goals. Of these 14 goals, one 
relates directly to this element. This goals is: 
 

1) Providing an adequate supply of affordable housing for individuals of all 
income levels throughout the community 

 
The element is organized into three sections: 1) Background, 2) Inventory & 
Trends, and 3) Goals, Objectives and Policies. 
 
This element relates to the other eight elements since the housing is a central 
need of an organized society. As a result, the information provided by this 
element will be referenced in other parts of the overall Plan. 
 
Housing is a basic need for everyone.  The availability of good housing is a 
central concern of any comprehensive planning effort.  Planning for the future 
of the county requires a comprehensive approach to assuring that the housing 
needs of all segments of the population are addressed.  For low-income and 
special-needs populations, the disabled, homeless, and victims of domestic 
abuse, this can involve programs that make housing available at below market 
rates.  But there is more to affordable housing than meeting the needs of 
particular segments of society.  Moderately priced housing available to middle-
income, working families is as important to the county as meeting the needs of 
the poor, elderly, or disabled.  The availability of housing for workers can be an 
important factor in economic development. 
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A. Previous Planning Efforts 
 
An important part of any planning process is to look at the planning that has 
taken place in the past.  Previous studies such as the 1977 General 
Development Plan can give historic perspective to current efforts and offer a 
“slice of time” view of the county.  More contemporary efforts, like the school 
district strategic plan or the SCORP offer a view of what other entities are 
planning that may affect the county in the future.  
 
1. Adams County General Development Plan 
 
The existing Adams County plan was prepared by the Wisconsin Department of 
Local Affairs and Development in 1977, under the 701 Program.  As described 
in the Plan,  

 
“The usual purpose of a comprehensive planning program is to 
provide a local governmental unit which already has an established 
program of planning activities with additional information, policy 
direction, tools for implementation, etc., in order to give those 
activities greater impetus and effectiveness.” (p.1-9) 

 
One of twelve chapters, the Housing section begins by describing General 
Housing Characteristics, including household size, supply and occupancy, 
ownership, type and condition of housing in the county.  The Plan mentions 
the ongoing trend toward smaller households.  It looks at the total number of 
housing units and seasonal dwellings.  The level of homeownership is high in 
Adams County – in the range of 84 to 85 percent in the 1960s and 1970s – the 
relationship to the rate for the entire state remains relatively constant to the 
present.  In 1970 Adams County had 85.3 percent owner occupancy to 69.1 
percent for the state; in 2000 the ratio was 85.3 percent to 68.4 percent. 
 
There was an overwhelming predominance of single-family dwellings (95.9 
percent in 1960).  The small decrease in the next decade (to 89 percent in 
1970) is attributed to a cause that has significance for the current structure of 
the Adams County housing stock: “most of the difference has been taken up by 
a shift to mobile homes and trailers”.  It points out that this trend could have 
meaning for the county’s future. 
 

“The increase in the number of mobile homes and trailers over the 
decade is one of the most prominent statistics presented in this 
table, and this trend presents the possibility of serious problems in 
the areas of housing supply and housing quality in Adams 
County.” (p. 4-7)   

 
The Plan then goes on to examine housing conditions in the county.  Relying 
on the 1960 Census as a baseline for housing conditions, the Department of 
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Local Affairs and Development conducted a similar survey in 1968 utilizing a 
three-tiered system describing housing as sound, deteriorating, or dilapidated.  
Because of the subjective nature of this standard there may not be an absolute 
correlation between the two surveys, but enough to draw some useful 
conclusions.  In 1960 the Plan lists 76 percent of the housing units as sound.  
By 1968 only 40 percent of all housing and 17.6 percent of seasonal mobile 
homes are described as sound.  57 percent of all year-round housing in the 
county is described as either deteriorating or dilapidated in 1968.  There are 
inherent problems in comparing these two surveys.  “The 1960 census 
evaluations were made on the basis of questionnaires…which took into account 
various aspects of the interior of each structure.  In the 1968 survey, 
observations were made only of the exterior of each structure.” (p. 4-9)  So the 
assessments in 1968 may be harsher than the earlier ones by the inhabitants, 
but this still speaks to a deterioration in the quality of the county’s housing 
stock during this period.  A comparison of the housing in incorporated and 
unincorporated sections of the county shows a higher level of deterioration in 
the unincorporated areas of the county. 
 
In looking at the age of housing units the most striking thing is that nearly a 
quarter of all units were built between 1965 and 1970, twice the rate for rural 
areas of the state.  The percentage of housing built before 1939 is considerably 
lower than rural parts of the state – 44 percent to 58 percent – so overall as of 
1970 the housing stock in Adams County was considerably newer than the 
state as a whole; a pattern that continues.   
 
Obviously the value of housing is a key component of affordability.  In the value 
figures for 1960 Adams County are significantly below state values.  Where the 
median for the entire state was $12,600, and $9,100 for rural areas, the 
median value for owner-occupied housing in Adams County was only $5,800.  
By 1970 the gap between values in Adams County and the state had narrowed.  
Median house values in the county went from 40 percent of the value for the 
state as a whole (63 percent of rural areas) in 1960 to 56 percent of the state 
median and 70 percent of median house values in the rural areas of the state.  
This rather modest advance in values relative to the state points up a question. 
 

“Given the rather large proportion of the housing in the county 
that was built during the 1960-1970 decade, one might well ask 
why the dollar value pattern for the county has not risen more 
markedly than it has.  Apparently the answer is that most of the 
new housing in the county has been built in the middle rather 
than the upper value categories.” (p. 4-19) 

 
Median rents are comparable to rents for the rural areas and the state as a 
whole.   
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A final indicator of housing quality is the presence of plumbing facilities.  In 
1960 just over half of all year-round housing units had all plumbing facilities 
(hot water, toilet, and bathtub or shower).  By 1970 71.5 percent did, as 
against 93.5 percent for the entire state and 87 percent for the rural areas.  
The sources of water and sewer were generally similar to other rural areas in 
the state.  In Adams County 79.6 percent of housing units got drinking water 
from private wells in 1960 versus 76 percent in all rural areas.  By 1970 this 
was up to 81 percent in the county while in all rural areas it was 74.4 percent.  
Throughout the period roughly 16-17 percent of housing units were on a public 
water and sewer system.  Only 44 percent of housing utilized septic systems in 
1960 and 39 percent reported other or none against 60.8 and 23 percent 
respectively for all rural areas of the state.  By 1970 this was up to 60.8 
percent of housing in the county on a septic system (67.8 percent for the state), 
but 23 percent of housing units in the county were still reporting other or 
none, as opposed to under ten percent for all rural areas. 
 
The image of the county’s housing stock that emerges from this Plan is of fairly 
new, but modest housing.  Mobile homes at this period made up a small, but 
growing part of the total.  The condition of the housing stock was not 
improving, and although values were going up at a faster rate than the state 
they still lagged behind other rural areas.  Two trends can be identified from 
this profile of Adams County from 37 years ago: the predominance of mobile 
homes, and a large number of homes built on a modest scale in the 1960s and 
1970s.   
 
2. Wisconsin State Consolidated Housing Plan 
 
The Consolidated Housing Plan is required by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) in the application process required of the State in 
accessing formula program funds of Small Cities Community Development 
Block Grants (CDBG), HOME Investment Partnerships, Emergency Shelter 
Grants, and Housing Opportunities for Persons With AIDS.  “The Consolidated 
Plan provides the framework for a planning process used by States and 
localities to identify housing, homeless, community and economic development 
needs and resources and to tailor a strategic plan for meeting those needs.”  
This is how the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
describes the Consolidated Plan, which consists of a 5-year strategic plan, 
annual action plans, and annual performance reports.  The Plan must be 
updated annually.    
 
The Consolidated Plan has five parts: (1) an overview of the process; (2) a 
description of public participation; (3) a housing, homeless, community and 
economic development needs assessment; (4) long-term strategies to meet 
priority needs; and (5) an action plan.  The Division of Housing and 
Intergovernmental Relations (DHIR) prepares the Consolidated Housing Plan, 
and is focused on low-income and special needs populations.   
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The Consolidated Plan, in assessing housing needs, looks at a number of 
different factors that are significant components of the housing picture.  
Housing affordability is a primary consideration.  According to federal 
guidelines a family should not have to spend more than thirty percent of its 
income on housing.  Using this standard “…households in the low-income 
range have great difficulty finding adequate housing within their means and 
that accommodates their needs…an individual in Wisconsin would need to 
earn $10.44 per hour to afford the fair market rent unit at 30% of income.”  
This presents a particular problem for the working poor, many of whom earn 
little more than the federal minimum wage of $5.15 an hour. 
 
The gap between wages and housing costs is only made worse by the shortage 
of affordable housing units.  “Despite overall economic prosperity state-and 
nationwide, community and housing resources are becoming more scarce.  If 
the dwindling resources are not as a result of appropriation cuts, it is then 
because of significantly increasing needs.”  Bearing in mind that this report 
was prepared in 2000, it is safe to assume that the situation has not improved 
significantly.  Recent economic conditions have been unlikely to reduce the 
need for affordable housing, and the supply has probably not kept pace. 
 
Other factors than the construction of new housing units affect the quality and 
availability of housing as well.  Just as the difficulty of providing affordable 
housing to low-income families can be stated in terms of an hourly wage, there 
is more involved in a well-housed community than the number of housing 
units.   

 
“The resounding need stressed is for community housing, public 
facilities and economic development professionals to give greater 
weight to the interrelationships between these components.  
Without adequate infrastructure, housing quantity and quality 
suffers.  Without adequate infra-structure, economic development 
is limited.”    

 
The State Consolidated Housing Plan (CHP) is primarily focused on how 
government action can address special needs, not on the workings of the 
private housing market.  “The focus of activities and strategies described in the 
Plan primarily address meeting the evolving needs of low and moderate-income 
persons, including persons of special needs requiring targeted assistance.”  
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3. Adams County Community Resource Team Report 
 
In September of 2002 Wisconsin Rural Partners organized a Community 
Resource Team, over a week of intense study, to provide a “big picture” 
assessment of Adams County.  The Team identified a number of issues involved 
with housing.  They point to a need for low-income housing within the 
community and efforts should be increased to make it available.  They 
highlight the issue of substandard mobile homes and obsolete septic systems, 
and the need to repair or replace them with safe and sanitary units.  A growing 
homelessness problem is seen in the county that must be addressed.  There is 
also a need for financial literacy programs that can help low-income families to 
improve their credit and move toward housing self-sufficiency.  The Team also 
makes recommendations that can be incorporated into the comprehensive 
planning process to address the range of housing issues faced by the county. 
 
4. Regional Comprehensive Plan: A Framework for the Future, 2002 – 2020 
 
The Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) titled “A Framework for the Future”, 
2002-2020, adopted by the North Central Wisconsin Regional Planning 
Commission in December of 2003, is an update of a plan adopted by NCWRPC 
in 1981.  The RCP looks at housing in all ten counties that make up the North 
Central Region, including Adams.  It looks at general trends within the Region 
and recommends how county and local government can address their housing 
issues. 
 
Subsidized housing units are one focus of the RCP.  Of the 5,389 such units in 
the Region, 151 are in Adams County.  Sixty percent (91 units) of these are 
housing for the elderly, and just over thirty five percent (54 units) are for 
families, with six units designed for the disabled.  This translates into one 
subsidized housing unit per 123.5 persons in Adams County, the second 
highest ratio for the ten counties.  This is a marked contrast to Juneau County 
where there is one unit per fifty persons (the highest ratio). 
 
The RCP looks at a number of programs available to help low-income residents 
with their housing needs.  The USDA-RD’s Section 515 provides low-interest 
loans for low-income rental units in rural areas and cities with populations 
under 10,000.  This was the financing mechanism for all the subsidized units 
in the county.  Section 8 is the largest federal housing program, which take two 
forms: project-based and tenant-based.   There are no project-based Section 8 
units in Adams County.  The tenant-based Section 8, also known as housing 
vouchers is not tied to particular housing units but instead allows clients to 
arrange with any landlord who agrees to participate in the program, to rent an 
apartment at market rates.  The tenant is required to pay a portion of the rent, 
usually conforming to thirty percent of gross income, and present a voucher for 
the remainder that is subsidized. 
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There are currently 24 housing units that take advantage Low-Income Housing 
Tax Credits (LIHTC).  These are privately owned housing that receives a tax 
credit in exchange for pledging to offer rental units at affordable prices to low- 
and moderate-income families.  In addition to directly subsidized housing units 
and indirect subsidies, such as tenant-based Section 8 or LIHTC meant to 
reduce the cost of rental housing to low-income residents, there are also a 
number of programs focused on rehabilitation and reducing the cost of 
homeownership. 
 
The RCP addresses a number of housing issues including the location of 
subsidized housing units, homelessness, and Smart Growth.  The issues of 
most relevance to Adams County are affordability and manufactured housing.  
Affordability is a primary consideration in housing policy, but as the RCP 
points out: 
 

“Affordable housing in the context of Smart Growth can mean 
different things in different areas.  An ‘adequate supply’ for ‘all 
income levels’ means that affordability is more than subsidized 
housing units for low-income families, the disabled, or elderly.  It 
means that working families, single people, retirees, and the more 
well-to-do should all be able to find housing that meets their needs 
in a suitable location.” 

 
A number of factors affect affordability, including the availability and cost of 
developable land, market demand, and the type and quality of housing.  Using 
the federal standard of thirty percent of income as the definition of 
affordability, it can be said that there is a problem with affordability, “Adams 
County has the highest percent of homeowners and the fourth highest rate 
among counties (in the Region) of those who spend more than thirty percent of 
income on housing.” 
 
One of the most outstanding features of the Adams County housing stock is 
the predominance of what the Census describes as “mobile homes” in Adams 
Countyi.  38.5 percent of housing units in the county are mobile homes.  This 
is by far the highest percentage in the Region.  This heavy concentration within 
the county certainly plays a role in the affordability of housing; probably 
making housing more affordable to a greater segment of the county’s 
population.  The role played by manufactured homes in addressing the 
problem of housing affordability in the county is one of the most important 
issues that should be addressed by the planning process. 
 
The data contained in the RCP provides a valuable basis for comparing 
conditions in Adams County with what is happening in other nearby counties. 
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B. Issues 
 
1. Affordability 
 
According to the 2000 Census 16.94 percent of Adams County households 
reported incomes below $15,000 per year, and 35 percent of county residents 
have incomes below $25,000.  For many of these people this poses a difficulty 
in paying for decent, safe and sanitary housing.  For 31.3 percent of renters 
and 20.6 percent of homeowners in the county this means that they must 
spend more than thirty percent of their income on housing.  This fits a pattern 
throughout rural America, 

 
 “…even though many low-income rural homeowners work full 
time, they may still spend a high percentage of their monthly 
income on housing and be unable to afford to bring their 
residences up to code…25 percent of all rural households were 
‘cost-burdened,’ meaning they spent more than 30 percent of their 
income on housing.” (Freidman, p.2)  

 
The National Low Income Housing Coalition assembles a yearly list of estimates 
of the income required to afford housing using this “cost-burden” standard for 
localities across the country.  This report focuses on rental housing, but can be 
broadly applied to owner-occupied housing as well.  The report calculates that 
for the state as a whole a full-time worker must earn $11.63 an hour in order 
to be able to afford a two-bedroom apartment.  For the non-metro areas of the 
state the comparable figure is $8.93.  In Adams County a full time worker must 
earn $8.40 per hour to afford the two-bedroom apartment.  For a worker 
earning minimum wage this means working 65 hours every week to afford that 
apartment.   
 
Although, housing prices rose across the country, they rose faster in non-
metropolitan than in urban areas – 59 percent compared to 39 percent.  The 
Median home value rose by 55 percent in Adams County during the 1990s.  
Generally low wage rates and the increase in housing values both combine to 
make housing less affordable for rural, low-income residents.  
 
What can be done to address this problem?  A number of programs are 
available to local governments that offer funding to provide affordable housing 
units.  These are listed under Government Housing Programs.  But there is a 
need also to seek solutions that will yield an increase in affordable housing 
units through market-based mechanisms.  One method put forth to increase 
housing affordability is a simple change to zoning codes that would permit 
accessory dwelling units, otherwise known as “granny flats”.  These units, often 
an apartment above a garage or in a basement “can provide affordable rental 
housing options, especially for young or elderly singles.” (Nelson, P. 2)  Current 
zoning in the City of Adams, for example, permits residences as small as 480 
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square feet in the R-2 district, but allows only single-family dwellings and 
limits accessory uses to those “customarily incident” to them including 
garages.  By adding accessory dwelling units, perhaps as a conditional use, to 
this district housing options for low-income residents could be expanded and 
homeowners given another source of income. 
 
One of the more persistent objections to multi-family housing, and to accessory 
dwelling units, is that apartments compromise the property values of single-
family dwellings.  In recent years evidence has emerged that, rather than 
diminishing the value of single-family housing, well-designed and maintained 
multi-family housing can increase the value of nearby neighborhoods.   
 
Local governments can take actions to foster affordable housing.  An affordable 
Housing Trust Fund is one such alternative.  Funding can come from special 
fees, often on real-estate transactions or late property tax payments.  In the 
case of Adams County an application has been submitted in the last funding 
cycles to receive a Small Cities CDBG housing grant.  Although the county has 
not yet been awarded the grant, if it is successful this grant would form the 
basis for a revolving loan fund, where as loans to improve the quality of 
housing are paid back that money would be lent out again to provide more and 
better quality housing for low- and moderate-income residents.  
 
2. Manufactured Housing 
 
One of the most widely used and easily available forms of affordable housing is 
the manufactured home.  Twenty-five percent of the dwelling units in Adams 
County are mobile homes (as described by the US Census).  The prevalence of 
this type of housing in the county poses special problems, but also offers a 
good alternative for solving housing affordability issues for many county 
residents. 
 
Often described as “mobile homes” or “trailer homes”, manufactured housing 
has been subject to regulation by the Federal Government since the 
implementation of the “Manufactured Home Construction and Safety 
Standards” or “HUD-Code” in 1976.   Manufactured housing has evolved from 
the “travel trailer”, which is built primarily to be towed behind vehicles, they 
were lightweight and compact, generally metal clad, and intended to be moved 
repeatedly from place to place.  Over time these structures became larger and 
often located permanently, either in a mobile-home park or on an individual 
lot.   
 
The passage of the federal legislation mentioned above, which took effect June 
15, 1976, established the preeminence of federal authority in the regulation of 
what have come to be known as manufactured housing.  Under this legislation 
the federal government established standards and inspection mechanisms for 
all factory-built housing, and dictated that after its effective date all regulation 
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of manufactured housing must conform to those standards.  The inspection of 
the manufacturing process is meant to ensure the quality of housing built “on 
a chassis”.  Since adoption of the HUD-Code a series of court rulings have 
reinforced the preeminence of the federal standards. 
 
In Wisconsin, the case of Collins v City of Beloitii is the most important 
precedent.  In this case the City denied Collins a permit to install a 
manufactured home on a lot he owned, at first citing the Uniform Dwelling 
Code (UDC) and then the local zoning ordinance which required that all “mobile 
homes” be located in designated mobile home parks.  The court overruled the 
City on both counts, stating that after June 15, 1976 any manufactured home 
was specifically exempt from the provisions of the UDC, and could not be 
described as a mobile home.  It had been a specific provision of the federal act 
that any home manufactured after the HUD-Code took effect was not a mobile 
home and all references in federal law were to be changed to manufactured 
homes, and that local regulation of such units must conform exactly to the 
HUD-Code.  The court found that there was no inherent characteristic of 
manufactured housing that distinguished them from site-built housing, and 
thus there was no reasonable basis under the police powers for justifying their 
exclusion from residential zoning districts.   
 
This is not to say, however, that local governments cannot regulate 
manufactured housing to ensure that it compare favorably to site-built 
housing.  Such characteristics as roof pitch, overhangs, roofing and siding 
materials, and building area can be regulated.  Permanent installation on a 
foundation can be required.  Design standards can be fairly specific, but are 
more likely to be upheld by the courts if they apply equally to all housing 
within a district.  A Michigan court has upheld a standard requiring a 
minimum width of 24 feet.  Mobile homes (built before June 15, 1976) may still 
be restricted to mobile home parks only. 
 
Because of the economies of scale, savings in labor costs and process 
efficiencies possible for manufactured housing, “the most affordable housing on 
the market today, square foot for square foot, may be the factory-built house.”  
(APA)   There are three basic types of factory-built housing: panelized, where 
windows and other building components are included in flat wall sections 
transported to the building site and assembled there; modular, where three-
dimensional components are assembled on-site; and manufactured housing, 
where the entire house is assembled on a chassis in the factory and towed, in 
one or more parts, over the road and installed on a permanent foundation.  
Panelized and modular construction is subject to the UDC; manufactured 
housing is under the HUD-Code. 
 
In recent years “developer series” manufactured homes have been developed 
that are virtually indistinguishable from site-built housing, but can be 
constructed for roughly 75 percent of the cost.  Land-lease communities, which 
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operate very much like the traditional mobile home park, where residents own 
the house, which is taxed as personal property not real estate, and rent the site 
and which can include many shared amenities, are another option.  
Manufactured housing offers a realistic alternative for providing affordable 
homes that can fit well with existing neighborhoods or be developed as new 
communities.  Because of the federal oversight of the construction process 
today’s manufactured homes meet the highest quality standards while allowing 
for significant cost-savings that can make inroads into a community’s 
affordable housing problems. 
 
3. Elderly/Retiree Housing Needs 
 
Adams County is aging, and not just as a result of residents getting older.  The 
county is getting more and more older people who move there to retire.  Adams 
County has been identified as one of a number of counties around the country 
that is particularly attractive to residents looking for a place to retire (Johnson, 
2002).  During the 1990s Adams was the third fastest growing county in 
Wisconsin.  This influx of seniors has a number of results: it obviously has 
increased the population and led to the construction of many new housing 
units; it has raised the median age in the county; and it has brought many new 
residents into the county from a number of different backgrounds and with 
personal assets that have expanded the local economy.  In one way though, it 
has introduced a different dynamic into the county from its rural-agricultural 
past.  This change creates a special set of housing issues. 
 
Around the country a number of local governments have made a conscious 
decision to make it part of their economic development strategy to attract 
retirees (Goldblatt).  As in Adams County these new residents bring new 
resources to the community; they can provide growth to what had been 
stagnant rural economies; and have led to job growth in other sectors that 
capitalize on the same amenities that draw people to the county looking for a 
retirement home.  The coming retirement of the baby boom generation, the first 
of who turn 65 in seven years, will bring a new influx of retirees to the places 
that seek to serve this growing market.  
 
There are indications that this new generation of seniors will have different 
needs and desires in housing than previous retirees.   

 
“And, many developers now realize that retirees want more than 
just shuffleboard…(they offer) top-of-the-line fitness equipment, a 
spa, and restaurant-style dining room… concierges, and 
assortment of classes, and walking trails… (he) compares it to 
living on a cruise ship.” (Scherer) 

 
If the County is serious about marketing itself as an attractive alternative for 
retiring boomers then it needs to look at an integrated approach to the kind of 
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public services that go along with an increase in the aging population.   As 
people age they have more need for specialized services.  The most obvious of 
these is for health care, but there is a more subtle relationship between an 
aging population and their housing needs. 
 
As our physical capacities diminish it can become more of a challenge to 
perform the basic tasks of maintaining a household.  “Aging in place” is the 
phrase used to describe how a person is able to remain in their home as they 
age.  Sometimes the support a person needs to remain in her home can be as 
simple as someone to help with the yard-work, cleaning, or shopping.  
Sometimes it can mean having a home health-care worker visit a few times a 
week to assist with medications or physical therapy.  Almost always such 
services are cheaper than moving that person to a more structured living 
situation.  Whether and how these services, that permit seniors to age in place, 
are provided is thus a housing issue. 
 
What is required is an integrated view of senior housing.  It involves more than 
just a place to live; it involves a way to live in the place where you are.  This is 
the message that comes from the Commission on Affordable Housing and 
Health Facility Needs for Seniors in the 21st Century, which was appointed 
by Congress to look at issues surrounding the coming retirement of the 
baby boom generation.  They identify this need to age in place as a central 
problem to be addressed. 
 

“The Senior Commission believes that all older Americans 
should have an opportunity to live as independently as possible 
in safe and affordable housing and in their communities of 
choice.  No older person should have to sacrifice his or her home 
or an opportunity for independence to secure necessary health 
care and supportive services.” (Commission, p. 7) 
 

Among the Commission’s strongest recommendations is the need to look at 
housing and health care needs of seniors in a holistic manner.  “The most 
striking characteristic of seniors’ housing and health care in this country is 
the disconnection between the two fields.” (p. 27) Creating a linkage 
between housing policy and the kinds of supportive services that can keep 
seniors in the their homes longer can go a long way to making Adams 
County an attractive alternative for people looking for a place to retire.  And 
it’s not just a matter of subsidies to low-income individuals.  “A senior with 
financial resources may navigate these passages more easily than one 
without, but in many instances, particularly in rural areas, the shelter and 
care options may simply not exist at any price.” (p.28) The availability of 
health care and the kind of supportive services that will help them stay in 
their retirement “dream home” can be the deciding factor in these choices.  
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So in implementing policies directed at fostering the county as a retirement 
destination, care must be taken to ensure that the full range of 
considerations – housing, health care, supportive services and amenities – 
that will attract these residents be integrated into a coherent whole. 
 
4. Subsidized/Special-needs Housing 
 
There are 164 subsidized housing units in Adams County, this is one unit for 
every 114 peopleiii.  By contrast, in Juneau County there is one unit for every 
fifty people.  Nearly two thirds of these units are designated for the elderly.  A 
third are for families and six are designed for the disabled.  Whether this is 
sufficient is a matter of judgment for the community to decide.  What is not 
open to question is that disabled and low-income citizens often require special 
housing accommodations.  How best to meet these needs should be a focus of 
any planning process that the County engages in. 
 
All of the project-based units in the county were funded under the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture – Rural Development (USDA-RD) Section 515 
program that supports the construction of multi-family housing for low-income 
residents.  Under the program, which has been in operation in Wisconsin since 
1969, USDA underwrites fifty-year mortgages at a one percent interest rate in 
exchange for an agreement to provide housing for low and very low-income 
residents. 
 
The other major housing subsidy program is the housing choice voucher 
program, commonly known as Section 8.  Administered locally by the Central 
Wisconsin Community Action Corporation (CWCAC), eligible families are issued 
vouchers that they can use to secure housing in the private market.  Having 
found a suitable housing unit, which meets minimum health and safety 
standards, where the owner has agreed to rent under the program, the eligible 
family uses its voucher to cover the part of the rent beyond the portion it pays, 
usually 30 percent of its income.  The landlord receives a subsidy directly for 
the portion of the Fair Market Rent not paid by the tenant.  The voucher-holder 
signs a lease for a term of, at least, one year and the landlord signs a contract 
with CWCAC, running concurrently with the lease.  Eligibility for the program 
is generally limited to families with incomes below 50% of the median for the 
county in which they reside.  The program is open to any housing unit where 
the owner agrees to participate and where the unit satisfies the standards.  
Congress is considering replacing the current voucher program with a block 
grant to states.  If enacted, eligibility criteria for the program may change. 
 
Beyond the need for subsidized units a number of program alternatives are 
available to meet the needs of a range of citizens.  USDA-RD is focused on rural 
areas, and thus may be the most promising source of housing-related funding.  
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Under the Government Housing Programs heading in this element are many of 
the programs available to localities. 
 
5. Waterfront Development 
 
A considerable portion of the new development that has taken place in the 
county over the last twenty years has been associated with waterfront property 
able to access Lakes Petenwell & Castle Rock, or the other smaller water bodies 
in the county, including the three large artificial lakes in the Town of Rome.  
Though this development has brought new wealth, it has put new demands for 
service on local governments.  Much of the new development within the county 
has taken place within close proximity of water, which fits a national pattern.  
Waterfront property has become attractive everywhere. 
 
What distinguishes waterfront development from other similar developments 
elsewhere is the unique potential for environmental degradation.  Shoreland 
zoning has the goal of protecting water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, 
recreation, and natural beauty.  The concentration of on-site sewage disposal 
systems in close proximity to surface water presents two challenges.  First, 
adequate land is necessary to contain a septic system away from all drinking 
wells.  The second challenge is to keep septic effluent contained in a drainage 
field long enough to break down nitrates and phosphates, so they don’t 
combine with surface water.  High nitrate and phosphate levels in surface 
waters produce algae blooms.  The developing re-awareness of the linkage 
between surface and groundwater contamination from lakeside development 
has started a DNR rule revision process for shoreland zoning (NR 115), which 
will become final by fall 2005. 
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3.2 Inventory & Trends 
 
Planning for housing considers if the housing for all Adams County residents is 
being met.  Only Adams County housing was evaluated, not neighboring 
counties also.  The reason for only looking at Adams County is that the 2000 
Census showed that county-to-county worker flow for Adams County does not 
have many people entering the county for work, which means that most 
housing needs for workers employed in the county can find housing in the 
county.  This does not mean that all residents have housing that they can 
afford, so one must look at what is available and look for ways to improve 
housing if one segment of the population needs affordable housing. 
 
Adams County has an extremely high level of owner occupancy, twenty 
percentage points higher than the state.  Homeownership levels are lowest in 
the City of Adams and the Village of Friendship.  Nearly forty percent of all 
housing units in the county are seasonal.  Although the number of seasonal 
dwellings is going up in some towns – by thirty percent in Easton and twenty 
percent in Rome – it is decreasing in twelve of the towns.  This may be a 
manifestation of seasonal dwellings being converted to year-round homes.  
Related to this, the median age in Adams County is considerably higher than 
the state, and in some towns is over 50. 
 
The combined total of both renters and owners who report spending more than 
thirty percent on housing was highest in the Town of Rome, followed by 
Monroe, New Chester, the Village of Friendship, Jackson, and Easton. 
 
 
A. Existing Housing Stock 
 
1. Total Housing Units 
 
The total number of housing units in Adams County (14,123) rose by nearly 14 
percent, roughly one point faster than the state as a whole.  But this increase 
was not spread evenly across the county.  Housing units in the Town of Rome 
were up by 40 percent and in the Town of Easton by 33 percent, while five 
towns and the Village of Friendship had a net loss of housing units over the 
decade.  Table 1 shows the trend in housing units. 
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An interesting pattern emerges when looking at the total number of housing 
units added in the county over the decade of the 1990s.  Three of the five towns 
that saw the number of housing units go down are along the eastern border of 
the county.  Big Flats could be suffering the results of the tornado that hit the 
area in the mid-1990s.  Except for Big Flats and the Village of Friendship, all 
the municipalities along STH-13 and all the towns along the Wisconsin River, 
except for Strongs Prairie, registered an increase in housing units. 
 
Overall the housing stock in the county, mostly made up of single-family 
residences and with over a quarter being mobile homes, is much newer than 
the state as a whole.  The median year built for housing in Adams County is 
1978 as against 1965 for the state. 

Table 1: 
Total Housing Units

Minor Civil Division 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 2000 
% Change

Net Change

Adams 417 721 862 106.7% 445
Big Flats 367 796 754 105.4% 387
Colburn 71 178 154 116.9% 83
Dell Prairie 358 638 741 107.0% 383
Easton 379 610 814 114.8% 435
Jackson 621 827 988 59.1% 367
Leola 89 159 177 98.9% 88
Lincoln 174 230 202 16.1% 28
Monroe 258 360 440 70.5% 182
New Chester 380 582 653 71.8% 273
New Haven 202 306 308 52.5% 106
Preston 471 844 992 110.6% 521
Quincy 302 1,468 1,611 433.4% 1,309
Richfield 86 108 94 9.3% 8
Rome 544 1,679 2,351 332.2% 1,807
Springville 241 805 867 259.8% 626
Strongs Prairie 479 1,016 966 101.7% 487
Village of Friendship 271 300 293 8.1% 22
City of Adams 730 791 846 15.9% 116
City of Wi. Dells (part) 0 0 10 (X) 10

 
Adams County 6440 12,418 14,123 119.3% 7,683

 
State 1,752,969 2,055,774 2,321,144 32.4% 568,175
Source:  U.S. Census 
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2. Building Age 
 
Adams County has an exceptionally new housing stock.  Where in the state 
generally over 43 percent of the housing was built before 1960, in Adams 
County only 16.6 percent are that old.  Table 2 shows the number and 
percentage of housing units built during twenty-year periods. 
 

 

 
And while only 27.5 percent of housing in the state reported in the 2000 
Census was built in the previous twenty years, nearly 46 percent of housing in 
Adams County was built after 1980.  Here again the patterns vary from town to 
town, with Town of Rome being the extreme example of new housing: over 60 
percent built since 1980 and only three percent of houses built before 1960.  
The City of Adams more closely mirrors the state pattern, with 44.7 percent of 
housing built before 1960, and 56.3 percent built between 1960 and 2000. 

Housing Units, Year Built
Minor Civil Division <1940 1940-59 1960-79 1980-1999 Total

Units
Adams 76 63 312 411 862
Big Flats 31 71 362 290 754
Colburn 30 18 40 66 154
Dell Prairie 82 51 226 382 741
Easton 75 44 383 312 814
Jackson 71 87 418 412 988
Leola 24 6 47 100 177
Lincoln 42 21 48 91 202
Monroe 41 36 143 220 440
New Chester 75 59 273 246 653
New Haven 91 18 80 119 308
Preston 43 126 406 417 992
Quincy 68 92 728 723 1,611
Richfield 16 10 24 44 94
Rome 39 36 828 1,448 2,351
Springville 49 53 342 423 867
Strongs Prairie 123 65 277 501 966
Village of Friendship 64 80 81 68 293
City of Adams 241 137 265 203 846
City of Wi. Dells (pt.) 0 0 2 8 10

Adams County 1,281 1,073 5,285 6,484 14,123

State 543,164 470,862 667,537 639,581 2,321,144
Source:  U.S. Census 

Table 2: 
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3. Housing Type 
 
The most significant fact about housing types in Adams County is the 
predominance of what the Census describes as mobile homes; 26.5 percent for 
the county as against 4.3 percent for the state as a whole.  Table 3 shows the 
number and percentage of housing units of each type. 
 

 

 
Although single-family residences are the largest class of housing type at 
roughly 69 percent, the same as the state, they range from 88 percent of total 
housing units in the Town of Rome to approximately half in the Towns of 
Easton and Springville.  In the Town of Easton 46.5 percent of all housing 
units are mobile homes.  In the Towns of Springville, New Chester and Quincy 
36-38 percent of housing is mobile homes.  As noted earlier the Census 
includes manufactured housing under the heading of mobile homes.  Even in 

Table 3:
Housing Type, 2000

Minor Civil Division Single Duplex 3 to 19 units Over 20 Mobile Other
Family Units Units Homes

Adams 509 4 4 0 284 61
Big Flats 448 2 4 0 292 8
Colburn 99 2 0 0 53 0
Dell Prairie 509 8 5 0 213 6
Easton 421 2 0 0 379 12
Jackson 724 0 2 0 255 7
Leola 113 2 2 0 54 6
Lincoln 167 0 0 0 33 2
Monroe 309 0 7 0 122 2
New Chester 400 8 2 0 235 8
New Haven 230 1 0 0 75 2
Preston 710 2 0 0 276 4
Quincy 978 0 0 0 592 41
Richfield 69 0 0 0 21 4
Rome 2,073 4 4 0 230 40
Springville 419 0 98 2 326 22
Strongs Prairie 763 4 0 0 191 8
Village of Friendship 213 16 33 2 29 0
City of Adams 560 21 106 71 88 0
City of WI Dells (pt.) 10 0 0 0 0 0

Adams County 9,724 76 267 75 3,748 233

State 1,609,407 190,889 273,183 143,497 101,465 2,703
Source:  U.S. Census 
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the Town of Rome, the City of Adams, and the Village of Friendship roughly ten 
percent of housing units are mobile homes.  
 
 

 
 
 
4. Building Permits 
 
The general trend revealed by periodic examination of building permit activity 
is of building activity peaking in the mid-1990s and declining to a low in the 
most recent year.  By compiling building permits information for every fifth 
year over a 24-year period it is possible to discern general trends in residential 
building.  The clearest pattern that emerges is a gradual growth in the number 
of permits to a peak in the mid-1990s.  By 2000 the number of permits was 
down by a third.   
 
Some towns, such as New Chester, maintain a fairly consistent number of 
permits throughout the period, while others such as Monroe and Jackson 
peaked more noticeably during the 1990s.  The Town of Rome shows a fairly 
steady growth curve and in 2000 a quarter of the permits issued were in Rome.   
 
Although this kind of periodic sampling of permits is not comprehensive it can 
provide a snapshot of building activity.  The population in the county continues 
to grow, but the number of permits is down considerably in virtually every 
town.  One conclusion that might be drawn from this is that building, as 
reflected in permits for residential structures may have peaked in the 1990s, 
and this may constrain growth in the future.  On the other hand, it may be 
that building activity during the 1990s consisted primarily of seasonal 
dwellings that could be converted to year-round residences over the coming 
years, translating into continuing population growth.  Another trend in more 
recent years is toward larger multi-family developments, such as Northern Bay 
in Strongs Prairie, which would not be reflected in permits for single-family 
residential buildings shown in Table 4. 
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B. Value Characteristics 
 
1. Median Home Value 
 
Only the Town of Rome, of all the municipalities in Adams County, was above 
the median home value for the state.  Only three towns (Dell Prairie, Jackson, 
and New Haven) are at eighty percent of the state median.  Four towns (Adams, 
Monroe, New Haven, and Rome) had median home values rise by more than 
$40,000 during the 1990s, and four towns (Colburn, Leola, Monroe, and New 
Haven) had median home values double during the decade.  Five towns (Big 
Flats, Colburn, Leola, Lincoln, and Richfield) the City and Village all have 
median home values at 80 percent of the county median.  Table 5 shows the 
median value of owner-occupied housing and how it has changed.  

Table 4:
Building Permits

1980 1985 1990 1995 2000

Adams 11 9 16 23 10
Big Flats 9 10 14 23 6
Colburn 4 2 1 5 6
Dell Prairie 1 0 0 0 15
Easton 12 12 13 22 6
Jackson 13 14 31 24 18
Leola 3 4 1 0 0
Lincoln 3 0 3 6 4
Monroe 8 6 12 17 13
New Chester 13 11 17 18 14
New Haven 9 7 5 9 2
Preston 17 16 11 33 10
Quincy 33 26 31 29 24
Richfield 2 1 0 4 1
Rome 29 42 56 61 56
Springville 28 11 29 23 22
Strongs Prairie 21 36 20 15 0
Village of Friendship 0 0 1 2 6
City of Adams N/A N/A 2 4 3
City of WI Dells (pt.) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Adams County 216 207 263 318 216
Source: Adams County, Town of Rome, Lincoln, and City of Adams
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Although the median home value in Adams County is roughly three quarters of 
the state median, it grew at almost exactly the same rate during the 1990s.  
Four of the six towns with the highest home values were in the far southern 
part of the county and six of the top ten are along the Wisconsin River.  Rents 
in Adams County are comparable to rents in surrounding counties, and there 
seems to be no correlation between the level of rents and the median home 
values.  Neither does there appear to be a connection between high home 
values and the level of affordability, defined as spending more than 30 of 
income on housing.  
 

Table 5:
Median Home Value of Owner Occupied Housing

Minor Civil Division 1990 2000 1990 - 2000 
% Change

1990 - 2000 
Net Change

Adams $42,400 $82,600 94.8% $40,200
Big Flats $34,600 $64,500 86.4% $29,900
Colburn $27,500 $65,000 136.4% $37,500
Dell Prairie $57,600 $96,500 67.5% $38,900
Easton $38,900 $66,200 70.2% $27,300
Jackson $59,000 $97,600 65.4% $38,600
Leola $32,500 $65,000 100.0% $32,500
Lincoln $35,500 $54,000 52.1% $18,500
Monroe $39,500 $83,500 111.4% $44,000
New Chester $39,800 $75,500 89.7% $35,700
New Haven $43,800 $91,700 109.4% $47,900
Preston $52,700 $86,500 64.1% $33,800
Quincy $45,400 $70,300 54.8% $24,900
Richfield $38,800 $62,500 61.1% $23,700
Rome $63,900 $115,600 80.9% $51,700
Springville $47,000 $83,600 77.9% $36,600
Strongs Prairie $43,900 $72,500 65.1% $28,600
Village of Friendship $43,800 $64,100 46.3% $20,300
City of Adams $36,100 $58,200 61.2% $22,100
City of WI Dells (pt.) $0 $187,500 (X) $187,500

 
Adams County $46,500 $83,600 79.8% $37,100

 
State $62,500 $112,200 79.5% $49,700
Source:  U.S. Census 
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Table 6:
Monthly Housing Cost >30% of Income, 1999

Minor Civil Division Owner Renter
Adams 21.3% 14.7%
Big Flats 15.2% 34.9%
Colburn 20.0% 25.0%
Dell Prairie 18.4% 30.4%
Easton 32.1% 22.6%
Jackson 22.3% 36.8%
Leola 17.2% 46.2%
Lincoln 36.4% 33.3%
Monroe 22.4% 42.9%
New Chester 24.0% 36.6%
New Haven 26.9% 15.0%
Preston 16.6% 29.7%
Quincy 21.8% 15.8%
Richfield 20.0% 0.0%
Rome 19.0% 53.6%
Springville 16.9% 21.7%
Strongs Prairie 27.8% 24.0%
Village of Friendship 17.3% 42.3%
City of Adams 17.7% 32.9%
City of WI Dells (pt.) 50.0% (X)

Adams County 20.6% 31.3%

State 7.0% 32.3%
Source:  U.S. Census 

2. Monthly Owner Costs 
 
There is a general consensus that a family should not have to spend more than 
thirty percent of its income on housing – this is the accepted definition of 
housing affordability.  Not surprisingly the Town of Rome, with the highest 
median home price, has the highest owner costs, both with and without a 
mortgage, but in terms of the percentage of households that spend more than 
30 percent of their income on housing Rome, at 19 percent, is eleventh among 
the 20 Adams County municipalities.  The highest percentage of households 
with owner costs more than 30 percent of income are in the Town of Lincoln 
(36.4%) followed by Easton (32.1%) and Strongs Prairie (27.8%).  The lowest 
percentages are in the Towns of Big Flats (15.2%), Preston (16.2%), and 
Springville (16.9%).  Overall, 21.6 percent of Adams County homeowners 
reported spending over 30 percent of their income on housing, triple the rate 
for the entire state.  Table 6 shows the percentage of homeowners and renters 
who spend more than thirty percent of their income on housing. 
 
There seems to be little 
connection between the 
dollar value of housing units 
and affordability as 
expressed as a percentage of 
income.  Town of Rome, with 
the highest home prices is 
eleventh in terms of 
affordability; Jackson with 
the second most expensive 
housing is seventh in 
affordability; while Lincoln, 
with the highest percentage 
of the population spending 
more than 30 percent of 
their income on housing, has 
the lowest median home 
value in the county, and 
Easton, with the second 
highest affordability 
indication, has the twelfth 
highest home price. 
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Table 7:
Median Gross Rent

Minor Civil Division $1,990 $2,000 1990 - 2000 1990 - 2000
% Change Net Change

Adams $284 $425 49.6% $141
Big Flats $294 $388 32.0% $94
Colburn $350 $375 7.1% $25
Dell Prairie $348 $535 53.7% $187
Easton $292 $479 64.0% $187
Jackson $338 $481 42.3% $143
Leola $0 $325 (X) (X)
Lincoln $217 $275 26.7% $58
Monroe $375 $300 -20.0% -$75
New Chester $297 $475 59.9% $178
New Haven $367 $500 36.2% $133
Preston $340 $525 54.4% $185
Quincy $280 $519 85.4% $239
Richfield $325 $675 107.7% $350
Rome $425 $481 13.2% $56
Springville $406 $500 23.2% $94
Strongs Prairie $275 $486 76.7% $211
Village of Friendship $332 $425 28.0% $93
City of Adams $311 $388 24.8% $77
City of WI Dells (pt.) $0 $0 (X) (X)

 
Adams County $320 $443 38.4% $123

 
State $399 $540 35.3% $141
Source:  U.S. Census 

3. Median Rent 
 
Rents increased in Adams County slightly faster than in the state as a whole.  
Gross rent increased by fifty percent or more during the 1990s in seven of the 
twenty municipalities in Adams County.  Two towns (Colburn and Rome) saw 
increases less than 15 percent, and the Town of Monroe actually had a twenty 
percent decrease in median rent over the period.  When compared to 
surrounding counties, Adams County seems to be well within the range on 
rent.   Overall the county affordable housing situation appears to be about 
average for a rural county.  According to NLIHC 33 percent of renters must 
spend more than 30 percent of their income on a two-bedroom apartment.  The 
average for non-metro counties in Wisconsin is 34 percent.  However, for all 
non-metro counties nearly a quarter of households rent, in Adams County only 
fifteen percent of households rent.  Table 7 shows median gross rents (note 
median rent for 1980 is not available). 
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According to the 2000 Census, affordability problems were not evenly 
distributed through the county.  Although in four towns (Colburn, Leola, 
Lincoln, and Preston) a third or more of renters were not included in the 
computation of affordability, there is a range of results to the question.  Only 
15 percent of renters in the Towns of Adams and New Haven reported spending 
more than 30 percent of their income on housing.  By contrast 53 percent of 
renters in the Town of Rome and over 42 percent in Quincy and Friendship 
said they spent over 30 percent of their income on housing.  Overall Adams 
County seems to be in the low-range of rents in surrounding counties and they 
seem to be increasing in the mid-range, as shown in Table 8. 

 

 
 

 

Table 8:
Median Gross Rent, Surrounding Counties

Minor Civil Division $1,990 $2,000 1990 - 2000 1990 - 2000
% Change Net Change

Adams County $320 $443 38.4% $123
Columbia County $356 $507 42.4% $151
Juneau County $310 $433 39.7% $123
Marquette County $304 $456 50.0% $152
Portage County $372 $477 28.2% $105
Sauk County $353 $508 43.9% $155
Waushara County $307 $448 45.9% $141
Wood County $343 $442 28.9% $99

 
State $399 $540 35.3% $141
Source:  U.S. Census 
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Table 9:
Owner Occupancy

Minor Civil Division 1980 1990 2000 1980 - 2000 
% Change

Adams 72.9% 80.2% 85.5% 12.6%
Big Flats 60.5% 83.0% 87.1% 26.6%
Colburn 66.2% 66.0% 76.5% 10.3%
Dell Prairie 77.9% 84.8% 87.5% 9.6%
Easton 70.4% 80.9% 83.8% 13.4%
Jackson 33.0% 89.9% 94.2% 61.2%
Leola 77.5% 88.9% 87.7% 10.2%
Lincoln 51.7% 81.6% 85.2% 33.5%
Monroe 37.6% 88.2% 91.5% 53.9%
New Chester 45.3% 80.5% 88.3% 43.0%
New Haven 71.8% 82.8% 88.1% 16.3%
Preston 61.4% 82.6% 90.4% 29.0%
Quincy 80.5% 87.4% 91.0% 10.5%
Richfield 62.8% 90.0% 96.1% 33.3%
Rome 71.0% 91.7% 95.3% 24.3%
Springville 78.4% 84.1% 88.3% 9.9%
Strongs Prairie 57.2% 87.8% 85.1% 27.9%
Village of Friendship 61.6% 68.4% 59.1% -2.5%
City of Adams 65.8% 60.2% 59.5% -6.3%
City of WI Dells (pt.) [X] (X) 100.0% (X)

 
Adams County 61.8% 81.4% 85.4% 23.6%

 
State 64.3% 66.7% 68.4% 4.1%
Source:  U.S. Census 

C. Occupancy Characteristics 
 
1. Owner Occupied 
 
Homeownership is more than twenty percent higher in Adams County than in 
the state as a whole. At over 85 percent in 2000 this rate has remained 
relatively stable going as far back as 1960 (when the rate was 84 percent).  This 
is fairly typical of rural areas, where there are few rental units.  The Town of 
Rome, with 95 percent owner-occupancy, has the highest level.  Colburn, with 
77 percent, has the lowest owner-occupancy of any town, but the greatest 
increase in percentage of homeownership.  The levels of owner-occupancy are 
lowest in the City of Adams and the Village of Friendship, which are lower than 
the state levels and have gone down in the last decade.  Table 9 shows the 
percentage of owner occupied units and how it has changed. 
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2. Vacancy 
 
The vacancy rate in Adams County (3.2%) closely mirrors the rate for the entire 
state (4.1%).  The highest vacancy rate in 2000 is in the Village of Friendship 
and the City of Adams.  Table 10 displays the vacancy rates for 1990 and 2000, 
and the change over that time period. 

 
In 1990 the highest rate was in the Towns of Leola and Lincoln.  Over the next 
decade this rate declined by 63 percent.  During the 1990s the biggest increase 
in vacancy came in the Towns of Rome and Quincy.  These are also the two 
towns with the greatest number of housing units, and during the 1990s Rome 
saw the highest rate of increase in the number of housing units.  So this 
increase may be a function of the rate at which housing units were added.  The 
Town of Jackson had both the third highest rate of increase in the vacancy rate 
and in total units. 

Table 10:
Vacancy Rates

Minor Civil Division 1990 2000 1990 - 2000
% Change

Adams 4.9% 2.7% -2.2%
Big Flats 3.9% 3.1% -0.8%
Colburn 1.1% 0.0% -1.1%
Dell Prairie 6.9% 3.8% -3.1%
Easton 6.1% 3.4% -2.7%
Jackson 2.5% 3.5% 1.0%
Leola 4.4% 6.8% 2.4%
Lincoln 13.0% 4.0% -9.0%
Monroe 4.2% 1.8% -2.4%
New Chester 3.6% 1.7% -1.9%
New Haven 2.6% 3.2% 0.6%
Preston 3.6% 2.7% -0.9%
Quincy 2.7% 3.4% 0.7%
Richfield 3.7% 0.0% -3.7%
Rome 2.7% 2.0% -0.7%
Springville 2.5% 2.7% 0.2%
Strongs Prairie 4.1% 4.7% 0.6%
Village of Friendship 8.3% 7.2% -1.1%
City of Adams 5.3% 6.1% 0.8%
City of WI Dells (pt.) (X) 0.0% (X)

 
Adams County 4.0% 3.2% -0.8%

 
State 4.1% 4.1% 0.0%
Source:  U.S. Census 
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3. Seasonal 
 
The trend in seasonal dwellings in Adams County also mirrors the state; both 
are down by roughly five percent.  Part of this may be a reflection of the 
conversion of seasonal to full-time dwellings as the owners retire and convert 
recreational units to residences.  Table 11 displays seasonal housing units. 
 

 
Seasonal dwelling are a significant part of the housing stock in all the towns, 
though only five percent of housing in Friendship and 2.5 percent in the City of 
Adams.  They are just over a fifth of all housing in the Towns of Dell Prairie and 
New Haven, 30 percent in the Town of Adams, and over a third of housing in all 
the other towns.  Seasonal dwelling are over half of the housing units in the 
Towns of Monroe and Jackson.  During the 1990s the greatest number of 
seasonal dwelling was added in Town of Rome, which also has the largest 

Table 11:
Seasonal Housing Units

Minor Civil Division 1980 1990 2000 1980-2000 
% Change

Net Change

Adams 176 231 288 63.6% 112
Big Flats 234 460 337 44.0% 103
Colburn 18 129 69 283.3% 51
Dell Prairie 134 192 167 24.6% 33
Easton 27 233 297 1000.0% 270
Jackson 128 539 537 319.5% 409
Leola 57 53 59 3.5% 2
Lincoln 11 75 72 554.5% 61
Monroe 38 209 243 539.5% 205
New Chester 81 294 275 239.5% 194
New Haven 81 95 45 -44.4% -36
Preston 64 388 401 526.6% 337
Quincy 840 1,000 992 18.1% 152
Richfield 11 44 43 290.9% 32
Rome 190 936 1,125 492.1% 935
Springville 238 457 355 49.2% 117
Strongs Prairie 64 574 423 560.9% 359
Village of Friendship 8 25 18 125.0% 10
City of Adams 0 12 23 (X) 23
City of WI Dells (pt.) [X] 0 0 (X) (X)

Adams County 2,400 5,946 5,769 140.4% 3,369

State 107,586 150,280 142,313 32.3% 34,727
Source:  U.S. Census 
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number of these units, 47 percent of all housing.  The Town of Easton lost the 
most seasonal dwellings, a 27 percent loss. 
 
D. Demand Characteristics 
 
1. Median Age of Population 
 
Adams County is aging, but all the municipalities are not aging at the same 
rate.  In fact, three towns (Colburn, Quincy, and Springville) and the Village of 
Friendship had their median age drop during the 1990s.  Table 12 shows how 
the median age has changed. 

 
The median age in the Village went down by more than ten percent during the 
decade.  In spite of that no municipality in the county had a median age at the 

Table 12:

Minor Civil Division 1980 1990 2000 1990 - 2000 
% Change

Net Change

Adams 32.0 36.8 42.4 32.5% 10.4
Big Flats 35.0 37.9 45.1 28.9% 10.1
Colburn 39.5 48.7 47.8 21.0% 8.3
Dell Prairie 39.5 38.0 41.0 3.8% 1.5
Easton 35.0 38.3 39.1 11.7% 4.1
Jackson 39.5 46.4 46.8 18.5% 7.3
Leola 27.0 36.1 45.3 67.8% 18.3
Lincoln 32.0 42.4 44.9 40.3% 12.9
Monroe 39.5 43.8 52.6 33.2% 13.1
New Chester 32.0 35.5 40.9 27.8% 8.9
New Haven 32.0 43.1 41.5 29.7% 9.5
Preston 32.0 40.7 44.4 38.8% 12.4
Quincy 49.5 55.8 53.8 8.7% 4.3
Richfield 39.5 39.2 48.0 21.5% 8.5
Rome 39.5 46.0 51.0 29.1% 11.5
Springville 63.0 43.5 42.7 -32.2% -20.3
Strongs Prairie 39.5 44.2 47.5 20.3% 8.0
Village of Friendship 49.5 44.2 39.7 -19.8% -9.8
City of Adams 32.0 35.2 38.7 20.9% 6.7
City of WI Dells (pt.) 0.0 0.0 41.8 (X) 41.8

 
Adams County 39.5 40.1 44.5 12.7% 5.0

 
State 27.0 32.9 36.0 33.3% 9.0
Source:  U.S. Census 

Median Age
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Table 13:

Minor Civil Division 1990 2000 1990 - 2000 
% Change

Net 
Change

Adams 2.6 2.3 -11.5% -0.3
Big Flats 2.5 2.4 -4.0% -0.1
Colburn 2.6 2.2 -15.4% -0.4
Dell Prairie 2.6 2.5 -3.8% -0.1
Easton 2.5 2.5 0.0% 0.0
Jackson 2.4 2.3 -4.2% -0.1
Leola 2.6 2.5 -3.8% -0.1
Lincoln 2.6 2.4 -7.7% -0.2
Monroe 2.3 2.2 -4.3% -0.1
New Chester 2.6 2.3 -11.5% -0.3
New Haven 2.6 2.5 -3.8% -0.1
Preston 2.5 2.4 -4.0% -0.1
Quincy 2.2 2.1 -4.5% -0.1
Richfield 2.7 2.3 -14.8% -0.4
Rome 2.4 2.3 -4.2% -0.1
Springville 2.3 2.4 4.3% 0.1
Strongs Prairie 2.5 2.2 -12.0% -0.3
Village of Friendship 2.4 2.3 -4.2% -0.1
City of Adams 2.3 2.3 0.0% 0.0
City of WI Dells (pt.) 0.0 2.1 [X] 2.1

Adams County 2.4 2.3 -4.2% -0.1

State 2.6 2.5 -3.8% -0.1
Source:  U.S. Census 

Persons Per Household

state level (36 years).  Three towns (Monroe, Quincy, and Rome) had a median 
age over 50, and only the Town of Easton, the Village and the City of Adams 
had a median age below 40.  Three towns (Leola, Monroe, and Richfield) had 
their median age rise by more than twenty percent during the decade.  The 
smallest rise in median age (2%) was in the Town of Easton.  During this period 
the median age for the county rose by eleven percent. 
 
2. Persons per Household 
 
Except for the Town of Easton, where it remained steady, household size 
declined in every municipality in the county during the 1990s.  This mirrors a 
trend in the state and the nation.  The rate of decline for the county was 
slightly higher than for the state.  The greatest decline (15.4%) was in the Town 
of Colburn, followed by Richfield, Strongs Prairie, Adams and New Chester.  
Table 13 shows the average number of persons per household. 
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E. Government Housing Programs 
 
The Federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) is administered by 
Wisconsin Housing and Economic Development Authority.  Investors who 
allocate a number of units as affordable to low-income families for a certain 
period (usually 15 years) are allowed to take a credit on their income tax.  
There are 24 housing units that utilize the LIHTC in the county. 
 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Section 8 Housing Choice 
Vouchers are administered locally by the Central Wisconsin Community Action 
Corporation (CWCAC).  Eligible families are issued vouchers that they can use 
to secure housing in the private market.  Having found a suitable housing unit, 
which meets minimum health and safety standards, where the owner has 
agreed to rent under the program, the eligible family uses its voucher to cover 
the part of the rent beyond the portion it pays, usually 30 percent of its 
income.  The landlord receives a subsidy directly for the portion of the Fair 
Market Rent not paid by the tenant.  The voucher-holder signs a lease for a 
term of, at least, one year and the landlord signs a contract with CWCAC, 
running concurrently with the lease.  Eligibility for the program is generally 
limited to families with incomes below 50% of the median for the county in 
which they reside.  The program is open to any housing unit where the owner 
agrees to participate and where the unit satisfies the standards.  Congress is 
considering replacing the current voucher program with a block grant to states.  
If enacted, eligibility criteria for the program may change. 
 
U.S. Department of Agriculture – Rural Development (USDA-RD) is focused on 
rural areas, and thus may be the most promising source of housing-related 
funding.  Below is a partial listing of programs available to localities: 
 

• Section 502 Homeownership Direct Loan program of the Rural Health 
Service (RHS) provides loans to help low-income households purchase 
and prepare sites or purchase, build, repair, renovate, or relocate homes.   

 
• Section 502 Mutual Self-Help Housing Loans are designed to help very-

low-income households construct their own homes.  Targeted families 
include those who cannot buy affordable housing through conventional 
means. Participating families perform approximately 65 percent of the 
construction under qualified supervision. 

 
• Section 504 Very-Low-Income Housing Repair program, provides loans 

and grants to low-income homeowners to repair, improve, or modernize 
their homes.  Improvements must make the homes more safe and 
sanitary or remove health or safety hazards. 
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• Section 515 Multi-Family Housing Loan program supports the 
construction of multi-family housing for low-income residents.  Under 
the program, which has been in operation in Wisconsin since 1969, 
USDA underwrites fifty-year mortgages at a one percent interest rate in 
exchange for an agreement to provide housing for low and very low-
income residents. 

 
• Section 521 Rural Rental Assistance program provides an additional 

subsidy for households with incomes too low to pay RHS-subsidized 
rents. 

 
• Section 533 Rural Housing Preservation Grants are designed to assist 

sponsoring organizations in the repair or rehabilitation of low-income or 
very-low-income housing.  Assistance is available for landlords or 
members of a cooperative. 

 
The above programs are all available through USDA-RD to those who meet the 
income requirements.  There are also programs through the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD): 
 

• The HUD Self-Help Homeownership Opportunity Program finances land 
acquisition and site development associated with self-help housing for 
low-income families.  Loans are made to the nonprofit sponsors of 
development projects and are interest-free.  Portions of the loans are 
forgiven if promised units of housing are completed within a given period.  
These forgiven “grant conversion” funds may be used to subsidize future 
development projects.   

 
• The HOME Investment Partnership Program aims to encourage the 

production and rehabilitation of affordable housing.  HOME funds may 
be used for rental assistance, assistance to homebuyers, new 
construction, rehabilitation, or acquisition of rental housing. 

 
• The Small Cities Development Block Grant (CDBG) program is the rural 

component of HUD’s Community Development Block Grant program, 
which is administered by state agencies.  The state CDBG program 
provides assistance for the development of affordable housing and 
economic development efforts targeted to low- and moderate-income 
people. 

 
The Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), like HOME, aims to encourage 
the production and rehabilitation of affordable housing.  It provides an 
incentive for private entities to develop affordable housing.  The credit reduces 
the federal taxes owed by an individual or corporation for an investment made 
in low-income rental housing.  The amount of the tax deduction is tied to the 
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proportion of low-income residents in the housing produced.  The credit is paid 
out over 15 years to investors in the housing project.  LIHTC provides funding 
for the construction of new buildings or the rehabilitation or conversion of 
existing structures.  To qualify, a property must set aside a certain share of its 
units for low-income households.  Currently only the Northland Adams 
Apartments (which also utilizes Section 515 funding) receive the LIHTC. 
 
 

 

 

Newly developed subdivision. 

House on a farm. 

Apartments above businesses. 
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3.3 Goals, Objectives & Policies 
 
Goals: 
 
1) Encourage an adequate supply of affordable housing for individuals of all 

income levels throughout the community.  
 
2) Discourage residential development in unsuitable areas. 
 
3) Allow adequate affordable housing for all individuals consistent with the 

rural character of the community. 
 
4) Encourage neighborhood designs that support a range of transportation 

choices, if applicable. 
 
 
Objectives: 
 
1) Multi-family dwellings and subdivision facilities should be located to 

coincide with major throughways. 
 
2) Retain single-family residences as the preferred type of housing supply in 

rural areas 
 
3) Encourage local land use controls and permitting procedures that allow 

affordable housing opportunities. 
 
4) Promote appropriate public & private sector development of senior and 

special needs housing within the County. 
 
 
Policies: 
 
1) Restrict the location of new development in areas that are shown to be 

unsuitable for specific uses due to septic limitations, flood hazard, 
groundwater pollution, highway access problems, etc. 

 
2) Direct new or expanded agricultural development away from existing 

residential or commercial buildings. 
 
3) In the event that a manufactured home does not utilize a perimeter load-

bearing foundation, any space between ground level and siding should be 
enclosed with permanent, non-load bearing concrete or masonry having 
a foundation-like appearance. 
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4) Mobile home, manufactured before 1976, which have been allowed to 
deteriorate or have taken on an unsightly appearance should be removed 
and replaced with housing units that meet the requirements of the 
current regulations. 

 
5) Steer more intensive residential development such as two-family, multi-

family and senior housing to the Village of Friendship or City of Adams 
where the utilities and services exist to accommodate the development. 

 
6) Direct residential development away from existing agricultural uses and 

buildings to avoid conflicts. 
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Endnotes: 
                                                 
i The US Census defines mobile home as: “a housing unit that was originally constructed to be towed on its own 
chassis”.  Since this would include what is defined elsewhere in federal law as a “manufactured home” which is 
built “on a chassis” to be transported over the highway, we must assume that the Census designation of mobile 
homes includes them as well.  
ii Case No. 92-CV-80, decided February 15, 1993 
iii This number varies from the figure in the RCP because, as of this writing, there are 13 more active  Section 8 
voucher contracts in the county.   This is still the second highest persons per unit ration of the ten counties in the 
North Central Region 


