Office of Mational Marine Sanctuaries
MNational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

Wisconsin Study Area Profile
2000 to 2014

January 2017 | sanctuaries.noaa.gov | MARINE SANCTUARIES CONSERVATION SERIES ONMS-17-01



Suggested Citation:

Leeworthy, V.R., Cahoon, P. and Schwarzmann, D. 2017.
Wisconsin Study Area Profile 2000 to 2014. Marine
Sanctuaries Conservation Series ONMS-17-01. U.S.
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, Office of National Marine
Sanctuaries, Silver Spring, MD. 68 pp.

Cover Photo Credits:WI Historical Society (Upper Left),
Mike Roemer (Upper Right), Visit Port of Washington
(Middle), Mike Roemer (Bottom Left), Rob & Charlie Tom
(Lower Right)

-af":'“- ac i \___/
.'LC\?* E ik : .\Q:E::_' \
e
) w”.;_-'_-,,.t‘[ X —
£ ; é% IRt

SANCTUARIES

NATIONAL MARINE

U.S. Department of Commerce
Penny Pritzer, Secretary

National Oceanic andAtmospheric
Administration

Kathryn Sullivan, Ph.D.

Under Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and
Atmosphere

National Ocean Service
Russell Callender, Ph.D., Assistant
Administrator

Office of National Marine Sanctuaries
John Armor, Director

Report Authors:

Dr. Vernon R. (Bob) Leeworthy and
Dr. Danielle N. Schwarzmann and



About the Marine Sanctuaries
Conservation Series

The Office of National Marine Sanctuaries, part of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, serves as the trustee for a system of underwater parks
encompassing more than 600,000 square miles of ocean and Great Lakes waters. The 13
national marine sanctuaries and two marine national monuments within the National
Marine Sanctuary System represent areas of America’s ocean and Great Lakes
environment that are of special national significance. Within their waters, giant
humpback whales breed and calve their young, coral colonies flourish, and shipwrecks
tell stories of our maritime history. Habitats include beautiful coral reefs, lush kelp
forests, whale migration corridors, spectacular deep-sea canyons, and underwater
archaeological sites. These special places also provide homes to thousands of unique or
endangered species and are important to America’s cultural heritage. Sites range in size
from one square mile to almost 583,000 square miles and serve as natural classrooms,
cherished recreational spots, and are home to valuable commercial industries.

Because of considerable differences in settings, resources, and threats, each marine
sanctuary has a tailored management plan. Conservation, education, research, monitoring
and enforcement programs vary accordingly. The integration of these programs is
fundamental to marine protected area management. The Marine Sanctuaries Conservation
Series reflects and supports this integration by providing a forum for publication and
discussion of the complex issues currently facing the sanctuary system. Topics of
published reports vary substantially and may include descriptions of educational
programs, discussions on resource management issues, and results of scientific research
and monitoring projects. The series facilitates integration of natural sciences,
socioeconomic and cultural sciences, education, and policy development to accomplish
the diverse needs of NOAA'’s resource protection mandate. All publications are available
on the Office of National Marine Sanctuaries website (http://www.sanctuaries.noaa.gov).
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Report content does not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the Office of
National Marine Sanctuaries or the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
nor does the mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or
recommendation for use.

Report Availability

Electronic copies of this report may be downloaded from the Office of National Marine
Sanctuaries web site at http://sanctuaries.noaa.gov.

Contact
Dr. Vernon R. (Bob) Leeworthy Dr. Danielle N. Schwarzmann
Chief Economist Economist
Office of National Marine Sanctuaries Office of National Marine Sanctuaries
1305 East West Highway, SSMC4, 11" floor 1305 East West Highway, SSMC4
Silver Spring, MD 20910 Silver Spring, MD 20910
Telephone: (240) 533-0647 Telephone: (240) 533-0705
Fax: (301) 713-0404 Fax: (301) 713-0404

E-mail: Bob.Leeworthy@noaa.gov Danielle.Schwarzmann@noaa.gov



mailto:Bob.Leeworthy@noaa.gov
mailto:Danielle.Schwarzmann@noaa.gov

Abstract

This report will support the designation process for the proposed National Marine
Sanctuary in Lake Michigan off the shores of Wisconsin. A study area profile includes a
characterization of the area where the social and economic impacts of resource use take
place and an overview of what is currently known about the uses of the natural and
cultural resources that exist within the study area. For this application, there are two
alternatives being considered and one is sanctuary management’s preferred alternative.
The preferred alternative includes the primary counties of Manitowoc, Ozaukee and
Sheboygan and secondary counties of Milwaukee and Washington. The other alternative
also referred to as study area 2 includes all that contained in study area 1 with the
addition of Kewaunee as a primary county. For where the economic and social impacts
take place, study area profile looks at the population measurements, demographic profiles
and economic profiles of each study area in comparison to the state of Wisconsin and the
U.S. For the overview of the uses of the natural and cultural resources within each study
area, information was obtained on the economic impacts of tourist uses, the number of
fishing and hunting licenses, the number of beaches and grants for maintaining the
beaches, the number of state recreation areas, and the number of maritime attractions.
Although county and study area specific information was not available for recreation and
tourist use of the natural and cultural resources of the study areas, we obtained
information from a state-wide study that contains estimates of participation by recreation
activity and the trends in those activities. This will aid future researchers in filling gaps in
information for the study areas.
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Chapter 1: Population and Economy of the Study Areas

Introduction

This report will support the designation process for the proposed National Marine
Sanctuary in Lake Michigan off the shores of Wisconsin. A Study Area profile includes
a characterization of the area where the social and economic impacts of resource use take
place and an overview of what is currently known about the uses of the natural and
cultural resources that exist within the study area. For this application, there are two
alternatives being considered and one is sanctuary management’s preferred alternative.
Both alternatives have to be assessed in Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),
Regulatory Impact Review (RIR) and Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (impacts on small
entities—primarily small business) of proposed regulations. Therefore, the
characterization will be done for two study areas as defined below. The study area profile
serves as the “Description of the Affected Environment-Socioeconomics” in the EIS.

Study Area Definitions. Primary Counties are counties along the shoreline where the
primary social and economic (socioeconomic) impacts take place from use of cultural and
natural resources.

Secondary Counties are counties where a significant portion of economic impact takes
place via the multiplier impacts of spending in the primary counties. These counties are
determined by reviewing the Census of Inter-county Commuters at the U.S. Census
Bureau. This file shows for each county where people work and the county (ies) where
they live. The objective is to account as fully as practical the amount of “local” economic
activity that is associated with spending related to the use of the cultural and natural
resources. We use a threshold of 4,000 to 5,000 workers to reach a significant level to
include a county as a secondary county. Figure 1.1 shows a map with all the counties
highlighted in dark red that currently define the “Study Area 1” for the Wisconsin Lake
Michigan. Figure 1.2 shows a map with all the counties highlighted in dark red that
currently define the “Study Area 2” for the Wisconsin Lake Michigan proposed
Sanctuary.

Study Area #1 (Preferred Alternative)

Primary Counties (3)
Manitowoc

Ozaukee

Sheboygan

Secondary Counties (2)
Milwaukee
Washington



Study Area #2 (Other Alternative)

Primary Counties (4)
Manitowoc

Ozaukee

Sheboygan
Kewaunee

Secondary Counties (2)
Milwaukee
Washington



*,

Figure 1.1. Counties included in the proposed Wisconsin Lake Michigan Sanctuary study area 1.



Figure 1.2. Counties included in the proposed Wisconsin Lake Michigan Sanctuary study area 2.



Population and Key Measurements on Economic Status of the Study
Areas

Population is a major driver of any study area. When assessing the conditions of
sanctuary resources in ONMS Condition Reports, population is a key driver behind the
pressures placed on sanctuary resources, but many in the population are also beneficiaries
of the ecosystem services generated from sanctuary resources. Here we present
information on the total population by county, population density by county, population
growth for the study areas, and projected population growth for the study areas. For
economic status of the study areas, we also present per capita income, poverty rates, and
unemployment rates as key indicators in this section. We also compare the study areas to
the U.S. and Wisconsin (WI) for status and trends in selected measures.

Population.

The “Study Area 1” population covers five WI counties with a population of over
1,372,577 in 2014, which is approximately 23.8% Of Wisconsin’s total population. The
“Study Area 2” population covers six WI counties with a population of over 1,393,021 in
2014, which is approximately 24.2% of WI’s total population. The three most populous
counties in the study areas include Milwaukee with 956,406 thousand, Washington with
113,251 thousand and Sheboygan with 115,290 thousand (Table 1.1). Greater detail by
county can be found in Appendix Table A. 2.

Population Growth.

For all three periods of 1990 to 2000, 2000 to 2010 and 2010 to 2014, the two study areas
had slower growth rates than the U.S. or WI (Table 1.2 and Table 1.3).

Projected Population Growth.

Wisconsin’s population is projected to grow at lower rates than the U.S. from the current
year to 2030. Woods and Poole (2016) data supplied population projections for both
study areas out to the year 2050. Both study areas growth slowed from 2014 to 2050. The
projected population growth for 2040 to 2050 was -1.22 for both study areas (Table 1.2
and Table 1.3).

Population Density.

Population density is an indicator of the extent of pressures that the study area’s
population might have on the sanctuary resources. Population density varies widely
across Study area 1 with a high of 3,962 people per square mile in Milwaukee to a low of
136 in Manitowoc. Study area 2 population densities vary more than that of study area 1
with a high of 3.962 people per square mile in Milwaukee and a low of 60 people in
Kewaunee (Table 1.11).



Table 1.1. Selected Socioeconomic Measures for Description of the study areas

2014 2014
2014 Population 2014_ Pe_r Persons 2014
County Population Change (%) Popula}tlon Capita Below Unemployment
2010-2014 Density! Income  Poverty Rate (%)
&) (%)
Kewaunee 20,444 -0.64 60 42,152 10 51
Manitowoc 80,160 -1.4 136 42,519 9.9 6.1
Milwaukee 956,406 0.858 3,962 41,507 21.9 6.9
Ozaukee 87,470 1.28 375 71,126 5 4.2
Sheboygan 115,290 -0.11 225 46,328 9.3 4.6
Washington 133,251 1.02 309 48,564 6.2 4.6
Study Area 1 Total 1,372,577 0.69 2,841 50,009 17.54 6.3
Study Area 2 Total 1,393,021 0.67 2,801 48,699 17.43 6.3
Wisconsin 5,757,564 1.19 105 44,186 8.9 54
U.S. 318,857,056 2.98 87 46,046 15.6 6.2

1. Number of people per square mile

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census and the Bureau of Economic Analysis,

Regional Economic Information System.



Table 1.2. Population Growth and Projected Growth for study area 1

Measurement/Time period us Wisconsin Study Area 1

Population Growth (%)

1990 to 2000 10.34 9.65 1.84
2000 to 2010 12.47 6.03 2.04
2010 to 2014 3.11 1.24 0.69

Population Projections (%)

2014 to 2020 5.59 4.84 1.01
2020 to 2025 4.71 3.23 .83
2025 to 2030 4.62 3.08 .66
2030 to 2040 8.35 5.02 11
2040 to 2050 7.2 3.69 -1.22

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Woods and Poole (2016).

Table 1.3. Population Growth and Projected Growth for study area 2

Measurement/Time period Us Wisconsin Study Area 2

Population Growth (%)

1990 to 2000 10.34 9.65 1.92
2000 to 2010 12.47 6.03 2.03
2010 to 2014 3.11 1.24 0.67

Population Projections (%)

2014 to 2020 5.59 4.84 11
2020 to 2025 4.71 3.23 .84
2025 to 2030 4.62 3.08 .67
2030 to 2040 8.35 5.02 A1
2040 to 2050 7.2 3.69 -1.22

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Woods and Poole (2016).



Per Capita Income.

Per capita income is an indicator or the health of the economic status of a community. In
2014, per capita income in study area 1 was $50,009 and ranged from a low of $41,507 in
Milwaukee County to a high of $71,126 in Ozaukee County. In 2014, per capita income
in study area 2 was $48,699 and ranged from a low of $41,507 in Milwaukee County to a
high of $71,126 in Ozaukee County (Table 1.1). Both study areas’ real per capital income
(Adjusted for inflation) was higher than the U.S. and WI for the time period 2005-2010
(Table 1.4 and Table 1.5). Greater detail by county can be found in Appendix Table A.2.

Real Per Capita Income Growth Rates.

Real per capita income grew more slowly in both areas than the U.S. and Wisconsin for
200-2005. During the 2005-2010 period, which captured the effect of the “Great
Recession”, real per capita income growth rates declined significantly for the U.S., WI
and both study areas. During the 2010-2014 period, both study area growth rates
increased faster than WI, but study area 1’s growth rates were slower than the U.S. and
study Area 2’s was faster than the U.S. (Table 1.4, Table 1.5, Figure 1.3, and Figure 1.4).



Table 1.4. Unemployment Rates and Per Capita Personal Income for study area 1

Measurement/Year us Wisconsin  Study Area 1

Unemployment Rate (%)

2000 4 35 3.9
2005 5.08 4.7 5.2
2010 9.6 8.6 9.5
2014 6.2 5.4 6.3
Per Capita Income

2000 30,602 29,382 32,107
2005 35,904 34,311 37,210
2010 40,227 38,815 42,235
2014 46,046 44,186 48,699
Real Per Capita Income

(20143%)

2000 42,174 40,493 46,057
2005 43,756 41,815 47,201
2010 43,762 42,226 47,558
2014 46,046 44,186 50,009

Real Per Capita Income
Growth Rates (%)

2000-2005 3.8 3.3 2.5
2005-2010 0.0 1.0 0.8
2010-2014 5.2 4.6 5.2

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional Economic
Information System and the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer
Price Index.



Table 1.5. Unemployment Rates and Per Capita Personal Income for study area 2

Measurement/Year uUs Wisconsin  Study Area 2

Unemployment Rate (%)

2000 4 35 3.9
2005 5.08 4.7 5.2
2010 9.6 8.6 9.5
2014 6.2 54 6.3
Per Capita Income

2000 30,602 29,382 32,107
2005 35,904 34,311 37,210
2010 40,227 38,815 42,235
2014 46,046 44,186 48,699
Real Per Capita Income

(2016%)

2000 42,174 40,493 44,249
2005 43,756 41,815 45,348
2010 43,762 42,226 45,947
2014 46,046 44,186 50,009

Real Per Capita Income
Growth Rates (%)

2000-2005 3.8 3.3 25
2005-2010 0.0 1.0 1.3
2010-2014 5.2 4.6 6.0

Sources: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional
Economic Information System and the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, Consumer Price Index

10
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Figure 1.3. Changes in Real Per Capita Income in study area 1 versus the U.S. and WI.
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Figure 1.4. Changes in Real Per Capita Income in study area 2 versus the U.S. and W1
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Unemployment Rates.

Another indicator of the economic health of the study areas is the unemployment rate. In
2014, the unemployment rate was the same in both study areas, with a value of 6.3%.
Unemployment rates ranged from a low of 4.2% in Ozaukee County to a high of 6.9% in
Milwaukee County. In 2014, the unemployment rate was higher in the study areas than
the U.S. and WI (Table 1.11). In 2000, unemployment rates were lower in the study areas
than the U.S. but still above that of WI. In 2005, the unemployment rate in the study
areas was above both the U.S. and WI, but in 2010 the unemployment rates of the U.S.
were level with study areal but above that of study area 2 (Table 1.4, Table 1.5, Figure
1.7, and Figure 1.8). Greater detail by county can be found in Appendix Table A.4.

12

Percent

2000 2005 2010 2014

mUs =Wl =SA1

Figure 1.5. Unemployment Rates in study area 1 versus the U.S. and WI, 2000-2014
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12

Percent

2000 2005 2010 2014

mUS mWwWIl = SA2

Figure 1. 6. Unemployment Rates in study area 2 versus the U.S. and WI, 2000 to 2014.

Demographic Profiles

For demographic profiles, gender, race/ethnicity and age were chosen as the most
important population characteristics. Race and Ethnicity are treated separately in the
Census of the U.S. Racial categories include “White”, “Black or African America”,
“Asian”, “Alaskan Native or Native American”, “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander”, and “Multiple Races”. We reduced the categories reported here by combining
“Alaskan Native or Native American”, “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander”, and
“Multiple Races”, into the “Other” category for race. Hispanic represents ethnicity and in
the Census is recorded separately from race with any race being eligible for being
Hispanic. In the Census, Hispanic is Hispanic, Latino or of Spanish Origin. Greater detail
by county can be found in Appendix Table A.1.

Gender.

For 2000 through 2014 females were a higher proportion of the population in both study
areas versus the U.S. and WI (Figure 1.7 and Figure 1.8).

13



515
51
50.5
50
49.5
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2000
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2010
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Female

Figure 1.7.

515
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Female

EUS mWI m5A2

2010

Female

Gender Distributions in study area 1 versus the U.S. and WI 2000, 2010 and 2014.

2014

Female

Figure 1.8. Gender Distributions in study area 2 versus the U.S. and W1 2000, 2010 and 2014.
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Race/Ethnicity.

In 2014, the proportion of the “white” population in both study areas was lower than the
U.S. and WI. Study area 2 had a lower proportion of “white” population than study area
1. The proportion of the “Black or African American” population was higher in both
study areas than in the U.S. or WI. The proportion of the “Asian” population was lower
in WI and the study areas than the U.S. The “Hispanic” population in the study areas was
a lower proportion than the U.S. but higher than WI (Figure 1.9 and Figure 1.10). From
2000-2014, the proportion of the “white” population has increased in study area 1, while
declining in study area 2. From 2000-2014, the proportion of “Black and African
American”, “Asian” and ‘Hispanic” populations have increased in both study areas
(Figure 1.11 and Figure 1.12).
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Figure 1.9. Race/Ethnicity in study area 1 versus the U.S. and W1, 2014.
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Figure 1.10. Race/Ethnicity in study area 2 versus the U.S. and WI, 2014.
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Figure 1.11. Race/Ethnicity in study area 1, 2000, 2010, 2014.

16




80.0
70.0
60.0
50.0
40.0

Percent

30.0
20.0
10.0

0.0

70.6 71.0 70.3

18.7 18.7 19.1

10.1 10.2 10.9

3.0 35 35 36 3.1 29

White Black Asian Hispanic Other

m2000 m2010 m2014

Figure 1.12.

Age.

Race/Ethnicity in study area 2, 2000, 2010, 2014.

In 2014, the age distribution of the population in study area 1 as well as study area 2 was
similar to that of the U.S. and WI (Figure 1.13, Figure 1.14). Between 2000 and 2014, the

proportion

of the population based on age varied between age categories. There were

similar trends between study areas with decreases in the proportions at ages 5 to 19, 35 to
44, and 75 and over and increases at ages 20 to 34 and 45 to 64 (Figure 1.15 and Figure

1.16).
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Figure 1.13. Age Distributions in study area 1 versus the U.S. and WI, 2014.

21.9

Percent

Under 5 5to 19 20to 34

35to 44 45 to 54 55 to 64 65to74 75 andover

Hys mw| FsA2

Figure 1.14. Age Distributions in study area 2 versus the U.S. and WI, 2014.
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Figure 1.15. Age distribution in study area 1, 2000, 2010 and 2014.
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Figure 1.16. Age distribution in study area 2, 2000, 2010 and 2014.
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Economic Profile

In the previous section, we addressed a couple of key indicators of the health of the
economy using per capita income, poverty rates and unemployment rates. Here we look
at the total personal income both generated within the study areas (income by place of
work) and what is received by residents of the study areas (income by place of residence).
The U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis maintains the national
income accounts on both these bases. People that live in a given area often receive
income not derived by work in the area where they live. Many people commute to work
to places of work outside the county where they live. People receive interest, dividends
and capital gains from investments. Retirees receive pensions and social security
payments. The unemployed receive unemployment compensation. Income-by-Place-of-
Work as a percent of Income-by-Place-of-Residence is usually a good indicator of an
area having a significant retirement community. Sources of income not tied to the status
of work in the local economy can provide more resilience to an economy making it less
subjected to ups and downs of local work.

The labor force and total employment and their growth rates are good indicators of a
healthy or stagnant economy and the opportunities for employment. These are important
elements in assessing whether people can adapt to changes in resources
management/policy decisions that may displace them from resource use.

We also look at proprietors’ income and employment and the proportion of the study
area’s income and employment accounted for by proprietors of businesses. This is
usually a good indicator of small businesses which are often those connected to resource
use in the sanctuary (e.g. commercial fishing operations and recreational and tourist
related businesses).

We also look at personal income and employment by industry sector. This is important
for economic impact analyses of resource management/policy decisions. When we are
able to map the spending in the local economy related to resource use in the sanctuary to
economic sectors, we can then use input-output models such as the IMPLAN model to
estimate the multiplier impacts on the local economy and assess the proportion of the
local economy affected.

There are some problems with obtaining complete information by economic sector for
any county since there are rules that don’t allow the government to publish data on a
sector is a county if there are less than 10 firms in the county. The data gets reported as
“D” meaning “Non-disclosure”. For the study area totals, the totals for a sector are
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reported here as “NA” or not available if at least one county in the study area has, within
a given sector, less than 10 firms in that sector. It may be possible to get study area totals
for the sector of special request from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of
Economic Analysis if there are more than 10 firms in the sector throughout the stud