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INTRODUCT I ON

Access to waters Is an Important Issue. Although we think of Wisconsin as a state richly endowed with
surface waters, they are useless to ail buf riparians If they are not accesslble. Questions, therefore,
arlse as to what Is the status of access to Wisconsin waters and what should be done about It. Perhaps the
questions of access can be explained best by looking at that area of the state where supply and demand ls
most acute, namely the heavlly populated southeastern part of the state.

This summary Is an appraisal of the status of public boal access in the Southeast District. I+ inciudes a
tabular presentation of all district surface water, the water area, the capacity of access points and an
appraisal of adequacy summarized for each county and for the districte I+ was prepared for the purpose of
charting future acquis!tion and development programs.

Very small lakes have been left of of this analysis, because small waters have |imited opportunitles for
public use and will not deserve acqulsitlon and development consideration for accesss However, the larger
rivers are included.

The data used In this summary were provided by the Southeast District staff in a serles of reports prepared
In 1976-77. Most of this information was collected by Ronald Plenings Supplemental information was
provided by county water lInventory reports and access Inventory data.

STUDY AREA

The Southeast Disfrlict Is comprised of 8 counties (Flg. 1}: Kenosha, Raclne, Walworth, Milwaukee, Waukesha,
Ozaukes, Washington, and Sheboygan. Within the area Ile iarge cltles such as Miiwaukee, Racine and Kenosha,
and adjoining It is the large Chicago metropolltan area. The Southeast Dlstrlict has 40,929 acres of surface

waters In lakes where boat accaess [s an issue.
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FIGURE |. Southeast District counties. Size of clrcle
represents relative size of the communitles.




LAKE CLASSES

The lakes are divided Info 10 slze classes, depending on thelr acreage, 1o achleve better quantification of
the datas The classes aret

Classes Area facres)
Yoery smail 0-19
Small 20 - 49
Medium small 50 ~ 99
Small medium 100 -~ 199
Mad{um 200 - 499
Large medium 500 = 999
Medium large 1,000 - 1,999
Large 2,000 - 9,999
Very large 10,000 - 98,999
Largest 100,600+

ACCESS TYPES

The access type 1s defined by the form of access avallable. Wilderness access s an access with parking
some dlstance from the shores A walk~ln access lacks a boat ramp but has nearby parkings A fuli boat
access, or ramp, allows the launching of trallered boats and atso has nearby parkinge A ramp is the most
developed type of access. Fees may or may not be charged at an access.

ACCESS ADEQUACY

The adequacy of access |s obfalned by dividing the lake area by the number of parklng spaces. The
Department of Natural Resources has oplned In the past that one parking space per 10 acres of water is a
target maxlmum for density (Secs NR 1.92 and 1.93, Admin. Code}» |f other factors are acceptable and there
s more than |0 acres of water per space or there Is access avallable but no parking, access ts Inadequate.
It there Is less than 10 acres of water per parkiag space, access s Judged to be more than adequates And,
If there is no access at ail, the lake Is categorized as lacking access.

COST OF ACCESS

This document's greatest value should be as a planning document. Therefore, an estimate of the amount and

cost of providing adequate boat access to the lakes of the varlous counties and for the reglon as a whole

was made, based on costs of recent constructlion projects. The access estimates do not include the cost of

ﬁrovlding tollet facilitles at heavily used sites. If this figure was Included, an additional $15,000 would
ave to be added to the cost of sach access sites

THE POLIT}ICAL GEOGRAPHY OF ACCESS

Any evaluation of access demand and supply must observe the political realltles of population pressures
relative to resource base. The Chlcago and MilIwaukee metropol itan areas have the highest poputation
pressures In the district area and Walworth County has the least (Table i}, The net result Is that there Is

a reluctance for countles with low population pressures fo provide services such as access when use will be
primarily by nonresldents. Walworth County Is a prime example of this. Other small district countles that
are near population centers -- such as Washington and Ozaukee -~ are also reluctant fo provide access

because of the dominance of outside users from the Milwaukee area. There 1s little political Inciination
for these countles and their cltles or towns to pursue access. Thus, |f access Is to be provided, It must
be by the state.

Counties with substantial population cenfers are more Inclined to provide access to waters through their
county and local perks systems (e.g., Racine and Waukesha countles).  Sheboygan County Is an example of a
county having a predominance of local users, and has the best access development record of all eight
counties 1n the Southeast District.

Therefore, providing adequate boat access to the public waters of this region would take a combination local
and state progrem. Past programs consisting of an access ald progrem wlth local unlts of government and a
state program for acquisition and development found acceptance and utilization In counties having
predominantly local population pressures and Interest, but made |lttle ar no progress eisewhere. Even state
projects had vigorous opposition In areas where outside pressures were high.
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TABLE 1. County and maJor city populations In each county.

Lake Surface* Water
Popul at fon Water Area (acres) Area/Capltas
County and Citles {1980) (Named Lakes) {acres)
Chlcago Metropolitan Area (7,000,000 ost.)
Kenosha County 123,137 3,455 +028
Kenosha R
Pleasant Prairie 12,703
Racine County 173,132 3,730 022
Racine »
Caldonla 20,940
Buritngton 8,385
HMount Pleasant 19,340
Walworth County 71,507
Dslavan 5,684
Lake Geneva 5,607
¥Whitewater 9,098
Mi Iwvaukes 964,988 172 «000i
Mi twaukee 630,210
West Allis 63,982
Wauwatosa 51,308
Greenfleld 31,467
Waukesha 280,326 14,996 «053
Brookfleld 37,035
Waukesha 50,319
Menaomonee Falls 27,845
Qconomowos 9,909
Muskego 15,277
Ozaukes 66,981 565 +008
Mequon 1&,193 .
Port Washington 8,612
Grafton 8,38
Cedarburg 9,005
Washington 84,848 3,134 +037
West Bend B
Germantown 10,729
Sheboygan 100,935 2,070 «020
Piymouth 6,027
Sheboygan 48,085
Total 1,865,854 40,929 022

¥Source: Wisconsin Lakes (DNR publication).




DATE EVALUATION

Information for each of the counties in the Southeast District is Inciuded In the Appendix (countles
alphabetically listed). There are three tables for each county: the status of access, boat access types,
and cost estimates for county lakes thal need improvements. A summary of the district's access needs s
found in Appendix Tables Y-1 to Y-4 and In the text.

Of the 265 district lakes, i52 (58%) lack access or have inadequate access (Table 2)s The lack of access Is
greater for smaller iakes than for larger lakes (Fig. 2). Even so, nearly half of The largest lakes In the
district have inadequate accesss While the smaller takes have less demand and negd for access than larger
iakes, they tend to become more crowded because of thelr small size and greater shore space in relation to

water space. ,
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FIGURE 2. A comparison of the number of Southeast District
lakes with and without adequate access.

Cost approximations were determined for solving access deficiencies in the Southeast Dlstrict with the
ultimate expectation of budgeting for the Jobe. Providing land and improvements for 152 separate lakes for
potential access would cost $6,485,000 at 1982 price approximations (Tabie 3}« If priorities are
established for lskes over 100 acres, (35 lakes that need access fall Into this category), a |7-year program
I's required at a budget of $200,000 per year. Providing access to the larger iakes has an even hlgher price
1'699

Kenosha County = in thls county 12 of 2| lakes lack adequate access (Appendixes A and B). The estimated
cost of providing 12 access sites is $475,000 (Appendix C)s This county's decislons are heavliiy Influenced
by aout-of-state users because of i+s proximity 10 lllinois, so there are local pressures to iImlt access.
If there is to be signlflcant access improvement, state Involvement would be reguired.




-5 =

Mi lwaukee County - Al{ the Inland waters In Milwaukee County are very small In slize, are artifliclally
constructed, and most are surrounded by park lands (Appendixes D and E). The exceptlons are a few glaclal
kettie holes, mostly privately owneds With shallowness and poor water quality a definlte handlicap, the
Incentive for providing access would not be high. However, since Inland waters are at a premlum In this
heavily populated county, 74% are surrounded by park lands. Providing access to waters without access would
be more expensive than in rural areas, and would cost approximately $360,000 or more if all land surroundlng
small lakes is purchased {Appendix F).

Ozaukee County - Ozaukee County !s domlnated by smai! lakes and shallow lakes than can almost be described
as deep marshes. The largest lake is part of the Cedarburg Bog. Access to the Milwaukee River with its 590
acres may be as important or more important to utilization of aquatic resources. Of the |7 |akes deserving
of access, 6 have adequate access and || lack access (Appendixes G and H). User pressures will be strongly
influenced by the Hilwaukee metropolitan area, therefore, local access development pressures will be
damponeds The cost of providing adequate access Is estimated to be $385,000 (Appendix 1),

Racine County - Eleven of 20 county lakes deserving access lack adequate access (Appendlixes J and K). The
ost imated cost of providing access polnts on these |1 lakes Is $475,000 (Appendix L)« This county Is
Influsnced by naarby large metropolltan areas from M!lwaukee to Chlcago, and the county has one {arge- and
one medlum-sized metropolitan center in 1+, With local metropolltan areas there Is a strong tendency to
meat access needs on the part of The county as evldenced by a substantial county park system.

Sheboygan County - Access avallability in Sheboygan County is quite good. All the larger lakes have access
and & high fraction of the smaller lakes. Out of 39 lakes deserving access, 27 have adequate access
{Appendixes M and N}« The cost of providing access to the |2 lakes deserving or lacking adequate access is
estimated To be $395,000 (Appendix C}. Sheboygan County has been very active In providing access to its
lakes, a reflection of a preponderance of tocal users.

Walworth County - Elghteen of 29 |lakes lack adequate access {Appendixes P and Q). The estimated cost of
providing access polnts to these |8 lakes Is $1,035,000 (Appendix R). The attitude toward access In the
county Is negative, particularly in the southern part of the county which |s closs to the Chicage

metropol {tan area« There Is a strong tendency to exclude outsiders and there ls open oppositicn to public
access. The Intensive development of these iakes also contributes to this negative attlitude. Progress on
access programs wili require state action.

Washington County - Forty-four of 54 lakes |ack adequate access (Appendixes S and T)» The lakes In
Washlngton County are domlnated by smalli-sized ones which would have a lower access priority than large
lakess The estimated cost of providing adequate access on these lakes would be $1,%15,000 (Appendix U).
Use of Washington County lakes Is dominated by people from the Milwaukee metropolitan area. Consequentiy,
there Is |ittle Incentive for local develiopment of access. Only 6 lakes having no access or Inadequate
access would be classified as small medium (over 100 acres) or larger and deserve priorlty considerations

Waukesha County - There are 63 lakes In Waukesha County which deserve consideration for access. Of this
number, 13 are larger than 100 acres and the blggest lake Is more than 2,000 acres. A total of 36 of 63
lakes of all slzes require access (Appendixes ¥V and W). The total cost of providing access to lakes elther
having Inadequate access or lacking access s estimated to be $1,550,000 {Appendix X}. Waukesha County has
substantial population centers In If, thus, there is a strong Inciination for local government unlts to heip
with access to lakes. There Is also strong grounds for state participation with the Ml Iwaukes metropoltan
area adjacent to the county.

TABLE 2. Status of access for the Southeast District.

l.ake 5Tze Uategorles

Very MedTum  Smail targe MadTam

Smai | Smal | Smal | Medium Medium Medium Large Large Total
Number of lakes 119 39 37 29 20 14 3 4 265
Access lacking 59 17 14 6 2 o 0 0 98
Access Inadequate {3 5 10 l 7 7 0 2 54
Adeguate access 47 7 3 12 I 7 3 2 EE2




TABLE 3. Cost of providing access to lakes In the
Southeast Dlstrict.

Number of Lakes Total Cost

Needlng Access or of
County. Access Improvement Improvements
Kenosha H4 $ 475,000
Racine 12 475,000
Waiwor'th 18 1,035,000
Ml lwaukee 6 360,000
Waukesha 36 1,550,000
Ozaukee I 385,000
Washington 43 1,515,000
Sheboygan 12 395, 000
Total 152 $6,200,000

Tollet factlities for hedvily used slites 285,000
$6,485,000

RECOMMENDAT [ONS

A comblhation access ald program and a state acquisition and development program shouid be developed for the
Southeast District, funded at a level of about $200,000 annuaily. This fevel of funding wlli assure access
deveiopment to the more important |akes within the next 15-20 years.

Acknowledgments: This summary would not have besn possible wlthout the diligent data coliection of
Ronald Pienlng, waters inventory blologist in the Southeast District.
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APPENDIX

Status of access to Kenosha County lakes.

Number of lakes
Access lacking
Access Inadequate

Adequate access

Lake Size Category

Very Medtum  Smali Large Madium

Smal | Smati Sma | | Medium Medium Medium Large Large Totai
2 2 8 3 5 H ] 0 21
i 0 3 0 0 0 o 0 4
0 ! 3 3 2 } 0 0 8
| i 2 i 4 0 0 0 9

APPENDIX B. Type of boat access avallable on Kenosha County lakes and [ts adegquacy.
Water
Size Type of Parklng Space
Lake Arsa Class®  Access** SpaceE per Slite Judgment on Adequacy
Benedict 78 M5 Wl 0 -~ Lacking; potential walk-in avaliable
shangr [ Ta-BeneT 72 SH R, CT 4] 28.7 Imadequate access handlcapped by
parking regutations
Camp LI M R, Gt 40 I3 Adequate; couid be |mproved
CenTer 170 oM R, CT 2 2546 Adequate; could be Improved
Cross 87 S5 W1 3 79 Marginal access; needs Improvement
Dyer ol M> none [1] - Not avallable
ETTzabeTh 638 LM R, CT 9 0.9 Tnadequate Tn quallTy and quanTlTy
Fox River 402 M Wl 40y 10 Adequate for walk-In; could use
better dispersal
Gearge 59 [Z8 R, CI ] kXY Farginal [y adequare; Insecure
Hookaer 8/ S K, Ul [E] G/ Adequate; needs ImprovemenT
Rull 14 VS -~ == - Lacking; no access avallable
LilTy 88 M5 R, CT & 27 Marglinally adeguate;
needs more parking
Harfe 315 14 , Ul 30 102 Adequate
rMontgomery 45 > R, Cf 8 el AdequaTe
Paddock 130 SM K, CT 28 4. Adequate
Paat [4) LB Witd - == Adequate
Powers 459 M H, CT 4 1EXYi Tnadequate parking; barrlers To acgess
KRock LY S R, CT 30 Fad7 Inflrm private access. Adequate
in short term, but not long term.
S1iver 464 M R, CT 8 TZ:2 AdequaTe and high quality
Yoltz ¥ S none |4 == Inadequate; Tacking
EasT Lake T46 Mo K, Ul 20 e Adequate and hign quailTy

{Bong Alr Base,
much of |ake
very shallow)

*yg
ML
¥ id =

Estimates are In parentheses.

vory smali, $ = small, MS = medium smatl, SM = small medium, M = medium, LM = large medium,
= medium large, L = large.
wilderness, Wl = walk-In, R = ramp, CT = car traller.
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APPENDIX C.  Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Kenosha County lakes.

Parking Area

Lake |, . Land Purchase Ramp Construction Construction
Benedict $50,000 -$3, 000 $10,000
Shangfl | a-Benet 25,000 5,000 10,000
Camp - 5,000 20,000
Center - 5,000 10,000
Cross 25,000 - 10,000
Dyer 25,000 - 10,000
Eilzabeth : 5@, 000 5,000 20,000
fox Rlver - - 10,000
George 25,000 -- 10,000
Hooker - - 10,000
Liily - - 10,000
Powers 50,000 5,000 20,000
Rock -- - 10,000
VYoliz 25,000 - 10,000
East = - -
Total $275,000 £30,000 $170,000
Grand Total $475,000

APPENDIX D+ Status of access to Milwaukee County lakess

Take 51Ze Category

Vory MedTum — Smafl Carge PedTum
Smal | Smal | Smal i Medium Medium Madlum Large Large Total
Number of |akes 19 + 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9
with
{imited
resources
Access lacking 5 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 5
Access inadequate | 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0 }

Adequate access 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I3




APPENDIX E. Type of boat access

_.9_

avaliable on Milwaukee County lakes and its adequacy.

Water
Size Type of Parking Space
Lake Area Class®  Access*™  Space per Site Judgment on Adequacy

Blshop - 8 Vs -~ -- - Lacklng
Bocrusr {BoTanlcal Garden Pond)Z [i] ¥S W1 Z2 ] Adequate
Bocruer (Botanlcal Garden Pond)? | Yo Wi 25 + 04 Adequate
Bocruer (Botanlcal Garden Pond)* 2 LE] Wl 25 sl Adequate
Brown Deer gark Pond*” [ VS W1 25 [y Adequate

nesn Fon Y4 Lk ik yis v ] Adequate
Dimkes ” 7 VS ~- - -~ Lacking
ESTabrook Lagoop™ T V5 Wi i) «04 Adequate
Grant Park Pond® | VS Wi 25 +04 Adequate
Greentield Park FPond 7 V5 W1 ] ) Adegquate
HoTTar Pond” - | L] Wi 20 U4 Adequate
HumboTdt ParK Pond= 4 Vs Wi 4U o] Adegquate
JacKson Park_Ponrd ] V5 L 40 "2 Adequate
Jacobus Pond~ T Vs Wi 20 05 Adequate
Juneau Park Pond il VS Wi 2D X Adequate
ROSCTUSZKO Park Fond E) Vs Wi 22 o Adequate
L inden Pond ™, Z VS -= == == Lacklng
HMcCarty Pond™ | Yo Wl 22 +04 Adequats
wcGovera Fark Pond 2 V5 Wl 22 ol Adequate
Menomonee ParK Pond™ Z ¥S Wi 24 ol Adequate
Mi¥cheTl Park Pond 4 Vo W i’} o Z Adegquate
MonasTery Iz VS Wl —- == Lacking
Mud - 4 Vo Wi == == 1hadeqgitate
New Zoo Pond™ . 2 Vo Wi 22 o Z Adequate
North Goif Course Pond I+ ! NE] Ll 25 o4 Adequate
North Golf Course Pond 27 I V5 Wl 25 +04 Adequate
NorTh Golf _Course Pond 3“ > VS W1 25 o Adeguate
Noyes Pond® | ¥5 Wi g > ‘Adequate
Uak Creek Pond D Vo Wi 10 D Adequate
hoot Klver Parkway Pond 8 V5 Wi 1Y +8 Adequate
Saveland Fark Fond™ I V5 Wl 25 «04 Adequate
Schroedsl Pond® b Vo -— -= -- Lacking
SCout . B VE] Wi FiY] ol Adequate
sheridan fark Fond® | V5 W 19 ol Adequate
Ueinlieln Fond ] VS -= - - Lacklng
Underwood Creek Pond”™ 2z ¥5 W1 20 o Adequate
WashTngTon Park Pond T Vo Wi 25 ) Adequate
WhTTehall Park Fond 15 Vo Wi 25 ) AdequaTe
Wiison Park Pond g V3 W1 40 o2 Adequate
Yood Hospl¥al Pond> ] V5 W 75 +04 Adequate .

*Vs

[

vory small.«
walk=1In.

2Parks have large parking areas, but only a portion was assigned fo access.
Lakes having low recreatlonal value, often due 1o poor water sources.
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APPENDIX Ge

APPENDIX.F.. Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Milwaukee County lakes.
Parkling Area
Lake . l.and Purchase Ramp Construction Construction
"Blshop: $50,000 - $10,000
Dumkes- 50,000 - 10,000
L inden’Pond. 50,000 -- 10,000
Monastery 50,000 -- 10,000
Mud 50,000 - 10, 600
Uelhleln 50,000 - 10,000
TJotal $300,000 $60, 000
Grand Total $360,000
Status of access to Ozaukee County lakes.

Take S1ze Category

Vory MedTum ~ Small Carge — Medvum

Smalt Smal | Smatl | Medium Medium Medlum Large Large Total
Nuhber of lakes H* 4% ! 6 i 0 0 Q 17
Accegs lackling 8 2 I 0 0 0 ¢ 0 H
Access Inadequate 0 0 0 o] 0 0‘ 0 0 0
Adequa%e access 3 2 0 0 | 0 o o 6

* Plus 3 deep marshes.
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APPENDIX H. Type of boat access avallable on Ozaukee County lakes and Ifs adequacy.

Water
5ize Type of Parking Space
Lake Area Class* Access**  Space per Site Judgment on Adequacy
Blg Blenborn 12 LES - —- - Lackin%
Cedarburg rond 5 VS Wi 15 ] Adsquate
Cedarburg Stone Quary (3] VS — —— - Lacking
Chalr Factor MI[Tpond [ VS -= —-= -= Tacklng
1
Daty 13 VS - - == Lacklng
Donuf‘ 4 vs Wi - ~= Marglnal ly adequate
Fromm PIT 4 VS - - - LackIng
GratTton MITTpond 25 5 WI,CT ] 5 Adeqiiate
Haneman [} ¥o - s - Lacking
Hansen] 6 y§ - - .- Lacking
I -
Huiras 26 S ~— —= - Lacklng
CTmekI Tn MITTpong L) VS Wi,CT 23 I} Marginally adequate
Li¥Tle BTefborn 2 Vo - —-— == Lacking
Long! 34 5 Lacklng
LudowissT I Lk - - = Lacking
MoTdaenhausr E] kil 4] Z 1.5 Adequate
wud 245 M Wi == == AdequaTe for wlidliio area
PTT 35 5 == = == Tacking
|

Roeck 3 Vs -- —-= -= Lacklng
Spring o7 M5 -~ ~= - Lackln%
ThiensviTls MITTIpomt LE] S CT, Wl 30 Te3 Adequate
Onnamad 19N, RZIE, 936 49 5 —-= = - Cacklng i i

TT2N, RZ3E, 5T9,9,T0 ) 3 - - - Lacking

*ys
*EY)

very small, 5 = small, M5 = medium small, SM = small
\ walk=In, CT = car trailer.
Lakes which are better described as desp marshes.

medium, M = medium.

They usually winterkill.




..|2_.

APPENDIX |+ Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Ozaukee County lakes.

Parking Area

Lake Land Purchase Ramp Construction Constructlon
Big Bienborn. $25,000 - $10,000
Cedarburg Stone Quarry 25,000 - 10,0060
Chalr Factory MIilipond 25,000 - t0,000
Fromn Pit 25,000 —= 10,000
Haneman 25,000 - 10,000
- Little Bienhorn 25,000 - {0,000
Ludowissi 25,000 - 10,000
Pit : ' 25,000 ' - 10,000
Roeckl 25,000 - 10,000
Spring . 25,000 - 10,000
TIZN, R23E, Sec. 19, 9, 10 25,000 - t0, 000
Total ' $275,000 - 110,000

" Grand Total $385,000

‘APPENDI X J. Status of access to Racine County lakes.

Lake Slze Category

Very Medtum — Small t.arge Medium

Smal i Smal | Smal | Modium Medium Madium Large large Total
Number of fakes 7 | 2 3% 2 i i 0 18
Access lacklng 7 0 0 ! 0 0 0 0 8
Access |nadequatse 0 0 | 2 i 0 0 0 4
Adequate access 0 ! ! 0 I 2 ! 0 6
*Buena lLake Is part of Tichigan Lake. The total number of lakes In this ctass Is therefors 3.
Appandix K. Type of boat access avaiiable on Racine County lakes and lis adequacy.

Water
Slze Type of Parking Space

Lake Area Class® Access®*  Space per Slie Judgment on Adeguacy
Bisanabl 13 ¥s None Lacking
Bohners 135 SHM R, CI ] 27 Inadequaie; small size
Brock 13 V5 Nong Lack I ng
Browns 296 M R, CT 39 9.9 Adequate
Buena’ 168 oM Sea Tlchlgan Lake
Delmonte 4 v¥S Nong LackTng
Eaglg 515 M R, CF 39 132 Adeguate
Echo® 71 MS Wi 2 3.5 Adequate
Frieda 13 Vo Kone Lacklng
Rec-Nong-Ga-Mong 88 WS Wl 2 44 inadequate
Long 102 SM None == - Lacking
Ovarson Fond 18 VES None Lackling
Rockiand 40 kS R, I S0 ] Adsaguate
Rodgers H Y5 None Lacklng
Tahoe 3] V5 None Lacking
TTchigan REYS M. R, CT 41 216 Adeguate
Walube&ses 129 SHM X, Cl 7 1844 Thadequately developed
Wind 935 LR R, CF by 2942 Adequate; under development
Fox River 5724 12} Wi (40) Bl Fnadequate dispersion, but good locally

T*YS ="very small, S = smafl, MS = medium small, SM = small medium, WM = medium, LM = large madium,
M. = medium large.
*¥Ml = walk-in, R = ramp, CT = car traller.
lguena 1Is part of Tlchigan Lake.
For parking space, Echo Lake has car trailer plus car parking.
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APPENDIX L. Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Racine County lakes.

Parking Area

Lake Land Purchase Ramp Construcilon Construction
Bisanabl $25,000 - $10,000
Bohners 50,000 $5,000 10,000
Brock 25,000 - 10,000
Belmonte 25,000 - 10,000
Frieda 25,000 - 10,000
Kec-Nong~Ga-Mong 25,000 5,000 10,000
Long 25,000 - 10,000
Overson Pond 25,000 - 10,000
Rodgers 25,000 - 10,000
Tahoe 25,000 - 10,000
Waubeesee -— 5,000 10, 000
Fox River 50,000 (2 sites) 20,000
Total $325,000 $20,000 $130,000
Grand Total $475,000

APPENDIX M. Status of access To Sheboygan County |akes.

Lake S51Zeé Category

Number of lakes
Access lacking
Access [nadequate

Adequate access

Yery Medium  omall Large FedTum
Smal | Smal | Smal | Medlum Medium Medium Large Large Total
26% 6 2 2 2 ] 0 0 39(42)
g¥* 2 0 0 0 0 0 jo{+2)
2 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
16 4 2 2 2 ! 0 0 27

* Two additional lakes

are consldered too smalt to be Included.
*¥* (+2) regarded as foo small or too shallow.



...'4_

Appendix N+ Type of boat access avallable on Sheboygan County lakes and lis adequacys

Water
Size Type of Parking Space
Lake Area Class® Access**  Space per Site Judgment on Adequacy
Batavia Pond i LES -- - - Too small to warrant access
Baechwood 11 Yo [4] ] De2 AdequaTte :
Big Elkhart 286 R Ch 40 T2 Adequate i
BufleT ] Vs - -- —— Lack Ing
Bufler 7 V5 Cl 10 o/ Adequate
Uascade Mllipono { VS Wi 10 of Adequate
Tadar 10 VS Wi 10 0 Adequate
Crocked il M5 Gl 10 G f Adeguate
Crystal 152 SH CT 24 Y] Adequate
DoTTiar" ) Vo ~= - - Lacklng
Ellen 21 SM Cl 10 P21 Adeguate
FrankTtn Ml ]ipond ‘ 52 5 Wi 4 [+] Adaguate
Gerber, Blg™ e Vs CT 8 Z Adequate
GlenkaulTah M TTpong 7 V5 4] 2z 30 Adequate
Goosavitle Pond 38 ) - - == Tacking
Grasser Y VS == - - Lacklng
HaackK 13 Vo —= —= ~= Lackling
HTngham ™11 Tpond B3 ) Wi ] 1+0 Adequate
Jé¥zZers 15 Yo Cl 25 .6 Adequate
Johnsonvi TTe Pond El VS —== - -= Lacking
ReTlTng S31-9 i LE] Wi -~ —-= Adequate
ReTTTRg S31—12 I VS Wi - == Adegquate
RETTThG S3T=F4 | L& W o == AdequaTte
tohfer MiTlpond Zl Yo W1 B 4ol Marglinally adequate
LT¥¥Te LTkhart 24 Mo [} 18 3.0 Adequate
LTTiTe Gerber 68 S CT i) 8 Adequate
LT¥TTe Round 2] VS —-= - - Lacking
TEnTes Spring i VS -= = -= LackIng
Meyers Fond Noe | 5 kil Wi Adequate
Mayers Pond No. Z | V5 Wl 20 .95 Adeguate
Meyers Pond NOe 3 { Vo Wi Adequate
OFter Pond 3 AL Wi - - [nadequate ‘
Plymoutn MITIpong 36 5 2l {10~ 36 Marginally adequats
‘Random ] 204 ™M CI ElY D2 Adegquate
Seven_ ] 27 3 W1 U™ 1Y) Adeguate
Sheboygan Falis Wil Ipond 17 VS W1 ~15) LIy Thadequate
Sheboygan Falls Quarry 3 VS - == = Tacking
Sheboygan Marsh 674 L CI T20 5.6 AdEGUETE
Sheboygan Quarry g VS W 1Y) o1 Adequate
STxteon [¢] Yo —— - == Lacking
Waldo Milipond 40 5 = = == Lacking

*S = ygry small, $ = smali, M$ = medlum small, SM = small medium, M = medium, LM = large med fum.
*4t) = walk-in, CT = car tralier
éShaIIow winterkill lakes having |ittie fishery value.
3Accass Is on Little Gerber. Half of access space assligned o Blg Gerber.
Parking space ls In park areoa.
A plcnic facliity which has walk-lin access.
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APPENDIX 0. Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Sheboygan County lakes.

Parking Area

Lake Land Purchase Ramp Construction Construction
But let $25,000 - ' $10,000
Goosev| | le Pond 25,000 - 10,000
Grasser 25,000 - 10,000
Haack 25,000 - 10,000
Johnsonvl!le Pond 25,000 —-— 10,000
Littie Round 25,000 - 10,000
Mshles Spring 25,000 - {0,000
Otter Pond 25,000 - 10,000
Sheboygan Falls Ml Ipond 25,000 - 10,000
Sheboygan Falis Quarry 25,000 - 10,000
Sixteen 25,000 -- 10,000
Watdo Millpond 25,000 - 10,000
Totat $274,000 _ $120,000

Grand total $395,000
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APPENDIX P.  Status of access to Walworth County lakes.
Lake Slze Category

Yory MedTum ™ Small Large MedTum _

Smal | Smal | Smalt =~ Medium Medlum Medium Large large Total
Number of lakes 5 6 7 10 0 4 0 2 34 (32)*
Access lacking 2 C 2 3 0 0 0 0 ¢ 7
Access Inadequate | { 3 4 ¢ 3 0 | 12
Adequate access 2 3 H 6 0 H 0 | 13
*The 3 basins of Lauderdale Lake were combined into one lake for access purposes.

APPENDEX Q. Type of boat access avallable on Walworth County lakes and |l+s adequacy.
Water

Slze Type of Parking Space
Lake Area Class® Access®¥* Space per Sitfe Judgment on Adequacy
Army 78 MS Wi 0 0 Inadequate
Beulan d34 LI R, CT 3] P54 Inadeguate
Booth ) SM R, Cl 20 Beb> Adequate
Cedar Grove 8 VA None . [4] [ Lacking
Como 246 LM R, CI, Wl 39 243 Adequate
Comus 164 oM R, CT 18 9. | Adequate
CravalT [31:] M5 R, CT S0 Ted Adegquate
DeTavan 2072 L R, CT, Wi 15 28 Marginally adsquate
East Troy 5 VS Wi 0 0 {nadequate
Ceneva 5262 L K, CI, Wl 272* 0.5 larginally adequate
Graen’ St ATLHY
HTTburn rond B Vo Wi | g Adequate
Honsey 44 S K, C1 5 .8 Adagquate
fvanhoe 42 5 Wl 4 cars 10.0 Marginally adequate
Ta Grange-, 55 LE Wi [1] 0 Lacking
Lauderdale’ g4l L H, CT, Wi 2 4443 Marginal ly adequate
Lorralne” 155 oM R/, CF, Wl 3 4443 Marglnally adequaie
Lulu 84 MS Wi 2 42 inadequate
Lyons g ¥S Wi 5 1] Adequate
HMiddje' 259 MM} R, CT 39 2[5 Harglinally adequate
m‘rrl’: 271 WILH)
WorTh~ - 151 SM Wi 5 ] Inadequate
Number Ten” 34 S 0 4] “Lackling
Pell U5 M5 W U 4 Tnadequate
Peters” 04 M5 0 (4] Facking
Plckerel 201 3 Wi [ 5 Adequate
Pleasant 155 SH R, CT 5 31 Inadequate
Paotters 162 SM R, Ct 15 10.8 Adegquate
nce 157 oM R, Cl 10 156 Adpquate
ST Tver 45 [k Wi 0 0 “Tacking
Swan~ 27 5 (4] 0 Lacking
SWITH T9 VS T D Tacking .
Tombegu 35 b R, CT, Wi T4 T7:5 Thadequate”
Tripp” [1E] SM R, CT 20 D8 Adequate
Turtle 140 oM R, CT I 93 Inadequate
Wandawega K] SH Wi 2 59,5 Inadequate
WhTTewater 640 23 R, CT, Wi T8 354 [nadequate

*¥S = very small, S = small, MS = medium small, SM = small medium, M = medlum, LM = large medium, ML =

medium farge, L = large.
¥4l = walk=in, R = ramp, GT = car trallers
High fees are charged for access use.

2| ake Geneva has 272 car traller parking spaces plus an equivalent amount of regutlar car parking.
3fees for access use which serve fo question I+s avallabilliy.
4Marshy shatlow winterkll| lakes.

Tombeau access 1s Inadequate because of restricted parking.

5Res+rlc?ed to town residents.

High
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APPENDIX R« Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Walworth County lakess

Parking Area

Lake Land Purchase Ramp Construction Construction
Army $25,000 $5, 000 $10,000
Beulah 50,000 5,000 20,000
Delavan 50,000 : 5,000 ) 20,000
Geneva* 100,000 10,000 40,000
Ivanhoe 25,000 5,000 10,000
La Grange 25,000 5,000 10,000
Lorraine 25,000 5,000 10,000
Luju 25,000 5,000 10,000
{auderdale 50,000 5,000 20,000
Neorth 25,000 5,000 10,000
Pei | 25,000 5,000 10,000
Paters 25,000 5,000 10,000
Pleasant 50,000 5,000 20,000
Sl lver 25,000 5,000 {0,000
Tombeau 25,000 10,000
Turtle 50,000 5,000 20,000
Handawega 25,000 5,000 19,000
¥hitewater* 50,000 5,000 20,000
Total $675,000 $950,000 $270,000
Grand Total $1,035,000

*Public fand may be avallable, but may not be suitably located.

APPENBIX S+ Status of access to Washington County lakes.

Lake S1ze Category

Yory Medlum — Small Large WMedTum

Smal | Smal | Smal | Madlum Medium Medium Large Large Tofa!
Number of lakes 33 5 8 5 | 2 0 0 54
Access lacking 23 5 4 3 0 0 0 0 35
Access |nadequate 5 0 } | | |* o 0 9
Adequate access 5 0 3 3 0 { o 0 {0

* The Inadequate site |s on Big Cedar Lakes Construction of an access site is planned In the near future.
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Type of boal access avallable on Washlngton County lakes and iis adeéuacy.

APPENDIX T.
Water
Size Type of Parking Space
Lake Area Class*  Access®  Space per Site Judgment on Adequacy
Amy Besl | 26 S Wi Y] 0 Lacking
Bark [y M5 Wl 0 0 Lacking
Barton o7 MS Wl 3 22 Inadequate
BEK T Vo == == = Lacking ;
Big Cadar EaY4 LM WI,CT ¥4 il Thadaquate’
Boltonvilie Fond 6 V5 W1 - - ThadéquaTe
Brickyard | V5 —=~ - - I"ackTng
Druld 120 SH Ci g 5 Varglinal |y adequate
Ehne i3 VS = - == Lacking
Erler k)i S -= == == Cacking
Flve 102 SM = == == Lack¥ng
Friess 7 ST W1 == == CacKing_
GTlbert A0 5 = == = Lacking™
Green /1 M5 == - = Lacking
Hackbarth ) V5 Wl 1 ) Marginally adequate
Harftord MiT Tpond [ V5 Wi [ Adequate
Hasmer 2 Yo - == -= Tnadequate
Hawtiorn 8 Y5 - -~ - LackTng
Hicksy 10 VS - -= -= Lackihg
Reown | VS5 == - = Cacking
Kewaskum MilTpond > VS Wi U %] Adéquate
Kohisviile MiiTpond 6 V5 Wi == == MargTnally adequate
Lehner > VS - = == Cacking
Lalnberger ) ¥o - == == Lacking
Lent 3] V5 == - - Lacking
Lenwood 5 V5 -= == == Lacking
Little Cedar 246 M Wl 4 61D Tnadequate
TTT¥¥le Drickens g VS = == == racking
LT¥fle Friess ] VS Wi == == Imadequato
Loaw 23 5 - - - Lacking
Lonr I ¥S = - - Lacklng
Ticas 78 151 B = = LackTng
Mal toy > V5 -~ - == Lacking
Mayflaeld Pond 8 VS Wi = - Tnadequate
Mclonvi-ile 14 V5 - == - Lacklnag
Miller” ’ 3 Vo = - = Lacking
Moud 19, RiY, 5724 5 VS = - - Cacking
tiad 110, Ki9, 519 25 5 = -= -= Lacklng
HMusliler T4 Vo —-= - - Lacking
Murphy 5 VS == - == Lacking
Newburg 7 VS Wi 20 « 55 Adequate
FParadise Yaliey 118 SM
Plke 222 LM WI,CT 12 435 MargTnafly adesquate
Proschinger [ V5 - == - Lacking
Quas I Y5 - = - Lacking
Radtke 10 Vo == == == Lacking
Rocktlield Quarry 3 'S - - - tacking
STTyer LE] R Wi == == Thadequaie
SmITh (Urickéns’ g6 mS W1 10 86 Marginally adequate
11Ty 15 VS ~~ - —= Lacking
Twelve 53 5 == = = Tacking
Wallace 57 TS Wi,CT 10 5 Adequate
HWerner g v5 L == = Thadequale
West Bend Fond 6/ M5 Wl q I67 MargTnally adequate

*¥S = vary smatl, §
**‘w’ -

= smaii, MS = medium small, SM = small medium, M
walk-in, CT = car traller.

;An access slte has besn acquired on Big Cedar.
Connocted to Big Cedars Thls |s a shallow basin wlth navigable water access.

medium, LM = large medlum.
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APPENDIX U. Cost estimates of providing adequate access to Washingfon County lakes.

Parking Area

Lake Land Purchase Ramp Construction Construction
Amy Bell $25,000 -- $10,000
Bark 25,000 $5,000 10,000
Barton - 5,000 10,000
Beck 25,000 - 10,000
Blg Cedar -- haled 20,000
Boftonvl ile - - 10,000
Biickyard 25,000 - 10,000
Ehne 25,000 - 10,000
Erler 25,000 — 10,000
Flve 25,000 5,000 10,000
Friess 25,000 5,000 10,000
Green 25,000 5,000 0,000
Hasmer 25,000 - 10, 000
Hawthorn 25,000 - 10,000
Hickey 25,000 -= 10,000
Keown 25,000 - 10,000
telnberger 25,000 “— 10,000
Lent 25,000 10,000
Lenwood 25,000 -- 10,000
Little Cedar 50,000 5,000 10,000
LHtle Drickens 25,000 -~ 10,000
Little Friess 25,000 - 10,000
Loow 25,000 - 10,000
Lucas 25,000 5,000 {0,000
Mal foy 2%,000 - 10,000
Mayfield Pond 25,000 -— 10,000
McConvl lle 25,000 - 10,000
Mitler 25,000 - 10,000
Mud 25,000 - 10,000
Mud 25,000 -- 10,000
Mueller 25,000 - 10,000
Murphy 25,000 - 10,000
Paradise Yal loy 25,000 5,000 {0,000
Proschinger 25,000 - 10,000
Quas 25,000 - 10,000
Radtke 25,000 - i0,000
Rockfield Quarry 25,000 - {0,000
S lver 25,000 5,000 16,000
Tiliy 25,000 ~- 10,000
Twelve 25,000 5,000 10,000
Werner 25,000 -- 10,000
Total $1,025,000 $50,000 $440,000
Grand Total $1,515,000

APPENDIX V. Status of access to Waukesha County lakes.

LaKe STze Caftegories

Number of |akes
Access lackling
Access lnadequate

Adequate access

Yery Wedium  Small Large Med Tum

Smai | Smal Smal | Modlum Medium  Medium Large Large Tqul
i6 15 9 6 9 4 2 2 63
5 6 3 2 2 0 0 0 g
4 3 2 2 4 2 0 I ig
7 6 4 2 3 2 2 } 27
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APPENDIX We Type of boat access avallable on Waukesha County lekes and Ifs adequacy.
Hater
Size Type of  Parking Space
Lake Area Class® Access**  Space per Site Judgment on Adequacy

App lebocker Mi1ipond 12 ys W 25! .48 Adequate
Asnlppua 84 M5 CT 40 2l Adequate
Boaver - 316 [ Wi —= == tacking
Beaver Dam” 36 S —— = - Lacking
Big Bend MiTTpond 7 VS W1 - == Inadequate
BTg Miskego 27260 N Wi 3 1550 Tnadequate
Srowp 12 Lk -= - - L.acking
BUTh” % V5 Tacking
Tornel{~ 41 S Lacking
Crooked 24 MS -= -= == Lackling
Uenogn 164 SM -= —-= - {acking
LICK™ 12 VS Lacking
butchman St S Wl i 31 inadequate
Tagle Spring 311 M WiL,CT i 155 +5 Inddequate
%%%f - 2 VS

ar- 10 Vs W1 2 5 Adequate
Florence 21 S W1 [1] [4] Inadequate
Forest 41 5 tackling
Fouwler 78 M5 Ch 20 3.9 Adequate
Fukes Millpond K] 5 - —-- = Lacking
Garvin 1K Vo —= -= - Lacking
Genessee, Lower 66 MS Wi,CT -- —= Inadeguate
Gengssae, Middle 104 SH Wi,CT - —= Tnadequate
Lenessea, Uppar 27 o W == - {nadequate
Genesses Mt Ipond 1 VS Wi 0 == Tnadequate
Bolden . 250 ! WT,CT 3 B3es Thadequate
Henrletta” 5 ¥5 —= -= == Lacking
Hogan~ B VS Lack|ng
Hunfers () MS Wl Z 325 Inadequate
Kéesus 237 M Wl == Thadequate
ReTly, Lower 3 VS Wi -= == Inadequate
Relly, Uppser ¥ VS WE,CT 10 T2 Adequate
Lach a Beile 1164 ML Wl ,CT 29 40.2 Marginal iy adeguate
Lannon_Park Fond E] VS Wi 50 ) Adequate
Larkip o7 ) = - = Lacking
Lauwa 8 Yo - - - LacKking
Linnle Lac H L - - —-— Lacking
ETTtie Muskego 506 LM WI,CT 1Y 10.1 Adequate
Merton Miltlpond 38 5 Wi,CT IS5 el Adequate
Finooka FPark Pond 3 VS Wl 20 0B Adequate
Fonches Millpond 16 VS Wl 5 3.2 Adequaie
Fonterey MiT1pond 28 S WlL,GF 20 1od Adequate
Mooge 8] MS == -= == Lacking
Mad” 10 Vs == a — [acking
Mukwonago Fark Big Pond 17 LB W1 507 %] Adequate
Mukwonago Park Pond ] ¥S Wi Z5° 04 Adequate
Nagawicka oT7 ™ Wi, CT 59 1545 Adequate
NashoTah, Lower ELY M> wl,Gie 3 20 MargTnal Iy adequate
Nashotah, Upper 133 i) Wi -~ - Inadequate
Remahbin, Lowsr 271 [£] WI,CT 40 648 Adequate
Nemahbin, Upper 4:5] ¥ Wil EL:) T4 Adequate
Morrls Fong” 5 LE] Inadequate
North 457 M Wl —= - [nadequate
Jconoinowoc 16! (R} Wi - - Inadequate
Uconomovoc, Upper 45 S Wi 2L 2.0 Adequate
UKkauchee EL:14 ML WT,Cl 26 35 Adequate
Oftawa pi] 5 WT,CT 2D Tl Adegquate
Powaukee 2495 L Wi, CT 226 1.0 Adequate
Phantom Lake, Lower 433 4] Wi, Cl 17 2500 “Marginally adequale
PHanton LakKe, Upper 107 SH W1, CT g T Marginal iy adequale
Pine 103 M CT == = I'nadaquaie
Preffy L) ™S WI,CT 7 53 Fdequata
HaTnbow 4] 3 Wi - == Cacking
‘Reagons 1] V5 == - - CECKING




Appendix W {Continued)
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. HWater
Size Type of  Parking Space
Lake Area Class Access*  Space**  per Site Judgment on Adequacy

Saratoga 24 8 Wl,CT 18 1+37 Adequate
SayTesviTie MI]lpond 45 5 -= -= Lackin
SChool sectTon 117 B! wl,0H D [ Adeguate
scuppernong Creek Pond 120 5 Wi k3 X4 Wvarginal Ty adeguate
STTVer 2727 W W1 —-= == Lacklng
Spahn~ 4 V5 - —- —= LackTng
SprTng (TS5, RIE, 597 105 M = -— == Tacking
Spr Ing TDousman) 14 VS - - == Lacking
summiT Dump Pond Z V5 - —-= == LackIng
SyoIT Z VS - = == Tackng
TTerneys” 15 LA == == == Tacklng
Utica LE] Vo Wi —-— - Inadequate
Waterville i) 11 -= —-= == Lacking
Wi dgeon 25 5 -= = - Lacklng
Wood T 20 S -~ = - Lacking
Unnamed T8 RT7 51497 24 3 Lacking

18 RT7 5257 31 B Lacking
*V¥S = vory small, S = small, MS = medlum small, SM = small medium, M = medium, M. = medium large,

LM = {arge medlum, L = large.

*Mil = walk-In, CT = car traller,

'The access on Applebacker Millpond is In a state park with

used for accesss

100 parklng spaces. Not all of these are

ZLover Nashotah also has good navigable water access from Upper Nemahbin.
3Mukwonago Ponds lle in a large park with a large parking area. Some of the access is assignable to the

4ponds.

The state access site serves Okauchee Lake also.

PWinterkill |akes of low slgnificance for access.
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APPENDIX X. Cost estimates of providing adequate access. to Waukesha County
|5k95-‘

Parking Area
Lake Land Purchase Ramp. Consiruction Construction
Baaver $50,000 $5,000 $10,000
Big Bend Miilpond 25,000 - 14,000
Blg Muskego 50,000 5,000 20,000
Brown 25,000 - 10,000
Crooked 25,000 5,000 10,000
Denocon 25,000 5,000 10,000
Dutchman 25,000 - 10,000
Eagle Spring 25,000 5,000 0,000
Florence: 25,000 - {0,000
Forest 25,000 - 16,000
Funks Miilpond 25,000 - 10, 000
Garvin 25,000 - 10,000
Genesses, Lower 25,000 5,000 10,000
Genesse, Middle 25,000 5,000 10,000
Geriessea, Upper 25,000 - 10,000
Genesseo Millpond 25,000 - 10,000
Golden 50, 000 5,000 10,000
Hunters —- 5,000 10,000
Kessus 50,000 5,000 10,000
Kelly, Lower 25,000 -— 10, 000
Linnie. Lac 25,000 - 10,000
Moose 25,000 - 10,000
Nashota, Upper 25,000 5,000 10,000
North ‘ 50,000 5,000 10,000
Qconomowoc 50,000 5,000 20,000
Pine 50,000 5,000 20,000
Ratnbow Sprlings 25,000 - 10,000
Reagons 25,000 - 10,000
Sayiesville Mil |pond 25,000 - 10,000
Silver 50,000 5,000 10,000
Spring 25,000 5, 000 10,000
Spring {(Dousman} 25,000 - 10,000
Utica 25,000 - 10,000
Waterviile 25,000 5,000 10,000
Widgeon 25,000 - 10,000
Wood 25,000 - 10,000
Total $1,075,000 $85,000 $390,000
Grand Total $1,550,000
APPENDIX Y-{+ Number of lakes In the Southeast District.

Lake 5Tze Categorles _
Vory Medium  Small Large. MedTum

County Smal | Smal | Smal | Medium Medium HMedium Large Large Total
Kenosha 2 2 8 3 5 I 0 (4] 2}
Racine 7 i 2 3 2 2 I 0 18
Walworth 5 6 7 10 0 4 0 2 34
M} Iwaukes 19 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 19
Waukesha 16 15 .9 6 9 4 2 2 63
Ozaukee [ 4 | 0 H 4] 0 o 17
Washington 33 5 8 5 ! 2 0 0 54
Sheboygan 26 6 2 2 2 | O 0 39
Total 119 39 37 29 20 i4 3 4 265
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APPENDIX Y-2,» Number of Southeast District lakes having adequate access.
Lake STze Categorles
Very Pedlum  Small Large Medium
County Small Smal | Smal | Medium Medlum Medlum Large Large Total
Kenosha ! ] 2 J 4 0 0 0 9
Racine 0 | i Q | 2 | 0 6
Walworth 2 3 I 6 V) I 0 ! 14
Ml ivaukes 13 4] 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
Waukesha 7 6 4 2 3 2 2 i 27
Ozaukes 3 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 6
Washington 5 0 3 ] 0 ! 0 0 10
Sheboygan 16 4 2 2 2 | 0 0 27
Total 47 17 13 12 tH 7 3 2 12
APPENDIX Y-3. Number of Southeast District lakes having Inadequate access.
Lake STze Categories
Very MedTum — SmaTl Large MedTum
County Smail Smal | Smal | Medium Medium Medium Large Large Total
Kenosha 0 ! 3 2 | ! 0 0 8
Racine o] 0 i 2 | 0 0 0 4
Walworth { l 3 4 0 3 0 | {3
Milwaukee | o 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Waukesha 4 3 2 2 4 2 0 I 18
Ozaukee 0 G 0 ] ] o ¢ 0 0
Washington 5 o | | | |* 0 0 9
Sheboygan 2 0 0 0 0 0 G 0 2
Total 13 5 10 1 7 7 0 2 55
* Construction on one lake planned for the near futures.
APPENDIX Y-4. Number of Southeast District lakes lacking access.
Lake STze Categories
Very Medium — omall Large MedTum
County Smal ! Smal | Smal | Medium Medium Medlum Large Large Total
Kenosha | 0 3 0 0 0 O 0 4
Racine 7 ¢ 0 | 0 0 0 0 8
Walworth 2 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 7
. Ml Ivaukee 5 0 0 o 0 ¢] 0 0] 5
Waukesha 5 6 3 2 2 0 0 0 18
Ozaukse 8 2 | 0 o 0 ¢ ¢ il
Washington 23 5 4 0 0 ¢ 0 0 35
Sheboygan 8 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Total 59 X 14 6 2 0 0 0 98




