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Introduction 
The efforts of state and local governments to successfully attract Foxconn to Racine County have 
engendered much discussion and debate. Thus far, the attention largely has focused on the 
incentive package offered to the corporation to influence its decision; the various actions needed to 
prepare and assemble the Mount Pleasant site; and the actions required to secure the workforce to 
fill the thousands of promised jobs.  

Far less attention has focused on the service-related impacts to local governments in Greater 
Racine. Indeed, while Foxconn holds the potential for huge economic development benefits and an 
enlarged tax base for the entire region, it also creates a range of challenges for municipal 
governments (as well as Racine County). Those governments will need to quickly develop and 
implement strategies to expand a variety of public services that will be needed to serve a 22-million-
square-foot facility and up to 13,000 workers, as well as potential ancillary development that could 
attract thousands more workers and residents.  

As new development occurs, the growth in tax base will be helpful in funding the expansion of 
municipal services. However, the sheer scale of Foxconn has prompted a re-evaluation of the 
organization of municipal services in the region and has generated renewed interest among local 
governments in the possibility of service sharing.   

In this report, partially underwritten by the Johnson Foundation at Wingspread, we consider options 
for enhanced sharing or consolidation of services between the municipal governments of Greater 
Racine. Specifically, this report provides a high-level scan of municipal services that is intended to 
convey to policymakers those service areas that hold the greatest potential for service sharing or 
consolidation. We limit our analysis largely to the four largest municipalities in Greater Racine – 
Racine, Caledonia, Sturtevant and Mount Pleasant – as well as Racine County services where 
relevant.  

D ata  and  M ethodo log y 

In conducting the review, we used the most recent data available. For example, population data was 
for 2016 and comes from the U.S. Census Bureau Quick Facts database. Most fiscal data, as well as 
some service descriptions, come from the 2018 general fund budgets of the four municipalities. 
Table 1 provides basic population and budget data for the four communities. 

Table 1: Population and general fund budgeted expenditures 
Municipality Population % of 

Total 
2018 General 
Fund Budget 

% of 
Total 

Racine 77,571 57.1% $81,630,865 64.7% 
Mount Pleasant 26,360 19.4% $21,145,224 16.7% 
Caledonia 24,910 18.3% $18,569,477  14.7% 
Sturtevant 6,937 5.1% $4,894,882 3.9% 
Total 135,778 100% $126,240,448 100% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Quick Facts, and 2018 budget documents 
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Service areas considered in the review include: assessment, collection services (garbage/recycling), 
fire and emergency medical services, inspections, municipal courts, parks and recreation, police, 
public health, and public works. For each of these services, the report includes basic data on budget, 
cost per capita, and full-time equivalent workers (FTEs), as well as a discussion of the services 
offered and identification of existing collaboration or service sharing.  

It is important to note that in collecting expenditure information from budget documents, we did not 
have the capacity to attempt to adjust for differences in budgeting methodology. Such differences 
may include distinctions in the way certain administrative overhead, fringe benefit, or legacy costs 
are allocated to departments. Consequently, while we cite total and per capita expenditure amounts 
for the various service areas, those should be used for context and not for comparative conclusions.      

In evaluating service sharing potential, we are most interested in whether the service area lends 
itself to “comprehensive” service sharing or consolidation among the four communities and/or 
Racine County. In other words, while we may cite potential for sharing among a smaller grouping of 
municipalities – or potential for relatively simple forms of collaboration like joint contracting – our 
evaluation is designed to determine the potential for more enhanced forms of sharing (or potentially 
full consolidation of services) among all four and/or with the county. 

We consider the following six factors as our criteria for determining service sharing potential and 
whether to recommend a functional area for in-depth analysis: 
 

1. Is demand for new technology/equipment or new state/federal regulations causing costs to 
become unaffordable for the municipality? 

2. Are key staff scheduled for retirement or are there other organizational developments 
suggesting an opportunity for new service models? 

3. Are there areas of clear cost inefficiency or redundancies among neighboring municipalities 
that suggest potential for cost savings through shared services? 

4. Could service sharing improve the level, type, or mix of services?  
5. Is one municipality providing a service that is benefiting the larger region? 
6. Are capital replacement needs intensive? 

 
It is important to note that while this research project conducts a broad review of municipal services 
in the region, it is not designed to provide analysis of the feasibility and/or implementation of 
specific service sharing and consolidation options. Instead, we hope our findings will be used by the 
leaders of those communities to determine where and how to invest in more detailed analysis.   

Also, the purpose of this study is to identify collaborative opportunities among communities in Racine 
County, and not to evaluate whether a service should be privatized or whether existing contracts 
should be renegotiated. Communities sometimes seek fiscal savings by contracting for or privatizing 
services that previously had been provided by public employees. While it is often taken as a given 
that a private contractor can perform a job at less cost than a public employee, the question of 
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outsourcing is much more complicated and must consider other factors beyond cost.1 Such analysis 
is beyond the scope of this report.   

F ind in gs  

Earlier work by the Wisconsin Policy Forum has explored the many demographic and economic 
differences between Racine and surrounding municipalities. Not surprisingly, those differences are 
also apparent when comparing public services. Racine is a city, while Mount Pleasant, Caledonia, 
and Sturtevant are suburban villages. Density and geography play a large role in some municipal 
services, such as waste collection, health, and fire protection. Social and economic characteristics 
also affect service levels. While these differences are not news to anyone in the Greater Racine 
region, significant differences in how services are provided and financed among neighboring 
communities may make sharing or consolidation more challenging. 

Nevertheless, based on our review, we determined that three municipal service areas have high 
potential for comprehensive service sharing or consolidation. We believe each of these merits further 
analysis with an eye toward developing detailed options and implementation plans.   

• Public Health 
• Parks and Recreation 
• Fire and Emergency Medical Service 

In addition, there are smaller-scale opportunities in several other functional areas. These include 
certain municipal court services, specialized waste and recycling collection, and police department 
incident reconstruction. Finally, in areas where several municipalities already contract for services, 
such as property assessment, jurisdictions may realize savings and efficiencies from joint 
procurement processes.   
  

                                                      
1 Nichols, Russell, “The Pros and Cons of Privatizing Government,” Governing, December 2010. Found at 
http://www.governing.com/topics/mgmt/pros-cons-privatizing-government-functions.html.  

http://www.governing.com/topics/mgmt/pros-cons-privatizing-government-functions.html
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Assessment Services  

Municipalities are required to assess individual properties within their boundaries for the purposes 
of property tax collection. In terms of frequency, municipalities are not required to update 
assessments each year, but each year without a revaluation allows assessed values to potentially 
deviate farther from fair market value.   

The Wisconsin Department of Revenue (DOR) conducts its own valuation process to determine 
equalized values, or the value of property in each taxing entity by class of property. Equalized values 
are updated annually, and the ratio of assessed value to equalized value gives an indication of the 
accuracy of local property assessments. State law requires that the municipality’s assessments must 
roughly correlate to equalized value.    

Serv ic e  L evel s  

The level of service provided by the municipal assessor – or the contractor selected by the 
municipality to conduct assessments – is predicated on the number of taxable land parcels that 
must be assessed and by the frequency of revaluations. Table 2 shows DOR data on taxable land 
parcels in each municipality as well as revaluation policy.  

Table 2: Taxable land parcels and cost per parcel by municipality 
Assessment Office Taxable Land Parcels Revaluation 

Racine 26,066 Annually 

Mount Pleasant 12,785 Annually for next 5 years 

Caledonia 11,153 Done in 2015 and 2016 

Sturtevant 2,000 Partial in 2017; as needed 
Total 52,004  
 
 
Racine is the only one of the four municipalities that conducts its assessments in house. The city 
employs a city assessor with a staff of four, as well as a part-time technician. Racine’s assessor’s 
office is staffed during regular business hours.  

Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, and Sturtevant contract for assessment services. In Mount Pleasant, the 
assessor is available to the public during regular business hours. Caledonia has an assessor 
available one day per week, supported by 12 hours per week of clerical time. Sturtevant does not 
provide regular office hours.   

Table 3 provides basic demographic and fiscal data related to assessment services. The cost per 
capita may be skewed by whether revaluation occurred in 2018.   
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Table 3: Demographic and fiscal data for assessment services 

Municipality Population 2018 Budgeted 
Expenditures 

Expenditures 
Per Capita 

Expenditures 
per parcel 2018 FTE 

Racine   77,571  $638,514  $8.23 $24.50 5.4 
Mount Pleasant   26,360  $226,000  $8.57 $17.68 Contract 
Caledonia   24,910  $83,875  $3.37 $7.52 Contract 
Sturtevant      6,937  $30,000  $4.32 $15.00 Contract 
Total  135,778  $978,389  $7.21 $18.81  

 
The per parcel cost comparison shows Racine spends almost a third more than any of the 
surrounding municipalities. According to the Racine assessor, there are several reasons for the 
difference. One is that the Racine assessor’s office compiles the real property listing for the city, 
while the county performs this function for the other municipalities. One FTE in the Racine assessor’s 
office is assigned to this function. Racine also has a wider range of properties to value in terms of 
property type and condition. In addition, the Racine assessor serves as support to other departments 
on issues such as litigation and redevelopment.   
 
Exp end itu re  Trend s  

Assessment services are funded exclusively with local property taxes. Table 4 provides trend data for 
assessment services for the four municipalities from 2015 to 2018. Again, large annual swings from 
year to year may be attributed to whether a revaluation occurred that year for the entire tax base. 
Viewing multiple years of expenditure data does provide a better opportunity, however, to compare 
costs between the communities. These data show that the combined cost of assessment services is 
increasing.   

Table 4: Assessment services expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 
Assessment 

Office 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % Change 

Racine $543,159 $584,981 $595,940 $638,514 17.6% 
Mount Pleasant $132,087 $146,685 $147,023 $226,000 71.1% 
Caledonia $95,873* $129,254* $83,875 $83,875 -12.5% 
Sturtevant $23,817 $31,621 $30,000 $30,000 26.0% 
Total $699,063  $763,287  $856,838  $978,389  39.96% 

* In Caledonia, revaluations occurred in 2015 costing $18,730 and 2016 ($52,980).   
 
Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t  

Assessment services are not currently shared by any of the four municipalities. Using our six criteria, 
Table 5 summarizes our view of service sharing potential for assessment services. 
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Table 5: Assessment service sharing potential 
FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

 
While our evaluation indicates that assessment services show limited potential to benefit from 
comprehensive enhanced service sharing among the four communities, there are some important 
caveats. For example, we see potential with regard to the following criterion: 

Cost inefficiencies/redundancies: The three suburban municipalities all contract for assessment 
services. While per capita costs are difficult to compare given variability in the scheduling of 
revaluations, it appears there may be significant differences in contract costs. It is possible that a 
combined procurement may reduce the contract cost.   

Also, while “potential for service enhancements” is not given an “up” arrow, we note that as the 
suburban areas see increased development with the arrival of Foxconn, they may encounter a need 
for more specialized assessment services (e.g. related to certain forms of multi-tenant housing). It is 
possible that the City of Racine assessor’s office may be able to provide those services or that they 
could be procured through a combined contract with a private assessment firm. 
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Collection Services 
Collection services involve the collection, removal, hauling, and disposal of solid wastes. All four of 
the Greater Racine municipalities provide weekly garbage collection service. Recycling is a state-
mandated service for which the state provides annual grants to municipalities. All four of the 
municipalities provide biweekly recycling collection. In addition to weekly garbage and biweekly 
recycling collections, Table 6 summarizes a range of additional special collection services offered by 
these communities. Household hazardous waste collection already is performed jointly for the four 
communities by the wastewater utility. 
 
Table 6: Specialized collection services 
Collections 
Department 

Customers Specialized collection services 

Racine 26,066 4 free bulk waste pickups; drop off center 5 days/week; leaf collection 

Mount Pleasant 8,937 
Unlimited bulk waste pickup; oil/antifreeze drop off; compost site open 
Saturdays 

Caledonia 8,967 
4 free bulk pickups; waste site at DPW; compost site for leaves or burning 
allowed 

Sturtevant 2,000 
1 free bulk waste pickup/year; drop off center open part of the year for bulk 
waste and yard waste; limited leaf collection 

Total 45,970  
 
Tables 7 and 8 provide basic demographic and fiscal data related to collection services in the four 
municipalities. Solid waste pickup and recycling are performed by city employees in Racine, while the 
three villages contract for both types of services. 

Table 7: Demographic and fiscal data for solid waste services 

Municipality Population 2018 Budgeted 
Expenditures 

Expenditures 
Per Capita 

2018  
Expenditure Per 

Customer 
2018 FTE 

Racine   77,571  $3,213,081  $41.42 $123.27 27 
Mount Pleasant   26,360  $983,000 $37.29  $109.99 Contracted 
Caledonia   24,910  $930,750  $37.36  $103.81 Contracted 
Sturtevant      6,937 $200,000  $28.83  $100.00 Contracted 
Total  135,778  $5,326,831  $39.23  $115.88  

 
Table 8: Demographic and fiscal data for recycling services 

 
Municipality 

Population 2018 Budgeted 
Expenditures 

Expenditure Per 
Capita 

2018 Expenditure 
Per Customer 

2018 FTE 

Racine   77,571  $1,873,016  $24.15  $71.86 6.8 
Mount Pleasant   26,360  $344,000  $13.10  $38.49 Contracted 
Caledonia   24,910  $539,220  $21.60  $60.13 Contracted 
Sturtevant      6,937  $107,148  $15.40 $53.57 Contracted 
Total  135,778  $2,863,384 $21.10  $62.29  
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Racine’s per capita and per customer expenditures for both solid waste and recycling are higher than 
surrounding communities. Also, in addition to the operational expenditures shown in Table 8, the city 
of Racine’s 2018 budget included a capital expense of $440,000 for the purchase of two rear load 
refuse trucks.   

Solid waste from all four municipalities is hauled to Kestrel Landfill, which is nearing its capacity. In 
fact, a recent report estimated that at current disposal rates, the Kestrel Landfill will need to close in 
six years.2 A new landfill option for solid waste is likely to be located farther from Greater Racine and, 
therefore, likely would increase costs for each of the four municipalities. Reduction in waste streams, 
either through additional recycling efforts or initiatives to compost yard waste and food waste, could 
mitigate the increasing cost of solid waste disposal, however.   

Exp end itu re  Trend s  

Tables 9 and 10 show expenditure trends for solid waste and recycling services. Solid waste 
expenditures have been fairly consistent over the four years in each of the municipalities, while 
recycling expenditures have grown. 

Table 9: Solid waste collection expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 

Solid Waste Department 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % Change 

Racine $3,103,532 $3,090,180 $3,438,913 $3,213,081 3.5% 
Mount Pleasant $986,586 $929,700 $955,000 $983,000 -0.4% 
Caledonia $910,933 $922,106 $959,241 $930,750 2.2% 
Sturtevant $180,466 $187,758 $195,000 $200,000 10.8% 
Total $5,181,517 $5,129,744 $5,548,154 $5,326,831 2.8% 
 
Table 10: Recycling/compost collection expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 
Recycling Department 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % Change 
Racine $1,465,520 $1,485,821 $1,527,515 $1,873,0163 27.8% 
Mount Pleasant* $319,072 $330,135 $355,145 $377,817 18.4% 
Caledonia $475,281 $522,003 $532,170 $539,220 13.5% 
Sturtevant $96,951 $89,254 $101,780 $107,148 10.5% 
Total $2,356,824 $2,427,213 $2,516,610 $2,897,201 22.9% 

*Includes recycling and compost expense 

 
The growth in recycling expenditures comes at a time when the state has reduced grant funding and 
the value of some recyclable materials has diminished. As shown in Table 11, in 2016, the four 
municipalities received combined state grants of about $400,000, which covered a relatively small 
portion of the total spending on recycling that year.   
 
 

                                                      
2 Christina Lieffring, Racine Journal Times, “Kestrel Landfill counting down; could be at capacity in six years,” March 18, 
2018. 
3 Per city officials, Racine’s large expenditure increase in 2018 reflects an accounting change and was partially offset by an 
increase in the sale of recycled materials. 
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Table 11: State recycling grants, 2016 

Municipality State Grants 
Racine $300,150 
Mount Pleasant $30,299 
Caledonia $57,841 
Sturtevant $17,702 

 
Racine and Caledonia also assess fees for recycling and solid waste collection, while Sturtevant and 
Mount Pleasant fund the local portion of collection services through their property tax. This 
difference in financing approaches could present a challenge to service consolidation, as 
standardizing the approach among the four communities could entail unpopular fee or property tax 
increases for two of the communities.   

Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t  

There are currently no shared collection services among the four communities. Using our six-factor 
assessment tool, Table 12 identifies our summary of future service sharing potential for collection 
services. 

Table 12: Collections service sharing potential 
 

 
Collection services, as a whole, show limited potential to benefit from comprehensive enhanced 
service sharing among the four communities, but there is one assessment factor and one additional 
consideration that lend themselves to a more cooperative approach. We give a positive assessment 
with regard to the following assessment criterion: 

Potential for service enhancements: Beyond basic solid waste and recycling collections, each of the 
four municipalities offers secondary collection services such as bulk pick-ups, leaf and yard waste 
collections, drop-off sites, and even collection of “clean” hazardous waste such as oil, anti-freeze, 
and latex paint. There may be potential for service sharing with some of these secondary collection 
services. The goal of service sharing in this context could be to expand the menu of available 
services to all residents or to provide services at a reduced cost.  

FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
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While we did not assign a positive assessment for cost inefficiency/redundancies for collection 
services, Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, and Sturtevant all contract for those services. Similar to 
assessment services, these jurisdictions might want to consider a joint contract for solid waste and 
recycling collections as a potential means of reducing costs.   
 
The upcoming closure of the Kestrel Landfill is an important concern relating to collection services. 
While it is still unclear where solid waste from the four municipalities would be taken once Kestrel 
Landfill closes, the change is likely to create additional costs for taxpayers in the region. New 
development resulting from Foxconn could add urgency to the identification of an alternative landfill 
site. Consequently, joint planning for future landfill services represents one of the most critical 
intergovernmental cooperation imperatives for the region. As noted above, that planning also could 
include exploration of strategies to reduce waste streams, such as increased recycling and 
composting.   
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F ire  and Emergency Medical  
Services  
Each of the four municipalities offers fire protection4 and some level of emergency medical services 
for their residents, though two already have consolidated their fire and rescue services. Emergency 
medical services (EMS) are offered with some combination of both basic life support (BLS) using 
emergency medical technicians (EMTs); and advanced life support (ALS) using paramedics.  

These services can be approached using cross-trained/multi-role firefighters acting as all-hazard 
responders, or using single-role EMS-trained responders to accompany firefighter first responders on 
911 emergency medical calls. The way the department chooses to respond to these various 
demands affects how they staff, as well as their training requirements and cost.  

Fire and EMS services in Greater Racine currently are provided by three departments: 

• The City of Racine Fire Department.  
• South Shore Consolidated Fire/EMS Department, which serves Mount Pleasant and 

Sturtevant and also shares a fire station with Caledonia. The department also provides fire 
and EMS services by contract to Elmwood Park.    

• Caledonia Fire Department, which also began providing fire and EMS services by contract to 
Wind Point and North Bay in 2018. 

Services performed by all three departments are heavily weighted towards EMS (approximately 80 to 
90% of calls for service). Racine has six fire stations. The South Shore Fire Department has two 
stations and soon will be adding a new EMS-only station on Mount Pleasant’s north side, which is 
anticipated to reduce response time for EMS calls in that area by 50%.5 South Shore also shares a 
third station with Caledonia. Caledonia, in addition to this shared station, has two stations. 

Table 13 provides basic demographic and budget data for the three fire departments, while Map 1 
shows the location of existing fire stations. It is important to note that the table shows only gross 
expenditures, and does not reflect offsetting revenues received for EMS transports and services. 
Consequently, the per capita “cost” of fire and EMS is less than the amount shown.   

Table 13: Demographic and fiscal data for fire and emergency medical services 
Fire and EMS Service Population 2018 Budgeted 

Expenditures 
Expenditure  
Per Capita 2018 FTE 

Racine   77,571  $16,670,802  $215 141 
South Shore 33,808* $7,909,605 $234 60 
Caledonia   26,868**    $4,700,286  $175 41 
Total  140,032  $30,700,793 $219 242 

*Includes an estimated 511 residents of Elmwood Park 
** Includes an estimated 1,958 residents of Wind Point and North Bay 

                                                      
4 Fire protection includes inspection and prevention as well as fire suppression. 
5 As part of the Foxconn development agreement between the State and the Village of Mount Pleasant, South Shore Fire 
Department will receive tax increment financing dollars to construct a fourth station dedicated to the manufacturing plant 
and associated new development. 
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Map 1: Greater Racine Fire Stations

 

 

All three departments participate in the Mutual Aid Box Alarm System (MABAS). MABAS allows local 
fire and rescue departments to share fire and EMS resources when they exhaust their own internal 
resources during a catastrophic event. In addition, the Racine County Water Rescue Response Team 
(RCWRRT), a multiagency countywide dive and rescue team, serves each of the four communities. 
The Racine department also houses the State Regional Type 2 Hazardous Materials Team for 
Southeast Wisconsin and has a Technical Rescue Team that serves the entire region. 

Perhaps more important, the three departments have agreements to respond to calls in each other’s 
jurisdictions when proximity or emergency-related factors dictate such cooperative service. The fact 
that they can monitor calls on the same radio frequency and share common dispatch channels and 
other interoperable frequencies also supports this cooperation.    

Service levels for fire and EMS for each department are shown in Table 14. 
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Table 14: Fire and EMS service levels  
Fire Department 2017 Calls for 

Fire Service 
Calls for  
EMS Service 

EMS as a % 
of  All Calls 

Racine 894 9,599 91.5% 
South Shore 774* 3,288 80.9% 
Caledonia 240 2043 89.5% 
Total 1,908 14,930 88.7% 

**Includes 159 mutual aid calls and 110 calls classified as “other”. 
 

In meeting these service demands, the departments vary in their staffing composition, as shown in 
Table 15. 

Table 15: Staffing levels 
Fire 
Departments 

Command 
Staff* 

Fire/EMS Fire/Paramedic Administration Other 

Racine  7 77 54 2 1** 
South Shore 4 14 41 1 0 
Caledonia 4 7 29 1 0 
Total 15 98 124 4 1 

* Some battalion and division chiefs are also EMT or paramedic trained 
**Mechanic 
 

An important consideration in determining the potential efficacy of fire department consolidation is 
the staffing models used by the various departments. In Caledonia, the three stations have three full-
time employees across all shifts, plus one officer assigned in a command role (for a minimum of 10 
at any given time). South Shore has 15 employees on duty at any given time across its two stations 
and the joint station with Caledonia. Racine has 42 employees per shift spread across six stations. 
The departments vary in the shift schedules they use and in the number of consecutive days they 
allow employees to be on duty.  

In addition, practices regarding the use of various types of personnel are important to consider. For 
example, departments can vary in their criteria for when EMTs or paramedics respond to the initial 
call, and in the number of staff that are sent on fire engines and ambulances. These practices 
significantly impact service costs; consequently, any changes in staffing practices related to a 
potential consolidation initiative may impact the financial analysis as much as the act of 
consolidating itself.  

Exp end itu re  Trend s   

As shown in Table 16, combined fire and EMS operational expenditures for the three departments 
increased 4.3% over the past four years. Racine’s expenditures decreased slightly,6 while South 
Shore and Caledonia both saw expenditure increases of approximately 14%.  

 

 
 
                                                      
6 In this case and throughout this report, comparing 2015 and 2016 actual expenditures to 2017 and 2018 
budgeted expenditures may not be entirely accurate, as actual costs may reflect one-time circumstances and 
budgeted costs may not appropriately reflect the need for overtime or other factors. 
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Table 16: Fire and EMS expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 

Fire and EMS Service 2015 
Actual 

2016 
Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % 

Change 
Racine $17,005,967 $17,327,586 $16,314,791 $16,670,802 -2.0% 
South Shore $6,946,944 $7,083,981 $7,575,340 $7,909,605 13.9% 
Caledonia $4,134,795 $3,988,800 $2,983,327 $4,700,286 13.7% 
 Total $28,087,706  $28,400,367  $26,873,458  $29,280,693 4.3% 

 
Trends for capital purchases vary depending on equipment needs. Table 17 tracks capital 
expenditures in the 2015-2018 period and shows how those expenditures can vary widely from year 
to year. Fire and rescue is one of the most capital-intensive areas we explore in this report, and this 
area of the budget often offers the greatest opportunity for cost reductions from service sharing or 
consolidation initiatives. For example, a consolidated department often can obviate the need for 
redundant numbers of reserve vehicles in a geographic region. 

Table 17: Fire and EMS capital expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 
Fire and EMS 
Service 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % Change 

Racine $121,791 $955,358 $884,000 $850,500 598.3% 
South Shore $367,697 $449,648 $150,500 $674,500 83.4% 
Caledonia $77,614 $600,000 $248,900 $124,000 59.8% 
Total $567,102  $2,005,006  $1,283,400  $1,649,000  190.8% 

 

Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t   

Fire and EMS services necessitate staffing and equipment levels to meet service demands under 
intense emergency situations, which means there may be “down time” in which such full staffing and 
equipment are not being utilized. Consequently, service sharing often is a natural for this municipal 
operation.  

In Greater Racine, as noted above, considerable service sharing among the three departments 
already exists. Also, the departments already use the same computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system 
and they are all dispatched through the Racine County Communications Center.  

There have been several discussions in recent years regarding fire department consolidation in the 
region. Also, while full consolidation has been considered, each of the three chiefs sees potential 
promise in further enhancement of service sharing, as well.  

A prominent example would be development of a formal closest unit response approach, under 
which the department with the closest available engine or ambulance would respond to an incident 
regardless of municipal boundaries. This could serve either as a first step toward full consolidation or 
as a permanent state of affairs. 

Consolidation would not come without hard work and compromise, however. Issues such as 
differences in union contracts, fringe benefits, work rules, work schedules, and staffing frameworks 
would need to be reconciled. The municipalities also were treated differently in terms of obtaining 
financial support from the tax incremental district created around the Foxconn development, which 
could complicate consolidation negotiations.  
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Nevertheless, we see strong potential for enhanced service sharing and/or consolidation of fire and 
EMS, as shown in Table 18. 

Table 18: Fire and EMS service sharing potential 
FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

 

Pending retirements: The fire chiefs at all three departments are at or nearing retirement age. While 
none of them has indicated formal plans to retire, one told us that he would be willing to retire if it 
buttressed consolidation efforts. 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies: While our analysis did not uncover any glaring areas of inefficiency 
or redundancy, we do observe that in light of station locations that have been determined by 
municipal boundaries and the need for each of the departments to maintain reserve apparatus, 
enhanced sharing or consolidation could produce possible savings by reducing the need for 
duplicative equipment and via a strategic reallocation of staff. 

Potential for service enhancements: Response times (under a closest unit responds framework), 
training, and staff retention/recruitment could be positively impacted under enhanced service 
sharing or consolidation. A consolidated department also could produce capacity for dedicated 
positions in areas like safety and training. 

High capital replacement costs: Fire engines, ladder trucks, ambulances, and other emergency 
vehicles require costly capital investment, and consolidation could offer the opportunity to redeploy 
vehicles in a manner that would reduce the overall fleet and decrease capital expenditures.  

Finally, it is important to note that while we did not give a positive assessment on the factor 
regarding provision of service by a single municipality that benefits the larger region, we did not 
undertake an analysis of the extent to which one or more departments may be able to maintain 
lower staffing levels or fewer vehicles as a result of mutual aid assurances by a neighboring 
community.  
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Inspection Services 
Building inspection is a municipal service that ensures new construction and remodeling projects 
conform to state and municipal building codes. A strong inspection program also ensures structures 
within each municipality meet basic safety standards and are suitable for occupancy. Building 
inspection is required of all property types: industrial, commercial, and residential.   

The inspection departments of each municipality also provide some level of code compliance 
services for existing properties. Code compliance is oriented to ensuring that existing structures 
meet building, electrical, and fire codes. Code compliance services also can address issues that 
detract from neighborhood value, such as broken windows, overgrown grass, etc.   

Building inspection services are not easily comparable across municipalities for several reasons. For 
example, building inspection and code compliance services relate to the age, condition, and type of 
housing (single family versus multi-family), which can differ significantly by community. The mix of 
residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural areas in a municipality also impacts the scope 
and nature of inspection services.  

Just as important for Greater Racine, building inspection workload is correlated to the amount of new 
development. Rates of new development vary between municipalities and also can vary from year to 
year. Because of this variability, a simple comparison of per capita expenditures can be misleading. 
That said, all four municipalities are likely to experience increased demand for inspection services as 
Foxconn and related development occurs in the next several years.    

D esc r ip t ion  o f  Serv ic es  

The primary workload statistic for building inspection services is the number of permits issued, which 
we show in Table 19 for 2017. Permit data are divided into permits for new structures, which are 
more typical of suburban areas; and permits for electrical or plumbing work. It should be noted that 
these are very general indicators of workload or service levels, since a permit for a large residential 
or commercial project entails much more in the way of inspections than a permit to install a pool or 
make plumbing improvements. In addition, building permit data does not reflect time spent on code 
compliance. Finally, it should be noted that different municipalities may categorize permit data 
differently or have different standards for when and how often permits are required, which may 
account for inconsistencies in the data (e.g. the far greater number of building permits issued in 
Caledonia than in the other communities).    

Table 19: Building permits and electrical/plumbing permits, 2017  

Municipality Building 
Permits 

Electrical/Plumbing 
permits 

City of Racine 380 1269 

Mount Pleasant 233 231 

Caledonia 713 679 

Sturtevant 244 107 

Total 1,559 2,461 
 



   19 

Table 20 provides basic demographic and fiscal data for building inspection services among the 
Greater Racine municipalities. It is important to note that Mount Pleasant handles inspections for 
Sturtevant through a service contract. Expenses relating to that contract in the amount of $23,100 
are shown in Mount Pleasant to avoid double counting. In addition to that contract, Sturtevant 
budgeted approximately $40,000 for inspection services in 2018, which includes part-time wages 
for code enforcement and additional contract services.    

Table 20: Demographic and fiscal data for building inspection services 

Building Inspection 
Population 
Served 

2018 
Budgeted 
Expenditures 

Expenditure
Per Capita 

FTE* 

City of Racine 77,571 $843,500 $10.87 10 
Mount Pleasant/Sturtevant 33,297 $224,676 $6.75 2 
Caledonia 24,910 $266,315 $10.69 3 
Sturtevant 6,937 $40,030 $5.77 0.5 
Total Racine County 135,778 $1,374,521 $10.12 17.5 

*FTE amounts do not include contract inspection services because data was not available and varies by year/project. 
  

It is difficult to compare costs for inspection services because of significant differences in the types 
of services provided. For example, Caledonia’s inspection department also maintains the Village Hall 
and other village-owned properties. Meanwhile, in Racine, three of eight inspectors are dedicated to 
property maintenance or code compliance. This contrasts with inspection services in surrounding 
areas, which are primarily oriented towards monitoring new development.   

Most of the suburban communities employ full-time inspectors, contracting with additional 
inspectors or inspectors with specialized skills when needed. This allows for flexibility in meeting 
changing demands for services but also creates the possibility that contractors may be unavailable 
when needed, leaving a municipality short-staffed.   

Given that new construction has a significant impact on building inspection service levels and 
expenditures, Table 21 shows net new construction values by municipality for the past three years. 
The average combined amount of new construction in the three surrounding municipalities was 
nearly 10 times the amount experienced in Racine. 

Table 21:  Value of net new construction, 2015 - 2017 
Net New Construction 2015 2016 2017 Average 
Racine $1,427,300 $13,970,000 $7,670,500 $7,689,267 
Caledonia $15,073,200 $13,686,200 $19,422,800 $16,060,733 
Mt Pleasant $30,639,900 $27,522,900 $48,230,800 $35,464,533 
Sturtevant $32,866,000 $23,327,300 $6,602,900 $20,932,067 
TOTAL MINUS City of Racine $78,579,100 $64,536,400 $74,256,500 $72,457,333 

Source:  WI Department of Revenue, Statement of Changes in Equalized Values 
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Exp end itu re  Trend s  

Table 22 shows that based on expenditure trends, the demand for inspection services in Racine has 
been relatively stable, while spending on building inspection services in suburban areas has shown 
considerably more growth. This finding is consistent with the development trends shown above.   

Table 22: Expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 

Municipality 
2015 
Actual 

2016 
Actual 

2017 
Budget  

2018 
Budget 

% 
Change 

City of Racine $1,083,651 $977,429 $995,918 $1,058,879 -2.3% 
Caledonia $240,259 $249,533 $253,345 $266,315 10.8% 
Mount Pleasant $172,998 $157,939 $201,563 $224,676 29.9% 
Sturtevant $34,700 $333 $33,530 $40,030 9.2% 
TOTAL $1,531,608 $1,385,234 $1,484,356 $1,589,900 3.7% 

Note:  As in Table 20, contract costs budgeted in Sturtevant are shown only in Mount Pleasant, which actually provides the service to 
Sturtevant.   

Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t  

As discussed above, Sturtevant already contracts with Mount Pleasant for inspection services. Using 
our six-factor assessment tool, Table 23 identifies our assessment of additional service sharing 
potential for inspections. 
 
Table 23: Inspections service sharing potential  

FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes  
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

 
Inspection services appear to have limited potential for comprehensive service sharing or 
consolidation. However, given the increase in building and development activity in the region that is 
expected with Foxconn, there is some concern that recruitment of contract inspectors may become 
difficult. Consequently, the Greater Racine municipalities may wish to consider joint strategies to 
secure such services, or perhaps consider whether Racine’s larger staff could handle increased 
responsibility on a contract or fee-for-service basis in the surrounding municipalities.  
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Municipal  Court Services 
Municipal Courts are a branch of the State court system. They are presided over by locally elected 
judges and have jurisdiction over most violations of municipal ordinances, as well as local code 
compliance. Matters heard in municipal court are limited to civil matters, although municipal judges 
can issue warrants to enforce judgements, issue summonses or subpoenas, and punish contempt of 
court, as well as other actions. Matters that are appealed from municipal court are heard in circuit 
courts.   

D esc r ip t ion  o f  Serv ic es  

Table 24 identifies the number of cases filed in each municipality and the percentage of cases that 
are traffic-related.   

Table 24: 2016 Municipal court cases by municipality 

Municipal Court Cases Filed 
% of Cases 
Files 

% Traffic- 
Related 

Racine 14,237 44.7% 79.6% 
Mount Pleasant 9,191 28.9% 92.7% 
Caledonia 6,766 21.3% 88.3% 
Sturtevant 1,643 5.2% 90.0% 
Total 31,837 100%  

Source:  State Courts website 

Racine handles substantially fewer municipal court cases on a per capita basis – 182 cases per 
1,000 residents versus 300 cases filed per 1,000 residents collectively in the three other 
municipalities. In addition, only about 80% of cases in Racine Municipal Court are traffic or parking 
violations, while that number is closer to 90% in surrounding jurisdictions. It is likely that police in 
Racine allocate a smaller proportion of their time to enforcement of parking and municipal ordinance 
violations than suburban police forces. Civil matters such as truancy or code compliance can be 
more complicated and require more time and expense per case than traffic or parking violations.   

Per state statutes, municipal courts can consolidate if each municipality adopts identical ordinances 
(Section 755.01 (4)). Mount Pleasant and Elmwood Park currently operate a combined municipal 
court. Also, Racine’s municipal court handles truancy cases for the Racine Unified School District, 
thus already servicing the entire region in that regard. Table 25 provides basic demographic and 
fiscal data for each municipal court. 

Table 25: Demographic and fiscal data for municipal courts 

Municipal Court Population  2018 Budgeted 
Expenditures 

Expenditure  
Per Capita 

Expenditure 
Per Case 

Filed 
2018 FTE 

Racine 77,571 $365,868  $4.72 $21.40 3.6 
Mount Pleasant/Elmwood Park* 26,871 $148,485  $5.53 $15.06 NA 
Caledonia 24,910 $124,366  $4.99 $17.74 NA 
Sturtevant 6,937 $101,666  $14.66 $56.26 NA 
Total * 136,778 $740,385  $5.43 $23.25  

*Elmwood Park population of 511 added to the Mount Pleasant population 



   22 

On a per capita basis, Racine spends less than surrounding municipalities while Sturtevant, the 
smallest municipality, has the highest per capita cost. This variation is due, in part, to economies of 
scale. There are certain fixed costs that apply no matter the volume of cases filed with the court.   

When comparing costs per case filed, Racine and the surrounding municipalities are relatively close 
in terms of cost though again, Sturtevant is an outlier. Racine’s higher cost may be attributable to 
differences in court operations, such as the types of tickets or other matters that are handled in 
each municipal court.   

Exp end itu re  Trend s  

Municipal court expenditures in Racine are on the rise, while municipal court expenditures in the 
other municipalities have grown modestly. Table 26 identifies expenditure trends for the 
municipalities. Caledonia’s numbers are skewed by a change in budgeting methodology that 
occurred in the 2018 budget. 

Table 26: Municipal court services expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 

Municipal Court 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % ∆ 
2015 - 2018 

Racine $301,044 $304,702 $318,388 $365,868 21.5% 
Mount Pleasant/Elmwood Park $145,367 $138,388 $146,253 $148,485 2.1% 
Caledonia $43,044 $47,661 $28,299 $124,366 NA* 
Sturtevant $93,568 $92,429 $95,278 $101,666 8.7% 
Total $583,023  $583,180  $588,218  $740,385  NA* 

*Prior to 2018, 1.5 FTE Caledonia municipal court employees were incorrectly budgeted in the police department budget. In the 2018 
budget, these positions have been moved to the municipal court budget. Consequently, the 2018 budget for the municipal court almost 
tripled to $124,366. Percent change was not calculated based on this discrepancy in data. 

Municipal court revenues are difficult to compare across jurisdictions because of different budgeting 
practices. For example, the Mount Pleasant/Elmwood Park court budgeted $900,000 in forfeitures 
revenue in 2018, which appears out of line with amounts budgeted by the other municipalities. One 
possible explanation is that some municipalities account for certain fine revenues in their police 
budgets, rather than in the municipal court budget (this is the case in Racine, where $780,000 in 
municipal court fine revenue is budgeted in the police budget). Deeper examination of revenues 
would be required if there were an interest in pursuing municipal court consolidation.   

Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t   

Table 27 provides our assessment of the potential for municipal court service sharing between 
Racine, Mount Pleasant/Elmwood Park, Caledonia, and Sturtevant. 
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Table 27: Municipal court service sharing potential 
FACTOR  RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

*Particularly true for Sturtevant 

Overall, we find limited potential for realization of significant fiscal and/or programmatic benefits 
from municipal court consolidation across the four municipalities, with only one positive assessment 
out of our six assessment criteria. However, for one of the communities – Sturtevant – pursuit of 
consolidation with one of the other communities may make sense. 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies: Sturtevant’s cost per capita is almost three times that of the other 
municipalities and the cost per case filed is two to three times that of the other municipalities. Per 
capita and per case costs likely would be reduced if Sturtevant combined with another municipal 
court. 

On average, there is not a large difference in per case cost between Racine and the surrounding 
areas. This suggests that consolidation would not result in significant savings for most of the other 
municipalities.  
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Parks and Recreation 
While parks and recreation programs are not mandated by the state, most municipalities see these 
programs as important enhancements to their community’s quality of life. Each of the four Greater 
Racine municipalities provides some level of services related to parks, green space, trails, and 
recreation. Racine County also operates an extensive system of county parks that serves residents of 
the four communities.  

The parks and recreation functions in Racine, Caledonia, Sturtevant, and Mount Pleasant are not 
directly comparable. For example, Mount Pleasant and Caledonia jointly operate one of their parks. 
The City of Racine Parks Department is larger and offers services that are far more comprehensive 
than those offered by surrounding communities. Racine’s wide array of recreational offerings are 
frequently used by residents of Mount Pleasant, Caledonia, and Sturtevant.   

D esc r ip t ion  o f  Serv ic es  

Table 28 illustrates the nature and scope of parks and recreation facilities and services in the four 
municipalities. Racine also operates a zoo, museum, and community centers that are housed in its 
parks department, but those service are distinct from parks and recreation in terms of function and 
scope. Consequently, for this analysis, we exclude the operational costs of the zoo, museum, and 
community centers (administrative costs associated with these services are included in expenditure 
tables because we were unable to isolate them, however). Other services offered only by Racine – 
like its splash pad, beaches, and boat launches – are included, as they are part of the general parks 
and recreational program.  

Table 28: Park and recreation services 
Parks 
Department 

Park 
Acreage 

Parks Services Mowing 

Racine 1,127 81 Trails, playgrounds, shelters, picnic facilities, 
community centers, softball/baseball, basketball, 
tennis, volleyball, soccer, ice rink, beaches, golf 
courses, splash pad, boat launch, swimming 
lessons, sports & coaching clinics, training and 
supervision of sports officials, concerts, sledding, 
movies, fitness programs. 

In-House 

Mount 
Pleasant 

300 9 Trails, playgrounds, shelters, picnic facilities, 
softball/baseball, basketball, tennis, volleyball, 
soccer, ice rink, golf, playground programs, 4th of 
July parade, kickball, sand volleyball, movies. 

Contracted 
$37,000 

Caledonia 89.6 5 parks 
1 preserve 

Playground, softball/baseball, basketball. Contracted 
$15,800 

Caledonia/ 
Mount 
Pleasant 
Joint Park 

55 1 Community building, picnic shelters, playground, 
Kraut Music Fest, movies and music in the park, 
dog show, beer festival. 

In-House 
$16,250 

Sturtevant  4 
1 preserve 

Playgrounds, picnic areas, basketball, ball 
diamonds, tennis court, nature preserve, summer 
playground program 

In-House 
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Because some recreational programs require a critical mass of participants, it is difficult for smaller 
communities to provide all services. However, where the Greater Racine municipalities can offer 
services or programs, it appears that residents take advantage; and where they do not offer services, 
those services may be accessible in a neighboring community. For example, little league baseball is 
not available in Racine, but Sturtevant has a private baseball program. Swimming lessons are 
available in Racine, but other communities do not have the support base for this programming. 
Summer playground programs operate in a variety of locations, including the schools within the 
region’s unified school district.  

In terms of staffing and expenditures, Racine has a distinct parks and recreation department with 
full-time staff, while support for parks and recreation in Caledonia, Sturtevant, and Mount Pleasant is 
assumed by other departments using part-time staffing. The far more comprehensive nature of the 
parks and recreation function in Racine – as compared to its neighboring communities – is evident 
in reviewing total and per capita expenditures and staffing levels, as shown in Table 29.  

Table 29: Demographic and fiscal data for parks and recreation  
PARKS AND 
RECREATION Population 2018 Budgeted 

Expenditures 
Expenditure 
Per Capita 2018 FTE 

Racine   77,571 $4,531,423  $50.40 32.0 
Mount Pleasant   26,360  $391,425 $14.85 0.75  
Caledonia   24,910  $171,400  $6.88 0.75 
Sturtevant      6,937  $115,182  $16.60 0 
Total  135,778  $5,209,430  $38.37 33.5 

 

Exp end itu re  Trend s   

As shown in Table 30, operational spending by the City of Racine for parks and recreation far 
exceeds spending by the other three municipalities. In fact, in 2018, Racine accounts for 87% of 
budgeted total spending for parks and recreation in the region.   
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Table 30: Parks and recreation operational expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 
Parks/Rec Department 2015 

Actual 
2016 
Actual 

2017 
Budget 

2018 Budget % Change 

Racine      
     Administration $399,494 $411,081 $436,633 $488,379 22.2% 
     Parks $2,732,766 $2,712,419 $2,942,920 $3,408,869 24.8% 
     Recreation $639,947 $612,221 $645,841 $634,175 -01.0% 
     Racine Total  $3,772,207  $3,735,721  $4,025,394  $4,531,423  20.1% 
Mount Pleasant      
     Parks $174,443* $133,548* $194,580 $229,803 31.7% 
     Joint Park Contract*** $58,659 $58,659 $58,659 $70,000 19.3% 
     Recreation $78,302 $79,731 93,408 $91,622 17.0% 
     Mount Pleasant Total $311,404 $271,938 $346,647 $391,425 25.7% 
Caledonia      
     Parks & Rec $65,474 $76,508 $84,685 101,400 54.9%** 
     Joint Park Contract*** $58,659 $58,659 $58,659 $70,000 19.3% 
     Caledonia Total $124,133  $135,167  $143,344  $171,400  38.1% 
Sturtevant      
     Parks $73,067 $72,798 $110,725 $102,682 40.5% 
     Recreation $417 ($1,815) $12,500 $12,500 2897.6% 
     Sturtevant Total $73,484 $70,983 $123,225 $115,182 57.0% 
Total $4,281,228 $4,213,809 $4,638,610 $5,209,430 21.7% 

     *Federal Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement funding for 2015 and 2016 has been removed 
 ** Much of this increase is due to the recent allocation of fringe benefit expenses to the parks department, as well as an increase in the  
          mowing contract and equipment purchases. 
***The Joint Caledonia/Mount Pleasant Park budgeted expenditures for 2018 are $145,548. In addition to levy from the two  

        municipalities, the park receives rental income. 
 

Operational expenditures for parks and recreation operations have increased an average of 
approximately 5% per year during the 2015-2018 period for the four municipalities. In Racine, the 
bulk of the increase occurred in the 2018 budget, when four positions were added. Caledonia had a 
larger increase due to a change in the way fringe benefits were budgeted and Sturtevant showed a 
large recreation increase, but this was based on a very small budget to begin with.7 Also, while not 
every municipality breaks out recreation from the parks budget, recreation expenditures appear to 
have increased in each of the municipalities except Racine.  

With regard to capital expenditures for parks and recreation, Racine again has a far more extensive 
annual budget. Racine’s capital expenditures increased in 2016 and have been stable since that 
time. Both Mount Pleasant and Sturtevant have seen much smaller and inconsistent expenditures 
for capital, as shown in Table 31. 
 
  

                                                      
 
 
7 Our recent comprehensive analysis of Racine’s fiscal condition noted that the longer-term trend prior to 2018 was one of 
declining expenditures and position reductions for parks functions, though that assessment included community center 
positions, which are not included in this analysis. Wisconsin Policy Forum, City of Racine’s Fiscal Condition: Living Within Its 
Means, 2018. 

https://publicpolicyforum.org/research/city-racine%E2%80%99s-fiscal-condition-living-within-its-means
https://publicpolicyforum.org/research/city-racine%E2%80%99s-fiscal-condition-living-within-its-means
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Table 31: Parks and recreation capital expenditure trends 2015-2018 
Parks/Rec Department 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % Change 
Racine $1,095,920 $1,467,786 $1,517,500 $1,651,150 50.7% 
Mount Pleasant $55,248 $8,150 0 $50,000 -09.5%  
Caledonia    $75,000  
Sturtevant 0 0 0 0 0 
Total $1,151,168  $1,475,936  $1,517,500  $1,776,150  54.3% 

 

The substantial differences in parks and recreation operating and capital expenditures by Racine 
reflects not only its larger population, but also its much broader array of services, which also benefit 
residents of the neighboring municipalities. Where this type of arrangement potentially creates 
concern is in the means of paying for such services. For example, some municipalities may be 
uncomfortable with the notion that their property tax dollars are supporting parks and recreational 
services used by residents of other communities. 

The most typical means of addressing this problem is to charge non-residents higher fees to use the 
service than residents (or to charge non-residents a fee while allowing residents to access the park 
or service free of charge). In Greater Racine, some programs and facilities do use higher non-
resident fees. For example, Racine has boat launches, athletic fields, pavilion and picnic facilities, 
and recreation programs that are all available to residents from Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, and 
Sturtevant on a non-resident fee basis. On average, the non-resident fee is about 1.5 times that of 
the resident fee. The 2018 Racine budget anticipates total fee revenues of $365,210 covering 
about 5% of the total budget expenditures. The Racine County Parks Department also cooperates by 
sharing equipment, such as a machine to groom baseball fields.  

Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t   

Using our six- factor assessment tool, Tables 32 identifies our assessment of park and recreation 
service sharing potential. 
 
Table 32: Parks and recreation service sharing potential 

FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements  
(Recreation) 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs  
(Parks) 
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Parks and recreation departments show reasonable potential to benefit from enhanced service 
sharing or consolidation. We give positive assessments with regard to the following criteria: 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies: Parks and recreation programs show redundancies in terms of 
administration and maintenance efforts. We saw potential savings in consolidating these efforts. 
Also, sharing equipment and skill sets necessary to maintain facilities, trails, and parks may reduce 
costs. 

Potential for service enhancements: Where we see the greatest potential for sharing is in the area of 
youth and playground services. Shared initiatives could strengthen youth athletic programs, ensuring 
there are sufficient participants to field teams and leagues. Such initiatives also could reduce 
competition for referees, umpires, and coaches. Collaboration on these programs may be relatively 
easy to initiate, and while it may not result in significant cost savings, it could produce more robust 
programs. The Racine Unified School District also could be approached to participate, particularly 
given that the district already is a prime service sharing example. Combined summer playground 
services similarly could take advantage of shared skills, knowledge, equipment, and facilities.  

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the entire region: Racine, as the region’s largest 
municipality, provides a far greater array of sites and services that are of benefit to the entire Greater 
Racine community. Unfortunately, we were unable to secure data to gauge the extent to which usage 
of Racine’s parks and recreational facilities by residents of Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, and 
Sturtevant is consistent with the amount covered by non-resident fees. However, questions and 
concerns surrounding this issue justify further exploration, which could occur in a subsequent service 
sharing analysis.  

High capital replacement costs: The capital costs associated with maintenance of parks and 
recreation sites is substantial and include equipment replacement and purchases, asphalt 
replacement, building repairs, and playground and ballfield improvements. These costs currently are 
handled separately by each community for their own parks (with the exception of the Caledonia-
Mount Pleasant joint park), but the potential exists to reduce and/or distribute them more equitably 
through service sharing or consolidation arrangements. This potential may be particularly relevant to 
explore in light of the arrival of Foxconn, which could substantially increase demand for parks and 
recreation services from new residents and employees.   

Any detailed analysis of parks/recreation service sharing or consolidation also should consider 
opportunities related to the Racine County parks. Overlap exists between the services offered by all 
four municipalities and the county, and maintenance and landscaping activities and equipment 
needs are similar and may hold potential for sharing or consolidation.   

 

 

 



   29 

Police Services 
Each jurisdiction studied in this analysis maintains full service police departments consisting of 
sworn and civilian support staff. Sworn staff typically includes patrol officers, investigators, 
detectives, and command staff, up to and including the police chief. The functions of support staff 
vary, but generally include crime reporting data entry, warrant entries, license suspensions, 
fee/forfeiture payments, and clerical duties. Some also provide support for the local municipal court.  

It is important to note that based on discussions with leaders from the four municipalities, we did not 
consider the possibility of full consolidation of police departments in the Greater Racine region. 
Instead, our focus was on specialized law enforcement functions common to each municipality, as 
well as support services.  

Serv ic e -Rel ated  D ata 

Tables 33 and 34 demonstrate the volume of and need for law enforcement activity in the region.  
These tables are not intended for use as a measure of the effectiveness of policing in the area, as 
such an evaluation is well beyond the scope of our assessment. Rather, arrest and offense data help 
to highlight the main activity drivers for a police department and its staffing, including patrol, 
investigations, and, importantly, the support services provided (generally) by non-sworn civilians.  
Table 33 shows arrest activity data for Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, Racine, and Sturtevant from 
2014 to 2016 for all crimes, and Table 34 reports the number of offenses only for violent crime and 
property crime for each municipality in 2015.  
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Table 33: Arrest activity 2014 - 2016 
 

*Total includes arrests for “other”, which includes simple assault and uncategorized offenses.  Source:  Wisconsin Department of Justice 
Uniform Crime Reporting Data Dashboard.  Found at: https://www.doj.state.wi.us/dles/bjia/ucr-offense-and-arrest-data-agency. 

 
Table 34: 2015 Wisconsin offenses known to law enforcement 

City Population Violent Crime Property Crime Crime Rate per 1000 
Racine 77,887 364 2,398 35.5 
Mount Pleasant 26,316 24 766 30.0 
Caledonia 24,710 25 240 10.7 
Sturtevant 6,983 5 53 8.3 
Total 135,896 418 3,457 28.5 

Source:  2015 FBI Uniform Crime Reporting Data.  Found at: https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2015/crime-in-the-u.s.-
2015/tables/table-8/table-8-state-pieces/table_8_offenses_known_to_law_enforcement_wisconsin_by_city_2015.xls 
Note: Population data for this table came from the FBI Uniform Crime Reporting data and varies slightly from the Census Data 
used elsewhere in the report. 
 

Arrest Type by 
Municipality 2014 2015 2016 2016 Arrests/ 

1,000 population 
Racine PD     
               Violent 123 143 141  

               Property 803 715 605  
               Drug 541 565 476  
               Society 1033 967 744  

               Total* 4581 4365 3644 46.79 

Mount Pleasant PD     
               Violent 73 23 9  

               Property 375 411 327  
               Drug 100 88 101  
               Society 461 365 403  

               Total* 1236 1119 1056 40.13 

Caledonia PD        
               Violent 8 15 10  
               Property 175 107 97  

               Drug 106 163 119  
               Society 260 373 324  
               Total* 721 813 667 26.99 

Sturtevant PD        

                Violent 5 2 0  
               Property 18 15 13  

               Drug 12 12 13  
               Society 94 56 66  
               Total* 165 116 117 16.75 

https://www.doj.state.wi.us/dles/bjia/ucr-offense-and-arrest-data-agency
https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2015/crime-in-the-u.s.-2015/tables/table-8/table-8-state-pieces/table_8_offenses_known_to_law_enforcement_wisconsin_by_city_2015.xls
https://ucr.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-u.s/2015/crime-in-the-u.s.-2015/tables/table-8/table-8-state-pieces/table_8_offenses_known_to_law_enforcement_wisconsin_by_city_2015.xls
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Table 35 provides demographic and basic fiscal data for the four municipalities. As would be 
expected, Racine’s police staffing levels and per capita costs far exceed those of the neighboring 
communities.  

Table 35: Demographic and fiscal data for police services 

Police Service Population 
served 

2018 Budgeted 
Expenditures 

Expenditure 
Per Capita 

2018 Sworn 
Staff FTE 

2018 Civilian 
Staff FTE 

Racine 77,571 $27,876,250   $359.36             200 41.5 
Mount Pleasant 26,360 $7,146,792   $271.12                  50 9 
Caledonia 24,910 $4,479,102   $179.81                 33 3 
Sturtevant 6,937 $1,458,403   $ 210.24                11 2.5 
Total  135,778 $40,960,547   $301.67                 294 56 

 

The Racine County Sheriff’s Office also provides law enforcement services that benefit the Greater 
Racine region, including hosting police dispatch services, providing mutual aid, and occasional 
specialized support (e.g., SWAT services). 

Exp end itu re  Trend s  

Table 36 shows that police department budgets in the region have experienced moderate to 
significant growth since 2015 with the exception of Racine, where funding was flat. Mount Pleasant, 
Caledonia, and Sturtevant added additional sworn personnel to their ranks, with the remainder of 
budget increases partially due to increases in fringe benefits. In general, and likely consistent with 
other jurisdictions, 80-90% of the expenditures of each police department are allocated to personnel 
costs. Each department also has capital expenditures that are generally tied to vehicle replacement 
schedules or communication/radio system maintenance and upgrades. These capital expenditures 
are not included in the table.  

Table 36: Police services expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 

Police Services 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % 
Change 

Racine $27,612,687  $27,640,601  $27,250,543  $27,876,250  1.0% 

Mount Pleasant $6,219,848  $6,590,548 $7,086,151 $7,146,792 14.9% 
Caledonia $4,038,125  $3,959,660  $4,342,349  $4,479,102  10.9% 
Sturtevant $1,142,822  $1,206,785  $1,489,786  $1,458,403  27.6% 

Total $39,013,482  $39,397,594 $40,168,829 $40,960,547 5.0% 
 

As noted above, Racine County operates the Joint Dispatch center, funded with contributions from 
each of the municipalities. Collectively, Racine County will receive $2.6 million in 2018 for Joint 
dispatch, with the largest contributions from Racine ($1.3 million), Mount Pleasant ($561,000), and 
Caledonia ($484,000). 
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Ex ist in g  Shared  Serv ic es  

In addition to routine cross-departmental mutual aid, which is standard for law enforcement 
agencies, the region’s police departments provide informal patrol support to each other through 
enhanced enforcement in certain border areas. Racine and Mount Pleasant, for instance, share a 
border area with higher criminal activity and the agencies can provide enhanced enforcement 
without concern for jurisdictional boundaries. Similarly, Sturtevant, based in part on its location, 
receives significant support from Mount Pleasant and Racine County.  

Additionally, as needed, the local departments call on Racine County’s SWAT team. Several of the 
departments also assign sworn staff to support regional task forces, including an FBI-led task force 
on human trafficking and a Racine city/county drug enforcement effort.    

Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t  

Using our six-factor assessment tool, Table 37 identifies our assessment of service sharing potential 
for police support functions. 
 
Table 37: Police support function service sharing potential  

FACTOR  RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

 

The current arrangement of ongoing mutual aid/enhanced patrol support in the region likely 
represents the state of shared services for general policing functions for these jurisdictions for the 
foreseeable future. However, there may be opportunities for further collaboration that could produce 
tangible savings or efficiencies. Consequently, we give positive assessments with regard to the 
following criteria: 

Cost inefficiencies/redundancies: Law enforcement leaders from the four communities suggest that 
inefficiencies could be reduced via greater cooperation in a few areas. For example, an effort already 
is underway to alleviate the need for the departments to send the arresting officer, either on 
overtime or pulled from an assignment, to preliminary hearings at the County Courthouse in 
downtown Racine. The District Attorney may support having a designated officer who can provide 



   33 

summary testimony on a written complaint at preliminary hearings, saving local departments 
overtime dollars and keeping officers on assignment. 

There are several data entry systems that each department uses, as required by the FBI or the 
Department of Justice, to report or log offenses, arrests, and police activity. It’s also conceivable that 
collaboration on this data entry, and perhaps even the analysis of this data at the local level, could 
be cooperatively maintained on a regional basis. 

Potential for service enhancements: For detailed incident reconstructions needed for major crimes 
or accidents, local departments call on the state to provide the equipment necessary (known as 
TOTAL) for the 360-degree analysis, usually resulting in a delay at the scene. Each of the agencies 
suggested that one regionally available TOTAL system would greatly benefit law enforcement in the 
region. The Racine County Sheriff’s Office is the logical choice to host such a system. 
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Public  Health Services  
Public and environmental health services provided in Wisconsin’s cities, villages, and towns are 
mandated by state statute and overseen by the Wisconsin Department of Health Services. Those 
services generally address communicable and chronic diseases; health promotion; environmental, 
occupational, and community health; and injury prevention.  

Most counties with a population of less than 750,000 are required by state law to establish a single 
county health department. However, a grandfathering provision in Wis. Stats. 251 allows Racine 
County to be served by two local health departments: The City of Racine Public Health Department 
(CoRPHD), which also serves Wind Point and Elmwood Park under contracts; and the Central Racine 
County Health Department (CRCHD), which serves 14 Racine County municipalities, including 
Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, and Sturtevant.8  

The City of Racine serves as the fiscal agent for CoRPHD and has a board of health which assures 
the enforcement of state and local public health laws and regulations and adopts rules 
implementing policies adopted by the Common Council. Caledonia serves as the fiscal agent for the 
CRCHD under the direction of a board of health comprised of representatives from the participating 
municipalities. Those municipalities share the costs of the health department on a per capita basis 
(the 2018 contribution is $7.13 per capita). Any increase in the levy portion of the budget exceeding 
the average percentage of net new growth of municipalities requires the approval of a majority of the 
municipalities. 

Table 38 (on the following page) provides basic demographic and fiscal data for the two 
departments. A few important caveats should be considered when reviewing fiscal data and 
comparing expenditure amounts between the two departments: 

• CoRPHD operates the City of Racine Public Health Department Laboratory, which monitors the 
quality of coastal and inland recreational waters and plays an instrumental role in emergency 
preparedness and detection/prevention of waterborne disease outbreaks (among other 
activities). We do not include the laboratory in our fiscal analysis, however, because it falls 
outside the normal public health department function and is budgeted separately from the 
CoRPHD in Racine’s budget. 
  

• Some grant monies received by the two departments support countywide services but may only 
be included within the budgets of one of the two individual departments. Consequently, 
comparison of expenditure totals may be skewed by such grants. 

 
• Differences in local ordinances and other factors throughout Racine County may translate into 

service types and levels that differ by municipality. For example, certain services housed in 
CoRPHD’s budget – such as municipal animal control and a weights & measures program – may 
not similarly be part of CRCHD’s budget. This is important to note not only for expenditure 

                                                      
8 In addition to the municipalities associated with this study (Caledonia, Mount Pleasant and Sturtevant), 
CRCHD provides public health services to Dover, North Bay, Norway, Raymond, Rochester, Union Grove, 
Yorkville, the City and Town of Burlington, and the Village and Town of Waterford. 
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comparison purposes, but also because Racine may still need to dedicate property tax levy to 
provide such services even if the two health departments were to consolidate. 

Table 38: Demographic and fiscal data for Racine Health Department and CRCHD 
 Population 2018 Budgeted 

Expenditures 
Expenditure 
Per Capita 2018 FTE 

City of Racine PHD 79,867  $2,313,148 $27.70 20.5 
Central Racine County PHD 115,273 $2,701,900 $20.70* 28 
Total  195,140 $5,015,048 $25.70 48.5 

* This is a per capita expenditure amount that includes services funded by grants and other non-municipal revenues. That 
is why it differs from the $7.13 per capita property tax levy contribution from each participating municipality cited above. 

D esc r ip t ion  o f  Serv ic es   

All county health departments must provide six basic services to the community: 

● Communicable disease surveillance, prevention, and control 
● Generalized public health nursing program 
● Health promotion 
● Disease prevention 
● Human health hazard prevention and control 
● Occupational and environmental disease and exposure prevention 

 
CRHCD is classified as a Level II department, which means that it has certified to the state that it 
provides seven additional programs or services that address priorities in the state health plan.  
CoRPHD is classified as Level III, which means it has met that classification’s requirement to provide 
14 of these programs or services.  
 
Data obtained from the two departments was not comparable. For this reason, we do not show 
service data in this section. If a more comprehensive service sharing study is undertaken, then 
efforts should be made to standardize service data with the cooperation and participation of both 
departments.  

It also should be noted that while state statutes and the state health plan provide broad service 
requirements and priorities, individual departments and their boards of health have discretion with 
regard to service levels and activities that fall within those parameters, as well as leeway to offer 
services that are not prescribed by the state and that respond to local circumstances. Consequently, 
consideration of potential opportunities to share or consolidate public health services may be 
complicated by distinctions among the different departments as to how to define and prioritize core 
public health services that address the needs of different populations.   

As mentioned previously, despite those complications, several public health services and programs 
in Racine County already involve service sharing between the CRCHD and CoRPHD. For example, 
while CRCHD oversees emergency preparedness for the county, CoRPHD shares staff with CRCHD to 
conduct some emergency preparedness activities; and CRCHD provides healthy births and home 
visitations programs throughout the county, with CoRPHD providing partial funding for provision of 
these services within the City of Racine. Other services, such as medication collection events and 
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drop boxes, are jointly facilitated. Table 39 summarizes shared efforts, as well as the department 
that functions as the lead service provider. 

Table 39: Existing shared public health services with lead agency noted 
Service City of Racine 

PHD 
Central Racine 
County PHD 

Emergency preparedness  X 
Overdose prevention  X 
Perinatal home visits  X 
STD clinics X  
Needle exchange X  
Fetal, Infant, Child Death 
Review  X 

Medication  collection  (shared) X X 
Communicable diseases X X 
Wisconsin Well Woman X  

 

Exp end itu re  Trend s  

As shown in Table 40, both departments recently have boosted public health spending. For CRCHD, 
a primary contributor is a perinatal home visiting grant totaling $1.3 million, which CRCHD provides 
for the entire county. CRCHD also handles most emergency preparedness in the county, which also is 
grant-funded. For this reason, a more accurate measure of total budget growth may be that occurring 
within the two public health agencies combined.  

Table 40: Public health expenditure trends, 2015 - 2018 

Health 
Department 

2015 
Actual 

2016 
Actual 

2017 
Budget 

2018 
Budget 

% 
Change 

CoRPHD $1,858,341 $1,917,056 $2,244,936 $2,313,148 24.5% 
CRCHD  $1,921,479 $2,169,254 $2,365,145 $2,701,900 40.6% 
Total $3,746,820 $4,086,310 $4,610,081 $5,015,048 33.8% 

 
In addition to grant funding and other non-municipal revenues, CRCHD budgets $804,554 in 
property tax levy from the participating municipalities. Levy amounts for the three suburban 
communities – which are based on a per capita charge, as described above – range from about 
$36,460 for Sturtevant in 2018 to $187,535 for Mount Pleasant.  
 
CoRPHD’s $2.3 million budget is supported largely with property tax levy. In fact, the $1.98 million in 
property tax levy support cited in Racine’s 2018 adopted budget works out to about $25.50 per 
capita. The department also was budgeted to receive $272,000 in license and permit fees and 
$55,500 in charges for services. We were informed by CoRPHD’s Public Health Administrator that 
the department does receive grant funding from the state and other sources, but budget documents 
do not include such grants and we were unable to verify their amounts. 
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Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t  

Table 41 shows our assessment of public health service sharing potential for both health 
departments in Racine County using our six-factor tool. 
 
Table 41: Public health service sharing potential 

FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

 
Public health shows reasonable potential for enhanced service sharing or consolidation. We give 
positive assessments with regard to the following criteria: 
  
Cost inefficiencies/redundancies: While staffing and costs for these services are similar for the two 
health departments, CoRPHD budgets significantly more property tax revenue than the surrounding 
communities for public health services on both a total and per capita basis. This suggests potential 
for Racine to experience property tax savings if it were to be served by CRCHD, though further 
analysis would be needed to reach a firm conclusion. Among the factors to be considered would be 
whether the higher levy cost is attributed to broader levels of service provided by CoRPHD and/or 
demanded by Racine residents that still would be required and cost the same if provided by a 
consolidated department; and the existence of health department services in Racine that may not 
transfer to a consolidated department, but that the city still would need to provide and finance if its 
health department merges with CRCHD. Depending on the cost allocation methodology, there is also 
a possibility that per capita costs could increase for the existing CRCHD participants under a 
consolidated framework.  
 
It is important to note that the two departments already exhibit a high degree of collaboration, to the 
extent that they have created a joint letterhead to use for collaborative services. In this case, 
collaboration causes some operational inefficiencies, as extra communication and planning is 
required to put the joint programs into practice each year. The pass-through of grant money also can 
be somewhat inefficient (e.g. when it flows from the federal government, to the state, to Racine, and 
then to CRCHD).  
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Potential for service enhancements: Public health services, such as efforts to curb the spread of 
communicable diseases, do not stop at municipal boundaries. Because two health departments are 
trying to provide similar services to address similar issues, the efforts of both may be diluted. A 
single consolidated department could hold potential for improving the quality of service to address 
common issues. Also, a consolidated department holds potential for establishing better career 
ladders and advancement opportunities for nurses, as well as greater opportunity to create 
specialized nursing functions. Those attributes could enhance recruitment and retention of nurses, 
which has been a particular challenge for the CoRPHD.     
 
Single municipality providing service beneficial to the entire region: In this case, we have two health 
departments providing certain types of health services that benefit the entire region (e.g. CRCHD 
provides home visitations and emergency preparedness while CoRPHD provides STD clinics that are 
open to residents throughout the county). A consolidated department would hold potential to more 
equitably distribute responsibilities and costs across the governments in the region.    
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Public  Works 
The four municipalities in Greater Racine each provide public works services that are relatively 
typical for most communities. The municipalities do have different approaches for categorizing 
services under the public works heading, however.  

For example, Racine’s Department of Public Works includes street and bridge maintenance, snow 
removal, engineering, solid waste management, street lighting, and maintenance for civil defense 
sirens. Conversely, public works in the smaller communities focuses principally on street and 
highway maintenance,9 although waste management, facility maintenance, or even parks 
maintenance may be covered under the department’s budget. For the purposes of this report, 
municipal public works budgets were normalized to include only street/highway maintenance, 
administration, engineering, and equipment maintenance. 

D esc r ip t ion  o f  Serv ic es  

The bulk of the public works activities in each of the municipalities involves maintenance and 
upkeep of non-highway streets and roads. This includes snow removal, pothole repair, paving and 
repaving, road construction, traffic operations, and bridge repair and maintenance. Construction and 
major repair initiatives generally are coordinated through planning and/or engineering staff, either as 
municipal employees, via contract, or a combination of both as services require. Table 42 details 
miles of roads serviced for each jurisdiction, while Table 43 shows demographic and fiscal data.  

Table 42: Miles of roads serviced 

Public Works Miles of Road Serviced 

Racine 261 
Mount Pleasant 133 
Caledonia 157 

Sturtevant 27 
Total 578 

 
Table 43: Demographic and fiscal data for public works services 

Public Works 
Department Population  2018 Budgeted 

Expenditures 
Expenditure 
Per Capita 

Miles of 
Road 
Serviced 

Expenditure 
Per Mile 

2018 
FTE 

Racine 77,571 $6,795,833  $87.61  261 $26,037.67  65.27 

Mount Pleasant 26,360 $1,988,273  $75.43  133 $14,949.42  11 

Caledonia 24,910 $2,240,075  $89.93  157 $14,267.99  18.5 

Sturtevant 6,937 $268,510  $38.71  27 $9,944.81  5 

Total 135,778 $11,292,691  $83.17  578 $19,537.53  99.77 

                                                      
9 Racine County also has a large Public Works Department that consists of three divisions: Buildings and Facilities, Parks, 
and Highways. The Highways Division provides maintenance and upkeep on state and county trunk highways within Racine 
County.   
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Exp end itu re  Trend s  

Each municipality funds public works operations through a combination of property tax levy and 
revenue from the Wisconsin Department of Transportation (DOT). The bulk of DOT aid is from the 
General Transportation Aid program, which uses a formula based on municipal reported 
transportation expenditures to determine annual allocations. General Transportation Aids are funded 
through fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees collected at the state level. DOT also provides more 
limited funding through the Connecting Highway Aids program, as well as smaller grant-based 
opportunities.    

Table 44 reflects expenditure trends for the region and shows that, with the exception of Racine – 
which saw a 6% reduction – public works operational budgets for the municipalities have seen 
sizable increases. Overall, combined expenditures have risen for the four communities by only 2.2% 
in the last three years.  

Table 44: Public works operational expenditure trends 2015 - 2018 
Public Works 2015 Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget % Change 
Racine  $7,213,679   $7,143,687   $6,644,489   $6,795,833  -5.8% 
Mount 
Pleasant  $1,594,696   $1,603,983   $1,943,155   $1,988,273  24.7% 

Caledonia  $2,023,999   $2,055,492   $2,226,820   $2,240,075  10.7% 
Sturtevant  $339,349   $367,508   $400,939   $391,423  15.4% 

Total $11,171,723   $11,170,670   $11,215,403   $11,415,604  2.2% 
 

Table 45 shows the revenue received by each community through the General Transportation and 
Connecting Highway aid programs. For 2018, state aid revenue accounts for between 45% and 90% 
of the public works budgets we studied, with the remainder funded by property tax levy. 

Table 45: State Transportation Aid trends 2015 – 2018* 

State 
Transportation Aids 

2015 
Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Budget 2018 Budget 

% of 2018 
Expenditures 

   
Racine  $ 3,827,129   $ 3,835,784   $ 3,835,784        $4,060,495  59.75% 

Mount Pleasant  $ 1,094,055   $     985,605   $     996,975  
         

$1,016,915  51.15% 

Caledonia  $     962,290   $     988,085   $ 1,049,189  
          

$1,049,189  46.84% 

Sturtevant  $     362,873   $     326,586   $ 304,898  
            

$350,633  89.58% 

Total  $ 6,246,347   $ 6,136,060   $ 6,186,846  
          

$6,477,232  56.74% 

* Includes General Transportation Aids and Connecting Highway Aids.  Source:  Wisconsin Dept of Transportation. Found at 
http://wisconsindot.gov/Pages/doing-bus/local-gov/astnce-pgms/highway/gta.aspx 
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Beyond operational expenditures, public works services often require the acquisition and 
maintenance of a variety of costly equipment. In the Greater Racine municipalities, as in most 
jurisdictions, such vehicle or equipment purchases are handled as capital expenditures, usually paid 
for (and depreciated) over time through borrowing in the form of general obligation bonds. Often, 
such acquisitions are made pursuant to a planned replacement schedule, although unexpected or 
exigent circumstances may require unplanned purchases.   

As shown in Table 46, while it is hard to discern a trend in equipment and vehicle costs, this is a cost 
center of some significance. It should be noted that Racine County operates similarly and has its own 
fleet of equipment and vehicles. As is sometimes the case with neighboring fire departments, it is 
possible that there is equipment duplication amongst the communities, with some possibly spending 
resources on seldom-used equipment that may be available for use from a neighboring community.    

Table 46: Capital equipment/vehicle purchases 2015-1018 

Public Works 
Equipment/Vehicles 

2015 
Actual 2016 Actual 2017 Actual 2018 

Budget 

%  Change 
2015-
2018 

Racine* $417,320 $367,218 $572,100 $493,000 18.1% 

Mount Pleasant $311,493 $352,811 $42,890 $177,000 -43.2% 
Caledonia $104,439 $97,000 $241,006 $223,000 113.5% 
Sturtevant**      

Total $833,252 $817,029 $855,996 $   893,000  7.2% 
* Racine also budgeted approx. $600,000 for refuse vehicles. That amount was subtracted from this total. 
** We requested but were unable to obtain capital spending information from Sturtevant. 

 
Serv ic e  Sharing  Assessm en t   

Racine, Mount Pleasant, Caledonia, and Sturtevant have been able to work well together in certain 
areas of public works functioning, e.g. coordinating traffic flow around road re-construction projects. 
In addition, Racine County has road striping equipment that has been used by one or two of the 
communities, as well as a recently acquired mastic machine that may also be available when 
needed. Nevertheless, the public works needs of each municipality are served almost exclusively by 
its own staff and equipment. In other words, the village roads in Mount Pleasant are plowed by 
Mount Pleasant staff using Mount Pleasant equipment. There are no formal public works service 
sharing agreements in place.  

Using our six-factor assessment tool, Table 47 identifies our assessment of service sharing potential 
for public works. 
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Table 47: Public works service sharing potential  
FACTOR RATING 

High cost of new technology 
 

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
 

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
 

Potential for service enhancements 
 

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the larger region 
 

High capital replacement costs 
 

 

Public works shows limited potential for comprehensive strategies to enhance service sharing. We 
give positive assessments with regard to the following criteria: 

Potential for service enhancements: Each municipality has identified some staffing concerns – new 
positions to staff, or difficulty recruiting/retaining staff. Staffing pressures can precipitate 
collaborative opportunities that result in efficiencies through economies of scale. For example, if one 
department has a vacant project planning position, there may be an opportunity to consolidate the 
function.   

High capital replacement costs: The high value of road maintenance equipment also may present 
cost savings opportunities, either through sharing of specialized pieces of equipment or more 
efficient fleet management generally. This may be more the case for the three smaller communities, 
however, as Racine’s extensive needs may preclude the ability to share equipment during busy times 
of the year.  

Despite this assessment of limited comprehensive service sharing potential, it is important to note 
that public works is a functional area that will be significantly impacted by Foxconn. While the state 
is coordinating many of the infrastructure improvements in the region, the responsibility for 
transportation infrastructure maintenance and development eventually will revert back to the county 
or municipal governments. Mount Pleasant will see the greatest change, but it is reasonable to 
expect the surrounding municipalities to be impacted as well. A transformative development such as 
this may represent an opportunity for cooperative services and planning that is not apparent at the 
present time.   

In addition, we would note that the similarity of public works operations in each community suggests 
there may be opportunities to gain efficiencies through more limited service sharing in areas like 
plowing, basic road repair/maintenance, and facilities maintenance. And, given that several public 
works employees in Caledonia, Mount Pleasant, and Sturtevant also perform work related to parks, a 
decision to explore consolidated parks services could logically dictate the need to similarly analyze 
the public works duties of those employees and whether they would be conducive to consolidation. 
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Notwithstanding these observations, however, there is no obvious single service point where this 
evaluation can identify a ready collaboration that will result in significant immediate savings, 
efficiencies, or staffing reductions. Consequently, while this was a close call, we did not give a 
positive assessment with regard to the cost inefficiency assessment factor.  



   44 

Conclusion 
The intent of our broad scan of municipal services among the largest local governments in Greater 
Racine was to provide initial guidance for local government officials in the region, who are facing 
service-related challenges of varying degrees that likely will intensify with the arrival of Foxconn.  

Implementation of comprehensive forms of service sharing or full functional consolidation takes 
considerable planning and negotiation. Conversely, basic service sharing can be relatively easy to 
implement, often depending on the extent to which formal agreements need to be reached to share 
costs. We hope this analysis will provide insight to local officials as to which functional areas lend 
themselves to more intense planning, as well as where relatively simple service sharing initiatives 
may bear fruit.  

Overall, our analysis reveals several opportunities for enhanced service sharing and cooperation, as 
well as more limited opportunities for functional consolidation. The three functions for which we 
would recommend detailed analysis of enhanced sharing or consolidation are public health, 
parks/recreation, and fire/EMS. These are the only services we reviewed that received three or more 
affirmative ratings on items in our assessment tool, as shown in Table 48. 

Table 48: Public health, parks/recreation, fire/EMS service sharing potential 
FACTOR 
 

PUBLIC HEALTH 
RATING 

PARKS/REC 
RATING 

FIRE AND EMS 
RATING 

High cost of new technology 
   

Pending retirements/organizational changes 
   

Cost inefficiency/redundancies 
   

Potential for service enhancements 
   

Single municipality providing service beneficial to the 
larger region    

High capital replacement costs 
   

 

For each of the three functional areas, we gave affirmative scores with regard to the potential for 
service sharing or consolidation to reduce cost inefficiency/service redundancies and enhance 
services. The opportunity to provide better service at reduced cost is a strong benchmark for service 
sharing consideration. In addition, for each of the three areas, local officials already have moved 
toward some form of consolidation, with merged entities providing services that benefit some portion 
of the larger region. Fire/EMS and parks/recreation also face significant capital and/or technology 
costs that potentially could be more easily borne under a scenario in which multiple communities 
share in the acquisition, maintenance, and use of expensive vehicles and equipment. 
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These three functions all provide key core services that are relatively consistent across 
municipalities. They also involve activities that do not logically end at municipal borders. For 
example, communicable diseases do not stop at a village border; fire service routinely requires 
assistance from neighboring communities; and municipal parks often serve residents from the 
broader region. The fundamental nature of these similarly-provided services make them ripe for 
intergovernmental sharing or consolidation. 

Finally, public health, fire/EMS, and parks/recreation all require staff with special levels of training 
and knowledge that often are in short supply for local governments in a tight labor market. 
Consolidation could enhance both recruitment and retention of staff in these areas by providing a 
more robust work environment with diverse opportunities for professional fulfillment and increased 
possibilities for advancement. 

In addition to the three functional areas we have identified that may justify in-depth study and 
consideration, there are elements of other functions that warrant attention for possible sharing or 
lower-scale consolidation: 

• The Village of Sturtevant, because it lacks efficiencies of scale, might benefit from 
contracting with a larger municipality for municipal court or certain public works services. 

• Sharing or consolidation of specialized collection efforts such as bulk pick-ups, leaf and yard 
waste collections, drop-off sites, and collection of “clean” hazardous waste, could reduce 
costs and/or allow municipalities to offer these services on a more frequent basis. 

• Joint planning for a new landfill to serve the region could allow for shared costs and 
collaborative efforts to reduce waste streams. 

• Policing services in the region could benefit from development of a regional “TOTAL system” 
through the Racine County Sheriff’s Office for incident reconstruction, eliminating delays at 
the scene for local police departments.  

• Areas where multiple municipalities already contract for services – such as mowing, garbage 
collection, recycling, and assessment – could be examined for possible joint contracts that 
may produce better pricing and/or efficiencies in terms of contract monitoring. 

Identification of service sharing or consolidation potential for various municipal service areas is only 
a first step. Far more time intensive, expensive, and politically difficult steps include advanced data 
collection and analysis of cost centers and service standards; research on state law and potential 
impacts on state funding streams; consideration of human resource policies and labor contracts; 
and development of cost sharing methodologies and governance structures. 

The daunting nature of those steps should not preclude further consideration of the promising 
opportunities for greater intergovernmental cooperation that exist within the Greater Racine region. 
Instead, this report should be seen as an encouraging sign that such opportunities exist and as an 
impetus for further action.  
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