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In May 2012, the Wisconsin Policy Forum released a detailed analysis of possibilities for shared or 
consolidated fire and emergency medical services (EMS) in southern Milwaukee County. Seven years 
later, each of the municipalities retains independent fire and rescue departments with roughly the 
same responsibilities and capacity as in 2012. Some of the staffing and service-level challenges that 
prompted the 2012 analysis have been addressed, but others have intensified. Meanwhile, new 
challenges have emerged as demand for EMS services in particular has increased.  

In the spring of 2019, the mayors of Greenfield and Franklin and their fire chiefs asked the Forum to 
update its 2012 analysis and consider anew the fire and EMS service sharing possibilities that may 
exist for those two communities. After subsequent discussion, it was determined that Greendale and 
Hales Corners also should be part of the analysis given their geographic location between the two 
larger cities and the fact that the four communities comprise Emergency Management Zone D in 
Milwaukee County.  

This report lays out the results of our updated analysis. It is important to note that its purpose was 
not to recommend a specific service sharing or consolidation approach and implementation plan. 
Instead, the intent was to develop a range of potential options and to provide sufficient fiscal and 
programmatic analysis to allow decision-makers to determine which (if any) paths they believe are 
most viable for more detailed analysis and implementation. 

Department  Cha racter is t ics  

In total, the four departments operate seven full-service stations (see map on the following page). 
The departments respond to incidents in each other’s service areas on an almost daily basis through 
mutual aid agreements (or automatic aid in the case of Greendale and Hales Corners), and they also 
jointly provide specialized rescue services such as dive rescue and confined space rescue. 

Franklin, with the largest area to cover, has three stations, while Greenfield operates two. Both 
Franklin and Greenfield are career departments, meaning that their employees are regular, full-time 
municipal employees. Greendale operates one station and is also a career department. Hales 
Corners operates a single station but differs from the other three departments in that its staffing 
model relies heavily on hourly employees, also referred to as Paid on Premises (POP) employees, 
who complement the chief and three full-time captain positions.  

Franklin and Greenfield each employ a battalion chief on each shift, while Greendale and Hales 
Corners utilize captains for shift supervision. Captains are part of a four-person fire crew and 
participate in fire or EMS response at a scene. Battalion chiefs, on the other hand, generally are 
assigned a command function at the scene of a structure fire or other complex incident. Greendale 
and Hales Corners typically request a battalion chief from Franklin or Greenfield through mutual aid 
when confronting larger incidents.   
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Zone D fire station locations and shift staffing

 

 

In total, the four departments employ about 133 people. That includes 120 individuals who work on 
24-hour shifts (one shift every three days). Combined, under normal working conditions, Zone D is 
served by 33 individuals at any given time on shifts.    

Each department also employs individuals who work regular eight-hour days and generally do not 
respond to calls. In the two smaller departments, the only non-shift staff are the chiefs. In Franklin, 

Greenfield 92 
Lieutenants 1 
FF/Paramedics 5 
Total  6 

Greenfield 91 
Battalion Chief 1 
Lieutenants 1 
FF/Paramedics 5 
Total  7 

Hales Corners 
Captain     1 
Firefighters    3 
Total     4 

Greendale 
Captain  1 
Lieutenants 1 
FF/Paramedics 3 
Total  5 

Franklin 1 
Battalion Chief 1 
Lieutenants 1 
FF/Paramedics 3 
Total  5 

Franklin 3 
Lieutenants 1 
FF/Paramedics 3 
Total  4 

Franklin 2 
FF/Paramedics 2 
Total  2 
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the chief, assistant chief, and two other employees – an administrative assistant and community fire 
prevention specialist – do not work shifts. Greenfield has the largest contingent of non-shift staffing. 
In addition to the chief, the department employs a full-time code enforcer; a civilian case manager 
who addresses heavy utilizers of EMS; and two non-shift battalion chiefs – one who focuses on 
community risk reduction/EMS and a second who manages and implements training.   

Because Hales Corners staffs its department mainly with hourly employees who do not receive 
benefits, it shows a much lower expense, as shown in the table below. This divergence presents a 
significant barrier to potential consideration of service sharing and consolidation among the four 
Zone D communities because a consolidated department would use a “career” staffing model, thus 
likely requiring Hales Corners to substantially increase its fire/EMS spending. An important question 
for Hales Corners is whether such an increase will be required to bring its department up to that level 
anyway; and if so, whether accomplishing that objective through a collaborative approach would be 
less expensive than going it alone.     

2018 operating budgets 
  Franklin Greenfield Greendale Hales Corners 

Expenses     
Total Personnel $5,828,686 $6,338,699 $2,288,902 $776,673 
Services/Supplies $481,500 $839,339 $163,965 $248,426 

Total Operating Expense $6,310,186 $7,178,038 $2,452,867 $1,025,099 
Revenue     

Ambulance Fees $1,175,000 $1,350,000 $518,000 $268,845 
Other Revenue $256,500 $319,846 $85,668 $59,442 

Total Revenue $1,431,500 $1,669,846 $603,668 $328,287 
 

Finally, we analyzed call volumes in the four municipalities from 2011 through 2018. We found that 
each of the four has experienced increases during that period, ranging from 14.1% in Greenfield to 
40% in Hales Corners. As is typical for most fire departments, the majority of calls in the four 
communities are for EMS response, not fires. For 2018, fire calls as a percentage of total calls range 
from 17% for Greenfield and Greendale to 25% of calls for Hales Corners.   

Serv ice  Shar ing  opt ions  

Both our original 2012 report and our updated analysis find that the four Zone D departments work 
well together to provide a relatively high level of fire/EMS service on a regional and municipal level. A 
larger question is how these departments will be able to weather changes that are anticipated in the 
next several years. Looking ahead, there are four general areas of concern that may benefit from 
enhanced service sharing or consolidation: 

• Fiscal constraints. All four departments are facing steady increases in the cost of services, which 
are coupled with strict state-imposed property tax levy and expenditure limits, as well as the 
potential of reduced EMS funding from Milwaukee County.  
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• Tightening labor market. This has less of an impact on career departments as long as they 
continue to offer competitive compensation. Conversely, while Hales Corners has recently had 
success recruiting additional POP staff, this operating model may not be sustainable in the 
longer term given the challenging labor market and a reduced pool of potential POP employees.  

• Increased calls for service. As the region grows and the population ages, calls for service are 
likely to continue to increase. Franklin in particular also faces the potential for considerable 
additional service demand from new development. 

• Mutual aid challenges. If call volumes continue to grow in Franklin without a corresponding 
increase in staff capacity, then its neighbors may not be able to count on Franklin’s mutual aid 
support at levels previously enjoyed.    
  

O p t ion  1 :  Enhan c ed  Shar in g  o f  Co mm an d and  
Sp ec ial ized  staff   

In discussing with the chiefs how the four departments might benefit from enhanced coordination 
and/or capacity, two areas that emerged were training and EMS. Specifically, consideration of jointly 
funding specialized battalion chief-level positions to coordinate training and enhance the capacity 
and quality of EMS for the Zone D region was suggested.    

Combining the training function under a dedicated training officer could be beneficial in relieving 
existing command staff or captains from training responsibilities. Additionally, since the departments 
frequently work together at the scene of challenging incidents, joint training would improve on-scene 
operations.  Because Greenfield has now filled a new battalion chief position for training, there may 
be logic in simply jointly funding that position and having it serve all four departments.   

A joint EMS officer could offer similar benefits. In light of the growing volume of EMS calls and 
frequent advances in EMS practice and technology, a jointly funded position to standardize protocols 
and training, gather and analyze data, and engage in quality control could benefit each of the four 
municipalities. Again, this is a function that the Greenfield department has pursued on its own that 
might plausibly be jointly funded and provided on a regional level. 

The annual cost of a training or EMS officer is approximately $141,000, counting both salary and 
benefits. The table below shows how that cost might hypothetically be distributed by calls for service.  

Hypothetical distribution of cost of training officer or EMS officer by calls for service 
 2018 Calls % Distribution Allocated Cost 

Franklin 4,062 31.0% $44,000 

Greenfield 5,604 42.8% $60,000 

Greendale 2,110 16.1% $23,000 

Hales Corners 1,312 10.0% $14,000 

Total 13,088 100.0% $141,000 
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A more formal structure to recognize the sharing of battalion chief positions also could be 
considered. As noted above, there is a current practice of calling in battalion chiefs from Greenfield 
or Franklin at major incidents anywhere in Zone D. Given growing call volumes, the ability of the two 
departments to provide this service may grow more challenging in the future. The communities might 
consider whether formal cost sharing among each of the four for the existing two battalion chiefs 
who serve on shifts – accompanied by a formal commitment by Franklin and Greenfield to 
appropriately serve Greendale and Hales Corners – might be in order.  

O p t ion  2 :  Mod ify in g  the  Respo nse  Fram ewo rk 

While fire and rescue operations in Zone D generally occur at a relatively high level, a better 
coordinated operational framework could yield improvements. There are areas of Greendale, for 
example, that are closer to the Hales Corners station than the Greendale station, yet the initial 
response comes from Greendale. Similarly, there are parts of Greenfield that are closer to the 
Greendale station than to Greenfield 91. Another challenge involves the growing call volume, which 
at times leaves some stations under-resourced when there are simultaneous calls, thus requiring 
staff to be called in and paid overtime.   

A “closest unit response” framework could address these issues. Under that approach, the closest 
and most appropriate unit is dispatched to the scene, regardless of whether that unit is housed in 
the municipality in which the incident occurs. This can apply not only to the examples cited above, 
where a station in one municipality actually is geographically closest to parts of an adjacent 
municipality, but also to situations in Franklin or Greenfield where an engine or ambulance from their 
closest station is occupied, and a station with the appropriate capability from a neighboring 
community is closer to the incident than a different station from their own community.  

Another higher level of coordination would involve agreements to allow resources from the Zone D 
departments to be shared to backfill stations when all personnel are called out. So, for example, if 
both medical units are dispatched from Greendale, then another department would automatically 
redeploy resources to cover Greendale’s station or would commit to covering the station area from 
existing locations. 

Finally, under the current mutual aid process, dispatchers follow a prescribed order for requesting 
support. For example, for an incident in Hales Corners, dispatchers first call Franklin, although in 
many situations a unit from Greenfield would be able to respond more quickly. This practice also 
could change under a “closest unit” type of approach.    

O p t ion  3 :  Consol id ated  D ep artm en t  

Our discussions with the fire chiefs and administrators of the four municipalities found little interest 
among some in immediate consideration of a single consolidated Zone D fire department. That said, 
there was agreement that it would be instructive to sketch out the potential fiscal and operational 
impacts associated with such an approach. 

The potential benefits of a Zone D consolidated department were detailed in our 2012 report and 
remain largely the same. They include the creation of a larger workforce that could reduce the need 
for overtime to cover for injury, illness, and vacation; consolidation of non-response tasks such as 
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planning, finance, inspections, and training to produce greater cost efficiency and effectiveness; 
redeployment of the existing workforce based on actual demand, thus possibly eliminating the need 
to add staff to serve areas that are under-resourced; and opportunity to reduce leadership positions. 

There are also two that would make Zone D consolidation particularly challenging. The first is the 
wide divergence in staffing frameworks between Hales Corners and the other three departments. 
Hales Corners’ participation in a consolidated department that uses a career staffing model would 
inevitably require it to spend considerably more than it is currently spending on its POP model. 
Village leaders have shown little enthusiasm for changing that model, though it is possible that 
recruitment and retention challenges could force at least a gradual change in the near future.   

The second is the wide divergence in need for increased capacity between Franklin and the other 
three departments. Franklin faces an immediate need for additional staffing at its southernmost 
station. If Zone D was served by a single department, then it may be appropriate to shift resources 
from the north to the south in a way that would still allow all parts of the region to receive a high level 
of service. Of course, while being more efficient for the region, the other three communities would 
understandably be concerned about subsidizing Franklin’s growth. A potential solution, however, 
would be to structure the cost sharing formula in a way that takes that factor into account. 

Despite the challenging nature of these issues, we believe each of the four municipalities would 
benefit from considering the potential structure and staffing of a consolidated Zone D department 
and cost allocation options.  

Staffing model 

We developed a hypothetical staffing model for a consolidated department that would house the 
equivalent of 11.5 non-shift positions, as opposed to the combined 13 non-shift positions currently 
housed in the four departments (see the figure on the following page). We estimate this would 
produce an annual savings of about $239,000 and would also achieve the goals of enhancing 
coordination and strategic management of training and EMS as discussed above.  

Our model also assumes that a consolidated department would match current conditions by having 
33 individuals serving in shifts at the seven stations under normal working conditions. However, we 
assume two positions would move from Greenfield 91 to Franklin 2 to better serve the growing 
demand in that part of the region, while a battalion chief would replace a captain at the Greendale 
station instead of being housed at Greenfield 91.  

Another significant change in the consolidated model is our assumption that it would exclusively 
employ career staff, thus ending the practice of using POP staff in Hales Corners. We estimate that 
converting the Hales Corners station from the current mix of career and POP staff exclusively to 
career staff would produce an added cost of $1,053,000.   

When we combine the $239,000 in non-shift staffing savings with the $1,053,000 in additional 
expenditures from a career shift staffing model, we see a combined added cost of $814,000. 
However, this is a cost that is not attributed to consolidation, but to addressing a potential need for 
Hales Corners to shift to a career model.  
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Hypothetical non-shift staffing for a consolidated department 

 

While cost will be a primary consideration in any discussion of merging the departments, it is also 
important to consider the operational benefits that might be realized from consolidation: 

• It would accomplish the transformation to a full career staffing model in all of Zone D, which not 
only could produce service-level improvements in Hales Corners, but which also could deliver 
improvements in neighboring communities because the centrally located Hales Corners station 
would have enhanced ability to respond to incidents and provide critical back-up in all of Zone D. 

• It would provide opportunity to shift some resources southward to more efficiently deploy 
combined resources in the region. Yet, at the same time, we anticipate that Greenfield would not 
experience a noticeable reduction in service as the shift would be offset by deployment of 
resources from the Hales Corners and Greendale stations to serve southern portions of that city. 

• It would create a unified structure for training, EMS case management, fire inspection, and 
administration to more efficiently coordinate and provide those functions. 

• It would effectuate the principles of closest unit response and dynamic resource deployment 
across municipal boundaries. 

• The larger workforce would allow for substantial efficiencies in managing shift staffing and time 
off.  

• The ability to maintain a smaller combined fleet would eliminate the need to replace one engine, 
one truck, and three med units, thus reducing combined vehicle replacement costs by an 
estimated $2.1 million.   

Potential Cost Allocation 

Despite the benefits cited above, a scenario in which three other communities help finance Hales 
Corners’ shift to a career model and three other communities also help finance Franklin’s need for 
additional capacity would not be realistic or appropriate. That issue could be addressed through the 
cost allocation methodology, however. 

Fire Chief

Administrative 
Bureau

Business Manager (1)
Admin Assistant (1)

Fire Inspections
Civilian Inspectors (3 PT)

Fire Prevention Specialist (1)

Training Bureau
Chief (1)

Trainiing Specialist (1)

EMS
EMS Chief (1)

Case Management (1)

Assistant Chief Assistant Chief
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We show one such methodology in the table below. If Greenfield and Greendale were held harmless 
from paying for Hales Corners’ shift to a career staffing model and Franklin’s added capacity by 
being assigned the same spending levels for the consolidated department that they are experiencing 
today, and if Hales Corners and Franklin split the added cost associated with our hypothetical model, 
then per capita costs would be more comparable among the four municipalities and all four could 
experience a “win:” 

• Greenfield and Greendale would pay no more but would derive other benefits associated with a 
larger, consolidated department, including an overall higher level of service.  

• Hales Corners would be served by a career department with superior response capabilities at 
less than half the cost of transforming to a career model on its own. 

• Franklin would have to pay an extra $407,000 annually but would benefit from two additional 
positions at Station 2. We estimate that adding two positions across three shifts on its own – 
which may be necessary in the near term – would cost $824,000. 

Potential cost allocation for consolidated department 

 
Current Operating 

Expense 
Additional Cost Due 

to Consolidation 
Total Future 

Operating Expense 
Cost Per Capita 

Franklin $4,878,686 $407,000 $5,285,686 $147.73 
Greenfield $5,508,192  $5,508,192 $151.47 
Greendale $1,849,199  $1,849,199 $128.91 
Hales Corners $696,813 $407,000 $1,103,813 $144.82 
 

Opt ions  for  Frankl in/Gr eenf i eld  

Because Franklin and Greenfield have indicated greater interest in pursuing service sharing 
opportunities than the two villages, we also considered options that would apply only to those 
municipalities. Our range of options is limited to enhanced sharing and consolidation, as the 
geographical configuration of the region would preclude consideration of a closest unit response 
framework for just Franklin and Greenfield.  

En han c ed  serv ic e  sharing 

The primary opportunity for enhanced service sharing between the two cities would involve sharing of 
battalion chief and/or specialized positions. Franklin has a chief and assistant chief position as well 
as three battalion chiefs who serve on shifts. The chief says the department also could benefit from 
a deputy chief position to reduce the workload of the existing command structure and that position 
may be requested in a future budget.    

Greenfield, on the other hand, has considerable battalion chief capacity. Like Franklin, it has three 
battalion chiefs who work on shifts, but it also has two battalion chiefs who do not work on shifts to 
handle community risk reduction/EMS and to coordinate training.  
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The question arises as to whether the two departments might share the Greenfield battalion chief 
devoted to training, or whether all of the battalion chiefs (including the two non-shift and six who 
work shifts) might function as a shared unit who could back up one another during time off and be 
managed jointly by the two chiefs. It is possible that Greenfield’s EMS case management position 
and perhaps fire prevention positions also could be part of such a shared unit. 

For Franklin, there would be an added cost associated with sharing additional positions with 
Greenfield, but doing so likely could eliminate the need to add a deputy chief position and would 
relieve the existing battalion chiefs of administrative duties. For Greenfield, sharing the positions 
would reduce costs, but a key question would be whether the benefits envisioned from new positions 
would be diluted too much by sharing them with another department.  

C on sol id at io n  op t ion  

We also explored the potential benefits of consolidating the Franklin and Greenfield departments. 
Geography would be a significant barrier, as the advantages gained by eliminating municipal 
boundaries and strategically deploying resources across the five stations would be nullified by having 
two non-participants situated between the two. On the positive side, consolidating command and 
specialty functions could produce a small financial savings and enhance departmental efficiency. 

We considered a consolidated model that would reduce current combined non-shift staffing of 11 
FTEs to 9 FTEs by eliminating one chief and one full-time fire inspection position. We estimate that 
the cost savings from such an approach would total about $223,000 annually and also would 
eliminate the need for Franklin to consider creating a new deputy chief position.     

A Franklin/Greenfield consolidation would require no additional shifts, as growing call volumes could 
be addressed by moving a shift from Greenfield 91 to Franklin 2. Ostensibly, such a move would not 
harm response capacity in Greenfield because Franklin 3 could provide greater service to the 
southeast portion of that city. Of course, such a transfer of resources from north to south likely would 
need to be reflected by a higher payment by Franklin as part of the cost sharing formula.     

Finally, we project that a consolidated department could allow for the reduction of two vehicles – a 
command unit and a med unit – for a replacement savings of approximately $221,000. 

Despite these modest savings, both the geographical challenges and the vastly different needs of 
the two cities going forward would appear to call into question the efficacy of consolidation. 
Consequently, unless Greendale and Hales Corners are interested in participating in a consolidation 
plan, it is questionable whether a two-way consolidation plan would be worthy of pursuit.  
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Conclus ion  

Our updated examination of fire and EMS capabilities and challenges in the Zone D communities 
finds some progress in addressing issues and concerns raised during our 2012 analysis, yet 
continued growth or emergence of other challenges. Overall, the key question remains the same: by 
working more collaboratively, could the four departments address their mutual challenges in a more 
effective fashion than if they did so individually while providing a higher level of service to the region 
as a whole? 

We believe the answer is “yes.” Our analysis and discussion with the chiefs shows that possible 
benefits could emerge from a range of possibilities: 

• Each of the departments could benefit from sharing with Greenfield the positions it has created 
for EMS case management and training; and from a more formal structure for sharing battalion 
chiefs that could improve operations and financial equity. 

• A “closest unit response” framework and an agreement to deploy back-up resources across 
municipal boundaries could improve response times in parts of Zone D and enhance overall 
operational capacity and public safety. 

• A fully consolidated department could deliver the benefits of sharing specialized positions and 
battalion chiefs and ensuring closest unit response/improved back-up while also reducing the 
cost of command, administration, and apparatus and further enhancing operational efficiency.  

Yet, moving forward with any of these options may not be appropriate in light of the different 
circumstances facing each municipality. The enhanced service sharing and (especially) consolidation 
options would require a willingness by Hales Corners to pay more for a higher level of service that it 
may not feel it needs. Greendale may not incur significant additional costs but a change to the status 
quo similarly may be deemed unnecessary. Pursuit of certain options may allow Greenfield to reduce 
costs, but also may require the movement of fire and EMS resources to the south in a manner 
deemed undesirable by city leaders. Franklin would appear to have the most to gain in light of its 
need for enhanced service capacity, but it too may need to shoulder a cost it is not willing to pay. 

It is when we look further under the surface that a more compelling case for action emerges. For 
example, one could argue that Franklin’s capacity challenges are a threat not only to its citizens, but 
also to the region as a whole given the prominent role it plays in providing mutual aid and battalion 
chief capacity. Similarly, while Greenfield recently secured additional resources through voter 
referendum, its growing EMS call volume and continued budget challenges may ultimately 
compromise its capacity or willingness to provide current levels of assistance to its neighbors. 

Consequently, a proactive, collaborative effort among the four communities to head off these issues 
– and to address the challenges posed by Hales Corners’ reliance on part-time staff – would appear 
to be prudent.  
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