
SUMMARY NOTES OF THE NOVEMBER 4, 2009, MEETING 
OF THE RACINE COUNTY HAZARD MITIGATION TASK FORCE 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 

The second meeting of the Racine County Hazard Mitigation Task Force was convened at the Racine County Ives 
Grove Office Complex at 1:30 p.m. The meeting was called to order by County Emergency Management 
Coordinator David L. Maack. Attendance was taken by circulating a sign-in sheet and a quorum was declared 
present. 
 
In attendance at the meeting were the following individuals: 
 
David L. Maack, Acting Chairman Emergency Management Coordinator, 

Racine County Emergency Management Department 
Michael G. Hahn, Secretary Chief Environmental Engineer, Southeastern 

Wisconsin Regional Planning Commission 
Julie Anderson Director of Planning and Development, Racine County 
Mark J. Anderson Chief of Police, City of Burlington 
Joseph E. Boxhorn Senior Planner, Southeastern Wisconsin Regional 

Planning Commission 
Jeff Crogan Safety Manager, Wheaton Franciscan Healthcare-All Saints 
James Dobbs Lieutenant, City of Racine Police Department 
Marcia Fernholz Environmental Health Director, City of Racine Health Department 
Scott Geyer Village of Mt. Pleasant Police Department 
Barbara Grant Village Administrator, Village of Wind Point 
Matt Johnson Town of Waterford Police Department 
Richard M. Jones Public Works Commissioner, City of Racine 
Thomas Kramer Treasurer, Town of Norway 
Scott Letteney Deputy Attorney, City of Racine 
S.M. Marschke Police Chief, Village of Sturtevant Police Department 
Terrence J. McMahon Supervisor, Town of Yorkville 
Dale Mentink Assistant Fire Chief, Raymond Fire Department 
Betty J. Novy Clerk-Treasurer, Village of Rochester 
Richard L. Peterson Deputy Chief, City of Burlington Fire Department 
Mark Pierce Deputy Chief, South Shore Fire Department 
Richard Roeder Fire Chief, Village of Caledonia Fire Department 
Charles R. Stachowski Supervisor of Public Works, Village of Sturtevant 
Skip Twardosz Emergency Government, Town of Burlington 
 
Mr. Maack welcomed all those in attendance and thanked them for their interest and participation in this 
important program. Ms. Anderson reminded those attending to sign in. 

 
REVIEW OF SUMMARY NOTES OF THE MARCH 30, 2009 TASK FORCE MEETING 

At Mr. Maack’s request, Mr. Hahn reviewed the summary notes from the June 17, 2009, meeting of the Task 
Force. Mr. Hahn stated that a draft of Appendix A is included with the minutes. Mr. Twardosz commented that 
the Town of Burlington had sent some additions and corrections to Chapters I-III. Mr. Boxhorn responded that 
these would be incorporated into the chapters.  
 
Mr. Hahn asked whether there were any additional comments, corrections, or additions to the summary notes. 
None were offered. 
 



-2- 
 
 

REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT CHAPTER IV, “ANALYSIS OF HAZARD 
CONDITIONS,” OF SEWRPC COMMUNITY ASSISTANCE PLANNING REPORT NO. 266 
(CAPR 266), 2ND EDITION, RACINE COUNTY HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN UPDATE: 2010-2015 

At Mr. Maack’s request, Mr. Boxhorn reviewed the preliminary draft of Chapter IV, “Analysis of Hazard 
Conditions.” Mr. Boxhorn said that this chapter was intended to update the identification of hazards and to assess 
the vulnerability of the communities to each hazard. He indicated that the corresponding chapter from the initial 
plan served as the starting point for this draft chapter. He stated that the inventories of hazard occurrence and 
severity were updated and that the vulnerability of the communities to the hazards was reassessed. He noted that 
significant changes and additions to the text are highlighted. Mr. Boxhorn called the Task Force member’s 
attention to the preliminary draft of Appendix N of the report. He stated that the purpose of the analyses in this 
appendix was to put the impacts of the hazards considered in Chapter IV into a form that could be compared for 
the purpose of prioritizing mitigation strategies. He noted that two sets of comparisons were made. In the first, the 
hazards were compared on the basis of the average annual numbers of mortalities and injuries that resulted from 
hazard occurrences. In the second, the hazards were compared on the basis of the average annual dollar value of 
property damages and crop damages that resulted from hazard occurrences. 
 
Mr. Peterson questioned whether flood hazards should be ranked as high a shown in Appendix N, noting that 
many of the same locations flood regularly. Mr. Maack responded that while annual flooding along the Root 
River generally affects agricultural lands, more significant flooding occurred in the City of Racine in 2008. He 
continued that projects can be developed to mitigate these routine occurrences. Mr. Hahn added that flood hazards 
can be geographically located better than many other hazards and that there are well-developed strategies to 
address them. 
 
There were no further questions or comments on the preliminary draft chapter. 
 
REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT CHAPTER V, “HAZARD  
MITIGATION STRATEGIES,” OF SEWRPC CAPR 266, 2ND EDITION 

At Mr. Maack’s request, Mr. Hahn reviewed the preliminary draft of Chapter V, “Hazard Mitigation Strategies.” 
He indicated that the corresponding chapter from the initial plan served as the starting point for this preliminary 
draft chapter. He noted that significant changes and additions to the text are highlighted. He indicated that in 
drafting this chapter, the Commission staff contacted each municipality to find out what actions had been taken. 
 
Mr. Hahn reviewed the section of the preliminary draft chapter on the hazard mitigation plan component for 
flooding and related stormwater drainage problems. He pointed out that the subsection on floodland management 
was organized by watershed. He noted that the inventories conducted for this updating of the plan showed that 
there are  three repetitive loss or severe repetitive loss structures within the County.  
 
Mr. Hahn noted that the number of structures recommended for floodproofing or removal in the Fox River 
watershed had increased over the number recommended in the initial plan. This had occurred, he explained, 
because further consideration had been given to the level of control for the recommended levees for the Hoosier 
Creek and Wind Lake Drainage Canal areas. These levees, he continued, are intended mainly to provide relief 
from flooding of agricultural land and would be likely be designed to provide protection against a 10-percent 
annual probability flood event, rather than the one-percent annual probability level of protection standards for 
structures. 
 
Mr. Twardosz asked whether the area of the floodplain and changes in floodplain area since the initial hazard 
mitigation plan was developed could be inventoried by community. Mr. Hahn replied that Commission staff 
would look into this. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: In response to this comment, a table indicating the amount of area of one-percent-
annual-probability floodplain area in municipality was developed and was added to 
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Chapter II. It is shown in Exhibit A. In addition, the following sentence was inserted 
after the third sentence of the first full paragraph on page 4 of Chapter II: 

“The area of one-percent-annual-probability floodplain in each community is given 
in Table II-7a.” 

Changes in floodplain boundaries may occur due to implementation of flood 
mitigation projects, or redelineation of existing flood profiles using updated 
topographic mapping. In the Southeastern Wisconsin Region, it is customary for 
SEWRPC to map floodplain boundaries based on planned land use conditions. There 
is no continuous accounting for the effects of changes in land use or other factors 
affecting flooding over relatively short time periods. With the exception of areas 
along the upper reaches of Pike Creek in the Village of Mt. Pleasant, and expansion 
of the Root River floodplain in certain reaches, there are no known significant 
changes in the delineated one-percent-annual-probability floodplain since the initial 
hazard mitigation plan. Because of the many possible causes for floodplain boundary 
changes, it was decided that quantification of such changes could be misleading, and 
only the currently-mapped conditions were inventoried.] 

Mr. Twardosz noted that there are differences between floodplain maps that SEWRPC currently uses and the 
drafts of the new Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) floodplain maps. Mr. Hahn replied that when 
the new FEMA maps come out, they will be consistent with the Commission maps. 
 
Mr. Hahn noted that the number of structures recommended for floodproofing or removal in the Root River 
watershed had increased over the number recommended in the initial plan. He explained that this reflects 
revisions to the floodplain boundary. 
 
In reference to the discussion on page 7 of the preliminary draft chapter regarding the Town of Raymond 
Drainage District conducting an evaluation of the 3 Mile Road crossing of East Branch of the Root River Canal, 
Ms. Anderson stated that the evaluation was completed. It showed no impact to the floodplain. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: In response to this comment, the first paragraph on page 7 was revised to read (The 
revised and added text in this and all subsequent revisions indicated in these 
summary notes is indicated in bold letters for clarification only. The report text will 
not be bold. Highlighting in these notes does indicate highlighting in the report text): 

“The Town of Raymond Drainage District began collecting funds from their 
stormwater utility in 2008. In 2009 Town of Raymond Drainage District conducted 
an evaluation of the 3 Mile Road crossing over the East Branch Root River Canal. 
The Drainage District indicated that the crossing is impassable anytime two or more 
inches of rain falls and that this is the District’s most pressing flooding location. The 
evaluation included a floodplain impact study of raising the road and providing 
additional high water culverts. This study concluded that these actions would have 
no impact on the floodplain.”] 

Mr. Hahn stated that the number of structures recommended for floodproofing or removal in the Pike River 
watershed had decreased over the number recommended in the initial plan. He explained that this reflects the 
demolishing of one structure. 
 
Mr. Hahn stated that only headwater portions of the Des Plaines watershed are in Racine County and there are no 
significant flood hazards in this area. 
 
Mr. Hahn reviewed the subsection of the preliminary draft chapter related to the stormwater management element 
of the plan. In reference to the second to last paragraph on page 12, Mr. Kramer commented that the Village of 
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Waterford and the Towns of Norway and Waterford received a grant $1.2 million to improve stormwater drainage 
in an industrial area adjacent to the STH 164 and STH 36 corridor. He noted that this grant was contingent upon 
creating a stormwater management district.  
 

[Secretary’s Note: In response to this comment, the second to last paragraph on page 12 was revised to 
read: 

“The Village of Waterford and the Towns of Norway and Waterford received a $1.2 
million grant in 2008 from the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program to replace a pump station for the Racine 
County Farm Drainage District No. 1. This grant was disaster assistance in 
response to the June 2008 flooding. This grant was contingent upon the creation 
of a stormwater utility. The Village and the Towns are currently pursuing 
formation of this stormwater utility. It is anticipated that work will begin on the 
pump station sometime in 2010.”] 

Mr. Hahn stated that FEMA has completed a preliminary update of the Racine County Flood Insurance Study. He 
noted that the maps have not been finalized, but that he anticipates that they should be effective by the end of 
2010. He stated that Commission staff will ensure consistency between the Commission’s maps and the new 
FEMA maps. 
 
Mr. Hahn noted that the extent of the one-percent-annual-probability floodplain was delineated on the basis of 
large-scale topographic maps. Because these delineations can only be considered approximate in regards to 
building grades, the plan calls for the County or the appropriate municipality to survey the low-grade elevations 
adjacent to buildings and the first-floor elevations of buildings that have been identified as remaining in or near 
the one-percent-annual-probability floodplain after implementation of all other structural floodland management 
plan elements called for in the plan.  
 
Mr. Hahn reviewed the other sections of the preliminary draft chapter. With reference to coastal hazards, he noted 
that FEMA has produced a Draft Great Lakes Coastal Guidelines Update which included new methodology to 
determine coastal zone flood hazards. He indicated that this could ultimately lead to a remapping of flood hazards 
along the Great Lakes coastal areas that would subsequently be reflected in Federal flood insurance studies. 
 
With reference to Lake Michigan coastal hazards, Mr. Hahn pointed out to the Task Force that a recommendation 
for conducting reevaluations of the effectiveness of Lake Michigan shoreline protection measures in the County at 
a 10-year interval has been added to the priority mitigation measures. 
 
Mr. Hahn called the Task Force’s attention to Table V-6. He stated that this table presents the costs and benefits 
of the priority mitigation measures. He noted that the costs of many of the measures could not be quantified. 
These, he continued, were divided into three categories. He indicated that those that were expected to cost less 
than about $100,000 to implement were classified as low cost, those that were expected to cost between about 
$100,000 and $1 million to implement were classified as moderate cost, and those expected to cost more than $1 
million to implement were classified as high cost. 
 
Ms. Anderson asked whether the structures indicated as being in the one-percent-annual-probability floodplain on 
Map V-3 included buildings other than inhabited structures. Mr. Hahn responded that while these structures may 
have included some agricultural structures, no garages or small outbuildings were included. He noted that 
structures were included if they appeared to be a significant component of potential flood damages. Ms. Anderson 
commented that it would be helpful to describe what sorts of structures were included. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The following text was added after the first sentence in the fifth bullet point on 
page 4: 
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“While this number of structures may include some agricultural structures, no 
garages or small outbuildings are included in this total.” 

The following text was added after the first sentence in the third bullet point on 
page 7: 

“While this number of structures may include some agricultural structures, no 
garages or small outbuildings are included in this total.” 

The following text was added after the first sentence in the fifth bullet point on 
page 9: 

“While this number of structures may include some agricultural structures, no 
garages or small outbuildings are included in this total.”] 

Ms. Anderson commented that stormwater drainage is a major issue in the County. She noted that the County is 
dealing with this issue relative to the Norway/Dover Drainage District. Mr. Hahn noted that the preliminary draft 
chapter could also include more information on an agricultural drainage and urban stormwater study that the 
Commission conducted for the Racine County Farm Drainage District No. 1. He added that this study was 
recently updated. 
 

[Secretary’s Note: The updating of the study referred in Mr. Hahn’s comments is summarized in 
Exhibit B, which was added to Chapter V after the fifth full paragraph on page 12.] 

Mr. McMahon stated that stormwater issues are a top concern in the Town of Yorkville. 

There were no further questions or comments on the preliminary draft chapter. 
 
REVIEW OF PRELIMINARY DRAFT CHAPTER VI, “PLAN ADOPTION, 
IMPLEMENTATION, MAINTENANCE, AND REVISION,” OF SEWRPC CAPR 266, 2ND EDITION 

At Mr. Maack’s request, Mr. Boxhorn reviewed the preliminary draft of Chapter VI, “Plan Adoption, 
Implementation, Maintenance, and Revision.” He stressed the need local adoption of the plan, noting that FEMA 
requires local adoption for the cities and villages to remain eligible for certain funding streams. Mr. Maack added 
that the County will pursue local adoption of the plan following approval by Wisconsin Emergency Management 
and FEMA in 2010. 
 
There were no further questions or comments on the preliminary draft chapter. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 

Mr. Boxhorn stated that questions or comments on these preliminary draft chapters or on the related appendices 
can be provided to the SEWRPC staff via the comments page on the SEWRPC website. 
 
TIME AND DATE OF NEXT MEETING 

Mr. Hahn stated that this was the last planned meeting of the Task Force. He indicated that the summary notes 
from this meeting would be posted on the SEWRPC website and that the Task Force would be able to comment 
on those notes through the comments page on the website. He also stated that it was possible that a meeting would 
be scheduled sometime in 2010, after review of the plan by Wisconsin Emergency Management, if the comments 
from Wisconsin Emergency Management warranted action by the Task Force. Ms. Anderson and Mr. Maack 
thanked the members of the Task Force and the SEWRPC staff for their efforts. 
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ADJOURNMENT 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at 3:15 p.m. 
 
EDITS TO PRELIMINARY DRAFT CHAPTER II, “BASIC STUDY AREA INVENTORY AND 
ANALYSIS,” OF SEWRPC CAPR 266, 2ND EDITION IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS AT THE JUNE 
17, 2009 MEETING OF THE RACINE COUNTY HAZARD MITIGATION TASK FORCE 

At the June 17, 2009 meeting of the Task Force, Mr. Maack requested that an inventory of farms and agricultural 
lands be added to Chapter II. In response to this request, the material attached herein as Exhibit C was added to 
Chapter II after the first full paragraph on page 3. 
 
 
    Respectfully Submitted, 
 
 
 
    Michael G. Hahn 
    Secretary 
 
 
Attachments 
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PRELIMINARY DRAFT 

Exhibit A 
 
 

Table II-7a 
 

AREAL EXTENT OF ONE-PERCENT-ANNUAL-PROBABILITY 
FLOODPLAIN BY CIVIL DIVISION IN RACINE COUNTY: 2006 

 

Civil Division Area (square miles) 

Cities  
Burlington ..............................  0.9 
Racine ...................................  0.5 

Villages  
Caledonia ..............................  2.2 
Elmwood Park .......................  0.0 
Mt. Pleasant ..........................  2.4 
North Bay ..............................  <0.1 
Rochester .............................  1.0 
Sturtevant .............................  0.1 
Union Grove ..........................  0.1 
Waterford ..............................  0.1 
Wind Point ............................  0.1 

Towns  
Burlington ..............................  6.7 
Dover ....................................  2.4 
Norway ..................................  10.1 
Raymond ..............................  2.6 
Waterford ..............................  2.9 
Yorkville ................................  2.6 

Total 34.7 
 

Source: SEWRPC. 
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Exhibit B 
 
 
 

[Material to be inserted after the fifth full paragraph on page 12 of Chapter V of CAPR-266-2] 
 
In 1993, Commission staff developed an agricultural drainage and urban stormwater management plan for the 

Racine County Farm Drainage District No. 1.1 The study area for this plan encompassed a 1.33-square-mile area 

within the Village of Waterford and the Towns of Norway and Waterford. This plan was developed because over 

time the two drainage systems have become interconnected. Because of that interconnection, neither system can 

be viewed in isolation from each other, even though the two systems are generally intended to serve different 

purposes. The interconnection of the two systems has limited the effectiveness of each system because the 

addition to the pre-existing agricultural drainage system of stormwater runoff from urban and transportation land 

uses was not offset by an increase in the capacities of the agricultural drain tiles located downstream of the 

stormwater connections added to the system, or by a significant increase in the pumping capacity at the outlet of 

the system. The 1993 SEWRPC study addressed the problem of providing an integrated system which could 

adequately meet both the existing and probable future agricultural drainage and urban stormwater management 

needs of the area as projected in 1993. 

 

In 2004, the Village of Waterford commissioned a study intended to refine those portions of the study 

documented in SEWRPC MR No. 79 that are within the Village.2 This study was based on future land use 

information that was developed after the 1993 SEWRPC study. The Village study projected that a significantly 

higher proportion of the study area would be in urban land uses than was projected by the SEWRPC study. 

 

At the request of local representatives, Commission staff compared and evaluated these two studies.3 This 

comparison and evaluation concluded that, because land use projections have evolved since the 1993 SEWRPC 

study was prepared and urban land uses are now expected to predominate, it is no longer appropriate to address 

the future drainage system in the study area as a joint agricultural/urban system that will have both significant 

urban and rural components under future conditions. Instead, it is more appropriate to view the future system as 

_____________ 
1SEWRPC Memorandum Report No. 79, An Agricultural Drainage and Urban Stormwater Management Plan for 
Racine County Farm Drainage District No. 1, Village of Waterford and Towns of Norway and Waterford, Racine 
County, Wisconsin, September 1993. 

2Crispell-Snyder, Inc., Consulting Engineers, East Side Storm Water Management Study-Village of Waterford, 
2004. 

3SEWRPC Staff Memorandum, “Comparison of 1993 SEWRPC Memorandum Report No. 79, Agricultural 
Drainage and Urban Stormwater Management Plan for Racine County Farm Drainage District No. 1, and 2004 
Village of Waterford Report, East Side Storm Water Management Study, February 20, 2008. 
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an urban system that should be configured to accommodate drainage from the remaining upstream agricultural 

areas in the northern headwaters of the study area. 

 

The evaluation recommended further study to evaluate urban stormwater drainage system needs in the northern 

and eastern portions of the study area beyond areas of existing development in the Village of Waterford. It 

indicated that such an evaluation should be based on a minor stormwater management system designed for a ten-

percent-annual-probability storm and a major system to function during a one-percent-annual-probability storm. 

Citing factors in the study area that make establishment of an adequate overland major drainage system consisting 

of flow in streets and drainageways difficult, the evaluation also recommended that, to enable adequate 

functioning during storms approaching and including the one-percent-probability storm, any future study should 

consider the need to 1) size some conveyance and pumping components for flows greater than those resulting 

from a ten-percent-probability storm, and/or 2) increase the size of some detention facilities to reduce peak flows 

to a greater degree. The evaluation noted that the Towns and the Racine County Drainage Board are faced with 

the decision of whether to upgrade the existing portions of the agricultural drainage system as recommended 

under the 1993 SEWRPC study to improve drainage during the interim period between the present and a future 

time when much of the existing rural land is anticipated to be developed in urban uses, or to not upgrade drain 

tiles and replace the agricultural drainage system with an urban stormwater management system in the future 

when urban development is proposed. Under either scenario, the evaluation recommended that the Village of 

Waterford begin to implement the recommendations of the 2004 study, ensuring that the facilities design 

considers major drainage system needs that may require additional or larger facilities. The recommendations of 

the 2004 study include: 

 

 Upgrading the pumping capacity near the study area outlet through the provision of a new pump 

station at the site of the existing pump station, 

 Upgrading storm sewer hydraulic capacity from the east side of the Waterford-Wind Lake Bicycle 

Trail to the new pump station, 

 Improving stormwater drainage system capacity from the east side of the Bicycle Trail extending to 

the east, and  

 Maximizing utilization of the storage capacity of the existing detention basin that is located between 

Foxmead Crossing and Sixth Street. 
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Finally, the evaluation recommends that the Village of Waterford and the Towns of Norway and Waterford 

consider cooperating on an expansion of the 2004 Village study that would address existing urban drainage 

problems not specifically covered by the plan recommendations of either study and would also provide a 

framework for stormwater management in areas of future development. 
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Exhibit C 
 
 

[Material to be inserted after the first full paragraph on page 3 of Chapter II of CAPR-266-2] 
 
Map II-1a shows lands in agricultural uses in Racine County in 2000. According to the National Agricultural 

Statistics Service, in 2007, there were 652 farms in the County.1 The average farm size was about 185 acres, 

although it is important to note that the size of about half of the farms in the County was 45 acres or less. The 

estimated value of land and farm buildings associated with these farms was about $576 million, in 2008 dollars. 

Common crops grown in the County include corn for grain and silage, soybeans, winter wheat, hay, vegetables, 

and some specialty crops such as sod. Common livestock raised in the County include dairy and beef cattle, hogs, 

and poultry. 

 

Lands in agricultural land uses are inventoried by municipality and class of agricultural land use in Table II-6a. In 

2000, about 125,000 acres in the County were in agricultural land uses. All of the towns and two of the villages, 

the Villages of Caledonia and Mt. Pleasant, had over 11,000 acres in agricultural land uses. In addition, two 

villages, the Villages of Rochester and Sturtevant, had over 1,000 acres in agricultural land uses. Cultivated lands 

comprised the largest category of agricultural land uses, accounting over 107,000 acres, or about 86 percent of 

agricultural lands in the County. Pasture and unused lands accounted for about 11,200 acres, or about 9 percent of 

the County’s agricultural lands. Special agricultural uses and farm buildings accounted for about 3,800 acres and 

2,100 acres, respectively, representing about 3 percent and 2 percent, respectively, of the County’s agricultural 

lands. Grazed wetlands and orchards, nurseries, and Christmas tree farms were relative small components of the 

County’s agricultural lands, representing less than 1 percent of the agricultural land uses in the County in 2000. 

 

Map II-1a also shows the agricultural lands that are within the one-percent-annual-probability floodplain in 

Racine County in 2000. About 12,100 acres of agricultural land, or slightly less than 10 percent of the agricultural 

lands in the County, were in the floodplain. Lands in agricultural land uses that are within the one-percent-annual-

probability floodplain in Racine County are inventoried by municipality and class of agricultural land use in 

Table II-6b. 

 
 
 
 

_____________ 
1U.S. Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2007 Census of Agriculture: Wisconsin 
State and County Data, February 2009. 
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Table II-6a 

 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS IN RACINE COUNTY: 2000 

 

Municipality Cultivated 
Lands (acres) 

Pasture and 
Unused Lands 

(acres) 

Grazed 
Wetlands 
(acres) 

Orchards, 
Nurseries, and 
Christmas Tree 
Farms (acres) 

Special 
Agricultural 

Uses (acres) 

Farm Buildings 
(acres) 

Total 
Agricultural 

Lands (acres) 

Cities        

Burlington        651.7      130.9     0.0     2.3        0.0      11.1        795.5 

Racine          16.2          8.8     0.0     0.0        0.0        0.0          25.0 

Villages        

Caledonia   13,917.0   1,352.0   34.9 127.5      67.8    227.3   15,726.5 

Elmwood Park          0.0          0.0     0.0     0.0        0.0        0.0            0.0 

Mt. Pleasant   11,180.7      513.2     0.0   59.9    135.7    152.9   12,042.4 

North Bay          0.0          0.0     0.0     0.0        0.0        0.0            0.0 

Rochester     4,472.0   1,101.0   10.3   63.2        0.0    109.6     5,756.1 

Sturtevant        985.1        97.0     0.0   41.5        0.0        7.2     1,130.8 

Union Grove        470.8        82.6     0.0     0.0        0.0        8.8        562.2 

Waterford        275.2        71.2     0.0     0.0        0.0        5.1        351.5 

Wind Point          10.8          0.0     0.0     0.0        0.0        0.0          10.8 

Towns        

Burlington     8,848.2   1,783.0   18.3     1.2    423.0    182.4   11,256.1 

Dover   16,072.6      922.0     0.0   16.5    206.3    283.8   17,501.2 

Norway   10,236.2      947.0     0.0     7.1 2,864.4    212.5   14,267.2 

Raymond   15,133.1   1,215.7     0.0 146.0      60.3    320.6   16,875.7 

Waterford   10,131.4   1,687.8   55.5   14.5        0.5    236.4   12,126.1 

Yorkville   14,974.9   1,264.4     0.0   72.9      38.3    346.2   16,696.2 

Total 107,374.9 11,176.6 119.0 552.6 3,796.3 2,103.9 125,123.3 

 
Source: SEWRPC. 
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Table II-6b 

 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS WITHIN THE ONE-PERCENT-ANNUAL-PROBABILITY FLOODPLAIN IN RACINE COUNTY: 2000 

 

Municipality Cultivated 
Lands (acres) 

Pasture and 
Unused Lands 

(acres) 

Grazed 
Wetlands 
(acres) 

Orchards, 
Nurseries, and 
Christmas Tree 
Farms (acres) 

Special 
Agricultural 

Uses (acres) 

Farm Buildings 
(acres) 

Total 
Agricultural 

Lands (acres) 

Cities        

Burlington    110.1      16.2   0.0   0.0        0.0 11.1      126.3 

Racine        2.5        0.0   0.0   0.0        0.0   0.0          2.5 

Villages        

Caledonia     355.5      53.2 18.5   1.2        0.0   1.7      430.1 

Elmwood Park        0.0        0.0   0.0   0.0        0.0   0.0          0.0 

Mt. Pleasant    823.6    165.8   0.0   0.0        1.1   1.5      993.4 

North Bay        0.0        0.0   0.0   0.0        0.0   0.0          0.0 

Rochester      86.3      35.9   9.0   0.0        0.0   0.5      137.7 

Sturtevant      41.3      11.2   0.0   0.0        0.0   0.0        30.8 

Union Grove      21.1        4.0   0.0   0.0        0.0   0.8        25.9 

Waterford        2.3        6.4   0.0   0.0        0.0   0.0          8.7 

Wind Point        0.0        0.0   0.0    0.0        0.0   0.0          0.0 

Towns        

Burlington 1,567.0    303.7   5.3   0.0        8.7   5.7   1,891.4 

Dover    974.4      33.6   0.0   6.3      43.0    2.7   1,054.7 

Norway 1,971.5    113.7   0.0   0.0 2,467.7   9.8   4,564.7 

Raymond    912.2      71.0   0.0 30.5        0.3   1.0   1,015.0 

Waterford    353.5      79.5   8.9   0.0        0.0   0.1      442.0 

Yorkville 1,148.2    133.4   0.0   0.0      36.8 20.8   1,339.2 

Total 8,369.5 1,027.6 42.7 34.2 2,559.6 44.6 12,078.2 

 
Source: SEWRPC. 
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