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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This paper is intended to summarize a series of issues for the Lake Isabella Village Council 

regarding policy options concerning police presence and public safety service levels in the 

community. The concept of increased law enforcement presence in the community has been 

discussed for several years. The Village, at one time, did contract for additional services from 

the Sherman Township Marshal. The Village also contracts on an annual basis with the Sheriff's 

Department for Lake Patrols. If the Village Council feels added service is needed for the 

community, this paper is intended to summarize options that could be further considered to 

address the service deficiency. 

ENABLING AUTHORITY 

The Village of Lake Isabella is a Home Rule Village created under the authority of the Home Rule 

Village Act (Public Act 278 of 1909, as amended). Sections 22 and 22b of the Act (MLC 78.22 & 

MCL 78.22b) convey upon a police officer employed by the Village the same rights and powers 

as a deputy sheriff within the Village. 

Section 5.01 of the Village Charter states that the "Council shall provide for the public peace, 

health, safety, and the general welfare of persons and property." Section 7.02 of the Village 

Charter requires that all Village Departments be created by ordinance. In 2011 the Village 

Council adopted Chapter 266 of the Codified Ordinances of the Village of Lake Isabella, which 

created the Lake Isabella Department of Public Safety. This section of the Codified Ordinances 

allows for the Village to either directly provide public safety services or contract with another 

entity for those services. There exists a clear line of enabling documents that grant the Village 

the authority to create and operate its own police force if the Village Council so desires, or once 

again explore a dedicated patrol contract with the Sheriff's Department. 

ESTABLISHING THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL SERVICES 

The primary issue facing the Village Council concerning the current level of law enforcement 

and public safety services provided to the community is to determine if the current service level 

and response times are adequate and are meeting the community's needs. In light of the 

Village Charter mandate highlighted in the previous section, the Council should determine if the 

current service level is adequate to fulfill its obligation to provide for the public's peace, safety, 

and general well-being. 

Determining what is adequate has multiple components.  There is no single correct justification 

or formula that tells a community when a change in the service level is needed.  Foremost 

among the elements to consider in evaluating the community’s need is the general attitude, 

desires, and community's perception regarding the topic.  Political support for an impactful 

change in a service level is also essential to take into consideration. The Council will need to 

consider if the support for adding policing that they hear in the community represents the 
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general attitude of most or 

simply a vocal faction. 

Simultaneously, there is 

merit in being proactive to 

address an issue instead of 

waiting for the demand to 

grow even further due to the 

community's needs 

outpacing our current service 

level’s ability to meet 

increasing demands. The 

2020 Census will most likely 

bring with it a population of 

about 2,000 for the 

community. When seasonal 

residents are included, it is 

reasonable to say that our 

community has around 2,500 

individuals during the peak 

season. A comparison of 

other communities in the 

mid-Michigan area shows that the lack of dedicated coverage through contract or a 

municipality's own department is not the norm for a community of Lake Isabella’s size. All of 

the communities above the Village in population have dedicated twenty-four-hour-a-day 

service. All of the other communities in our area with a population of at least 1,000 have some 

dedicated coverage level through their own department or a contract with their County Sheriff. 

Looking at Lake Isabella's conditions, two of the most applicable data sets to examine in this 

process are the Calls for Service report provided annually by Isabella County Central Dispatch 

and relevant community survey results. In reviewing the Calls for Service report between the 

years 2017-2020, it is important to look not just at the overall numbers but also numbers within 

specific categories. The previous four calendar years are also an important period to examine as 

they reflect the current service level. The years before 2017 also included service provided to 

the community from the Sherman Township Marshal, which closed in September 2016. The 

Village had a contractual relationship with Sherman Township to provide dedicated patrol in 

the Village from 2013 until it closed in 2016. That contract provided 40 hours of dedicated 

coverage for $875 per month, with any ticket revenue going to the Marshal's office to cover 

expenses. During this period, the Marshal's office handled roughly one hundred calls for service 

annually in the Village. The Village also conducted a one-month coverage agreement with the 

Sheriff's Department in April of 2007. The Village paid $3,500 for 70 hours of patrol ($50/hour). 

Community Pop. Dedicated Service
Midland 41,863 Municipal Police Department (FT)

Mt. Pleasant 26,016 Municipal Police Department (FT)

Big Rapids 10,601 Municipal Police Department (FT)

Alma 9,383 Municipal Police Department (FT)

St. Louis 7,482 Municipal Police Department (FT)

Clare 3,118 Municipal Police Department (FT)

Gladwin 2,933 Municipal Police Department (FT)

Ithaca 2,910 Contract with Sheriff (FT)

Harrison 2,114 Contract with Sheriff (FT)

Lake Isabella 1,681 None

Shepherd 1,515 Municipal Police Department (PT)

Breckenridge 1,328 Municipal Police Department (PT)

Edmore 1,273 Contract with Sheriff (PT)

Coleman 1,243 Municipal Police Department (PT)

Beaverton 1,071 Municipal Police Department (PT)

Lakeview 1,012 Municipal Police Department (PT)

Farwell 871 None

Sanford 859 None

Morley 493 Municipal Police Department (PT)

Mecosta 457 None

Rosebush 368 None

Barryton 355 Municipal Police Department (PT)
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That one-time experiment saw the department make eighty-five traffic stops and handle thirty-

nine other calls for service during the contract period. 

Focusing on just the most recent history, the 

Village has seen an increase in the total number 

of calls for service in the community during the 

previous four years. What must be noted in these 

numbers is how Isabella County Central Dispatch 

records events. An event is created for each 

department that responds to a specific call. For 

example, if there is an accident and the Michigan 

State Police, Isabella County Sheriff, and 

Nottawa-Sherman Townships Fire Department all respond, that would be recorded as an 

incident for each department and three calls for service.  

Breaking the numbers down further, there are four main categories that the calls can be broken 

down into that are relevant to the Council's consideration of this issue. Those have been 

classified as "Significant," "First Responder," "Civil," and "Traffic." Examples of what type of calls 

have been classified into these categories is as follows: 

Significant First Responder Civil Traffic 

 Domestic 

 Suicide 

 Larceny 

 Burglary 

 Criminal Sexual 

Conduct 

 Harassment 

 Child Abuse 

 Assault 

 Stolen Vehicles 

 Robbery 

 Homicide 

 Ambulance 

 Fire Runs 

 Injury Accidents 

 Medical Examiner 

 Officer Standby 

 CO2 Alarms 

 Tree/Line Down 

 Paper Service 

 Property Check 

 Civil 

 Destruction of 

Property 

 Loud Party 

 Littering 

 Parking 

 Trespassing 

 Vehicle Stop 

 Car/Deer 

 Reckless Driving 

 OWI 

 Hit & Run 

 Motorist Assist 

 Abandon Vehicle 

The single most common call for service is Ambulance calls; of the 2,826 calls for service during 

the four years, Ambulance calls accounted for 804 calls or 28.45% of the total incidents. Other 

First Responder type runs accounted for an additional 160 calls during this period for a total 

percentage of calls of 34.11%. Looking at the pattern of the non-Ambulance calls during this 

time, the overall number is very consistent year after year with one exception. In 2019 the 

number of fire incidents jumped from the norm of around 20 to 48. What could account for this 

increase is the way those incidents are counted. A major fire will have multiple departments 

respond. The fire at the Fiorillo property in 2019 saw the following departments respond; 

Nottawa-Sherman F.D., Deerfield F.D., Barryton F.D., Wheatland F.D., Michigan State Police, 
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Isabella County Sheriff, and Mobile Medical Response (MMR) for a total of seven departments 

for one event. 

The four categories previously identified account for roughly two-thirds of the total calls for 

service over the most recent four-year period. The total number of incidents and the 

percentage of overall incidents are shown below. 

 Significant First Responder Civil Traffic 

2017 80 (11.85%) 201 (29.78%) 54 (8.00%) 102 (15.11%) 

2018 78 (12.46%) 221 (35.30%) 26 (4.15%) 56 (8.95%) 

2019 79 (10.56%) 293 (39.17%) 53 (7.09%) 101 (13.50%) 

2020 100 (12.41%) 278 (34.49%) 90 (11.17%) 59 (7.32%) 

 

The increase in Significant incidents in 2020 comes from an increase in the number of suicidal 

calls, nearly doubling from the previous two-year period, and five stolen vehicles. The 

remaining one-third of calls were comprised of incidents classified as "Unknown" (207 events), 

"Follow-up" (112 events), "Animal Control" (105 events), "Residential Alarm" (75 events), 

"Conservation" (52 events), and "Miscellaneous" (49 events). 

The increase in civil calls for 2020 was due to a significant increase in Property Checks which 

accounted for 43 calls in 2020. Vehicle stops were also at an all-time low in 2020, with only 17 

such incidents reported. Both of these changes were likely due in part to the Covid-19 

pandemic. Vehicle Stops would logically be lower as departments were trying to limit person-

to-person contact to slow the spread of the virus, coupled with a reduction in traffic due to 

closures and work-from-home. Likewise, with travel limited, it makes sense that our law 

enforcement partners were called on more frequently to check property that is not owner-

occupied.  

In addition to the data on what our public safety partners are being asked to address in the 

community, the Village Council will need to examine the opinion on the community's current 
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service level. Looking at the attitude of the community. As part of updating the Village's Master 

Plan in 2010 and 2018, the community was asked the same four questions as part of a larger 

survey. Residents were asked to rate how "Safe they feel" in four scenarios. Those scenarios 

were: 

  

  

In general, the community feels safe in all scenarios. There is a noticeable shift from 2010 to 

2018 towards an unsafe feeling after dark and a more noticed concern about property crime.  

The same survey also asked about the feeling on the overall level of policing in the community. 

Between 2010 and 2018, a change in opinion was noticeable but not major; the number of 

people that did not have an opinion on the level of service shrunk considerably, with most 

coming to the opinion that the service level was "Too Little." Even with that shift, most of the 

community felt that the level was "About Right."  

Overall level of police presence in the community? 

 Too Much About Right Too Little Don’t Know 

2018 Survey 0.7% 53.5% 37.9% 7.8% 

2015 Survey 11.9% 55.3% 16.3% 16.6% 

2010 Survey 4.7% 46.9% 20.7% 27.7% 

The survey then went on to ask residents how they may vote on a possible public safety millage 

of 1 additional Mill to provide funds to cover a dedicated patrol contract with the Isabella 

County Sheriff's Department.  44.65% of those who responded stated they would likely support 

such a proposal, while 19.56% were unsure, and 35.79% were opposed. When this measure 
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was placed before the community at the 2018 General Election, the measure was defeated by a 

margin of 373-516 (42% to 58%). 

Concerning the numbers in 2015, the Village had additional services provided via contract by 

the Sherman Township Marshal. It is fair to say that the Marshal was not viewed favorably by 

all members of the community. It is reasonable to infer that some, not all, of the views about 

having "Too Much" police presence in the community were reflective of who was partnered 

with. While the Village did not have a dedicated agreement with the Marshal in 2010, he was 

still active in the area and had law enforcement jurisdiction in the Sherman Township side of 

the Village. The Marshal's Department employed various items that allowed people to form an 

opinion on the department's professionalism by the style of the patrol vehicle, badge, and lack 

of a traditional police uniform. 

Considering the two data sets, there does not appear to be a noticeable increase in serious 

crime occurring in the community. The biggest concern appears to be with property crime and a 

growing feeling that there is not enough police presence in the community. The Council also 

needs to consider if the data from 2018 is still an accurate reflection of the community’s views. 

The Village has seen continued growth over the last three years, and homes continue to sell at 

a very healthy pace bringing new residents into the community. 

Finally, regarding the surveys discussed, they had the following participation rate: 

 2010 Community Survey: 388 Responses with a 95% confidence rate at +/- 4% 

 2015 Community Survey: 335 Responses with a 95% confidence rate at +/- 5% 

 2018 Community Survey: 277 Responses with a 95% confidence rate at +/- 5% 

KEY AREAS TO ENHANCE SERVICE LEVELS 

In reviewing the community's past service levels and current needs, there appear to be three 

main areas where increased coverage would make the most sense to target. Those three areas 

are: 

Ordinance Enforcement: The Village has previously employed part-time staff that was 

dedicated to ordinance enforcement. From 2014 onward, this work has been done on a 

limited basis by the Village Manager as the part-time position was eliminated from the 

Village’s budget. As the need for enforcement has grown in recent years, there is a need to 

move that workload back into a dedicated part-time position. Adding additional law 

enforcement services could fill some of this need. The Village may need to look at amending 

various ordinances to make violations a 93-day misdemeanor rather than a Civil Infraction 

in order for a law enforcement officer to enter private property to enforce the ordinance. 

Certain violations would be easier for a certified police officer to handle through a 

misdemeanor process than the Village’s Civil Infraction process. These violations include 

animal control matters, noise violations, street-related violations, and trespassing issues in 

the community. 
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The table below shows the total number of Code Enforcement violations that the Village 

has handled since 2010. Except for Animal Control issues, most violation types have been at 

peak levels in one of the previous two years. 

Type of Case 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Animal Control 24 13 25 12 3 10 4 83 13 20 4 

Blight 173 138 178 102 60 57 68 82 108 114 151 

Fireworks/Burning 11 6 9 1 1 3 2 8 9 0 16 

Miscellaneous 1 2 7 8 2 1 4 6 9 10 9 

Noise 0 3 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 2 

Rental Code 6 34 33 54 36 47 33 36 0 0 0 

Sign Code 3 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Streets 0 0 6 26 22 21 18 6 2 31 24 

Trailer/RV 12 0 11 21 2 7 6 6 4 6 7 

Zoning 9 7 23 17 12 13 24 21 11 15 24 

TOTAL 239 203 295 243 139 159 159 249 156 197 240 

 A proper understanding of how the Village currently operates Code Enforcement is needed. 

The Village Manager tries to devote one-half day a week to Code Enforcement. Often 

focusing on the worst blight offenses. Other lesser offenses are handled in a sweep-style 

approach. In this approach, a single type of violation is addressed en masse and is the sole 

focus of that week’s enforcement activity. Even with this approach, in 2020, the Village 

handled nearly as many violations as it did in 2013, the last time there was dedicated staff 

for ordinance enforcement,. 

Animal Control: One area where Code Enforcement through Civil Infractions is poorly suited is 

Animal Control issues. Isabella County currently employs one full-time Animal Control 

officer in the county. Isabella County does not enforce the Village's ordinance and focuses 

on animal cruelty and at-large animals. With only one full-time position in the county, this 

resource is stretched thin and can only handle a certain number of calls in any given shift. 

Having an additional resource in the community to respond to animal control cases would 

be a noticeable service increase. Collectively our two agencies have handled the following 

number of cases over the most recent four-year span: 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 

Village 83 13 20 4 120 

County 22 40 17 26 105 

Total 105 53 37 30 225 

The outlier in these numbers is 2017. In that year, the Village focused a considerable 

amount of Code Enforcement attention on citizen contact on animal control matters in 

response to concerns over unlicensed and at-large dogs. One reason that should be 

considered for the declining number of cases is that people have stopped complaining 

about violations due to the shortage of service as they may no longer sense that anything 

will be done. 
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Traffic: One of the most visible 

activities that convey the 

appearance of police presence is 

traffic enforcement. Over the past 

several years, the number of 

traffic stops in the community has 

decreased considerably. One thing 

to keep in mind is that a traffic 

stop does not automatically result 

in a ticket being issued. Many 

stops end with a warning and an 

effort to educate a motorist on the violation that they were stopped for. That stop, 

however, also is a visual to anyone driving by that there is a presence in the area. There is 

no way to account for what does not happen due to a visible police presence.  

When it comes to areas where the community has voiced their desire for increased 

enforcement, the most common ones that have been shared with the Village Hall are 

largely traffic enforcement. Excessive speed of the traffic on Village streets like El Camino 

Grande, Queens Way, Bundy, Duquesa, and Clubhouse are common concerns shared with 

the office.  As are concerns about underage drivers on golf carts, ORV/ATV that are 

speeding or have loud exhausts, and of course, the speed of traffic on Coldwater Road. 

One thing should be clearly understood by the Village Council in the matter of traffic 

enforcement. Tickets are not a revenue-generating operation and absolutely should not be 

viewed as a viable funding source to sustain any increased service level. While it is 

necessary to write tickets in the course of law enforcement's normal operations, a 

community-minded focus of any enhanced public safety service should look to build 

relationships in the community through education and mutual respect. 

DEDICATED SERVICE CONTRACT VS. PART-TIME DEPARTMENT 

If the Village Council wants to increase the police presence in the community and provide 

added public safety services to focus on the three areas discussed in the previous section, there 

are two options. 

Contract with an existing agency:  The Village could elect to enter into an agreement with the 

Isabella County Sherriff's Department.  This type of agreement could take one of two forms. 

There is the option for a dedicated coverage period of one full-time deputy. The Sheriff's labor 

agreement with his employees prevents the department from hiring part-time employees. 

When this was most recently explored in 2018, the annual cost to fund one full-time position 

with the department dedicated to the Village over a five-year period was $408,000 (average 

annual cost of $81,600) for the deputy.  
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Vehicle costs were not included in that price as the Sheriff felt that he could provide a vehicle 

from the department's existing fleet. The hourly cost for this option was an average of $39.23 

over the proposed agreement's term. Per his labor agreement, this position would be posted 

and available for any existing member of the department to take; the village would be paying 

the cost for the replacement of that individual at the beginning wage rate for a new deputy. 

The other option would be for a non-guaranteed number of hours as it would be optional 

overtime for any of the deputies that wanted to sign-up for the shift. The Village could set a 

maximum number of hours in such an agreement but could not be assured that any of those 

hours would be filled.  With this coverage being optional, the Sheriff cannot mandate his 

deputies take it, meaning there may be shifts available that go unfilled.  

The overtime pay rate is one and one-half times the base pay for a deputy, which would 

considerably increase the hourly cost. Looking at the hourly rate paid for the Lake Patrol 

Agreement, in 2020, that rate was $63/hour. The hourly rate for a dedicated road deputy at the 

overtime rate will be at least that amount, if not higher, as we would look for a lump-sum price 

that included all costs. Another drawback is that this option would not have the same deputy 

covering the Village regularly as any deputy could take the shift.  

This is the least cost-effective approach due to the overtime rate of pay but would likely be the 

fastest route to having additional coverage in the community. There would not be a need for 

the Sheriff to back-fill a staff member in a dedicated coverage contract. Realistically, this option 

would be limited to one or maybe two eight-hour shifts per week. The limitations are two-fold. 

First is the Village’s financial abilities, and second is the need for the Sheriff to protect his staff 

from burnout. 

A summary of the key advantages and drawbacks of contracting with the Sheriff's department 

are as follows: 

Pros Cons 

Limited liability exposure to the village. 
Lack of direct supervision and management of the 
personnel. 

No need to duplicate administrative functions 
already handled by existing departments. 

Labor agreement restrictions allow only a full-time 
position or optional overtime. 

A larger department can provide greater 
flexibility in terms of service coverage. 

Optional coverage would provide less regularity in 
personnel and coverage. 

Larger staff would hopefully mean there are 
fewer times where no coverage could be 
provided due to vacations or illness. 

Optional O.T. coverage approach would be more 
challenging for community policing. 

Create a new police department: The other option the Village Council can explore is to provide 

the service in-house. This option would see the creation of a Village of Lake Isabella Police 

Department.  The department would handle the basic elements of law enforcement.  It would 

respond to calls for service from the Village while on duty, handle the bulk of patrol duties, 

conduct traffic enforcement, and investigate minor crimes that occur in the community, but 
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would need to have the Sheriff or State Police continue to handle most of the Significant calls 

for service and investigations. 

This department would not provide 24/7 service; there still would be a reliance on other 

jurisdictions for some law enforcement services for the community for the hours that staff was 

not on duty.   The department would also rely upon other agencies for specialized support.  An 

example of this would be tactical units or crime lab services. The structure of the department 

would likely be one of either two forms. One option would be a single full-time position. This is 

the structure used by the Village of Breckenridge. The other option is a small number of part-

time positions filled by individuals who are employed full-time by other departments, recently 

retired, or searching for a full-time position. This is the structure of the police departments in 

the Village of Barryton and Village of Morley. 

A summary examination of the advantages and drawbacks of creating the Village's own 

department is shown below: 

Pros Cons 

Direct control over the operations of the public 

safety personnel. 
Added liability exposure. 

Better ability to enforce local ordinances. 

Need to develop operating procedures, record 

keeping, and clerical procedures, along with other 

administrative functions. 

More budget flexibility, not obligated by a 

service contract. 

Still having a reliance on other departments for off-

duty times. 

Space available at the Wilcox building or Village 

Hall to house a department. 
Equipment purchase and upkeep. 

Ticket revenue would be due to the Village. 
Legal and overtime costs for court appearances in 

relation to tickets issued. 

Any such department's success would hinge on having a clear understanding of its purpose, 

intent, and role in the community. Success will also hinge on the department's structure and 

what, if any, additional revenue is raised to support the department.  

Of the two previously highlighted staffing options, the full-time position would be the more 

expensive and likely harder to staff. Isabella County is blessed with multiple police agencies that 

would compensate at a higher rate than what we could offer. To be competitive in the local 

market, we would need to offer a starting pay rate of around $50,000 to $55,000. In addition to 

wages, there is the added cost of benefits and other associated payroll costs, and other 

administrative costs the come with operating a department. Without exploring this option in 

greater detail, the cost to contract with the Sheriff's Department for a single full-time deputy 

would most likely prove the better financial move for the Village. 

This leaves the other option of staffing a department with a handful of part-time positions. That 

option is explored in more detail in the following few sections of this paper. 
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PROPOSED DEPARTMENT SIZE, STRUCTURE, & HOURS 

Of the previously discussed options, the one that needs further elaboration is what a part-time 

department staffed by part-time personnel moonlighting might look like. The proposed 

expenses and budget presented are based on having two part-time positions with shifts of 

between 8 and 12 hours, working a combined total of five to seven shifts for every two weeks. 

This would provide close to 1,500 hours of coverage per year. Staff would either be housed in 

the front office at the Village Hall or in the office area at the DPW building. One vehicle would 

be purchased, either a new vehicle on a multi-year installment purchase agreement or a used 

vehicle. I believe that for a new department to be received positively by the community, the 

Village should prioritize professionalism in terms of personnel, appearance, and equipment. A 

key figure in shaping that department would be the first individual hired to be the Chief. He or 

she would be tasked with forming a department from the ground up and establishing credibility 

in the eyes of the community and with the other law enforcement agencies in the County.  

The department would either be located in the front office at the Village Hall, or utilize the 

DPW building's unused office space. Additional space would need to be reserved for the 

temporary storage of evidence and previous case files.  

PROJECTED START-UP EXPENSES 

Listed below is a conceptual budget to cover the start-up costs to create and supply a part-time 

department. This does not cover any modifications to the Village Hall or DPW building to house 

the department. Another issue that will likely need to be covered is legal fees to review 

department policies and procedures before being adopted. The single most significant cost is 

tied to acquiring and equipping a vehicle. Roughly 60% ($29,225) of the proposed start-up costs 

in the table below are tied to the vehicle. 

The proposed structure also includes the purchase and use of both an in-car camera system and 

a body cam system. These should be considered essential parts of the department and serve as 

excellent protection for the Village and its employees from baseless misconduct claims. 

Furthermore, it would convey to the community that we value their individual rights and have 

the necessary safeguards to ensure that we hold ourselves to the highest level of 

professionalism.  

Another considerable expense is the radio system. Isabella County uses a trunked digital 800 

MHz system for communications. Several of the surrounding counties are still on the older 

analog system, as well as the talk-around channels used by several of the local fire 

departments. This means that to communicate will all parties in an emergency, personnel 

either need to carry two radios or a dual-band radio. 

Finally, the Village would need to either provide firearms or reimburse personnel when 

purchasing their own duty weapons as part of their employment with the Village. 
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PROJECTED ANNUAL EXPENSES 

The ability to attract and retain quality 

personnel may prove the single most 

significant obstacle to starting and 

continuing a part-time department. To 

counteract this issue, the proposed 

budget reflects a slightly higher than 

average pay scale and providing part-

time officers with Life Insurance and 

Accidental Death & Disability Insurance 

as an added incentive to attract quality 

candidates. An ongoing expense will be 

ITEM Cost Qty. Expense

Vehicle (4 year installment) 8,000.00$           1 8,000.00$               

Decals 400.00$               1 400.00$                   

Radar 1,300.00$           1 1,300.00$               

Cage 750.00$               1 750.00$                   

Gun Rack 275.00$               1 275.00$                   

Car Radio 7,500.00$           1 7,500.00$               

Portable Radio (dual Band) 5,000.00$           1 5,000.00$               

Body Armor 400.00$               2 800.00$                   

Dash & Body Cam 8,500.00$           1 8,500.00$               

Lights 4,000.00$           1 4,000.00$               

Sidearms (Reimbursment) 750.00$               2 1,500.00$               

Sidearm Holster 125.00$               2 250.00$                   

Patrol/Vehicle Rifle 1,000.00$           1 1,000.00$               

Taser 1,500.00$           2 3,000.00$               

Handcuffs 50.00$                 4 200.00$                   

Duty Belt 50.00$                 2 100.00$                   

Nightsticks 90.00$                 3 270.00$                   

Mag Lights 25.00$                 2 50.00$                     

Computer 1,500.00$           1 1,500.00$               

Printer 400.00$               1 400.00$                   

Software 1,500.00$           1 1,500.00$               

Locking Files 300.00$               1 300.00$                   

Safe 1,000.00$           1 1,000.00$               

Badges 75.00$                 2 150.00$                   

Misc 500.00$               1 500.00$                   

48,245.00$        

Start-up Costs

TOTAL

Community Population Average Pay

Clare 3,118 $17.00

St. Louis 7,482 $21.85

Stanton 1,417 $15.00

Beaverton 1,071 $14.00

$16.96

$20.00

AVERAGE HOURLY RATE

Mid-Michigan                                                         

Part-time Police Officer Pay

Proposed Lake Isabella Rate:
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in data storage and in processing 

public information requests for 

footage. Videos need to be 

reviewed, often edited in some 

manner, to protect the privacy of 

the individuals in the recording or 

not to compromise an on-going 

investigation or legal matter. A 

retention period would need to be 

set and data deleted after that 

period has passed.  

Taking the annual projected 

budget and increasing it 2% over a 

five-year period results in a total 

five-year cost of $347,146. This 

would be a cost-saving of only 15% 

against the previously discussed 

five-year cost with the Sheriff's 

ITEM Cost Qty. Expense

Liability Ins. 2,500.00$           1 2,500.00$               

Vehicle Installment 8,000.00$           1 8,000.00$               

Workers Comp 2.35$                    326.25 766.69$                   

Wages 21.75$                 1500 32,625.00$             

Vehicle Insurance 1,250.00$           1 1,250.00$               

FICA 32,625.00$         0.08 2,610.00$               

Uniform & Supplies 400.00$               2 800.00$                   

Firearm Supplies 200.00$               2 400.00$                   

Training 500.00$               2 1,000.00$               

LEIN 900.00$               1 900.00$                   

LexisNexus 1,200.00$           1 1,200.00$               

Life & AD&D Insurance 425.00$               2 850.00$                   

Gas 3.00$                    1200 3,600.00$               

Oil Changes 80.00$                 3 240.00$                   

Software License 1,000.00$           1 1,000.00$               

Dash/Body Cam Support Fees 1,200.00$           1 1,200.00$               

Misc. Supplies 600.00$               1 600.00$                   

Evidence Sup. 500.00$               2 1,000.00$               

60,541.69$        

Annual Budget

TOTAL

Community Population Average Pay
St. Louis 7,482 $34.50

Reed City 2,425 $29.80

Reese 1,454 $29.56

Clare 3,118 $28.09

Evart 1,903 $27.40

St. Charles 2,054 $27.06

Capac 1,890 $26.00

Sebewaing 1,759 $25.00

Shepherd 1,515 $24.90

Lune Pier 1,436 $24.00

Cheasaing 2,394 $23.85

Stanton 1,417 $23.00

Ovid 1,603 $22.73

White Cloud 1,408 $22.29

Zilwaukee 1,658 $21.35

Grant 894 $21.15

AVERAGE HOURLY 2,151 $25.67

$25.00Proposed Lake Isabella Rate

Mid-Michigan Chief of Police Hourly Rate
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Department. However, over the five years, the Village would have roughly 7,500 hours of 

coverage with a part-time department, versus 10,400 (2,080 hours per year) hours with a 

dedicated Sheriff's Deputy. This option may be financially attainable with the least amount of 

new revenue. Clearly, there is an efficiency lost due to the administrative and equipping 

requirements regardless of how many hours or staff members were employed. The wage 

estimates were taken from the most recent member wage and benefits survey by the Michigan 

Municipal League. League member voluntarily participate in this data collection effort annually 

and may be accessed by other participating members. 

NEXT STEPS TO CREATE PART-TIME POLICE DEPARTMENT 

The technical requirements for creating a police department have already been completed but 

should be reviewed and updated.  While the Village has a Public Safety Department on paper, 

transitioning that into a functioning entity that provides quality services is where the real work 

begins.  The Village would need to adopt rules of procedures, adopt formal policies, create 

forms, determine uniforms, gain access to LEIN, purchase equipment, hire staff, and house 

staff.  While demanding, it is not impossible.  Depending on who is hired as the Chief, it is 

possible that the bulk of the administrative policies and forms could be "borrowed" from 

another jurisdiction.  Likewise, the Village's liability insurance carrier will be able to assist in 

terms of proper operating procedures. If the Council wishes to continue down the path of 

creating a part-time police department, the next items of business to address would be the 

following: 

 Have the Village's legal counsel review Chapter 266 of the Codified Ordinances to see if any 

changes should be considered. 

 Develop job descriptions and compensation ranges for the positions of Chief of Police and 

Police Officer. 

 Begin conversations at the Council level on additional revenue options to support the added 

service level. 

 Contact MCOLES and discuss creating a new Department. 

 Contact the Michigan State Police to begin the process for LEIN access. 

 Contact Isabella County Central Dispatch to discuss the process of bringing a new 

department into their system. 

LIABILITY EXPOSURE 

Before further exploring a part-time police department's creation, careful consideration needs 

to be made if the added liability exposure is worth the cost-saving that would accompany a 

part-time police department. Risk management and liability reduction can be challenging to law 

enforcement officers because they do not have a choice but to respond when they are called to 

high-risk situations. A police officer is often required to get people to do things they may not 

want to do, such as go to jail. Police academies have historically taught "ask, tell, make" as the 
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linear progression to get an individual to do something that they may not want to do. However, 

that mentality is not a one-sized solution to every problem. Law enforcement professionals are 

asked today to handle an increasing number of events with people in some state of emotional 

or mental distress where greater sensitivity and discernment are required. 

Liability most often occurs when officers violate some legal mandate that comes from court 

decisions such as the U.S. Supreme Court, lower federal courts, and state courts. Common 

claims against law enforcement officers include conducting illegal searches and seizures, 

making unlawful arrests, using unnecessary force during an arrest, and using unwarranted use 

of deadly force. 

Law enforcement officers are responsible for their actions, and they may be held accountable 

for deliberate harm to another. Negligence may lead to a court case. Gross negligence is 

present when the law enforcement exhibits an intentional indifference to the need to use 

reasonable care, which may cause predictable severe injury or damage to a person, property, or 

both. Examples of this type of negligence include the knowing disregard to protect another 

person's federally protected rights or the intentional harm to an individual not related to arrest. 

At the very least, recent incidents that have gained national attention typically involve negligent 

action during a high-stress situation. The best way to prepare a police officer for those 

situations is through a robust training program, which certainly would be a challenge with a 

department staffed only by part-time personnel. 

Civil rights violations may lead to more severe cases of litigation. The harm of another through 

these actions, the disregard of federally secured rights, or misuse of power through state law 

may cause the violator to pay for damages or endure a lengthy and costly court case. Nothing is 

as important as making sure law enforcement officers receive proper training. The lack of 

adequate training puts the department at risk of being held liable in a host of situations 

according to guidelines set in the 1989 US Supreme Court ruling, City of Canton, Ohio v. 

Geraldine Harris. The court made it clear in Canton that training police personnel is a critical 

managerial responsibility and is not viewed as a luxury. Administrators may be held liable if 

inadequate or improper training causes injury or violates a citizen's constitutional rights. 

While most officers spend only a small portion of their time engaging in "criminal catching" 

activities, this is the focus of a majority of entry-level training. Too little time is spent teaching 

officers the humanistic or interpersonal aspects of non-crime policing – an activity they will use 

much more often. Even the best entry-level academy training is insufficient to assure an officer 

has been adequately trained. Training performance alone is not a valid indicator of future job 

performance. In addition to receiving academic training, an officer must have the ability to 

correctly apply that knowledge to an actual situation and the willingness to do so. In all aspects 

of an officer's duties, training must be completed before they engage in such activity. Failure to 

do so may lead to civil liability, potentially crippling a municipality. 
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The Institute for Criminal Justice Education has identified twelve areas that should be 

considered high-risk and require the most attention when operating a police department. 

Those areas are: 

 Use of Force 

 Pursuit & Emergency Vehicle 

Operations 

 Search & Seizure including Arrest 

 Care, Custody, and Control of 

Prisoners 

 Domestic Violence 

 Property & Evidence Procedures 

 Off-duty Conduct 

 Sexual Harassment/Misconduct 

 Selection & Hiring 

 Internal Investigations 

 Special Operations 

 Dealing with Mentally Ill, Distraught, 

or Disturbed Individuals

One area that would need to be explored in more detail if the Council wants to create a part-

time department, staffed by part-time personnel, is any overlap or conflicts between the 

Village’s procedures and the procedures that the staff member's full-time department uses. 

This was one concern that was highlighted in conversations with our liability insurance carrier. 

Staffing a part-time department with personnel with other full-time law enforcement jobs in 

other departments can create an issue if the two departments have different policies and 

procedures. At the very least, the Village would need to draft and adopt policies concerning the 

above list of areas where there is liability exposure.  Additionally, the chances are that our part-

time staff would be working on their “day off” from their full-time job. Continually working 

raises a concern about burnout and ensuring public safety personnel has a healthy work-life 

balance. It only takes one poorly handled incident to place the Village and our taxpayers in 

severe liability exposure. 

FUNDING SOURCES 

The Village has limited options in terms of how to fund any additional law enforcement 
services.  There are three primary means by which the Village can fund additional law 
enforcement services.  Those are as follows: 

1. General Fund: The Village can pay for any increase in law enforcement services directly 
from the General Fund via our current revenue stream.  Depending on what, if anything, is 
ultimately done, this may be feasible in the short term, especially with the optional 
overtime route with the Sheriff’s Department.  With a possible increase of 20% in 
population from the 2010 Census to the 2020 Census, the Village is expected to see an 
increase in Constitutional Revenue Sharing of about $25,000 to $30,000 annually.  If those 
funds were used towards a contract with the Sheriff’s Department, it could come very close 
to covering the one shift per week option. 

2. Special Assessment:  Under Public Act 33 of 1951, as amended, The Village can levy up to a 
total of 2 Mills for public safety purposes.  The Village already uses 1 Mill of the allowed 
special assessment levy to provide fire and rescue services to the Broomfield Township 



 

17 
 

portion of the community.  Under PA 33, there remains 1 Mill of allowed levy for the entire 
village.  The table below shows how much money would be collected based on how much of 
that 1 Mill could be levied: 

Amount Levied Assessments Collected 

1.00 Mill $82,969.55 

0.75 Mill $62,227.16 

0.50 Mill $41,484.78 

0.25 Mill $20,742.39 

The process for levying this special assessment is the same as the Village with the fire 
protection special assessment.  A series of public hearings would need to be held along with 
the adoption of several resolutions.  On an annual basis, the Village would need to "renew" 
the district.  To do so, a mailing would have to be sent to all property owners informing 
them of the assessment and public hearing on the assessment's renewal.   

The special assessment, by law, must be levied on a taxable value basis.  As such, it cannot 
be a standard fee applied uniformly across all properties in the Village. Instead, it would 
have to be levied as a uniform rate against all properties in the Village.  This would lay the 
highest burden of paying a new fee or tax on those that have the most valuable property; in 
turn, those with vacant properties would see a minimal increase in their tax bill.  The table 
below shows how different valued properties would be assessed at different rates: 

Assessment 
Taxable Value 

$5,000 $50,000 $100,000 $200,000 

1.00 Mill $5.00 $50.00 $100.00 $200.00 

0.75 Mill $3.75 $37.50 $75.00 $150.00 

0.50 Mill $2.50 $25.00 $50.00 $100.00 

0.25 Mill $1.25 $12.50 $25.00 $50.00 

Depending on the Council's goals for an increase in the public safety level, it is possible to 
operate a part-time department for about ½ a Mill if the increase in Constitutional Revenue 
sharing is also focused on this service enhancement. Going with a full-time employee or a 
full-time position with the Sheriff’s Department would likely require 1 Mill or more if there 
is no General Fund contribution. 

In discussing this option with the Village's bond attorney Roger Swets, he noted that public 
safety special assessments are different than public improvement assessments in terms of 
appealing.  Public improvement special assessments have three general grounds of appeal.  
Those are as follows; a procedural problem with how the assessment was created, the lack 
of necessity of the project, or the lack of the corresponding benefit on the property being 
assessed.  With public safety assessments that are annually renewed, appeals making a 
necessity argument or lack of benefit argument are tough to make.  This leaves only 
procedural objections as the most likely objection.  He did note that under Public Act 33, 
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there is a right to force a vote on the assessment if 10% of the landowners sign a petition 
forcing a referendum.  

With that said, if the special assessment were negatively viewed, there could be political 
motivation for people to run for the Village Council to vote against renewing the 
assessment. 

3. Voter-Approved Millage: Along the same general concept as the special assessment option 
detailed in the previous point, the Village could seek voter approval for a dedicated millage 
for law enforcement services.  Unlike the special assessment option detailed above, this 
option would not need to be renewed annually.  It would automatically run for the duration 
of what was approved by voters.  For example, if the ballot question was worded in a 
manner that allowed the Village to levy up to 1 Mill for six years, the Village would be able 
to levy to the cap, minus Headlee roll-back, for the six years.  After six years, the question 
would need to be submitted to the voters again before the dedicated millage would 
continue. 

Lastly, nothing would prevent the Village from using the General Fund in conjunction with a 

special assessment or millage to fund public safety services.  An example would be a cost 

split of 20% out of the General Fund and 80% via a special assessment or millage.  This 

would not only increase the service provided but, in my opinion, also help in gaining 

support for the assessment or millage.  It would show that the Village has some "skin in the 

game" and not just relying on additional revenue. A combination of revenue sources may be 

needed depending on what, if any, course of action the Village Council wishes to explore. 1 

Mill may not fully cover the cost of a dedicated contract with the Sheriff, and contributions 

from the General Fund may be needed, or a millage greater than 1 Mill, which the 

electorate could only approve. 

Appendix A of this report shows a breakdown of parcels and corresponding taxes or 

assessments if levied by the Village. 

4. Marijuana Revenue: A final potential source of revenue that could be realized is from 

marijuana businesses. At present, the Village has prohibited all marijuana businesses. While 

Michigan has been permissive on medical marijuana since 2008, Michigan voters approved 

recreational marijuana in 2018.  The voter-approved recreational marijuana law included a 

10% excise tax on all sales.  

The law also provided a specific breakdown of how those tax funds should be allocated with 

15% to local municipalities that allowed recreational sales and have a licensed business in 

operation. The municipal breakdown was prorated based on the number of retail 

businesses in the community versus the total number statewide, which worked out to 

about $28,000 in tax revenue per retail business. Note, this only applies to recreational 

adult-use facilities, not medical use facilities. In addition to the share of the state's excise 

tax, the law also allows for municipalities to charge "an annual fee of not more than $5,000 

to defray application, administrative, and enforcement costs associated with the operation 
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of the marihuana establishment in the municipality." (MCL 333.27956.4) The ability to 

charge the annual fee applies to both medical and recreational businesses. The Village has 

the right to allow any class of marijuana business it so desires and is not required to allow 

“all or none.” (note, in Michigan’s law the spelling is marihuana, while it is commonly 

spelled “marijuana” by the public.) 

The excise tax in the voter-approved law covers marijuana retailers and marijuana micro-

businesses which are defined in the Act as: 

 "Marihuana microbusiness" means a person licensed to cultivate not more than 150 

marihuana plants; process and package marihuana; and sell or otherwise transfer 

marihuana to individuals who are 21 years of age or older or to a marihuana safety 

compliance facility, but not to other marihuana establishments. 

 "Marihuana retailer" means a person licensed to obtain marihuana from marihuana 

establishments and to sell or otherwise transfer marihuana to marihuana 

establishments and to individuals who are 21 years of age or older. 

Michigan's marijuana law allows the state to issue licenses to the following types of 

establishments; "marihuana retailer; marihuana safety compliance facility; marihuana 

secure transporter; marihuana processor; marihuana microbusiness; class A marihuana 

grower authorizing cultivation of not more than 100 marihuana plants; class B marihuana 

grower authorizing cultivation of not more than 500 marihuana plants; and class C 

marihuana grower authorizing cultivation of not more than 2,000 marihuana plants." 

Before Michigan's law was approved in 2018, the Village included a question on marijuana 

businesses in the 2018 Master Plan that covered legal businesses under the medical 

marijuana law.  

Business Type Support Neutral Opposed 

Class A Grower 18.70% 13.41% 67.89% 

Class B Grower 15.10% 13.06% 71.84% 

Class C Grower 13.42% 13.01% 73.57% 

Processor 17.15% 12.24% 70.61% 

Provisioning Center 18.77% 13.06% 68.17% 

Secure Transporter 17.89% 15.45% 66.66% 

Safety Compliance Facility 20.74% 15.85% 63.41% 

Interestingly, also in 2018, when the recreational marijuana question was on the statewide 

ballot, voters in the Village supported that measure by a margin of 54% in favor to 46% 

opposed. Voters in the Village also supported the ballot proposal to allow medical 

marijuana by a margin of 61% in favor with 39% opposed. 
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According to the State of Michigan’s website, there are forty-four licensed recreational or 

medical marijuana businesses in Isabella, Clare, Gratiot, Mecosta, Montcalm, and Osceola 

counties. Local ordinances in those counties vary significantly in the number of recreational 

businesses that may be permitted. For example, the City of Clare has a limit of 2 for 

provisioning centers but an unlimited number of other businesses. Crystal Township has 

opted out of all businesses except for allowing four provisioning centers, retailers, or micro-

businesses. Big Rapids has opted-in and has no cap on the number of businesses allowed. A 

complete list of the number of licenses currently issued by the State of Michigan is below.  

 

While there is the potential for a considerable revenue stream if the Village were to allow 

recreational marijuana businesses, there appears to be already numerous opportunities in 

the region and available licenses in a number of those communities. The number of 

available licenses on the market would unquestionably reduce the Village's chances of 

attracting a marijuana establishment. Finding a suitable location would also be challenging 

with the existing Child Care Center in the Sunset Plaza. There also appears not to be a 

market for the uses that were the least offensive to the community when surveyed. In 

looking at local ordinances, most locations that allow marijuana businesses allow for 

transporters and testing facilities. The table above shows that while those licenses are 

available, few are taking them. Likewise, the community has not shown an interest in seeing 

that use located in the Village. Coupled with the perception of funding a police department 

via revenue from a substance that is still illegal under federal law. 

Class B Class C Excess

Big Rapids 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 0 7

Edmore 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1

Evart 0 4 1 1 0 1 0 0 7
Mt. Pleasant 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3

Wise Twp. 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 2

TOTAL 0 7 1 11 0 1 0 0 20

Class A Class B Class C

Big Rapids 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
Edmore 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Evart 0 0 1 1 0 0 3

Mt. Pleasant 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Wise Twp. 0 0 1 0 0 0 2

Seville Twp. 1 0 0 1 0 1 3

Clare 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
Surrey Twp. 0 0 1 0 0 0 1

Crystal Twp. 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

Alma 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

TOTAL 1 0 4 2 0 1 24

TOTAL

Medical Marijuana

Recreational  Adult  Use

Total

16

0

0

1

2

Municipality

Municipality

6

1

1

4

1

0

Grower
Processor

Safety 

Compliance
TransporterProvisioning Center

Grower
Retailer

Micro-

Business
Processor

Safety 

Compliance
Transporter
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CONCLUSIONS 

First and foremost, the Village Council needs to determine if the community's current level of 

police presence meets the mandate imposed by the Village Charter. If the Council feels that the 

current service level is adequate, at this time, no additional action should be taken. 

If the Council feels that the current level is not adequate, then discussion should begin 

regarding the best approach to meet the community's needs. As highlighted in this paper, there 

are essentially four different end results that are conceivable at this time for adding additional 

services. The Council could pursue a contract with the Sheriff’s Department for a dedicated 

deputy. This dedicated cover would be for one full-time position.  The Council could also pursue 

an agreement with the Sheriff’s Department for a less than a full-time position that would be 

filled as optional overtime by members of his department. Without additional revenue, this 

option roughly could provide an additional 400 hours of coverage annually if all of the projected 

funds from the 2020 Census are used. A possible phased apprached would be to begin with the 

optional overtime coverage, using that exposure to build support for moving to a dedicated full-

time position through a special assessment or voter approved millage. 

The other option would be to create the Village’s own police department. This department 

would either be staffed by one full-time position or a handful of part-time staff members.  

Option: Sheriff – 

Dedicated 

Contract 

Sheriff – optional 

overtime 

Village P.D. – 1 FT 

position 

Village P.D. – PT 

positions 

Coverage Hours 2000 400 2000 1500 

Est. Annual Cost $82,000 $30,000 $95,000 $60,000 

Cost/Hour $39.42 $75.00 $45.67 $40.00 

Advantages  Least amount of 

liability for the 

Village. 

 All administrative 

needs are covered 

by the Sheriff. 

 The Department is 

well respected in 

the community. 

 Likely the fastest 

option to increase 

coverage. 

 The Sheriff covers 

all administrative 

needs. 

 The Department is 

well respected in 

the community. 

 Would have the 

best control and 

focus for the 

increased coverage. 

 Best chance to 

build a long-term 

relationship 

between a local 

P.D. and the 

community. 

 A more cost-

friendly option as 

the need for 

additional revenue 

is not as great as 

other options. 

Disadvantages  It would require 

additional revenue. 

 It likely would 

require a multi-year 

agreement. 

 No assurances that 

shifts will be 

covered, lack of 

consistency in 

personnel. 

 Risk of burnout or 

overwork for those 

picking up the 

optional overtime. 

 Contracting with 

the Sheriff is more 

efficient use of tax 

dollars. 

 Would require 

additional revenue. 

 It would require 

additional revenue 

and also have a 

majority of days 

with no coverage. 

 Likely the greatest 

liability exposure to 

the Village. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Taxable Value (T.V.) 

Range
Number of Parcels Collective T.V. Average T.V.

Percent of Parcels vs. 

Percent of T.V.

$0 - $5,000 1,124 2,463,211.00$             2,191.47$                46.7% / 2.9%

$5,001 - $20,000 359 4,082,409.00$             11,371.61$              14.9% / 4.9%

$20,001 - $50,000 302 10,397,835.00$           34,429.92$              12.5% / 12.5%

$50,001 - $100,000 376 26,666,740.00$           70,922.18$              15.6% / 32.1%

$100,001 - $150,000 139 16,621,075.00$           119,576.08$            5.8% / 20.0%

$150,001 - $200,000 60 10,114,713.00$           168,578.55$            2.5% / 12.2%

$200,001 + 48 12,623,568.00$           262,991.00$            2.0% / 15.2%

Total 2,408 82,969,551.00$    34,455.79$        

Taxable Value (T.V.) 

Range

0.25 Mill Average 

Levy
0.25 Levy Collection

0.5 Mill Average 

Levy
0.5 Levy Collection

$0 - $5,000 0.55$                                 615.80$                                 1.10$                               1,231.61$                            

$5,001 - $20,000 2.84$                                 1,020.60$                             5.69$                               2,041.20$                            

$20,001 - $50,000 8.61$                                 2,599.46$                             17.21$                             5,198.92$                            

$50,001 - $100,000 17.73$                              6,666.69$                             35.46$                             13,333.37$                          

$100,001 - $150,000 29.89$                              4,155.27$                             59.79$                             8,310.54$                            

$150,001 - $200,000 42.14$                              2,528.68$                             84.29$                             5,057.36$                            

$200,001 + 65.75$                              3,155.89$                             131.50$                           6,311.78$                            

Average/Total 8.61$                    20,742.39$             17.23$                 41,484.78$            

Taxable Value (T.V.) 

Range

0.75 Mill Average 

Levy
0.75 Levy Collection

1.0 Mill Average 

Levy
1.0 Levy Collection

$0 - $5,000 1.64$                                 1,847.41$                             2.19$                               2,463.21$                            

$5,001 - $20,000 8.53$                                 3,061.81$                             11.37$                             4,082.41$                            

$20,001 - $50,000 25.82$                              7,798.38$                             34.43$                             10,397.84$                          

$50,001 - $100,000 53.19$                              20,000.06$                           70.92$                             26,666.74$                          

$100,001 - $150,000 89.68$                              12,465.81$                           119.58$                           16,621.08$                          

$150,001 - $200,000 126.43$                            7,586.03$                             168.58$                           10,114.71$                          

$200,001 + 197.24$                            9,467.68$                             262.99$                           12,623.57$                          

Average/Total 25.84$                  62,227.16$             34.46$                 82,969.55$            

Assessment Amount Collection

$50.00 120,400.00$             

$75.00 180,600.00$             

$100.00 240,800.00$             

$125.00 301,000.00$             

$150.00 361,200.00$             

This table shows the breakdown of the number of parcels in the Village which fall into different taxable value 

ranges.  It further shows how much an average parcel in that taxable value range would be asked to pay via a 

special assessment or millage at various rates, along with the total amount collected from that taxable value 

range at different special assessment or millage levels.

Equal Assessment 2,408 Parcels


