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Why This Report Matters to You

!e sheer number of local governments in Ohio adds layers of 
bureaucracy on top of each other and requires higher taxes. When 
unsustainable government worker compensation packages are add-
ed to the mix, taxpayers are le$ with a government structure that is 
not as e%cient or as e&ective as it could be.

Despite meaningful e&orts made at tax reform at the state level, 
the tax burden at the local government level remains problematic. 
According to the Ohio Department of Taxation (ODT), as a per-
centage of income Ohio now has the sixth-highest local tax burden 
in the nation.

Given recent cuts made to local governments through the bien-
nial operating budget, there is a likelihood of already high taxes at 
the local level increasing. !is will make job creation more di%cult.

One way of potentially reducing this burden is by seeking 
greater e%ciency through consolidation of services and govern-
ment entities.

A signi#cant stumbling block to achieving gains through such 
e&orts, however, is government worker compensation packages 
and the historical inability of local governments to more e&ectively 
negotiate with the unions to derive the best value for taxpayers. !is 
failure o$en conspires to make consolidation of services or entities 
more expensive than the already expensive status quo. By contrast, 
in cases where strong leadership has been willing to contain costs, 
savings and e%ciencies can be found.

A proactive movement towards reconciling a governance mod-
el dating back to the 19th century with one for the 21st century 
could pay dividends in a state desperate to recapture its past glory. 
Doing more than nibbling around the edges of reform will require 
the political willpower to consider consolidation and to tackle gov-
ernment worker compensation package costs.

Local 
governments 
can lower their 
operating 
budgets by 
consolidating 
services. 
That means 
addressing the 
costs of worker 
compensation.
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Executive Summary

Ohio’s economy remains weak. Despite improvements in its 
state tax burden over the past several years, government spending 
at all levels remains a problem. At the local level, the key cost driv-
er for much of this is government worker compensation packages. 
Irrespective of the outcome of Issue 2 and whether the collective 
bargaining reforms contained in previously passed legislation are 
repealed or not, this will remain a pressing issue. 

According to ODT, Ohio already has the sixth highest local 
tax burden as a percentage of personal income in the nation. With 
recently enacted cuts from the state to the Local Government 
Fund, that burden could increase further, creating disincentives 
for job creation. !e fact that Ohio has 46 percent more local gov-
ernment bodies per county than the national average drives local 
taxes higher (41 entities versus 28 entities). 

Frankly, Ohioans care more about the cost and e&ectiveness 
of services than they do about the name of the entity on the side 
of the garbage truck, police cruiser, #re truck, or school district 
administrative building. !is makes #nding e%ciencies in how lo-
cal governments deliver services critically important, and has led 
to a renewed conversation about the consolidation of government 
services and entities. 

!e academic literature regarding government consolida-
tion paints a mixed picture as to whether it helps or harms the ef-
#cacy of supplying needed services. Government consolidation 
has been shown to yield savings under certain circumstances. A 
consistent theme throughout the existing literature, however, is 
that consolidation is not necessarily a panacea for those seeking 
to obtain cost savings and that the context in which they occur is 
essential to success.

Due to costly union contracts, the immediate savings ob-

Ohioans care 
more about 
the cost and 
e!ectiveness 
of services 
than they do 
about the 
name on the 
side of the 
garbage truck, 
police cruiser, 
"re truck, or 
school district 
administrative 
building.



4 THE BUCKEYE INSTITUTE

tained through the elimination of duplicative 
functions quickly becomes overwhelmed by a 
generalized leveling up of costs for remaining 
employees. If politicians exert the willpower to 
aggressively confront high compensation pack-
ages, real savings are achievable.

A successful consolidation in Ohio is the 
unique, voter-approved merger of the Marion 
City and County Health districts. Much of the 
savings were generated from the fact that the 
employees in the new entity were no longer 
unionized. Existing resources were then reallo-
cated more e%ciently. 

Marion County demonstrates that, absent 
the political willpower to confront government 

compensation package costs, savings are limited 
to those achieved through consolidation of ser-
vices and entities. If government compensation 
package costs are le$ untouched, savings are un-
likely to be “game changing” or cut to the heart 
of the real cost drivers. 

Finally, despite some reservations held by 
opponents, consolidation does not run con-
trary to the concept of federalism. Federalism 
is about keeping government as close to the 
people as practical. Because there is no ideal 
number or size of government entities, as long 
as consolidation is done through a vote of the 
people, federalism remains intact and legitima-
cy is assured. 
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Breakdown of the “Horse and 
Buggy” System

 As was stated in the Buckeye Institute’s Six 
Principles for Fixing Ohio report, “#xing Ohio is 
going to hurt.” !ere is no way around this fact. 
!e status quo of the past half-century is already 
being challenged in unprecedented ways. !e 
old, public-sector “blue” union model is falling 
apart. It is becoming increasingly obvious that 
gold-plated pensions, automatic pay increases, 
and generally unlevel compensation packages 
relative to the private sector are unsustainable. 

!at lack of sustainability is re'ected be-
yond the state level and impacts local govern-
ment, too. It is also a major stumbling block to 
be"er alignment of Ohio’s government structure 
to meet contemporary needs.

In many ways, the government structure at 
the local level in Ohio is a re'ection of the 19th 
century “horse and buggy” days. !is vestige of 
Ohio’s past was originally erected when travel-
ling long distances was cumbersome and it made 
sense to interact with elected o%cials that were 
in close proximity.

Times have changed. In the ultra-compet-
itive world of the 21st century where informa-
tion, capital, and jobs travel quicker than ever 
before, there are signi#cant questions sur-
rounding whether nearly four thousand gov-
ernment entities provide the same bene#ts they 
once did.

As the 21st century continues its march, 

many of the smallest local government entities 
may be unable to survive. Whether entities em-
brace the concept of consolidation or not, pres-
sures will mount, their tax bases will shrink, and 
they will have to confront declining revenues. 
E&orts to increase taxes in order to ward o& the 
day of reckoning will not solve the problem. 
Rather, they will squeeze remaining residents 
and businesses, pushing them towards lower 
cost locations. 

To that end, a serious debate is opening in 
Ohio regarding the need to explore local govern-
ment and school consolidation as a mechanism 
to achieve e%ciencies and cost savings. 

!e goal of any consolidation should not 
be to simply make government larger by swal-
lowing up smaller entities and consuming more 
resources. It must be to achieve signi#cant cost 
savings that will allow a more e%cient use of 
existing resources to meet local constituents’ 
demands. In turn, the anticipated maintenance 
of lower cumulative local taxes should keep lo-
cal areas more a"ractive to the establishment of 
businesses and job creation.

At the conclusion of the report are several 
appendixes including a brief literature review on 
government consolidations, a section dealing 
with common “myths” surrounding consolida-
tion, and a pro#le of Marion County and its con-
stituent governments.
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Are Local Taxes Really That Bad? 
Will They Get Worse?

According to ODT, the state ranks 33rd in 
state tax burden at 6.4 percent as a percentage 
of personal income.1 Given that the latest analy-
sis was done for 2007-2008, this burden should 
have decreased further with the #nal phase-in 
of a multi-year 21 percent income tax reduc-
tion passed into law in 2005 (but temporarily 
frozen by former Governor Ted Strickland). In 
fact, according to the non-partisan Tax Founda-
tion, Ohio’s combined state and local tax burden 
ranked 18th nationally in 2009.2 !is was an im-
provement from the seventh highest in 2005.

As of October 2007, Ohio ranked seventh 
among states regarding the number of local 
governmental entities and taxing authorities 
according to the U.S. Census Bureau, with a 
staggering 3,702 entities.3 On average there are 
over 41 taxing authorities per county, which is 
46 percent more than the national average of 
twenty-eight.4 

Ohio had the sixth highest number of mu-
nicipalities (938) and townships (1,308). !ere 
are 614 school districts as well as a myriad of 
law enforcement and safety entities along with 
special district governments. Cuyahoga County 
alone has 104 local government entities. Hock-

ing County has 20 with a population of less than 
29,000.5

As for those 614 school districts, there is a 
wide range in the number of enrolled students. 
!e top enrollment district in the state is Co-
lumbus Public Schools with over 50,000 stu-
dents, while Kelly’s Island Local District in Erie 
County has 50 or fewer.6

Each entity needs revenues and that means 
taxes and additional layers of cost to residents 
and those seeking to start or relocate business-
es. According to ODT, the average Ohio home 
has an eye popping 25 levies placed on it for the 
provision of services ranging from schools and 
libraries to #re and safety.7  Also, Ohio has the 
second largest number of local income tax ju-
risdictions nationally at 774 (only Pennsylvania 
with a whopping 2,961 has more).8

Unfortunately, the cumulative impact of 
these combined local taxes gives Ohio the sixth 
worst local tax burden in the nation, coming in 
at 5.1 percent of personal income according to 
ODT for 2007-2008.9 In fact, since 2000, Ohio 
has never had a lower local tax burden ranking 
than 10th (in 2003-2004).10

!at percentage may be set to rise.
!e recently passed state biennial operat-

ing budget cut nearly 50 percent from the Lo-

1 State of Ohio Department of Taxation, “State and Local Taxation Comparison 2007-2008,” at h!p://tax.ohio.gov/divisions/tax_
analysis/tax_data_series/state_and_local_tax_comparison/tc12/TC12CY08.stm (August 10, 2011).

2 !e Tax Foundation, “Ohio State-Local Tax Burden Compared to U.S. Average 1977-2009,” at h!p://www.taxfoundation.org/"les/
sl_burdens_ohio-20110223.pdf (August 11, 2011).

3 U.S. Census Bureau, “Exploring the Intricate Layers of State and Local Government: Ohio,” February 2011, at h"p://www2.census.
gov/govs/pubs/state_snapshot/gov07-oh.pdf (August 10, 2011).

4 Greater Ohio Policy Center, “Local Governments Slide,” 2007, at h!p://www.greaterohio.org/"les/policy-research/local-governments-
slide.pdf (October 3, 2011).

5 U.S. Census Bureau, “Exploring the Intricate Layers of State and Local Government: Ohio.”
6 Ohio Department of Education, “Enrollment Data,” at h!p://www.education.ohio.gov/GD/Templates/Pages/ODE/ODEDetail.aspx?pag

e=3&TopicRelationID=390&ContentID=12261&Content=104167 (August 11, 2011). 
7 Information provided by the Ohio Department of Taxation in a conversation on October 11, 2011.
8 !e Tax Foundation, “Local Income Taxes: City- and County-Level Income and Wage Taxes Continue to Wane,” August 31, 2011, at 

h!p://taxfoundation.org/publications/show/27575.html (September 2, 2011).
9 State of Ohio Department of Taxation, “State and Local Taxation Comparison,” at h!p://tax.ohio.gov/divisions/tax_analysis/tax_

data_series/state_and_local_tax_comparison/publications_tds_comparison.stm  (August 10, 2011).
10 Ibid.
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cal Government Fund compared to what had 
been appropriated in the previous budget (from 
$694.4 million in Fiscal Year 2011 to $348 mil-
lion in Fiscal Year 2013).11 Some local communi-
ties will also lose a large source of revenue due to 
the pending elimination of the estate tax. !ese 
revenue losses are signi#cant and it is unlikely a 
coincidence that there around 1,000 various lo-
cal tax issues on the ballot this November.12

!ese cuts need to be considered within the 
context of the current #scal challenges of both 
local governments and schools. According to 
the Auditor of State (AOS), as of May 31, 2011, 
there were 24 local governments in #scal emer-
gency.13 Of those, 19 have a population under 
10,000. In an ominous sign, the AOS declared a 
large urban area, the City of Akron, to be in #scal 
caution on October 5, 2011.14

Meanwhile, though the AOS only has eight 
school districts currently under #scal emergen-
cy, in October 2010 the school districts project-
ed an aggregate de#cit of $7.6 billion by 2015.15

!at means that even before any changes in 
the current operating budget, schools in Ohio 
were acknowledging the need to go to the ballot 
for higher taxes.

To confront this challenge of declining re-
sources, there has been a renewed conversation 

in Ohio about the need for shared services and 
consolidation. Already, Governor John Kasich 
has raised the issue of pu"ing together a com-
mission to examine the potential of consolidat-
ing school districts.16 Additionally, the current 
biennial operating budget contains a series of 
“tools” that will facilitate possible mergers be-
tween local government bodies.17

Case Study: Marion County: 
Consolidation E!orts Already Underway

Combined Health District
Marion County holds the distinction of be-

ing the #rst county in Ohio to consolidate its 
city and county health departments into a single 
entity through the ballot process.18 !is e&ort is 
also a potential gold standard of how future con-
solidations in Ohio should proceed.

A petition was initiated that led to a vote 
in November 2008 on the question of whether 
the two health districts should be united into 
a single entity. Fi$y-#ve percent of the voters 
in Marion City and 60 percent of the voters in 
Marion County voted a%rmatively.19 !e new 
district o%cially formed on January 1, 2010.

According to the former administrator of 
the combined health district, known as Marion 

11 Legislative Service Commission, “Budget in Detail,” August 15, 2011, at h!p://www.lsc.state.oh.us/"scal/bid129/budgetindetail-hb153-
en-fy11actexp.pdf (August 11, 2011).

12 Ohio Secretary of State, “Local Elections Summary: November 8, 2011,” at h!p://www.sos.state.oh.us/SOS/elections/electResultsMain/
2011results/20111108local.aspx (September 28, 2011).

13 Ohio Auditor of State, “Local Governments Currently in Fiscal Emergency,” at h!p://www.auditor.state.oh.us/services/lgs/"scalwatch/
LocalGovernments.pdf (August 11, 2011).

14 Auditor of State, “Auditor Yost Declares Akron in Fiscal Caution,” October 5, 2011, at h!p://www.auditor.state.oh.us/newscenter/press/
release.aspx?releaseid=1075 (October 5, 2011).

15 Ohio Auditor of State, “School Districts Currently In Fiscal Emergency,” at h!p://www.auditor.state.oh.us/services/lgs/"scalwatch/
Schools.pdf (August 11, 2011), and !e Buckeye Institute for Public Policy Solutions, “Fact from Fiction: !e Dire Fiscal Conditions 
of Our Schools,” at h!p://www.buckeyeinstitute.org/uploads/"les/Top%20Ten%20Myths%20About%20Collective%20Bargaining%20
Reform%20and%20Senate%20Bill%205%20with%20map%20v2%20(dragged)(2).pdf (August 11, 2011).

16 Michael D. Clark, “Is 614 School Districts Too Many?” #e Cincinnati Enquirer, July 31, 2011.
17 Ohio General Assembly, “House Bill 153,” at h!p://www.legislature.state.oh.us/BillText129/129_HB_153_EN_N.html (August 11, 

2011).
18 Pam Hall, “Testimony Before the Ohio Commission on Local Government Reform and Collaboration,” January 29, 2010, at h!p://

cpmra.muohio.edu/OTAohio/Commission/ota/Documents/Testimony/publicsummary_jan.pdf (August 24, 2011).
19 Ibid.
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Public Health, the savings accrued as a result of 
the consolidation totaled $150,000 a$er a year 
and a half.20

!e savings resulted from several factors. 
Some was due to the elimination of dupli-

cative administrative sta&. !ese included the 
elimination of an Environmental Director with 
a total compensation of $53,500 and a Pub-
lic Nursing Director who became a nurse at a 
much lower salary before retiring with a di&er-
ence in total compensation of $39,600. Several 
additional sta& le$ service and were either not 
replaced or replaced with a part-time worker. 
!ese changes, however, were not directly tied 
to the consolidation itself.

!e second area of savings came from gen-
eral sta& compensation. Prior to the consolida-
tion, Marion City personnel were members of a 
union while County employees were not. Since 
the consolidated health district was formed by 
a referendum, there was no speci#c guidance 
in the Ohio Revised Code as to how the new 
department should be organized or what to do 
with worker compensation.21 A$er a several 
month long process it was determined that all 
of the city employees that remained in the new 
health district would no longer be members of a 
collective bargaining unit and salaries were ad-
justed downward. !ere were some discussions 
of litigation, but, according to several sources, it 
never proceeded.22

Most, though not all, county employees that 
remained in the new health district received a 
pay increase in order to compete with pay scales 
in neighboring Delaware County. 

Finally, the City of Marion had been supple-

menting the WIC program by $60,000 annually. 
A$er the consolidation, this subsidy was discon-
tinued. 

According to the new administrator, ad-
ditional savings are anticipated as the district 
consolidates sta& into a single location from the 
three it currently occupies. !ere are several out-
standing issues before this occurs, but, with all 
sta& under one roof, additional e%ciencies are 
anticipated.23

County Sheri!
!ere are no longer any other local police 

departments in the county with the exception 
of Marion City. All of the villages have dissolved 
their departments and now contract with the 
County Sheri&. !is represents a good model 
that could be utilized by other, especially rural, 
counties with numerous small local govern-
ments that have a di%cult time sustaining ser-
vices with a limited tax base. 

!e County Sheri& also performs dispatch 
work for #re and Emergency Medical Services 
(EMS) for all local volunteer #re departments in 
Marion County except for the City and Marion 
Township. !ere is some discussion of merg-
ing Marion Township dispatch service with the 
Sheri&, which would leave only Marion City 
outside of a countywide dispatch.24

1st Consolidated Fire District
!ere also have already been multiple con-

versations between the 1st Consolidated Fire 
District and other volunteer #re departments in 
Marion County about merging operations. Sev-
eral previous studies have examined this pros-

20 Number quoted was pursuant to a conversation with David McElha"en, the former Administrator of Marion Public Health, on August 
26, 2011.

21 Ohio Revised Code, “Chapter 3709- Election for union into single general health district,” at h!p://codes.ohio.gov/orc/3709.071 
(August 26, 2011).

22 !is was con#rmed in conversations with Marion City Council Member Mike !omas who was a former labor leader and the new 
Administrator of Marion Public Health, Traci Kinsler.

23 Information provided in conversations with Traci Kinsler.
24 Information obtained through conversations with Marion County Sheri& Tim Bailey on July 18, 2011.
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pect and come to the conclusion that further 
consolidation should be explored. 

In particular, a recent study conducted by a 
#re service consultancy found that a merger be-
tween Marion City, Marion Township, the 1st 
Consolidated Fire District and Pleasant Town-
ship could make sense and that cooperation be-
tween di&erent districts was already occurring 
even in the absence of a full merger.25

Potential for Further Savings
!e following analysis is intended to show 

what potential savings could be reached should 
various government entities in Marion County 
choose to pursue further consolidation. Several 
points of clari#cation are needed:

1) All decisions are local and should 
ultimately be made by those impacted. 
While this analysis can point the way 
to where savings can potentially be 
found, it is not within the scope of this 
study to specify exactly what decisions 
should be made, including where to 
redeploy existing equipment.

2) !e analysis assumes that those choos-
ing to consolidate will exhibit strong 
management skills and will restrain 
areas of cost growth. For example, 
e&orts similar to the consolidation of 
the Marion City and Marion County 
health districts can be expected to 
yield positive results from a cost 
perspective. Should government 
worker compensation packages not 
be addressed, savings are likely to be 
limited.

3) !e reconciling of varying funding 
mechanisms, such as di&ering voted 

millage, for services and entities being 
consolidated will be important but 
beyond the scope of this report. 

Schools
Marion City Schools is by far the largest dis-

trict in the county at over 4,600 students. Given 
the results of much of the academic literature, 
an a"empt to consolidate Marion City with the 
other four districts would be questionable. Be-
yond the issue of compensation packages and 
collective bargaining agreements, there is good 
reason to believe that additional economies of 
scale will be di%cult to #nd.

However, consolidating the remaining dis-
tricts appears to o&er the opportunity for signi#-
cant savings.

!e other four districts have a combined 
student enrollment of slightly below 5,500 stu-
dents. 

Eliminating three of four superintendents 
would cut salary costs alone from over $430,000 
to no more than $150,000, depending on the de-
tails of a new contract for a consolidated district 
superintendent.26 !at would yield a conserva-
tive savings of around $280,000. In turn, that 
would equate to another $39,000 saved by no 
longer providing the 14 percent pension match 
on the rest of those salary totals. Making the sav-
ings around $319,000. 

If approximately one-third of the remaining 
administrative sta& were retained, that would 
yield around another $930,000 in salary savings. 
Another $130,000 would be saved by no longer 
having to contribute to the pension for the non-
remaining two-thirds of administrative sta&. 
!at would represent a savings of over $1.06 
million, which added to the $319,000 brings the 
savings in the neighborhood of $1.38 million. 

25 William M. Kramer and Randal W. Hanifen, “Metro Marion Fire District: Analysis of Fire, EMS and Rescue Operations in the City 
of Marion, Ohio’s 1st Consolidated Fire District; Marion Township and Pleasant Township,” Kramer and Associated Fire Service 
Consultants, 2010.

26 !e highest salary in FY2010 for a Superintendent in Marion County was over $145,000.  
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In fact, more savings should be achieved 
since many of the administrative sta& that would 
be eliminated also receives “pension pick-ups.” 
!ese pick-ups occur when the school district 
pays the 10 percent share of a pension that is 
supposed to be paid by the employee. Accord-
ing to an analysis done by CentralOhio.com, 38 
administrative sta& in the four non-Marion City 
districts received a full or partial pension pick-up 
amounting to an additional $319,400 above the 
statutory employer requirement.27 Adding this 
to the $1.38 million would generate a total sav-
ings of $1.7 million even without counting sav-
ings generated from no longer paying assorted 
health care bene#ts for the eliminated positions.

Consolidating purely administrative o%ce 
space into a single location could yield more 
savings, although they are unlikely to be over-
whelming given the limited size of the smaller 
district o%ce spaces.

With respect to transportation costs, it is 
not exactly clear how much could be immedi-
ately saved from a reduction in bus 'eet and pos-
sible closure of one or more garages. However, 
at least one county resident indicated he could 
see three di&erent buses from three di&erent 
districts on his street on any given day.28 Clearly, 
this is a waste of resources and a comprehensive 
review of individual district routes would be 
necessary in order to e%ciently allocate buses in 
a combined district. 

Assuming another $200,000 in savings from 
reduced o%ce space and transportation costs 
along with reduced health care spending due to 
eliminated positions, a conservative estimate of 
savings from merging the four non-Marion City 
school districts into one is around $2 million. 

It should be pointed out that additional 

savings could and should be achieved through 
the renegotiation of collective bargaining agree-
ments for teachers and other school sta& that 
serve individual schools. In fact, a renegotia-
tion of existing collective bargaining agreements 
within a new district likely would not only yield 
additional savings up front, but it would also re-
set automatic step increases and longevity pay 
at a lower level, thus providing savings over the 
span of multiple years.

For example, a 5 percent across-the-board 
reduction in salary would yield nearly $1.4 mil-
lion in savings when factoring in saved pension 
contributions.29

Fire and Police Forces
Further consolidation of police services in 

Marion County appears to be impractical, as 
it would entail a merger of Marion City police 
with the County Sheri&. While this is not im-
possible, it is unlikely savings analogous to those 
obtained with the health district merger could 
be discovered. !ere likely would be a new col-
lective bargaining agreement that would run the 
risk of leveling up the costs. 

With respect to #re and EMS service there 
does seem to be room for possible consolida-
tion. 

!ere has already been extensive conver-
sation between the 1st Consolidated Fire Dis-
trict and the eight volunteer #re departments 
throughout the county, excluding Marion City. 
Given that outside the 1st Consolidated most 
are volunteer departments, the personnel sav-
ings are likely to be minimal. However, a be"er 
deployment of equipment and a consolidation 
of several of the existing buildings housing such 
equipment should yield some limited immedi-

27 Marion Star, “Search Pension Costs in Select Ohio Communities,” at h!p://www.marionstar.com/article/99999999/
DATABASES/100924011/Search-pension-costs-in-select-Ohio-communities?appSession=86810867966203 (October 17, 2011).

28 !is particular observation was made during a June 16, 2011, meeting between Buckeye Institute sta& and numerous local o%cials and 
business owners at the Marion County Chamber of Commerce.

29 Ibid.
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ate savings while more e%ciently allocating re-
sources in order to #nd longer term savings and 
enhancing response times. 

For example, the chief of the 1st Consolidat-
ed District indicated there are at least 18 engines 
countywide but other equipment is limited. !is 
included not having a foam unit that can be use-
ful in certain types of #res and no heavy rescue 
vehicle that could substitute for duplicative ex-
traction equipment across departments. In sev-
eral conversations with the chief, he stated that 
purchasing some of that equipment rather than 
yet another engine would make far more sense, 
but would not be possible without a uni#ed 
structure.

Countywide Dispatch Service
As referred to previously, the County Sheri& 

currently takes all 911 calls and performs emer-
gency dispatch service throughout most of the 
county with two exceptions: Marion City and 
Marion Township. Marion Township is already 
examining consolidation of these services. In 
addition, a strong argument can be made that a 
single, countywide emergency dispatch service 
including the City of Marion would be advanta-

geous. 
All of the county dispatchers were laid o& 

in July 2009.30 Currently, the Sheri& runs three 
eight-hour shi$s, 21 per week with one deputy 
answering the phone, handling 911, and dis-
patching 11 agencies.31 Consequently, it would 
make sense to utilize existing Marion City and 
Marion Township sta& while freeing up county 
deputies to focus on more urgent responsibili-
ties. 

Beyond immediate cost savings, another ra-
tionale for a single emergency dispatch service is 
e%ciency. All 911 calls in Marion County cur-
rently go to the Sheri&. If the caller is located in 
Marion City, the call then has to be transferred 
to one of the City dispatchers. In true emergen-
cy scenarios, even a moment or two of extra time 
can have negative consequences.

Challenges of Transparency in Local 
Government

Keeping government accountable to the 
taxpayers that fund it requires transparency in 
how the government spends those dollars. Un-
fortunately, despite sunshine laws on the books, 
transparency o$en remains murky due to infor-

30 Information obtained through conversations with Marion County Sheri& Tim Bailey on September 22, 2011.
31 Ibid.  
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mation gaps or challenges in obtaining informa-
tion in a usable format for the average citizen.

!ough not universally the case, local gov-
ernment tends to su&er even more from this 
problem than other levels of government. In 
an age of e-mail, it may seem di%cult to believe 
that many local governments and local o%cials 
only use land lines, fax machines, and the U.S. 
Postal Service. Some local o%cials responding 
to public records requests for employee salary 
information do so by hand and not with Excel 
spreadsheets or even printouts from a database. 

In some cases, simply a"empting to obtain 
any information from some of the smaller town-
ships and villages proved impossible. !e gaps 
in information contained in the Marion County 
pro#le appendix illustrate this issue.

While obtaining data from the school dis-
tricts, the City of Marion and Marion County 
were easy and the response time was e%cient; 
however, the contact information for several 
township and #scal o%cers available on the 
county website were inaccurate. !is required 
multiple calls to other o%cials to obtain correct 
information. Additional examples of the chal-
lenges faced while requesting information:

public records request would need to 
be faxed, but that they would have to 
go later in the day to the o%ce to “turn 
it on.” A$er faxing the request and at-
tempting a follow-up call, the informa-
tion requested was never submi"ed.

one township #scal o%cer, when 
#nally reached, they indicated they had 
not checked their e-mail in a “couple 
of months.” We #nally received the 
information during the report’s editing 
phase.

responded a$er two e-mails and two 
voice mails. We never received it.

to contact one village clerk and even 
a$er #nally reaching them and faxing a 
request for records, we never received it. 

reached during business hours since 
she worked in Columbus. A$er leav-
ing three messages and being told the 
information would be forthcoming the 
information was #nally received during 
the report’s editing phase.

Even when received, payroll and bene#t 
data along with asset lists came in a myriad of 
forms that made it di%cult to make compari-
sons across entities. !roughout the process of 
dra$ing this report, at least one full workweek 
was spent translating data into a usable format 
for analysis. !is included wading through 
hundreds of pages of PDF payroll sheets with 
information reported in formats requiring con-
version into spreadsheets so that data could be 
analyzed. Even a$er this, the information was 
o$en fragmentary, forcing numerous educated 
assumptions to be made in order to make any 
type of projections.

Whether intentional or not, this reality 
makes the task of regular citizens seeking access 
to basic information a major headache. One pos-
sible remedy would be to pass “transparency” 
legislation that would have local governments 
submit expense data to a state entity for publica-
tion in a user-friendly database.

!e Buckeye Institute’s government sal-
ary databases could serve as a model for what 
information to include and a standardized 
mechanism for reporting. Legislative language 
giving this authority to the State Treasurer was 
included in one version of the state budget, but, 
unfortunately, a legislator removed it during the 
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commi"ee process.
If we want e%cient and e&ective govern-

ment and if governments want taxpayers to in-
crease their taxes to pay the costs of providing 
services, then taxpayers must have easy access 
to key information. Without truly transparent 
governments, taxpayers will not be able to make 
informed decisions and accountability will be a 
non-existent item.

Conclusion
In an era of dwindling resources, local gov-

ernments are going to have to review all tools at 
their disposal to maintain services to taxpayers. 

With Ohio already ranking sixth in terms of 
its local tax burden as a percentage of income, 
continuing to go to the ballot for additional taxes 
is unlikely to facilitate a good environment for 
new businesses and will limit Ohio’s prospects for 
growth. It is also questionable whether taxpayers 
will continue approving such initiatives anyway. 
Given those constraints, local government o%-
cials are going to have to consider options includ-
ing sharing services and consolidation.

Consolidation is not a panacea to the prob-
lem of limited resources. If the political leader-

ship to confront the largest driver of expenses, 
government worker compensation packages, 
does not exist, consolidation may have the para-
doxical e&ect of increasing costs without enhanc-
ing services or taxpayer value. !is is especially 
the case when dealing with heavily unionized 
workforces where collective bargaining o$en 
scales wages up to unsustainable levels.

!at major caveat aside, consolidation can 
bring about savings when appropriately imple-
mented and when relevant stakeholders in the 
merging communities are at the table. Even if 
consolidation is only able to nibble around the 
edges in rural areas or in more limited ways than 
many advocates want, it still can be a useful tool 
for those entrusted with the taxpayers’ money.

One additional point should be raised re-
garding small townships and villages. Most of 
the data received indicates that there are not a 
tremendous amount of resources being spent 
by these entities. !is means consolidation will 
produce relatively small savings. However, given 
the limited services provided by many of these 
entities, having those functions absorbed by a 
municipality or by the county could make sense 
and limit some degree of local taxation.
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Appendix I: Does 
Consolidation Make 
Sense? A Review of 
Academic Literature

Ultimately, the question of whether consoli-
dation makes sense comes down to two major 
factors. !e #rst is whether it can save enough 
money to avoid the need for additional tax hikes 
that could create roadblocks to new investments 
and job creation. !e second equally important 
factor is whether a be"er, or at least the same, 
level of service to constituents can be achieved.

As it relates to the consolidation of local 
governments, there does not appear to be a gen-
eral consensus in the literature on its e%cacy in 
saving money. Most research is based upon indi-
vidual case studies that vary greatly in how the 
consolidations in question were done. Below is a 
representative, though not exhaustive, review of 
existing literature on this subject.

!e most signi#cant issue when looking at 
the consolidation of local governments revolves 
around compensation of workers within the 
newly created entity. In a review of literature on 
local government consolidations, Sam Staley 
found,

“In general, it is uncommon (although 
not impossible) for operating costs to 
decrease—due primarily to the “level-
ing up” of salaries and bene#ts. As local 
governments with di&ering compensa-

tion structures are consolidated, sala-
ries and bene#ts are o$en standardized 
at the higher level.”32

!e review found that when “leveling” up 
happens, these new costs can swamp e%ciency 
gains and makes this one of the most important 
issues that must be resolved for successful con-
solidations, at least those that involve unionized 
workforces.33

Another compilation of research look-
ing into major city-county consolidations also 
found room for skepticism regarding consoli-
dation. In a 2002 study performed by the Wis-
consin Policy Research Institute, Sammis White 
found that in many cases taxes increased rather 
than decreased, minority voting power was al-
most universally diluted, and equity in paying 
for services is not necessarily achieved.34

Meanwhile, signi#cant savings have been 
reported from one of the most well known ex-
amples of a city-county consolidation in recent 
years: Louisville and Je&erson County, Ken-
tucky. According to the Metro government’s own 
analysis, signi#cant savings of over $3 million 
per year was achieved.35 !is included $700,000 
per year by merging the city and county execu-
tive branches, approximately $2 million per year 
moving government o%ces from leased space 
to government-owned space, and $700,000 for 
outsourcing certain functions, as well as 'eet 
and service contract modi#cations.36

In a paper dra$ed for the West Virginia Leg-
islature, Marshall University’s Calvin A. Kent 
and Kent Sowards found key characteristics of 

32 Samuel R. Staley, “!e E&ects of City-County Consolidation: A Review of Recent Academic Literature,” Indiana Policy Review 
Foundation, November 16, 2005.

33 Ibid.
34 Sammis White, “Cooperation Not Consolidation: !e Answer for Milwaukee Governance,” Wisconsin Policy Research Institute, 

November 2002, at h!p://www.wpri.org/Reports/Volume15/Vol15no8.pdf (October 17, 2011).
35 Louisville Metro Government, “Louisville-Je&erson County Local Government Consolidation Merger Summary,” at h!p://www.

louisvilleky.gov/NR/rdonlyres/177354E3-E933-432E-A880-4CE6FDFCFD42/0/MergerSummary.pdf (August 29, 2011).
36 Ibid.
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successful mergers included ensuring that voters 
knew who was providing their services and that 
the uni#ed government was capable of address-
ing regional problems.37 Kent and Sowards also 
found that there could be reductions in dupli-
cated government services and functions while 
obtaining be"er credit ratings, and improving 
the image of the region to potential businesses.38

As it relates to schools, numerous stud-
ies indicate that there can be savings achieved 
through consolidation of districts as opposed 
to individual schools. Economies of scale that 
generate savings are typically largest when deal-
ing with relatively small districts.39 Strong man-
agement of transportation issues and personnel 
compensation remains essential to a"aining and 
maintaining cost savings.

A contrasting note can be found from the 
Rural School and Community Trust, which 
#nds that administrative costs may decline in 
the short run but are rapidly replaced by other 
expenditures such as transportation and special-
ized sta&.40

One glaringly obvious #nding through-
out much existing literature is that the rela-
tive strength of the decision makers involved 
play central roles in all types of consolidations 
whether municipal, county, or school. Elected 
o%cials that are willing to tackle tough issues, 
including how to reconcile pay scales and di&er-
ent collective bargaining agreements, are much 
more likely to yield positive outcomes from a 
consolidation e&ort than those that allow the 
pre-existing status quo to proceed under a slight-
ly modi#ed guise.

Appendix II: 
Dispelling a Few 
Common Myths of 
Consolidation

One of the biggest challenges to the idea of 
consolidation concerns the loss of identity, espe-
cially for school districts where team sports play 
a role in community gatherings. !e feeling also 
can extend to a lack of contact with local elected 
o%cials, especially for those in smaller, rural 
townships and villages. 

!ese are real concerns, but they need not 
derail all possible consolidations.

Schools
School district consolidation is vastly di&er-

ent from school building consolidation. !ese 
phrases are o$en confused in public discourse 
and can lead to heavy opposition. 

!ough it would not be impossible to see 
teacher layo&s occur as the result of a consolida-
tion between two or more school districts, this 
is far from the #rst place to look for e%ciencies 
and cost savings. 

A well-managed consolidation should look 
initially at duplicative and largely administra-
tive functions that operate on the “back side.” 
!is includes, #rst and foremost, upper level 
positions such as superintendant, any deputies, 
treasurers, and secretarial positions within the 
superintendant, deputy, and treasurer o%ces. 

37 Calvin A. Kent and Kent Sowards, “Local Government Consolidation: Lessons for West Virginia,” Marshall University, February 2005.
38 Ibid.
39 Catherine Reilly, “School and School District Consolidation,” University of Maine, Margaret Chase Smith Policy Center, June 9, 

2004; William Duncombe and John Yinger, “Does School District Consolidation Cut Costs?” Syracuse University, Maxwell School 
of Citizenship and Public A&airs, November 2005; and Donald E. Pryor and Charles Ze"ek Jr., “Opportunities to Use Regional and 
Local Strategies to Strengthen Public Education in the Broome-Tioga Region,” December 2004, at h!p://www.nyslocalgov.org/pdf/
Beyond_Boundaries.pdf (October 17, 2011).

40 !e Rural School and Community Trust, “!e Fiscal Impacts of School Consolidation: Research Based Conclusions,” 2004, at h!p://
www.ruraledu.org/user_uploads/"le/"scal.pdf (October 17, 2011).
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Additionally, there is likely to be li"le need for 
multiple administrative o%ce buildings since 
most of such work should be able to be complet-
ed from a single location.

!e next area that needs to be considered is 
transportation. !e number of buses and hous-
ing facilities that will be necessary in a new dis-
trict will vary greatly depending on the amount 
of geographical space covered by the new entity. 
Routes that are very close geographically may 
well be able to be serviced by a single bus as 
opposed to two or more, even if their #nal des-
tinations are di&erent school buildings. In some 
counties, it may be possible to consolidate all bus 
service from a single, centralized location. In oth-
ers, a single, recently consolidated district may 
still require multiple housing centers that are lo-
cated strategically with the new geographic space. 

!e bo"om line: It is entirely possible that 
multiple districts could consolidate with no ac-
tual schools being closed and most cuts coming 
from administrative and transportation opera-
tions, though these must be done carefully and 
with signi#cant input from the local residents 
who will be impacted. In addition, those cuts 
could free up revenues that can be reallocated to 
new classes or programs.

Other Local Governments
!ere is no doubt that the concepts of fed-

eralism and keeping government as close to the 
people as possible are important. !ese are foun-
dational premises upon which our nation was 
built. It is important to note that consolidation in 
no way needs to be an assault on those principles. 

First, there does not appear to be a de#ned 

ratio of o%cials to residents that could be con-
sidered ideal. Is that ratio ten thousand, one hun-
dred thousand, or one hundred to one? Local 
government bodies can always be increased in 
order to achieve these smaller ratios, but at some 
point the ability of the tax base to cover the costs 
of providing services runs out. Further, as o$en 
happens, a small village may have a very small po-
lice department with one car, a volunteer #re de-
partment with no full-time employees, and most 
other services are performed by the county. 

Second, any consolidation that occurs will 
happen only if people vote in favor of it. Consoli-
dation should not be a mandate from Columbus.

Appendix III: Marion 
County Pro!le

Population/Economic Indicators
Ohio has had a very rough decade, losing 

over half a million private-sector jobs from Janu-
ary 2000 to September 2011 and with an unem-
ployment rate of over 9 percent. Michigan is the 
only state to have lost more jobs over the same 
time period as Ohio (682,000).41

Marion County, like the state at large, is 
struggling. !ough there are examples of coun-
ties that have su&ered a great deal more since the 
“Great Recession” of 2008, Marion saw a 10.2 
percent decline in private-sector jobs through 
2009.42 While its median income increased 
from 2008 to 2009 by 7.6 percent to $41,000,43 

that amount still places Marion in the bo"om 
half of all Ohio counties’ median incomes (53rd 
highest).44

41 !e Buckeye Institute for Public Policy Solutions, “Ohio By the Numbers (August 2011),” at h!p://www.buckeyeinstitute.org/uploads/
"les/Ohio%20by%20Numbers%20August%202011.pdf (October 17, 2011).

42 !e Buckeye Institute for Public Policy Solutions, “County Data-Marion,” at h!p://www.buckeyeinstitute.org/uploads/county_data/
pdf/2011/Marion_County_page.pdf (August 10, 2011).

43 Mary McCleary, “State of the State: Ohio’s Weak Economy Struggles to Prop Up an Oversized Government,” !e Buckeye Institute for 
Public Policy Solutions, April 2011, at h!p://www.buckeyeinstitute.org/uploads/"les/2011Stateo$heState(1).pdf (August 11, 2011).

44 Ibid.
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According to the latest U.S. Census num-
bers, Marion County’s population is 66,501.45 

It covers nearly 404 square miles with a popula-
tion density of 165 people per square mile com-
pared to 282 for Ohio at large.46 !e largest mu-
nicipal entity is Marion City at around 36,000.47 

!e other communities are signi#cantly smaller 
as outlined in Table 1.48

Government Composition/
Compensation/Assets

Marion City
!e City of Marion largely operates on its 

own and separate from the other communities 
within the county. In particular, Marion City 
maintains its own police and #re departments, as 
well as its own 911 dispatching service. One area 
of cooperation, however, is the city and county 
merged health district referred to in this report. 

According to the City’s property schedule, 
the combined value of the commercial proper-
ties it owns is $50.2 million and includes 40 dif-
ferent pieces of real estate.49

!e largest single set of #xed assets was the 
city’s wastewater treatment plant at over $22 
million with the second largest being the mu-
nicipal complex at over $10.6 million.

Table 2 outlines the 2010 city government 
workforce structure and its compensation cost.50

Government Entity Population (est.)
Marion City 36,138
Marion Township* 9,000
Pleasant Township 4,368
Claridon Township 2,587
Montgomery Township 2,498
Prospect Township 2,207
Richland Township 1,663
Grand Prairie Township 1,609
Big Island Township 1,223
Green Camp Township 1,163
Prospect Village 1,089
Waldo Township 1,079
Tully Township 738
Salt Rock Township 699
LaRue Village 699
Bowling Green Township 569
New Bloomington Village 536
Caledonia Village 532
Scott Township 521
Grand Township 385
Morral Village 368
Green Camp Village 312
Waldo Village 311

TABLE 1

Marion County 
Populations

Employees 384
Agencies 30
Total Workforce Compensation51 $21,239,097
Median Employee Compensation $62,252
Mean Employee Compensation $55,310

TABLE 2

Marion City Workforce 
and Compensation, 2010* Unincorporated

45 U.S. Census Bureau, “State and County QuickFacts,” at h!p://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/39/39101.html (August 12, 2011).
46 Ibid.
47 U.S. Census Bureau, “State and County QuickFacts.”
48 City-Data.com, “Marion County, Ohio,” at h!p://www.city-data.com/county/Marion_County-OH.html (August 12, 2011).
49 Marion City, “Property Schedule-City of Marion” (as of October 8, 2010).
50 Marion City, “Payroll History-2010” (accessed August 2011).
51 Total compensation includes pension costs and all bene#t information that could be determined from the data that was submi"ed.
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Marion County
Marion County has a countywide sheri& de-

partment as well as other typical services such as 
children’s services, developmental disabilities, ag-
ing, and justice system. As described in this report, 
the County Sheri& performs dispatch work for 
the various #re departments with the exception of 
Marion City and Marion Township. Also of note 
is that Marion County houses a multi-county cor-
rectional facility that was established in the Ohio 
Revised Code and through an agreement between 
both Marion and Hardin Counties.52

Marion County is part of a multi-county 
solid waste authority that includes Delaware, 
Knox, and Morrow counties.53 It was created in 
1989 and is not funded through a county tax. 
Rather, it is funded by a six dollar per ton con-
tract fee collected from designated land#ll and 
transfer station operators.54

According to the County’s Comprehensive 
Annual Financial Report, the combined value of all 

capital assets at the end of 2010 was $58,514,744 
for government activities and $5,567,564 for busi-
ness activities.55 !is includes vehicles, buildings, 
land, pipes, and other items.

Table 3 outlines the 2010 county government 
workforce structure and its compensation cost.56

School Districts
!e total number of schools in Marion 

County is 21 in #ve districts. !is includes 
eight in Marion City, four in Elgin Local, three 
in Pleasant Local, two in Ridgedale, and four in 
River Valley. !ere is a multi-county Joint Voca-
tional School ( JVS), the Tri-Rivers Career Cen-
ter, which also services students and adult learn-
ers in Morrow and Union Counties.

Table 4 on the next page shows the student 
enrollment by district.57

!e 2010 median total compensation cost 
for sta& for all the districts was around $41,500 
while the average was $40,200. When removing 
Marion City School District from the calcula-
tions, the new median was $38,600 and the new 
average was $38,400. 

As for the total compensation for superin-
tendents, the lowest was nearly $94,000 and the 
highest was close to $145,500.58

Please note that in the following sections, 
data from several jurisdictions was not provided. 
Please see the report section regarding the chal-
lenges to transparency for a description of issues 
surrounding the acquisition of data.

52 Multi-County Correctional Facility, “Information About MCCC,” at h!p://www.multicountyjail.com/Facilityinfo.htm (August 24, 
2011).

53 DKMM Solid Waste District, “History of DKMM,” at h!p://mcoprx.co.marion.oh.us/dkmm/index.php?option=com_content&task=view
&id=16&Itemid=64 (August 24, 2011).

54 Ibid.
55 Marion County, “Comprehensive Annual Financial Report for the Year Ended December 31, 2010,” June 27, 2011, at h!p://mcoprx.

co.marion.oh.us/auditor/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=67&Itemid=79 (October 17, 2011). 
56 Marion County, “Payroll History-2010.”
57 Ohio Department of Education, “Enrollment Data.”
58 !ese calculations are based upon numbers coming from documentation provided by each of the school districts pursuant to public 

records requests.

Employees 715
Agencies 41
Total Workforce Compensation $26,615,646

TABLE 3

Marion County Workforce 
and Compensation, 2010
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Fire Safety Services
Outside Marion City, the largest #re safety 

service provider in Marion County is the 1st 
Consolidated Fire District, which serves the 
communities of Claridon, Sco", and Tully 
Township along with the Village of Caledonia 
in Marion County. It also performs services in 
Canaan Township in Morrow County. It was 
the #rst established consolidated #re district 
in the state, beginning operation in September 
1970.59

!e district covers 110 square miles and, 
though sta%ng can 'uctuate, it includes a total 
of ten full-time #re#ghters and/or Emergency 
Technicians (EMTs), fourteen part-time #re-
#ghters/EMTs, one volunteer #re#ghter/EMT, 
and one administrative sta& member. 

!ere are eight other #re departments, most 
of which are volunteer departments.

Table 5 outlines the volunteer sta%ng and 
the type of major equipment owned by each.

Other Local Governments
Other local governments have a signi#cant-

ly smaller number of employees. Table 6 shows 
a breakdown of employees for the smaller com-
munities in 2010.60

Levy Mania!
!is year is a banner year for new tax lev-

ies in Marion County. Each of the six districts 
(including the JVS) is on the November ballot 
in 2011 as outlined in Table 7.61 !e table also 
shows additional safety levies on the November 
ballot,62 along with two villages and the Park 
District.63

Further, the Marion County Commission-
ers passed a 0.5 percent sales tax increase during 
their June 23 meeting.64 It took e&ect October 
1 and adds up to an additional 50 cents per 100 
dollars purchased. An e&ort by some county 
residents to repeal the increase will be decided 
in November.

59 Information obtained through conversations with 1st Consolidated Fire District Chief Clint Canterbury on September 19, 2011.
60 Each of these numbers came from documentation provided to the Buckeye Institute pursuant to public records requests from each 

entity. 
61 Marion County Board of Elections, “Local Questions and Issues for November 8, 2011, General Election Ballot,” at h!p://www.

marionelections.com/results/general/2011/localissues.htm  (August 12, 2011).
62 Ibid.
63 Ibid.
64 Marion Star, “June 23rd Sales Tax Resolutions,” June 23, 2011, at h!p://www.marionstar.com/assets/pdf/BE176005623.PDF 

(September 22, 2011).

TABLE 4
Student Enrollment by District

* Not all bene!ts available

District Employees (2010) Total Employee Salary*
Headcount  

(October 2011, appoximate)
Marion City 614 $25.9 million 4,606
River Valley Local 221 $8.7 million 2,133
Elgin 148 $6.0 million 1,301
Pleasant Local 162 $6.6 million 1,265
Ridgedale Local 124 $3.7 million 785
Total 1,269 $50.9 million 10,090
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Fire Department Assets

Battle Run 
(Sta": No data)

No data

Marion Township 
(Sta": 40)

1 Admin Building
2 Stations
4 Engines
2 Cars 
1 Pick up Truck
3 EMS vehicles
2 Rescue apparatuses
2 Boats
1 “Smokehouse” 

Pleasant Township 
(Sta": 35)

3 Engines
1 Tanker
1 Utility vehicle
1 Hazmat unit

Salt Rock (voluteer) 
(Sta": No data)

1 Station
1 Pumper truck
1 Engine 
1 Equipment truck
1 Dump truck
1 Pick up truck
2 Tankers

Fort Morrow 
(volunteer) 
(Sta": 28)

1 Station
2 Engines
1 EMS vehicle
1 Grass truck
1 Rescue vehicle

New Vision 
(volunteer) 
(Sta": No data)

No data

Scioto Valley 
(volunteer) 
(Sta": 27)

1 Station
1 Tanker
3 Pumper trucks
1 Rescue vehicle
1 Safety trailer
1 In$atable boat
1 Pick-up truck

Green Camp 
(volunteer) 
(Sta": 19)

2 Engines
1 Pumper Truck
1 Grass Truck
1 Tanker
1 Rescue Vehicle

TABLE 5

Volunteer Fire 
Department Sta"ng
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TABLE 6

Employees in Other Governments

Government Entity

Employees
(Full and part-

time) Total Salary

Pension 
(Plus Pick Ups, 
if applicable) Health/Insurance

Big Island Township 10 $45,976 $6,437 $9,001 (reimbursements)
Bowling Green Township 4 $38,203 $5,348 $0 
Claridon Township 12 $145,815 $20,344 $28,020 
Grand Township 6 $32,858 $4,600 $0 
Grand Prairie Township No data No data No data No data
Green Camp Township 10 $65,530 $9,174 $0 
Marion Township No data No data No data No data
Montgomery Township 7 $86,803 $12,152 $0 
Pleasant Township No data No data No data No data
Prospect Township 9 $106,702 $14,938 $0 
Richland Township 6 No data No data No data
Salt Rock Township 6 $50,422 $7,059 $0 

Scott Township 5 $40,243 $5,634

$18,127 (health 
reimbursement up to $600 per 
month, approximately $1,511 

per month for elected o#cials)
Tully Township 5 $42,797 $5,992 $11,692 
Waldo Township No data No data No data No data
Caledonia Village 15 $20,970 $2,152 $0 
Green Camp Village 9 $15,940 $3,826 $0 
LaRue Village 12 $45,950 $6,433 Incomplete
Morral Village 11 $12,390 $1,735 $0
New Bloomington Village No data No data No data No data

Prospect Village 32 $274,470 $38,426 100% for !ve employees, dollar 
amount not available

Waldo Village 8 $11,840 $1,657 
100% for six village council 

members, dollar amount not 
available
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TABLE 7

Levies in Marion County on the November 2011 Ballot

DISTRICTS ON THE BALLOT

Duration (Years)District Purpose Type Millage
Elgin Local Avoid an operating de!cit Renewal 5.26 5
Marion City Emergency Requirements Renewal 5.47 5
Pleasant Local Emergency Requirements Renewal 2.73 3
Ridgedale Local Emergency Requirements Renewal 4.99 5
River Valley Local Permanent Improvements Additional 1.5 5
Tri-River JVS Current Operating Expenses Renewal 1.3 5
Tri-River JVS Building and Improvements Additional 0.5 10

SAFETY LEVIES ON THE BALLOT

Duration (Years)District Purpose Type Millage
Pleasant Township Operating Renewal 1.34 3
Salt Rock Township Operating Renewal 2 5
Scioto Valley Operating Renewal 2.5 5

OTHER AREAS ON THE BALLOT

Duration (Years)Jurisdiction Purpose Type Millage
Green Camp Village Operating Renewal 9 5
Prospect Village Operating Renewal 1.5 5
Prospect Park District Maintenance and Capital 

Improvements
Renewal 1.4 5
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