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ABSTRACT 

~HE~ GOVERN~lENTAL CONTRACTING FOR POLICE 
PATROL IN rUCHIGAN: AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS 

By 

William Allan Sinclair 

Local officials in many rural areas experiencing rising demand for 

police patrol services face three institutional ways of obtaining their 

desired service level. The first is requesting more patrol service 

from the county sheriff or State police. The second is to start their 

own police department, and the third is to purchase, through contracting, 

more patrol service from the county sheriff. Ea:;..n institutional alter­

native relates local officials to a supplier of patrol service in a 

different way, and this affects the type and level of service produced. 

The focus of this dissertation is contracting for patrol service between 

officials of local communities and their respective county sheriff. 

A structure and conduct-performance marketing model has been used 

to analyse the contracting operations of different Michigan sheriffs . . 
The critical structural variable used was the funding relationship between 

each sheriff and his county commissioners relative to the sheriff's 

desire to expand his patrol division. The conduct-performance variables 

used wer-e cost per patrol hour, reporting to local officials, divisibility 

of patrol service sold, activities performed by contracted patrols, 

rotated versus permanently stationed deputies, revenue from liquor in-

spection, amount of time spent outside contracting community, and re­

sponse time. 
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Each sheriff in Michigan which had some form of contracting with 

local communities was interviewed by phone. Of these sheriffs, eleven 

with the most extensive contracting operations were selected for more 

detailed study. Data on the structural and conduct-performance vari-
I 

ables was obtained by personal interviews with each of these sheriffs 

and their officers. Because of the availability of response time data, 

one sheriff was chosen for more in depth analysis. 

The major findings of this research are the following: 

Finding Number One--Contracting for patrol services in Michigan 

between local communities and the county sheriff was widely practiced 

in 1974. Of Michigan's 83 county sheriffs, twenty-four of them had 

some type of contracting arrangement with a local unit of govern~ent. 

In addition six sheriffs contract with the U.S. Forest Service to 

provide patrol service to national parks within their county. Great 

variety exists among contracting operations. 

ContractinG is most extensive in those counties with a large per-

centage of urban residents. One reason for this is that the county 

boards in these counties are dominated by urban commissioners. These 

urban commissioners are unwilling to increase spending on the sheriff's 

road patrol, which mainly serves rural parts of the county. Their 

reasoning is that urban citizens pay an amount over county taxes for 

city police service, and citizens of villages and townships should do 

the same. 
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Finding Number Two--The conduct-performance variables mentioned 

earlier were useful in comparing the contracting operations of different 

sheriffs. A major finding was that not all sheriffs provided the same 

set of conduct-performance characteristics to contracting local com-
I 

munities. 

Finding Number Three--Ten of the eleven sheriffs studied, priced 

their contract at less than variable costs. The percent of service 

costs which ara not incorporated into the contract price range from a 

low of 10% to a high of 64%. This means that in most contracts, the 

county general fund is being used to meet part of the contract costs. 

Finding Number Four--The sheriff of Genesee County experiences 

greater variable costs in the production of patrol service compared to 

14 local police departments within Genesee County. The difference 

between a sheriff's patrol costs and those patrol costs met by local 

communities which have their own police department partially determine 

the amount of price concession the sheriff feels he must give in order 

to provide financial incentive for contracting. 

Finding Number Five--The sheriff is capable of influencing the local 

officials' decision to contract with him through his areal allocation of 

his non-contract patrols. For the county studied in depth, it was found 

that the sheriff allocated patrols to minimize the county-wide response 

time which meant that the most populated portions of the county, the 

portions most likely to have their own police department, received the 

lower mean response time. The less populated portions of the county, 

those portions less likely to have their own police service, received 

a higher mean response time. This means that the less populated areas 
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wanting more patrol service either must contract or start their own local 

police deparunent which creates a contracting opportunity for the sheriff. 

It also means that the sheriff's non-contract patrols are highly visible 

in communities with their own police deparbnent, and local offi<;ials 

and citizens become accustomedtodealing with the sheriff's personnel 

encouraging any change from a local police deparbnent to a contractual 

arrangement. 

Finding Number Six--The structural relationship which the sheriff 

has with his county commissioners relative to the need which he feels 

to increase his patrol division affects his propensity to contract and 

to meet the conduct-performance objectives· of local officials. From 

interviews, the eleven sheriffs studied were subjectively placed into 

one of two groups. Group one were sheriffs that felt little need to 

expand their patrol division and were able to obtain current and anti­

cipated patrol funding from the county commissioners. Group two were 

sheriffs who want to expand their patrol division and have met or 

anticipate meeting funding resistance from county commissioners. The 

conclusion which I draw is that sheriffs in Group two are more inclined 

to contract wi til loca 1 communi ti es and meet the conduct-performance 

objectives of local officials than sheriffs in Group one. 

A more detail account of each finding can be found in Chapter VI 

which summarizes the entire study and can be read independently of 

Chapters I-V. 
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CHAPTER I 

STRUCTURE AND CONDUCT-PERFORMANCE IN THE PROVISION OF PATROL SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

Many rural areas close to metropolitan centers have been experi-

encing rising demand for urban services from an increasing rural non-

farm population. One urban service being demanded in increasing amounts 

is police patrol. Consequently, many small cities, villages, and town­

ships have begun exploring alternative ways of securing more police 

service for their citizens. 

Over the past 10 years national and state studies have been 

recommending that many different types of police operations be consoli­

dated. Typical of this stance is the following quote: l 

II Formal cooperation or consolidation is an essential ingredient 
in improving the quality of law enforcement. Crime is not con­
fined within artifically created political boundaries, but, 
rather, extends throughout the larger community. A workable 
program of formal cooperation or consolidation for law enforce­
ment services within a 'common community of interests' is the 
desired goal for improving the quality of law enforcement at 
the local level. II 

The Office of Criminal Justice Planning in ~1ichigan, which allocates 

federal criminal justice money, has indicated that the goal in Michigan 

is to have a minimum size police department of 20 persons or more and 

lThe President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice, Task Force Report: The Police, U.S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D.C., 1967, p. 68. 

1 
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will provide funding incentives to such departments. 2 This policy 

affects approximately 325 local police departments or about 75 percent 

of all local police agencies in Michigan. 3 This research will con­

centrate on decisions facing rural (non-S~~SA) local governmental units. 

The argument of this consolidation/coordination policy is that 

the quantity and quality of police "output ll ItJill be enhanced if the 

average size of local police operations increase. In addition to the 

output improvement, proponents of consolidation assert that community 

resources can be saved. 

But consolidators are meeting a wave of resistance from local 

officials reluctant to give up control over their police operations. 

These officials seem to be asking two basic questions which require 

extensive and objective analysis. First, how will police output change 

if police services are provided by another political jurisdiction? 

Second, what is the amount of community tax dollars saved if a system 

of consolidation or coordination is established with another political 

unit? The propensity of local officials to merge or contract is 

increased if they can be shmlJn that the iloutput" wi 11 not change and 

that there will be 30 percent tax savings rather than having a sheriff 

or some state or federal official merely make a general declaration to 

that effect. 

2Criminal Justice Goals and Standards for the state of Michigan, 
Ivlichigan Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice, June, 1975, p. 198. 

3Bruce T. Olson, A Quick Glance at How Michigan's Counties Rank in 
Staffi ng and Fi nanci n9 l.aw Enforcement, Institute for Community 
Development, r,lichigan State University, October, 1968, p. 3. This 
figure does not include 40 or 50 very small jurisdictions. 
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Currently in Michigan there are three major institutional 

structures which provide police patrol services to cit'izens. Asso­

ciated with each structure is a different degree of control and 

possibly various kinds and levels of patrol service and cost. 4 

Type 1. Communities which have no police department and rely 

solely on the county sheriff and/or state police for 

serv ices. 

Type 2. Communities which contract with the sheriff, in verbal 

or written form, for some or all of their police 

services. There are many kinds of contractual arrange-

ments, making this a very heterogeneous group. 

Type 3. Communities which have their own police department. 

Type 4. Communities which combine their resources and jointly 

produce police services. 

RESEARCH GOALS 

This research uses the marketing model of structure and conduct­

performance to study contracting for patrol services between Michigan 

county sheriffs and local communities. Its goals are the following: 

(1) to provide information to sheriffs, local and county officials 

about the cost and benefits of different contracting arrangements; 

(2) to contrast contracting with local police departments; (3) to 

see how the structural conditions facing a county sheriff may affect 

the conduct-performance of his contracting operations; (4) to describe 

4Type of patrol service refers to the particular set of conduct­
performance characteristics associated with the patrol service sold 
by the sheriff or produced by a local police department. Throughout 
the thesis patrol preferences, patrol objectives and conduct­
performance characteristics are used interchangeably. 
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and analyze the extent and variety of contracting for patrol services 

by i~ichigan sheriffs in 1974. 

This dissertation has six chapters. Chapter I presents the 

structure and conduct-performance model and variables. These variables 

will be used in Chapters III and IV to describe, compare and contrast 

contracti ng operati ons of different sheri ffs. Chapter II rel ates 

contracting to the boundary problems where the preferences of community 

A mayor may not enter into the calculations of officials in community B. 

It also compares contracting to consolidation, another way of dealing 

with the boundary problem. Chapter III applies the structure and 

conduct-performance model and describ~s the contracting of eleven 

county sheriffs. Chapter IV is a continuation of Chapter III for it 

compares and contrasts the different sheriffs and attempts to assess 

structure's impact on conduct-performance. Chapter V takes a micro­

scopic view of contracting operations of one county sheriff. Chapter VI 

summarizes the dissertation and can be read INithout reading the other 

fi ve chapters. 

The three primary groups affected by contracting are (l) the 

county sheriffs, (2) the contracting communities, and (3) the county 

commissioners representing both the contracting and non-contracting 

portions of the county. From the sheriff's perspective, what oppor­

tunities does contracting offer to expand his patrol division compared to 

requesting patrol appropriations from the county commissioners 

(Chapters III and IV)? What conduct-performance measures (patrol 

performance objectives) are desired by local officials (Chapter IV)? 

What transactions costs (costs incurred in reaching and/or maintaining 

an agreement) might the sheriff pay in contracting '.'lith a local 
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community (Chapter I)? From the viewpoint of contracting communities, 

how does the sheriff's contract price compare with costs if the local 

community wishes to produce its own patrol services (Chapter V)? 

How often do contracted patrols leave their contracting community 

compared to what might be expected if a local police department is 

formed (Chapter V)? ~Jhich of the patrol performance objectives will 

be met by different sheriffs in selling patrol services (Chapters III 

and IV)? From the perspective of the county commissioners, how does 

the contract price compare to the costs of meeting the contractual 

obligation (Chapters III and IV)? How do the non-contracting communi­

ties benefit from the contracting operations (Chapters III, IV and V)? 

The research findings are organized in Chapter VI around the 

following questions: (1) How widely is contracting for patrol services 

practiced in Michigan? (2) Do the contracted patrol services differ 

between sheriffs, and how can this difference be described? (3) Does 

the sheriff price his contract close to costs of operation? (4) Does 

the structural relationship between the sheriff and his county commis­

sioners affect his propensity to contract and to meet the patrol needs 

articulated by local officials? (5) Can a sheriff, through the allo­

cation of his non-contract patrols, affect the propensity of local 

officials to contract with him? (6) Are economies of scale present in 

the production of patrol services and does its existence or non­

existence affect the contract price. 

PRINCIPLES OF MARKETING AND THE PROVISION OF PUBLIC SERVICES 

People and groups demand a wide variety of goods and services. 

Some are provided in the private sector of the economy and some are 

publicly provided. The economic fields of marketing and industrial 
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organization study extensively the linkages between consumers and 

producers of privately provided goods and services. F. M. Schere 

states 5 

In the field of industrial organization, we try to determine 
how market processes direct the activities of producers in 
meeti ng cons umer demands, hmIJ these processes may break down, 
and how they can be adjusted (i.e. through government inter­
vention) to make actual performance conform more closely to the 
idea 1. 

There is no reason why the principles of marketing cannot be 

used to analyze the provision of public goods and services. This 

dissertation attempts to apply some marketing principles to analyze 

alternative systems of providing patrol services to rural communities. 

Allan Schmid and James Shaffer broadly define marketing systems as 6 

... the complex pattern of institutions and physical facilities 
which relate human beings and things in the transfer of goods 
and services. 

The citizens of a given political jurisdiction are the consumers of a 

public service paying for the service with their taxes. The supplier 

is the organization which provides the service. For this dissertation 

the service is police patrol, and the different suppliers are the 

county sheriffs, state police and local police departments. 

One reason why marketing principles have not been used extensivelY 

in analyzing public sector output is the absence of performance measures. 

How can alternative methods of providing patrol be compared if there are 

5F. M. Schere, INDUSTRIAL MARKET STRUCTURE AND ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE, 
Rand t-1cNally and Company, Chicago, 1973, p. 2. 

6Allan Schmid and James D. Shaffer, "!"larketing in Social Perspective," 
in AGRICULTUR/\L r~lARKET ANALYSIS, edited by Vernon L. Sorenson, Bureau 
of Business and Economic Research, r'lichigan State University, East 
Lansing, Nichigan, 1964, p. 16. 
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no measures for the comparison? Some of the performance concepts used 

by economists in marketing, such as level of output and price, product 

variety and suitability, production efficiency, etc., can be used in 

this research. The challenge lies in developing indicators which 

reflect these different performance concepts. 

The main question of marketing analysis and the main question of 

this research is how do alternative market structures affect the 

conduct-performance of the marketing system. The section entitled 

liThe Model II wi 11 present the structural and conduct-performance 

variables used to analyze the marketing system of police patrol. 

MODEL CONDITIONS 

Before delving into the model, several general limits must be 

set. Police agencies perform many activities, such as patrol, caller 

referral, detective, jail, traffic, etc. Patrol is the activity in 

focus, and it consists of some mix of responding to citizen complaints, 

traffic monitoring, cruising, performing community related errands, 

initiating a comnlaint (i .e. an officer witnessing a law infraction), 

and community service (speaking to civic organizations or consulting 

with a merchant on crime prevention).7 

Patrol service has characteristics o'f incompatibility and joint 

impact. A servica is incompatible when A's use denies B's use (i.e. 

A's use is incompatible with B's). A joint impact service is when A's 

use does not detract from B's use or A and B can both jointly enjoy 

the service at the same time. Patrol service, provided by some 

7John A. Webster, The Realities of Police Work, Kendall/Hunt Publishing 
Company, Dubuque, Iowa, 1973, p. 12. 
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governmental unit, is available to all citizens ~Jithin the boundary 

of the governmental unit. One citizen's option to call for patrol 

service does not affect another citizen's option. Also, if criminals 

are deterred from operating in an area, all citizens,benefit. But 

when a citizen needs a patrol unit and that unit is dealing wit~ another 

complaint, then one citizen will be denied (usually temporarily) this 

service; thus patrol service has incompatibility characteristics. Care 

is needed to know when the joint impact of patrol services are being 

emphasized and when incompatibility is most critical. 

The political jurisdictions central to this research are villages, 

small cities, and townships (incorporated and unincorporated). Since 

the county is a producer of patrol services, it also is a part of the 

model and analysis. S The perspective of the model is that of the 

local community. What are the different ways in which local communities 

can obtain patrol services? 

The model actors are the articulators of demand for police services. 

It is assumed that a community citizenry has some demand for police 

service. Perceiving and articulating this demand for police service 

type and level are such people as the county sheriff, local police 

chiefs, state police post commanders, and elected officials who make 

public expenditure decisions. While elected officials may feel 

responsible for providing patrol services, they may choose not to 

produce them. This research deals with different ways local officials 

can provide their citizens with patrol services. 

SThe r~ichigan State Police also provide patrol services, but are not 
included in the model or analysis because they tend to concentrate on 
highway patrol and usually view themselves as servants of all state 
citizens rather than serving any given set of communities. 
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The condition which surrounds this model is one of change. It 

is assumed that elected local officials perceive the need for more 

police service or for the same level of service but for less money. 

Another reason for not using marketing concepts to analyze the 

public sector is that the link between citizen preference and the 

provision of different public goods is unclear. What is observed is 

that citizens pay taxes and elect representatives who allocate the 

public funds to the production of a variety of public goods. For 

this research it is assumed that for local communities elected 

decision makers reflect citizens' preferences for level and type of 

patrol service. It is also assumed that the degree of homogeneity of 

patrol preferences is greater for local communities than an entire 

county. 

Communities receive patrol services from their local or contracted 

patrols, the county sheriff, or the state police. If local officials 

want more patrol service, they can either start or expand their own 

local department, contract or increase their contract with the county 

sheriff, or approach the sheriff and/or state police requesting more 

service in return for county and/or state taxes. This study does not 

include in its analysis the state police. 

THE MODEL 

The model for this piece of institutional research borrows 

heavily from the marketing model of structure, conduct and performance. 9 

9Allan Schmid succinctly summarizes the marketing model in the following 
statement: "By structure, economists refer to barriers to entry to a 
certain line of production ( ... includes practices ... to drive out 
possible competitors as well as governmental barriers such as tariffs 
and licensing), the degree of competition usually focused on number 
of firms and market shares, and the degree of artificial (continued) 
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How do alternative structures of police service supply affect the 

behavior of police officials and the performance of police patrols? 

Allan Schmid discusses three institutional alternatives for 

analyzing alternative methods available to communities to secure patrol 

services. 10 An institutional alternative is a particular ordered 

relationship "among people which define their rights, exposure to the 

rights of others, privileges, and responsibilities"." The first 

in which people or groups of people can relate to each other is 

bargaining. In a bargaining relationship each party begins with an 

initial ownership of goods. Each is free not to enter into a particular 

transaction and thus withhold something of value to another party. 

If an exchange takes place, one pRrty gives LW the l"iOhts of sOI;1etlling 

of mutual vcllue in return for another set of rights and privileges 

of greater value to him. The exchange may benefit one party relatively 

more than another villi ch then could affect future bargai ned exchanges; 

but both benefit enough to induce the exchange. 

A second type of transaction is administrative vJhc:r-e in!:aractin:l 

~artie5 do nut huve equal legal status. One party has some position of 

9(continued) product differentiation (making homogeneous products 
appear different). Conduct refers to the behavior of firms such as 
pricing strategies and collusion. Performance variables include 
price, profits, and product innovation overtime. 1I The Economics of 
Property, Power and Public Choice Consequences of Institutional Alterna­
tives, A. Allan Schmid, unpublished manuscript, 1974, p. 31-32. 

10The three institutional alternatives are borrowed from the work of A. 
Allan Schmid in his unpublished manuscript entitled The Economics of 
Property, Power and Public Choice. 

llA. Allan Schmid, IIAnalytical Institutional Economics.: Challenging 
Problems in the Economics of Resources for a NevJ Environmentll in 
American Journal of Agricultural Economics, December, 1972, Vol. 54, 
No.5, p. 893. 
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authority relative to the other party. Examples of administrative 

transactions would be a direct order from an emploYI~r to an employee 

or a l2Jislative or juJicial order. In each case the order is given to 

benefit a certain group which the ordering party wishes to favor. 

Behind each administrative transaction is the threat of some sahction 

(e.g., the threat of being fired or held in court contempt) for com­

pliance failure; but usually the administrator uses a mix of threats and 

rewards. Administrative transactions do not exclude bargained trans-

acti ons. Employees ina strong un; on, more so than non-uni on \'Iorkers, 

have more of a Largained relationship with their employer. But once 

a un; on contract iss i gned, tile employer can order uni on members to 

perform certain functions or risk dismissal. Associated with some 

administrative transactions are some element of prior bargaining. 

The third trans.action type is the status and grant. The status 

transaction, like administrative, is a one way movement without the 

order. A status transaction is consummated out of obligation with 

little individual calculation on the part of the giver about relative 

benefit. Offering a slight variation to the status transaction is the 

grant transaction where some thought is given by the benefactor to 

benefit. Someone may give to some charity out of a sense of obligation 

but by giving to charity A rather than B, they feel better off. 

One differentiating element between the three institutional 

types is the degree of sanction. 12 The more powerless the local 

community, the more it will be in a grantee position being forced to 

recei ve from the sheri ff whatever the sheri ff chooses to give. Hi gh 

l2Sanctioning power is used to mean power to help or hurt others. The 
hurt can be withholding what others want but do not have. 
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density townships, which rely on the sheriff's patrols, can be in a 

stronger bargaining position with the sheriff. Taking it one further 

step, if the majority of the electorate reside in townships solely 

relying on sheriff patrols, an administrative transaction, rather than 

bargained or status and grant, may result. A grantee has no p6wer of 

sanction over a grantor though social pressure is often applied. In 

a bargaining relationship the sanctioning power of each part is related 

to the rower to withhold what the other wants but does not own. 

Finally, in the administrative institutional arrangement the sanctioning 

power is related to legal penalties and ultimately jail. 

To obtain patrol services local officials \A/ill either enter into 

a bargaining relationship with the sheriff or they will have their own 

police department and interact with a local police chief through an 

administrative transaction. If they attempt to obtain more of the 

county-wi de ser'v; ce, they wi 11 be ina grant transacti on. Before any 

more is said aLout structure of patrol provision, the other components 

of the structure and conduct-performance model wi 11 be di scussed. 

STRUCTURAL VARIABLES 

Within each institutional structure there are several structural 

variables which can affect conduct-performance. The structural variables 

for the patrol service market are the number of suppliers, degree of 

product differentiation, barriers to entry and relation between supplier 

and source of finance. From the perspective of a community's local 

officials, the nwnber of suppliers is small enough for each supplier 

to know what the other is doing. The sheriff is aware of the number 

of patrols operated and the approximate costs facing local police 

departments, and local police chiefs are likely to have a similar 
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awareness. Hhile the sheriff is the only seller of patrol services, 

local officials have the option to start their own police department 

and produce their own patrol services. 

Product differentiation is another structural variable. If patrol 

service is a homogeneous product such that no variability is o~served 

regardless of who provides the service, then from the perspective of 

meeting citizens preferences, who produces them matters little. But 

if there is high product variability, then it may take many different 

producers to meet the wide range of preference!~. For those communities 

\-Jhich have a unique preference set for patrol services, they have the 

option of starting their own department. For those communities whose 

patrol objectives are similar enough to the sheriff's, they can either 

contract "'lith the sheriff or rely on the sheriff's general patrols for 

service. Product differentiati.on will be discussed again \'1ith patrol 

objectives. 

In a traditional market \tJhere there are few sellers, each seller 

often attempts to differentiate his product from that of his competi­

tors. Are the differences real or imagined? The same concern is 

present in the buying and selling of patrol service. The sheriff is 

likely to have a concept of what "good" patrol service is, and he is 

likely to try to sell his concept to local officials sho\tJing how they 

need his particular type of patrol service. One reason for not knowing 

if the differences are real or imagined is the absence of final perfor­

mance measures. For example, !iuW much is the welfare of a community 

increased (decreased) if patrols are staffed with officers \~ho have 

graduated from college rather than with high school graduates? 
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The third structural variable is barriers to entry. Hhat might 

prevent a local community from obtaining its desired type of level of 

patrol service? HOVI might these barriers to entry vary across the 

different institutional structures? Potentially there are two major 

barriers. One is high fixed costs, and the second is the powe~ to act 

as a police department. Each of these will be discussed for each of 

the three institutional structures. For the administrative structure, 

where local officials choose to hire a police chief and start their own 

department, an initial investment is required for such items as building, 

cars, police and office equipment, and a dispatching system. The most 

expensive item is dispatching. Until recently, federal funds were 

available to help finance this expense. But the federal government is 

attempting to discourage the formation and the continuation of police 

departments of 10-20 persons or less by refusing to grant funds to such 

departments. But for most local police operations, the county sheriff 

or local state police post i~ willing to provide the phone answering 

and dispatching service vlithout charge. r·1any local police depat'tments 

operate out of a portion of the township or village hall or even the 

local fire station which minimizes building expense. The cost of 

the t'emaining necessary inputs is not prohibitive for a local community 

from having its o\lm police department as evidenced by the large 

number of small departments in fl1ichigan. The legal authority to act 

as police can be granted by the governing body of the political jur-is­

diction. This pm'ler is given to local communities by state statute. 13 

l3Police powers are given to state police in I~SA 4.436, to the county 
sheriff in MSA 5.917, to township police in MSA 5.46(12), to village 
police in r~St\ 5.1328, and to city police is fv1SA 5.1330. 
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For C1 community choosing to use the institutional structure of 

grant in an attempt to secure its needed patrol service from the 

sheri ff I S general patrol, di fferent barri ers are met. The sheri ff 

a 1 ready has authori ty to enforce state and county statutes anY\IJhere 

in the county and all the fixed costs needed to support any marginal 

increase in general patrol have probably already been paid. The barriers 

come from the sheriff being unwilling to re-allocate his existing stock 

of patrols and/or the county commissioner being unvJilling to grant 

budget increases which vJOuld allow the sheriff to increase his general 

patrol service. 

For the bargaining institutional structure, where local communities 

buy patrol service, \'/hat barriers exist? In most ~llichigan counties, 

there are no sellers of patrol service. In those counties where 

patrols are bought and sold, the sheriff is usually the only seller. 

~oth of these observations indicate that substantial barriers do exist. 

The reasons .are why many Michigan sheriffs do not sell patrol service 

are not knmIJn. Probably no demand exists at the local level. Many 

local communities historically have had their own police department 

and the inertia to retain the local department is quite strong. Also 

these sheriffs may not know how to sell patrol services (i.e., how to 

price the service or write the contract, etc.). 

In those counties where contracting takes place, why is the sheriff 

the only seller? Why do not other political jurisdictions sell patrol 

service to neighboring communities? Why are there not more cooperative 

arrangements where two political jurisdictions, such as a city within a 

township, cooperatively provide for their own law enforcement? Finally, 
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why do not private security companies sell patrol services to local 

co~nunities? No systematic study was done on these questions, but 

several responses can be suggested. 

One possible reason for the relative absence of different political 

jurisdictions selling patrol service is the boundary of the polltical 

jurisdiction. The primary responsibility of a local police chief is 

to provide service to his local community; therefore, he has no incentive 

to solicit neighboring communities about either selling them patrol 

services or undertaking a joint police operation to supply patrol 

services to both local cOlilmunities. The sheriff, on the other hand, 

has responsibility for service to the entire county and has incentive 

to increase his level of service especially if a local community is 

\IIi 11 i ng to pay an amount over its county taxes for the hi gher servi ce 

level. Even if patrol hour unit cost should be lower if a joint 

operation were undertaken, the transaction costs, as discussed later 

in this chapter, may be too high to facilitate the formation and the 

maintenance of a cooperative police department. 

Finally, private security companies, companies which sell security 

personnel to business establishments, could but at the present do not 

sell patrol service to local communities. There is no state statute 

which explicitly prohibits private security companies from selling 

patrol service to a local community; however, if they sh'Juld enter the 

patrol service market, they \Iould likely '::ace a legal challenge over 

whether or not they have the right to hold police authority. My 

conclusion from examining Michigan State Statues is that there is no 

legal reason \lIlly a local community could not give police authority to 

private security employees when the employees are working within 
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the boundary of the authorizing community. The legal environment is 

uncertain enough to be a substantial barrier to entry for a private 

security firm. It is questionable \'/hether or not private security 

firms can make a profit in selling patrol services to local communities . 
. 

Patrol is an activity where there is limited opportunity for control of 

variable resources (personnel, vehicles, etc.) to allow for profits to 

be made. The greatest expense in the production of a patrol hour (single 

or double) is salary. \lJith a state law requiring that all law officers 

have 280 hours of police academy training, the supply of qualified 

police officers is restricted, and all entities wishing to hire police 

officers, must compete for them. In essence, any community \'/hich wants 

a security officer rather than an officer \'Iho has been through the 

police acaden~ is unable to obtain one. 

The fourth structural variable is the relation which the sheriff 

has with his county commissioners. Some sheriffs are able to obtain 

the patrol financing which they feel is necessary to provide adequate 

patrol service to their county while otller sheriffs face county commis­

sioners unwilling to fund patrol to meet the sheriff's standards. 

Contracti ng offers sheri ffs a means of fundi ng patrol independently of 

the county commissioners. The question asked in Chapter IV is are the 

sheriffs who face tight fisted commissioners more responsive to the 

patrol preference of contracting officials than those sheriffs ~Jho have 

commissioners ~/ho fund most of their patrol needs? 

CONDUCT-PERFORMANCE V,'RIABLES 

Local officials are interested in several conduct-performance 
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indicators. 14 These indicators, listed and discussed below, make up 

the patrol performance objectives of sheriffs and local officials. 

The first deals "lith the product price v/hile the remaining ones focus 

on nature of the product. 

Cost per Patrol Hour. This indicator brings together bJO concepts 

of interest. The first is the number of patrol hours or the amount of 

coverage, and the second is the total cost. If the sheriff or local 

police chief decides that only double patrol units (two persons in the 

car) can be operated, the cost per patrol hour will tend to be higher 

than if single units are run. Decisions about the quality of the inputs 

(patrol personnel and patrol equipment) can greatly affect the price 

along with the presence or absence of a police union. One complicating 

factor is that the sheriff may choose to charge a price which is less 

than the cost of operation. This \l/ill be discussed further in later 

chapters. There are two issues present. First, what price does the 

sheriff choose to charge and how does this compare with actual costs. 

Second is an economies of scale question. Can the sheriff produce 

patrol services at a 10'.'/er price than can small departments? 

14The different tyoes of institutional structure and the structural 
variables have been discussed. Institutional structures are important 
because they affect something for local officials. The two things 
of value are behavior of the police supplier (sheriff or local police 
chief) and performance of the police operation. Behavior and per­
formance, along with structure, occupy different spots on a continuum 
which links inputs to final outputs (outputs which directly affect 
people's lives). The difference between conduct and performance is 
one of degree with performance being more of a final output than 
conduct which itself is more final than institutional structure. 
Some officials, local and county, are only interested in the local 
production or the centralized production of a service regardless of 
the performance and behavior implication of alternative institutional 
structures. The only insight which analysis can offer those who value 
a particular institutional structure is identify the opportunity cost 
of their value. As with any perceived benefit, there is an array of 
associated costs. 



19 

Reporti ng to Local Communi ty Off; ci a 1 s . How often \'1i 11 the sheri ff 

or local police chief report to local officials about police operations? 

Hhen local officials receive compliants about thr police service, they 

are interested in responding and this means knowing about the service 

level and type. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. Can local officials obtain, either 

from the sheriff or through having their own department, the level of 

service they desire? Some small communities feel they need only patrols 

to work Friday and Saturday nights during the summer months. A sheriff 

may be unwilling to supply such a patrol operation; and it may be 

difficult for local officials to staff such an operation. 

Activities Performed by the Patrols. A sheriff or local police 

chief may not feel that performing community related errands (e.g. 

taking board minutes around to local officials) is "proper" patrol 

activity. Local officials may feel it is. Other requests can be made 

concerning how patrols spend their time (e.g. monitoring traffic, 

serving as crossing guards, etc.). Local officials anticipated success 

of voicing their patrol objectives. The anticipated sucess of voicing 

their patrol objectives will affect their propensity to contract or 

have their O\'Jn police department. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. Some local 

officials value having police officers that know their local community 

and local citizens. A sheriff may have a policy of rotating his 

deputies. A local police chief may have difficulty retaining the same 

officer for more than one or two years. Local officials would like 

to know under which structure are they most likely to obtain their 

preference. 
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Revenue from Liguor Inspection. When a contracted patrol performs 

a liquor inspection, does the revenue from the Michigan Liquor 

Commission go to the contracting community or into the county treasury? 

Response Time and Time Spent on Complaints. Two indicators of 

interest to local officials are response time and t'ime spent on 

complaints. First, officials are concerned about the level of each 

indicator. All else being equal, citizens are better off the lower the 

response time. And, the more time spent on complaints, the better off 

citizens are all else equal. Second, officials are also interested in 

complaints which receive top priority. If the most serious complaint 

which a local community has is breaking and entering (B & E) and they 

contract with a sheriff whose deputies do not feel B & Els are that 

critical compared to armed robberies and bar fights, the level of 

response time and time spent on B & Els may not be to their liking. 

Amount of Patrol Time Spent Outside Local Community. Local 

Officials want to know how much time will be spent outside their 

community if they contract ~lith the sheriff and how this compares with 

what would result if they had their own police department. This 

conduct-performance variable along with response time and time spent 

on complaints will be used in Chapter V which is a case study of the 

contracting operations of one county sheriff. 

HJSTITUTIONAL t\L TERNATI YES AND THE COSTS OF TRANSACTION 

The cost of obtaining patrol services, regardless of the institu­

tional alternative, has two components. One is the dollar cost of the 

patrol service (e.g., contract price paid to the sheriff or the patrol 

portion of the local police budget). This cost will be discussed later. 
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The other cost integral is transaction cost which is defined as those 

costs incurred in reaching or maintaining an agreement. 15 

Associated with each structural type is an array of transaction 

costs. Seldom are these costs made explicit or evaluated in dollar 

terms, but their direction and who bears them can be observed; ~nd 

factors which affect their direction and relative magnitude can be 

suggested. 

Bargaining 1nstitutions. 16 There are several transaction costs 

which occur when a community buys from the sheriff. One is the amount 

of time it takes local officials and the shei"iff to arrive tlt an agree-

ment. Much of this cost is information cost, but a portion of it may 

be spent in persuading. For the sheriff this may entail making cost 

estimates, writing letters and memos explaining the price and the 

service to be delivered, and attending meetings. l ? Local officials 

will spend time understandi ng the sheri ff' s proposal, seek i nformati on 

from other communities who contract with the sheriff, attend meetings 

with the sheriff, and discuss among themselves whether or not the 

sheriff's proposal is acceptaLle. For those communities that do not 

have their own police department, officials rna) attempt to estimate 

costs of starting and maintaining their own department by talking to 

community officials experienced in the production of police services 

15Schmid, Q2. cite p. 105. 

16Bargaining transactions can take place even if a local commurtity 
has its own department. Local officials, as they try to decide the 
level and type of patrol service, might trade expenditure levels of 
other budget categories to secure their objective for police patrol. 

l?1n many cases the sheriff will have a staff officer perform these 
functions. 



22 

as well as contacting suppliers of police equipment to obtain cost 

estimates. 18 

All else equal, the greater the difference between the sheriff's 

patrol objectives and those held by local officials and the closer the 

sheriff's price is to the price of having a local police department, 

the longer the period of negotiation. Haggling can take place over many 

points in the contract such as who pays ~fQr different costs (overtime, 

fringes, vehicle, etc.), can patrols be dispatched outside the contracting 

community, h01l1 often will the sheriff t'eport to local officials, can 

local officials request patrol activities be done without going through 

the sheriff, and many others. The further away the two parties are on 

their patrol objectives, the more time it will take to reach a com­

promise. Likewise, if the sheriff's price is not very far below the 

cost of having a local department, officials will likely proceed vJith 

more caution than if substantial cost savings are realized. 19 

18It is legitimate to ask whether or not contracting with the sheriff 
will eventually lead to county-~Jide provision of police services by 
the sheriff. Several sheriffs do not like contracting and want 
eventually to have a set millage passed earmarked for their depart­
ment. They feel that contracting is a means to this end. Once 
local officials become used to dealing \'lith the sheriff through con­
tracting, the next step to county-wide enforcemp.nt is a relatively 
sma 11 one. 
As the number of large departments increases, police input suppliers 
concentrate on equipment for the large force and may choose to 
discontinue a broad price range of police equipment concentrating on 
the sophisticated inputs and thus the higher priced items. As this 
trend continues, small communities wanting to start their own depart­
ment will find it increasingly expensive because the less sophis­
ticated equipment will not be readily available. 

19Realization of cost savings from contracting is a function of how 
much information local officials have about starting and operating 
their own department. If local officials have not inquired about 
costs of having their own department, they may not perceive any 
real potential savings. 
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~·lany of the i nformati on costs fallon the sheri ff and thus the 

county taxpayer, because the sheriff will likely be required to supply 

information to local officials concerning his proposal and what it 

would cost them to start their own department. This cost will decline, 

however, for subsequent contracts providing that the service sdld is 

similar to previous contracts. If local officials do not rely on the 

sheriff for all their inforolation, they may spend substantial time in 

gathering their own information about costs of local departments as 

well as gathering other community satisfaction (dissatisfaction) with 

a sheriff's contract. 20 Additional time can be spent by local officials 

if there is disagreement among themselves on whether or not they should 

contract. This even may include informing and persuading their con­

stituents about the pending arrangement with the sheriff. 

The sheriff may choose to pass on to contracting communities 

only a portion of the costs to provide patrol services as an incentive 

to hesitant communities who want their own police department. This 

concession might also be made if the sheriff is unwilling to make any 

compromise on his patrol objectives. (Some sheriffs believe that 

it is good patrol procedure to rotate their patrolmen periodically, 

even though many local officials desire permanently stationed patrol­

men.) Since any deficiency between the contract price and the actual 

cost is paid out of the county general fund~ the sheriff may make a 

concession which falls on the non-contracting portion of the county. 

20This cost is so high (who to contact and what questions to ask) 
that for many officials the net return from generating their 0\,1n 

information is less than the expected return from entering a contract 
with the sheriff using only the sheriff's information. Consequently, 
many local officials choose to bare the cost of uncertainty rather 
than the cost to obtain information. 
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The sheriff will tend to be held in check by county commissioners who 

actively participate in budget formulation and in contracting negotia­

tion and who represent the non-contracting portion of the county.21 

Once a contract between a sheriff and local officials is culminated, 

transaction costs for both parties do not end. The sheriff (or a liaison 

officer) will deal with local officials more on a daily basis dealing 

with dissatisfaction felt by local officials or their constituents. 

Monthly reports will likely be submitted and discussed with local 

officials. Even though it may have been agreed that patrols would 

perform any "reasonable" request made by local officials and that 

patrols \'lOuld not be dispatched outside the contracting community 

except for "emergencies", there may be continual interaction on 

defining "reasonablell and "emergency". 

Policing the agreements for local officials can be very costly. 

To know hO\'J many patrol hours actually \'lOrked requires relying upon 

the sheriff. Listening to a police scanner can give officials an 

indication of hOYI much time is spent out of their community by con­

tracted patrols and the types of complaints which drevI them out. One 

method used by local officials to know if citizens are dissatisfied 

is the number of complaints they receive. vJhile costs of policing a 

contract with the sheriff are high, there is no reason to believe that 

they would be any lower if officials had their own department. 

21Contractual agreements are really between three different parties-­
the sheriff, the local community, and the county board of commis-
s i oners. The document, if wri tten, wi 11 be si gned by represen­
tatives of each party. Even though the county commissioners must 
ratify the agreement, they still may not know that the contract price 
may not cover expenses nor the magnitude of this difference. Some 
may not realize that the sheriff's budget \'Jill then increase in order 
for the terms of the contract to be fulfilled. 
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Administrative Institutions. One transaction cost of having a 

local police department is the cost of gathering information about the 

police services purchased by other similar communities. This is 

especially true at budget times when a local police chief contends 

that he needs a certain piece of equipment or that a certain s~rvice 

is imperative in order to provide lIadequate ll police protection. It 

'tlOuld be of interest to local officials to knolt' how many other similar 

communities found the service or equipment indispensable. 

There is some reason to expect that a police chief will be more 

aggressive in arguing for increased police budgets than will a sheriff 

under contract. If both the sheriff and police chief desire to have a 

larger department, the sheriff has other sources of revenue (e.g. county 

genera 1 fund, federal and state gra.nts, and other contracti ng communi ti es) 

while the police chief has only one well from which to draw. 22 Con­

tributing to a large police budget under the administrative institutional 

alternative is that local officials do not know what police services 

can be obtained fror., the county or state without extra charge. The 

reason for this is that the police chief may want to perform all aspects 

of police work, such as detective, dispatching, etc., and will not use 

the detectives and dispatching of the sheriff and/or state police. 

22The hypothesis which \'/ould need to be tested is "Over a five year 
period local police budget increases will be greater than if the 
community has its own police department rather than contract.1I This 
wi 11 not be done in thi s study because many of the contracti ng opera­
tions have not been in operation five years. Another reason is to 
obtain police budget figures for local communities requires digging into 
the local community's accounting system to obtain all police costs. 
(Costs such as vehicle or fringes appear in a different part of the 
budget. ) 
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There can be disagreement over patrol objectives with a local 

police chief just as there can with the sheriff. If the difference is 

too great, the chief may choose to quit or he can be dismissed. In 

either event, there can result a loss of morale among the other local 

officers, more administrative responsibility of the police department 

going to the elected officials, and the necessity to spend time in 

recruiting a replacement. 

If a local police officer proves unsatisfactory to local officials, 

he can be dismissed, but this can create ill feelings in the corrmunity. 

In addition, there can be a loss of patrol coverage while a replacement 

is sought. Contrasting this with contracting, if a contracted deputy 

proves unsatisfactory, the sheriff has the potential to transfer the 

deputy to another activity or community and provide an immediate sub­

stitute. 

j;\any local officials face a police union. Depending upon the 

aggressiveness of the local officers, much time can be spent by local 

officials in negotiating with a union representative. r~ost sheriffs 

also deal with a labor union but the transaction costs of labor relations 

do not change with an increase in the number of patrolmen through 

contracting. 

Status and Grant Institutions. Local officials who attempt to 

secure higher levels of patrol services from the sheriff in return for 

county taxes already paid are in a grantee position taking what the 

sheriff chooses to give. The reason for this position is that they 

have no power to force a change or anything to trade. In order to move 

from the grantee position into a transaction type where local offici.:.:ls 

can exert more control (without increasing local tax dollars which both 
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the bargain and administrative alternatives require) is to organize other 

communities that have the same problem. If there is enough political 

strength the sheriff along with the county commissioners may choose to 

either reallocate patrols such that the complaining communities receive 

more or they may choose to increase patrol service to the entirelcounty. 

The latter would be cheaper than contracting or starting a local depart­

ment. Ident'ify1ng and gathering together local officials of similar 

tastes \-'Jithin the county has high costs with an uncertain payoff even 

if it is done. 

Even if the sheriff says that he will increase patrol service in 

a given community, policing such a promise is difficult. No sheriff 

to my knowledge sent to non-contracting officials a monthly report with 

a detailed breakdown of the activity in their particular community. 

THE MODEL--SO WHAT? 

The decision which is being informed is "Hhat is the best insti­

tutional means for local officials to obtain a higher level of patrol 

services?" The model presented has been one of structure and conduct 

performance in a cost-benefit framevwrk. Local officials will decide 

on the institutional alternative depending upon the relative costs and 

benefits of each. What price the sheriff chooses to charge relative 

to the cost of starting and maintaining a local department and other 

conduct-performance objectives of the sheriff relative to having a 

1 oca 1 department wi 11 be ~"ei ghed. 

No attempt \,/i11 be made to identify the relative weight given to 

each patrol objective in an effort to predict when contracting will and 

will not result. What will be done is to obtain information about the 

variety of contracting in ~1ichigan, the patrol objectives being reflected 
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in the existing contracts, and the procedures used by different sheriffs 

in estimating patrol costs and determining the contract price. 

CONCLUSION 

~1any rural communities and counties are beginning to explore 
J 

alternative institutional structures to provide them with the level and 

type of patrol service desired. Four structural institutions are open 

to local officials. They are bargain where local officials buy patrol 

services from the sheriff, administrative where local officials hire 

a police chief and start their own department, grant \'/here local 

officials attempt to gain additional patrol services by having the 

sheriff give to them more general patrol, and a cooperative undertaking 

where local officials of two or more communities pool their resources 

and jointly produce police services for all the communities in the 

partnership. The last institutional structure was observed only rarely 

and will not be considered in this study. Administrative and grant 

transacti ons \'Ji 11 be referred to throughout the study, but the primary 

focus is on bargain. 

A market model of structure and conduct-performance was presented. 

The structure in the patrol service market has one supplier, the sheriff, 

and several potential suppliers such as communities starting their own 

department, communities jointly producing their own patrol services, 

local communities selling patrol services to other local cOl11Tlunities,23 

and requesting the state police and sheriff for higher levels of general 

patrol service. Some product differentiation and significant barriers 

23Police chiefs of large cities feel no obligation to provide patrol 
services to surrounding communities. They seem more interested in 
increasing the patrols within the city rather than contracting with 
small adjacent communities. Also, small communities close to large 
cities may fear the threat of annexation more than the threat that 
the county will take over the local community. 
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to entry exist. Another structural dimension which can affect the cost­

performance in the patrol service market is the monopsonistic structural 

relation between the sheriff and county commissioners since the commis­

sioners are the only source (outside of contracting) of patrol funds. 

The conduct-performance variables, which will be used in Chapters III, 

I V and V to analyze the contracti ng operati ons of different sheri ffs 

are cost per patrol hour, reporting to local officials, minimum level 

of service sold, activities performed by patrols, rotating versus 

permanently stationing deputies, revenue from liquor inspection, response 

time and time spent on complaints. 

Transactions costs, the costs of reaching and maintaining an 

agreement, were discussed for bargaining, administrative, and grant 

transactions. No attempt was made to estimate under which institution 

these costs are higher. 

One point needs to be emphas<ized. Local officials often assume 

that "'hen they hire a police chief, they have more control over the 

type of patrol service their community receives and that transactions 

ocsts will be less under the administrative transaction than in dealing 

with the sheriff. But this is not necessarily the case. The local 

police chief is an articulator of demand for police services, and after 

some time in the local community, he can develop local support for his 

position and provide conflict with the local of.ficials. 



CHAPTER II 

LEVEL OF PATROL SERVICES AND WHOSE PREFERENCES COUNT 

INTRODUCTION 

Three different institutional structures and their associated 

costs of transaction have been discussed. Central to these structures 

for local decision makers are the questions of whose preferences will 

most likely prevail, and of \<Jho can create costs for \'Jhom? This 

chapter explores these two questions further by examining the boundary 

problem and by discussing the pressure to consolidate small police 

d8partments which is one possible approach to a boundary problem. Other 

approaches to the boundary problem are discussed, followed by a section 

which shows how overproduction can occur from overlapping jurisdictions. 

The next section deals with fiscal equivalence or the interrelationship 

between who pays and who receives the service. The final section 

discusses different options facing a local community as it attempts to 

procure its optimal level of patrol service. 

A BOUNDARY PROOLEM 

A boundary problem exists v.Jhenever the areal incidence of costs 

and/or benefits of a joint impact good or service (with high exclusion 

costs) do not coincide with the boundary of the providing unit of 

government. 1 \~ith this definition a boundary problem prevails because 

'The Public Economy of i~letropolitan Areas, Robert L. Bish, ~~arkham 
Publishing Co., Chicago, second printing, 1971, p. 55. I do not 
want to imply that any time an externality exists that there is a 
problem. Just because there is interdependence does not mean that 
the interdependent parties have a problem. 

30 
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of the presence of externalities--no externality then no boundary 

prob 1 em. For thi s research an external i ty res ults (and a boundary 

problem eXists) when the preferences of county Als decision makers 

political boundary of the governmental unit producing good or service 

is not the same as the boundary of the consuming unit. In police 

services externalities occur \'1hen police patrols respond to complaints 

outside their ovm community; when citizens travel outside their 

community and demand some level of police service; when one community 

increases its level of police service displacing certain types of 

crimes to neighboring communities; when a criminal, being pursued, 

flees into an adjoining political jurisdiction; and when organized 

crime is active in the area. 

There are bJO consequences which flow from boundary problems. 

First, if exclusion is very costly and no inter-community cooperation 

results, then an underproduction of service is highly probable. 

t,1ancul 01 son demonstrates theoreti cally that lithe 1 arger the group, 

the farther it will fall short of providing an optimal amount of a 

collective good. 11 His model deals with independent entities of 

different sizes and he contends that if the collective good is to be 

provided at all that ... 

lithe largest member, the member who would on his own provide 
the largest amount of the collective good, bears a dispropor­
tionate share of the burden of providing the collective good. 
The smaller member by definition gets a smaller fr~ction of the 
benefit of any amount of the collective good he provides than 
a larger member, and therefore has less incentive to provide 
additional amounts of the collective good. Once a smaller 
member has the amount of the collective good he gets free from 
the largest member, he has more than he would have purchased 
for himself, and has no incent~ve to obtain any of the collec­
tive good at his own expense. 1I 

2The Logic of Collective Action, Mancur Olson, Jr., Schocken Books, 
New York, third printing, 1970, p. 35. 
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An example will apply 01son1s point to this research. Consider 

two adjacent communities. Community A, due to size and/or tastes, 

provides patrol services while B, at the prevailing costs, does not. 

In many instances patrols will respond to serious complaints (robberies 

or serious personal injury auto accidents) outside their political 

boundary. r~ost of the time this is done in the name of humanity and 

no bi 11 is sent to the other community. For seri ous compl ai nts, the 

availability ~f patrol services is a common property good in that 

citizens of A and B have equal access. 3 

In Figure 1, with decision makers not considering the needs of B, 

it can be seen that output OA is produced. If A were able to collect 

from B the marginal amount which B was willing to pay, then OB could 

be produced. (The demand curves are added vertically because this 

type of patrol service is joint impact (collective goods). vlhen the 

two communities are vievJed as a single entity, the optimal output is OB. 

If no institutional mechanism is used by which A and B can cooperate, 

then an underproduction occurs due to the boundary problem. 

A second effect of a boundary problem exists if, in an effort to 

internalize benefits and/or costs, a very heterogeneous community is 

created. Robert Bish demonstrates that the more heterogeneous the 

group, the more likely that certain group (those with extreme prefer­

ences) will not receive the level or type of service desired. While 

Olson speaks about an underproduction of the service to the entire area, 

3A has more access than B if response time is the measure of the output 
rather than if the complaint 'IJas ansvlered or not. The reason for 
this is that the patrols wi'11 be cruising in 1\ when any serious. 
complaint is received by the police department and response will be 
quicker to those in A than those in B. 
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Bish looks at the level and type of service inadequacies which may 

result if the entire service area is internalized. Both effects will 

be explored more fully later in the chapter. 

THE CONSOLIDATION MOVEMENT 

One approach to the boundary problem is to centralize production 

of the good or service. The impetus for centralization is strong, 

and it entails more than the internalization of costs and benefits of 

all affected parties or achieving scale economies. Centralization 

often becomes an end in itself. Centralization is also an opportunity 

for different interest groups (e.g., criminal justice planners, 

sheriffs etc.) to define what police service ought to be. Robert Bish 

and Vincent Ostrom observe that the fol lowing three conclusions seem 

to emerge in many commission reports on police service provision: 4 

(1) ••. Departments must have relatively uniform responses 
which fall within guidelines set by courts' and good police 
pra~tices. Departments must have strong central control 
to achieve these objectives. 

(2) Fragmentation of police jurisdictions must be reduced. 
Many departments are too small and better coordination 
or integration is needed to police metropolitan areas. 
Criminals are not restrained by local government boun­
daries; police must not be either ... 

(3) State governments should enact minimum statewide standards 
for police services. Only in this way can the negative 
consequences from jurisdictions with inadequate police 
services be eliminated. 

Referring to conclusion number three, one of the standards recently 

adopted by r·1ichigan ' s Goals and Standards Committee is that federal 

4Understanding Urban Government, Robert Bish and Vincent Ostrom, 
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, Washington, 
D.C., 1973, p. 42. 
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funds should not be allocated to communities with police departments 

of 20 persons or less. 5 

El'lnor Ostrom summarizes below much of the reasoning used by 

advocates of police consolidation: 6 

J 

Recommendations for consolidating urban police agencies 
are usually based on three underlying and little-examined 
assertions. First, proponents of consolidation assert that 
specialization and professionalization are necessary requisites 
for effective urban law enforcement. Second, they assert that 
large size is necessary for specialization and professionali­
zation. Third, large-scale police agencies are thought to be 
more efficient (able to produce the same or higher levels of 
output at lower costs) than small departments. Conse~uently, 
it is asserted that: (1) small departments cannot provide 
the level and type of service needed in complex urban areas, 
and (2) small departments cannot produce services at costs 
as low as large departments. Smaller departments with lower 
per capita expenditure levels than larger departments are 
automatically assumed to be providing inferior services. 

Bish and Vincent Ostrom conclude by saying that, liThe recommenda­

tions are much more the product of a 'way of thinking' about the 

problem--the reform tradition supporting consolidated and integrated 

command structures headed by competent men and staffed by professionals-­

than an empirical analysis of problems and alternative solutions."7 

They examined a study which was a reevaluation of the data used for 

the President's Commission, THE CH~\LLENGE OF CRmE IN A FREE SOCIETY. 

5Instead of the number of small departments falling, what may instead 
happen is that certain police functions such as dispatching and record 
keeping become centralized while patrol services and possibly even 
detective work remain decentralized. The former police activities 
are lumpy while the latter activities tend to be less lumpy and fairly 
labor intensive. The Office of Criminal Justice Planning administers 
LEAA funds in Michigan and will likely adhere to the goal. But local 
communities can probably still use federal revenue sharing funds for 
any police capital expenditures and CETA funds for the salaries of 
police personnel. 

6"Do He Really L~ant to Consolidate Urban Police Forces? A Reappraisal 
of Some 01 d Assertions," El i nor Os trom, Roger Parks, Gordon Whi taker, 
PUBLIC AD~lINISTRATION REVIEW, September/October, 1973, p. 423. 

7Bish and Ostrom, 2£. cit. p. 43. 
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The data did not support those advocating larger political jurisdic­

tions. The conclusions from the data are: 8 

(1) Crime rates are higher in larger jurisdictions. 

(2) Citizen evaluation of police services is higher in suburban 
and small jurisdictions. 

(3) For relatively similar levels of service, the cost of 
police services is higher in larger jurisdictions. 

(4) When the multiplicity of jurisdictions in a metropolitan 
area is measured by the number of municipalities per 
100,000 population, the greater the number of municipalities 
to population, the lower are per capita costs when service 
levels are held constant. 

Advocates of consolidation rely on the notion that since exter­

nalities exist, that total performance will be enhanced if decisions 

are made with an entire area in focus. These advocates usually do not 

ask the questions II~Jhose focus?" or "Whose tastes will count more and 

whose less after consolidation occurs?" Instead, consolidation tends 

to become an end in itself. 

Hm'l does the boundary problem (the existence of externality) 

relate to the three institutional alternatives discussed in Chapter I? 

First, the boundary problem identifies areas where interdependence 

exists between different entities. Settling the boundary problem 

decides who has an opportunity to interact with \A/hom, thus estab­

lishing the general contours of the transactions. But within any 

contour, there are still three institutional ways in which entities 

can relate to each other. 

For example, consider consolidation which attempts to internalize 

most of the externalities and to offer the opportunity for each entity's 

8' b 'd 43 -' -'-' p. . 
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preferences to enter the decision making process. Assume for the 

moment that all police departments are consolidated with the county 

sheriff. Depending upon the degree of power each local community 

has relative to the sheriff, either an administrative, bargained or 

grant transaction will take place. A bargained relationship can exist, 

if the communities of similar tastes can affect the election of the 

sheriff or the hiring of the police professional. If member communities 

are powerless to affect the selection of the sheriff, a grant relation­

ship exists where the central authority gives to the participating 

communities the level and type of service he feels they need. It 

is likely that some local units will have relatively more power than 

others, which allows some to have a bargaining potential while the 

rest must be satisfied with a grantee role. 

THE COOPERATION CONTINUUM 

In spite of the great pressure to force small police departments 

to consolidate, there are other possible institutional arrangements to 

handle the boundary problem. Any transaction (bdtgained, admin1sttative, 

or status and grant) represents some degree of mutual dependence. This 

can be said for governmental units as well as individuals. A continuum 

of inter-governmental cooperation exists which has as one extreme 

complete independent action and as the other extreme complete consoli­

dation or merger. 9 The institutional alternative explored in this 

research is contracting (bargaining transactions).lO 

9Independent action attempts to internalize no externalities and merger 
attempts to internalize all externalities. 

lOActs of cooperati on can be between governmental uni ts (vi 11 ages, town­
ships, etc.), between functional service units (police, fire, etc.) 
and between sub-funct'ional service units (police dispatching). 
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There are two types of cooperative undertakings. One is a "hori­

zontal" arrangement which is a cooperative venture of mutual aid. ll 

All parties of a horizontal arrangement perceive a similar problem 

and advantages to acting jointly. Each party is able and ~Jilling to 

contribute an amount and receive service comparable to their contri­

bution. An example of this tY\1e of an arrangement is the unwritten 

mutual aid agreement between the cities of Lansing and East Lansing, 

{'Iichigan State University Department of Public Safety, and Ingham 

County. Each police agency withi.n these political units provides 

manpower and equipment to the Metro Narcotic Squad. In addition, the 

mutual aid pact covers civil disorders similar to the one which 

occurred in East Lasning near j"lichigan State University in ~1ay, 1972. 12 

The cost to police with this disorder has been estimated to be between 

$250,000 and $300,000 most of which was borne by the Michigan State 

Pol ice .13 

A second pattern of cooperation is a "vertical ll system where 

communities are less like partners. Parties of a vertical arrangement 

often times are dealing with different problems; but through cooperation, 

llAdvisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR), A Handbook 
for Interlocal Agreements and Contract. U.S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D.C., Narch, 1967, p. 13. 

12Mutual Aid Planning, John M. Baines et al., National Sheriff's 
Association, ~~ashington, D.C. SepteiiibeG 1973, p. 69. There is an 
economic incentive for such an arrangement. Negative externalities 
from a civil disorder which could not be controlled by the local 
police force could spillover into surrounding communities. Conse­
quently, the adjacent communities will derive a benefit from helping 
their neighboring community control the disorder. 

13Ibid . p. 71. The state police were not a part of the mutual aid 
pact. 
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each is able to move toward an acceptable solution. An example of 

this is the city of Stockbridge buying 40 hours of patrol services 

from the sheriff of Ingham County. The sheriff could be interested in 

expanding his patrol division while Stockbridge officials are likely 

to be interested in obtaining for their community a higher level of 

patrol services at a price which is less than what it \'/ould cost them 

to produce their own patrol hours. This dissertation deals exclusively 

with the vertical arrangement. 

VOICE AND EXIT 

Nany local officials, v/hen faced with a cooperative venture, fear 

a loss of local control. Another articulation of this concern is that 

local officials are afraid of receiving, for a cooperative venture, 

a set of undesirable, or less than desirable, outputs and be unable to 

alter the situation. VJhat opportunities exist for local officials to 

articulate their preference once a cooperative undertaking commences? 

Along the cooperation continuum there exist varying degrees of 

voice and exit options. If community officials choose to have their 

own department, they \\Iill have numerous chances to have constant input 

into the type of police activities performed and the way they are 

performed. If exercising their voice (command) option fails to achieve 

the des i red output, they can ex it from the s i tua ti on by fi ri ng the 

police chief or any other department personnel. If community officials 

choose to participate in a complete consolidation of their police 

department (e.g., metropolitan police force such as operates in Toronto, 

Canada), they may still have occasion to exercise their voice option 

articulating their preferences. But under the merger arrangement, exit 

will be more difficult. Very little is known on how a community secedes 
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from a metropolitan police department to start its own department. 

Can it be done by the local officials of the seceding community passing 

a resolution or must the other communities in the metropolitan system 

also agree to it?14 Further, how effective is the voice option once 

the exit option is no longer available? 

Contracting is a type of consolidation offering both the voice 

as well as the exit option. There are numerous examples of the 

effectiveness of the voice option. In Michigan, Genesee Township 

contracts with the Genes ee County sheri ff. After contracti ng had begun, 

the supervisor noticed traffic speeding along a given stretch of road. 

He mentioned it to the sheriff's lieutenant and the next day he noticed 

one of his contracted patrols monitoring traffic. In Los Angeles 

County, California, the sheriff preferred that only two-man patrol 

units should operate; but as the cost of contracted patrol service 

began to increase, he was forced by the contracting communities to 

begin supplying one-man patrol units. 15 

One thing which can make the voice option effective is for local 

officials to know what other sheriffs are willing to supply to contrac-

ting communities. It is easy for local officials, \l/ho must contract 

with their local sheriff, to be told that in the name of "good profes-

sional law enforcement" only a certain type of service is possible. 

Some voice leverage is gained when the contracting operations of other 

sheriffs are known. 

14If a community is annexed into a larger community, how does it become 
unannexed? 

15 11The Impact of Contract Services Arrangements on the Los Angeles 
Sheriff's Department and Law-Enforcement Services in Los Angeles 
County", John J. Kirlin, Public Policy, Vol. XXI, Fall, 1973, p. 562. 
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Further, the voice option can be made more productive if there is 

a feasible exit option. 16 For a local community the cost of exit, when 

cancelling the contract, is either starting a local department or con­

tracting with another community. The exit cost for a community with . 
its own department is firing the police chief and hiring a new chief or 

contracting with some entity for the desired police service. The exit 

cost from a merger can be prohibitive in that no exit option may exist. 

Several things affect the cost of exit under each institutional 

arrangement. 17 First is the cost of breaking the agreement which for 

firing a police chief might be unemployment compensation. For most 

contracting in r,'lichigan, all that is required is thirty to sixty days 

advance notice plus the start up costs of some alternative. For 

merger, dissolving the consolidation is expensive. Plus, there is the 

potential for some loss of police coverage when cancelling a contract 

with the sheriff or looking for a new police chief. 

OVERLAPPING JURISDICTIONS AND THE OPTIr~AL M10UNT OF A COLLECTIVE GOOD 

~1any communi ti es in Ni chi gan pay for patrol servi ces from the 

state, the county, and their own local department. The question in 

focus is hO\lJ might a local community not receive its optimum amount of 

16In Exit, Voice and Loyalty, Albert O. Hirschman, (Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1970), a private market situation is 
described where consumers, discontented with the deterioration of a 
product, exit from the market rather than articulate to the producer 
their specific dissatisfaction. Hirschman deals with a pareto better 
move (i.e., no one likes a deteriorated product). But many times firms, 
as well as governments, make changes in order to acquire a different 
portion of the market. This change may in fact alienate another 
portion of the market. Voice, without the option of exit will, likely, 
fallon deaf ears. 

17 For the community officials who had never before had their own depart­
ment and found contracting unsatisfactory, they have a better idea 
of the type of police service they wish to provide their citizens. 
This information was gained without incurring the risk of investing 
in their own police department. 
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county patrol services even though an optimum amount is produced at 

the county level. Optimum amount is defined to be that level of output 

where the cost and benefit (as perceived by local officials) of the 

marginal unit are equal. For this analysis, the unit of output is 
I 

minute of response time but the more intermediate output indicator, 

number of hours of patrol, could be used equally well. 

vJhen discussing optimal production it is critical to specify 

optima 1 for whom. Tili s secti on wi 11 show that a county optimum may 

not be optimal for the communities which lie inside the county. Because 

of the distribution of the county-wide service, some communities may 

receive a surplus of the service (surplus relative to \tJhat the communi­

ties are \'Ii11ing to buy at prevailing costs), others will receive the 

optimal amount, and still others will receive a level which is intol­

lerably low. The latter group of communities will attempt through con­

tracting or having their own department to achieve their optimal amount. 

From the county perspective, this could mean an over-production of 

patrol services. This will be shown in the following analysis. 

Consider a county with only two communities, village A and township 

B. Both communities desire low mean t'esponse time; and for each 

community there is an inverse relationship between the number of patrol 

hours and minutes of response time. Figure 2 shows the relationship 

between patrol hours and response time. Due to exogenous factors such 

as large geographical area, bad roads, etc., any level of patrol hours 

in B will produce a higher response time than in A. Given this situa­

tion, the county sheriff must allocate a given number of patrol hours 

to A and B. 
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There are three possible decision rules the sheriff can use in 

allocating the stock of patrol hours. They are input equalization, 

output equalization, or county-wide minimization of response time. 

Input equal ity says that each community wi 11 recei ve the same 

number of patrol hours. But if OX number of patrol hours are allo­

cated to village A and township B, then A will have a mean response 

time of 10 minutes and B will have a 20 minute mean response time. 

Output equalization says that patrol hours will be allocated such that 

each community has the same mean response time. If 15 minutes was the 

goal for each community, more patrol hours (OY) will be required for 

B than for A (OZ). 

Since the sheriff is a county elected official, he feels incentive 

to utilize the third allocative rule which is to minimize the county­

wide mean response time. To illustrate this, it is helpful to use a 

production possibility curve \'Jhich is shown in Figure 3 and is convex 

to the origin. 18 The production possibility curve shows the different 

combinations of mean response times in A and B given the number of 

patrol hours available to be allocated. Also shown in Figure 3 are 

equal satisfaction curv~ (dissatisfaction curves). The satisfaction 

in this example is equal levels of county-wide mean response time, which 

means that the sheriff would be equally satisfied at any point on the 

same indifference curve. The closer the curves are to the origin, the 

lower the county-wide mean response time and thus the higher the level 

of satisfaction for the sheriff. 19 

l8The production possibility curve is convex to the origin because if 
all patrol hours were allocated to A, Als response time would approach 
zero, but not reach it and Bls response time would approach infinity. 
This production possibility curve also reflects diminishing marginal 
productivity. Response time in B falls by increasingly small amounts 

(continued) 
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The output and input equa 11 ty poi nts of Fi gure 2 are i denti fi ed 

on the production possibility curve P1P1 as (C,D) and (A,B), respec­

tively. From the figure the marginal rate of substitution of one 

minute of response time in B is \'Jorth three minutes in A. Starting 
I 

at point (C,D), if patrol resources are switched from B to A, that mean 

response time in {I. will fall by three minutes while response time in B 

will increase by only one minute. As long as the fall in response time 

in A is greater than the increase in response time in B, the county-wide 

mean will continue to fall and the sheriff will be able to reach 

successively higher levels of satisfaction (lo\'Jer county-wide mean 

response times) by moving down the curve from point (C,D). The sheriff 

will stop reallocating his fixed number of patrol hours at the point 

of tangency between the indifference curve 13 and the production 

possibility curve. Beyond this point transfer of patrol from B to A 

will cause response time in B to increase more than the fall in 

response time in A. In Chapter V the general patrol of a county sheriff 

will be examined to see \'Jhich of the three allocative rules he employs 

and the impact it has on his opportunity to contract. 

Several sheriffs have indicated they would prefer a flat county­

wide millage earmarked for provision of county-wide (except large cities) 

patrol service rather than contracting with several local communities 

18(Continued) as patrol hours are allocated from A to B. 

19The equal sati s faction curves are strai ght 1 i nes because the county­
wide mean response time is a linear combiration of the response times 
in the two communities. The curves would be concave if the surface 
was not county-wide mean response time but instead political satis­
faction to the sheriff. If the equal satisfaction curves were concave, 
this would reflect that the sheriff is more satisfied (dissatisfied) 
when the response time of one community decreases (increases) relative 
to the other community. 
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for the "extra" level of service. 20 Assume a local community were to 

pay an equal increment in county taxes under the sheri ff I S mi 11 age as 

they woul d pay to the sheri ff under contract. llJith the contract they 

could specify when the patrols vJould be in their community and thus 

control response time. With the sheriff's millage, local officials 

have little control over which allocative dec-ision rule is used by the 

sheriff. Even if they could control the decision rule, the information 

on how each rule would affect their community would be very costly to 

obtain. 

THE OVERPRODUCTION TRAP 

Overproduction of patrol hours can result in the county even if 

the optimal amount had been originally produced. This can result 

because the sheriff does not distribute his patrol services such that 

marginal value of each increment of patrol service is equal in all 

the communiti es . 

To show holtl overproduction can occur, we return to our two 

community county with each community having a demand for patrol services 

as seen in Figure 4. Since patrol hours are a good for which consumers 

can be excluded, we can add the two demand curves horizontally and 

construct a demand for patrol hours for the entire county. (The output 

on the horizontal axis is different than on Figure 1.) Assume that we 

are dealing with a constant cost industry and that both A and B choose 

not to have their own department or contract with the sheriff, but 

200ne reason that some sheriffs would like a set millage for the opera­
tion of the sheriff's department is that they would become completely 
independent of the county commissioners for budgetary affairs. Another 
reason for the millage is their budget would grow automatically as 
the value of the property in their county appreciated. 
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instead choose to rely upon the sheriff for their patrol hours. 

Through interacting \'.Jith the county commissioners the sheriff is able 

to achi eve a budget whi ch allows for the producti 011 of OX number of 

patrol hours. Since the mechanism leading to the production of the 
I 

county-wide optimal output is unknown, it should be assumed for this 

example that the optimal was produced. 

The question facing the sheriff now is how to distribute output 

level OX. Assume that the sheriff distributes OV I to Band VIX to A 

which means that B receives less than its optimal and A receives more 

(VIX > Ol). (We are assuming that the sheriff is able to perceive 

the county optimal level of output but is unable to know the optimal 

levels of each community.) If B's officials are unable to convince 

the sheriff that patrol hours should be reallocated from A to B, then 

they can either do without their optimal level, start their own depart­

ment, or contract v/ith the sheriff for a higher level. Assuming that 

B takes one of the latter two options, officials of B would be interested 

in obtaining yly more patrol hours. Once this happens the total amount 

of patrol service produced is OX plus VIV. Notice that SiS demand curve 

for patrol hours has not changed and consequently the county aggregative 

demand curve does not change yet more than the optimal patrol hours is 

being produced. Total cost for the patrol level is O~lN(OX+V'Y) \'Jhile 

total benefit (if it could be measured in dollar amounts) would be 

OST(OX+V'Y). The overproduction becomes more serious if, as B obtains 

more patrol service through contracting or tlleir own department, the 

sheriff reallocates patrol OV I away from B to A reasoning that since 

B now has its own coverage and the sheriff can give more attention to 

A where need is perceived to be greater. 
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Concluding, overproduction can result through the mal-distribution 

of the existing stock of patrol hours. This model does not completely 

explain why some communities receive patrol services from three different 

organizations (state, county and local). It is very conceivable that 
I 

the sheriff was unable to obtain a budget from the county commissioners 

which enabled the production of OX patrol hours initially. In this 

event the priorities of the county commissioners were in conflict with 

those of local officials, and a local department would begin or con­

tracting would exist to account for the deficiency between what the 

sheriff was able to produce and the aggregate county-wide demand for 

patrol services. 2l 

The policy implication which this has for sheriffs is that they 

can do much to stem the growth of new departments if they in fact 

choose to allocate their patrols such that output equalization results 

(equal response time in all communities) rather' than trying to minimize 

the county-wide mean response time. 

FISCAL EQUIVALENCE 

Consolidation and decentralization have one thing in common. Both 

the production and financial (provision) responsibilities are found at 

the same level of government. Contracting offers the opportunity for 

local levels to assume financial responsibility for providing patrol 

service with production remaining at a more aggregative level like the 

21Some people contend that not all patrol hours are homogeneous. A 
patrol hour can be different because of the level of education of the 
patrol officers. A patrol can also be different because there are two 
rather than one officer in the car or because some officers are more 
empathetic than others. Also, response time is only one output of a 
patrol hour. Some officials may feel that traffic monitoring should 
be given more weight relative to responding to complaints. If homo­
geneity of patrol hours is important, then aggregating along the 
horizontal axis as was done in Figure 4 is no longer possible. 
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county. It is rel evant to exami ne how the boundary of the produci ng 

unit meshes with the unit responsible for financing. 

Mancur Olson examines three possible relationships between the 

boundary of a joint impact good and the boundary of the governmental 

unit financing the good. 22 First, the II coll ective good reache~ beyond 

the boundari es of the government that provi des it." In thi s case a 

positive externality exists which cannot be captured by the providing 

unit and lIit tends to carryon its activity at a less than Pareto 

optimal level. II As an example, Putnam Township in Livingston County 

decided not to sign a new contract with the county sheriff once the 

federal funds, which were used to finance the first contract, expired. 

Two reasons for this decision exist. First, local officials felt that 

increasing local taxes was politically an impossibility. Second, 

Hamburg Township, on its western border, was increasing the number of 

patrol hours purchased from the sheriff; and the village of Pickney, 

lying within Putnam Township, has its own police department. Both 

police operations respond to lIemergenciesll in Putnam Township. While 

some of Putnam's needs were met by the two communities, these needs 

were not considered when deciding the production level each was to 

produce. When all three units are considered in total, there is likely 

an under-production of the service. 23 

22 11The Principle of 'Fiscal Equivalence': The Division of Responsibi-
1 iti es Among Different Level s of Government ll , ~lancur 01 son, Jr., 
American Economic Review, May, 1969, Vol. LIX, No.2, pp. 482-485. 

23It is unknown what Putnam officials would be willing to pay for this 
service if they ItJere forced to pa.y. (It is known that they were 
unwilling to raise $10,000.) Plssume that they were willing to pay 
each unit $2,500 or lose the service; it is not known whether this 
$5,000 amount would cause patrol service to increase. The elasticity 
of supply is dependent upon the lumpiness of patrol production and 
\t/hether 1 oca 1 offi ci a 1 s of Putnam and Hamburg want to incrementally 
increase patrol production. 
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A second relationship is that "the collective good reaches only 

a part of the constituency that provides it. ,,24 This can occur when an 

effort is made to internalize all externalities through some type of 

consolidation. Consider the case where a sparsely populated portion 
I 

of a county receives less than the level of patrol services it needs. 

Being unable to force the sheriff into increasing the road patrol 

service, it can either do without, start its own department, or contract 

for the needed service with the sheriff. This can lead to an over-

production of patrol services if each unsatisfied local community is 

allowed to remedy its own situation. This was discussed in more detail 

in the previous section. 

A third possibility is where "the boundaries of the collective 

good are the same as those of the jurisdiction that provides it." In 

this case, there is a match between those who pay for the good and 

those who receive the benefits. Olson calls this "fiscal equivalence." 

This is approached when a local community finances its own police 

department or if a community contracts with the sheriff. But in the 

case of contracting, the situation is not clear and definitive. If 

2401son contends that if taxes used to finance the activity are raised 
throughout the entire unit, then "even a collective good, which brings 
gains much greater than its costs, will still create more losers 
than gainers." It is unclear what Olson means. If benefits exceed 
costs the GNP increases and there is a redistribution from those taxed 
to those who receive. If Olson means that the number of people 
paying is greater than the number benefited (ignoring the per capita 
cost and benefits) then his statement is incomplete. Consider a 
sparsely settled portion of a county receiving zero level of a county­
wide service which it helped finance. The number of gainers can 
exceed the number of losers quite easily. A third interpretation is 
that the net benefits are not great enough to sufficiently compensate 
the losers' for their net loss, but this outcome is far from obvious. 
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the sheriff charges a price which is less than the cost of patrols 

provided, the second relationship exists where the general county 

taxpayer pays for a portion of the contracted patrols received by a 

local community. This will be further examined when the sheriff's 
I 

contract prices are compared to the costs of patrol production. 

Fiscal equivalence is not necessarily the goal of the sheriff or 

local officials. The next section discusses the different possibilities 

as the sheriff and the local officials interact in attempting to meet 

county as well as local needs. 

POTENTIAL PURCHASES OF INCREMENTAL OUTPUT 

Local officials often speak about paying three times for patrol 

services (state, county and local). This implies that \l/hen local 

officials start their own police department or contract with the sheriff, 

that they loose rather than augment the patrol service supplied by the 

state and county sheriff. The question which will be explored in this 

section is if a community does not receive an adequate number of patrol 

hours from the sheriff, can it purchase the incremental amount needed 

to account for the deficiency between what they are receiving and what 

they wish to receive or do they loose what they were receiving and end 

up producing all their needed patrol hours? 

Patrol hours supplied by the sheriff are not entirely incompatible 

goods; they have joint impact character"istics. Citizens throughout the 

county, for instance, have some interest in patrol services in township A 

should they ever be needed when visiting or traveling through A. Citizens 

of township A also have demand for patrol hours; but since they live 

there, their demand is greater than the county-wide demand. 
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In Figure 5 the demand which the entire county has for sheriff 

patrol hours in township A is shown by Dcounty. The demand for patrol 

hours by township residents (Da) is greater. The sheriff is willing 

to supply output level OA to the township and would supply more only 
I 

if r~c of patrol hours falls or if the county-wide demand curve increases. 

Township A desires output level OB. There are different strategies as 

township A attempts to obtain their optimal 1evel of output. First, 

the township officials may contend that output level OB is owed to 

them because they are county taxpayers. Since the local officials 

probably do not know how OB per capita compares to the level received 

by other communities, the sheriff can say that he is giving them their 

"fair share" which is ~A. If that fails to satisfy local officials, 

the sheriff can say that the county commissioners refused his budget 

request which would have allowed him to increase the amount of road 

patrol he could give them. Attempting to coerce the sheriff into 

providing more road patrol is not likely to succeed unless the local 

community organizes with other communities with similar problems or 

if the complaining community should happen to hold a majority of the 

electorate. 25 

I~ second option is for the local community to start its own 

department in order to obtain an increase of AB in patrol service. 

There are several problems with this strategy. First, attempting to 

build on output level OA is difficult because local officials do not 

know ~'Jhen OA wi 11 be deli vered. Many sheri ffs have thei r general 

25A local community may not hold a majority of the electorate but may 
have some clout if the sheriff believes the local community contains 
the marginal votes necessary to win in a close election. 
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Figure 2-5 Demand for Patrol Hours in Community A by County 
And Community A 
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patrol s randomly pass through di fferent communiti es. Consequently, 

local officials may aim for producing all of OB and have some double 

coverage rather than run the risk of producing only AB and being without 

coverage for some portion of the day or night. 1\ second problem is that 

local officials do not know, nor can they control, what the sheriff will 

do with output OA after a local community either starts its own de:Jart­

ment or contracts. The sheriff may decide that since the local community 

has some coverage, he will take OA and give it to another portion of 

the county.26 For these two reasons local communities are likely to 

aim for producing OB levels rather than /\B. 

The third option is for the township to contract for the needed 

patrol services with the sheriff. The sheriff and the township offi-

cials enter into a bargained transaction and the outcome, in terms of 

price charged and quantity sold, i.s difficult to predict. Several of 

the possible combinations are listed below. 

Combination 1: Sheriff refuses to sell output AB and instead 

offers to sell output OB to township A at price OP1. The township 

pays a total sum to the sheriff of OP1NB; and the sheriff takes patrols 

OA and redistributes them to another portion of the county. An 

example of this is the \'Jayne County sheriff contracting with the city 

of Romulus. When Romulus was a township, it received OA level of 

service from the sheriff but lost this when it became a city. After 

an abortive effort to have its own department, Romulus officials 

260ne sheriff told a local community which was contemplating starting 
their own department that he would deny them any general patrol 
services unless they contracted \l/i.th him. 
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contracted with the sheriff for the level of patrol services they 

needed which was OB. The sheriff charges them a price which approxi­

mates very closely the actual cost of operation. 27 The sheriff provides 

no general road patrol service (road patrol funded from the county 

general fund) because the Hayne County Commissioners have the policy 

that once a political unit becomes an incorporated city, they have 

responsibility for all road patrol service. 

Combination 2: The sheriff sells to township A output level AC 

rather than AB. 28 This combination has the sheriff selling more than 

the additional amount to A because he sees an opportunity, through 

contracting, to provide higher levels of service to the non-contracting 

portion of the county; and he will use increment BC to provide this 

service level. The BC increment can be observed in contracting opera­

tions by the sheriff reserving the right to dispatch outside the con-

trating community and by having part of the time purchased by the 

contracting community be spent in transit to and from the sheriff's 

office. During the transit time non-contracting communities receive 

higher levels of patrol service. 

If the county pays its marginal valuation, then it contributes 

OP3 and A contributes P3P4' But there are other pricing possibilities 

27The relationship between the actual costs of a contracting operation 
and the price the sheriff chooses to charge will be discussed more 
fully later on in the study for this and all other examples in this 
section. 

281,\ sheri ff may refuse to sell some 1 evel of servi ce because he may 
feel the level is too small to have any impact or because the level 
is so small that it is di ffi cul t for the sheri ff to produce. ~lany 
sheriffs find it difficult to produce less than 40 hours of patrol 
service per week due to the difficulty of hiring part-time personnel. 
(This assumes that they are also unwilling to take from their general 
patrol in order to staff the contract.) 
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other than each unit of government paying its marginal valuation. For 

instance, if the county commissioners play an active role in the 

pricing, they may compel the sheriff to charge price OP l for output AB 

and P4P2 for output BC. On the other hand, if the sheriff is fairly 

powerful relative to the county commissioners, he may be able to get 

them to agree to charging P3P4 for output AC. 

Combination 3: The sheriff sells output OB to A and charges 

P'P2 \'Jith the county general fund paying OP 2. The sheriff justifies 

this by contending that the price break is due A because A pays county 

taxes. The critical question is what happens to general patrol service 

~A. If OA is redistributed to other parts of the county, then the 

county commissioners and local officials must decide if rectangle Rt1NS 

equals \~hat the sheriff owes A due to A paying county taxes. If OA 

general patrol service is given to A, then trying to justify the below 

cost price, because A pays county taxes, carries less weight. ~lost 

contracting in Michigan seems to be similar to combination 3 with some 

sheriffs redistributing OA to other parts of the county and others 

continuing to give OA to the contracting community.29 

CONCl US IONS 

{\ boundary problem is central to the issue of which institutional 

alternative local officials utilize to obtain their desired level of 

patrol services. A boundary problem exists when the political 

boundary of a governmental unit producing a service is not the same 

as the boundary of the cons umi ng uni t. Several results may occur. 

First, there may be an underproduction of the good or service in 

29Combination 3 could have been done with output AC instead of AB 
and the discussion would remain essentially the same. 
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question (overproduction for a negative good). Second, if the benefits 

and costs are internalized in a very heterogeneous community, then 

groups i nterna 1 to tile community vJi th preferences extreme from the mean 

of the community may not receive the type of service desired. 
I 

Contracting was placed in between independent action and complete 

consolidation on a cooperation continuum. The point was made that 

contracting was a type of vertical coordination which offers to all 

parties both the options of voice (command) and exit. If local offi-

cials, contracting with a sheriff, are unhappy about the police service 

they are receiving, they can exercise their voice (command option); 

and if it fails to provide the desired results, the local officials 

can cancel the contract and exit from the cooperative arrangement. 

Three allocative decision rules which the sheriff could use in 

the areal distribution of general patrol services were discussed. The 

first was input equalization where each community receives the same 

level of patrol services; the second was output equalization where 

each community receives the same level of output (response time); and 

third is the minimization of the county-wide mean response time. If 

a community is unable to receive its optimum level of patrol service 

because the allocative decision rule does not favor them, then an 

opportunity exists for the sheriff to sell that particular community 

a higher level of service through contracting. This will be explored 

in detail in Chapter V. 

Finally, the question of fiscal equivalence was raised and 

related to the sheriff1s allocation of general patrol. Three combina­

tions were discussed. First, the sheriff can charge a contract price 

equal to the costs of meeting the contractual obligation and provide 
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no general patrol to the contracting community. Second, the sheriff 

can charge a contract price which is less than costs and sell more than 

is desired by the contracting community using the extra patrol services 

to provide service to the non-contracting portion of the county. Third, 

the sheriff sells the total desired level of patrol service to the 

contracting community but at a price which is less than costs. The 

sheriff is likely to justify the price being less than costs stating 

that he owes the contracting community a price concession because of 

the county taxes they pay. The question then becomes what happens to 

the level of general patrol services which the community received before 

contracting. If it is allocated to non-contracting portions of the 

county, then the budgetary issue facing the county commissioners is 

whether or not the extra service going to the non-contracting portion 

of the county as a result of the contract is worth the difference 

between the contract price and the costs of operation. This will be 

dealt with in more detail in Chapter V. 



CHAPTER III 

THE BARGAIN INSTITUTION FOR PATROL SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

In Chapter I the three institutional structures of bargain, 

administrative, and grant were discussed. This chapter focuses 

entirely on bargain, and it along with Chapter IV apply the structure 

and conduct-performance model to analyze the contracting arrangements 

of different sheriffs. 

In the state of r~ichigan in 1974, 30 of the 83 county sheriffs 

had some type of contracting arrangement with another unit of govern­

ment. The map on the next page identifies the counties which contract. 

Great variety exist.s among the contracting operations even though the 

commodity most often traded via the contractual arrangement was patrol 

service. Six of the sheriffs contract with the u.S. Forest Service 

providing patrol service to National Parks. The remaining sheriffs 

have some type of contractual agreement with local communities. Of 

these, 20 are located in the southern half of the lower peninsula. 

In Cass County during 1974 the sheriff had no contracts but two local 

communities contracted together for police service. 

To apply the structure and conduct-performance model, several 

of the structural conditions and conduct-performance characteristics 

need to be reiterated. One structural condition which affects a 

contracting sheriff's conduct-performance is that local officials 
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always have the option of continuing or starting a local police 

department, and this provides competition to the sheriff attempting to 

sell patrol services. Another structural relationship is the sheriff's 

relation to his county board of commissioners in acquiring funding 
I 

for his patrol division. One might expect that the more miserly the 

commissioners, the more disposed the sheriff will be to sell the type 

and level of patrol services desired by local officials. Conversely, 

if the sheriff is modest and feels he has an adequately financed 

department, he may not be willing to sell any patrol services; or, if 

he does sell, he may not be willing to meet all the patrol needs felt 

by local officials. 

I attempted to discover the relationship which each sheriff had 

with his county commissioners by listening to him describe the patrol 

needs he felt his county had and the relative success he met when 

requesting funds from the commissioners. 1\1any times, this information 

would come in the form of \lJhat the sheriff planned to do, but in any 

event the conversations did reveal something about the relationship 

which the sheriff had with his county commissioners. If the sheriff 

was frustrated with his finding success from the commissioners, he 

might already have a high percentage of his patrol division funded 

through contracts or he might be planning to contract extensively in 

the future. In any ease it was hypothesized that this kind of sheriff 

would be more responsive to the conduct-performance objectives of 

local officials than a sheriff who was satisfied with the size of his 

patrol division. This structural information for each sheriff appears 

under the subheading "Future Contracting Expectations". 
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The conduct-performance variables (i.e., the range over which the 

product can vary) are the divisibility of patrol service which can be 

purchased, the type and amount of reporting to local officials, control 

over daily patrol functions, rotated or permanently stationed deputies 

in the contracting community, and the price of the patrol servlce sold. l 

The following list of product features is \'Ihat many local officials 

would like to purchase from the sheriff: 

--Divisibility of patrol setvice--Local officials would like to 

buy whatever number of patrol hours they feel they need and can afford. 

This might mean, for some small communities, patrol service only on 

Friday and Saturday nights and perhaps only during the summer. 

--Reporting to local officials--Local officials want information 

on the activities of their police. Reporting to local officials means 

a transaction cost for the sheriff; and the more information desired, 

the higher this particular transaction cost will be. 

--Control over daily patrol function--Daily control over patrol 

functions refers to two things. The first is the scheduling of patrols 

and the second is \'Ihether patrol \'/ill be allowed to perform community 

errands. Local officials want their patrols to work when they feel 

the need ·is the greatest, and they also want their patrols to perform 

community related errands. 

--Rotated versus permanently stationed deputies--Many local officials 

wish to have control over who is policing their community. Not only 

do they want to be able to select the personnel, but they want the 

lThree other conduct-performance variables will be discussed in Chapter V 
and they are amount of patrol time spent outside the contracting com­
munity, response time, and complaint priority. 
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same persons to permanently \'Iork in their community.2 

--Liquor inspection revenue--Local officials prefer to receive 

the revenue received from the Michigan Liquor Commission as a result 

of liquor inspections performed by the contracted patrol. 3 

--Price--Local officials desire the lowest possible price 1for patrol 

service they purchase from the sheriff. Not only is the contract price 

reported for each sheriff but it is compared to the estimated variable 

costs (personnel, vehicle, etc.) of producing the contracted patrol. The 

appendix to Chapter III contains a discussion on how the cost estimation 

was done and the assumptions made for each sheriff's contracting operation. 

By using the conduct-performance characteristics presented in 

Chapter I, two questions can be raised. First, do ~lichigan sheriffs who 

contract sell patrol services with different conduct-performance charac­

teristics? (I.e., in the patrol service market, what product variety 

exists?) Second, whose patrol objectives are met -- the sheriff's or 

local officials'? This study did not attempt to systematically measure 

local officials' patrol objectives. However, some local officials do 

obtain a package of patrol service in one county that is not available 

in another. While it is possible that demand and availability always 

match up, this seems unlikely. From the knowledge of what some local 

officials obtain, we assemble a list of patrol service features 

2Some local officials may value having patrol services performed by 
different patrol personnel who are not familiar with the community 
or its c i t'j zehS . 

3Liquor inspection revenue could go to the county and be returned to 
the cont racti ng community in the form of a 10\IJer contracted pri ce. 
But many local officials view this as a source of revenue and something 
\'/hich can be lost when contracting, and for them not to feel this 
loss \'Iould require that local officials see exactly how much they are 
being credited. 
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(performance categories) which are demanded. Then we can see which 

counties provide these features and which counties do not. In essence, 

local officials with a particular patrol objective would or would not 

obtain it from different sheriffs. 
I 

This chapter presents the results of interviews conducted with 

eleven sheriffs concerning their contracting arrangements with local 

communities while Chapter IV compares each sheriff according to the 

structural and conduct-performance variables. Actually, Chapter IV is 

a continuation of Chapter II, but I thought it would be useful for 

the reader to see the contracting operations of each sheriff before the 

sheriffs are compared and contrasted. 

The first part of this chapter discusses contracting between 

county sheriffs and the U.S. Forest Service followed by a discussion of 

the contracting of 11 county sheriffs. The final section contains 

brief statements about the remaining contracting for police service in 

Michigan during 1974. 

Throughout this and the next two chapters, single (one person 

patrol) and double (two persons patrol) patrol hours will be used as 

measures of output (what is purchased from the sheriff via a contract). 

They are considered different outputs because of the significant cost 

difference (double patrol hours cost almost twice as much as do single 

ones). The number of single and double patrol hours produced and sold 

by the sheriff are not the actual number of hours produced but estimates 

obtained from the sheriff's description of the patrol schedule which 

he tries to maintain. 4 

4No attempt was made to consult the daily logs of deputies to count the 
actual number of single and double patrol hours given by a sheriff to 



67 

CONTRACTING WITH U.S. FOREST SERVICE 

Sheriffs in 1'. e six counties of Wexford, Schoolcraft, Alger, Iron, 

Gogebic and OntJnagon contract with the U.S. Forest Service to provide 

patrol service in the national parks located in their respective 

counties. Although the Forest Service can enforce federal laws inside 

these parks, Public Law 92-82, enacted in 1971, authorizes the Forest 

Service to enter into contractual agreements for the enforcement of 

state and county statutes on federal property. A primary reason for 

encouraging contracting with a local law enforcement agency is that a 

local court is usually closer to the park and has less case backlog 

than the nearest federal court. Consequently, it is more expedient for 

citizens and the Forest Service to process complaints and arrests through 

state courts rather than federal courts. 

Alger County's sheriff has a contract which begins on May 1st and 

runs through Labor Day. During this period, the sheriff supplies four 

hours per evening of staggered patrol for five evenings per week. In 

return, the U.S. Forest Service pays $4.00 an hour salaries and 15¢ per 

mile for use of the vehicle. The county absorbs the F.I.C.A. and any 

sick leave. The sheriff has been able in the past to hire a man 

especially for this detail, using him for snowmobile and marine duty 

during the remaining time. In 1975, the sheriff feels a double patrol 

is needed and will request the money to hire two men. 

4(continued)a contracting community. The estimate of number of patrol 
hours sold was made from a description of the patrol schedule which 
the sheriff attempted to meet. For instance, if the sheriff attempted 
to supply 24 hour coverage of single patrol five days per week, then 
the number of yearly single patrol hours sold to this particular 
community was 6,240 (5days!week x 24 hours/day x 52 weeks/year). Con­
sequently, the number of single and double patrol hours sold could be 
inaccurate due to the following factors which could erode the patrol 
schedule: court appearance, sickness, vacation, and holidays. 
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Schoolcraft County has had a contract with the Forest Service for 

three years. From June 15th until September 15th the sheriff estab­

lishes a patrol schedule in conjunction with the local rangers. The 

sheriff supplies an average of 32 hours of double patrol each week. In 
1 

return, the u.S. Forest Service pays $2.88 per man hour and l2¢ per 

mile, and the county pays the F.I.C.A. The sheriff staffs this operation 

mostly with special deputies who are likely to be police officers of 

local communities working on their off duty time. If the sheriff's 

regular deputies should work the patrol, they receive time and a half 

(which is greater than the $2.88), thus the sheriff has incentive not 

to use his own deputies. The officers, who are not deput~es, are equipped 

with the sheriff's uniform and equipment paid for by the u.S. Forest 

Service. The u.S. Forest Service also equips the sheriff's cars with 

radios so that the deputies and rangers can communicate. 

Iron County contains approximately 12 federal parks, several of 

which are quite remote. The sheriff provides patrol service from r~ay 1 

through November 30th, which also includes patro1ing the lakes. The 

sheriff does not have to increase his staff to handle this contract 

because there is no set number of hours which the sheriff agrees to 

supply. During the contracting time period, the sheriff has his 

general patrols drive through the parks during the regular patrol time. 

The deputies keep track of the time they spend in the parks and record 

the mileage. The county is compensated $4.00 per hour and lS¢ per 

mile for the time they spend in the parks. If they receive a call for 

assistance by a ranger or a request to investigate a special complaint, 

the same rates apply a~d mileage is kept from where the responding 

sheriff's patrol originates. 
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The sheriff of Wexford County contracts with the U.S. Forest 

Service to run two patrols on Friday, Saturday and one patrol on Sunday 

during the period May 1 through September 30. Each patrol takes 

approximately 4 hours and covers approximately 76 miles. The U.S. Forest 

Service agrees to pay $4.00 per mar" 'lour and 11¢ per mile and provide 

for special radio equipment. The total payment by the Forest Service is 

not to exceed $3,200 per year. The terms of the contract have remained 

unchanged since 1972. 

The sheriff of Gogebic County contracts with the Forest Service 

from t1ay 20th through September 10th. During this time, the sheriff 

consents to make an average of three patrols per week with each patrol 

occurring between 9 p.m. and 2 a.m. When possible, the patrols are 

done on Friday, Saturday and holiday evenings. At the end of each 

month, the sheriff sends to the Forest Service copies of the activity 

logs for the time spent on park patrol along with the total cost for 

that month. The Forest Service agrees to pay $3.90 per hour of patrol 

plus 12¢ per mile. In 1974 the Forest Serv'ice paid a sum total of 

$3,283.89 for 499-1/2 hours of patrol and 11,132 vehicle miles. 

The Ontonagon County sheriff has almost an identical agreement 

with the Forest Service as does the Gogebic sheriff except the rates 

of reimbursement are different. While the Gogebic sheriff is paid 

$3.90 per hour and 15¢ per mile, the Ontonagon sheriff receives $3.00 

per hour and 15¢ per mile. All other provisions of the contract are 

the same. 

In summary, all six county sheriffs have contracts which cover 

the summer months. The hourly rates vary from $2.88 to $4.00 and the 

range of the vehicle charge is from ll¢ to l5¢ per mile. One sheriff 

hires a special person to handle the park patrol, another sheriff 
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uses part-time men who are police officers of surrounding local 

communiti es, and the remai ni ng four sheri ffs cover the park patrol as 

a part of the general county patrol. 

OAKLAND COUNTY 

The Oakland County sheriff vie~/s contracting as the "life blood" 

of his department. Since 1971 the county commissioners indicated 

additional budget requests for road patrol service would not be 

approved. Consequently, the only way the sheriff has been able to 

increase his patrol service has been through contracting. Evidence 

of this fact is that of the 97,600 single patrol hours produced by the 

sheriff in 1974, approximately 52% are supplied to contracting com-

muni ti es . 

The sheriff contracted in 1974 with the following seven communities: 

Table 3-1. Number of hours sold to contracting communities and the 
price charged by the Oakland County sheriff in 1974. 

Number of Total Amt. Price per 
Single Patrol Paid by Single 

Community Hours Townships Patrol Hour 

Avon Township 11 ,680 $89,350 $7.64 
Commerce Township 8,760 71 ABO 8.15 
Highland Township 8,760 71 ,480 8.15 
Oakland Township 2,080 17,870 8.59 
Independence Township 8,760 71 ,480 8.15 
Orion Township 8,760 71 ,480 8.15 
Springfield Township 2,080 17,870 8.59 

The townships contract for a specific number of men and vehicles. 

The price for a deputy and car for 40 hours of service per week for 

one year is $17,870. Avon purchases five such units, while Commerce, 
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Highland, Independence and Orion each purchase four units; and Oakland 

and Springfield each purchase one unit. Sub-stations have been estab­

lished in the townships of Avon, Highland, Commerce and Independence. 

The men report to the sub-stations with no loss of patrol time to the 
I 

contracting community due to transit time to and from the sheriff's 

station. 5 

Future Contracting Expectations. Even though the sheriff is 

dependent on contracting, he does not actively recruit communities to 

buy patrol service from him although he does make his contracted 

services known through general announcements both verbal and written. 

He does not attempt to undermine local police departments by out-perform­

ing them. If a citizen in a community with a local police department 

calls the sheriff for service, the sheriff will refer the caller to 

their local department or contact the local department directly. (Only 

if a local police unit is unavailable or if the caller insists on seeing 

a sheriff's deputy, will a sheriff's deputy be dispatched.) One reason 

for this practice is that contracting with communities which have their 

own departments is more difficult than contracting with those who do not. 

Usually, the local officials want the sheriff to absorb their local 

department. The sheriff attempted this once; but local officers did 

not meet the sheriff's minimum standard for deputies; and the county 

commissioners \'Iould not allow the lateral insertion to take place. All 

of the contracts are with communiti es that di d not have thei r OINn 

50ak1and Township is a 30 minute one way drive from the sheriff's office, 
Orion is a 20 minute one way drive, and Springfield is a 15 minute one 
way drive. vJhile this is time lost to the contracting community, it 
is time gained by the non-contracting portion of the county a.ssuming 
the patrols travel through non-contracting communities. It should be 
added that a sub-station is planned for Orion in 1975. 
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police department but still wanted a higher level of service than was 

provided by the sheriff through county taxes. 

The sheriff's contracting patrols will be expanded in 1975 through 

the use of Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) funds. 6 The 
I 

townships of Highland, Independence, and Springfield will pick up one 

additional man and Commerce will obtain 2 men. 7 Avon in 1974 passed a 

local millage which earmarked funds for law enforcement and will allow 

them to increase the number of contracted deputies from 5 to 14 men. 

Reporting to Local Community. The sheriff sends a monthly report 

to each contracting community shm~ing the crime breakdown for that 

month. He also attempts to have one of his officers attend each annual 

meeting and one of his administrators will attend monthly meetings upon 

request. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. The sheriff is willing to supply 

any level of service to a local community as long as it adds up to one 

full man being employed. For instance, he would allow two townships each 

to buy 20 hours of weekly patrol service, but would not sell 20 hours 

of ~"eekly patrol service just to one township. The reason given for 

this policy is that it is too difficult to procu\"e and schedule a half 

of a man. 

6CETA pays a maximum of $12,500 for salary of a locally unemployed 
person. Any difference in this amount and the cost of a man and a car 
will be paid by the local community. 

70ne criticism of local officials spending federal funds is that they tend 
to spend the money on capital goods (vehicle, radio equipment, etc.). 
One reason cited for this is that if the money is used to employ an 
additional person, when the funds terminate the local community feels 
compelled to pick up the additional man either by raising taxes or 
cutting spending in other areas. Contracting offers a way that federal 
funds can be spent on additional employment because a larger unit, such 
as the sheriff's office, offers the opportunity to use additional people 
to replace personnel which have left the sheriff's department through 
normal attrition assuming the local community chooses not to continue to 
pay the salary out of local funds. 
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Specification of Patrol Schedule and Activities Performed. The 

patrolmen working in the contracting communities know that they are 

there to please the township trustees and supervisors as well as provide 

service to citizens. The deputies are encouraged to know the super­

visors and maintain good working relationships with them. If the 

supervisor wants the deputies to perform community errands or enforce 

local ordinances, such as the junk car ordinance, the sheriff's lieutenant 

will try to explain that there are cheaper ways to obtain this service 

other than having the contracted deputy perform the function. But if 

the local official insists, the sheriff's deputies will usually perform 

the errands. 8 

Sub-stations allow township supervisors the opportunity to communi­

cate di rectly "lith the contracted deputi es and make any requests they 

might have. In those townships without sub-stations, local officials 

must first contact the sheriff's dispatcher and request that a deputy 

be sent to their office, making communication more difficulty. 

Rotating Versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sub-stations 

are designed to offer a point of reference and identity for local 

citizens. This is reinforced further by permanently assi'gning the 

same deputies to contracting communities which have sub-stations. 9 

8'here is a limit to the range of activities which the sheriff will 
allow his deputies to perform. This limit cannot be easily expressed. 
As a general rule, however, the wishes of local officials carry a 
great deal of weight. 

9A deputy who becomes too familiar with the community such that he begins 
to show favoritism, can become unsatisfactory to the sheriff. For 
instance, if the sheriff's administration notices that a deputy is 
giving all the wrecker business to one filling station, or is around 
a certain restaurant too much, they may transfer him. 
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Patrolmen for the other contracting communities are rotated between 

general patrol and the contracting operations. If any deputy is deemed 

unsatisfactory by local officials, and if the sheriff feels the com-

plaints are justified, the sheriff will reassign a patrolman either to 

another contracting community or to general patrol. 10 When possible, 
I 

the sheriff likes to assign to the contracting community a deputy who 

lives there. In a further attempt to satisfy local officials, the 

sheriff stations his most experienced deputies in the contracting 

communities. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. The sheriff has a detective sergeant 

perform the liquor inspection for the contracting as well as the non­

contracting portion of the county. If the local communities are aware 

of the revenue they could receive, it will be retained by them. If 

not, then the money coming from the Liquor Commission goes to the 

county treasury. 

The Oakland County sheriff extends great effort to please local 

officials of contracting communities. For example, contracting 

communities receive priority over non-contracting communities. A 

sheriff's administrator indicated that if two compliants of the same 

type are received by the sheriff's dispatcher and the general patrol 

is equal distant from each and if one is in a contracting community 

and the other is in a non-contracting community, the contracting 

community will receive priority. Another example is the one township 

which cut the number of yearly patrol hours from 8760 to 2080 because 

10Many local communities adopt Act 78 which is the Civil Service Act 
which makes the firing of a local police officer diff'!cult. Con­
tracting is one way to eliminate an unpopular local police depart­
ment. 
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federal funds which they were using expired. The sheriff told the 

community that he would float a general patrol into their community 

as often as possible. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs to Contract Price. With the county 
.1 

commissioners unwilling to fund any general patrols, the sheriff felt 

an incentive to establish contracts with as many communities as he 

could if he wanted to expand his road patrol division. One way of 

doing this was to charge a low price for the contracted patrol service, 

and one way of charging a low price was not to pass all patrol costs 

on to the contracting community. Table 3-2 compares patrol costs to 

contract price. 

Table 3-2. Comparison of resources used to the county estimate and 
the revenue received from contracting communities. 

Es ti mated Value County Contracted 
of Variable Revenue Received 
Resources Used, in 1974* County Cost 

Community 1974 Estimate** 

Avon $148,989 $89,350 $92,295 
Commerce 114,003 71,480 74.196 
Highland 112,751 71 ,480 74,196 
Oakland 26,848 17,870 18,459 
Independence 112,751 71,480 74,196 
Orion 112,524 71 ,480 74,196 
Springfield 27,216 17,870 18,459 

TOTAL $655,082 $411 ,OlD $425,997 

*The rate charged by the sheriff including salaries, vehicle expense, 
and uniform costs was $17,870 for each man purchased. Avon purchased 
five units and thus the revenue they send to the county in 1974 is 
5 x $17,870 or $89,350. Highland, Independence, COll11lerce and Or-ion 
each purchase four units (4 x 17,870 = $71,480) and Springfield and 
Oakland each purchased one unit. 

**The county estimated the cost of one unit, a man, vehicle and uniform 
to cost $18,459 per year per unit. Avon purchased 5 units; so the 
cost, according to the county, is (5 x $18,459 = $92,295). 
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The county budget office was actively involved in estimating 

patrol costs. It estimated the annual cost of a man and vehicle 

working 40 hours weekly to be $18,459. The sheriff, through negotia­

tion with the county commissioners, chose to charge $17,870. The 
I 

$17,870 figure multiplied by the number of men desired by a conmunity 

determined the total price paid by a community to the county. (Avon 

purchased 5 men and they paid in 1974 $89,350 (5 x $17,870). In the 

appendix a comparison of the author's cost estimate is made to the 

cost estimate of the county. ~'Jhi1e it is known how the county arrived 

at the cost estimate of $18,459, it is not known how the sheriff 

reached the figure of $17,870. One possible explanation is that it 

is the lowest figure which the sheriff was able to get the commissioners 

to accept. This cost saving, which was given to the contracting 

communities,was never quantified either for the benefit of the contract-

;ng communities or the county commissioners. 

~lhat benefi t does the non-contracti ng porti on of the county recei ve 

from subsidizing the contracted patrols? Since the sheriff operates 

several sub-stations, transit time (patrol traveling time between the 

sheriff's office and the contracting community) is lost because 

patrols report directly to the sub-station. While the sheriff can 

dispatch the contracted patrols outside the contracting communities, 

it is not known how much time is spent in the non-contracting portion 

of the county. Generally the contracting communities will not be 

slighted in favor of the non-contracting conmunities. 
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HURON COUNTY 

The sheriff of Huron County has two contracts. One is with the 

five contiguous townships of Caseville, Fairhaven, Lake, Hume, and 

t,1cKinley. This predominantly resort area has Saginaw Bay as its north-
I 

v.Jest boundary. The five tovmships collectively pay the sheriff 

$14,000 for 2544 man hours or 1272 hours of double patrol to be dis­

tributed through the five township area. Caseville pays $4,000 because 

the sheriff estimates that relatively more time is spent there; while 

Hume, Lake, and Fairhaven each contribute $3,000 and r~cKinley pays 

$1 ,000. The contract runs from May 23, 1974, through r~arch 31, 1975, at 

which time a new contract will probably be written for a 12 month 

peri od. 11 

Several years ago, the officials of Caseville Township approached 

the sheriff about contracting for police services for the summer months. 

Caseville is a resort area and its officials felt that they were unable 

to obtain the level of service they needed from the village of Caseville, 

with whom they had contracted. They requested that the sheriff station 

a patrol in their township from Friday afternoon until 12 a.m. Sunday 

morning. 12 The next year the township supervisors of Lake and Hume, after 

talking with the Caseville officials, approached the sheriff about 

buying weekend patrol service for the summer months. That year the 

llThe budget year for the townships begins on March 31st and runs 12 
months. Consequently, the township officials wanted to sign a new 
contract at that time. 

12The sheriff contends that one reason that the township officials 
perceived inadequate service was that the village was using an unmarked 
car. Even though the village was providing service, the citizens and 
officials had little perception 0f it. While the township was bUYing 
po 1 i ce s ervi ces from the vi 11 age, the weekends were peak peri ods for 
the village as well as the townsh-ip and the village received priority. 
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sheri ff had a two-man patrol operati ng in Casevi 11 e and another two­

man patrol operating in Lake and Hume fur the weekends during the 

summer months. The following year the sheriff took the initiative and 

approached tkKinley and Fairhaven about joining the operation, which 

led to the current contract. 

Under the current contract, Caseville, Hume, and Lake receive 

lower levels of patrol service during the summer month weekends (their 

peak period) than under the previous contract. Under the old contract, 

the three townships received two double patrols during the summer 

weekends, and under the present one they share one double unit with 

two additional townships. While they receive lower levels of service 

during summer Heekends, they receive higher levels of service during 

non-summer weekend periods. 

One distinctive feature about the Huron County sheriff's contracting 

with the five township areas is that he has never hired additional men. 

One problem encountered with offering a contract of less than 40 hours 

of weekly patrol service is that it is difficult to hire the necessary 

personnel and purchase the necessary equipment. The sheriff staffed 

the contract operation mostly with the trained part-time men and filled 

in with his deputies who wanted to work overtime. This method was 

economical for the townships because the base of the part-time men was 

less than the regular deputies ($4.42 versus $4.90 an hour).13 

The second contract is with the village of Kinde which agrees to 

buy 24 single patrol hours of weekly service from July 3rd through 

13Huron County pays t~egu1 ar base pay for any overtime worked, but 
because of a state law which becomes operative in 1975, all govern­
ments will be required to pay time and a half for any overtime worked. 
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December .31, 1974, for a sum of $171.36 per week. This contract gre~~ 

out of an expi red Emergency Employment Act Grant wh i ch had a 11 O\I/ed Ki nde 

to hire a man to perform p01ice services. The village purchased the 

car and the officer's equipment. When the grant ended, the village did 

not want to assume the man's salary so they sold their police vehicle 

and contracted with the sheriff who in turn hired the Kinde officer . 
. 

The sheriff uses him for three shifts in Kinde and two shifts either on 

general patrol or in the other contract operation. 

At present a small percentage of one and two man patrol hours 

produced by the sheriff are the result of contracting. On a yearly 

basis (adjusting the contract hours to annual estimates) the sheriff 

produces a total of 8,548 single patrol hours, of which 1248 (14.8%) 

annually goes to Kinde (24 hours/week x 52 weeks = 1248) the sheriff 

also produces 8,760 hours of double patrol of which 1460 hours (16.6%) 

goes to the five township contract operation. 

The sheriff fee\' the non-contracting portion of the county 

benefits from contracting operations. Before the present contracting 

the sheriff split the county in half and had a general patrol assigned 

to each half. During the winter months of 1973 there was a rash of 

breaking and enterings in the Caseville, Lake and Hume area. He 

pulled the car from the east side of the county to help and noticed 

the breaking and entering moved to the east side. He is now able to 

handle the complaints during the winter months in the western town­

ships without hurting the east portion of the county. 

Future Contracting Expectations. The sheriff has no aspirations 

to contract with those communities which have their own departments of 

two and three men, although two communities with their own departments 
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have approached him. The sheriff does all the dispatching for fire, 

ambul ance, and pol i ce for the enti re county. I f a pol ice calli s 

received from a community with its own department, the sheriff will 

either refer the caller to the local department or dispatch the local 
1 

car. The sheriff will go in only if the local department is unavailable 

or if requested by the local department. The sheriff would prefer it 

if the county would levy a one mill tax earmarked for the sheriff's 

department rather than secure additional patrol through contracting. 

Reporting to Local Officials. The sheriff attends some of the 

township board meetings as well as sends monthly reports to each of 

the contracting entities. These reports contain the number of hours 

worked, number of miles driven, ann a breakdown of the complaints 

answered and arrests made. For the five township contracts, there is 

no specific information reported for each township. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. The sheriff is reluctant to supply 

less than 40 hours of service because of the difficulty in hiring a 

man for less than 40 hours. Although the sheriff does have his present 

five contract operation staffed with part-time deputies and regular 

deputies working overtime, he is reluctant to expand under such an 

arrangement. The Kinde contract was possible because the sheriff was 

able to persuade the county commissioners to pay the salary difference 

between the 24 hours worked and paid for by Kinde and the 40 hours 

work week. 

Specification of Patrol Schedules and Activities Performed. The 

sheriff feels he is best qualified to say when patrols will be most 

effective. He bases his judgment on the times when the complaint load 

is the heaviest~ But the sheriff seems willing to interact with local 
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officials and entertain any special requests that they might have. He 

also will allow his contracted officers to enforce local ordinances. 

The sheriff does not tolerate personal errands for local officials, 

although, if requested to deliver board minutes during regular patrol 

duty, l1e feels that this is service which can be rendered. The sheriff 

does reserve the right to dispatch the contracted patrols out of the 

contracting communities in case of emergency, and the contracting 

community is credited with the time spent outside the contract area. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sheriff's 

policy is to rotate his deputies. The exception to this policy is 

the Kinde contract. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Liquor inspection revenue is retained 

by the contracting community. 

Comparison of Patrol Cost to Contract Price. The sheriff revealed 

his patrol costs to the contracting communities and even to the county 

commissioners in a unique way. He included in the written contract 

with the five townships what it would cost the townships to produce 

the same number of double patrol hours which he was selling to them. 

Hhat in fact the sheriff did was to estimate what it would cost him to 

produce the patrol service. The sheriff's estimate was $16,000; this 

author's estimate was $15,574, and the sheriff chose to charge a price 

of $14,000. 

The sheriff has a fairly antagonistic relationship with his county 

commissioners, but he also has little. motivation to contract with 

additional communities. Thus, one is not surprised to find little 

difference between the patrol costs and the contract price. 
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ST. CLAIR COUNTY 

The sheriff of St. Clair County has one contract with the city of 

Yale located in the northwest portion of the county. The city agrees 

to pay the county $48,000 per year. In return the sheri ff "agrees to 
I 

provi de the city compl ete 1 aw enforcement servi ce, the amount of servi ce 

to be determined from time to time by the sheriff with the advice of 

I · 114 t le Cl ty mayor. I_ A unique feature of this agreement is that the 

contract does not specify the exact number of patrol hours the sheriff 

is to provide Yale. While the phrase "complete law enforcement service" 

is vague, the sheriff has verbally promised Yale officials that his 

department will r'espond to any and all complaints within 15 minutes. 15 

If the contracted car does not spend its time exclusively within 

city boundaries, then what does Yale receive for its money? Because of 

the contract, the sheriff stations a patrol car in the northwest portion 

of the county. In addition to covering Yale, it also responds to com­

plaints and patrols in six surrounding townships. The Yale patrol (or 

the northwest patrol) consists of a single patrol during the first 

shift and one double patrol for the second and third shifts. This 

coverage is given seven days a week. Part of this time, however, is 

spent in transit to and from the contracting area which takes approxi­

mately one hour from each eight-hour shift. During this transit time 

other general patrols stay near the northwest portion to cover complaints. 

141974 contract bet\l/een the ci ty of Yale, the county of St. C~ ai rand 
the St. Clair County sheriff. 

15Whi 1 e the sheri ff presently coll ects the data necessary to compute 
mean response time for complaints in Yale (the differen~e between 
the tiD9 a call is i'€l~eiv=d ai~r.! the: t-Ime the sheriff's car arrives on 
the scene), he currently makes no such calculation. 
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The sheriff does not rely very heavily on contracting to provide 

for his road patrol services. In 1974 the sheriff produced an esti­

mated total of 11,680 hours of single patrol of which approximately 

15 percent was allocated to Yale. In the same year the sheriff also 
I 

produced 12,553 hours of double patrol of which 17 percent was spent 

specifically in Yale. 16 

Future Contracti ng Expectati ons. Many contracts vii th a county 

sheriff begin after local officials decide that they need higher levels 

of service and the sheriff maintains he is unable to increase their 

service level because they already receive the county minimum owod to 

all communities. But the St. Clair County sheriff plans to approach 

severa 1 communi ti es wlli ch ;.e contends recei ve more than the county 

minimum and indicate to them that if they wish to retain this IIhigher" 

level of service, they must pay something extra. The sheriff plans 

to approach the townships of Port Huron, Kimball, and Fort Gratiot 

which surround the sheriff's office. Anytime a general or contracted 

patrol moves from the sheriff's office, it must pass through one of 

these townships. Consequently, they receive highel~ levels of service. 

The indicator which he plans to use to show the higher levels of 

service is percentage of complaints answered in the different 

communities. 

16 From monthly reports sent to Yale officials, hours spent in Yale 
are recorded allowing for these figures to be calculated. If the 
hours for the northwest patrol are used (reasoning that without 
the contract there would likely be no northwest patrol), the percen­
tage of hours going to the entire northwest patrol is 39 percent 
of the double patrol hours and 33 percent of the single patrol 
hours. 
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Reporting to Local Community. Once a month the sheriff sends an 

activity report to Yale officials containing total hours spent in the 

community and a breakdo\lJn of the compl ai nts ans\vered and arrests made. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. The minimum level of service 

which the St. Clair County sheriff is willing to offer is 40 weekly 

hours due in part to the unfeasibility of hiring a man for something 

less than 40 hours per week. Yet, the contract which he is supplying 

to Yale is not in 40 weekly hour increments, and the reason for th;'s 

is that the local officials are willing to trust the sheriff to supply 

them wi th ~'Jhat they want. 

Specification of ~Jhen Patrols Hork and Activities They Perform. Since 

there are no set hours for the patrols to be in Yale, the patrols are 

there when there is a call for service. Any general patrolling which 

is done is at the discretion of the individual patrolmen. The sheriff 

seems flexible on performing community e~rands as long as they seem 

"reasonable". 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sheriff's 

policy is to rotate his deputies. But the man which works the first 

shift on the northwest patrol is permanently stationed there and he has 

frequent contact with the city mayor. The sheriff requests all his 

deputies working the northwest patrol to visit the mayor regularly. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Any reven~e generated as a result of a 

liquor inspection in Yale goes to the county treasury. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs to Contract Price. The sheriff charges 

a contract price of $48,000 to the city of Yale. The estimated total 

variable cost ~s $64,472. This difference was not known to the sheriff 

and thus unknown to the county commissioners. 
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For this contract it is difficult to sort out who is paying for 

what because the Yale contract is a part of the northwest patrol which 

supplies a total of 2,920 single and 5,840 double patrol hours to six 

tm\fnships and the city of Yale. Of these patrol hours, Yale receives 

1,707 (58%) single and 2,129 (36%) double patrol hours. 
I 

The non-

contracting portion of the county receives nothing from the subsidy 

on the Yale contract, because the contract costs refer to time actually 

spent in Yale. Thus, while non-contracting communities benefit from 

contracted patrol being dispatched outside the contracting community, 

such cannot be sai d for the Yal e contl-'act. 

In addition to Yale benefiting from the contract, another group 

which benefits is the six townships which receive the patroling service 

of the northwest patrol. The total cost of the northwest patrol 

(including the Yale patrol hours) is approximately $143,000. When the 

sheriff went to the county commissioners with the Yale contract, he 

realized that he was requesting more personnel and equipment than what 

Yale would receive. Thus, the six townships in the northwest receive 

a higher level of service financed by the entire county. 

This author knows little about the relationship between the sheriff 

and the county commissioners. But the sheriff does desire to contract 

with the communities which surround the sheriff's office. This reflects 

the sheriff's concern that the county commissioners will not grant 

budget increases for road patrol. 

WAYNE COUNTY 

Of all i~ichigan county shel~iffs, the vJayne County sheriff has the 

largest single contract in terms of patrol person hours and revenue 

received from the contract. The contract is \'lith the city of Romulus 
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which pays $880,000 to the sheriff in return for 11 ,680 single and 

23,360 double patrol hours in 1974. To staff this operation requires 

58,400 person patrol hours or approximately 32 full-time patrol persons. 

In defining the role of the sheriff the \,Jayne County Board of 

Commissioners direct that he shall not provide patrol services to any 

incorporated city. As a tm'Jnship, Romulus previously was provided with 

sheriff patrol service even though they had their own police department; 

but this stopped once Romulus became an incorporated city. After' 

approximately one year of having their own police department as a city, 

the Romulus police chief and several Romulus officials approached the 

sheriff for recommenda.tions on how they might increase the size and 

qua 1 ity of thei r department. The sheri ff suggested that they contract 

with him, and this they did. A lateral insertion took place with those 

Romul us offi cers \'/ho stayed, becomi ng deputy sheri ffs and obtai ni ng a 

salary increase. 

Tile Wayne County sheriff also has an unvJritten contract with the 

Wayne County Road Commission, which owns the r1etropolitan Airport, to 

supply approximately a 57 person force to the airport. Another part 

of the county government, seeing that it needed police services, decided 

to utilize the county sheriff rather than start its own special police 

service. The airport detail is a fairly independent operation with its 

own command structure and specialized units (e.g., detectives). They 

have their own budget which is incorporated into the sheriff's budget 

and then credited to the Road Commission. No analysis of this contract 

"las done. 

Future Contracting Expectations. Both the sheriff and county 

commissioners wish to do more contracting, but difficulty is encountered 
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with both groups of prospective contractces -- the townships and 

incorporated cities. At present, the sheriff's primary responsibility 

is to eight townships which do not have their own police department. 

These townships have a strong township association and refuse to contract 
I 

with the sheriff contending the service is due them because of county 

taxes. Together these townships have a chance of receiving higher levels 

of service through county taxes rather than each paying an extra amount 

through contracting. If each township is able to receive the type and 

level of patrol service it desires through the sheriff's general patrol, 

it will be cheaper, even though each may pay higher county taxes than if 

each were to start its own department or contract with the sheriff. 

The reason is that if they are able to persuade the county to provide 

the incremental output needed for each to receive its optimum, all of 

the county helps pay for this increment, but with contracting each town­

ship pays for the entire increment. 17 

Because the County Board of Auditors sets the contract pri ce, whi ch 

attempts to include all patrol expenses, the sheriff's power is lessened 

to making contracting attractive through a price concession to communities 

which have their own police department. Further, the sheriff does not 

have the staff to compete with local departments; consequently, deputies 

only enter communities which have their own department when requested 

by the local departments. 

One unique feature of t~ayne County contracting with Romulus relative 

to other sheriffs ' contracting is that the sheriff does not dispatch 

17Referring to Figure 2-4, the townships are attempting to have the 
Dcounty shift outward to the level of Da. 
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these patrols outside Romulus for any emergency. The only time the 

patrols can be dispatched outside the city boundaries is if the mayor 

act'ivates a mutual assistance plan which Romulus has with surrounding 

communities. The patrolmen report to a substation near Romulus, from 

which all sheriff patrols originate. 

to and from Romulus. 

I 

Little time is lost in transit 

The sheriff is not that dependent upon contracting for the patrol 

service he presently produc~s. The non-contracting portion of the 

county has benefited from the Romulus contract. The sheriff has, over 

the past several years, been able to increase the number of patrolmen 

by 32 (four units' and eight patrol persons per unit). During the peak 

demand times, such as the t~orld Food Conference held in Detroit last 

fall, the sheriff can put everyone on 12 hour shifts and allow him to 

cover the Romul us operation as lJIell as ass i gn more men to the conference. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. There is a minimum level of 

service. If a community wanted to buy 10 hours of weekly patrol service, 

the Hayne County Sheriff feels he ;s large enough to absorb the other 

3/4 of a man. The question v/Ould be \lJhether or not the Board of Com­

missioners would allow the budget to increase by 3/4 of a man if there 

is not enough slack in the manpower to free 1/4 of a man each week. 

This is probably possible given the size of the Hayne County Sheriff's 

Department. 

Specification of Patrol Schedules and Activities Performed. Patrols 

are scheduled according to the number of units assigned. A patrol unit 
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is a single patrol during the first shift and double patrols during 

the second and third shifts. This is constant through the entire week. 

The sheriff realized that he is there to serve not onl} the 

citizens of Romulus but also the elected officials of Romulus. Romulus 

officials appear to have fairly good control over the contracted police 

services. If the officials wanted a community-related errand performed, 

they can call the sheriff's dispatchel~ and request a car. An example 

of thi s occurred v/hen the present ci ty counci 1 \lIas sworn in and the 

program brochure was taken to the printer by one of the contracted 

patrols. Romulus officials also have control over complaint priorities. 

Recently the city fathers felt that response time to breaking and 

enterings was too slow. Given the wide variety of complaints that the 

sheriff's dispatcher and deputies answer, Band E's are not very 

serious, but to Romulus officials they are. The dispatcher and the 

deputies working the Romulus operation received a directive indicating 

that B & E's were to command higher priority. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The policy is 

to permanently station deputies in the city of Romulus unless the mayor 

or a city council member wants a particular deputy transferred out. 

The mayor does not have the right to specify who he wishes assigned to 

Romulus, although in a contract currently being negotiated for detec­

tives, the mayor is requesting a particular person and will likely 

obtain him. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Revenue generated from liquor inspec­

tions is retained by Romulus. 
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Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. No cost estimate 

was done of the sheriff's patrol. The method of determining the 

contract price suggested that all costs had been included so that the 

contract price was not less than costs. The pri'ce for 2920 single and 

5840 double patrol hours is $220,000. 

Several comments can be offered about the costing procedure used. 

First, it must be remembered that contract pricing is done, not by the 

sheriff, but by the County Board of Auditors, a group elected and 

acting independently of the sheriff's office and the county commissioners. 

There is strong incentive, since they represent the entire county, which 

consists mostly of cities which have their own police department, or 

townships which rely on the sheriff's general patrols, to incorporate 

all costs into the contract price. One item which has not appeared in 

any of the other county costing procedures is an estimate for adminis­

trative overhead. After adding up the variable inputs (salaries, uni­

forms, and vehicle expense) they take 20% and add it. This is to defray 

any additional level of services, such as traffic bureau, detective 

bureau, etc. which may operate in the city of Romulus. 19 

CLINTON COUNTY ,,' 

The Clinton County sheriff had four contracts in 1974. 20 Two were 

with the contiguous townships of Dallas and Lebanon and two were with 

19Gene Matkowski of the County Budget Department feels that this is too 
low. He estimates that 40% of all the complaints which the detective 
bureau handles comes from the city of Romulus. 

20Contracting in Clinton County b~gan with the former sheriff through 
the insistance of the current sheriff who at that time was a patrol­
man. The previous sheriff was not inclined to contract and refused 
when Dewitt Township requested a contract. Dewitt started its own 
police department and has grown to 9 full-time persons. When townships 
on the western portion of the county began experiencing higher complaint 
activity (which suggested the need for a higher level of service), 
the current sheriff approached them about contracting. 
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the villages of Fowler and Westphalia. Fowler is located in Dallas 

Township. Westphalia lies next to Lebanon Township. Each of the 

villages purchases 1200 hours of yearly patrol service while Dallas 

and Lebanon purchase each year 100 hours and 50 hours respectively. 

Since the sheriff's patrol would be in Fowler and Westphalia for 1200 

additional hours each, these two townships also would be benefiting. 

To prevent the townships from being free riders, each was requested to 

purchase a token amount. 2l 

Since all of the contracted amounts are small, the sheriff coordi-

nates the hours spent in the four communities along with the general 

patrol schedule. 22 The needs of the general county along with the needs 

of the contracting communities interact to determine how many cars will 

be near the contracting communities on any given patrol shift. 

The sheriff charges $5.85 per patrol hour. With this rate, Fowler 

and vJestpha 1 i a each pay the sheri ff $7,020, Dallas pays $585 and Lebanon 

pays $292. 

The sheriff does not depend upon contracting, at this time, to 

provide for his road patrol service. In 1974 the sheriff produced an 

estimated total of 19,136 single hours of which 2,500 or 13% went to 

21 The townships agreed to purchase the nominal amount even though the 
sheriff still would have dispatched the Fowler contracted patrol into 
Lebanon and Dallas regardless of whether they contracted or not. Many 
times to include a free rider in cost sharing requires cooperation on 
the part of the potential rider. 

22The sheri ff :,; red addi ti onal personnel to staff the contracts. The 
increase of natrol hours purchased is less than 40 hours per week 
for each conmlUnity. The sheriff feels it is better not to specify 
when the patrols will be in the contracted communities. 
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the four contracting communities. The sheriff also produced 2,496 two­

man patrol hours. 23 

Future Contracting Expectations. In 1975 the sheriff will sell 

to the township of Watertown 35 hours of patrol each week. The agret-
1 

ment is that the salaries will be paid through C.E.T.A. funds and the 

sheriff will provide vehicle and equipment, uniform and training for 

$4.00 per hour. Outside of this contract, the sheriff does not anti­

cipate contracting with other communities in the near future. The 

sheriff feels that if a community is able to afford a department of 

8 to 10 full-time persons, there is enough professionalism present to 

serve its community. 

Specification of Hhen Patrols Hork and Activities They Perform. 

Since the contracted amounts are so small, the sheriff coordinates the 

hours spent in the four communities along \lJith the general patrol 

schedule. The needs of the general county along with the needs of 

the contracting communities largely determines how many cars will be 

near their communities on any given patrol shift. Regarding activities, 

the sheriff has the patrols perform mostly complaint answering activity. 

He ind1cated that if the contracts were larger he would entertain the 

notion of running community-related errands. 

Reporting to Local Community. The sheriff does not have any 

regular system of reporting to local officials of the contracting 

23The sheriff does not specify whether the contracting communities will 
recei ve one or two-man patrol hours. Someti mes, a b'lo-man uni t wi 11 
serve the contracting community. Since most of the patrol hours 
produced by the sheriff are single ones and since the contracts are 
fulfilled as a part of general county patrol, it has been assumed 
that only single patrol hours are supplied to the contracting 
communities. 
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communities due to the smallness of the contracts. The local officials 

have not questioned the hours actually spent in the community, and they 

seem satisfied with the level of service received. 24 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. There is no minimum level of 

service which the sheriff would refuse to sell to a local community. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sheriff 

has the policy of rotating l1is people from one portion of the county 

to another. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. The village of Westphalia receives 

liquor inspection revenue, and the others do if they apply for it. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. The Clinton 

sheriff has little desire to contract with additional communities. 

Some sheriffs are motivated to contract to prevent or lessen the 

proliferation of small local departments, contending that good law 

enforcement service is not possible until the local department has 

20 persons or more working in it. The Clinton sheriff feels that 8 to 

10 persons is adequate to provide good service. The table below 

compares the contract price to the sheriff's and author's estimate of 

costs. 

24The benefit which local officials perceive from a small additional 
service level is that people are less likely to run the stop lights 
or speed or loiter in the center of town because there is a chance 
that a sheriff's car 1;Iill be '1lOrking in that particular community. 
The expected value of such activities decreases with the random 
assignment of patrol vehicles. In addition, they may also perceive 
a lower level of response time. 



94 

Table 3-3. Estimate of variable resources used, annual amount paid to 
sheriff and sheriff's cost estimate. 

Number of Annual Amount 
Annua 1 One-t'lan Paid to Sheriff's Estimate of 
Patrol Hours Sheriff at Annual Cost Re~ources 

Community Purchased $5.85/hr Estimate Used Annually 

Fowl er vi 11 age 1200 $7,020 $7,848 $8,364 
Hestphalia 1200 7,020 7,848 8,364 vi 11 age 
Dall as Twp. 100 585 849 892 

Lebanon Twp. 50 292 424 446 

TOTALS 2550 $14,917 $16,969 $18,066 

The sheriff does all the cost estimating for his four contracts. 

He has chosen to charge a price which is less than cost~ justifying 

this action by saying that the difference is o\lJed to the contracting 

communities because they paJ' county taxes. It is not known how, much 

of the sheriff's other services go to the contracting conununities nor 

how much general patrol (other than providing the agreed number of 

contract hours) enters the contracting communities. The contracts and 

amounts of money are relatively small, and little care is exerted to 

document such information. 

KENT COUNTY 

In 1974 tile Kent County sheriff had contracts with seven different 

to\'mshi ps. To understand contracti ng in Kent County, the seven contracts 

must be treated as a package and not individually because the sheriff 

views them in this manner. 
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During the latter part of the 1960's the undersheriff engaged 

many township officials in numerous discussions about increasing the 

patrol service to the outlying areas. But there always remained the 

ubiquitous question of II/ho should pay for the added service. The 
I 

County Commission,dominated by urban commissioners, continually refused 

to increase patrol services, contending that if rural communities 

wanted more patrols, they should pay for the additional service load 

as do the cities. The tmlJnship maintained that they did not possess 

the millage to finance a higher service load. In 1971 the Emergency 

Employment Act was passed which pl~ovided federal employment funds 

making possible contracts with nine different townships. The agreement 

was that EEA funds would be used for the salaries and that the town-

ships ltlOuld pay for the vehicles. A total of seven single patrols 

were put into nine contracting townships with each patrol providing 

24 hour, seven day per week coverage. At the time of the original 

contracts, each local unit pledged to pick up the salaries once EEA 

funds expi red. 

~Jhen the EEA monsy ended, two of the townships indicated they could 

not assume responsibility for police salaries and the other seven 

indicated that they could not afford 24 hour coverage. 25 In negotia­

ting the 1974 set of contracts, the Board of County Commissioners, the 

sheriff, and the tolttnships, agreed that the county would provide all 

vehicle expense II/hile the townships would pay for all the salaries. 

This would be done in providing five single patrol units, each providing 

251n one of the communities millage earmarked for police services 
failed to pass. 
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sixteen hours of coverage daily, 365 days per year to seven communi­

ties. 26 The actual amount billed to all the contracting communities 

was $203,271 which is approximately $6.96 per single patrol hour. 

In 1974 the sheriff provided to the contracting townships 29,200 

single patY'ol hours. The only thing which would erode this schedule 

was a man appearing in court during his regular tour of duty in the 

township. Also during 1974 the sheriff produced 99,280 hours of single 

patrol to the non-contracting portions of the county. These general 

patrol hours could be eroded by sickness, vacations, holidays or court 

time. If for some reason patrol personnel was lacking for a particular 

shift, the sheriff would fill the contracted patrols first and then 

staff the general patrols with the remaining persons. The sheriff is 

not that dependent upon contracting to provide patrol service. Of the 

total 128,480 single patrol hours produced by the sheriff in 1974, 

23% went specifically to contracting townships.27 

26 Five single patrol units can serve seven townships beCal,ISe four of 
the townships each receive one-half of a single patrol unit. In 
essence, each of the four to'lmships receives eight hours of single 
patrol coverage - four hours during the first shift and four hours 
during the second shift, although the hours are staggered and given 
to the communities on a random basis and as calls for service warrant. 

27At the expiration of EEA funds, the sheriff's general patrols 
increased as his department picked up those patrols ~Jhich the town­
ships would not purchase through contract. It is interesting to note 
that the county currently refuses to consider the request by the two 
townships, who previously discontinued the contract service, to use 
CETA funds to work a s imil a r arrangement as was done 'Iii th EEA funds. 
The reasoning is that once CETA funds stop, the to'.'Jnships would again 
be unable (unwilling) to pick up the salaries of the deputies and 
continue the service, meaning a larger county budget or the unemploy­
ment of the affected deputies. 
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Future Contracting Expectations. The sheriff expects to contract 

with other townships, especially the two \'Jhich experienced a higher level 

of service in 1972 and 1973 but were unable to continue contracting in 

1974. It has been the sheriff's thinking to encourage contracting in 
, 

order to discourage the growth of small, locally operated police 

agencies. He has been fairly successful to date; there are no township 

police departments in Kent County. 

Reporting to Local Communities. The sheriff gives a monthly 

report to each contracting township with a breakdown of the complaints 

and arrests. He also sends local officials the number of hours spent 

on different activities (traffic, report writing, etc.) along with the 

logs of every call answered in their respective community complete 

with address and nature of the complaint. For those townships which 

share a car, there is no aggregate reporting as to the number of hours 

each received during the month although they do receive the log of 

complaints for their respective community.28 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. The minimum package which the 

sheriff is willing to supply is 40 hours due to the problem of hiring 

part-time help and to his unwillingness to cut general road patrol to 

supply the fractional man. He is willing and encourages townships to 

combine their revenue and purchase a 40 hour weekly patrol package. 

~ecification of Patro'j Schedules and Activities They Perform. 

Patrol schedules are set by the sheriff and are standard for all con­

tracting townships--16 hours per day, 365 days per year. For those 

28Also in the log of complaints are those calls answered by general 
patrols so even if it is not possible to say how much time the general 
patrols spend in their community, they can tell if they have received 
any general patrol service during the month and the number of com­
plaints answered by them. 
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townships which share a car, the sheriff tries to keep the car in the 

comrnun ity wh i cn h as the mos t comp 1 a i nts . Fc)r thos f; ti mes when both 

townships are equally busy, calls are answered on a first come basis. 

Community relations are very important in the sheriff's provision 

of contracted law service. As a part of this, the sheriff allows 

community related errands to be done although there are not many 

requests for this service. The sheriff instructs each shift to visit 

the supervisor each day to see if there are any special complaints 

which need to be handled. This affords a convenient opportunity for 

the township officials to make a special request without calling the 

sheriff's dispatcher. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sheriff 

attempts to keep the same deputies working in a particular contracting 

community. This could be affected by sickness, vacation, holidays and 

normal attrition. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. No contracted deputy does any liquor 

inspection. The sheriff has blo permanent people which perform this 

activity, and the revenue generated from liquor inspection goes to the 
29 county. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. The sheriff's goal 

has been to prevent the growth of township police departments. Con­

tracting has helped achieve this goal. Urban commissioners dominate 

the county board and have taken the position that if higher levels of 

patrol service are desired by the rural portions of the county than 

29The county has a special budget for liquor inspection and it showed 
that the county pays more to provide the service than it receives 
from the Liquor Commission. 
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they should be financed with local rather than county taxes. The 

compromise situation is that the to\'lnships pay for the salaries and 

fringes which were $203,271 and the county pays for the vehicle and 

uniform which Vlere $35,410. To insure that all personnel costs are 
1 

passed on to the townships, the county has a special account from which 

they charge costs and bill the townships. In this county, the comis­

sioners have agreed to the contracting knowing that the costs will not 

be covered by the contract pri ce; however, they probably do not kno\,1 

the magnitude of the difference. 

If the Kent County Board is dominanted by urban commissioners, 

how were the townships able to obtain a price which is less than 

variable costs? The usual response to this question is that the county 

owes these communities something because of county taxes they pay. But 

the townships still receive a large number of patrol hours from the 

county general patrol. There are two possible reasons. First, if 

the townships refuse to contract when EEA money ended, the county 

would have been faced with either greatly expanding the sheriff1s 

budget or dismissing a large number of men. Second, even though the 

commissioners are urban oriented, five of them are also Republican 

along with all of the Republican commissioners representing the town­

ships. It appears that the rural Republicans were able' to gain support 

from their urban counterparts. 

LENAWEE COUNTY 

Lenawee County is the only county where communities purchase 

patrol services from two different suppliers. One supplier is the 

Lenawee County sheriff and the other is Frank Becker, a private citizen 
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who for b-Jenty years has had his own police department and sold police 

services to several villages and townships. First the sheriff's and 

then the ~rivate supplier contracting operation will be discussed. 

The County Sheriff 
I 

Currently, the sheriff contracts with the villages of Deerfield 

and Clayton. Deerfield officials wanted a maximum of 20 hours per 

week coverage, especially during the summer months, although the contract 

does not specify any certain amount of time. Rather, it states that 

the sheriff ... "shall furnish police protection to ... the village" 

and "enforce all village ordinances on approval of the village attorney 

who shall provide all legal services in connection with all village 

ordinances ... " For this service, the village pays to the sheriff a 

sum of $5,200 for one year. Clayton has an almost identical contract 

and pays a yearly amount of $1,200. The sheriff has not increased his 

staff, handling each contract with his general patrol. 

Future Contracting Expectations. The sheriff has just this past 

year become involved in selling services to local communities. Although 

in the future he anticipates additional contracts, he does not actively 

solicit contracts. One reason for this is that if he is too aggressive, 

he could alienate local officials which could have political ramifi­

cations in the general election. 

Reporting to Local Community. The sheriff sends a monthly report 

to Deerfield containing the total number of hours spent, arrests made, 

and complaints answered. No regular reporting is done for Clayton, 

although the undersheriff, when a complaint of a local ordinance viola­

ti on is recei ved, will send a copy of what was done on the compl ai nt to 

Clayton officials. 
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Divisibility of Patrol Service. The sheriff demonstrates that he 

is willing to supply any level of service which a community desires. 

He is able to do this because in the contract the exact number of hours 

to be spent in the community is not specified. Because the exact 
I 

number of hours is not specified, the sheriff does not find it necessary 

to increase his patrol staff. The extra service is provided during the 

regular general patrols. Prior to the contract, the sheriff responded 

to complaints and to some cruising in the villages, but he would not 

enforce local ordinances which he now does and which constitute the 

bulk of the extra level of service. 

Specification of Patrol Schedule and Activities They Perform. Since 

the sheriff fulfills his contractual obligation during regular general 

patrol, the schedules are outside the control of local officials. If 

the sheriff had a contract large enough to have patrol personnel 

permanently assigned, he would not be opposed to having the contract 

patrols perform community related errands. In his pY'esent contract, 

he enforces local ordinances. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The shet~iff's 

policy is to rotate his patrolmen rather than have them permanently 

stationed. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Revenue generated by liquor inspection 

goes to the villages. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. The sheriff has 

chosen to charge Deerfield an annual price of $5,200. It is estimated 

that the sheriff's patrol will spend approximately 473 hours in Deer­

field, and the cost of these hours is approximately $6,073. Since the 

sheriff had not increased his staff to meet his contractual obligation, 
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the $5,200 has been paid simply to re-allocate existing general patrols. 

This means that the non-contracting portion of the county receives fewer 

general patrols after the contract than before. No analysis was done 

for the Clayton contract, although much the same reasoning would apply. 
I 

The presence of a private supplier, who has considerable knowledge 

in the cost of producing patrol service in Lenawee County~ helps keep 

the sheriff honest in reporting a contract price. During 1974, the 

sheriff reported that he could provide patrol service for a certain 

amount. The private supplier challenged him, contending that the only 

way he could charge such a low price was because the county treasury 

would make up the difference. 

Private Police Supplier 

In 1953, Frank Becker and his wife began providing police services 

to the village of Britton, Michigan. Becker, a resident of Britton, 

along with other village council members felt that he could provide the 

needed police service at a price which was affordable to Britton 

residents. By 1956, he was also supplying police services to the village 

of Deerfield and the townships of Macon and Ridgeway. Becker became a 

sworn deputy sheriff enabling him to enforce state and county statues. 

He is also the sworn chief of police of each of the contracting communi­

ties, allowing him to enforce local ordi~lances. 

In 1965, the village of Deerfield discontinued their contract 

because they needed the funds to finance a sewer project. In addition, 

there was some disenchantment by Deerfield officials who expected Becker 

to put in more hours than they were wi 11; ng to purchase. In 1970, the 

village of Clinton contracted with Becker. This written contract along 

with the 11acon, Ri dgeway, and Bri tton wri tten contracts, compri se the 

communities to which Frank Becker currently provides police services. 
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Frank Becker operates his police business out of his home in 

Britton. He provides 24 hour phone service to the citizens of Britton, 

Macon, and Ridgeway. When his wife is unable to answer the phone and 

dispatch a car, a switch is thrown, transferring all calls to his 
I 

daughter, who then provides the phone answering service. When citizens 

of Clinton need police services, they call the Crinton State Police 

post who dispatch Becker's officers or handle the complaint if Becker's 

personnel are off duty. A spirit of cooperation between Becker and 

the State Police seems to prevail. 

The table below lists the number of single patrol hours contracted 

for and received by contracting communities and the amount each pays 

in 1974-75. 

Table 3-4. Yearly hours contracted and received and price paid in 
1974-75. 

Yearly Hours Yearly Hours of 
of Single Patrol Single Patrol Price 

Community Contracted Received Paid 

C1 i nton vi 11 age 4000 4000 $36,000 

Ridgeway 480 1300 3,600 

Macon 360 1 ,500 

Britton 5,200 

Macon and Britton do not contract for a set number of hours. Becker 

estimates that he puts in about 360 hours in Macon each year and that 

he puts in almost triple the hours which Ridgeway purchases through 

contract; no estimate was made for Britton. Since Becker hires men to 
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handle the Clinton operation, the hours placed in that community are 

carefully counted. 30 For special events Becker will hire extra personnel 

and bill the communities extra. 

Becker hires two full-time men and a half-time person and makes use 

of four part-time men 'I/ho live in Britton. The blo full-time men 

exclusively work the Clinton contract while Becker does the majority of 

the complaint answering service for Britton, ~lacon and Ridgeway. If 

Becker is unavailable, his wife calls one of the part-time men to 

respond or requests the sheriff's department to respond. 

Future Contracting Expectations. At this time Frank Becker has no 

desire to contract with any other communities. The four current contracts 

are all in contiguous ~ommunities, and he feels that it is not profitable 

to contract with any community that is not nearby. Deerfield was on 

the edge of his current contracting boundary and Becker found it 

difficult to handle all the requests for service. 31 

Britton was the only community which Becker approached concerning 

provision of police services. The other communities made overtures 

to him. The village of Clinton first requested to purchase a higher 

level of service from the State Police post in Clinton. The post 

30The Clinton hours do not include transit to and from Britton (approxi­
mately 25 miles per shift) and they include time spent in court and 
time spent assisting other police departments. 

310eerfield contracted for a set number of hours which would be serviced 
by Becker. But Deerfield citizens would have need for service when 
Becker was not in their community. Since Deerfield was approximately 
19 miles away from Britton, it was costly for Becker to provide the 
service free and Deerfield was unwilling to pay any addit"ional money. 
It is interestina to note that Becker works more hours in Britton, 
r~acon, and Ridgeway than he is paid for; but since these communities 
are close to his residence and he is a citizen of Britton, he does 
it free of charge. 
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commander refused and referred Clinton officials to Becker. Several 

communities, which have their own police departments, have also approached 

Becker about taking over their police operation, but he has refused to 

contract with them because he senses that the elected officials will 

be too actively involved in the day to day police operation (e.g., 

specifying which tickets should be ignored and which ones enforced, etc.). 

Such a situation is not tolerable to Becker. 

Currently the citizens of Clinton have indicated that they want 

their own department and are considering four options. First, Clinton 

could start its own department. Second, it could buY patrol services 

from the county sheriff. Third, Decker could continue to provide police 

servi ces under tile current contract. Fourth, Becker, who is already 

their police chief, could sign a different contract and establish and 

operate out of a police station located in Clinton. 

D~,",,,,,,.j.';..... .j.~ I ~~-, ('~mll1U'''1'ty 
I\C!-'U I t. I "::I t.v L.V\.Q I VV II • Once a month Clinton village 

receives a report regarding the police activity in their community from 

Becker; tile report has a breakdo\'Jn of the complaints and at'rests as well 

as the amount of time spent on patrol, answering complaints, court time 

and time assisting other police agencies. Becker sends to the three 

communities complaints and arrests broken down every 6 months. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. Becker has already demonstrated 

that he is willing to provide the amount of service a community feels 

it can afford. Hm'lever, at this time Becker is unwilling to supply 

servi ce to another communi ty regardl ess of what they wish to buy. 

Specification of When Patrols Work and Activities They Perform. 

Becker specifies when the patr'ols will work in Clinton. In the other 

three communities Becker responds to calls for service as he receives 
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them. Becker does allow his officers to perform community related 

errands but not personal errands. 32 

Rotating versus Permananetly Stationing Deputies. The same two 

men work in Clinton village, and Becker is widely known by people in 

Bri tton, ~~acon, and Ri dgeway . 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Revenue genera,ted from Becker or one 

of his men performing a liquor inspection goes to the contracting 

community. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. Becker estimates 

his per hour cost at $8.42 to supply Clinton with 4000 hours of single 

patrol. Incorporated into this price is the gross salary of the two 

men (vacation time of two weeks per man, fringes which include FICA and 

a life and health insurance policy, and double pay if they work holidays), 

vehic1e33 and uniform expenses, and rent for the office. 

32It is possible that local officials might be inhibited in requesting 
community related errands, especially when they must go through the 
sheriff's office for approval or even through the sheriff's dispatcher. 
Inhibitions could be lessened if local officials had direct contact 
with the contracted deputies or, as in Clinton County, local officials 
can call the State Police Post to request the car. 

33Becker estimated that it cost him approximately $8,760 to operate the 
Clinton vehci1e for 4000 hours. This expense includes all operating 
costs (gas, oil, and maintenance), vehicle depreciation which is half 
the purchase price (if we assumed that the car lasts two years, then 
no trade-in value is deducted; but if the car lasts only one year, then 
it is assumed that the trade-in would be approximately $2,000 which is 
far more than Becker would likely get for a police car with 60,000 
miles on it). During the 4000 hours, the car traveled approximately 
57,000 miles which means the cost per mile is 15¢. [Per mile cost 
estimate for two of the sheriff's cars was done and the average was 
10.5¢ per mile. This figure included the purchase price of the vehicle 
minus the expected trade-in of $1200 per car, operating expenses, car 
insurance and depreciation and maintenance estiamtes for radio equip­
ment. The difference in the cost per mile between the sheriff and 
Becker is due in part to difference in gas prices (sheriff pays approxi­
mately 25¢ per gal. while Becker pays 44¢) and the sheriff obtains 
fleet prices for car insurance. 



107 

If $8.42 is an accurate reflection cost and since he charges $9.00 

per hour, his yearly profit on the Clinton contract is approximately 

$2,000. But there are some costs which have probably not been included. 

If Becker spends any time in Clinton, this is not included in the price 
I 

nor is an estimate for the time his wife gives through answering the 

phone and doing any dispatching for the Clinton area. 

Other sources of revenue for Becker include $500 from the Fire 

Department for answering fire calls and dispatching their fire trucks. 

Becker is also the Building Inspector, which is another source of 

revenue. 

J.I unique feature which Becker has incorporated into the 1975-76 

contract with Clinton will be quarterly re-assessment of cost. During 

1974, Becker was caught with unexpected rising gas prices. To allow 

for any other unforeseen'cost increases, he will re-evaluate his cost 

quarterly and be allowed to adjust his price accordingly. No county 

sheriff currently has such a stipulation in any of their contracts. 

Thi s means that the county bears a 11 ri sk of unforeseen expense. 

Those counties which come the closest to avoiding all the risk are 

those which bill the contracting with actual expenses. 

Comparison of the Two Contracting Operations 

Neither the sheriff nor Becker is actively attempting to increase 

the number of contracting operations. As evidence of this, when Clinton 

approached the sheriff prior to their 1974-75 contract with Becker, the 

sheriff was not prepared to quote them a price. Before Deerfield and 

Clayton contracted with the sheriff, neither one approached Becker for 

a price quote nor did Becker approach either community with an offer. 
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Both Becker and the sheriff are very similar in the service they 

are willing to provide. Both allow their officers to perform community 

related errands, enforce local ordinances, provide the level of service 

which best meets the community's vlillingness and ability to pay, report 
I 

monthly to local officials, and allow liquor inspection revenue to go 

to the contracting community. The only apparent difference is that the 

sheriff is unwilling to station men permanently in a community (providing 

he had a contract which called for a certain lel/el of personnel) while 

Becker is willing to do so. Both the sheriff and Becker attempt to 

use experienced men on patrol. Becker attempts to hire men with 

experience and who have already been through academy training. If the 

sheriff hires an inexperienced person, he will have him attend the 

police academy for at least 256 hours of training and then work in the 

office and jail until there is an opening on the road patrol. 

While the services provided by Becker and the sheriff to their 

respective communities do not differ, the prices that they charge 

do differ. Becker charges $9.00 for a single hour of patrol to Clinton 

village, and $7.50 per hour to Ridgeway ~ownship. Becker says that he 

puts in 1 ,300 hours in Ri dgeway, \llhi ch woul d make the per hour pri ce 

$2.77 per hour. Even though no specific number of hours was specified 

in the Macon contract, Becker estimates that he spent about 360 hours 

last year which makes the per hour price $4.17 for i-1acon. 

The sheriff's price per hour to Deerfield officials is $10.99. But 

it must be remembered that the sheriff supplies a double patrol while 

Becker provides single patrol coverage. l~hile the sheriff charged 

$10.99 per hour, it is estimated that the cost per hour was $12.84. 

If the sheriff persisted in operating double patrols~ then he would not 
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be able to provide the service cheaper than Becker. However, it 

appears that if the sheriff chose to run single patrols, and if Becker 

gave to contracting communities the number of hours he claims he gave, 

rather than the number of hours contracted, he would still be at a 

cost disadvantage. 

Since it is not known how Becker arrived at the $9.00 per hour 

price, a cost comparison cannot be done. It is possible that Becker 

included in his cost estimates some things which were not included in 

the sheriff's cost estimate. For example, Becker includes an item for 

rent of his office while no building depreciation was included in the 

sheriff's estimate. Overtime is another cost the sheriff has which 

was not included in his cost estimate because it is not clear how much, 

if any, overtime resulted from the Deerfield contract. No overtime 

results in Becker's operation. 

GENESEE COUNTY 

In 1974 the Genesee County sheriff contracted with three different 

communities. Table 3-5 shows the number of patrol hours, number of 

persons under contract, and the maximum price which the sheriff can 

charge for each contract. Contracting accounts for 50% of all single 

and 22% of all double patrol hours produced by the sheriff. 

TvlO of the th ree cont racts emerged from townsh i p offi ci a 1 s I 

dissatisfaction with either the cost of the local department and/or 

the local police chief. 34 Prior to contracting, Genesee township had 

its own police department of 15 full-time officers. Some of the 

34The contracts actually begin during different months of 1974 and run 
to their respective months in 1975. Each township has indicated that 
they wi 11 renew thei r contracts \'Ii th the sheri ff. 



110 

Table 3-5. Annual number of single and double patrol hours produced 
and price charged by the Genesee County sheriff. 

Annual Annual Number of ~'aximum 
Number of Number of Persons Revenue to be 
Single Double Under Receiyed from l Patrol Hours Patrol Hours Contract Each Contract 

Genera 1 Patrol 

Genesee Township 5840 7920 ' 11 $195,501 2 

Vienna Township 2920 5840 5 77,0003 

Fenton Township 2920 2 32,250 

TOTAL 18 $304,751 

lThe county attempts to bill the townships for actual expenses incurred 
in providing the contracted patrols but it is agreed that the costs 
shall not exceed the reported amounts. 

2Genesee Township agrees to pay for overtime, the amount not to exceed 
$11 ,400. 

3Vienna Township agrees to pay for overtime, but the maximum amount is 
not specified, although the sheriff agrees to keep it to a minimum. 

officers were paid through a federal grant which was to expire, and 

conflict between the police officers and the township officials arose 

when it became known that several officers would be laid off once the 

grant ended. Local offi ci a 1 s dec; ded to contract \,/ith the sheri ff for 

11 men, providing the sheriff hired the Genesee Township officers. This 

he did. Vienna Township also had its own department before contracting 

with the sheriff. Conflict between the police chief and the township 

supervisor led to the firing of the chief and a contract with the 

sheriff. The Fenton Township contract is a continuation and an expan­

sion of a contract which Fenton had with the sheriff's predecessor. 

The sheriff specifies in his contract that the service level 

purchased by each contracting community is in addition to the general 
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level of patrol service produced in return for county taxes. Of all 

the calls answered in the contracting communities by the sheriff's 

department, between 57% and 60% were handled by the sheriff's general 

patrol. 35 Also specified in the contract is that the contracted 
I 

patrols will respond to complaints outside the contracting communities. 

Of the calls answered by the contracted patrols in 1974, 11%, 8% and 23% 

were answered outside the townships of Vienna, Genesee and Fenton 

Townships, resrectively. 

Future Contracting Expectations. The sheriff hopes that communities 

with no police department begin contracting for higher service levels. 

The sheriff does not feel he should attempt to sell his service or 

undermine local departments because many local police departments currently 

feel threatened by him. Due to central dispatching, \'Jhich has a policy 

of assigning the calls to the nearest police unit regardless of juris-

dictional boundaries, the sheriff's patrols do respond to many calls in 

comllluniti es \,/111 ch ha ve the; r own depa rtment. 36 

Specification of Patrol Schedules and Activities Performed. Each 

contract has a set number of single and double patrols which operate 

seven days per week; consequentlY there are no scheduling issues to be 

resolved. The sheriff's policy is to provide the same type of police 

35From the sheriff's 1974 Annual Report, thA general patrols handled 
11,489 calls in Genesee, 8,898 calls in Vienna, and 1,521 calls in 
Fenton. The yearly estimate of ca 11 s l1arldl ed by the contracted 
patrols were 8,949 for Genesee, 4,167 for Vienna, and 1,088 for Fenton. 

36The sheriff, state police, and all but two local police departments 
participate in the Genesee County central dispatching system. Calls 
for service are given to the closest police unit regardless of poli­
tical jurisdiction. Since the sheriff has many general patrols 
operations, he is able to handle many calls in communities with their 
own police department. 
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service to which the local officials were accustomed with their own 

department. 37 This includes the performing of community related 

errands and the enforcement of local ordinances. To simulate a local 

department atmosphere, the sheriff has established sub-stations in 
I 

Genesee and Vienna Townships which facilitates easy communication 

between township officials and deputies; and it also eliminates transit 

time between the sheriff's central headquarters and the contracting 

community. 

Tile sheriff's policy is to staff the contracted patrol.:; first 

before staffing the general patrols. Thus, the contracted patrol 

schedule will not be eroded due to vacation, sickness or holiday com­

pensatory time. 38 

Reporting to Local Communities. The sheriff prepares monthly 

reports for each of the contracting communities. The reports contain 

the number of calls for service received, number of arrests and 

accidents, number of patrol miles driven, number of calls answered out 

of the township. The sheriff also has a sergeant serve as a liaison 

officer for Genesee and Vienna Townships. Tile sergeant attends many 

of the monthly meetings, answering any questions about police activity 

in the communities. 

37Shortly after the sheriff's contract began, the Genesee Township 
supervisor noticed speeding along a specific stretch of road. After 
he mentioned this to the sergeant, he noticed the next day that one 
of his contracted patrols was monitoring traffic along that same 
stretch of road. 

38Little patrol time is lost due to court appearances. The court 
administrator has implemented a policy of thirty minute call-in. 
If an officer who is on patrol is needed, the court will call him 
off patrol. He then has 30 minutes to arrive at the court. 
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Divisibility of Patrol Service. The sheriff has had no requests 

for fractional levels of service. His predecessor had a contract with 

Fenton Township which provided patrol service only during the summer 

months. The sheriff encountered difficulty in securing the qualified 

part-time personnel to staff this contract. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sheriff's 

policy is to rotate his deputies. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Revenue generated from liquor inspec­

tions is retained by the contracting community. The sheriff will also 

write traffic tickets under the Uniform Traffic Code providing the 

local community has adopted it. 39 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. The Genesee sheriff 

tends to be very aggressive in providing patrol service to his county. 

Unofficially, he has stated that if he had the personnel, he would 

provide patrol service (answer complaints) inside the city of Flint. 

All this indicates the sheriff desires to have his patrol division 

grow. 

Table 3-6 compares the costs being passed on to the contracting 

communities to the estimate of resources used. 

The county controller plays an active role in pricing the con­

tracts. An effort has been made to pass all costs on to the contracting 

communiti es; but an item wlli ch vias forgotten was compensati on for 

patrolmen time-off (vacations, holidays, etc.). To insure that all 

costs are passed on to the contracting communities, the county has 

39The Uniform Traffic Code allov/s traffic violations to be written 
under a local ordinance with 1/3 of the fine money being retained 
by the local community. 
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Table 3-6. Estimate of variable resources used and estimated amount 
billed to each contracting community. 

Estimate of 
Estimated Annual 
Value of Amount of 

Annual Annual Variable Variable 
Number Number Resources Resources 
of Single of Double Used in Bi 11 ed by 
Patrol Hours Patrol Hours 1974 County Difference 

Genesee Twp. 5840 7920 $242,260 $204,509 $37,751 

Vienna Twp. 2920 5840 153,403 95,245 58,158 

Fenton Twp. 2920 60,683 33,350 27,333 

TOTAL 8760 15680 $456,346 $333,104 $123,242 

established a special account for each contract. But an item will not 

be placed on any of the contracted accounts until the sheriff sends a 

voucher to the county controller. This gives considerable power to 

the sheriff in deciding what costs are passed on to the contracting 

communities. 40 

The approximate $100,000 expenditure by the county general fund 

to finance the contract deficit does purchase service for the non­

contract"j ng porti on of the county. Fi rs t, l6~~, 13% and 7% of the calls 

received by the Vienna, Genesee, and Fenton contracted patrols, respec­

tively, are answered in the non-contracting communities. But the 

sheriff's general patrol answered 85%, 34% and 47% of all calls origi-

nating in Vienna, Genesee and Fenton, respectively. Second, because 

the sheriff controls scheduling of the contracted patrols and does 

40When the 1974 contracts ended and the sheriff was in the process of 
negotiating new contracts, the sheriff became an advocate to the 
controller to keep the costs as low as possible. 
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respond outside contracting communities, he has the opportunity to 

allocate his general patrols such that the non-contracting portion of 

the county receives higher levels of service. However, the large 

number of complaints answered in the contracting communities suggests 

that he has not done this. 

WASHTENAW COUNTY 

The t'!ashtenaw County sheri f \~ has a mi xture of contracts rangi ng 

from a 17 deputy contract with Ypsil anti Townshi p to a si ngl e deputy 

contract with Superior Township. In addition to patrol services, the 

sheriff sells 60 weekly hours of animal control to Ypsilanti Township. 

He has organized several local communities and together they pay the 

local contribution for a state traffic grant and an LEAA school 

liaison grant. 41 The focus of this analysis is on the contracted road 

patrol services. 

The sheriff's goal is to provide all police services to the entire 

county with the exclusion of Ann Arbor city. Table 3-7 shows the 

sheriff's dependency on contracting for the provision of road patrol 

service. In 1974, 31% of the single patrol hours and 53% of the double 

patrol hours are financed entirely from the general fund with the 

41 The Highway Safety Grant is from the Department of State Police and 
it provides 8 full-time deputies for traffic monitoring purposes. 
Six deputies go to Ypsilanti TO~'1nship, one is split between the 
townships of Dexter and Scio, and the eighth deputy works in Pittsfield 
Township. The police support grant is from LEAA and provides 3 
school liaison officers. The goal of the grant is to obtain 
referrals reported to the courts. 
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Table 3-7. Single and double patrol hours produced and price charged 
Washtenaw County sheriff in 1974. 

General Patro1 1 

Ypsilanti Township2 

Northfield Township3 

Dexter Village4 

Superior Township 

TOTAL 

Single 
Patro 1 
Hours 

7,648 

5,736 

1~664 

7,648 

2,080 

24,776 

% of 
Total 

31 

23 

7 

31 

8 

100 

Doub1 e 
Patrol 
Hours 

% of 
Total 

14,600 53 

11 ,680 42 

1 ,24·8 5 

27,528 100 

Number of 
Personnel 
Under 
Contract 

17 

1 

Total 
Amount 
Paid to 
'Sheriff 

204,000 

16,000 

4 71 ,000 

1 15,000 

23 306,000 

lAssumes that 4 single patrol positions open on first shift can be 
eroded due to vacation and sickness. Because of this it is assumed 
that each man working this shift provides 1,912 hours of single 
patrol converage. (1,912 is the average number of hours worked during 
the year after allowing for vacations, sick days and weekends.) 
(4 x 1,912 - 7,648) 

2The same applies for the first shift in the Ypsilanti contract 
(3 xl, 91 2 - 5,736). 

3Northfie1d purchased one deputy and the sheriff supplies an additional 
deputy. The usual weekly schedule is for 4 days each week a single 
unit operates and for 3 days a double unit operates. 

4Dexter village purchases one sergeant and three deputies from the 
sheriff. No attempt is made to cover vacation and days off. Con­
sequently, the number of single patrol units is 4 x 1,912 - 7,648. 

remainder provided under contract. Table 3-7 also shows the number of 

personnel tmder contract and the revenues the sheriff rccci vas from 

each contract. 

The history of the Dexter contract is of interest. After the last 

local election the Dexter city council did not agree with how the newly 

elected mayor intended to use the local police department. They 

proceeded to disband the local department and contract with the 
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sheriff. 42 The mayor refused to sign the contract and contends that 

the agreement is illegal without her signature. 

Patrol services to the non-contracting portion of the county have 

increased as a result of contracting. Because of contracting, the 
I 

sheriff has been able to free a general patrol for the southern portion 

of the county \Alhich has tended, in the past, to receive lower levels of 

service due to sparcity of population. In addition, officials of York 

Township have told the sheriff that they receive higher levels of patrol 

service because the sheriff dispatches the contract cars into York 

for emergencies. 

Future Contracting Expectations. The sheriff expects that as 

some of the older local chiefs of pblice retire, he will contract with 

their respective communities. He eventually sees the Ypsilanti contract 

doubling in size in the next couple of years. While the sheriff spends 

time speaking to local officials about the service he can provide and 

the price he is willing to charge, he does not attempt to undermine 

local departments. When a call comes from a citizen living in a 

community with its own department, the sheriff refers the call to the 

local department. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. The sheriff prefers to contract 

for 40 hours of service per Heek because this is the easiest unit to 

staff, although a community may contract for a portion of a 40 hour 

weekly unit providing another community can be found to buy the remaining 

portion. One community, however, purchases 30 hours of patrol service. 

42It is not clear whether the sheriff hired the deputies from the 
Dexter department to staff the contract or hired new deputies. 
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The sheriff has agreed to staff this operation with off-duty officers 

willing to work extra hours for $6.00 per hour. The sheriff provides 

the vehicle and equipment at no charge to the community and the deputies 

are paid directly by the local community. 
I 

Reporting to Local Community" ~10nthly reports are submitted to 

each of the contracting communities. In Ypsilanti Township, there is 

a lieutenant in charge of that particular contract, and he attends 

most of the monthly township meetings. 

Specification of Patrol Schedule and Activities Performed. The 

sheriff does the scheduling dependinq upon the heavy complaint times 

during the week. He also takes into consideration the scheduling of 

other contracted and general patrols. He does not want to schedule all 

his personnel during peak periods because service during non-peak 

periods would be inadequate. 

The sheriff attempts to give local officials the service they want. 

He will allow community related errands to be performed by contracted 

patrols, although there has been very little of this activity. 

Liguor Inspection Revenue. There are elected constables who 

perform the liquor inspection in each community and the local communities 

retain the revenue from these inspections. The sheriff has shown 

concern for the revenue generation of local communities. 

that Ypsilanti Township should adopt the Uniform Traffic 

He feel s 

"_-1_ vuut:::, 

because the volume of tickets is large enough such that if the tickets 

were written under this code, Ypsilanti would have a net source of revenue. 43 

43Under th~ District Court System and by writing tickets under the 
Uniform Traffic Code, the township receives 1/3 of the fine money. 
If the volume of tickets is large enough, there will probably be 
enough revenue to more than cover any legal expenses of prosecuting 
the cases where the citizens plead not guilty. 
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Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The sheriff 

permanently stations deputies in a particular contracting community. 

He attempts to place into the contracting communities those deputies 

who he feels will best get along with the citizens. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs to Contract Price. The Washtenaw 

sheriff desires to expand his road patrol service and views contracting 

as one way of doi ng thi s. In fact, the sheri ff has advanced the idea 

that all funding for the criminal justice system should be taken away 

from the county commi ss i oners and handl ed by a county-wi de mi 11 age 

which would allocate specific numbers of mills to the courts, sheriff, 

and prosecutor's office. With this desire to by-pass the commissioners, 

it is not surprising to see the contract price be less than patrol 

costs as displayed in the following table: 

Table 3-8. Comparison of resources used to contract price. 

Difference 
Estir.lated Value Between Cost 
of Resource Used Contract and Control 
in the Contract Price Price 

Ypsilanti Twp. 322,123 204,000 118,123 

Dexter Vi 11 age 88,716 71 ,000 17,716 

Supet'i or Twp. 24,148 15,000 9,148 

Northfi e 1 d n'Jp. 45,205 16,000 29,205 

The procedure and assumptions used by the sheriff in detel~ining 

the contract prices is unknown to the author, but the sheriff and county 

commissioners are aware that the costs do exceed the price although 
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they probably are not aware of the magnitude. The Ypsilanti contract 

speci fi es that the townshi p agrees to pay $204,000 and the county 

agrees to contribute $102,000 toward the provision of road patrol 

service. The agreement with the Ypsilanti officials was that the 
I 

county would provide them with six deputies if Ypsilanti financed 12. 

To the township officials the sheriff probably said, lIyou can obtain 

si x free deputi es if you fi nance twel veil,; and to the county comi s­

sioners he probably said, IIWe can add hlJelve more deputies with no 

increase in county expenditure if the commissioners would fund six 

additional deputies. 1I 

There is a considerable difference between costs and prices of 

the Northfield contract. Northfield originally contracted for one 

deputy, but the sheriff decided that one deputy would do little good 

so he assigned additional personnel. The local officials told the 

sheri ff that they coul d percei ve a di fference and were very sati s fi ed 

with the arrangement. It is not known if the sheriff plans to keep 

the additional personnel in Northfield, but satisfied customers 'can 

pay tribute to contracting which will not hurt the sheriff in future 

contracting efforts. Plus, local officials may become so accustomed to 

the service that in several years they will be willing to pay for the 

higher level which now they enjoy without charge. 

As a result of contracting, the sheriff has been able to assign 

a patrol car to the southern portion of the county which had a very low 

level of service prior to contracting. 

For the remaining three contracts, no specific information was 

available to show how each price was determined. An interesting item 

in the Superior contract is that the patrol will be " ... within the 
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Superior Township boundaries for eighty (80) percent of ... time ... II • 

It is not known how this affected the price charged. 

KALAMAZOO COUNTY 

Central to the theme of contracting is the sheriff's role jn 

providing service to townships and cities in return for the payment of 

county taxes. No where is this more evident than in Kalamazoo County. 

Late in 1974 the county commissioners attempted to cut 17 men out of 

the sheriff's budget. The commissioners, prior to this, attempted to 

persuade those townships which were receiving the highest percentage 

of the sheriff's patrol time to contract for the 17 men. The townships 

refused, contending that they were owed their level of service as 

county taxpayers. 44 

The sheri ff has contracts \,/ith three communiti es. One contract 

which has been in existence for several years, is with the township of 

Comstock. In 1974, the sheriff supplied them with one single patrol 

daily, five days per week and one double patrol during the second shift 

five days per week. 

There are several unique features about the Comstock arrangement. 

First, the contract does not specify the amount to be paid by Comstock. 

The reason for this is that each month the township is sent a bill for 

actual expense of providing service incurred by the county. The 

statement includes the salaries (base plus all the fringes) of the men 

44The issue is still not resolved. There will be a general millage 
vote at which time citizens will vote on a .5 mill which will be 
earmarked for the sheriff. If the millage fails, the sheriff may 
still be required to cut his budget although he will have the 
latitude to make the budget cuts where he wishes. 
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\'/ho actually worked and any equipment or supplies used in the Comstock 

operation. Second, Comstock purchases its own police vehicles, uniform 

and equipment even though some of the purchases are made through the 

sheriff's department. One reason for this is that they can control 

the quality and quantity of police supplies purchased;45 and se~ond, 

if they should terminate the contract, this equipment would be avail­

able immediately for use in their own police department. In addition 

to the patrols Comstock receives from the sheriff, they also hire the 

same deputies on their off-days to enforce local ordinances and perform 

normal patrol activities if the need arises. In the latter operation the 

township pays the regular hourly rate plus the township fringes which 

is only F.r.C.A. The expense of time and a half overtime can be avoided 

by Comstock through this procedure because the deputies have two 

employers, the sheriff and the township. 

The other two contracts are worked in conjunction with each other. 

One is with the village of Climax and the other is with the township 

of Wakeshma. Climax began contracting with the sheriff during the 

first part of 1974. The village agrees to pay the sheriff $6.00 per 

man hour of service plus 14.21% for fringes and 17¢ per mile driven 

within the village limits. The total sum each month, however, is not 

to exceed $300. This averages out to be approximately 36 hours of 

450ne township official indicated that it was more economical to buy 
a heavier car than what the sheriff was purchasing. Since they 
were going to be billed actual expenses, there is incentive to search 
out the most economical purchase. In addition. by controlling some' 
vehicle purchases and repairs, they direct business to local estab-
lishments. 
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single patrol service each month. 46 Climax, which had never before 

had its own department, is a low complaint area; and the sheriff1s 

general patrols were not visible enough to satisfy village officials. 

Now, on a random basis, a sheriff1s car spends on the average 4 hours 
I 

9 times during the month. Climax officials feel this is sufficient to 

restrain people from running their single stop sign and to retard some 

of the teenage loitering. 

Toward the end of 1974, the sheriff was approached by the officials 

of l~akeshma township about providing a higher level of service. They 

wanted to spend no more than $100 per month. Since they are located 

adjacent to Climax, it was possible to schedule a patrol that would 

work Cl imax for about 4 hours and then spend an hour i n l~akeshma. 

Without Climax the sheriff felt that he would have been unable to 

provide Wakeshma such a level of service due to difficulty in scheduling 

patrolmen for such short periods. Wakeshma pays $6.00 per hour plus 

14.21% fringes and l7¢ a mile driven within the township limits. The 

$100 monthly limit provides for about 12 single patrol hours each 

month. 

The sheriff is not that dependent upon contracting for road patrol 

service. Yearly he supplies a total of 47,696 hours of single patrol 

service with 576 hours going to Climax and Wakeshma, 6240 going to 

Comstock, and the remainder to general patrol. The sheriff also 

produces 4160 hours of double patrol service. 

46The contract has a proVlslon for the sheriff going over $300 one 
month but making up for it the next month. The 36 hour monthly 
average was arrived at by adding to the $6.00 per hour 85¢ for fringes 
and $1.36 for mileage (assuming driving an average of 8 miles per 
each hour of patrol multiplied by 17¢) and dividing this into $300. 
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It is worth noting that Ross Township contracted with the previous 

sheriff. A disagreement occurred between the sheriff and the deputy 

who was working in Ross. Ross officials backed the patrolman and the 

contract was terminated. Ross Township purchased their own car and 
I 

started their own police department. During the transition, Ross 

Township was never without police coverage because once the contract 

expired, the local department began. The sheriff currently handles 

all of the Ross Township's dispatching. 

Future Contracting Expectations. In 1975, Comstock \'.Ji11 add four 

more men to provide them with 24 hour single patrol service seven days 

a "leek. The village of Galesburg is in the process of contracting for 

40 hours of weekly patrol service. Galesburg had their own department 

but found themselves without police coverage when their officers would 

resign. Village council members also disagreed on how to use the local 

police officers. Some council members wanted the officers to serve 

as crossing guards and others wanted them available at all times for 

city patroling. The conflict still exists between how the officers 

should be used, but the council members find it easier to allow the 

sheriff to set priorities rather than have the conflict remain at the 

local l~vel. In addition to Galesburg, seven other communities have 

explored contracting possibilities with the sheriff. 

Reporting to Local Community. The sheriff sends monthly reports 

to Comstock officials which list activities, hours worked, miles driven 

and arrests made. To Climax and Wakeshma he sends each month the 

number of hours worked and miles driven and also uses this for billing 

purposes. 
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Divisibility of Patrol Service. There is no minimum level of 

service which the sheriff refuses to supply to a community, although 

the sheriff has had some difficulty over the past year staffing the 

Climax and Wakeshma operation because he relied on deputies to vol un-
I 

teer. Currently one man handles the entire Climax and Wakeshma opera-

tion. 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The patrolmen 

are permanently stationed in a contracting community~ although local 

officials can request that a man be transferred if they find his 

performance unsatisfactory. 

Specification of Patrol Schedules and Activities Performed. The 

Comstock Township official who is their police commissioner participates 

substantially in deciding when patrols work and v/hat activities they 

perform. He places a higher priority on having the patrol respond to 

complaints than on monitoring traffic or preventive patrol. If 

Comstock officials want local ord.inances enforced, they hire the men 

during their off duty. The scheduling for Climax and Hakeshma is 

\'JOrked out by the sheriff depending upon availability of personnel 

and the complaint load. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Liquor inspection performed in the 

township of Comstock goes to Comstock and amounts to about $3,500 per 

year. In the other two communities, the money goes to the county 

treas l':"y . 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. The county has 

a billing system designed to pass all costs on to the contracting 

community. But when deputies take vacation time, the sheriff provides 

another deputy. Compensation to the vacationing deputy was not being 



126 

paid by the contracting community. Every attempt was made to have the 

contracting community pay all variable cost; but compensation for time 

off \'Ias one cost item which was apparently overlooked. No cost esti­

mation of the Kalamazoo patrol service was done. 

EATON COUNTY 

The Eaton County sheri ff had t\'10 contracts in 1974. One was wi th 

Delta TmJnship and the other was with the city of Eaton Rapids. 

Contracting operations account for a high percent of the single and 

double patrol hours produced. In 1974, it is estimated that the sheriff 

produced 35,445 single and 15,514 double patrol hours of which 61% 

and 39%, respectively, went to the contracting communities. 47 Table 

3-9 belm'l shows the number of patrol hours sold and the total price paid. 

Table 3-9. Annual number of single and double patrol hours produced 
and price charged by the Eaton County sheriff. 

/\nnua 1 Annual Number of Total Revenue 
r~umber of Number of Persons Received from 
Single Double Under Each 
Patrol Hours Patrol Hours Contract Communi ty 

General 13,727 9,308 

Delta Twp. 15,513 3,103 15 $230,863 

Eaton Rapids 6,205 3,103 5 84,079 

TOTAL 35,445 15,514 20 $314,942 

47Scheduled patrols for general and contracting communities are for 
9.5 hours each, but one hour is taken out for lunch for which the 
men are not paid but are still on call. This was not included in 
the patrol hour estimate. For the contracting communities, 30 
minutes was also deducted for transit time to and from the con­
tracting communities. The 30 minutes was still included as part of 
the general patrol. 
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Delta Township is the largest of the two contracts consuming 15,513 

hours of single patrol and 3,103 hours of double patrol. For several 

years Delta Township, which borders Lansing city, has been a rapidly 

growing township. Delta Township officials realized that they needed 
I 

more police service than they could expect the sheriff to provide 

through their county taxes and explored different ways of securing a 

higher level of service. They asked th'e city of Lansing to provide 

them 1 aVJ enforcement servi ce under contract, but found the pri ce pro­

hibitive. They then requested the Eaton County sheriff to deputize a 

local police department and provide their uniforms while the township 

provided the vehicles and a sub-station and paid the salaries directly 

to the men. The sheriff rejected this idea, contending that it would 

be too difficult to supervise the men and that the deputies would have 

two employers -- the sheriff and the township supervisors. 48 Finally 

the township agreed to buy the services of five men and two cars which 

operated out of the sheriff's office in Charlotte approximately 15 

minutes away. A very small office is provided in Delta Township with 

a typewriter for report writing. The contract grew to a level of 

15 men and 4 vehicles in 1974 and a total price of $230,863. 

Eaton Rapids has been contracting with the sheriff since 1968. 

Before contracting, Eaton Rapids had its own police department but 

found retaining a satisfactory chief of police difficult. The 

original contract was for five men and two vehicles, but for the 

safety of the men, the sheriff felt it was necessary to provide the 

48This proposal came from the knowledge that the sheriff of Ingham 
County has a similar arrangement with three of his townships. 
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community ~Jith six men, even though Eaton Rapids pays for only five. 49 

Total price paid in 1974 was $84,079. 

Future Contracting Expectations. Vermontville village and township 

have made a joint request to the sheriff for patrol services. In 1975, 

they will pay the sheriff approximately $10,000 for the purchase and 

maintenance of a vehicle and the equipping of two men. C.E.T.A. funds 

will be used to pay the salaries of the men. It is hoped that when 

the federal funds expire the community will perceive the benefits of 

the extra police service and pay for the men with local funds. 

Specification of When Patrols t~ork and \~hat Activities They Perform. 

The sheriff's department decides when the patrols work based on complaint 

load. The sheriff will consider requests for specific activities but 

does not always consent. An example of this is the time when the Eaton 

Rapids city council approached the sheri ff about not having the "no 

parking" ordinance between 2 a.m. and 5 a.m. enforced on a certain 

street where there were all night restaurants. The sheriff refused 

to do this and suggested that the ordinance be changed to exclude the 

one street. The latter course was taken. The sheriff granted a request 

to have the deputies turn on the Christmas tree lights and assist local 

officials during election day. Since the supervisor does not see the 

patrolmen regularly, requests must usually come through the sheriff. 

49With five men working the Eaton Rapids operation there was a single 
patrol during the evening shift. There were many complaints (fights, 
domestic trouble, etc.) where an Eaton County general car was required 
to back up the Eaton Rapids contract car. The sheriff felt it was 
cheaper to station another man in Eaton Rapids, allowing for a double 
unit on evenings, rather than continue to back up with a general car. 
Response to complaints where there was a probability of violence fell 
because a single patrol will often wait for back-up before responding. 
With a double patrol unit it would not be necessary to wait on a 
general car to travel to the complaint. 
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Reporting to Local Officials. t~onthly reports are sent to each 

contracting community. In addition, a command officer attends each 

of the monthly board and council meetings to answer any questions. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service. The criteria which the sheriff 
I 

uses to decide if a request for service is too little is whether or 

not he feels the service level will make a difference. If there is 

not enough patrol hours being purchased to allow for a IIgood job ll to 

be done, then the sheriff will refuse to supply the requested amount. 50 

Rotating versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. The man are 

permanently stationed in their respective contracting operations although 

they can be transferred if they or the local community desires it. 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Liquor inspection revenue is retained 

by the contracting communities and credit is given for the salvage 

value of the vehicles. Since Eaton Rapids had their own department 

prior to contracting, the sheriff made use of some of their equipment. 

An inventory is included in the contract on the equipment which is owned 

by the city and currently used by the sheriff. This equipment goes to 

the city if the contract is terminated. They also will be paid the 

sum of $2,000 which is the salvage value of the two police vehicles 

transferred to the sheriff's department when they first began contracting. 

Comparison of Patrol Costs and Contract Price. For the Eaton 

County sheriff the contract price is very close to the sheriff's cost 

50 For the sheriff, a IIgood job ll means satisfying the citizens of the 
contracted communities. If a citizen knows that they are buying extra 
service from the sheriff, even though it is only 2 hours a week, they 
are likely, according to the sheriff, to expect a lot more service 
than they are actually purchasing. To keep from such a situation 
developing, the sheriff attempts to determine if the service lev.el 
purchased is enough to keep complaints of "noll service to a minimum. 
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estimate; the slight difference cannot be explained. For both con­

tracts it appears that the contract price is less than the actual 

costs of operation. The decision by the sheriff to place a sixth deputy 

in Eaton Rapids accounts for the difference in that contract. The 
I 

sheriff, in explaining this action, felt it was cheaper to station an 

extra deputy in Eaton Rapids rather~ than have the general county oatrol 

provide continuous back-up service. Whether the sheriff will ever 

charge Eaton Rapids for the extra deputy or will continue to contend 

that the county o\'Jes the community this extra service is not knm'ln. 

Deciding what price to charge depends upon whether or not the sheriff 

thinks Eaton Rapids will pay. 

Table 3-10. Comparison of patrol costs and contract price for the 
Eaton County sheriff. 

Contract Sheriff's Author's 
Price Cost Estimate Cost Estimate 

Eaton Rapids $84,074 $84,075 $82,042 (5 patrolmen) 
94,619 (6 patrolmen) 

Delta Township 230,863 230,679 272,224 

The Delta contract is very large, and it is difficult to know the 

actual number of deputies working it. The majority of the difference 

between costs and price occurred in vehicle expenses which resulted 

from tv/O unanticipated costs -- rising fuel costs and the need for a 

fi fth veil; cl e. 

While the sheriff has made an attempt to identify most costs, he 

seems to realize that both communities, Eaton Rapids and Delta Town­

ship, would require a great deal of general patrol to provide adequate 
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services. This level of general patrol would probably not be funded 

by the county commissioners. Thus, the only VJay to provide the service 

is to keep the contract, and this means not allowing cQsts to rise too 

high. 

OTHER CONTRACTING ARRANGEMENTS 

The following contractual agreements were studied less inten­

sively. 

The sheriff of Sanilac County has one contract which is with 

Worth Township. Worth is a summer retreat for many Detroit citizens 

who are demanding higher levels of police service. The township 

trustees refuse to start a local police department, and because the 

Detroit citizens have voting residency in Detroit, the low level of 

police service never becomes an election issue for the trustees. In 

1974 the sheriff provided Worth with single and double patrol coverage 

for the weekends from r'1ay 31st through October 30th. Worth pays to the 

county $4.50 per deputy hour and 25¢ per mile with mileage being kept 

from the sheriff's office. The sheriff staffs this part-time operation " ! 

with police officers from surrounding communities and his own off-duty 

deputies. 

The sheriff of the sparsely populated ~·1ackinac County has a 

single written contract which is with Clark Township. The sheriff 

agrees to station two single patrol units in the township and make them 

responsible for responding to complaints 24 hours per day seven days 

per week. In return, the county receives all liquor inspection revenue 

which would normally go to the township, approximately $6,000 per year. 

This contract is congruent to the sheriff's method of supplying patrol 
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servi ce to the county. ~Iith a four deputy force the sheri ff has all 

deputies living in different parts of the county operating from vJhere 

they live. This contract seems to have helped influence where the 

sheriff stations two of his deputies. 

The Charlevoix County sheriff has a verbal contract with the two 

townships, St. James and Piean, of Beaver Island -- an island 32 miles 

from shore in Lake Michigan which is 6 miles wide and 18 miles long 

and has a population of 180. One deputy lives on the island the 

entire year. He receives the liquor inspection money from the bJO 

tm'Jnships, which is approximately $1,800 and $4,325, from the county 

sheriff. The deputy operates out of his home and uses his own car. 

The sheriff contends that the county owes the isalnd police service, 

and this is an efficient way to provide it. 

The t~issaukee County sheriff has had a verbal contract ~Jith the 

city of IllcBain for seven years. The sheriff's office is in Lake City 

which is a long distance phone call from McBain. McBain agrees to 

pay 25% of the undersheriff's salary, who lives in ~1cBain. In return, 

McBain citizens can call the undersheriff at any hour. The under­

sheriff will either relay the call to the sheriff's office, respond 

immediately to the complaint if it is an emergency, or if he is off­

duty and the complaint can be held, respond when on duty. 

The Ionia County sheriff has one contract which is with Saranac 

village. In 1974 the village paid the sheriff $12,000 for 8 hours of 

daily coverage seven days per week. 

The sheriff of Iosco County has one contract which is with the 

city of Tawas, also the location of the sheriff's office. The sheriff 

was the former Tawas chief of police and after the election he offered 
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Tawas officials 24 hour coverage seven days a week for slightly more 

than they were currently paying for their two man department. The 

contract operation is run similar to Huron County where the contracted 

deputies patrol outside Tawas city limits. According to the sheriff, 

the contracted patrol is within a 10 minute response time to any part 

of the city at any time. In 1974 Tawas paid $23,000 for this service. 

The sheriff of Livingston County in 1974 had two contracts. One 

was with Hamburg Township and the other was with three contiguous 

townshi ps. These contracts began in 1971 when EEA money \'Jas used to 

finance the majority of the cost. 

The St. Joseph County sheriff has tHO contracts. One is with 

Mendon which pays $11,000 per year and receives the services of one 

deputy. The second contract is with Centerville which pays $8,000 and 

receives similar services as Mendon. The county pays for the fringe 

benefits of the deputies and all vehicle expense. The sheriff's 

deputies live in the two communities and decide their own work schedule 

in conjunction with local officials. 

The sheriff of Lapeer County has a contract signed jointly by 

t4arathan Township and by the villages of Otter Lake and Columbiaville 

which lie inside t·1arathan. For most of 1974 the communities received 

80 single patrol hours per week provided by two full-time deputies. 

Columbia paid $10,311; Otter Lake paid $6,564; and Marathan paid $13,125. 

The amounts differed because the patrols tend to work more in Marathan, 

and these were the prices that the buyers would bear. 

f1lonroe County sheriff has three different contracts. One;s with 

the city of Petersburg which prior to the contract had its own police 

department. Local citizens were dissatisfied with the way city officials 
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were using the police and began a petition to raise taxes to allow 

contracting with the sheriff. Under the contract Petersburg is billed 

regularly for all expenses incurred by the county. Petersburg purchases 

their own vehicles. A second contract is with ~10nroe County Community 

College which purchases two deputies. The college buys its own vehicle 

and is bill ed by the county for actual expenses. The thi rd contract 

is with ~1onroe High School lj/hich had a contract with ~lonroe city police. 

The high school is relocating outside the city limits and desires a 

contract with the sheriff. 51 The high school pays 2/3 of the deputy's 

salary and the county the remaining 1/3 using the deputy during the 

summer months to substitute for vacationing deputies. The sheriff 

anticipates contracts with other high schools. 

The sheriff of Ingham County has two types of contracts. One is 

a partial control and the other is a full control contract. The sheriff 

has three verbal partial control contracts with the townships of 

Meridian, Lansing, and Delhi. The sheriff agrees to provide all the 

equipment (replacement and new) for the deputies and vehicles while 

the townships pay for the deputies I salaries and purchase and operation 

of the vehicles. A lieutenant is in charge of each operation and is 

responsible to his (respective) township officials. The lieutenants 

are also responsible to the sheriff, although the sheriff and lieutenants 

interact little concerning daily directives. The township officials 

select the personnel they \'1ant to \'lOrk in their community, but the 

51 The t~onroe ci ty pol i ce reported that pri or to thei r contract with the 
high school they made numerous calls to the high school to take 
larceny reports. They felt that it lj/as very expedient to station an 
officer there full-time rather than continuing to respond to calls 
for service. 
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sheri ff must approve before he deputizes them. For all purposes, the 

three townships have their own departments. 52 

The second type of contract is a full control type whi ch has the 

sheriff directly responsible for the daily actions of the contracted 
I 

deputies. The village of Stockbridge contracts for a deputy for 40 hours 

of weekly service. The village provides the vehicle and paid the 

sheri ff $6.42 per hour to cover the sal ary of the deputy. The townshi ps 

of Stockbridge and Onandaga and the village of Dansville each have a 

written contract with the sheriff. Each receives less than 30 hours 

of patrol service each week and each pays $7.70 per hour which is to 

cover all personnel and vehicle expense. 

The Calhoun County sheriff in 1974 had three contractual arrangements. 

One was with the village of Burlington in which the sheriff supplied a 

deputy for 20 hours of weekly patrol. The village paid the wage of the 

deput.y It'hile the county paid for the vehicle and deputy's fringe benefits. 

A second contract is \·,ith Clarence Township which buys weekend patrol 

service during deer season and the summer months. Both contracts are 

verbal and staffed with off-duty deputies. The hourly rate each 

community pays depends upon the rank of the deputy providing the 

521n August, 1975, Lansing Township will discontinue their verbal 
contract with the county sheriff. The decision to have their own 
independent police department will cost the township an estimated 
extra $42,000 for the remainder of 1975. The township supervisor 
indicated in a phone conversation that the main reason for deciding 
to break with the sheriff was that Lansing Township officials did not 
have complete control over police operations. Two incidents were 
related. First, the lieutenant and the supervisor wanted to hire a 
police academy recruit but the sheriff would not deputize him because 
the recruit had been in prison for thirty days. Second, there was 
ccnfusion on whose orders the deputies should follow--the sheriff's 
(since they were deputy sheriffs) or the township supervisor. For 
example, the Lansing deputies would arrest a prisoner and take him to 
the county jail only to have the jailer refuse to accept the prisoner. 
(The sheriff has not been contacted to check out the specifics of this 
example given by the Lansing supervisor.) 
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service. A third contract was negotiated with the village and township 

of Athans. C.E.T.A. funds are used to pay a resident deputy, and the 

county pays for the vehicle purchase and up-keep while the village 

pays for 25% of the vehicle operating expense (gas, oil, etc.). In 
I 

1975 the sheriff will have a contract with Albion College in which he 

will grant their security force the authority to arrest. The sheriff 

also plans to contract with t1arsahll, a city of 5,000. 

There are tvJO types of contracting going on in Berrien County. 

One involves the sheriff and the other is a joint cooperative arrange­

ment between a village and a township. The sheriff has informal agree­

ments with two different police operations. One of the police operations 

involved the townships of Baroda and Lake and Baroda village. In 1974 

these three communities jointly paid the salary and vehicle expense of 

one man who provided them with police services. The sheriff agreed to 

support services with the arraignment of prisoners, dispatching, record 

keeping, and detective work all without compensation. The sheriff has 

a similar agreement with the part-time police department of Lincoln 

Township. The sheriff realizes that each community does not possess 

the tax base to afford a complete contract with the sheriff, so the 

sheriff provides whatever assistance he can with no charge. 

The second type of contract is between the township of Oronako 

and the village of Berrien Springs which lies inside the township. 

Together the two communities have a seven officer police force. The 

police chief is responsible to a joint police board comprised of two 

representatives from the village, two from the township, and the police 

chief himself. In 1974 each community contributed $60,000 to finance 

the police operation. The police chief records the amount and type of 
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activity in each community. Even though the township is approximately 

three times as large as the village, the amount of time spent in each 

community is almost the same because of the commercial establishments 

and bars located in the village. In 1975 two additional persons will 
I 

be hired using CETA funds. 

A similar horizontal arrangement to the Oronako and Berrien Springs 

exists between Ontwa Township and the village of Edwardsburg which lies 

inside Ontwa. A police board made up of two representatives from the 

village and two from the township and one person elected at large is 

responsible for the joint police oepration. Financially, the township 

paid in 1974 $41,750; the village paid $16,000 and approximately $7,250 

came from liquor inspection revenue, gas tax rebate, and fees from 

serving legal papers. The $65,000 budget allowed for the employment 

of five full-time officers. In addition, the chief utilizes 7 reservists. 

CONCLUSION 

The summary and conclusion section to this chapter is actually 

Chapter IV. In Chapter III I have presented a description of the 

contracting operations of most I~ichigan sheriffs in 1974. The contracting 

of eleven sheriffs were described in more detail, focusing on the 

conduct-performance res ults of each sheri ff along wi th the s tructura 1 

variable of how each sheriff views contracting as a means of funding 

his anticipated patrol needs compared to funding from the county 

commissioners. Chapter IV will compare the conduct-performance results 

of di fferent sheri ffs and rel ate the di fferences to the observed 

differences in the structural relationship each sheriff has with his 

county board of commissioners. 



CHAPTER IV 

WHOSE PREFERENCES COUNT? 

INTRODUCTION 

In a competitive market where tastes differ, we would expect to 

find a variety of products each offered at different prices if pro­

duction costs differed. But under other market structures, the seller's 

preference may dominate and only a single product is made available. 

Local officials within a county can purchase patrol services from only 

one supplier--the county sheriff. 1 The sheriff, as a patrol service 

supplier, may have a different concept of what constitutes "good" 

patrol service than local officials. This chapter asks "Whose pre­

ferences count?--the sheriff's or local officials?" 2 

lLocal officials have the option of starting their own police depart­
ment, but if they want to contract for patrol service, then there is 
only one supplier--the county sheriff. 

2Local police chiefs are also suppliers of patrol service and will 
have a concept of what constitutes "good" patrol service. They are 
likely to advocate their type and level of patrol service even if 
it is ;n conflict with the concept of the local officials who hired 
theln. Within some range, local officials may choose to compromise 
some of their conduct-performance objectives in dealing with a police 
chief. Given that patrol preferences of local officials differ from 
the county sheriff and a local police chief who they might hire, 
under which arrangement would local officials have the greatest chance 
of obtaining most of their patrol preferences? Local police depart­
ments were not studied; consequently, this question can not be 
answered. 

138 
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Chapter III discussed the contracting operations of eleven county 

sheriffs. This chapter builds on Chapter III by comparing the con­

tracting operations of the eleven sheriffs. 3 The next section con­

trasts the structural relationships which the sheriffs have with 
I 

their county commissioners followed by a comparison of the conduct­

performances of the different sheriffs' contracts. The final portion 

of the chapter relates the structural differences to the conduct-

performance differences. 

STRUCTURAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN COUNTY SHERIFFS 

In Chapter I, a marketing model of structure and conduct-per­

formance was pl"esented. The four s tructura 1 variab les di scussed were 

number of suppliers, product differentiation, barriers to entry, and 

relationship between the sheriff and his county commissioners. For 

the first three structural variables, Michigan sheriffs are fairly 

homogenous. Each sheriff selling patrol services faces competition 

from local communities who can start their own police department, 

attempts to differentiate his patrol services from what is produced 

by local police departments and meets no entry barriers into the 

patrol service market. The structural vari&bility among sheriffs, 

occurrs in the relationship each has with his county commissioners. 

Given the level of patrol the sheriff desires for his county, how 

successful is he in gaining patrol funding from the county commissioners. 

Does this structural variable affect the sheriff's tendency to contract 

3All Michigan sheriffs who contracted for patrol service in 1974 were 
interviewed by phone. The eleven sheriffs studied were chosen be­
cause of their diversity in method and approach to contracting. I 
felt that little new information would be obtained by studying in 
depth any of the other sheriffs. 
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and his willingness to meet the patrol conduct-performance objectives 

of local officials. The hypothesis tested in this chapter is the 

following: Sheriffs unable to obtain the patrol funding they desire 

will do more contracting and better meet the conduct-performance 
I 

objectives of local officials than sheriffs receiving the patrol 

funding they want. 

The sheriff is a unique county officer. He is an official elected 

every four years and at the same time a bureaucrat heading and procur­

ing funds for an agency. As an elected law enforcement officer, the 

sheriff is sensitive to the needs of his constitutents. As a bureau-

crat, the sheriff can be motivated by a desire to have a larger depart­

ment which can mean a higher salary, more power, and greater public 

reputation. Constraining the sheriff are county commissioners, who 

also are elected and who fund the sheriff. Each commissioner re-

presents constitutents from a county precinct and is sensitive to the 

needs of his constitutents. The reader should not find it surprising 

that the sheriff's perception of the county's road patrol needs differ 

from the perceptions held by the county commissioners. This is 

especially true in counties with large urban populations. Urban com­

missioners view road patrol as serving primarly the rural parts of the 

county. These urb~n commissioners reason that if rural areas want 

more patrol service, then the rural areas should pay for it like the 

cities do by starting their own police department. In predominantly 

rural counties, sheriffs and commissioners may be more in accord. 
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Thus, two groups of sheriffs can be formed. One group contains 

those sheriffs who want to expand their patrol division and meet 

funding resistance from the county commissioners. The second group 

are those sheriffs who obtain most of the road patrol funds they feel 
4 thei r county needs. If sheri ffs in the fi rs t group want to 'expand 

their patrol division, they will have to do it independently of the 

county cO~lissioners. Contracting with local communities offers 

these sheriffs an opportunity to increase their road patrol without 

going to their commissioners for funds. I expect that the sheriff 

in the first group will do more contracting than sheriffs in the 

second group. 

The sheriff as a seller of patrol services is different than a 

private seller, and these differences need to be discussed. First, 

private sellers attempt to make a profit and will price their product 

accordingly. 5 The sheriff, as a public official, is not likely to 

price his patrol service at a profit because of the stigma attached 

to public officials pricing for profit and because none of the profits 

can accrue to him. 6 Second, private sellers take little interest in 

4The reader should not infer that the sheriffs in the second group are 
completely s.atisfied with the level of their road patrol. But relative 
to the first group of sheriffs, the sheriffs in the second group are 
more satisfied. 

5Another motivation of a private seller would be to price his product 
such that competHion is driven from the market. The sheriff may in 
fact be doing this. Not because he wants eventually to reap monopoly 
level profits but because he wants his type of patrol service im-
p 1 emented in the cou nty. 

6The sheriff might price for profit if he could use the surplus money 
to fund a project wlli ch the commissi oners refused to fund. 
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the type or quality of the product they sell as long as it is purchased 

by the consumer. Many sheriffs view themselves as professionals in the 

field of law enforcement and have a concept of what IIgood li patrol service 

is. They receive a certain amount of satisfaction from seeing their 

type of patrol service implemented in their county. This suggests that 

the sheriff may feel very strongly about the conduct-performance charac­

teristics of the patrol service he sells, and he may refuse to sell 

patrol service with any other set of characteristics. 

From interviews, I placed the eleven sheriffs into either group 

one or group two depending on whether I felt they were wanting to ex­

pand their road patrol and were meeting resistance from the county 

commissioners or not. 7 Group one consisted of the sheriffs from the 

counties of Wayne, Oakland, Washtenaw, Eaton, Genesee, and Kent. 8 

Group two consisted of shel"iffs from the counties of Clinton, Lenawee, 

Kalamazoo, Huron, and St. Clair. 

7Interviews are subjective. From talking to each sheriff, I tried to 
hear whether they wanted to expand their road patrol and were meeting 
resistance from the county commissioners or were fairly satisfied at 
their present level of patrol. Then I looked at the level of con­
tracting and whether or not they attempted to meet the conduct-per­
formance objectives of local officials. One group of sheriffs not 
studied were those who had no contracting at all. It is not known if 
there exists in the group of sheriffs not contracting a group of sheriffs 
who want to expand patrol, meet resistance from county commissioners 
and do not, for some reason, attempt to expand their road patrol through 
contracti ng . 

8From some of the counties such as Wayne and Oakland, placing them in 
group one was easy in both counties, the commissioners have a policy 
of not granting any funding increases to the sheriff for road patrol. 
Early in 1975, commissioners of Kalamazoo county attempted to cut the 
sheriff's road patrol. Kalamazoo is placed in group two because it 
was my impression that the sheriff, in 1974, was relatively satisfied 
with the level of road patrol. In fact, prior to 1975, the sheriff 
had had many communities approach him about contracting but little 
came of it. 
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LEVEL OF CONTRACTING 

The indicator used to reflect the level of contracting is the 

percentage of single and double patrol hours produced by the sheriff 

which are funded by contracting. The hypothesis is that the sheriffs 
, I 

in group one, those sheriffs who want to expand patrol and meet 

resistence from county commissioners, will have a higher level of 

contracting than sheriffs in group two. Table 4-1 shows the percent 

of single and double patrol hours financed by contracting for nine of 

the eleven sheriffs studied. 9 

Table 4-1. Percent of sheriff's single and double patrol hours financed 
by contracting 

Group 1 

Oakland 
Genesee 
Eaton 
Washtenaw 
Kent 

Group 2 

Huron 
Clinton 
Kalamazoo 
St. Cla; r 

Sheriff 
Percent of Single 

Patrol Hours Financed 
by Contract; ng 

52% 
58% 
61% 
69% 
23% 

15~~ 
13% 
14% 
15% 

Percent of Double 
Patrol Hours Financed 

by Contract; ng 

22% 
39% 
48% 

17% 

9Data was not readily available for computing the percentage of patrol 
hours financed by contracting for Wayne and Lenawee county sheriffs. 



------------------

144 

As can be seen from Table 4-1, all the county sheriffs ir1 group 

one, with the exception of Kent county, have a consid~rably greater 

percent of single and double patrol hours funded thr~ugh contracting 

than county sheriffs in the second group. It also happens that , 

counties in the first group, with the exception of Eation county, are 

more urban than counties in group two, with the exception of Kalamazoo 

county, as can be seen in Table 4-2. This tends to support the reasoning 

that urban commissioners are reluctant to fund the sheriff's road 

patrol causing the sheriff, if he wants to expand his patrol division, 

to contract with local communities. 

Table 4-2. Population density and percent population classified as 
urban for counties in Group 1 and Group 2, 1970 

Group 1 

Wayne 
Oakland 
Genesee 
Kent 
Wash tenaw 
Eaton 

Group 2 

Ka lamazoo 
St. Clair 
Lenawee 
C1 i nton 
Huron 

Popu 1 a ti on Per 
Square Mile 

4,407 
1,047 

692 
479 
329 
120 

358 
163 
108 

85 
41 

Percent Population 
Classified as Urban 

98 
90 
77 
83 
78 
42 

76 
46 
40 
21 
46 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Census Population: 1970, 
Number of Inhabitants, Final Report, Michigan. 
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INTER SHERIFF COMPARISON OF CONDUCT-PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 

The eleven sheriffs studied will be compared according to the 

following conduct-performance characteristics: divisibility of 

patrol service sold, reporting to local officials, control over daily 

patrol functions, rotating versus permanently stationing deputies 

and liquor inspection revenue. Since price is a very important conduct­

performance variable to local officials, it is treated separtely in 

the next section. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service Sold. It is assumed that local 

officials would like to buy whatever number of patrol hours they feel 

they need and can afford. This might mean, for some small communities, 

patrol service only on Friday and Saturday nights and perhaps only 

during the summer. Difficulty is encountered if local officials 

attempt to hire personnel on a full-time permanent basis to produce 

such a small level of output. 

The sheriff can also meet obstacles in staffing a part-time 

police operation. Most sheriffs interviewed expressed a preference 

for a minimum contract of 40 hours of weekly patrol. 10 The sheriff 

has several possible responses to requests for a contract of less 

than 40 hours of weekly patrol service. First, the sheriff could 

simply refuse to supply such an increment. The county sheriffs of 

Wayne, Kent, Genesee, and Eaton have this policy. 11 The Kent County 

lOA community may want to buy 40 hours of weekly patrol but have round 
the clock patrol in their community using all patrol hours on the week­
end. Due to the sheriff's size, this could be accommodated with the 
increase in staff of one person while a local department would need more 
than a one person department to staff such an operation. 

llAccording to Dr. Al House, Michigan State University, a local community in 
Eaton county appropriated $10,000 of local money to buy $10,000 worth of 
patrol service. The sheriff refused to sell to them the requested level 
of service. 
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sheriff is reluctant to hire part-time deputies and is unwilling to 

cut general road patrol to supply the fractional personnel. Neither 

of the Eaton or Genesee sheriffs have been approached about a contract 

of less than forty hours of service. The Genesee sheriff remarked 
I 

about staffing difficulties. The Eaton sheriff uses as his criteria 

of minimum service level whether or not the increment of service 

purchased will have any perceivable impact. If there are not enough 

pa tro 1 hours bei ng purchased to a 11 ow for a "good job, II then the 

Eaton sheriff will refuse to supply the requested amount. 12 

Second, sheriffs could agree to supply less than forty weekly 

patrol hours but only if two or more communities combine such that 

the total is forty hours. The sheriffs of Livingston and Oakland 

Counties have this policy. The sheriff of St. Clair County indicated 

that his policy was not to sell in increments of less than 40 patrol 

hours per week but the Yale contract is so constructed that no set 

amount of time is placed in Yale. This was possible because the con­

tracted patrol provided coverage to Yale and non-contract patrol service 

to six sorrounding townships. 

l2For the sheriff, a "good job" means satisfying the citizens of the 
contracted communities. If a citizen knows that they are buying 
extra service from the sheriff, even though it is only 2 hours a week, 
they are likely, according to the sheriff, to expect a lot more service 
than they are actually purchasing. To keep from such a situation 
developing, the sheriff attempts to determine if the service level 
purchased is enough to keep complaints of "non" service to a minimum. 
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Third, the sheriff could agree to staff less than forty hours of 

weekly patrol service by utilizing off-duty officers, either deputy 

sheriffs or officers of local police departments. The Huron County 

sheriff has most of his contracts staffed with off-duty offic~rs but 

is reluctant to expand his contracting under such an arrangement. 

The Washtenaw sheriff prefers 40 hour increments but has one contract 

for 30 hours staffed by an off-duty officer. The Kalamazoo sheriff has 

no minimum and has two contracts where one community buys 10 hours 

and another 40 hours per month. In the past he has had difficulty in 

obtaining volunteers to meet these two small contracts. Two of the 

U.S. Forest Service contracts also make use of off-duty officers. 

Also, a sheriff could sell less than 40 weekly hours and meet 

the contract obligation by using general patrol. In this case the 

communities pay something extra to affect the geographical allocation 

of the patrols. Mackinac and Lenawee County sheriffs meet their con­

tracts in this fashion. A fourth way would be to have the commissioners 

fund the portion of the man not covered by the contract. The Wayne 

County sheriff indicated that while he has never been approached about 

less than 40 hour increments, he would agree to provide the increment 

assuming the county commissioners funded the portion of a man not 

funded by the contract. 

B~orting to Local Officials. Local officials want information 

on the activities of their police. They are likely to want reports at 

their monthly meetings as well as the presence of a police representative 

to answer questions. Reporting to local officials, either for the 

police chief or the sheriff, means a transaction cost. The more infor-
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mation desired the higher this particular transaction cost will be. 

Most sheriffs provide a monthly report and have some r~presentative 

attend the monthly local board meetings. Sheriffs with small contracts 

(less than 40 hours) may not do this, such as the Clinton County sheriff. 
I 

However, the Lenawee sheriff, with the small Deerfield contract, pro­

vides monthly reports and sends to Deerfield officials copies of any 

Deerfield ordinances enforced by the contracted patrol. 

The difference between sheriffs is in the degree of detail and 

the items they choose to include in their monthly reports. The 

Genesee County sheriff, aided by the Genesee Central Dispatching System, 

breaks the monthly report down to include the number and type of calls 

for service (breaking and entering, missing child, etc.), number of 

arrests and accidents, number of miles driven, and number of calls 

answered outside the contracting township. Kent County goes further 

and sends to local officials the activity log of every complaint 

answered which provides local officials the names and addresses as 

well as the nature of each complaint. Local officials in Kent County 

can te 11 whether a contracted or a non-contract patrol responded to 

the call for service. The St. Clair sheriff has 18 different complaint 

categories listed and the number of compliants and arrests for each. 

He also has the total hours spent in the contracting community broken 

down by hours spent on patrol, on answering complaints and on supple-

mentary investigations. The chief of the joint police effort of 

Berrien Springs village and Oranko township knows that the city fathers 

want to have regular property checks so the chief monitors the amount 

of time spent on this activity. He also reports the amount of time 
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spent in each community. It is interesting to note that those sheriffs 

which have contracts with two or more contiguous communities do not 

record the amount of time spent in each community. 

Control Over Daily Patrol Functions. One hinderance to contracting 
I 

cited by many sheriffs is that local officinls fear losing local control. 

One interpretation of local control is that local officials want to 

have a feeling of power--the ability to tell someone what to do. Em­

ployees of their own local police department offer such an opportunity. 

Another interpretation is that officials want a set of patrol outputs 

sheriff is unwilling to produce. Conceptualizing conduct-performance 

involves an attempt to specify more exactly what is meant by local 

contro 1. 

One patrol objective is a voice in the schedul'ing of patro"ls anL: 

the range of activities they perform. It is assumed that local officials 

want patrols to work when they feel the patrols are most needed. It 

is further assumed that local officials want contracted patrols to 

perform community related errands (e.g. delivering reports to board 

members, raising the courthouse flag, etc.). Enforcing local ordinances 

is considered a community errand. Most officials require that these 

activities be performed during slack time, not in place of responding 

to a citizen1s call for assistance. With a local police department, 

a policy directive can be issued, but with the sheriff no such directive 

can be issued. 13 

It is not known how much say local officials have had in scheduling 

contracted patrols. But several contracting officials do not know when 

13A police chief and/or local officers may refuse to perform community 
errands and will either quit or be discharged. Then local officials 
pay a transaction cost of discharging and/or finding replacements. 
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their contracted patrols will be in their community. This holds for 

the small contracts in Lenawee, Kalamazoo, and Clinton Counties. In 

Lenawee and Clinton, the contracting communities are covered as part 

of the geneY'al patrol while in Kalamazoo the part-time deputy decides , 

when he will work in Climax and Wakeshma. In St. Clair County, the 

contracted car handles not only Yale but six other townships. Deciding 

when time is spent in Yale is up to the discretion of the patrolman 

operating the northwest patrol. A similar situation exists for those 

communities which jointly contract for a patrol. The three contiguous 

townships in Livingston County do not know when the patroi will be in 

their particular community. The same can be said for joint contracts 

in Kent County. Most of the time the car tends to handle complaints 

on a first come first served basis regardless of where they are located. 

The contracts which the sheriffs of Gogebic, Iron, and Alger 

have with the U.S. Forest Service specify the time when the patrols 

should be operated on Friday, Saturday, and holiday evenings. 

In larger contracts, local officials may know when the patrols 

operate in their community, but it is still not known how much input 

they had into the scheduling. Many of these contracts have a set 

number of hours of ~ai)y coverage seven days per week. In most cases, 

uniform service throughout the week is given. Whether local officials 

preferred more service on the weekends and less during the first part 

of the week is not known. 

Most sheriffs indicated that scheduling was at their discretion 

and that it was based on when the complaint load was the heaviest. 

But many of these same sheriffs had uniform service throughout the week. 

The Washtenaw sheriff indicated that contracted patrols are scheduled 
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when complaint load tends to be the heaviest; but patrols are also 

scheduled in conjunction with non-contract patt'ols such that not all 

patrols work during peak periods, which would leave little or no 

coverage during slower times. 

All sheriffs made the distinction between community errands and 

personal errands for local officials. Fixing a ticket at the request 

of a local officials or transporting a local official were considered 

personal errands (favors) and were rejected by all the sheriffs. Most 

sheriffs indicated 'that they would entertain requests for the contracted 

deputies to perform community errands. The distinction between sheriffs 

is which ones seemed the more approachable. 

The Clinton sheriff indicated his contracts were too small to 

entertain performing community errands; but he would examine such 

activities with larger contracts. The Eaton sheriff was requested by 

the contracti ng offi ci a 1 s of Eaton Rapi ds not to enforce a "2 AM to 5 At~ 

no parking" ordinance on a certain street. The sheriff refused to do 

this suggesting that the ordinance be changed to exclude the one street. 

Since the sheriff refused to comply with their request, the local 

officials were able to achieve the desired performance by changing 

the ordinance. This is a good example of which contracting party (the 

sheriff or the local officials) bear the transaction costs of making 

a change. 

Sub-stations, located in the contracting community, provide con­

venient access for local officials and make it easier to request com­

munity errands than if the sheriff must first be contacted. An example 

of this is a contract which the Livingston County sheriff had with 
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Putnam township in 1973. The sheriff indicated that his policy was 

not to allow community errands. But the contracted deputy operated 

out of the township hall and according to Putnam officials would per­

form community errands. This likely would not have occurred if the 

deputy had not associated with Putnam officials. 

Sub-stations are also operated in Genesee, Oakland and Washtenaw. 14 

In each of these counties the deputies are allowed to perform community 

errands. Oakland deserves special mention. The Oakland sheriff 

attempts to please local officials in every way possible. For instance, 

he stations his most experienced deputies in the communities and instructs 

them to regularly visit the local officials. When local officials re-

quest deputies to perform community errands or enforce local ordinance, 

the sheriff's lieutenant attempts to explain that there are cheaper 

ways to obtain this service other than having a contracted deputy 

perform them. 15 In Kalamazoo County, the sheriff has encouraged 

the contracting officials of Comstock to hire the contracted deputies 

during their time off to enforce local ordinances. In Kent County, 

even though there are no sub-stations in the contracting communities, 

14Eaton County sheriff had a sub-station for the Eaton Rapids city 
contract; but the sheriff felt that he was losing control of his 
deputies. For example, the sub-station had a transmitting radio and 
the sheriff could not tell if the contracted patrol was responding 
from inside the patrol car or from inside the sub-station. 

15While the requests of local officials have great weight, a limit to 
the range of activities performed by the contracted deputies 
exists. If the deputies feel they are not doing enough "po1ice work" 
they will complain to the sheriff and it then becomes a matter for 
discussion between the sheriff's administrator and local officials. 
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the sheriff requests that the contracted deputies visit the local 

officials regularly. 

In summary, most sheriffs will consider most requests for special 

types of service. Some sheriffs are more approachable than others. , 

Sub-stations or daily contact between contracted deputies and local 

officials makes it easier for local officials to request community­

related errands. Another alternative is for local officials to 

stipulate in the contract the activities they want performed by the 

contracted patrols, but this was not observed in any of the r~ichigan 

contracts. 

Rotating Versus Permanently Stationing Deputies. Many local 

officials wish to have control over who is policing their community. 

Not only do they \'/ant to be able to select the personnel but they 

want the same persons to work permanently in their community. The 

feeling is that the better the officers know the community and its 

citizens, the better citizens feel about interacting with the officers. 

Also, the officers will be more sensitive to what is abnormal if they 

know what is normal. Some sheriffs contend that the more familiar 

an officer becomes with the community the greater chance for cor­

ruption, for enforcing laws selectively over different people (giving 

person A a ticket and not B for the same offense), and for becoming 

less alert while on patrol. Since the range of complaints is limited 

in small contracting communities, deputies become bored and prefer 

to be transferred. It is assumed that local officials are willing 

to run the risk of corruption, selective enforcement, and officer 

boredom in order to have patrol persons permanently stationed in 

the community. 
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The only contractual arrangement where local officials have 

significant voices in who is hired to work in their community are 

the three contracts which the Ingham sheriff has with the three 

townships of Meridian, Delhi and Lansing. The lieutenant who is in 

charge of each contracting operation is hired by the local officials 

and in turn hires all other deputies. The Ingham sheriff must 

confirm all who are hired, but at least local officials or their 

representative have some voice in who will police their community. 

All other sheriffs make complete hiring decisions. If local officials 

are dissatisfied with a particular deputy, most sheriffs will transfer 

the deputy to another patrol operation. 

The sheriffs in the counties of Huron, Genesee, Lenawee, Clinton, 

St. Clair, and Livingston all rotate their deputies between contracted 

and general patrols. Lenawee and Clinton do this because they provide 

the contracted patrol service with their non-contract patrols. Living­

ston sheriff has the policy of rotating his deputies, but in 1973 when 

officials of the Putnam contract desired the same deputy, the sheriff 

attempted to meet this request. 

The county sheriffs of Washtenaw, Oakland, Kent, ~Jayne, and Eaton 

attempt to permanently assign deputies to different contracts. The 

t~onroe County sheriff, in his contracts with the community college 

and the high schools, attempts to pick persons who will relate to the 

different communities and then permanently assign them thos persons. 

For some of the smaller contracts in Oakland County, the sheriff 

rotates his men between general patrol and the contracting operations. 

The Oakland sheriff assigns his most experienced deputies to the 
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contracting communities and when possible attempts to assign to the 

contracting community a deputy who lives there. 16 

Liquor Inspection Revenue. Liquor inspection money is actually 

a part of the cost (negative) of having a police department, but since , 

many local officials view the revenue generated by police separately 

from the costs, liquor inspection revenue is being signaled out as 

a performance dimension of contracting. The t~ichigan Liquor Control 

Commission sends money to local communities that employ a full-time 

police or ordinance enforcement department and perform liquor in­

spections within their political boundaries. Contracting operations 

are included in the definititon of full-time police department. If 

a community contracts and if liquor inspections are performed within 

that community by the contracted deputies, then the local community 

is entitled to the money sent from Liquor Control Commission. 

The sheriffs of the counties of Eaton, Washtenaw, Genesee, Wayne, 

Huron, and Lenawee allow the liquor inspection money to be retained by 

the contracting community. The sheriffs of Oakland and Kent have full­

time deputies who do nothing else but perform liquor inspections. In 

these two counties the liquor inspection revenue goes to the county 

treasury. In Oakland county, if a local community were aware of the 

revenue it could receive, it could probably obtain it. In Kalamazoo, 

Comstock receives the liquor inspection revenue but the two smaller 

contracts do not. Likewise in Clinton County, only one contract 

16A deputy who becomes so familiar with the community that he 
shows favoritism, can become unsatisfactory to the sheriff. For 
instance, if the sheriff's administration notices that a deputy 
is giving all the wrecker business to one filling station or is 
around a certain restaurant too much, they may transfer him. 
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receives the inspection money. In St. Clair county all revenue 

generated from liquor inspections is retained by the county treasury. 

PRICE CHARGED BY DIFFERENT SHERIFFS 

An important variable for local officials is the price charged 

by the sheriff for patrol services sold. Local officials want to 

compare the contract pri ce to the costs met if they were to start and 

maintain their own department. There are really two questions here 

which must be addressed. First, how do the patrol costs met by the 

sheriff compare to the costs met by a local department? Second, what 

portion of the costs does the sheriff choose to pass on to the con­

tracting community? A sheriff may experience similar or higher costs 

than a local department but not incorporate all the costs into the 

contract price in order to secure the contract. These questions will 

be handled by f"irst comparing the sheriff1s patrol costs to patrol 

costs experienced by local departments and second by comparing the 

sheritf1s patrol costs to contract price. 

Comparison of Sheriff1s Costs to Costs of Local Department. No 

systematic analysis of patrol costs met by small police departments in 

t~ichigan was done, but the patrol costs of local departments in Genesee 

County were estimated and compared to the sheriff1s patrol costs and 

contract price. Before the comparison is made, a brief discussion of 

why either the sheriff or small local departments might experience 

different patrol costs is useful along with a brief discussion of 

previous empirical attempts to test for the presence of economies of 

scale in police operations. 

Many federal, State and even county officials who advocate the 

consolidation and or elimination of small police departments contend 

that large police departments have a cost advantage over smaller 
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departments. Their arguments are intuitive, for no empirical evidence 

is ever advanced. Their line of reasoning moves on several different 

tracks. First, consolidation advocated contend that small departments 

usually have a police chief, which is unnecessary administrative over-

head. Second, large departments can purchase equipment in bulk, re­

ceivi ng a better pri ce than sma 11 departments whi ch purchase in sma 11 

amounts. Third, there are certain specialized police functions, such 

as narcotic, detective, and juvenile which can not be afforded by 

small police departments. Consequently, small departments provide 

incOOlplete police service to their communities. 

Counter arguments can be presented. Many local deparWlents have 

a police chief who performs patrol duties. Second, it is questionable 

how much is saved by bulk purchasing by large departments. While 

larger departnents may receive price concessions, this savings can be 

more than offset by larger departments wanting to buy the latest and 

most sophisticated equipment available. Small local departmEmts have 

the option of buying more inexpensive equipment which meets there 

needs keeping equipment costs to a minimum. 17 Finally, many small 

departments do not encounter drug problems and if they do they can 

turn to the larger departments (e.g. sheriffs and state police) for 

assistance. The individual patrolmen serve as detectives and juvenile 

17From a price catalogue of one supplier of police equipment, the 
following price ranges were observed: revolvers from $79.93 to $183.76; 
belts from $5.70 to $14.70; revolver shells from 8¢ to 15¢ per shell; 
and holsters from $7.11 to $16.47. This demonstrates the great range 
in quality of some standard police inputs. There is a lot of equip-
ment which some departments choose to have that others feel in unnecessary; 
and this further widens the potential cost gap of police equipment and 
supplies. 
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officers. Whether or not the local officers handle the detective 

and juvenile matters satisfactorily must be decided by local officials. 

There have been several attempts to determine empirically the 

existence of economies of scale in production of police services. 
I 

Werner Hirsch in one study and Harry Schmandt and Ross Stephen in 

another did not find a significant relationship between their scale 

variable (population of the community) and police expenditure per 

capita. 18 But is police expenditure per capita a meaningful cost 

per unit output variable? Two communities of similar size may have 

different police expenditure per capita because of different com­

munity preferences (as reflected in different allocation of public 

funds). Thus, what is not being explained is the behavior of out­

put costs as scale of operation increases. Norman Walzer suggest 

that these studies concentrate on spreading police expenditures 

over large numbers of residents. 19 

Norman Walzer, in another study, used an index of service which 

was a "compos i te of the number of offenses cl eared, rlumber of ace; dents 

investigate:u a number of miles driven." 20 Total police expenditures 

was divided by the service index to generate an average cost variable, 

and the service index served as the scale variable. Walzer's results 

18Studies were reported in Werner Z. Hirsch, liThe Supply of Urban 
Public Services," in Issues in Urban Economics, ed. by Harvey S. 
Perloff and Lowdon Wingo, The Johns Hopkins Press, 1968, pp. 504-505. 

19Norman Walzer, "Economies of Scale and t~unlcipal Police Services: 
The Illinois Experience,1I in Municipal Needs, Services and Financing: 
Readings on t'lunicipal Expenditure, ed. by Patrick Beaton, Center for 
Urban Policy Research, Rutgers University, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 
p. 242. 

20Ibid , p. 243. 
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showed a statistically significant negative relationship between the 

scale variable (composite service index) and average cost. When police 

expenditure divided by population was used as the average cost measure 

and the community population was used as the scale variable, no stat-
\ 

istically significant negative relationship existed using the same 

canmunities over the same time period. Walzer concludes that since 

the scale variable is so critical in testing for the presence or 

absence of scale economies, much more research is needed on the 

conceptualization and quantification police outputs. 

The problem which haunted all three studies was specification of 

the output. In my study the intermediate output which is being pur­

chased by a contracting community or being produced by a local police 

department is single and double patrol hours. 

How do the sheriff's patrol costs and contract price compdre 

wi th the pa tro 1 costs faced by 1 oca 1 communi ti es. Genesee County 

was used as a case study county. A cost estimate of single and double 

patrol hours was made for those local communities willing to cooperate 

and the Genesee County sheriff's depar'tment. Value estimates of 

variable inputs related to patrol (labor, vehicles, and equipment) 
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were made. 21 Labor and equipment associated with dispatching were 

not included. While dispatching is a necessary support activity of 

patrol, it is an expense which local communities can avoid. Most 

sheriffs and state police posts are willing to perform this function 

without charge. 

Are there economies of scale present in the production of single 

and double patrol hours in Genesee County? Table'i .. 3 compares the 

single and double patrol hour costs for selected local communities and 

the sheriff's three contract operations. 22 No clear answer emerges; 

but for the sheriff, who has the largest scale of operation, the cost 

of single and double patrol hours for his three contracted patrols is 

21 The per patrol hour cost estimate for local police departments was 
done in the following manner. First a description of the patrol 
schedule was obtained to detennine the number of single and double 
patrol hours per year each local department attempted to produce. 
The line item budget was taken and all items not related to the 
patrol activity were substracted which created a patrol budget. If 
a community produced both double and single patrol hours, the total 
number of man patrol hours was calculated. This was done by multiplying 
the double patrol hours by two and adding the number of single patrol 
hours. (e.g. If a community produced 10 double and 10 single patrols 
then the number of man patrol hours is 30 = 10x2+10). The number of 
man patrol hours was divided into the patrol budget to estimate the 
cost of a single patrol hour. This was double to estimate the double 
patrol hour cost. Double counting results from including vehicle ex­
pense twice in the double patrol hour cost figure; consequently the 
double patrol hour costs are slightly high for local communities. 
For the sheriff's cost estimate for the three contract operations, the 
double counting has been eliminated by substracting an estimate of 
vehicle expense per hour Qut of the double patrol hour cost estimate. 

220f the 19 local communities (excluding Flint) which had their own 
police department, 13 provided the necessary patrol and cost information. 
Local department information was obtained over the phone and the cost 
figures were the proposed 1974-75 budget figures. Since the time of 
the phone survey was well into the fiscal year, the local police chief 
usually had an idea of how close he would come to spending different 
budgeted amounts. The concern was how close they would come to 
spendi ng the pa tro 1 porti on of the budget. No adjus tments were needed. 
The cost figure for the sheriff were based on value estimates of 
variable inputs used in 1974-75. 
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lable 4-3 Annual number and cost of single and double patrol hours 
for the Genesee County Sheriff's contracted patrols and 
selected local canmunities in 1974. 

Communi ty 

Mt. Morris Township 
Mt. Morri s Ci ty 
Oti svi 11 e* 
Swartz Creek 
Grand Blanc City 
Fl ushi ng City 
Goodrich 
Flint Township 
Montrose Village 
Li nden 
Clio 
Burton Ci ty 
Davison Township 

Genesee Sheriff 

Non-Contract Patrol 
Genesee Contract 
Vi enna Contract 
Fenton Contract 

Number of Annual 
Patrol Hours Produced 

Single Double 

8,760 
2,920 8,760 

832 
11,994 
4,584 4,160 
8,648 2,920 

1,080 
4,576 5,110 
8,736 
8,320 
1,352 5,840 
5,408 11,680 

10,432 

6,240 59,904 
5,840 7,920 
2,920 5,840 

2,920 

Cos t Per Pa ~ro 1 
Hour 

Single Double 

$14.83 
4.95 9.89 

18.63 
9.37 18.73 
0.66 13.32 
9.17 18.34 

7. 14 
4.59 9. 19 
4.00 8.00 
5.26 10.52 
3.20 6.40 
7.15 14.39 
7.19 14.38 

11 .17 21.09 
10.51 19.49 
10.39 18.98 

* Otisville has a part-time police department with all the officers 
call twenty-four hours per day. The number of hours shown are 
worked Friday and Saturday evenings. 

on 
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higher than all the lo~al departments examined. 

There are several reasons why the sheriff may not experience 

any cost advantage but instead meets higher patrol costs than local 
. 

departments. First, patrol is a very labor intensive activity. This 

means that any savings from bulk purchases may be lost in higher 

salaries. Why might the sheriff incurr higher salaries than a 

local depar"bnent? Most sheriff1s departments are unionized, and the 

unions are likely to keep deputy salaries on a par with the highest 

police officer wages in the area. While many local departments 

are unionized, their unions tend to be less aggressive; although 

there is no empi ri ca 1 proof of thi s. 23 Second, as sheriffs I de­

partments attempt to become more professional, they tend to recruit 

personnel with previous experience. One way of attracting and re­

taining experienced people is to provide a career track. Implementing 

the career track may require that patrolmen be paid enough to keep 

them as patrolmen until a supervisory position is available. The 

personnel in many local departments tend to be relatively transisent 

due in part to the relatively low wages. Some local departments use 

volunteers to staff half of their double patrols or to be on call to 

provide back-up assistance. 

23Striking for higher salaries against citizens whom one knows is 
more difficult than against an anonymous population. 
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If the Genesee sheriff experiences patrol costs which are higher 

than those met by local departments, why do three communities choose 

to contract? The answer is that the Genesee sheriff does not pass on 

to the contracting communities all the patrol costs (variable ~osts). 

Table 4-4 compares the sheriff's costs to the contract price. As can be 

seen, the sheriff's contract prices are much more in line with costs 

met by local police departments. The patrol costs and contract price 

will be explored for other sheriffs in the next section. 

Table 4-4. Comparison of the per patrol hour (single and double) 
costs and price charged for the Genesee sheriff's 
contracted patrols 

Contract 
Operation 

Genesee Township 

Vienna Township 

Fenton Township 

Number of Patrol Hour Contract Price 
Patrol Housing Costs Per Patrol Hour 
Single Double Single Double Single Double 

5,840 

2,920 

7,920 $11.17 $21.09 $9.43 $17.62 

5,840 10.51 19.49 6.52 11.51 

2,920 10.39 18.98 5.71 9.62 

Comparison of Sheriff's Patrol Costs and Contract Price. The 

sheriff's ability to keep the contract price low provides incentive to 

local officials to contract. But if the price is less than costs, then 

the non-contracting portion of the county finances part of the con-

tra cti ng opera ti 0 n. Tab 1 e 1~ ... 5 compa res the contra ct pri ce to pa tro 1 

costs for the eleven sheriffs studied. Of the contracts examined the 



Table 4-6. Inter sheriff -:omparison of structural conditions and patrol performance objectives 

Does the Does the sheriff Does the Does the Percentage 
P~rcent of Patro Will the sheriff send 1 i quor i n- sheriff re- sheriff of contract costs 

Sheriff Hours funded by tlUI:1ber of sheriff sell rotate his spection revenue port monthly allow com- financed by county 
contracting contracts less than 40 depu ti es for to contra cti ng to contract- munity re- general fund (average 

weekly hours? contracted communities? ing community? lated er- over major contracts) 
Single Double patrol? rands 

-- --

Group 1: 

Oakland 52% 7 no no no yes yes 36% 

Wayne no no yes yes yes 10% 

Kent 23% 7 no no no yes yes 15% 

Genesee 58% 22% 3 no yes yes yes yes 33% 
I-' 

Washtenaw 69% 48% 4 maybe no yes yes yes 40% m 
.I:>-

Eaton 61% 39% 2 maybe no yes yes maybe 13% 

Group 2: 

Clinton 13% 4 yes yes some no no 16% 

Lenawee NA 2 yes yes yes yes no 14% 

Kalamazoo 14% 3 yes no some ye~ yes NA 

Huron 15% 17% 2 yes some yes yes yes 8% 

St Clair 15% 17% no some no yes yes 26% 
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Washtenaw sheriff's contract with Ypsilanti shows the greatest ab­

solute difference between price and cost, and his contract with North­

field has the greatest percentage of the contract cost being funded 

by county taxes. The sheriffs of Eaton, Clinton, and Huron have the 
, 

smallest percentage of the contract cost being funded from the county 

treasury (range for -2% to 16%) 24 while the sheriff of Oakland, St. 

Clair, and Washentaw have the higher percentage (range from 20% to 

64%). Even though no cost estimate was done in Wayne county, it would 

fit into the first group of counties along with Kalamazoo County. 

The differences in the percentage of contract costs financed from 

the county treasury within a sheriff's department reflect in part the 

price concessions the sheriff made to secure different contracts. 

While little specific information is known about the negotiations for 

each sheriffs ' contract, one may suspect that the Wash~ntaw sheriff 

realized that it was easier for the Ypsilanti officials to consider 

a police package costing $204,000 than one costing $322,000. In 

Genesee County~ the Fenton contract is with a community that did not 

previously have a police department. The sheriff could feel that more 

of a price concession is needed for Fenton officials, who are not use 

to paying for a higher level of police service, than to Genesee and 

Vienna townships who prior to contracting had their own deparWlent. 

24The Clinton sheriff's contract with Dallas and Lebanon are not in 
the range because the absolute differences are very small even though 
the percentage differences are high. Because of the assumption which 
needed to be made in estimating the patrol cost, it is dangerous to 
conclude that the contract the sheriff has with the village of Kinde 
is generating a profit for the sheriff. However, it can be concluded 
that costs are very close to price. 
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The county commissioners, as representatives of the contracting 

and non-contracting communitites, play varying roles in establishing 

the contract price. In the case of Oakland County, the commissioners, 

through the County Budget Office, are very active in estimating the 
I 

cost, but they then bargain with the sheriff to determine what the 

contract price will be. In 1974, the sheriff was able to secure a 

contract price which was less than costs. A similar situation exists 

in Genesee County where the county plays a central role in determing 

contract price. To help insure all relevant costs are passed on to 

the contracting communities, a special budgeting account was established; 

but no item is billed to the sheriff retains considerable power in 

deciding what costs are passed on to the contracting communities. 

The degree of awareness which county commissioners have con-

cerning the contract price and cost varies. Some know that costs 

exceed prices and have an approximate idea of the amount. For example, 

the written contractual agreement, which the Washentaw sheriff has 

with Ypsilanti, indicates that $102,000 will be contributed by the 

county to that particular contractual arrangement. The Oakland and 

Huron county commissioners know the approximate amount which the contract 

price is less than costs. Some county commissioners know the price is 

less than costs but do not now the magnitude of the difference. Kent 

County is an example of this where the commissioners know that they 

pay for' all vehicle and uniform expense but do not know the amount 

of the deficit. Some county boards are not aware of whether the 
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contract price is greater than, less than or equal to contracted 

patrol costs. 25 

Some of the difference between the cost and price comes from in-

experience in estimating costs. One cost which was most consistently 

overlooked was deputy compensation for time-off. Another source of 

difference was in the choice of base salary. This difference stems 

not so much from inexperience but from deciding what is actual"ly the 

cost to the county. For instance Oakland County used a beginning 

patrolman base rather than the base of the men who actually worked 

in the contracting communities. The reasoning was that the actual 

cos t to the county as a result of the contract, was hi ri ng a new 

deputy. Thus the county commissioners chose not to make the distinction 

that the contracting communities received more skilled deputies while 

non-contracting communities received rookies. In Wayne County, how-

ever, the County Board of Auditors chose to use the base salary of a 

fourth year deputy. An additional source of difference comes from 

unanticipated expenses such as rising fuel costs. The Genesee Sheriff's 

contracts have a written section which says that unanticipated expense, 

such as fuel costs or a union settlement for highet~ wages, will be 

passed on to the contracti ng communi ty. 

25Livingston County is a possible example of th"is latter case a'lthough 
no effort was made to poll the county commissioners to check their 
awareness. However, when the author asked the sheriff if the county 
commissioners realized how much money the county was spending to 
finance his contracting operation, he said that they had little or 
no knowledge of the contracting operation. 
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What motivations might a county board have in agreeing to a con­

tract where price is less than costs? The sheriff and commissioners 

are both elected officials. When the sheriff is refused a budget for 

all the patrol he feels is necessary to provide adequate servi~e, he 

can push the responsibility of service failure on to the county 

commissioners. This could have negative repercussions at election 

time. Agreeing to a price which is less than costs can be viewed as 

a compromise with asheriff who has not received all of his patrol 

budget requests. Second, the non-contracting portion of the county 

can benefit from contracted patrols. Almost all sheriffs studied 

allowed for the contracte dpatrols to be dispatched outside the 

contracting communities to handle emergency situfltions. Also, some 

of the contracting communities paid for patrol time which was spent 

in transit between the sheriff's office and the contracting communities. 

The non-contracting communities, through which passed the contracted 

patrol, receive higher levels of patrol service. Finally, contracting 

allows the sheriff to have a larger patrol division and makes it 

possible for the sheriff to handle any large scale disturbance which 

might occur anywhere in the county (e.g. rock concert or natural 

di saster). 

RELATION OF STRUCTURE TO CONDUCT-PERFORMANCE CHARACTERISTICS 

Earlier in this chapter, it was shown that the county sheriffs 

in group one, those wanting to expand patrol and meeting resistance 

from county commissioners, had a greater percent of the single and 

doub le pa tro 1 hours funded throug;l contl~acti ng than sheriffs in group 
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two who received most of the patrol funding they desired. The 

question asked in this section is do the sheriffs in group one attempt 

to meet the conduct-performance objectives of local officials more 

than sheriffs in group two. To answer this question, each of the 
I 

sheriffs in both groups will be discussed relating the sheriff's 

approach to contracting to the conduct-performance characteristics 

of his existing contracts. Discussed first are the sheriffs in group 

one which are from the counties of Oakland, Wayne, Kent, Genesee, 

Washtenaw and Eaton. 

The Oakland county commissioners have told the sheriff that they 

will not fund any more general patrol. Given this and the sheriff's 

desire to expand patrol service, he depends greatly on contracting to 

generate the necessary patrol funds. The sheriff will not sell less 

than 40 weekly hours of patrol service, is willing to and does 

permanently station deputies in contracting communities, reports 

monthly to local contracting officials, and does allow but attempts 

to discourage community related errands. The sheriff has been sucess­

ful in obtaining a price concession (36%) for the contracting com­

munities. 26 The sheriff stations his most experienced deputies in the 

contracting communities and encourages a close relationship between 

local officials and contractedddeputies. The sheriff appears to make 

every attempt to meet as many local needs as possible. 

26If a sheriff charges a price which is less than costs, then this 
is a price concession to a contracting community. The difference 
betweer. contract price and costs expressed as a percentage of the 
total costs of the contract is the amount of the price concession. 
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The Wayne County sheriff has been directed only to provide 

patrol services to the unincorporated portions of the county. Be­

cause of the urban orientation of the county board, obtaining patrol 

budget increases is difficult. The sheriff's contracting efforts are 
I 

hindered by the unincorporated communities which have organized and 

which refuse to contract for a higher level of service contending 

that they are owed the higher level of service because of their 

county taxes. The sheriff is only able to sell less than 40 weekly 

hours of patrol service if the county commissioners are willing to 

fund the remaining portion. The sheriff permanently stations 

deputies in the contracting community, returns liquor inspection re­

venue to the contracting community, and allows community related 

errands. He even has allowed the contracting officials a voice in 

assigning complaint priorities. 27 Although I made no cost estimates, 

I concluded that the sheriff has been unable to obtain any price con­

cession for the contracting community. 

The Kent County sheriff is similar to the Wayne County sheriff 

in that his county board is dominated by urban oriented commissioners 

who refuse to fund higher levels of patrol service for rural parts 

27RomUlus officials expressed dissatisfaction with the response time 
going to breaking and entering complaints. The sheriff directed 
his dispatcher and deputies working the Romulus contract to give a 
higher priority to breaking and entering complaints. 
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of the county. Contracting for most of the patrol costs has been an 

agreeable way to the commissioners to increase the level of patrol 

services. The sheriff is strongly motivated to contract because he 

does not want township police departments to begin to grow in his 
I 

county, and contracting is one way to prevent this. The sheriff is 

unwilling to sell less than 40 hours of weekly patrol service to a 

community unless t\'IO or more communities combine their revenue to 

purchase 40 hours of service. The sheriff permanently stations his 

deputies, reports to local officials each month, allows community 

related errands, and was able to obtain a 15% price concession for 

the contracting communities. The sheriff does not send revenue 

from liquor inspection to the contracting communities. Overall, 

the sheriff makes every attempt to please local officials and en­

courages the deputies working 'in the contracting communities to 

establish and maintain good working relations with the local con­

tracting officials. 

The Genesee sheriff has a great desire to expand his patrol 

service views contracting as one way of doing it. Through a county-

wide central dispatching system, the sheriff responds to many com­

plaints in communities which have their own departments. This offers 

an opportunity to show local officials that he can provide a higher 

quality service at less money than can a local department. The 

sheriff rotates his deputies and refuses to sell less than 40 hours 

of weekly patrol service. The sheriff does return liquor inspection 

revenue to contracting communities, allows contracted deputies to 

perfonn community errands, and reports to local contracting officials 
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monthly. The sheriff in general tries to perform the same type of 

police service to which local officials were accustomed with their 

own department. The sheriff has been able to obtain for the con­

tracting communities an average 33% price concession. 

The Washtenaw sheriff is similar to the Genesee sheriff in 

that he wants to increase his patrol setvice and views contracting as 

a mechanism within his means to achieve his goal. Not only does the 

sheriff aggressively pursue new contracts, but he advocates the 

growth of his current contracts. The sheriff prefers to contract 

for 40 hours of weekly patrol service but has agreed to supply one 

community with 30. The sheriff does not rotate his deputies in the 

contracting communities, reports monthly to local contracting officials, 

allows for community related errands, and allows the liquor inspection 

revenue to be retained by local communities. The sheriff attempts to 

give local contracting officials the type of service they want. The 

sheriff has been able to obtain an average of a 40% price concession 

for the contracting co~munities. 

The Eaton County sheriff desires to expand his patrol division 

by contracting yet he has a set concept of the conduct-performance 

characteristics his contracted patrols should have. When officials 

of one contract wanted the deputies not to enforce a particular no 

parking ordinance, the sheriff refused to agree to it suggesting that 

the law be changed which the local officials did. The sheriff might 

sell less than 40 hours of weekly patrol service if he feels that an 

adequate job can be done with such a level of patrol service. The 

sheriff permanently stations his deputies in the contracting com-
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munity, reports monthly to local contracting officials, allows liquor 

inspection revenue to be returned to the contracting community, and 

may allow community related errands. The sheriff has either been 

unable to obtain or unwilling to give a very large price concession 

(13%) to local communities. 

The sheriffs in group two are from the counties of Clinton, 

Lenawee, Kalamazoo, Huron; and St. Clair. The sheriffs dealing with 

the U.S. Forest Service fall into group number two. They have been 

very accomodating in selling the level of service desired, but they 

have not met any of the other patrol performance objectives. It should 

not be inferred from this that the U.S. Forest Service is unhappy. On 

t.he contrary, since all the contracts have existed for more than one 

year, the U.S. Forest Service is satisfied enough to maintain the 

arrangement. 

The Clinton sheriff does not have great motivation to contract. 

The sheriff has been willing to contract for less than 40 hours of 

weekly patrol. Because contracting is not that important to him at 

the present, the Clinton sheriff is not willing to bear any time 

expense to consider allowing community related errands, permanently 

stationing deputies or regularly reporting to local officials. The 

sheriff is willing to give the contracting communities some price 

concession by charging a price which is less than costs. But the 

difference between patrol costs and contract price is not as great 

as it is in other counties. 
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The Lenawee sheriff has just recently begun contracting and hopes 

to contract with additional communities in the future. In the past, 

the sheriff has not been very aggressive in approaching communities 

about contracting. When officials of Clinton Village, who contract 

with a private supplier, approached the sheriff about a contract, 

the sheriff made little effort to quote a price. The sheriff feels 

that an aggressive approach can lead to alienation of local officials 

and difficulty at election time. The sheriff has been willing to sell 

the level of service desired by local officials and to meet the con­

tractual obligations by reallocating general patrols. The sheriff 

controls the patrol schedule and is not opposed to community related 

errands, although the general patrols serving the contracting com­

munities do not perform any outside of enforcing local ordinances. 

The sheriff sends monthly reports to the Deerfield officials and 

copies of any local ordinance investigation and enforcement to 

Clayton officials. The sh~riff gives a slight price concession to 

the contracting communities similar to what is given by the Clinton 

sheriff. In summary, while the Lenawee sheriff is similar to the 

Clinton sheriff in motivation to contract, the Lenawee sheriff tends 

to meet more patrol performance objectives than the Clinton sheriff. 

The sheriff does not seem affected by the presence of a private 

supplier of patrol services partially because the sheriff realizes 

that the private supplier is not interested in expanding his operation. 

The Kalamazoo sheriff has just recently begun to have difficulties 

with the county board on the funding of road patrol service. In recent 

years, the sheriff has had many local communities approach him about 
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contracting but only one large and two very small contracts have 

resulted. 28 The sheriff has been willing to sell less than 40 

weekly hours of patrol service. He permanently stations his deputies 

in the contracting communities~ reports monthly to local officials, 

allows for community related errands and in general allo\lJs the local 

officials to have a large say as to the activities performed and even 

what equipment is purchased. No cost estimate was done, but the 

county is attempting to pass on all costs to the contracting communities. 

Thus, the sheriff, if he has tried, has not been successful in gaining 

any price concession for the contracting communities. 

The Huron sheriff is not strongly motivated to increase his con-

tracting operations and currently depends little on contracting for 

funding his ruad patrol service. The sheriff is willing to sell 

less than 40 hours of weekly patrol service, reports monthly to local 

contracting officials, sends liquor inspection revenue to contracting 

communities, allows community related errands to be performed, rotates 

his deputies in one contract operation and permanently stations his 

deputies in the other contract. The sheriff gave a slight price 

concession to one contract (10%) but priced the other contract 

slightly above costs. 

The St. Clair sheriff has been able to secure one contract by 

getting local officials to agree to having their community served in 

conjunction with six townships and by getting the county commissioners 

28Th ·f· f . e speC1 1C reasons or no more than three contracts 1S not know. 
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to agree to increase the non-contract patrol to partially meet the 

needs of the northwest patrol. The sheriff desires to increase his 

contracting especially with communities currently receiving a high 

percentage of general patrol services. The sheriff reports monthly 

to local contracting officials, is unwilling to supply less than 40 

hours of weekly patrol service, is agreeable to performing reasonable 

community related errands, rotates his deputies, and returns liquor 

inspection revenue to his contracting community. The sheriff has 

been able to gain a greater price concession (26%) than the other 

sheriffs in this group. 

Table 4-6can be used to compare the two groups of counties. 

With the exception of Wayne County, sheriffs in group one gave greater. 

price concession to the contracting communities than sheriffs in group 

two. Sheriffs in group two were more willing to supply less than 40 

hours of weekly patrol service than sheriffs in group one. The first 

group tended to permanently s ta ti on deputi es in contracti ng communi ti es 

than the second group. Both groups tended to report monthly to local 

contracting officials, allow community related errands, and return 

liquor inspection revenue to local communities. It is the conclusion 

of this author that local officials in the first group of counties 

stand a better chance of buying the patrol services with the conduct­

performance characteristics they desire than local officials in counties 

in the second group. The reason is that the sheriffs in the first 

group are more interested in selling patrol services because they 

want to expand patrol and meet resistance from their county commissioners. 

Consequently, they ay'e more interested in meeting the specific need~, 

of local officials than sheriffs in the second group. 
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Table 4~5. COOlparison of annual contract price cl,arged by Michigan sheriffs 
to the estimated total variable annual costs in 1974 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Annua 1 Number of Tota 1 Annua I Es tima te of Difference Percentage of 
Sheriff !Contract Patrol Hours Sold Pri ce Charged Total Variable Between Estimated Contract Price 

by Sheriff Annual Costs Total Variable Funded by County 

Single Double Costs and Annua 1 Genera 1 Fund 
Contract Price 

(Col. 3 - Col. 2) (Col. 4 f Col. 3) 

Oakland 

Avon 11,680 $ J9,350 $148,989 59,639 40 
Comnerce 8,760 71,480 114,003 42,523 37 
Hi9hland 8,760 71,480 112,751 41,271 37 
Oakland 2,080 i7:870 26,848 8,978 33 
Independence 8,760 71,480 '.112,751 41,271 37 
Orion 8,760 71,480 112,524 41,044 36 
Spri n9fie1d 2,080 17 ,070 27,216 9,346 34 

lli!1:2n 
Five Township Contract 1,2;'2 14,000 15,574 1,574 10 
Kinde 57, 4,113 4,044 -69 -2 

&.illi!: 
Yale 1,707 2,129 .13,000 64,472 16,472 26 

!i~ 

Romulus 11,680 23,360 810,000 NA 

Cli n1<ln 

Fow1~r 1,200 7,020 8,364 1,344 16 
Westphalia 1,200 7,020 8,364 1,344 16 
Dallas 100 585 892 307 34 
Lebanon 50 292 446 154 35 

~.~"-~~_e 

Genesee 5,840 7,920 2,14,509 242,260 37,751 16 
Vienna 2,920 5,890 J6,676 153,403 56,727 37 
Fenton 2,920 33,377 60,683 27,309 45 

~shtenJll'. 

Ypsilanti 5,736 11,680 214,000 322,123 118,123 37 
Northfield 1,604 1,298 16,000 45,205 29,205 64 
Oexter 7,648 71,000 i8,716 17,716 20 
Superior 2,080 15,000 2';,148 9,148 38 

~aJama,~"" 

Coms tock 6,240 45,286 NA 
Climax 432 3,600 W. 
wakeshma 144 1,200 NA 

Eaton 

Delta 15,513 3,103 230,863 272,229 41,361 15 
Eaton 6,205 3,103 84,079 94,619 10,540 11 

Le.n_a~w.~~ 

Oeerfleld 473 5,200 6,073 873 14 

Ke,nJ 

All Contracts 29,200 2J3,271 238,700 35,418 15 
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CONCLUSION 

The product (patrol services) sold varies from one sheriff to 

another as can be seen from Table IV-6. No matter what patrol per­

formance is desired by local officials, they can point to one sheriff , 

which provides it. This information should provide some market 

leverage to local officials negotiating a contract for patrol services 

with their sheriff. 

One of the most important patrol performances of local officials 

is the price which the sheriff charges for his product. This price is 

affected by the patrol costs met by the sheriff and by the percentage 

of these costs which he is able to finance out of the county general 

fund. Does the sheriff have a cost advantage in the production of 

patrol services compared to smaller police departments? It was found, 

from looking at 13 local departments and three of the sheriff's 

contractual operations in Genesee County, that the sheriff's costs 

for single and double patrol hours were higher than the costs of 

the 13 local departments. But the price which the Genesee sheriff 

charged for patrol services was competitive to the costs met by the 

local departments. This meant that the county general fund was being 

used to pay for a portion of the contracted patrol services. All of 

the contracts, except for two (the Wayne contract with Romulus and 

the Huron contract with Kinde) of the eleven sheriffs studied had a 

price which was less than costs. 

Sheriffs of the eleven counties studied were classified according 

to one of two groups. Group one contained all sheriffs who wanted to 

expand their patrol division and met funding resistance from their 
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county commissioners, and group two consisted of those sheriffs who 

received most, if not all, the patrol funding they desired. Sheriffs 

in group one were found to have a higher percentage of their single 

and double patrol hours funded through contracting than sheriffs in 

group two. I also conclude that the sheriffs in group one attempt 

to better meet the conduct-performance patrol objectives of local 

officials than sheriffs in group two. 



CHAPTER V 

A CASE STUDY OF ONE SHERIFF'S CONTRACTING OPER~TIONS 

INTRODUCTIOI~ 

This chapter takes one of the eleven Michigan sheriffs studied and 

examines his contracting operations in depth dealing \'/ith several ques-

t ' 1 
1 ons. First, what is the area distribution of the sheriff's non-

contract patrol and does it help or hinder the sheriff's efforts to 

contract? Second, how does the price concession given by the sheriff 

to the contracting communities relate to the level of non-contract 

patrol service going to the contracting community? How much time do 

the contracted patrols spend in the non-contracting portion of the 

county responding to calls for service? Fourth, does the type of 

patrol service, in terms of priorities assigned to different com­

plaint categories (breaking and entering, larceny, etc.) differ if a 

local community contracts with the sheriff, has its own police depart­

ment, or relies entirely on the sheriff's non-contract patrol? 

lThis county was chosen for the case stu9.Y because of ti1e ready ava'i i­
ability of response time data which is used to answer the questions of 
the chapter. In order to gain permission to use police unit response 
time information, it was agreed that the county and communities within 
the county will remain anonymous. The analysis and conclusions are not 
affected by the community names remaining unknown. 

180 
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Two new performance measures will be used to probe these questions. 

One is response time which is the lapse of time between when a call is 

received by the dispatcher and a police unit arrives on the scene. The 

second is time spent on a complaint which is the lapse of time from when 
I 

the police unit arrives on the scene until the unit is clear to respond 

to another complaint. 

The next section contains a description of the case study county 

and the sheriff1s contracting operations including the structural re­

lationship that he has with his county board. This is followed by a 

discussion of the two new performance measures. Subsequent sections 

deal with the four questions of this chapter. 

CASE STUDY COUNTY AND SHERI FF I S CONTRACTING OPERATIONS 

The police production function is related to several characteristics 

of the area. To give some general bounds for these, but to avoid identi­

fying the specific ounty, it can be noted that the geographic areas is 

in the 600-700 square mile range and population in the 300,000-500,000 

range. l~ithin the county are approximately 30 local units of government, 

twenty-one of which have some form of local police force and an S.~·1.S.A. 

Running through the county are interstate highways with several state 

highways connecting many of the local communities. 

This particular county sheriff desires to expand his patrol division 

but is meeting funding resistance from the county commissioners. In 1974, 

the sheriff had 58% of his single and 22% of his double patrol hours 

financed through contracting operations. The sheriff refuses to sell less 

than 40 hours of weekly patrol service, rotates his deputies, returns 

liquor inspection revenue to contracting communities, allows contracted 
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deputies to perform community errands, and monthly reports to local 

officials. In general, the sheriff attempts to provide the same type 

of police patrol service which local officials are accustomed to if 

they had their own police department. 

The sheriff had three contracts in 1974. One was with a fairly 

urbanized township with a 1970 population range of 24,000-26,000. Prior 

to contracting, this community had its own department. The expiration 

of a federa 1 gra nt resu 1 ted in the di smi ssa 1 of several 1 oca 1 po 1 i ce 

officers. Before the grant ended, the local police officers requested 

the sheriff contract with the community and the sheriff and local 

officials were agreeable to the idea. The sheriff provided this com­

munity with a 16% price concession. 

The second contracting community is an urbanizing township with a 

1970 population range of 8,000-10,000. It too had its own department 

prior to contracting. Conflict between the local police chief and local 

officials provided the main impetus for this community contracting with 

the sheri ff. To thi s communi ty the sheri ff has given a 37% pri ce con­

cession. The sheriff operates substations out of both of these two 

communi ties. 

The third contracting community has similar population to the second. 

It did not have its own department prior to contracting and receives a 

45% price concession from the sheriff. 

The case study county has a central dispatching operation. Citizens 

wanting a police patrol call the dispatching center which in turn dispatch· 
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the unit. 2 This dispatching system produces on one card the following 

pieces of information: the nature of the complaint, the time when the 

call was received by the dispatching center, the time when a police 

unit was dispatched, the time the police unit arrived on the scene, the 

time wnen the unit w~s clear and ready for another complaint, ~he name 

of the community in which the complaint originated, and the name of the 

responding police unit. 3 This information was available for 27 communities 

and 22 police departments. 

2Several sheriffs do the dispatching for all police units; but they do 
not have a data system which has all the necessary information readily 
available. There is wide latitude in the type and quality of patrol 
data which is recorded by different police departments. To calcualte 
response time for the vast majority of police operations requires the 
very time consuming process of going to the dispatcher1s log for the 
time of complaint is received and then finding from the patrolman1s 
log when he arrived on the scene. Some departments are more careful 
with this data than others. Some do not record when the coolplaint comes 
in but only the time when the complaint is dispatched. It would be 
possible to standardize the data generation by having all participating 
departments gather the same type of data for a period of time. Care 
would need to be exerted to identify and isolate any testing effect (e.g. 
patrolmen saying they were on the scene before actually arriving). 

3The telephone operator takes a description of the cOOlplaint and then time 
stamps the complaint card indicating when the call was received and sends 
the card to the dispatcher. The dispatcher then broadcasts that there is 
a call at a certain address and waits for units in that part of the county 
to report with their location. The dispatcher then chooses the closest 
unit and dispatches that unit to the complaint. The dispatcher also in­
forms the dispatched unit the nature of the call. lnis procedure was 
adopted to prevent rapid response to high publicity complaints (~rmed 
robbery, murder, etc.) and relatively slow response time to less glamorous 
complaints (e.g., breaking and entering report, noisy party, etc.). 
Dispatching the closest police unit was done not only to minimize re­
sponse time but to prevent any individual dispatcher favoring one police 
department over another. Once a police unit has been dispatched, the 
complaint card is again time stamped two more times once for when the 
police unit arrives on the scene and the last for when the police unit 
is clear and ready for another assignment. 
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A twenty-one day sample of complaints was taken from the first six 

months in 1974 for all communities participating in the central dispatching 

operation. (An equal number of Mondays, Tuesdays ... Sundays are contained 

in the sample.) An additional twenty-one days covering the same six , 

month period (but including different days) was taken for the following 

communities: L-07, C-08, L-15, C-15, L~'19, N-20, and G-27. 4 The second 

sample was taken in an effort to increase the number of observations in 

some of the ce 11 s of a three dimens i ona 1 ma tri x (conmuni ty by pol i ce 

unit by type of complaint) which had 17,280 cells (27 X 22 X 30). For 

these seven communities listed, the number of days in the sample of 

complaints was 42 and not 21. 

The communities chosen for the more intensive sample were matched 

according to population size, age composition, and racial makeup. Table 

5-1 shows the demographic characteristics. Communities C-15, L-15, and 

L-19 comprise the first group; and C-27, C-08, N-20, and L-07 make up 

the second group of similar communities. 

Table o-l. Demographic characteristics of matched communities. 

C-15 L-15 L-19 C-27 C-08 N-20 L-07 

Population 25,600 25,600 29,300 9,400 8,900 8,000 8,300 
(1970)* 

% Under 43.5 43.5 45.2 43.2 38.8 43.2 43.4 
Age of 
18 

% Nonwhi te 10% 10% 10.6% .3% .2% .3% 1. 1% 

* Popul a ti on is rounded to nearest hundred. 

4The "C" before the communi ty number i ndi ca tes the communi ty contracts wi th 
the sheriff; the "N" indicates no contract or local police department; and 
the "L" signifies that the community has its own local police department. 
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The same community is included as L-15 and C-15. For the first 

three months of 1974, this community had its own local police department; 

this accounts for the lab1e L-15. For the next three months, the com-

munity contracted with the sheriff and purchased a similar number of 
I 

weekly patrol hours to what was produced when the community had its own 

local department. 5 Thus C-15 and L-15 are the same community at 

different points in time. 

The response time data was transformed into logs from which means 

were calculated for different communities. The mean of the logs is a 

geometric mean and was used to give clearer representation of central 

tendency when the districution has a few large observations and the dis­

tribution is truncated at zero~ An example will i1~ustrate the dif­

ference between the arithmetic and geometric means. Consider two com­

munities with the same number of complaints. In Table 5-2 the 

response time for each complaint is given along with the log (to the 

base 10). Means using the raw data and the data transformed into logs 

are at the bottom of each column. 

Sprior to contracting, community 15 had a Federal Traffic grant which 
funded an additional 120 weekly patrol hours. The conditions of the 
grant were to have the patrols spend the vast majority of their work on 
traffic related activities. According to the sheriff's department, 
the local police chief extensively used the traffic patrols to respond 
and hold the complaint until another local cal" could handle it. This 
was done in an effort to out perform the sheriff's general patrol. 
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Table 5-2. A hypothetical example comparing the means calcualted using 
raw data to means using data transformed into logs. 

Communi ty A Communi ty B 

Response Log of Re- Response Log of Re-
Time sponse Time Time sponse Time 

(Mi nutes) (Minutes} 

Complaint #1 8 .90 13 1.11 
#2 9 .95 14 1. 15 
#3 10 1.00 15 1.17 
#4 11 1.04 16 1.20 
#5 12 1.08 17 1.23 
#6 50 1. 70 20 1.30 

Mean 16.6 12.88 15.8 15.48 

Notice that the response time of five of six complaints for Com­

munity A have a response time lower than any of Community Bls mean. But 

one unusual complaint took 50 minutes, and this gives A a higher mean 

than B. When the data is transformed into logs, Community A has a mean 

less than Bls. Is the arithmetic or the geometric mean more reflective 

of the actual data? In the case of Community A, more complaints are 

closer to a geometric mean of 13 minutes than to an arithmetic m9an of 

17 minutes. Community Bls mean response time had little variation. 

The following quote summarizes the difference between using the 

arithmetic versus the geometric mean. 6 

The value of the arithmetic mean is based on all the ob­
servations and this is affected by all the values of the 
variable. This may result at times in giving certain 
extreme values too much influence. 

6Introduction to Business and Economic Statistics, John Stockton and 
Charles Clark, South-Western Publishing Company, Cincinnati, Ohio, 
1~7l, ~~. 1~7-1od. 
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The geometric mean is based on all the observations, 
and thus is affected by all the values of the varia­
ble. However, it gives less weitht to extremely 
large values than does the arithmetic mean. 

For this data which has extreme values, the geometric mean provides 

more representative information. 

One disadvantage of using complaint information from this central 

dispatching system was that citizen preference for one police unit versus 

another could not be determined. It was impossible to detect consistently 

whether a citizen called requesting a specific police department or merely 

requesting a police patrol regardless of police department. 

PERFORMAI~CE r~EASURES 

Previous Attempts to Differentiate Police Patrols. The most common 

indicator used by citizens and elected officials to evaluate a police 

department is the local crime rate. 7 But this indicator is very 

aggregative reflecting the movement of many variables, many of which 

cannot be affected by the police department. 8 James Q. Wilson reviewed 

severa 1 s tudi es whi ch attempted to assess the impact of different 1 evel s 

-------_. -~-

7The Uniform FBI Crime Index ;s usually used to indicate the local crime 
rate; and it comprises seven crimes said to represent a community1s 
criminality. These seven crimes are criminal homicide, rape, robbery, 
aggravated assault, burglary, larceny and auto theft. These crimes 
are sometimes referred to as Part I crimes. Part II offenses include 
all other offences. 

8The following works discuss the deficiencies of using the FBI Crime 
Index as a measure of the output of a police agency. See Albert D. 
Biderman, IISocial Indicators and Goals ll in Soc~ial Indicators ed. by 
Raymond A. Bauer (Cambridge, t~ass: M.LT. Press, 1966), pp. 117-118; 
James E. Price, IIA Test of the Accuracy of Crime Statistics,1I Social 
Problems, 14 (Fall, 1966), pp. 214-221; President1s Commission, The 
Challenge of Crime (Washington, D.C., 1965); and Marvin E. Wolfgang, 
IIUniform Crime Reports: A Critical Appraisal ll

, University of Pennsyl­
vania Law Review, 109 (April, 1963), pp. 708-738 
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and types of patrols (foot patrol, car patr"ol, etc.) on certain types 

of crimes. His conclusions follow: 

First, a massive increase in police presence on foot in 
densely settled areas will probably lead to a reduction 
in those crimes, such as muggings and auto theft, that 
require perpetrators to use the city streets ... No one 
can say ... how long this reduction will persist ... and 
how much crime is merely displaced to another location. 

Second, substantial increases in random preventive 
patrol by police in marked cars do not appear to 
have any effect on crime rates nor do they tend 
to reassure the citizenry about their safety. 

Third, the community-service model of neighborhood 
team policing appears, on the basis of preliminary 
results, ... to be of some value in reducing burglaries 
even without massive increases in police manpower. 

Wilson concludes his article by stating that 1I0ur knowledge of how 

crime can be controlled is still surprisingly primitive ll
• 9 

Several other attempts have been made to categorize police operations 

which do not use incidence of crime statistics. But most still deal 

with the two police functions--maintenance of order and enforcement of 

laws. Jerome Skolnick indicates: 

If the police could maintain order without regard 
to legality, their short-run difficulties would be 
considerably diminished. However, they are inevi­
tably concerned with interpreting legality because 
of their use of law as an instrument of order. 
The criminal law contains a set of rules for the 
maintenance of so~ial order. 10 

9James Q. Wilson, "00 the Police Prevent Crime?", The New York Times 
Magazine, October 6, 1974. 

10Jerome Skolnick, Justice Without Trial: Law Enforcement in Demo­
cratic Society, John Wiley & Sons, Inc., New York, 1966, pages 6-7. 
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The problem is further aggrevated. Robert C. Trojanowic s and Samuel 

L. Dixon indicate: 

... most laws that municipal police are supposed to 
enforce have been enacted at state levels of gov­
ernment. The state laws often do not reflect var­
iations that exist in the many local jurisdictions. 
The policeman can have difficulty applying the law 
to his particular community because of many factors 
including political pressure. 11 

James Q. Wilson deals with the same continuum of order maintenance 

and law enforcement in his book Varieties of Police Behavior by des­

cribing three styles of police behavior. 12 Before presenting the 

three styles, Wilson spends considerable time discussing the great 

amount of patrolman discretion and the great difficulty in tight 

control of patrolmen actions through any sort of heirarchical command 

structure. The indicator used by Wilson to know when more or less of 

a certain style is achieved is the propensity of officers to arrest 

and ticket different groups in society. 

Wilson's first style is called "watchman" which tends to emphasize 

order ma i ntena nce or keepi ng the peace. . Devi a ti on from the 1 aw is 

tolerated. Ticketing and arrests per capita tend to be low, but more 

blacks tend to be arrested than whites for similar offenses. This 

llRobert C. Trojanowics and Samuel L. Dixon, Criminal Justice and the 
Community, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1974, p. 125. 

12James Q. Wilson, Varieties of Police Behavior, Harvard University 
Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1968. 
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police style tends to be found in middle and lower class industrial areas. 

Officers are judged on how well they handled the situation rather than 

on the number of arrests made or tickets issued. 

The 1I1E~galistic style" is Wilson's second style where there is 
I 

greater propensity to ticket and arrest. The black arrest rate is 

similar to that for whites. Emphasis by patrolman is placed on how 

far people deviate from the law. 

The IIsE~rvice type" is Wilson's third and is a mixture of legalistic 

and watchman styles. This type tends to be found in fairly homogenous 

communities. Equal attention is given to all requests for police service 

be they to E!nforce a law, restore peace, or perfonn a community errand. 

Wilson uses the arrest and ticket tendencies to show how police 

services can differ. Elinor Ostrom et. al., use the following five 

areas to show differences between services received by portions of 

large metropolitan area and similar communities which have their own 

department: 13 

1) How rapidly individuals tllOught police responded to calls 
in their neighborhood. 

2) Whether they thought crime in their neighborhood was 
increasing. 

3) Their evaluation of neighborhood police-citizen re­
lationships. 

4) Whether they thought police serving their neighborhood 
accepted bribes. 

5) A general evaluation of the job police in their 
neighborhood were doing. 

13Elinor Ostrom, et. al., Community Organization and the Provision of 
Police Services, Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana, p. 42. 
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Wilson and Ostrom et. a1. both focus on the patrolman with Wilson 

making and recording his perceptions of patro1men ' s actions and Ostrom 

et. a1. recording the perceptions of citizens. Since patrol hours is 

what purchased from the sheriff, patrol performance measures are needed 

for local officials. 

Patrols perform a variety of activities. First they respond to 

calls for service, criminal as well as noncriminal. Second, they spend 

time on complaints. If the initial responding officer is in charge 

of the complaint from beginning to end, the officer might spend more 

time per complaint than in those departments where complaints are 

turned over to a detective bureau for closing. Third, patrols monitor 

traffic flow and enforce traffic laws. This consists of being visible 

on stretches of road where speeding is occurring, writing tickets, and . 
giving verbal and written warnings. Fourth, patrols cruise different 

areas being visible checking doors and potentially. suspicious situations. 

Fifth, patrols are at the disposal of police administrators and/or 

local officials to perform police support or community errands (distribute 

minutes of last board meeting to council members). 14 

l4Loca1 officials, contemplating contracting or starting their own 
department would find it informative to know what activities will be 
performed by their patrols. Local officials also like to know whether 
the type or the amount of activities performed would differ if they 
contracted or had their own department. To know more fully what is 
received from patrols, contracted or locally produced, a time analysis 
of different police operations could be done. Such a study could show 
the time distribution over traffic, preventative patrol, police support 
work, community errands, responding to complaints, and spending time on 
complaints. Due to resource limitations, such a study was not done. 
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Response Time and Time Spent on Complaints. Two of the patrol 

activities, responding to complaints and spending time on complaints, 

can be quantified. The two indicators which will be used are initial 

response time and initial amount of time spent on complaints. 
, 

Initial response time is defined to be the lapse in time between 

when a call is received by a police telephone operator and when an 

officer arrives at the site of the complaint. This indicator of per­

formance has two characteristics worth noting. First, it is a per­

formance measure of intermediate outputs which enter additional pro­

duction functions. Within some limit of consistently low response 

time, there is greater' probability of suspect apprehension, qreater 

deterence to certain crimes, and the lessening of some financial 

losses due to crime. A second characteristic is that initial response 

time can be linked conceptually to consumer welfare. A citizen per­

ceives a greater loss of utility if he must wait 10 minutes for a 
15 policeman than if he must wait five minutes, all else remainig equal. 

The level of well being of citizens is a partial function of how long 

they must wait for a policeman. 

Response time has two components whi ch need to be recogni zed. 

The first is dispatching time (Td) which is the time interval between 

when the call is received by the dispatching center and when a car is 

dispatched. The higher the complaint load and the fewer patrol units 

working, the greater the probability that patrol units will not be 

l5Uti1ity received from response time is learned and might change if 
response time were regularly reported. 
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available when a complaint is made. 16 The second component is 

traveling time (Tt ) which is the amount of time between when the call 

is dispatched and when the car arrives on the scene. Affecting this 

time increment is the proximity of the car to the complaint and whether , 

or not flasher lights and siren are used in proceeding to the complaint. 

A large patroling district, heavy traffic, and not using lights and 

siren are variables which will make Tt large. Initial response (Ti ) 

is the sum of the di s pa tchi ng time and travel i ng time. 

Time spent on complaints is a performance measure for much of the 

same reasoning used to explain response time. Time spent is an inter­

mediate patrol output which enters other production functions. For 

certain complaints, the more time initially spent gathering information 

the greater the chances of apprehension or recovery of stolen property. 17 

Time spent can also be linked to consumer welfare. All else being equal 

a citizen is better off the more time and attention he receives. 

~he amount of time spent on each complaint is dependent upon the 

type of complaints, priority of other patrol activities, and the type of 

follow-up capabilities a department has. Certain complaint types tend 

to require more time, initially, than do others (e.g. murders and armed 

robberies versus noisy party or unfounded complaints). Deciding which 

l6Some police chiefs consider the only relevant response time to be 
the traveling time, but if this time is used, the critical component, 
dispatching time, which is sensitive to the number of patrols and the 
length of time spent on each complaint is missed. 

17people's recall will be more accurate the shorter the time period 
between incident and interview. 
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complaints receive attention reflects in part the values of the com­

munity and in part standard police practices developed and disseminated 

in schools of criminal justice and police academies. The priority of 

other patrol activities can affect time spent in that a responding , 

officer may be reluctant to spend too much time on any given complaint 

in light of other complaints which are waiting to be answered or traffic 

which needs monitoring. Finally, the initial investigating officer has 

complete responsibility for the closing of most complaints, more time 

may be spent initially on a complaint than in departments where most 

complaints are turned over to a detective bureau or a juvenile bureau 

for closing. 

Type and Level of Patrol Service. Using the performance indicators 

of response time and time spent on complaints, I find it useful to 

differentiate between level and type of patrol service. Level of patrol 

services is reflected in the mean response time and the mean amount of 

time spent on complaints over all complaints answered. Within some range, 

the number of patrol hours purchased or produced by a local community 

will lower mean response time and/or increase mean amount of time spent 

on complaints. 

The type of patrol service refers to the relative priority given to 

different complaint categories (e.g. breaking and entering, property 

distruction, auto accident, personal injury auto accident, etc.). The 

complaint priority held by the sheriff may not be the same as that held 

by local officials. If the most serious complaint experienced by a 

contracting community is B&E, it may not receive as much attention (low 
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response time and high amount of time spent on it) because the contracted 

sheriff1s deputies may not feel it is that important relative to the 

"more serious" complaints (e.g. armed robberies, murders, etc). 

Knowing complaint priority for the sheriff is difficult. The sheriff 

is not likely to have in written form his complaint priority. Because 

the individual patrol officer has much discretion, the sheriff may not 

honestly know the complaint priority for his department. Even more 

difficult to know is the process by which the complaint priority is 

established, which is important to know because if no process exists, then 

any observed complaint priority could merely be a random happening. 

It is not known how much demand there is for such information by 

local officials. One example is worth noting. City officials of Romulus 

who contract with the Wayne County sheriff notified the sheriff that 

breaking and entering complaints were not receiving a low enough re­

sponse time. A directive was sent from the sheriff to the contracted 

patrols operating in Romulus and to the dispatcher of those patrols 

that B&E complaints were to receive a higher priority. 18 Other than 

this example, little discussion was heard from local officials about 

complaint priority. One reason for this is that such information is not 

readily available, and any directives tend to be informed. 

l8As explained by Frans Heideman, the sheriffls administrator, Romulus 
is a fairly heterogenous community but the city faters tend to be from 
sUburbia where the most serious complaint is B&E and they wanted a lower 
response time to B&E even if it meant higher response time to a more 
serious complaint in the ghetto portion of Romulus. 
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AREA DISTRIBUTION OF SHERIFF1S NON-CONTRACT PATROL 

In 1974, it is estimated that the sheriff produced 6,240 single 

and 59,904 double patrol hours. How does the sheriff allocate these 

general patrol hours to the communities in his county and how might 
I 

this affect his contracting operations? 

In Chapter II, three allocative decision rules were suggested. 

First, the sheriff could equalize inputs assigning an equal number of 

patrol hours to each community. The second rule is to equalize outputs 

with patrols being allocated such that each community has the same mean 

response time. The third is for the sheriff to allocate his patrols 

such that the county-wide mean response time is minimized. 

From a description of the geographic assignment of the sheriff1s 

general patrols, it is evident that the sheriff does not equalize inputs. 

Some general patrols have a patrol area of 4-1/2 townships while others 

confine themselves to a single township. When extra patrols are operated, 

they tend to be assigned to the patroling districts which are on the 

fringe of the metropolitan area located in the center of the county. 

Table 5-3 shows the sheriff1s response time to different communities 

in the county. From this table it is clear that the sheriff does not 

a ttempt to equa 1 i ze ou tput for all communiti es in terms of equa 1 response 

time, equal amounts of time spent on complaints, or equal percent of 

complaints answered. 

The third allocative decision rule is to minimize the county-wide 

mean response time. What will be observed if the sheriff attempts to 

achieve this goal? First, the county-wide mean response time is the 

average response time of the local communities weighted by the number 



Table 5-3. Sheriff1s non-contract patrol services to communities of varying population sizes. 

Community 
% of complaint t·1ean response Mean time spent 

Approximate answered by time (rounded to on complaints (rounded 
1970 Population the sheriff nearest minute)* to nearest minute}* 

L-Ol 2,900 35 25 10 
L-02 3,100 50 23 20 
L-03 32,500 35 9 10 
L-04 2,400 9 6 13 
N-05 5,300 51 23 15 
L-06 5,300 5 63 15 
L-07 8,300 10 15 14 
C-08 8,900 49 20 14 
L-09 29,900 40 11 14 
L-10 7,200 18 11 18 
N-l1 7,000 58 17 15 
N-12 3,30.0 60 16 31 
L-13 5,100 16 10 13 
L-14 19,200 15 9 11 
C-15 25,600 31 10 10 
L-15 25,600 37 8 10 
r~-16 3,400 47 23 17 
L-17 700 50 11 5 
L-18 1,100 16 22 5 
L-19 29,400 52 9 10 
N-20 8,000 79 14 13 
L-21 1,500 35 11 12 
1'-1-22 6,500 79 20 14 
L-23 700 33 25 24 
L-24 5,500 50 15 ., 15 
L-25 4,900 18 7 10 
N-26 6,000 71 21 13 
C-27 9,400 18 11 11 

. 
* Mean times are geometrlc means. 

--' 
\0 
~ 
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of c~nplaints. It can be expressed in the following equation: 

Where: 

a. T. 
1 1 
a. 

1 

Tc = county-wide mean response time 

Ti = mean response time by sheriff1s patrol 
in communi ty i 

a. = number of complaints answered by the 
1 sheriff in c~nmunity i 

If the sheriff desires to minimize the overall county-wide response 

time, then he will tend to allocate his patrols in order to minimize 

the response time in high complaint communities. The following model 

and numerical example will help illustrate this. 

Assume that there is a county with three communities and that 

driving conditions are identical on each of the three c~munities. 

Assume that no two complaints come in at the same time (i.e. response 

time is the same as driving time). The sheriff has only one patrol 

to allocate and he knows the production relation between cruising 

practices and a minute of response time. 

First, consider that the three communities have the same number 

of complaints, ten; and that the sheriff has so instructed his patrol 

to cruise in such a manner that each community receives the same level 

of response time, ten minutes. This produces a county-wide mean response 

time of 10 minutes. 
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T = 10 min. x 10 compo + 10 compo + 10 min. x 10 = 10 min. 
c 30 complaints 

Suppose that the sheriff wants to give one community a one minute lower 

response time and assume this means a minute increase in another com­

munity. The county-wide mean remains unchanged. 

T = 11 min. x 10 compo + 10 min. x 10 compo + 9 min. x 10 compo = 10 min. 
c 30 complaints 

Consider the same county and sheriff but now assume the complaint load 

is unequal and that the sheriff has instructed his patrol to give each 

community the same mean response time. The county-wide mean remains 

10 mi nutes. 

T = 10 min. x 15 compo + 10 min. x 10 compo + 10 min. x 5 come·= 10 min. 
c 30 complaints 

If the sheriff chooses to give the community with 15 complaints a one 

mi nute lower response time at the expense of a one mi nute hi gher re­

sponse time in the 10 complaint community, the county-wide mean will 

now falL 

T = 9 mi n. x 15 comp. + 11 mi n .. x 10 comp. + 10 mi n. x 5 comp. = 9 8 . 
c 30 complai nts . ml n. 

The county-wide mean would fall even further 9.6 minutes, if the increase 

of one minute would occur in the community with only five complaints. 

This example shows how the county-wide mean will tend to fall if patrols 

are allocated away from low complaint areas to high complaint areas. 

The Spearman rank correlation wa$ used to test the relationship 

between community complaint load and the sheriff's response time. 
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Results are sho~n in Table 5-4. 

Table 5-4. Correlation between the variables population 
size, level of complaints, response time and 
time spent on complaints. 

Relationship examined 

Population size and level 
of complaints 

Level of complaints and 
sheriff's response time 

Population size and 
sheriff's response time 

Time spent on complaints 
and level of complaints 

Correlation 
coefficient 

+.9 

-.39 

-.36 

-.20 

Level at which 
correlation 

coefficient is 
statistically 
different from 

zero 

.001 

.05 

.10 

.40 

As hypothesized, there is a negative association between response time and 

level of complaints and population size. 19 Also, a strong positive 

relationship exists between sheriff's complaint load and population size. 

19There is a reason why county-wide mean response time could increase 
with the sheriff's patrols operating in high complaint areas. Consider 
a high complaint township which has its own police department. During 
certain times of the day, a complaint can reach the dispatcher when all 
patrols (sheriff's non-contract and local patrols) in the area are occupied 
on other complaints. If the sheriff's patrol becomes available first 
it will receive the complaint. But, attached to the complaint is a 
waiting time. Consequently, even if the sheriff's non-contract patrol 
were very close to the complaint, a large response time could result 
due to the timing of the complaints. Although, there is no reason to 
expect that this would tend to happen more for the sheriff's non contract 
patrols compared to local police patrols. 
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The articulated goal of this particular sheriff is to respond to as 

many complaints as possible. But this goal is consistent with minimizing 

county-wide response time. The reason for this is that the central 

dispatching .operation assigns complaints to the closest available patrol 
\ 

unit. In order to maximize the number of complaints serviced, the 

sheriff's patrol units need to be patroling those areas where there is 

a high probability of a complaint occurring, and this tends to be 

the highly populated areas. 

How might the sheriff's practice of allocating patrols away from 

low complaint areas to high complaint areas (either because he is 

a ttempti ng to mi nimi ze countY-\lJi de response time or max imi ze the 

number of complaints answered) contribute to his success at contracting. 

With the sheriff's policy to allocating patrols away from growing but 

still relatively low populated communities, local officials of such 

communities may not have their concept of present or future patrol 

needs (i.e. low response time) met by the sheriff's general patrol. 

If the local officials are unable to obtain higher levels of general 

patrol, then they face the decision of purchasing a higher level of 

service; and this offers a contracting opportunity to the sheriff. 

In the highly urbanized communities, \lJhich likely have their own 

police department, the concentration of sheriff's non-contract patrols can 

accustom local citizens to seeing and dealing with sheriff's deputies 

and demonstrate to local officals the sheriff's willingness to provide 

high quality service. Both of these events tend to lessen resistance 

from local officials disbanning their local department and contracting 

with the sheriff. But resistance could also be offered especially 
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if the local police chief feels threatened by the concentration of 

sheriff's non-contract patrols and pushes local police officers to £ive 

prompt courteous service in order to out perform the sheriff. 

,;Oll-contract patrols tend to be allocated according to community size. 
I 

But within similar size communities, does the institutional arrangement 

(administrative, bargained, or grant) used by local officials to secure 

higher levels of patrol service have any impact on the level of general 

patrol service? Table 5-5; pulls ten communities from Table t-J 

and groups the communities into two groups. The first group (L-03,L-09, 

L-14, C-15,L-15, and L-19) are the more urbanized communities with a 1970 

population range of 19,200 to 32,500. The second group (L-07,C-08, N-20, 

and C-27) is the less urbanized group with a population range of 8,000 

to 9,400. 

For the urbanized group, the sheriff's response time in C-15 will 

be compared to L-03, L-09, L-14, L-15, and L-19. The differences in 

sheriff's response time is not statistically different from zero 

between L-03 and C-15, L-19 and C-15, and L-14 and C-15. ~~hile a 

significance test (at the .05 significance level) was not run for the 

comparison of L-09 to C-15, it appears the difference is greater than 

zero with a lower level of service going to L-09. The difference between 



TableS-5. Comparison between sheriff's non-contract patrols and local patrols. 

Percent of complaints :1i nut2s of ;T,ean Mi nutes .of time 
answered by respond time spent on complaints 

Community 1970 
Population Local or Sheriff's Local or Sheriff's Local or Sheriff's 

contracted non-contract: contracted non-contract: contracted non-contract 
patrols patrol . patrols patrol . patrols patrol 

Percent 

L-03 32,500 61 35 8.2 9. 1 11.3 9.5 

L-09 29,900 40 40 11.7 11.4 14.0 13.8 

L-14 19,200 78 15 6.2 8.8 9.6 10.9 N 
a 
w 

C-15 25,600 63 31 10.8 9.5 9.1 9.5 

L-15 25,000 59 37 8.7 8.16 10.6 8.2 

L-19 29,300 38 52 8.4 9.1 10.3 10.3 

L-07 8,300 83 10 11.6 14.7 12.2 13.6 

C-08 8,900 54 49 15.3 19.6 14.3 14.1 

tl-20 8,000 N.A. 79 N.A. 13.9 N.A. 13.0 

C-27 9,400 67 18 8.3 11. 1 10.0 11.1 
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the sheriff1s response time in C-15 canpared to L-15 is statistically 

different from zero. 20 

For the less urban group, C-08 receives statistically significantly 

higher response time from the sheriff than N-20, L-07, and C-27. 

C-27 receives about the same response time as N-20 and a lower response 

time than L-07. The conclusion which is drawn from all of this is 

that the sheriff tends not to discriminate against communities in the 

allocation of non-contract patrols on the basis of whether they contract 

(bargain) with him, have their own department (administrative), or take 

wha t they can get nei ther contracti n9 nor havi ng thei r own department 

(grant) like N-20. When both groups of communities are examined 

using the performance indicator time spent on complaints, the same 

conclusion is reached. 

20There is a statistically significant difference between C-15 and L-15 
with C-15 having a higher response time than L-15. This suggests that the 
sheriff gives high service to out perform a local department, and once 
a contract is signed places non-contract patrols in a different portion 
of the county. This difference deserves special attention. It should 
not be inferred that higher response time from the general patrols is 
due to contracting. One explanation for the higher response time is 
that it was due to the warmer weather of spring and early summer. 
During the first three months of the sample (January through March) 
community 15 had its own police department; and for the last three 
months of the sample (April through June) community 15 contracted with 
the sheriff. During the warmer months, complaint load increases signifi­
cantly meaning a longer waiting time for the complaints to be dispatched. 
When the response time from all complaints over all communities and 
police units are aggregated for the first three months and compared to 
the aggregation for the second three months, the second three months 
mean is one minute greater than the mean for the first three months. 
This difference is statistically significant. If the response time 
is adjusted for season, the response time difference between C-15 and 
L-15 is not statistically different from zero. 
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ALLOCATION OF NON-CONTRACT PATROLS AND PRICE CONCESSION 

How the sheriff geographically allocates his patrols has implications 

concerning the price concession given to the contracting communities. 

Many sheriffs justify the contract price being less than costs by 
I 

stating that the sheriff owes something to these communities since 

they pay county taxes. This justification is accurate if the sheriff 

takes some level of service away from the contracting community which 

it formerly received before contracting (e.g. reallocating non-contract 

patrols away from contracting communities to a low service area). 

Community 15 receives a 16 percent price concession on its contract 

while community 08 and 27 receive a 37 and 45 percent price concession 

respectively. The level of service going to these contracting communities 

is very close to the service going to similar sized communities which 

do not contract. The level of service received by community 15 from the sher-

iff's non-contract patrol was about the same as before as after contracting. 

While it is true that the sheriff could be withholding some other 

service from the contracting communities, it is highly unlikely. The 

price concessions appear to be given to contracting communities in return 

for their contracting with the sheriff and not as compensation for 

any loss of the sheriff's services given to county taxpayers. 

PERCENTAGE OF CALLS ANS~~ERED OUTSIDE CONTRACTING COMr~UNITY 

One concern of contracting which local officials have is that 

the contracted patrols will spend too much time outside the contracting 

community. In most contracts the sheriff specifies that the contracted 

patrol will be dispatched outside the contracting community in cases 
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of emergency; and emergency is never defined. 21 From Table (V-5), 

there is no clear pattern that contracted patrols spend more time outside 

the contracting community than local police deparbnents. The highest 

percentage of calls answered outside the patroling district is for 
I 

C-OB which is located in a more sparsely populated portion of the county. 

Since the sheriff allocated more patrols to the more densely populated 

areas, it is not surprising to have the only available patrols in this 

portion of the county be the contracted ones which results in 23 percent 

of contracted patrol calls occurring outside C-OB. There is little 

difference between C-27, L-07, and L-10. Patrols from L-07 leave their 

local community less than C-27 patrols leave their community, but L-10 

patrols leave their community more than C-27 patrols leave their community. 

After community 15 began contracting, the contracted patrols left 

community 15 slightly less than the local patrols had done. For the 

larger communities, C-15 answered a higher percentage of calls outside 

community 15 than did local department 19,9, and 3. Finally for all 

communities except C-27, the percentage of calls answered outside the 

local community is greater than the percentage of calls answered within 

the local community by other local departments. 22 

21t~any local officials of contracting communities have radio police 
scanners which allow them to monitor where their patrols are. 

22The motivation to answer calls outside the local patrol district is 
probably not to encourage other local departments to respond to calls 
inside the local patrolling district. The percentage of calls answered 
outsi de 1 oca 1 commu ni ti es bei ng greater tha n percentage of ca 11 s 
answered inside the local community by other local departments might 
better be explained by local patrols looking for something to do and 
going where the action is. 
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TYPE OF PATROL SERVICES 

How might the type of patrol service differ if local officials 

should contract with the sheriff compared to having their own police 

department? One approach to this question is to compare the amount of 
I 

time the patrols spend on complaint answering activity. The problem is 

that it is difficult to compare police operations as to the priority 

given to complaint answering activity relative to traffic, community 

errands, police support activities, etc., just by looking at mean response 

time and mean time spent on complaints. The reason is that mean response 

time can be low either because of a large number of patrol hours, a 

high priority given to complaint answering activity, or low level of 

complaints. For example, compare C-27 with a 1970 population of 9,400 

to L-19 with a 1970 population of 29,400. Both communities receive 

24 hours of daily patrol service and they both have identical mean response 

times and times spent on complaints. One might conclude that they give 

identical priority to complaint answering activity but L-19 answers 

almost 2.5 times as many complaints per day as does C-27. If the number 

of complaints in C-27 should increase, would response time rise or 

would the other activities performed by the contracted patrols decline 

to keep response time about where it is? The only way to know more 

about this would be to do a time anlaysis of different local departments 

and compare them to contracted patrols. 

Another way to differentiate the sheriff's contracted patrols from 

local patrols is the weight assigned to diffei~ent complaint types. 

Response time and time spent on complai nts wi 11 differ for different 

complaints depending upon the importance assigned to particular complaint 
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types. Thirty complaint categories were used to classify all complaints. 

Nine complaint categories were chosen beca~se of high frequency of 

occurrence. These complaint types are described in Table 5-6. All 

thirty complaint categories are described in the Appendix. Response 
I 

time and time spent were recorded for each complaint type by different 

police units operating in different communities (see Tables 5-7 and 5-8). 

Two questions are of concern. First, do complaint priorities 

differ from one police operation to another? Second, is there any 

pattern of priorities which emerge depending upon whether a community 

receives patrol service from the sheriff's non-contract patrol (grant), 

having its own department (administrative), or contracting (bargain)? 

Tables 5-9 and 5-10 have the complaint categories ranked according 

to response time and time spent. Those complaints ranked first have 

the highest priority (i.e. the lowest relative response time and 

greatest amount of time spent on complaints). It can be seen from 

these latter two tables that priority of complaint types is not the 

same for the contracted patrols, local patrols, and the sheriff's 

non-contract patrols. Many police professionals when asked about the 

complaint priority contend that all complaints of the nonserious nature 

(i.e. complaints where there is no personal injury, threat of violence 

or chance of suspect apprehension) are all treated equally. Two 

complaint categories, B&E report and larceny report are two nonserious 

complaint types that have different priorities. 23 Using response 

23These complaint types are considered nonserious by many police 
professionals because these complaints are made after the crime had 
been committed and all that can be done by the responding officer is 
to take a report. 



I Complaint 
Code 

02 

05 

07 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Complaint 
Type 

Property 
destruction 
accident 

Breaking and 
Entering 
Repcrt 

Larceny 
Report 

Trouble 
with ... 

Vandalism 

Alarms 

Fire 

Public 
Assistance 

Traffic 
complaint 

Table 5-6. Complaint classification. 

Complair.t Description 

This complaint type is an auto accident with no personal injury. 
This group also contains hit and run property destruction acci­
dents. 

A breaking and entering (B&E) is where there 
entry into a residence or place of business. 
type is after the fact; and usually all that 
the responding officer to take a report. 

has been forcible 
This complaint 

can be done is for 

A larceny is anything stolen which did not require a breaking 
and entering to get it. These are complaints after the fact. 
Any larcenies in progress were classified with breaking and en­
tering in progress. 

This is a very heterogenous group containing calls where two or 
more citizens are in conflict but the conflict is not likely to 
lead to violence. A caller might be bothered by a neighbor's 
barking dog or kids making noise or playing in the street. 

This group might also include attempted breaking and entering or 
atte~pted larceny. 

This is responding to any alarm~ bank, business~ resident or 
car. Many of these alarms are false. 

\\Then people need an ambulance or there is a fire, they often 
times call the dispatching center and often times a police car 
is dispatched to the scene. 

This is a very heterogenous group containing such items as vehi­
cle inspection, discussing a civil matter with a citizen or 
someone found some property and doesn't know what to do with it. 

This is any complaint related to traffic such as loud cycles, 
parking, road hazard, squealing tires, etc. 

N 
o 
lD 



Table 5-7. Mean response time by complaint categories, type of police unit, and community. 

Community #15 #15 #oB #27 #07 #19 

Police Unit C-15 Sheriff* L-15 Sheriff* c-oB Sheriff* C-27 Sheriff* L-07 Sheriff* L-19 Sheriff* 

Complaint Type 

Q'[erall f:.lean 
Response Time 10.B 9.5 B.7 8.2 15.3 19.6 8.3 11.1 11. 6 14.7 8.4 9.1 

Property Damage 
Accident 02 12.6 22.0 8.8 6.8 11. 3 27.4 7.3 2.0 10.7 7.6 9.7 

Breaking and 
Entering Re-
port 05 22.1 14.5 8.0 12.1 17.8 35.6 11. 8 40.0 11.1 11. 3 16.3 

Larceny Report 07 21. 0 12.0 11.8 10.8 15.6 23.1 8.1 13.3 16.5 9.0 9.3 10.9 

Trouble i'1ith 
Someor.e 19 10.l; 9.9 9.1 10.6 17.7 9.1 9.6 8.6 18.0 11. 5 10.1 10.2 

Vandalism 21 17.5 20.0 8.9 10.8 12.0 34.5 12.4 15.8 17.2 13.3 12.2 12.4 

Alarms 22 6.1 2.l! 3.1 2.8 8.0 3.5 9.4 3.8 4.3 4.2 

Fire or 
f:.iedical 21 '5.9 7.7 4.9 5.6 6.0 29.6 3:6 4.7 6.4 22.0 5·1 4.7 

Fublic 
Assistance 24 9.2 13·1. 12.8 9.3 21. 6 41.4 11. 3 17.0 9.8 15.0 10.5 8.8 

Traffic 
Complaint 25 15.7, 14.7 13.6 10.9 17.8 25.3 12.5 11. 6 19.8 26.2 8.5 8.5 

*~lean response time in this column is received from the sheriff's non-contract patrol. 

#20 

Sheriff* 

13.7 

11. 0 

24.2 
21. 5 

16.3 
14.0 

5·1 -
6.8 

20.7 

17.4 

I 

~ 
..... 
o 



Table 5-8. tiean time spent by complaint category, type of police unit, and community 

Community #15 #15 #09 #27 #07 

Police Unit C-15 Sheriff* L-15 Sheriff* c-08 Sheriff* C-27 Sheriff* L-07 Sheriff* L-19 

Complaint Type 

Overall Mean 
Time Spent on -
Complaint 9.1 9.6 10.6 9.8 llJ.3 llJ.l 10.0 11.1 12.2 13.7 10.3 

Property Damage 
Accident 02 16.6 12.1 23.0 20.0 18.0 17.5 18.8 lJ.lJ L6.6 21. 6 

Breaking and 
Entering Re-
port 05 18.6 12.2 19.5 llJ.l 17.9 20.1 llJ.5 19.0 32.1 12.0 

Larceny Report 07 9.0 10.0 8.9 9.2 13.1 13.7 11.2 17.1 19.1 11.0 12.1 

ITrouble with 
Someone 19 8.7 6.9 8·5 8.6 16.1 19·5 9.5 9·0 llJ.6 8.lJ 7.1 

Vandalism 21 11. 6 9·5 12.9 8.5 6.0 10.3 10.0 14.6 8.5 llJ.8 9.6 
Alarms 22 5.8 5.7 . 7.3 6.1 1.0 6.3 7.0 4.0 7.9 
Fire or 

l-!edical 23 D.l 5.4 10.8 8.2 10.8 2.9 10.2 13.8 9.0 6.7 
Public 

Assistance 24 4.2 8.2 8.2 9.8 9.6 lJ.2 6.2 13.7 10.1 34.0 7.2 
Traffic 

Complaint 25 I 7.8 8.3 3·7 8.3 5.1 7.1 10.lJ lJ.3 8.1 15.3 6.8 

*Mean response time in this column is received from the sheriff's non-contract patrol. 

#19 

Sheriff* 

10.3 

1lJ.5 

15.2 
12.lJ 

5.6 
7.9 
1.6 

11.6 

10.2 

7.1 

#20 

Sheriff* 

13.0 

23.5 

22.0 

10.7 

lJ.7 
13.3 

15·5 

17.8 

12.5 

18.5 

tv 
!-' 
!-' 



Table 5-9. Complaint categories ranked according to mean response time 
for selected communities and responding police unit. 

· .. . . . 
Community #15 : Community #15 : Community #08: Community #27: Community #07: Community #19: Community #20 . . . . . . .. ... .. .. .. . 
C-15 . Sheriff*: L-15: Sheriff*:C-08: Sheriff*:C-27: Sheriff*:L-07: Sheriff*:L-19: Sheriff*: Sheriff* . . 

23 22 22 22 23 22 23 02 22 07 22 22 22 

22 23 23 23 02 19 22 23 23 19 23 23 23 

24 19 05 02 21 07 02 19 24 21 02 25 02 

19 07 02 24 07 25 07 22 02 24 25 24 21 
N 
--' 

02 24 2'1 19 19 02 19 25 05 23 07 02 19 N 

25 05 19 07 25 23 24 07 07 25 19 19 25 .. . 
21 25 07 21 05 21 05 21 21 (OS) 24 07 24 

['7 21 24 25 24 05 21 24 19 (02) 05 21 07 
· . · . 

05 02 25 05 :(22): 24 25 (05) 25 (22) 21 05 05 

*Ranking of complaint categories for sheriff's non-contract patrols in the different communities. 

( ) Indica.tes that this complaint category did not occur for this community. 



Table 5-10. Complaint categories ranked according to mean time spent on complaint 
for selected communities and responding police unit. 

Community #15 Community #15 . Community #08 Community #27 Community #19 Community . N-20 

C-15 Sheriff*: L-15 Sheriff*: C-08 Sheriff*: C-27 Sheriff*: L-07: L-19 Sheriff*: Sheriff* 

05 05 02 02 23 05 02 05 02 02 

02 02 05 05 02 19 05 07 05 07 

21 07 21 24 05 02 07 21 07 05 
overall overall overall overa",l: 

23 21 23 . 07 19 07 25 24 19 Ll . 
overall overall: :overall overall 

07 25 07 19 07 21 23 19 23 22 
:overa 11 

19 24 19 21 24 25 21 22 24 24 
:overall 

25 19 24 25 21 24 19 02 21 19 . 
. . 

22 22 22 23 25 23 22 25 25 25 

24 23 25 22 22 24 22 23 

(22) (23) 

*Ranking of complaint catE!gori,es for sheriff's non-contract patrols in different communities. 

( ) Indicates that this complaint category did not occur for this community. 

. 

05 02 

02 05 

07 25 

23 23 
overall 

24 22 

21 21 
overall 

22 24 

25 07 

19 19 

N 
-' 
w 
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time, B&E has a rank of three in some patrol operations and eight in 

others. While a different complaint priority can be observed, the 

critical question is whether or not the complaint priorities are random 

happeni nqs (changi nq from day to day) or the resul t of some formal or 
I 

informal police operating policy. This is a question for further research 

and will not be analyzed in any great depth. 

What complaint priority differences exist overall police departments 

operating in the county and between the sheriff's non-contract patrols, 

contract patrols, and local patrols? Tables5-1l and 5-12 show the 

ranking ranges and the~an ranks over all patrols as well as the mean 

rank for the contracted patrols, local patrols and sheriff's non-contract 

pa tro 1 s. 

From these tables it can be seen that complaint priorities for 

any particular type of patrol (i.e. sheriff's non-contract, contract, 

or local) are not consistent for response time and time spent. Mean 

rank overall patrol types of response time for fire (23) and alarms (22) 

are 1.6 and 2.1 respectively meaning a very high priority; but according 

to the time spent on complaints the same complaint types are ranked 8 

and 5.8 respectively. For alarms this difference can be explained by 

the fact that a high percentage of the alarms are false. Patrols 

respond quickly thinking there is a crime in progress to find that a 

home owner or an employee has accidentally set off the alarm. Thus, 

little time is spent on the complaint once the patrol arrives. 24 

Just the opposite occurs for property destruction accidents (02) and 

24It is not known if a similar explanation fits for fires. 



Table 5-11. Comparison of response time ranks for different complaint types for the sneriff's 
non-contract patrol, contracted patrols and local patrols 

Complaint Ranking Mean rank for Mean rank for Mean rank for 
nine sheriff's contracted six local types range* non-contract patrols patrols patrols 

02 1-9 4 3·3 3.0 

05 3-9 7.9 7.7 6.1 

07 3-8 5.7 4.6 5.6 

19 2-8, 4.6 4.6 5.8 

21 3-8 6.8 6.0 7.7 

22 1-9 1.3 ,.., 
J. c.. 

23 1-6 2.9 1 2 

27 3-9 6.5 5.7 6.2 

25 3-9 I 5.3 7.0 7.3 

*This concept indicates the extreme rank of the given complaint type (i.e., complaint type 92 ranked 
first in at least one patrol and ninth for at least one other patrol. The average rank for all sheriff 
patrols was 4.) 
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Complaint 
types 

02 

05 

07 

19 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Table 5-12. Comparison of time spent ranks for different complaint types for 
contracted, local and the sheriff1s non-contract patrol 

Ranking range Complaint types Mean rank Mean rank 
for all mean rank for for three for six 
patrols nine sheriff1s contracting local patrols non-contract patrols patrols 

1-7 2.7 1.7 1 

1-5 
~. 1.8 2 2.2 

2-8 3.6 4.3 3.5 

2-9 6.6 5.6 5.8 

3-9 5·1 5.3 4.5 

5-9 7.9 8.3 7.8 

1-9 6.0 3.3 6.2 

3-9 5.4 8 6.6 

3-9 6.4 6.3 7.6 
~ 

N 
-..I 

0"1 

-
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breaking and entering (05). Using response time again as the performance 

indicator, B&E has a relatively low priority but according to time spent 

a relatively high priority. The explanation of this is that patrols 

respond knowing that there is no probability of suspect apprehension. 
I 

Once on the scene, B&E I S take relatively more time than the other 

complaint types examined because a report is usually taken. On 

property destruction auto accident, there is no personal injury and 

thus no urgency to have a rapid response time. But once on the scene, 

reports are taken and interaction with the citizen occurs. 

What difference seems to exist in complaint priorities for the 

contracted patrols, sheriff1s non-contract patrols, and local patrols? 

Before dealing with this question, we need to ask whether or not the 

sheriff1s non-contract patrols are homogenous enough to aggregate them 

together. The same question can be raised for the. local patrols and the 

contracted patrols. Tables 5-13 and 5-14 show the ranking ranges for 

the three types of patrols. Notice for the sheriff1s non-contract 

patrols the large ranking range (five or more ranks) for six complaint 

types (02, 07, 19, 21, 24, and 25). There is considerable diversity as 

to the priority given to the same complaint in the nine different 

communities observed. The ranking range is not as great for the 

contracted or local patrols with two complaint types for each group 

having a ranking range of five or greater. 25 

25The ranking ranges for the contracted and for the local patrols could 
be tighter than the sheriff1s general patrols because a fewer number of 
patrols of the former were chosen. Nine sheriff1s non-contract patrols were 
being compared while six local and three contracted were used. 



Table 5-13. Response time ranking range of nine complaint categories for three contracted 
patrols, five local patrols and nine sheriff's non-contract patrols. 

, 
I I 

Complaint Ranking range for Ranking range for Ranking range Ranking range over 
nine sheriff's three contracted for six all seventeen 

type general patrols patrols local patrols patrol operations 

02 1-9 2-5 1-4 1-9 

05 6-9 8-9 3-8 3-9 

07 3-8 4-8 4.5-7 3-8 
. 

19 2-7 4-5 4-8 2-8 

21 2-9 3-8 5-9 3-9 

22 1-4 1-9 1-1 1-9 

23 2-6 1-1 2-2 1-6 

24 4-9 3-8 3-8 3-9 

25 3-9 6-9 4-9 3-9 

-

N 
-' 

I 
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Table 5-14. Time spent ranking range of nine complaint categories for three contracted 
patrols, five local patrols and nine sheriff's non-contract patrols. 

Complaint Ranking range for Ranking range for Ranking range Ranking range over 
nine sheriff's three contracted for six all seventeen 

type non-contract patrols patrols local patrols patrol operations 

02 1-7 1-2 1-1 1-7 

05 1-5 1-3 2-3 1-5 

07 3-8 3-5 2-5 2-8 

19 2-9 4-7 4-7 2-9 

21 3-7 3-7 3-9 3-9 

22 6-9 8-9 5-9 3-9 

23 1-9 1-5 4-9 1-9 

24 3-9 6-9 4-9 3-9 

25 3-9 4-8 5-9 3-9 

-

, 

N 
~ 

I.D 
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No pa tterns seem to emerge when compari ng the mean ranks for the 

three groups of patrol operations. For some complaint categories, using 

response time, the sheriff's general patrols have a similar mean rank 

to the contracted patrols as in the case of B&E (7.9 and 7.7 respectively , 

compared to 6.1 for contracted patrols). But for traffic complaint (#25) 

the contracted and local patrol means are similar and different from the 

sheriff's general patrol (7.0 and 7.3 respective compared to 5.3 for 

the sheriff's general patrol). 

When the rank of the complaint types of each individual patrol 

operation were correlated with each other, no pattern was observed. 

The correlation coefficients and the level of statistical significance 

are shown in Table 5-15. The range of correlation coefficients range 

from .4 to .68 for the local patrols (L-07, L-15, and L-19); for the 

three contracted patrols the range is from -.03 to .61; and for the 

sheriff's general patrols the range is from 0.19 to .73. 

If local officials wish to know ~I/hat sort of complaint priority 

will be received if they contract with the sheriff, it will be difficult 

to answer them with the information currently available. Differ~nces in 

complaint priority have been observed, but no model is in hand which can 

explain the differences. It was initially thought that since the sheriff's 

general patrols were under the same patrol administration, that more 

consistency in complaint priority would be observed relative to the 

groups of lOl:al patrols and the contracted patrols. But this \'1as not 

the case. One explanation is that different communities have different 

complaint priority needs; and the sheriff, through this general patrols, 

attempts to meet them. While this is plausible, it is highly unlikely. 
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TableS -15. Rank correlations of complaint categories for selected patrol 
operations with response time as the performance measure. 

Patrols C-15 C-15 : L-15 : L-15 C-08 C-08 L-07 07 L-19 19 : N-20 C .. 27 01 01 01 01 01 01 

C-15 .58 
01 ( .1) 

L-15 .31 .3B 
( .4) (.3) 

L-15 .B8 .5 .52 
OJ (.002) ( .1) ( .15) 

C-08 -.03 -.27 -.15 -.08 
(.94) ( .47) (.7) (.B3) 

C-OB .20 .46 .13 .3 -.12 
01 (.60) (.21 ) (.73) (.32) ( .77) 

.60 .47 .68 .76 -.10 -.1 
L-07 (.OB) (.2) (.04) ( .02) (.8) ( .BO) 

L-07 -.11 .15 -.53 -.19 .23 .OB -.44 
01 (.76) ( .69) (.15) (.63) (.54) ( .82) (.24) 

L-19 .63 .47 .40 .70 .05 .60 .50 -.39 
(.07) ( .2) (.29) (.04) (.89) ( .OB) (.17) (.3) 

L-19 .87 .48 .17 .71 -.06 .28 .48 -.25 .82 
01 (.003) ( .19) (.70) (.03) ( .86) (.46) (.18) ( .51) (.01 ) 

N-20 .73 .28 .5B .82 .24 .40 .47 -.29 .67 .65 
1)1 (.03) ( .46) (.10) (.01 ) (.53) ( .29) (.21 ) (.45) (.05) (.06) 

C-27 .61 .61 .67 .85 .15 .45 .77 -.19 .75 .50 .61 
( .07) (.07) (.05) .004 ( .7) ( .23) ( .02) ( .63) ( .02) ( .17) ( .07) 

C-27 .57 .17 .30 .64 .5 .55 .17 -.14 .75 .67 .73 .62 
01 (.11) (.7) (.43) (.06) ( .17) (.14) ( .7) ( .73) (.02) (.11 ) ( .03) ( .03) 

The top number shows the correlation and the bottom number is the level of statistical significance. 

C-1S-01 refers to the sheriff's non-contract patrol operating in community 15 when community 15 was contracting. 

L-15-01 refers to the sheriff's non-contract patrol operating in community 15 when community 15 had its own 
police department . 

• 
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The sheriff regularly rotates his deputies from one general patrol to 

another and from the contracted patrols to the general patrols. To 

meet the unique complaint priorities of each community \'Jould require 

great amounts of time and effort to orient the patrols each month, and 

this was not observed. 26 

CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter has taken a microscopic view of the contracting opera­

tions of one sheriff. Two additional performance measures, response 

time .and time spent on complai nts, were presented and di scussed. Wi th 

the use of these indicators and available data, several questions could 

be analyzed for this county which could only be raised for other counties. 

How does the area distribution of the sheriff's general patrols 

affect contracting operations? It was shown that this sheriff tends 

to allocate his patrols in such a way as to minimize the county-wide 

mean response time (maximize the number of complaints serviced). Since 

the sheriff is a county-wide elected official, this behavior is not all 

that surprising. This allocative rule is achieved by allocating patrols 

so that the high complaint areas (highly populated areas) tend to receive 

a lower mean response time from the sheriff's n~n-contract patrols tlhln 

low complaint areas (low populated areas). This practice tends to 

contribute tmo.Jard contracting in two ways. First, relatively low 

populated areas experiencing a rising demand for patrol services, but not 

26The correlation between the sheriff's non-contrat patrols operatinq in 
community 15 \o.Jhen 15 had its own department and the sheriff's gener'al 
patrol when #15 contracted was .5. (15-01 correlated with 15-02). It 
is not likely that the community's demand for complaint priority changed, 
was reported to the sheriff who in turn communicated the change to the 
patrols operating in community 15. 
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wanting to start their own department, are not likely to have their 

needs met thorugh a grant transaction by the sheriff reallocating to them 

more non~contract patrols. Second, since the sheriff's non-contract patrols are 

highly visible in highly populated areas, many of which have local 
I 

police departments, local officials and citizens become accustomed to 

dealing with sheriff's personnel which tends to lessen the transition 

from a local department to a contractual arrangement. But resistance 

can be offered if the local police chief feels threatened and pushed 

his officers to out perform the sheriff's deputies. 

Another issue which was examined was the claim made by many 

sheriffs that the reason that they gave a price concession to contracting 

communities was that they owed something to contracting communities 

because of the community's contribution to county taxes. This implied 

that the contracting communities were not receiving the same level of 

non-contract patrol services that the non-contracting portion of the 

county received. In terms of non-contract patrol services, the contracting 

communities in this particular county received similar levels of services 

as non-contracting communities of similar size. (Some received 

slightly more and some slightly less.) While it is not know what 

happens to the sheriff's other outputs to the contracting communities, 

it appears that the price concession goes to communities as an incentive 

to contract rather than as compensation for any loss of sheriff's 

services relative to other communities. 

Several questions were raised in comparing contracted to local 

patrols. First, what priority was given to the complaint answering 

service relative to other patrol activities such as traffic monitoring 
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follow-up investigation etc.? In the absence of output measures for 

many of these activities, a time analysis must be done to provide local 

officials with such information. This was not attempted. 

Second, do contracted patrols spend much time outside the 

contracting community? While percentage of total patrol time spent 

outside the local community was not measured, percentage of total 

complaints answered by contracted and local patrols outside their 

respective patroling areas \'Ias recorded. Two of the contracted patrols 

answered about the same percentage of all their calls outside their 

respecti ve contracti ng communi ty as di d "I oca 1 departments. One con­

tracted patrol, which serves a more t~emote township, answered twice 

as high a percentage of its calls outside its contracting community 

than did any other local or contracted patrol. It is difficult to 

draw a conclusion from this information; but, two of the contracted 

patrols were not dissimilar from local departments. The one which was 

much higher could have been operating in a community which did not 

have a complaint load or other non-complaint answering activities to 

keep it busy. 

Finally, was there a difference in the priority assigned to the 

same complaint type by the contracted, local, or sheriff's general 

patrols. While there are differenct weights given to the same complaint 

type by different patrols, it is not known \'Ihether these differences 

result from conscious design on the part of patrol administrators or 

merely a random happening. It was observed that the sheriff's general 

patrol, operating under one patrol administration and in different 

communities, had different weights assigned to the same complaint type. 
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If the sheriff's non-contract patrols are not homogenous enough to be 

considered as a srngle gorup, it is even more difficult to speak about 

a unique type of complaint priority coming from contracted or local 

patrol operations. 

The conclusion about using complaint priorities to differentiate 

patrol operations suggests several things. First, patrol officers may 

have so much discretion that any institutional a"lternative has little 

or no affect on causing a uniform and consistent complaint priority 

system. For eX'ample, a police chief, sheriff, or local official may 

have a complaint priority system in mind but is unable to exert enough 

control over the patrol officers to enforce the priority system. 

Second, the complaint categories used may be sufficiently vague such 

that what is being reflected is the heterogenity of the complaint 

categories rather than complaint priority of different police officials. 

However, some of the complaint priorities \'Jere tightly defined such as 

larceny report, and it still had a ranking range of 3-8 for the sheriff's 

non-contract patrol. More research though is needed if complaint 

priority is to be used to differentiate patrol operations. 



CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION 

Local officials in many rural areas are encountering a rising 

demand for urban services such as police patrol. If they are unable to 

obtain higher levels of patrol service from the county sheriff or state 

police, a common course to follow is to start a local police department. 

But local police departments are expensive to begin and maintain and 

federal and state grants, to defray a portion of police costs, are 

becoming increasingly difficult to obtain. Consequently, local officials 

are examining alternative ways of procuring patrol service. 

The three alternative institutional structures that can be used 

by local officials to provide higher levels of patrol service to their 

citizens are grant, administrative, and bargain. Each alternative 

relates local officials to a supplier of patrol service in a different 

way, and this affects the type and level of service produced. A grant 

relationship is one where the receiving party has no direct power over 

the giving party and must accept whatever the giver chooses to give. 

A grant transaction exists between local officials and sheriffs and 

state police. The sheriff is elected county-wide and has a patrol 

division funded by the county commissioners. The sheriff and county 

commissioners determine together the overall level of patrol service 

while the sheriff decides the areal distribution. The state police 

administration decides on how patrols will be allocated to what activities 

in what area of the state. State police post commanders then decide 

the area distribution of patrols assigned to their post. In each case 

226 
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a local community receives from a sheriff or state police whatever level 

of service each chooses to give. l 

If local officials are dissatisfied with the level of patrol 

received from the sheriff and state police, they then have two trans­

action alternatives. One is administrative where local officials 

appropriate money for a local police department, hire a police chief, 

and produce their own patrol services. If the level of patrol is still 

unsatisfactory, local officials can appropriate more money; if the 

type of patrol service is unsatisfactory, they can communicate their 

dissatisfaction to the police chief. If this does not produce the 

desired results, the police chief may be dismissed and a new one hired. 

The third transaction alternative is bargained, where local officials 

buy patrol services from another unit of government and have a voice in 

the type and level of patrol services supplied. The most common seller 

is the county sheriff. Another type of bargained transaction is where 

two or more local communities combine resources and jointly produce 

patrol servi ces. 

The focus of this research is contracting between local communities 

and the county sheriff. Contracting affects three different entities. 

They are the county sheriffs, the contracting communities and the county 

commissioners representing both the contracting and non-contracting 

communities. It is helpful to know hOH each group can be affected 

(positively and negatively) in order to be familiar with motivations 

each has for contracting. 

lFor the county sheriff, an exception totnis may exist for those local 
communities that can politically affect the sheriff at election time. 
Even with this circumstance a local community can only make known their 
general wishes rather than a specific demand for a certain level of 
service. 
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The sheriff oj s a bureaucrat--he heads an agency and attempts to 

procure funds for it--as well as an official elected every four years. 

The sheriff's interest in contracting reflects this dual role. The 

sheriff as seller of patrol services is different from a private seller. 

He has little incentive to make a profit from contracting (charging a 

price which is greater than costs).2 But contracting offers the sheriff 

an opportunity to have a larger department, by having a larger patrol 

di vi s i on fi nanced independently of the county commi ss i oner" s appropri ati on 

process. ~Jith a larger department the sheriff can gain through salary, 

public reputation, power and patronage. 3 Since the sheriff is an elected 

official, he feels incentive to please voters with the type and level 

of service. To tile average citizen the patrol division is the most 

visible part of the sheriff's department, and such visibility is an 

incentive to have this division grow. Finally, many sheriffs view 

themselves as professional la\lJ officers with a concept of what "good" 

law enforcement is. Contracting offers the sheriff an opportunity to 

have his type of law enforcement implemented at the local level. 4 

Officials of contracting communities can benefit in numerous ways. 

First, they can obtain patrol service cheaper from the sheriff, depending 

upon the contract price, than if the patrols are produced locally. 

Second, for those officials who have never before had their own police 

2The only incentive that he might have would be if he were able to take 
any profits from contracting to subsidize another activity. 

3~Jilliam A. Niskanen, Jr., Bureaucracy and Representative Government, 
Aldine-Atherton, Chicago, 1971, p. 38. 

4This can be in contrast to the private supplier who may have little 
interest in the type of product demanded by consumers:· as long as 
there is profit in supplying it. 



229 

department, the sheriff immediately offers experience which could only 

be acquired after several years of having a local department. Third, 

local officials can avoid many administrative tasks by not having to 

interact regularly with a police chief. Any complaints about service 

can be referred to the sheriff. If there is dissatisfaction with a 

particular patrol deputy, the sheriff can transfer him out of the 

contracting community, avoiding the problem of dismissing h'im as vJOuld 

be the case with a local department. Many local police departments are 

unionized. Contracting offers the local officials the opportunity to 

avoid sometimes costly (in terms of settlement time and expense) labor 

negotiation. Local officials can lose from contracting if they do not 

receive from the sheriff the type of patrol service they desire. This 

will be discussed more specifically when dealing with the conduct 

performance measures, but it should be noted that this issue is not 

avoided with a local department. Local officials will have to interact 

with a police chief who has 11is own concept of what "good" patrol 

service is, and this concept can be at odds with what local officials 

want. 

The county commissioners are elected like the sheriff, are charged 

with the responsibility of collecting and dispersing county funds, and 

usually have one of their representatives sign the contract along with 

the sheriff and a local official. The commissioners are interested in 

providing service to county residents and one activity which they have 

control over is the sheriff's department. That is why they are interested 

in the price charged by the sheriff and how the non-contracting portion 

of the county is affected by the contracted patrols. If the sheriff 

charges a price which is less than costs, the county general fund will 
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be used to pay the difference. If, in the eyes of the commissioners, 

the county as a whole benefits from the contracted patrols, then they 

will be willing to pay the difference. The contracted communities, as 

already mentioned, may benefit by receiving a price discount. The 

non-contracting communities may benefit by the sheriff dispatching the 

contracted patrols outside the contracting communities to respond to 

emergency calls. Also, commuting to and from the contracting communities, 

contracted patrols may travel through several non-contracting communities 

providing some additional coverage to these communities. Finally, 

with a higher level of manpower, the sheriff is better able to react to 

a large emergency, wherever it might occur, such as a natural disaster 

or a rock concert, riot or traffic jam. 

RESEARCH GOALS 

This research has attempted to accomplish several things. First, 

it has tried to differentiate, conceptually rather than empirically, the 

bargain institutional form from the administrative and grant trans­

actions in providing of patrol service. Second, it has endeavored to 

present market information on price and different types of patrol 

service sold by rlichigan sheriffs in 1974. To do this meant constructing 

performance categories which could be lIsed to discern the contracting 

operations of one sheriff from those of another. Finally, this research 

has made an effort to see how structural conditions facing a county 

sheriff may affect the conduct-performance of hi s contracti ng operati ons. 

The research findings are organized around the following questions: 

(1) How widely is contracting for patrol services practiced in Michigan? 

(2) Do the contracted patrol services differ between sheriffs, and how 

can this difference be described? (3) Does the sheriff price his 
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contract close to costs of operation? (4) Does the structural rela­

tionship beb/een the sheriff and his county commissioners affect his 

propensity to contract and to meet the patrol needs articulated by 

local officials? (5) Can a sheriff, through the allocation of his 

non-contract patrols, affect the propensity of local officials to 

contract with him? (6) Are economies of scale present in the produc­

tion of patrol services and how does this· relate to the contract price 

charged by the sheriff? 

THE NATURE OF THE PRODUCT 

Often in research the product being studied is not explicitly 

defined. Local officials considering contracting or starting their own 

police department usually want more police service. But police service 

may involve many different specialities such as detectives, patrol, 

crime la~, narcotics unit, etc. The dominant activity for rural 

communities is patrol, and this is the product studied. 5 It must be 

emphasized, however, that patrol service sold by one sheriff is likely 

to be dissimilar to that sold by another. The performance indicators, 

discussed in the next section, allow the contracted patrols of one 

sheriff to be differentiated from those of another. 6 

5patrol consists of some mix of responding to citizen complaints, traffic 
monitoring, cruising, performing community errands, initiating a com­
plaint (i.e., an officer witnessing a law infraction), and community 
service (speaking to civic organizations or consulting with a merchant 
on crime prevention). 

6When discussing the pricing of the contracted patrols, it is helpful to 
know whether the good is a joint impact or incompatible. A service is 
incompatible when Als use denies Bls use and it is a joint impact 
when Als use does not detract from Bls use. Patrol service can be both 
a joint impact as well as an incompatible service depending upon the 
question being asked. It is a joint impact service in that the county 
sheriff and county citizens have a certain demand for patrol service 
in community A. Local citizens of community A also demand patrol (continued) 
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STRUCTURE AND CONDUCT-PERFORMANCE 

A patrol service market exists for those local officials desiring 

to obtain additional patrol hours. There are two suppliers facing local 

officials--the county sheriff (bargain transaction) and a local police 

chief (administrative transaction). A structure and conduct-performance 

market model was used to study the contracti ng of ~~i chi gan sheriffs and 

contrast contracting with its closest competitor, which is starting a 

local police department.? Discussed first are four structural variables 

followed by the conduct-performance variables. 

The structural variables for the patrol service market are the 

number of suppliers, degree of product differentiation, barriers to 

entry and relation between supplier and source of finance. From the 

perspective of a community's local officials, the number of suppliers 

6(continued) services in their own community. ~'Jhen the citizens of 
community A consume the patrol services of the county sheriff, the 
welfare of the county citizens is not affected. Patrol service is 
an incompatible service in that when patrols are serving one community, 
they are not available for service in another community. If it is 
possible to differentiate total demand for patrol services in community 
A into that demanded by the county and that demanded by citizens of 
the community, then the former demand could be funded out of the county 
general fund with the latter being financed from some user charge such 
as a contract price. (This assumes that decision makers do not want 
to redistribute resources toward community A.) 

?Structure refers to the predetermined characteristics of a situation 
which constrains decision makers and determines their opportunity set. 
Conduct refers to all the choices, decisions, or strategies used by 
decision makers within the opportunity set established by the structure. 
And, performance refers to all the consequences (all benefits and 
costs) that result from the decision makers' choices. The difference 
between conduct and performance is one of degree VJi th performance 
being closer to final consequences which affect people's \r/elfare; 
consequently, an attempt was made to distinguish between conduct and 
performance. 
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is small enough for each supplier to knm'i what the other is doing. The 

sheriff is aware of the number of patrols operated and the approximate 

costs facing local police departments; and, local police chiefs are 

likely to have a similar awareness. 

Sheriffs and police chiefs attempt some product differentiation. 

A sheriff may claim that his patrols are superior to those produced 

locally while similar counter claims may be made by local police chiefs. 

The burden of kno\>ling whether the differentiation is real or imagined 

falls to local officials. 

Barriers to entry affect potential suppliers. The sheriff and 

local departments are the blO most prevalent sources for local officials 

to obtain additional patrol hours, but the state police, a private 

security firm, a jOint cooperative venture, or another local community 

are potential suppliers. The only barrier which faces the state police 

appears to be the state police administration's unwillingness to sell 

patrol hours under contract to local communities. 8 A private security 

fir~, which sells security services to private and public institutions, 

could face a legal barrier. Currently there is no state statute which 

explicitly prohibits private security companies from selling patrol 

servi ce to a 1 oca 1 community; hm'/ever, if they shoul d enter the patrol 

service market, they could likely face legal challenge over whether or 

not they have the right to hold police authority. The legal environment 

8Several communities have in the past requested the (11ichigan State 
Police to contract with them for additional patrol hours, but the 
state police refuse contending their duty is to serve the entire 
state and not any single community. If they are to change their 
policy, it vii 11 probably be in response to direction provided by the 
state legislature. 
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is uncertain enough to be a substantial bart'ier to entry for a private 

security firm. 9 It is not known why there are few joint community 

ventures or one community selling to another. It can be due possibly 

to a long history of adjacent communities not cooperating in the area 

of police service or maybe even to a political rivalry between adjacent 

communities, or to the absence of a catalyst to facilitate a cooperative 

arrangement. A local police chief has no responsibility for patrol 

needs outside his political jurisGiction and consequently has little 

incentive to solicit a neighboring community to either buy or cooperate 

in the production of patrol services. r,lore study is needed on these 

alternative ways for local communities to obtain more patrol hours. 

The conduct-performance variables used in this study and the 

preferences of local officials are presented below: 

Cost per Patrol Hour--Local officials, like other consumers, want 

to receive the highest level of patrol service for the lov/est possible 

price. 

Reporting to Local Officials--t~ost local officials want information 

about the type of patrol service which their community receives. Fo)~ 

instance, they want to know the type of complaints received, the overall 

complaint load, and the amount of time spent on preventive patrol. 

Divisibility of Patrol Service--Can local officials obtain the 

9It is questionable whether or not private security firms can make a 
profit in selling patrol services to local communities. Patrol is an 
activity where there is limited opportunity for control of variable 
resources (personnel, vehicles, etc.) to allow for profits to be made. 
The greatest expense in the production of a patrol hour (single or 
double) is salary. ~/ith a state la\'J requiring that all law officers 
have 280 hours of police acaden~ training, the supply of qualified 
police officers is restricted, and all entities wishing to hire police 
officers must compete for them. In essence, any community which wants a 
police department of security officers rather than officers who have 
been through the police academy is unable to obtain it. 
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level of service they desire? The minimum level sold by the sheriff 

may be greater than local officials care to buy. 

/\ctivities Performed by Contracted Patro1s--Loca1 officials '1,ant 

input into the choice of the activities performed by patrols (e.g., 

traffic monitoring, performing community errands, etc.). 

Rotated versus Permanently Stationing Oeputies--If local officials 

have their own department, their officers are permanently stationed in 

their community and are familiar Vvith the community and its citizens. 

I~any local officials value this. 10 

Revenue from Liquor Inspection--When patrols perform a liquor 

inspection, the Michigan Liquor Commission sends revenue to the funding 

community. Local Officials \'I'ant to receive this revenue. 

Amount of Patrol Time Spent uutside Local Community--Loca1 officials 

want to know ho'l' much time '1,ill be spent outside their community if 

they contract vii til the sheri ff and how thi s compares wi th what woul d 

result if they had their own police department. 

Response Time--Al1 else being equal, citizens are better off if 

response time is low than if higll. Response time will be high if there 

are few patrols working or if the patrols are performing non-complaint 

answering activity such as writing reports or monitoring traffic. Also 

of concern to local officials is the response time according to complaint 

priority. vJhat is the response time to the complaint type "breaking and 

entering" compared to "destruction of property" complaint? 

l°It is conceivable that local officials v,ill not want to have deputies 
permanently stationed in their community, believing that better patrol 
service can ue rendered from patrol persons who do not knov, the 
individuals in the community. 
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One question which this research addresses is how do the structural 

variables facing tile contracting sheriff affect his responsiveness in 

meeting the patrol preferences of local officials? Three of the four 

structural variables are similar for most sheriffs who sell patrol 

services. Each sheriff faces competition in that a local community 

always has the option of starting its mm police department rather than 

continue contracting with the sheriff; most sheriffs attempt to 

differentiate their patrol service from what is produced by a local 

police department; and the sheriff has the legal authority, subject to 

approval by county commissioners, to produce patrol service for sale 

to local communities. The one structural condition which is variable 

among county sheriffs is the relation which the sheriff has with his 

county commissioners. ll Some sheriffs are able to obtain the patrol 

financing which they feel is necessary to provide adequate patrol 

servi ce to thei r county whil e other sheri ffs face county commi ss i oners 

unwi 11 i ng to fund patrol to meet the sheri ff ISS tanda rds. Contracti ng 

offers sheri ffs a means of fundi ng patrol independently of the county 

commissioners. 

This study examined the contracting operations of eleven Michigan 

sheriffs. From interviev/s each sheriff was placed into one of two 

groups. One group consists of those sheriffs who feel that many of 

their patrol needs were going unfunded, and the second group consisted 

of those sheriffs who tended to get most of their patrol needs funded 

l'Vlilliam Niskanen, in his book 8ureaucracy and Re~resentative Govern­
ment, uses the analogy of a bilateral monopoly when describing the 
interaction between an agency and the legislature, its sole funding 
source. For the agency, there is only one "buyer" or source of funds, 
and for fundi ng body there is only one liS ell er" or producer of the 
output desired by the funding body. PP. 24-25. 
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by the county commissioners. Are the sheriffs who face tight-fisted 

commissioners more responsive to the patrol preference of contracting 

local officials than those sheriffs who have commissioners who fund most 

of their patrol needs? 

RESEARCH FINDINGS 

Listed below are the major research findings fol1o\lJed by a brief 

discussion of each. 

Finding #1: 

Finding #2: 

Finding #3: 

Finding #4: 

Fi ndi ng #5: 

Fi ndi ng #6: 

Contracti ng for patrol servi ces in t,1i chi gan between 
local communities and the county sheriff was Vlidely 
practiced in 1974. 

Variety exists in the conduct-performance of different 
contracting sheriffs studied. 

Of the el even sheri ffs studi ed, ten pri ce thei r con­
tracted patrols at less than variable costs (personnel, 
vehicle and uniform). 

Comparison of the variable patrol costs of one county 
sheriff to the variable patrol costs of 14 local 
police departments in the same county reveals that 
the sheriff experiences greater patrol costs than 
do any of the 1 oca 1 departments. 

The sheriff is capable of influencing local officials 
to contract voJith him through th2 deployment of his 
non-contracted patrols. 

The structural relationship which the sheriff has 
with his county commissioners affects his propensity 
to contract and his willingness to meet the conduct­
performance preferences of contracting local officials. 

Finding #l--In the state of ~1ichigan in 1974, 24 of the 83 county 

sheri ffs had some type of contracti ng arrangement \tlith a 1 oca 1 unit of 

government. t·lost of these sheriffs are found in the southern portion 

of the state. In addition, six sheriffs contract with the u.S. Forest 

Service to provide patrol service to national parks within their county. 

Contracting is most extensive in those counties with a large percen-

tage of urban residents. One reason for this is that the county boards 
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in these counties are dominated by urban commissioners. These urban 

commissioners are unwilling to increase spending on the sher'iff1s road 

patrol, whi ch mainly servi ces rural parts of the county. Thei r 

reasoning is that urban citizens pay an extra amount over county taxes 
1 

for city police service, and citizens of villages and tovmships should do 

the same. 

In most of the contractual arrangements the sheriff charges a local 

connnunitya price which is paid out of local taxes. HO\,/ever, the 

sheriffs of Livingston, Eaton and Kent Counties have used federal employ-

ment money to provide incentive to local communities to contract '.'/ith 

them. 12 The local communities mayor may not pay any contracted patrol 

expenses not met by the federal grant. Usually the federal money only 

covered the salaries so the county would either absorb equipment, 

uni form and vehi cl e expense or bi 11 the contracti ng community. It 

vias often stated in these contracts that once t:,e federal money ended, 

the local communities were responsible for hiring those persons that 

would become unemployed. 

Some slightly different contractual arrangements must be mentioned. 

l~hile a high percentage of contracts are betv/een the county sheri ff and 

a local community, the [~onroe sheriff provides contracted deputies to 

a hi gh school and to a community coll ege. The sheri ff of Ingham County 

has contracts with three townships in which he agrees to provide and 

maintain all vehicle and personnel equipment at no charge to the town­

ships. In return, the sheriff has the right to have a voice in who is 

hired, and the officers use the sheriff1s uniforms and w;hicle markings. 

l2T\'/0 federal grants most often used were the Emergency Employment Act 
and the Comprehensive Employment Training Act. 
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Outside of the sheriff being able to take credit for a large patrol 

division, these three townships, for all purposes, have their own 

police department. 13 

In Lena\'Iee County, in addition to the sheriff contracting with two 

comnunities, there is also a private supplier selling patrol services. 

For over 20 years a man and his wife have been providing police services 

to three different communities. He is deputized by the sheriff as vle11 

as the local communities in which he operates. He maintains a close 

working arrangement with the sheriff and the state police. The amount 

of profits is small, and much of the renumeration to this private 

supplier comes in the form of psyc:lic reward in providing a community 

service. 

Several communities have combined resources and jointly produce 

patrol services. In Berrien County the township of Oronako and the 

village of Berrien Springs, which lies inside the township, together 

have a seven person police force. The police chief is responsible to 

a joint police board comprised of two representatives from the village, 

two from the tOVlnship, and the police chief himself. Each community 

contributes $60,000 to finijnce th~ operation. A similar arrangement 

exists between Ontwa Township and the village of Edwardsburg which lies 

inside Ontwa in Cass County. 

13In August, 1975, one of the townships ended their contractual arrange­
ment with the Ingham sheriff to start their own police department 
completely independent of the sheriff. A police recruit, hired by 
the township and completing police academy training, was rejected by 
the sheri ff. Thi s i nci dent of vlho had the author; ty to hi re a town­
ship employee was amajor factor in the decision to cancel the con­
tract with the sheriff and start their own police department. The 
change from Horking with the sheriff to having their own department 
is estimated to cost the township an extra $42,000. 
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Finding #2--The conduct-performance variables discussed earlier 

were useful in comparing the contracting operations of different 

sheriffs. A major finding was that not all sheriffs provided the same 

set of conduct-performance characteristics to local communities. This 

can be useful information to a local official contemplating contractinq. 

For example, if an official wants his contracted deputies permanently 

stati oned in hi s community but the sheri ff, in the name of good patrol 

practice, has the policy of rotating deputies between contracted and 

non-contracted patrol, then the local official can point to another 

sheriff who does not rotate his contracted deputies. This may provide 

some leverage to help the local official obtain a particular conduct­

performance characteristic. However, the sheriff may still refuse to 

sell patrol service with the desired conduct-perforr.1ance characteristic. 

Divisibility of patrol service sold--The sheriffs of Clinton, 

Lenawee, Kalamazoo, and Huron sell less than 40 hours of weekly patrol 

service \'Ih11e the sheriffs of St. Clair, Oakland, Hayne, Kent, and 

Genesee will not. The sheriff of Eaton did not sell less than 40 weekly 

hours but would consider it. The sheriff of Hashtenaltl had a policy of 

not selling less than 40 weekly hours of service but made an exception 

and arranged for 30 hours of service for one community. 

The sheriff encounters some staffing difficulty \'Jhen selling less 

than 40 hours of weekly patrol service. If the sheriff does not hire 

an extra person but instead meets his contractual obligation by assigning 

his general patrol to the contracting community, then the non-contracting 

communities lose because there is less general patrol for county-\tJide 

servi ce. Thi sis done by the Lenawee sheriff and some of the sher'j ffs 

who contract with the U.S. Forest Service. The sheriff can hire an 
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additi ana 1 person, but then the county general fund pays for that port; on 

of the salary not covered by the contracting community, and the sheriff 

must justify hOltl he It/ill use the fractional person. Some sheriffs 

sell less than 40 weekly hours to a community by having two or more go 
I 

together to purchase 40 hours of service with each community paying for 

a portion of the contract price. 

Reporting to local officials--Only the Clinton County sheriff does 

not report monthly to the officials of the contracting communities 

because there the sheriff handles the contracted patrols as part of 

his general patrol operations. The remaining sheriffs provide some 

form of monthly report vvllich varies in type and amount of content. 

Some sheriffs augment their monthly report by sending a representative 

to each monthly meeting to answer questions which the local officials 

might have. 

Activities performed by contracted patrols--Local officials fear 

loss of control over daily patrol activities if they should contract 

with the sheriff. Local officials want to know when the contracted 

patrols ItJill be in their community and to be able to request that the 

patrols perform community errands. Officials of those communities that 

joi ntly contract \'lith the sheriff for a porti on of 40 weekly hours, pl us 

some of the U.S. Forest contractees, and some of the contractees ItJith 

the sheriffs of Lenawee, Huron, Kalamazoo, and Clinton do not knoH 

when the patrols operate in their jurisdictions. For the other contrac­

ting operations, local officials know when the patrols are serving 

their communities. All sheriffs, except those in Clinton and Lenawee 

Counties, currently allo\tJ the contracted patrols to perform community 

errands (e.g., raising the flag or distributing board minutes to local 
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officials), and all the sheriffs vlill consider any request for deter­

mining use of patrols. But there is a difference in the ease in which 

local officials can make their preferences known. In Oakland, Genesee 

and l~ashtenaw the sheriffs operate some of their contracted patrols 

out of sub-stations which allo\t/ the local officials an opportunity to 

communicate directly with the contracted deputies. The Kent County 

sheriff requests that his contracted patrols regularly visit local 

officials to see if there are any special needs. To make a special 

request to the contracted deputies in many of the other contracts 

requires local officials to first contact either the sheriff or the 

sheriff's dispatcher. 

Patrol time spent outside the local community--One concern that 

local officials have about contracting is that the sheriff will send 

the contracted patrols outside the contracting community to handle county 

county business. Every sheriff, except the sheriff of ~vayne County, 

has either a verbal or written understanding with contracting officials 

that the contracted patrols \'/ill be sent outside the contracting 

community in cases of emergency. But "emergency" is never defined. 

The contracted patrols of one sheriff were studied to see what 

percentage of total complaints answered Were answered outside the 

contracting community compared to local police departments of similar 

sized commu.nities. For this one county, no clear pattern was observed 

of contracted patrols leaving their community any more than local 

police departments. 14 

14Three contracting operations were examined. The patrols of two of 
the contracting operations responded to a similar percentage of 
complaints outside their communities as did local police departments 
of similar sized communities. For one of the contracting operations 
the contracted patrols answered 23% of all their complain~ (continued) 
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Rotated versus permanently stationed deputies--f'lany local officials 

wish to have control over who is policing their community. Not only 

do they want to be able to select the personnel but they want the same 

persons to vJOrk permanently in thei r community. The only contractual 

arrangement in which local Officials have an active voice in deciding 

who is hired to serve in their communities are the contracts three 

townships have \'Jith the Ingham County sheri ff. In all other contracts 

the sheri ff ded des who will Hork i 11 a contracti ng communi ty. Some 

sheriffs try to be selective in matching deputies to contracting 

operations. In Oakland County the sheriff assigns his most experienced 

men to work the contracted patrols, and the f·10nroe County sheri ff 

assigns deputies who can relate to students to his contracts with the 

high school and community college. In most cases if a deputy is 

unsatisfactory to local officials, the sheriff will transfer him to 

another patrol. The deputies are rotated for the contracts in Clinton, 

Lena\'Jee and Genesee and for some of the contracts in Huron and St. 

Calir; the remaining sheriffs attempt permanent assignments to contracting 

communities. 

Liquor inspection revenue--Revenue is sent from the Michigan Liquor 

Control Commission to local communities that employ a full-time police 

or ordinance enforcement department and perform liquor inspections within 

l4(continued) outside the contracting community VJhich \'Jas more than 
double any other local or contracted police operation. This parti­
cular contracting operation was in a sparsely populated community, 
and there may not have been the complaint load to keep this.con­
tracted patrol busy. Thus, when a call for service was received 
from a neighboring community, this patrol felt it could respond with 
no opportunity cost. l~hat is not known is the number of complaints 
which had a higher response time because the contracted patrol was 
outside its local community. 
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their political boundaries. Contracting operations are included in 

the definition of a full-time police department. If a community 

contracts and if liquor inspections are performed within that community 

by the contracted deputies, then the local community is entitled to 

the money sent from the Commission. The sheriffs of Eaton, t'Jashtenaw, 

Genesee, t~ayne, Huron, and Lena\IJee allow the liquor inspection money 

to be retained by the contracting community. The sheriffs of Oakland 

and Kent have deputies who spend full-time inspecting liquor establish­

ments and as a result the money goes to the county treasury. The same 

holds for smaller contracts in Clinton and Kalamazoo Counties and the 

contractee with the st. Cl ai r County sheri ff. 

Finding #3--r'10st of the sheriffs in the sample price their 

contracts at less than variable costs. 15 The exception to this was 

the Hayne County shel~i ff' s contract with the city of Romul us: The 

contract price matches all variable costs and includes a charge for 

overhead expenses. The percent of service costs which are not incor­

porateJ into the contract price range from a low of 10% (the Eaton 

Rapids contract with the Eaton sheriff) to a high of 64% (the North­

field contract with the Washtenaw sheriff). This means that in most, 

contracts, the county general fund is being used to meet part of the 

15If a portion of overhead expenses such as dispatching and salaries 
of the sheriff and detectives, etc. had been included in the cost 
analysis, the price concession would have been much greater. 
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contract costs.1 6 I\s mentioned earlier, the county commissioners and 

the non-contracting portion of the county can benefit from the con­

tracting operations. But it is my conclusion that It/hile many county 

commissioners know a difference exists between costs and price, fev/ 

if any know the amount of the difference. Further, none of the 

sheriffs or commissioners systematically associate this difference to 

benefits received by the non-contracting portion of the county. 

One reason given by many sheriffs to justify price concenssions 

was that the sheriffs owed something to the contracting communities 

because of county taxes. This implies that the contracting communities 

were not receiving the same level of non-contract patrol services that 

the non-contracting portion of the county received. The contracting 

communiti es in the case study county received 1 evel s of non-contracted 

patrol service similar to those of non-contracting communities of 

comparable size. While it is not known what happened to the sheriff's 

other outputs to the contracting communities, it appears that the 

price concession goes to the communities as an incentive to contract 

rather than as compensation for any loss of sheriff's services. 

l6 It cannot be concluded that the county is providing a net subsidy 
to a particular area because the levels Of other county services going 
to a particular community is not known. It is possible that a community 
recei ves 1 ess than its IIfai r share ll (however. that mi ght be defi ned) 
from the county health department and is making up for it by receiving 
nnrethan its "fair share ll by getting a large contract price concession. 
Another factor which prevents us from concluding that a sheriff is 
giving more than the IIfair share ll to a particular contracting community 
is that the sheriff may contend that a particular contracting community 
is a high crime area. Even if the community were not contracting, 
the sheriff would be sending non-contracted patrols into respond to 
complaints. Since the sheriff is an articulator of demand for patrol 
service in his county; he may contend that the county's demand for 
patrol services in a particular community is very high and he is 
attempting to meet that demand. 
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Finding #4--The sheriff of Genesee County experiences greater 

variable costs in the production of patrol service compared to 14 local 

police departments within Genesee County. The difference between a 

sheriff·s patrol costs and those patrol costs met by communities v/hich , 

have their own police department partially determine the amount of 

price concession the sheriff feels he must give in order to provide 

financial incentive to local communities to contract with him. The 

patrol costs of the Genesee County sheriff·s three contracts had a 

range of $10.39 to $11.17 for single and $18.98 to $21.09 for double 

patrol hours compared to the range for the 14 local departments of 

$3.20 to $9.37 for single and $6.40 to $18.73 for double patrol hours. 

The contract price charged by the sheriff was competitive to the local 

departments. The price range Has $5.71 to $9.43 for a single and $9.62 

to $17.62 for a double patrol hours. 17 The patrol costs of other 

sheriffs need to be compared to their surrounding local departments 

before any conclusion can be made concerning resource savings accruing 

to local police departments. 

Finding #5--The sheriff is capable of influencing the local 

officials· decision to contract with him through his areal allocation 

of his non-contract patrols. The output measure used to learn the 

l7The reader should not conclude that scale economies do not exist for 
some police functions. The only service examined in Genesee County 
was patrol service and only variable costs were estimated. One 
reason that larger departments do not experience cost saving in the 
production of patrol services is that patrol is a labor intensive 
activity. Patrolmen are professionals with a high degree of self­
direction and discretion. This means that the production technology 
and resource combinations are limited. Another reason is that larger 
departments may face more powerful unions and be forced to pay higher 
wages than smaller police departments. Finally, larger departments 
tend to use the latest equipment which is expensive. All this more 
than offsets any savings which results from bulk purchases. 
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sheriff's areal allocation was response time which is the lapse in 

time from when a call for service is received until a police unit 

arrives on the scene. In Chapter II three allocative rules were 

presented. They were to equalize inputs (assign the same number of 

patrol units per capita to each section of the county), equalize 

outputs (assign patrol such that each portion of the county has the 

same mean response time), or minimize the county-\v1de response time. 

For the county studied in depth, it ~lJas found that the third allocative 

rule was used which meant that the most populated portions of the 

county, the portions most likely to have their ovm police department, 

received the lower mean response time and the less populated portions 

of the county, those portions less likely to have their own police 

service, received a higher mean response time. This practice tends 

to contribute twoard contracting in two ways. First, less populated 

areas meeting a rising demand for patrol services but not wanting to 

start their own department are not likely to have their needs met 

through a grant transaction by the sheriff reallocating more non-contract 

patrol to them. Second, since the sheriff's non~contract patrols are highly 

visible in highly populated areas, many of which have local police 

departments, local officials and citizens become accustomed to dealing 

with sheriff's personnel, which tends to encourage any change from 

a local police department to a contractual arrangement. But the local 

police chief can resist if he feels threatened and push his officers 

to out-perform the sheriff's deputies. 

Finding #6--The structural relationship which the sheriff has with 

his county commissioners relative to the need which he feels to increase 

his patrol division affects his propensity to contract and to meet the 
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conduct-performance objectives of local officials. 18 From interviews, 

the eleven sheriffs studied were subjectively placed into one of two 

groups.19 Group #1 were sheriffs that felt little need to expand their 

patrol division and were able to obtain current and anticipated patrol 

funding from the county commissioners. Sheriffs in this group were 

Clinton, Lenawee, Kalamazoo, Huron and St. Clair. 20 The second group 

comprises sheriffs who want to expand their patrol division and have 

met or anticipate meeting funding resistance from county commissioners. 

SheriffS in this group are from the counties of Oakland, \~ashtenaw, 

Kent, Genesee, vJayne and Eaton. The hypothesis is that the sheriffs 

in the second group have a greater propensity to contract and meet 

the conduct-perforrnance objectives of local officials than sheriffs 

in the first gl~OUp. It \lIas found not surprisingly, that the percentage 

of patrol hours funded by contracting was greater for the second group 

of counties than the first. 2l 

Several conduct-performance variables can be noted. Sheriffs in 

both groups report regularly to local officials. Sheriffs in the second 

l8The need felt by a sheriff to expand his patrol division is an aggre­
gate of several things. One is the need for patrol service which he 
feel his county (his cOl1stitutents) has. A second one is his own 
psychological need for a larger department, and third is his need to 
be re-elected. 

19The subjective criteria used to group the sheriffs was how much the 
sheriff wanted to expand his patrol division and what success he had 
anticipated having with his county commissioners. 

20The Kalamazoo County sheriff situation was changing in 1975 when the 
i ntervi e\ll was conducted. At the time of the i ntervi ew, the Kalamazoo 
commissioners were attempting to cut the sheriff1s patrol division. 
If the study were done for 1975, Kalamazoo would be in Uroup #2. 

21It should not be too surprising that sheriffs in the second group \'1h0 

want to expand patrol service meet funding resistance from their county 
commissioners. First, patrol service goes almost entirely to rural areas. 
Second, the counties in the second group, with the exception of Eaton 
County, have a large urban population which means that the county boards 
are dominated by urban commissioners who are likely to be reluctant 
to fund the sheriff1s patrol division. 
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group grant greater price concessions than sheriffs in the first group. 

The exception to this is Hayne County where the County Board of Auditors 

price the contract and are careful, because of the county's urban 

orientation, to pt-ice the contract as close to actual costs as they can. 
I 

The ~Jaynp. Ccunty sheriff has little control over setting the contract 

price. Sheriffs in the second group tend to make it easier for local 

officials to have a voice in patrol activities than sheriffs in the 

first group. All the sheriffs in the second group, with the exception 

of Genesee, permanently station deputies in the contract communities 

while four of the sheriffs in the first group rotate their deputies in 

either all or some of their contracts. There is no pattern regarding 

whetller or not the sheriff allows contracting communities to retain 

liquor inspection revenue. 

Concerning divisibility of patrol service sold, most of the sheriffs 

in the second group refuse to sell less than 40 hours of weekly patrol 

service while sheriffs in the first group were more accommodating in 

the level of service sold. Sheriffs in the second group tend to have 

large departments which already require much of their administrative 

time. The time cost of negotiating a small contract plus the difficulty 

in staffing it does not make it worth while for sheriffs in the second 

group. 

The conclusion which I dravJ is that sheriffs in grol1p two (those 

who want to exapnd their patrol division and meet funding resistance 

from their county commissioners) are more inclined to contract with local 

communities and meet the conduct-performance objectives of local offi­

cials than sheriffs in group one. 
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS 

What policy implications flow from this study? First, the explicit 

formation and articulation of conduct-performance preferences by local 

officials and sheriffs is almost non-existent. Because of this, the 

patrol service market operates imperfectly. Rural local officials 

attempting to meet the rising demand for urban services need an 

independent information source. 

Currently most local officials do not know how to clarify and 

rank their own values in the provision of patrol services to their 

citizens. One reason for this is the absence of conduct-performance 

categories, which makes it difficult for officials to kno\'J systematically 

what they want and to articulate it to a supplier. Local officials 

are not ahJays aware of the different alternatives facing them in 

providing their community with patrol services and even if the 

alternatives are known, still less is known about the costs and benefits 

of each alternative. For example, in the contracting alternative the 

sheriff is the mai nand cheapest source of i nformati on. Because many 

local officials do not trust the sheriff (e.g., because he is of a 

different political party or because they distrust county officials in 

general), they may discount what the sheriff could provide them through 

contracting. 

A clearinghouse of information and ideas on alternative ways of 

providing public services is needed. Cost and benefit data could be 

regularly gathered and monitored and any new innovations done by one 

community could be shared with officials of other communities facing 
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a similar problem. 22 Monthly newsletters could be sent to local 

officials and evening and weekend seminars could be held in different 

parts of the state on issues of interest. 

Increase the Number of Patrol Suppliers 

It is not known how the conduct-performance in the patrol service 

market would change if the number of suppliers of patrol services should 

increase, but, as competition increases, one would expect the conduct­

performance preferences of local officials to gain greater weight 

relative to the preferences of suppliers. The number of suppliers 

could be increased by encouraging private suppliers and the state police 

to begin contracting for patrol services \'lith local communities. 

Potential private suppliers of patrol services are private security 

firms. State laws are unclear on Hhether or not private security fin-os 

can sell patrol services to local conmunities. To lessen the legal risk, 

Hhat is probably needed is a state law which allm'/s private security 

firms to enter the patrol service market. Another law which needs to 

be modified is the one which requires that all police officers of 

departments of three persons or more must have at least 280 hours of 

police academy training. If this law were waived for a community 

wanting only security type police sey'vice, added incentive would be 

given to private security firms. 

If the state police are to begin contracting, change must come 

within state police administration and from the state legislature. If 

22Within the institutional alternative of having a local police depart­
ment, there are many different costs per patrol hour possible depending 
on the inputs used. For instance, local officials and police chiefs 
might be willing to bypass the expense of doing their own dispatching 
if they had some knowledge of the consequences of having state police 
or sheriffs do their dispatching. 
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the state legislature should decide that the state police should patrol 

only the expressways (as is done in several states) and not patrol in 

local communities, they might well cut back the current amount of 

state police patrol. If the state police administration wanted to 
\ 

retain patrols in local communities and were unable to obtain funding 

from the state, they would have to turn to contracting to finance that 

particular operation. Another option would be to have a state law passed 

directing the state police to sell patrol services to local communities. 

Making the Sheriff a More Responsive Contractor 

Local officials, wishing to contract but unable to obtain the 

conduct-perfonnance characteristics they desire, can work through their 

county commissioners to obtain what they wish. They could encourage 

the commissioners to cut the sheriff's patrol funding making him more 

dependent on contracting if he wants to maintain the same size patrol 

division. With increased pressure to contract, the sheriff is likely 

to be more responsive to tile needs of local officials. Opposition to 

this maneuver will likely be met from officials of communities who do 

not have their own departments, do not want to contract, and \,/ho receive 

adequate levels of non-contract patrol service from the sheriff. 

Support will be found from officials of urban areas who have their own 

police department and probably feel they pay twice for police service. 

Another option is to work for the election of a sheriff who is vtillin9 

to meet the conduct-performance objecti ves of local offi ci al s. Idhere 

local officials have different interests, not everyone can be satisfied. 

Both of these options have high transaction costs and uncertain outcomes. 
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County-wi de [11i 11 age to Fund Sheri ff 

Several sheriffs have advocated that their department be funded 

from a county-vlide millage voted on in a popular election, taking the 

funding away from the county commissioners. How might this affect 
• 

rural communities and prospective contracting communities? There is 

no reason to expect that each community ina county v/il1 recei ve its 

desired type or level of patrol service it vlishes under this arrange­

ment compared to having the county commissioners funding the sheriff. 

If the sheriff chooses to allocate patrols to minimize the county-wide 

mean response time, then there are likely to be some communities wanting 

a higher level of service. 

If the sheriff agrees with a set of local officials \'/ho want a 

higher level of non-contract patrols, the sheriff may agree to go to 

the electorate and request a millage increase. If he refuses to do 

this, he may be willing to sell patrol services to the local community. 

If the price the sheriff chooses to charge is less than costs, the 

difference must be made up from within his budget which rr:eans that he 

will have to cut back one of his other services in order to increase 

patrol to the contracting community. This will provide incentive to 

price closer to costs and if the s!leriff faces higher costs than local 

departments, the alternative of having a local police department could 

look better to local officials. 

Conclusion 

The contracting operations of eleven I~ichigan county sheriffs have 

been studied. It was found that there is variety in the patrol services 

sold through contracting in terms of divisibility of patrol service 

sold, contract price charged, price concession made, activities 
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performed, assignment of deputies, and revenue received from liquor 

inspection. It ~"as also found that the structural relationship between 

the sheriff and his county commissioners affects his propensity to 

contract and meet the conduct-performance objectives of local officials 
I 

given that the sheriff wants to expand his patrol division. Sheriffs 

facing tight-fisted commissioners tend to contract more and meet more 
of-

of the conduct-perfoY1nance objectives of local officials than sheriffs 

who receive from the commissioners the patrol funding they want. 
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APPENDIX A 

METHOD USED AND ASSUMPTIONS ~lADE IN 

ESTIMATING VALUE OF RESOURCES USED IN CONTRACTED SERVICES 

Where possible the sheriff1s estimation of costs and the price lle 

chooses to charge were compared to an estimate of the value of 

resources actually consumed in providing the contracted services in 

1974. The method used to estimate the value of these resources is 

described below followed by the assumptions made for each of the eleven 

sheriffs studied in depth. 

The method of estimating contracting costs focused only on 

variable patrol costs which included salary, vehicle, uniform and 

equipment. No attempt was made to estimate any overhead expenses 

because there are a variety of ways to defray such costs as the 

sheriff's office and salary, dispatching, detective, record keeping, 

et~. In most cases (exculding detectives) in order to accommodate the 

contract operation with these overhead services, it was probably not 

necessary to either expand them or cut such service to other parts of 

the county. 

Each variable cost was broken down to an hourly rate. The hourly 

rate included gross salary (adjusted for time off due to vacation and 

sickness) vehicle and uniform expense. If the sheriff supplied double 

patrols (two persons in a car), then a double patrol hour cost was 

estima"ted which doubled the salary and uniform hourly and added the 

cost per hour for vehicle. 

255 
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An estimate was made for the number of single and double patrol 

hours produced by the sheriff in 1974 for each contract operation. 

This was done by having the sheriff describe the patrol service supplied 

to each contract. For example, if the sheriff said that he gave 7 days 
I 

per week coverage with single patrol during the first shift, then for 

that particular contract the total number of single patrol hours 

supplied in 1974 was (8 hours/day x 7 days/week x 52 weeks = 2192) 

2192 hours. It must be emphasized that these hours are theoretical in 

that no attempt was made to measure the actual number of hours supplied 

to a contracting community unless the sheriff had such information. 

To obtain total variable cost of the contract, the number of single 

patrol hours was multiplied by the single patrol hour cost and this was 

added to the product of the number of double patrol hours times the 

double patrol hour rate. Tn this is added an estimate of the amount 

paid in overtime and holidays. If compensation for overtime and 

holidays was made in time off, then these items were treated similarly 

to vacation and sick time which affect the number of hours paid for 

but not worked. 

PERSONNEL 

--Average Base Salary--If the patrolmen are rotated between the 

contracted communities and the ~on-contract patrol, then an averaqe base for 

the entire department is used. If the men are permanently stationed, 

then the average base of the men working the contracted communities 

alone is used. 

--Fringes--Some of the fringes such as F.I.C.A. and retir~ment are 

percentages of the base salary. Others are flat amounts such as false 
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arrest insurance and hospitalization. For Blue Cross there are different 

rates depending upon the type of plan each deputy has; for such cases 

an average is used. 

--Vacation and Sick Leave--The average number of vacation days and 
I 

sick leave taken is calculated and multiplied by 8 hours a day to 

estimate the number of hours paid but ~~t worked. This figure is then 

subtracted from the yearly hours (2080 if 40 hours/week or 2184 if 

they work 42 hours/week). The number of hours actually worked is then 

divided into the gross salary to estimate a gross salary per hour. 

--Overtime and Holidays--The avel"age amount of overtime per patrol­

man is used if the actual overtime drawn by a contracting operation 

cannot be very accurately estimated. Those contracting communities 

which have light complaint loads will have their value of resources 

estimated too high. Holiday pay is tacked on after the hourly rate 

of single and double patrol hours is multiplied by the respective number 

of single and double patrol hours supplied. 

VEHICLE 

--Cost per Mile--To estimate cost per mile requires two estimates: 

one is total vehicle miles in 1974 and the other is the value of 

vehicle inputs consumed in 1974. ~lany sheriffs' departments measure and 

record total vehicle miles. For those that don't, an estimate of the 

number of miles driven in an 8 hour shift times the number of 8 hour 

shifts supplied in 1974 was made. 

--Total Vehicle Cost--To estimate total vehicle cost all vehicle 

inputs are added, such as gas, oil, radio equipment, vehicle purchase, 

car insurance, etc. for 1974 and 1973. After 1973 has been inflated 

into 1974 values, the two are averaged and divided by the number of 
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miles in 1974. If the total vehicle miles are known for 1973, then a 

cost per mile for 1973 (inflated to 1974 values) is averaged with a 

cost per mile for 1974. The reason for this procedure is to obtain a 

better estimate for depreciation of vehicles. I~any sheriffs· departments 

will have a two year budget cycle on vehicle purchases (i .e., 'it will 

be higher one year than another, meaning they tend to run their cars 

for more than one year). Some of the larger departments do have a 

one year cycle and for these no averaging is done. One problem is that 

the estimates may tend to underestimate the 1974 vehicle charge because 

it will spread the rising fuel costs over the years rather than leaving 

the total brunt to be felt in 1974. For those larger departments which 

have had the county controller estimate a cost per mile, their figure 

is us ed. 

--Vehicle ,:ost per Hour is obtained by taking the C~5t per lilile 

times the number of miles driven in a particular contract and dividing 

by the number of patrol hours (single and double). If miles for a 

particular contract are unknown, an estimate is made for an 8 hour shift, 

multiplied by the cost per mile and divided by 8 hours. 

UNI FOR1~S 

For most counties the union contract stipulates how much shall be 

paid to each deputy for clothing, cleaning, and maintenance. This 

figure is used in such cases and divided by the number of man hours. 

The accounting procedures for each county are different; therefore, 

modifications of this method have been implemented where necessary. 

The assumptions or differences are noted for each county. 
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OAKLAND COUNTY 

The following table shows the estimated value of resources used 

in each of the contracting operations during 1974. The next table 

compares the value of resources used to the revenue received by the 
\ 

county from each contracting community and further compares the revenue 

received to the estimate of the costs done by the Oakland County Budget 

Office. 

Table A-l. Estimated value of resources used in each contracting operation 
in Oakland County. 

Number of Cost per 
one-man Persongel Vehicle Uni form Total Single 

Community Pat ro 1 H v's . Cost Cost2 Cost3 Cost Patrol Hr. 

Avon 11 ,680 $124,264 $22,776 $1 ,949 $148,989 $12.75 

Commerce 8,760 95,459 17,082 1,462 114 ,003 13.01 

Highland 8,760 94,207 17,082 1 ,462 112,751 12.87 

Oakland 2,080 22,445 4,056 347 26,848 12.90 

Independence 8,760 94,207 17 ,082 1 ,462 112,751 12.87 

Orion 8,760 93,980 17,082 1 ,462 112,524 12.84 

Springfi el d 2,080 22,813 4,056 347 27,216 13.08 

lpersonnel costs include overtime. The average overtime paid per patrol­
man was $2,600. Since Avon contracts for five men, five times $2,600 
was included in with gross salary estimates. 

2To calculate vehicle cost, it was assumed that 150 miles was traveled 
per eight hour shift or 18.75 miles per hour. The 18.75 figure was 
then multiplied by the number of single patrol hours and further 
multiplied by $.104/mile (which is the weighted average of $.lO/mile 
being used for the first 7 months of the year and $.ll/mile being used 
as the rate for the remaining five months. The cost per mile figures 
were obtained from the County Budget Office. 

3The sheriff is billed $100 per man per year which when divided by the 
actual number of hours worked by each man (1,868) gives an expense of 
$.054 per hour times the number of single patrol hours. This figure 
is added to the estimate of equipment used up during the year of $211 
per man divided by actual hours worked (1,868) and multiplied by the 
numher of single patrol hours. 
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Table [.\-2. Comparison of resources used to ttle )akland County estinlate and 
the revenue received from contracting communities. 

Estimated County 
Val ue of Contracted 
Variable Revenue 
Resources Received County Co~t 

Community Used, 1974 in 19741 Estimate 

Avon $148,989 $89,350 $92,295 

Commerce 114,003 71 ,480 74,196 

Highland 112,751 71 ,480 74,196 

Oakland 26,848 17,870 18,459 

Independence 112,751 71 ,480 74,196 

Orion 112,524 71 ,480 74,196 

Spri ngfi e 1 d 27,216 17,870 18,997 

TOTAL $655,082 $411 ,010 $425,997 

lThe rate charged by the sheriff including salaries, vehicle expense, 
and uni form costs "las $17,870 for each man purchased. Avon purchased 
five units and thus the revenue they send to the county in 1974 is 
5 x $17,870 or $89,350. Highland, Independence, Commerce and Orion 
each purchased four units (4 x 17,870 = $71,480) and Springfield and 
Oakland each purcha~ed one unit. 

2The county estimated the cost of one unit, a man, vehicle and uniform 
to cost $18,459 per year per unit. Avon purchased 5 units, so the 
cost according to the county is (5 x $18,459 = $92,295). 

The County Budget Office estimated the cost of a patrol unit, one 

man, a car, and equipment for 40 hours per week at $18,459 per year. 

In arriving at this yearly figure, the county estimate of salary eXpense 

used an average base salary of $13,000 while the average base of the 

men actually working in the contracting communities was $14,280 with a 

range between contract.s of $14,182 to $14,500. 1 Some fringes were 

lThere is a rationale'--for using the $13,000 base figure. The men hired 
as a result of the contract were new deputies brought in at a lower 
base than the contract mean of $14,280. The reason for using the base 
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omitted by the county such as income protection insurance and time-off 

for vacation, holidays, and sick days. In addition, there was no 

estimate of overtime attempted. 2 

The county used 10¢ per mile and an average of 1,660 miles driven 
\ 

per patrolman per month. Dividing this figure by 20 days actually 

worked, yielding an average of 83 miles per eight hour shift. Estimates 

made by the sheriff's administrators put the mileage figure closer to 

150 miles per eight hour' shift. Not only is there a difference in the 

estimated number of miles per eight hour shift, but there is also some 

doubt as to the appropriate cost per mile figure. The sheriff leases 

his patrol cars from the county. During the first seven months the 

county billed the sheriff's department 10¢ per mile and for the remaining 

five months used 11¢ per mile. But the county did a study in 1974 and 

discovered the cost per mile was actually l2¢. 3 

Even though the county cost estimate was $18,459 per unit, the 

unit price charged by the sheriff was $17,870. This accounts for the 

1 (continued)salary of men actually employed is based on the assumption 
that a more experienced man is more valuable to a community than a 
rookie. Consequently, the contracting communities were receiving more 
valuable resources than the non-contracting portion of the county. 

2In the estimate of value of resources used part of holidays are included 
in the overtime estimate and part included in the number of hours paid 
for but not worked. It is estimated that the average patrolman works 
2/3 of the holidays in which case he gets paid overtime and is part of 
the $2,600 figure. The remaining 1/3 of the holidays are paid for in 
time-off and go into adjusting the figure of the actual number of 
hours worked. The men are paid for 2080 hours per year but after 
adjusting for vacations, holidays not worked, and the average number 
of sick days used per patrolman, 1868 hours are actually worked. 

3The rate used in the estimated value of resources used was the weighted 
average of lO¢ for seven months and ll¢ for five months which \'Jas lO.4¢. 
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difference between the county cost estimate and the revenue received 

of approximately $14,000. If most of the cost items which the county 

did not include in their cost estimate are included, total costs are 

$655,082; and the difference between this and the revenue is about 

$244,000. 

Table A-l shows that the sheriff does not charge the same per 

patrol hour price to each community. One possible explanation of this 

behavior is that the sheriff is reacting to cost differences. Table A-2 

shows that the cost per patrol hour is not the same for each of the 

contracti ng communiti es. :\~ost of the cost difference res ults from the 

degree of experience held by the deputies assigned to a particular 

contract area. Those communities with slightly less patrol hour cost 

have deputies with less experience than the communities which experience 

a higher patrol hour cost. Is the sheriff charging a higher price to 

communities with more experienced deputies? 

The answer appears to be no. Table A-3 compares the per patrol 

price with the per patrol hour cost. Oakland and Springfield pay the 

Table A-3. Comparison of per patrol hour price and cost for Oakland 
County contracts. 

Per Patrol Per Patrol 
Hour Cost Hour Price 

Avon $12.75 $7.64 
Commerce 13.01 8.15 
Highland 12.87 8.15 
Oakland 12.90 8.59 
Independence 12.87 8.15 
Orion 12.84 8.15 
Springfieid 13.08 8.59 
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highest price but Oakland does not have the same costs as does Spring­

field. Avon has the lowest cost and pays the lowest price. But when 

Avon is compared to Orion, the cost gap is 9¢ and the price gap is 51¢. 

What can account for the price differences if it is not costs? Another 

possible answer is that the sheriff behaved as a discriminating 'mono-

polist charging the highest price v/hich each buyer would tolerate. But 

from examining the sheriff's pricing procedure, this does not appear to 

have been done. The sheriff did not think in terms of patrol hours but 

instead he used a patrol unit \lJhi ch was a deputy and a car for 40 hours of 

service each week for one year; and the price he charged for this unit, 

to any who wished to buy, was $17,870. It appears that the per patrol 

hour price and the cost differences between communities was not known 

by the sheriff because the contracting costs and price were never broken 

down by number of patrol hours for each contracting community. 

HURot~ COUNTY 

For the five township area, the contract period is from May 23, 1974, 

to March 31, 1975, and it contains 44.7 weeks or 313 days. During this 

time the sheriff agrees to supply the five townships with 2544 man hours 

or 1272 hours of double patrol. Per day, the average is approximately 4 

hoursor 28.5 patrol hours each \'Jeek. At the time of this analysis, data 

was available for the period Nay 23 through September 30. During this 

131 day period the sheriff should have spent 1064 man hours in the 

townships but actually spent 1045. 

The five townships agreed to pay the sheriff at the end of the 313 

day period a sum of $14,000. If costs continue to behave as they did 

during the 131 day period from r'·1ay 23 - September 30, the estimate of 

resourceS used is $15,574.26. The Huror. County sheriff estimated what 
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Table A-4. Estimate of variable resources used in the five township 
contract wi th the Huron County sheri ff. 

Vehicle 

Salaries 
Part-time 
Full-time 

TOTAL 

Period of May 23 
to October 1 

($.093/mi1e x 14,693 miles) 
$1,366.45 

4,021.16 
1 ,130.93 

$6,518.54 

Estimate for May 23 
through March 31 

($10.4l/day x 313 days) 
$3,264.59 

9,607.54 
2,702.13 

$15,574.26 

it would cost the townships if they were to produce the service them­

selves and included the following figures in their contract: 

2544 hours (base salary) 
Bl ue Cross 
F.LC.A. 
Vehicle Expense 

$12,491.04 
1,080.00 

730.72 
1,698.24 

$16,000.00 

The sheriff, in his estimate of costs, covered all expenses; but decided 

to charge a price less than actual cost. 4 

4Some of the differences in the way the sheriff estimated costs and the 
way the author did follows. The sheriff used an average base salary 
rate of $4.90 and to this he included the fringes of Blue Cross and 
F.I.C.A. for the 131 day period, part-time men worked 84% of the con­
tracted hours with an average base of $4.49. The sheriff chose to use 
F.I.C.A. and Blue Cross as the fringes on all 2544 hours. But part­
time personnel are not covered by Blue Cross but are covered under 
F.I.C.A. The author chose not to include any estimate for Blue Cross 
even for the full-time men because the rate waul d not change by much, 
if any, as a result of them working overtime on the contract operation. 
The item included for the men working overtime, which was not included 
in the sheriff's estimate was retirement which does vary by the number 
of hours worked. On the net, the sheriff was high on his estimate of 
wages and fringes but this was need to offset his low extlmate of 
vehicle expense. It is not known how the sheriff arrived at the 
vehicle cost estimate. The author used cost data for individual cars 
operated by the sheriff and estimated a cost per mile and multiplied 
it by the number of miles driven. One reason for the sheriff using the 
$4.90 base salary figure as his estimate was that he did not know what 
portion of the hours would be worked by part-time men and what portion 
worked by full-time deput'ies. 
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The Kinde contract is different than the township contract because 

it required the sheriff to hire an additional man. The sheriff's cost 

estimate, which is included in the Kinde contract, costs very accurately 
\ 

eight hours of patrol. For vehicle expense, the sheriff estimated that 

the car would drive an average of 75 miles for an eight hour shift. 

For three months of July, August and September, the average was 81 miles 

per eight hour shift. The sheriff priced the miles at $.12 which was 

done at the direction of the county commissioners. For 1975, the price 

per mile will go to $.15 again by order of county commissioners. 

It is estimated that the 1974 cost of a single patrol hour to 

the village of Kinde is $7.14. The estimated cost of a double patrol 

hour supplied to the five township area is $12.24 ($15,574 divided by 

1272 doubl e patrol hours). However, the sheri ff charges $11 .00 per 

double patrol hour ($14,000 divided by 1272 double patrol hours). 

ST. CLAIR COUNTY 

As a result of the contract the sheriff hired three men at starting 

"/ages. In pricing his contract he allowed for a gross salary of $15,000 

per man and $3,000 for vr!hicle expenses. The $15,000 gross salary figure 

used the base salary of a third year deputy and accounted for most, but 

not all, the fringes. The $3,000 vehicle figure seemed to be a general 

estimate. 

To measure resources used in the contracting operation a value 

estimate was made of the time actually spent in Yale. A mean gross 

hourly rate was used to evaluate the time spent by the second and third 

shift patrols, since these deputies wrte rotated. The actual gross 

hourly rate for the man permanently stationed during the first shift was 

also used. 
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Table A-5. Val ue of salaries used in the St. elai\" County sheriff';.; 
contract with Yale City. 

Number of Number of Gross Total 
Single Doubl e Number of Hourly Gross 
Patrols Hrs. Patrol Hrs. Man Hours Rate Sa 1 ary 

Fi rst Shi ft 1 \ 

830 830 $9.39 $7,793.70 
455 455 8.53 3,881. 15 

Second Shift 422 422 8.53 3,599.66 
844 1 ,688 8.53 14,398.64 

Thi rd Shift 1,285 2,570 8.53 22,179.10 

TOTAL 1,707 2,129 5,965 $51,852.34 

1The man permanently assigned to the first shift is an 18-year veteran 
and receives more fringes including longevity pay than the other men, 
thus accounting for the higher hourly rate. The additional 455 hours 
are those worked by another patrolman when the permanent man is off 
duty. . 

Since the sheriff estimated $15,000 per man and hired three men, 

total salary cost was $45,000 compared to the estimate of $51,852. 

Part of the under estimation of salaries by the sheriff resulted from 

five 2-1/2 percent cost of living increases gained by the patrolmen 

during 1974. In making the gross hourly rate estimates, only three of 

the cost of living increases were included and used as the average for 

all of 1974. The difference between three increases of cost of living 

wages and none is approximately $1,100 per man. This, plus some 

fringes omitted by the sheriff, accounts for the salary difference. 

The estimated cost of the extra level of service received by Yale 

is $64,472 compared to the price charged to Yale of $48,000. The 

difference in salary has already been mentioned. In addition, the 

sheriff did not include in his cost estimate any overtime or uniform 
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expense. Using the same cost figures, the cost estimate for a single 

patrol hour is $10.97 and for a double patrol hour is $19.01. 

Table A-6. Total patrol expenses for the Yale contract with the St. 

Item 

Salaries 

Overtime 

Vehicle l 

Uni forms 

TOTAL COST 

Clair County sheriff. 

Analysis 

Already discussed. 

An estimate of $34,000 was paid in 1974 
to the entire northwest patrol but it was 
not known how much resulted from activity 
in Yale. Since Yale accounts for about 
15 percent of the single and double patrol 
hours, 15 percent of the $34,000 was used. 

To estimate the cost per mile fi~ure of 
9.6¢, actual vehicle budget expenditures 
were taken for 1973 (inflated into 1974 
values) 2nd averaged with the 1974 actual 
vehicle expenditures which were divided 
by the average number of vehicle miles 
for 1973 and 1974. 
It was assumed that 150 miles were traveled 
per eight-hour shift and there were approxi­
mately 481 t~ght-hour shifts actually spent 
in Yale. The vehicle estimate is (150 miles 

Amount 

$51 ,852 

5,100 

x 481 x .096) 6,920 

The union contract calls for $200 for all 
beginning patrolmen for the first year 
outfitting and $150 per year after that 
for cleaning and maintenance. Since three 
deputies were hired, $600 is used. 600 

$64,472 

lVehicle cost estimate is probably high. When the patrols operate 
just within Yale city, they probably do not drive 150 miles but 
something less than this. 
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WAYtlE COUNTY 

The city of Romulus purchased from the sheriff four patrol units. 

A patrol unit consists of one single patrol during the first shift and 

a double patrol for each of the second and third shifts seven days per 
\ 

week. To staff one patrol unit requires 8 patrol persons which allows 

for time off due to sickness and annual leave. The sheriff guarantees 

Romulus that the scheduled patrols will not be eroded for any reason. 

When staffing'p~trols, if there should be a personnel shortane, t~e 

sheriff makes sure that all available personnel goes to Romulus and 

the residual goes to the county general patrols. 

An estimate of the value of resources used in one patrol unit was 

not done because it was felt that the method used in determining the 

price of the patrol unit by the county was· fairly accurate in identifying 

and valuing the resources used. The table below shows the costing 

methods used by the county. 

Several comments can be offered about the costing procedure used. 

First, it must be remembered that contract pricing is done~ not by the 

sheriff but by the County Board of Auditors, a group elected and 

acting independently of the sheriff's office and the county commissioners. 

There is strong incentive by the county auditors, since they represent 

the entire county which consists mostly of cities which have their own 

police departments or townships which rely on the sheriff's general 

patrols, to incorporate all costs into the contract price. One item 

VJhich has not appeared in any of the other county costing procedures 

but does appear in Wayne County is an estimate for administrative over­

head. Aftel" adding up the variable inputs (salaries, uniforms, and 

vehicle expense) tlley take 20% and add it. This is to defray any 
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Table A-7. Cost of a new patrol unit, 1973-74 for the v!ayne County 
sheri ff. 

Item 

Base Salaries 

Court Time 1 

Overtime 1 

Holiday Time 

Shift Differential 

Saturday and Sunday 

Fringe Benefits 

Uniform Equipment 

Uniform Allowance 

Automotive Cost 

Workmen's Compensation 

J\na lys i s 

8 men x $14,236 

8 men x $731 

8 men x $625 

6 family holidays x 8 hours 
x five men x $13.69/hr 

4 men x 8 hours x 365 days 
x .30 per hour 

53 Sat. x 8 hours x .10/hr 
52 Sun. x 8 hours x .15/hr 

31.1% of regular salary 
18.23% of other salaries 

$565 x 8 men 

$250/man x 8 men 

Cost of car and equipment is 
estimated to be $6,260 and 
operating cost per miles is 
estimated to be S.OB/mile 
or $4,000 

1% of salaries 

TOTAL 

Administrative Costs (20% of total) 

GRAND TOTAL 

'Based on average patrol person for sheriff's department. 
2All amounts have been rounded. 

2 Amount 

$113,890 

5,845 

5,000 

3,285 

3,510 

520 

38,635 

4,520 

2,000 

10,260 

1 ,135 

$lBB,600 

37,720 

$226,320 

additional level of services, such as traffic bureau, detective bureau, 

etc. which may operate in the city of Homulus. 5 

5Gene l'latkowski of the County Budget Department feel s that thi sis too 
low. He estimates that 40% of all the complaints which the detective 
bureau handles comes from the city of Romulus. 
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Other observations can be made. The base salary used per man is 

the top patrolmen base salary. The reason given for this is that the 

person working in Romulus is most likely to be at the top pay slot. 6 

Romulus pays $220,000 for a patrol unit, not the $226,320 which 

is the cost estimate of a new patrol unit. Part of the diffp,rence is 

due to the uniform expense ($565 per man) which is only charged when 

a ratrol unit is first purch~sed. Yearly uniform maintenance is $250 

per year per man. The difference between uniform maintenance and first 

year equipping of personnel for 8 patrol persons is $3,024 (which includes 

the 20% administrative component). A pot'tion of the remaining differ-

ance is accounted by fil'st round vehicle expense such as siren, gun 

holder, radio, which totals $2,352 (including 20% administrative com­

ponent).7 The total of these two items is $5,376. After Making these 

two adjustments, a difference of $944 remains between costs and what 

Romulus pays. What could account for the remaining difference is that 

in the vehicle estimate, no credit is given to Rorrulus for trade-in 

value of the patrol vehicle. Regardless of what accounts for the $900 

difference, the Wayne County cost procedure has Romulus paying for all 

variable costs and some administrative overhead. 

6It is estimated that 90% of the patrolmen are at the top pay scale. 
Anyone hired in new to the sheriff's department rarely goes on the 
road but first works in the jail until there is an opening in the 
road patrol division. Under this system Romulus is unable to pay 
for a rookie patrol person. 

7Some amount must be added to allow for depreciation of the vehicle 
equi pment. 
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CLINTmi COUNTY 

The ClintonCounty sheriff has taken care to estimate the value of 

resources used in providing a single patrol hour of service. The 

sheriff feels that in any contNctual a\~rangement, the county should 

match whatever the local contracting community pays which, in his 

eyes, is the county's obligation to the local community in return for 

their county taxes. He realizes that the contracting communities 

receive additional sheriff inputs such as administration, detective, 

traffic units, etc. other than those itemized in Table A-S. 

The main differences betv/een the sheriff's cost estimate and the 

estimate of resources used comes in the base salary used and in the 

number of hours actually worked. The sheriff used the average base 

salary of all patrolmen. But since sergeants also nerform patrol 

activities, they should be included in the base salary. The higher 

base salary also affects many of the fringes. For holiday pay, the 

sheriff apparently estimated for eight holidays instead of the 10 for 

which the men were paid. In estimating the actual number of hours 

worked, the difference between the sheriff's estimate and the resources 

used is that the latter includes an allowance for vacation time and 

sick leave. 

The sheriff charges $5.S5 for a single patrol hour of service. 

This price applies to the villages and the township. Table A-9 

compares the revenue the sheriff receives from each of the contracting 

communities, the sheriffis estimate of the cost, and the estimate of the 

resources used. (For the villages, the village patrol estimate of 

costs is used; and for the township, the county patrol operation 

estimate is used.) 
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Table A-8. Estimate of variable resources used and Clinton Count.Y 
sheriff's cost estimate. 

/\verage Base Salary 
Soci a 1 Sec uri ty 
Reti rementl Blue Cross 
Health and Accident 
Holiday Pay 
Uniform, Equipment and Cleaning 

Average Gross Wage2 

Humber of hours worked3 

Average Gross Hourly Wage 

Vehicle Charge per Hour4 
County Patrol 
Village Patrol 

Average Hourly Rate for Singe Patrol 
Hour of Servi ce 

County Patrol 
Vnl age Patrol 

Sheriff's 
Cost 

Estimate 

$9,856 
505 
259 
439 
137 
371 
588 

12,155 

2,184 

$5.56 

2.93 
0.98 

8.49 
6.54 

Estimate of 
Resources 

Used 
\ 

$10,041 
587 
418 
325 
137 
442 
500 

12,450 

2,076 

$5.99 

2.93 
0.98 

8.92 
6.97 

1 The rate in January ViaS $211 per man, but in July a new p1 an was 
adopted which moved the rate to $439. The average of the two rates 
It/as taken for the estimate of resources used whi 1 e the hi gher rate 
was used in the sheriff's estimate. 

2Little if any overtime was paid during 1974. 
3The sheriff's deputies are paid for 42 hours per vJeek or 2,184 hours 
per year. Thirteen and one-half days are paid for but not worked due 
to vacation and sick days. The sheriff estimates two such days per 
man per year. 

4The sheriff took several vehicles and monitored the actual expenditure 
for equipment, repairs, gas, and oil and divideD by the miles traveled 
during the year to generate an operating cost per mile. He also took 
several cars over a three year period and calculated a depreciation 
value per mile by subtracting the salvage value of the car from the 
purchase pri ce and di vi di n9 by the number of m; 1 es travel ed. For 
the first half of 1974 the rate was 11.7¢, but due to rising fuel 
costs it jumped to l4.7¢/mile. From spot checks of officers' daily 
logs, he estimated the average miles traveled during 8 hours for tile 
county was 180 (22.5/hour) and 60 for the village (7.5/hour). 
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Table A-9. Estimate of variable resources used, annual amount paid to 
:~linton County sheriff's cost estimate. 

Number of Annual 
Annual Amount Sheriff's 
Single Paid to Annual Estimate of 
Patrol Hours Sheriff at Cost Resources 

Community Purchased $5.85/hr Estimate Used Annually 

FO\~ler village 1200 $7,020 $7,848 $8,364 

Westphalia 1200 7,020 7,848 8,364 vi 11 age 

Da 11 as TV/p. 100 585 849 892 

Lebanon Twp. 50 292 424 446 

TOTAL 2550 $14,917 $16,969 $18,066 

Using the higher cost estimate the sheriff is giving to the con­

tracting communities approxi~ately $3,000. Granted, there are other 

services which these communities receive which are not included in the 

cost estimates such as detectives and traffic units. 8 But it is 

difficult, if not impossible, to factor out that portion of these 

county-wide services whi.ch go to the contracting communities as county 

taxpayers and the portion which goes to them because of their partici­

pation in the contract. 

KENT COUNTY 

According to the contract, the contracting townships pay for the 

salaries and fringes and uniforms of tile patrol persons and the county 

8Sometimes the contracting communities may receive a double patrol unit 
but they are billed as if it were a single unit. 
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pays for all vehicle expenses. The townships are to be billed for the 

actual sal ary expense each month and are to pay promptly. In 1974 the 

total gross salary expense for all seven contracting townships is 

$203,271 and the townships have ~aid $162,000 which means the town-
\ 

ships are receiving an interest free loan, Since the seVen contracting 

communities are treated as a unit, no attempt has been made to price 

the actual resources used in each of the contracting townships. The 

actual expense charged to the contracting townships as providec! by the 

Kent County deputy controller are listed below: 

Table A-10. Actual exoenses billed to the contracting townships in 197~ 
by the Kent County sheriff. 

Item 

Wages 
Overtime 
Computer Services 
FIC;~ 
Retirement 
Hospitalization 
Life Insurance 
Insurance Bonds 

TOTAL 

Amount 

$159,383 
5,845 

102 
9,663 

16,937 
6,213 

958 
4,219 

$203,271 

It should be noted that in 1974 the county absorbed the uniform main-

tenance. 

To staff 16 hours of patrol 365 days per year requires a little 

over three patrol persons which allows for vacation days, holidays, 

and an average five days of sick leave per man. Since there are five 

cars each supplying 16 hours of daily patrol service every day of the 

year, there is a need for fifteen plus patrol persons. The contracting 

communities are actually buying 16 and pay for the salaries of the men 
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who actually work in their communities. From all indications, the 

contracting communities pay for all costs related to personnel. 

Billing of this total cost is done in tenths. Since there are 

five cars or 10 half cars which can be purchased, communities pay for 
, 

the number of half cars they receive. Three communities receive a car 

each so they each are billed for 2/l0th of the total cost. The other 

four townships receive a half a car and -each pay l/lOth of the total 

cost. 

It is instructive to estimate the amount of vehicle and uniform 

and equipment expenses absorbed by the county. Kent County has a motor 

pool that services 64 county cars, 25 of which are patrol vehicles. It 

was only through very broad guesstimating by sheriff and county officials 

regarding the number of cars used up by contracting communities in 

1974 and number of miles driven in an eight hour shift, were the 

vehicle figures in the Table A-ll at all possible. 

Total 1974 costs to the county to supply extra levels of patrol 

services to the contracting communities was approximately $238,700. 

The cost of a single patrol hour of service was $8.17. The amount to 

be paid by the contracting communities is $203,271 or $6.96 per hour. 

LENAvJEE CO UNTY 

Even though the sheriff does not have a contract which specifies 

the exact number of patrol hours, an estimate of value of resources 

used is still done in order to contrast with the expenses met by the 

private supplier. Table A-12 deals with salal~ and uniform components 

of a per patrol hour cost figure. 
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Table A-ll. Estimate of vehicle and uniform expense absorbed by the 
Lenawee County sheriff for contracting communities. 

Item Analysis Amount 

V~hicle Purchasel Average 1974 price of patrol car was $3483 
x 6.67 cars. '$23,233 

Gas Price per gallon of gas @ 26¢. Assume 
average of 80 miles driven in an 8 hour 
shift for a total of 292,000 miles driven 
by all contract cars. Further assume cars 
get 7 miles per gallon so that total 
gallons of gas used is estimated at 
41,714. (41,714 x .26) 10,845 

Oil Assume one quart of oil per 1000 miles or 
292 quarts or 73 gallons of oil x 1.84 per 
gallon 134 

Antifreeze j~ssume each car uses 2.5 gallons times $3.65 
per gallon times 6.67 cars 60 

Car Insurance $60 per car per year x 6.67 cars 400 

Vehicle Repairs 2 Total amount budgeted for 1974 was $41,050. 
There were 64 vehicles serviced by the motor 
pool of which 25 (.3) were patrol cars. 
Assuming that each vehicle receives the same 
amount of vehicle repair and operating 
supply .3 x 41,050 = $12,315 and divided by 
25 patrol cars gives average amount of $492 
per patrol car x 6.67 cars 3,282 

Trade-in 

GROSS TOTAL 

Assume trade-in of each car is 800 times 
6.67 cars 

Net Vehicle Expense 

Uniform Assume $175 is required to handle the normal 
\l/ear and tear of personnel uniforms and 

37,954 

- 5,336 
$32,618 

equipment each year times 16 persons 2,800 

TOTAL EXPENSE ABSORBED BY COUNTY $35,418 

lThe county says that they like to trade their cars when they have 
60,000 miles on them. If the assumption of 80 miles per 8 hour shift 
is correct, then 292,000 divided by 60,000 yields only 4.8 vehicles 
used up during 1974. 

2The 6.67 cars used up in 1974 by contracting communities seems high. 
For vehicle repairs and operating supplies patrol cars receive more 
than the average for the cars serviced by motor pool, so this figure 
is probably low. 



277 

Table A-12. Deviation of salary cost per man hour for Lenawee County 
sheriff deputy. 

Item Analysis 

Average Base Wage The 1974 base salaries were added and 
divided by 26 patrolmen 

F.I.C.A. 

Retirement 

Longevity 

Bl ue Cross 

0.0585 of base salary (0.0585 x 10,632) 

Rates are $6.00 per month per man 

One patrolman receives an extra $400 per 
year for having ~\'orked more than 8 years 
and 11 patrolmen received each an extra 
$200 per year for having worked more than 
4 years. The average spread over 26 men 
in $100. 

The monthly rate of $40.89 is for coverage 
of tvlO persons and ; s tl'le one used. For 
those men who had family coverage, the 
rate is $42.95 per month (12 x 40.89) 

Life and False Arrest Insurance 

TOTAL GROSS SALARY 

Un; form Cl eani ng By un; on contract, the county pays to 
each man $150 for uni form cl eaning 

t,la i ntenance and 
Replacement 

The cost to outfit a patrolman is $570 
and the sheriff estimates that it costs 
about $105 per year to cover normal 
uniform depreciation 

TOTAL UNI FORN EXPENSE 

$10,632 

622 

72 

100 

490.68 

112. 

$12,029 

150 

105 

$225 

In 1974 the sheriff's deputies were paid for 42.5 hours per week 

or 2210 hours per yea r. But they were paid for 11 ho 1 i days, an average 

of 8 vacations and an average of 5 sick days.9 The total number of 

hours i",hich the men were paid but did not work '.'las 192. To calculate 

9It was estimated that 20 patrolmen received 10 days vacation time and 
the average over 26 men is 8 days per man. The average number of sick 
days actually taken per man is estimated to be five by the sheriff's 
offi ce. 
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the actual number of hours worked, 192 hours is taken from 2210 g1v1ng 

2018 hours actually worked.'O The hourly wage per man hour is $5.96 

(12,029 divided by 2018). Cost of the uniform per hour 'is 13¢. 

To estimate vehicle expense per hour cost per mile estimates were 

done to two of the sheriff1s vehicles. An average of the two estimates, 

which was 10.8¢ per mile, was used." The sheriff estimates that he 

would probably drive 100 miles per eight'hour shift if the contract 

operation were a township and 50 miles per eight hour shift if a 

village was contracting. 12 Using these figures the vehicle cost per 

hour for a village contract would be $.66 per hour and for a township 

$1.31 per hour. 

The table below estimates the per patrol hour cost for a single 

and a double patrol hour. Presently the sheriff operates only double 

patrol units but it is possible that he would provide a single if that 

is all a community could afford. 

Table A-13. 1974 patrol hour costs for single and double patrol units 
supplied to a village or a township Lenawee County sheriff. 

Vi 11 age TO\'Jnshi p 

Single Patrol Unit Sal ary $5.96 $5.96 
Vehicle 0.66 1. 31 
Uni form 0.13 0.13 

TOTAL $6.75 $7.40 

Double Patrol Uni t Sa 1 ary $11. 92 $11 .92 
Vehicle 0.66 1.31 
Uniform 0.26 0.26 

TOT,~L $12.84 $13.49 

lOIn 1975 the deputies will be paid for 40 hours per week. If the 
number of holidays, sick days and vacation days do not change, 
the number of hours actually worked will drop to 1888. Given the 
same gross salary, the hourly wage then becomes $6.46. 

(Continued on next page.) 
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GENESEE COUNTY 

Genesee Township receives from the sheriff 5,840 single and 7,920 

double patrol hours per year for an amount not to exceed $195,501. 

Vienna Township receives 2,290 single and 5,840 double patrol hours per 

year for an amount not to exceed $77 ,000, and Fenton received 2',920 

double patrol hours for an amount not to exceed $32,250. Each contract 

contains a paragraph ~i1hich says that if costs increase during the year, 

that the contract will be amended to reflect the higher costs. For 

each township, overtime is not included in the cost figure. It is 

recorded by the county and bi 11 ed to each to\'mshi p. 

When the township contracts were signed, the union contract, 

setting new wage levels, had not been signed. Consequently, the estimate 

of value of resources used will not be compared to the price appearing 

in each contract. Instead, actual costs billed to each township were 

obtained from the time each contract began through December 1974. A 

12-month estimate vias obtained by dividing each amount by the number 

of months the contract had existed in 1974 and multiplying by 12. The 

results are shown in Table A-14 below. 

The estimate of the value of variable resources used in the 

different contracts is shown in Table A-15 below. 

Table A-16 compares the estimate of variable resources used to the 

yearly estimates of the amounts to be billed each township. 

(Continued from previous page) 
llTotal vehicle cost includes purchase price of $4,500 minus $1,200 

for trade-in, operating expense (gas, oil, and maintenance), car 
insurace of $305 and $270 for radio depreciation and installation. 

12For Frank Becker the number of miles driven for 4000 hours of service 
to the village of Clayton was approximately 57,000 or 14 miles per 
hour. It is unclear whether this mileage includes travel to and from 
court and to and from Becker1s office. 



Table A-14. Actual and 12-l1lonth estimate and expenditures billed to each township by Genesee County sheriff. 

Irnl-rng--Perfod for 
f'iost Cost Items 
Salaries 
Shift Differential 
F.I.C.A. 
Hospitalization 
Life and Health 

Insurance 
Retirement 
Workmen's Compensation 
Gross Salary 

Overtime 

Cleaning 
Uniforms 
Vehicle Rental 
Other2 ? 

False Arrest Insurance~ 
Total Variable Costs 
Overhead Exoenses 

E1ectricity4 
Telephone 

Total Costs 5 

Genesee Township 
Actual 
Expenditure 
for Billing 
Period 

5/3-12/27 
$90,452 

4,598 
5,856 
7,734 
1,585 
7,600 
2,700 

120,525 

5,405 

776 
4,138 

15,167 

146,071 

146,071 

12-t·1onth 
Estimate 1 
5/3;74-
5/3/75 
127,696 

6,491 
8,267 

10,918 
2,237 

10,814 
3,811 

170,234 

7,630 
1,095 
4,138 

21,412 

204,509 

204,509 

Vi enna Tovmshi p 
Actual 
Expenditure 
for Bi 11 i ng 
Period 

3/8-12/27 
51,484 
2,397 
3,150 
3,594 
1,038 
4,081 
1,438 

67,182 

2,222 

285 
1,883 

11 ,963 
50 

83,535 

649 
782 

84,966 

12-r1onth 
Estimate1 
3/8/74-
3/8/75 
58,838 
2,739 
3,600 
4,107 
1,186 
4,663 
1 ,643 

76,776 

2,539 
325 

1,883 
13,672 

50 

95,245 

649 
782 

96,676 

Fenton Township 
Actual 
Expenditure 
for Bill i ng 
Period 

4/5-12/27 
16,080 

954 
1,053 
1 ,272 

370 
1,455 

558 
21,742 

1,379 

136 

° 3,171 

26,428 

26,428 

12-Month
1 Estimate 

4/5/T4-
4/5/75 
20,311 
1 ,205 
1,330 
1 ,606 

467 
1,837 

704 
27,460 

1,741 

171 
o 

4,005 

33,377 

- 33,377 

1The 12-month estimate for those expenses which change each month was obtained for Genesee Township by 
dividing by 8.5 and multiplying by 12; for Vienna Township by dividing by 10.5 and multiplying by 12 
and for Fenton Township by dividing by 9.5 and multiplying by 12. Those items which were not increased 
for 12 months are uniform, electricity, telephone and other. 

20ther is ammunition. 

N 
co 
o 



3For Genesee Township, $825 and for Vienna TO\'Jnship $335 was budgeted for false arrest insurance but 
no expenditure was made during the billing period observed. 

4For Genesee Township $600 was budgeted for electricity but none was expended during the billing 
period observed. 

5For Genesee and Vienna Townships the totals for actual expenditure do not agree with the controller 
computer printout. For Genesee Township the controllerls total is $149,108 and for Vienna the total 
is $80,860. The reason for the di fference is not knmm. 

N 
OJ .,.... 



Table A-15. Estimate of annual value of variable resources used in each contract by Genesee County sheriff. 

Salary 
First Shiftl 

Second Shift2 

Thi rd Shi ft 
Total Salary 

Vehic1e3 

Uniform4 

TOTAL5 

Genesee Vienna 

5840 hrs x $ 9.04 = $ 52,793 2920 hrs x $ 9.04 = $26,396 
5840 hrs x $18.98 = $110,843 2920 hrs x $18.98 ; $55,421 
2920 hrs x $19.28 = $ 56,297 2920 hrs x $19.28 = $56,297 

$219,933 $138,114 

165,353 x 11¢ = $18,189 

$4,138 

$242,260 

121,875 x ll¢ = $13,406 

$1 ,883 

$153,403 

Fenton 

2920 hrs x $18.98 = $55,421 

$55,421 

47,843 x ll¢ = $5,262 

$60,683 

lSince the sheriff's policy is to rotate his patrolmen throughout the county, an estimated average base 
salary ($13,244) over all patrolmen VJas used. (This base includes 1974 union adjustment.) Fringes 
itJere estimated using the base. To adjust for shift differential, 6% and 8% IIJere used respectively for 
the second and third shift. (It is assumed that fringes are not increased by shift differential.) 

2The hourly rate is doubled for double patrol hours. 
3j'Ionthly mileage is kept by the sheriff. Yearly estimates have been made from these statistics. 
!~1ileage rate of ll¢ per mile is used by the county for the leasing of the sheriff's cars from the 
county motor pool. 

4The sheriff's estimate of uniform expenses is used. 
5Total does not include false arrest insurance. 

N 
co 
N 
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Table A-16. Estimate of variable resources used and estimated amount 
billed to each contracting community by Genesee County sheriff. 

Estimate of 
Estimated {~nnua 1 
Value of Amount of 

Annual Annual Variable Variable 
Number Number Resources Resource 
of Single of Double Used Billed by 
Patrol Hrs Patrol Hrs in 1974 County Difference 

Genesee Twp. 5840 7920 $242,260 $204,509 $37,751 

Vi enna T\'1p. 2920 584G 153,403 95,245 58,158 

Fenton TltJp. 2920 60,683 33,350 27,333 

Total 8760 16680 $456,346 $333,104 $123,242 

{\n shown in Table A-Hi there is over '~lO!J,oou difference between the 

amount which collectively will be billed the three townships and the 

estimated amount of resources used. This difference will be financed 

from the county general fund. 

There are two reasons for such a di fference bebJeen the sheri ff IS 

cost estimate and the estimate of actual resources used. First, the 

sheriff was trying to anticipate costs as It,ell as establish a costing 

procedure for the first time. Second, the billing procedure does not 

pass on to the townships actual expenses. Instead, an estimate of 

salaries for the number of men to be purchased by each contract is 

made, It,hi ch is 11 for Genesee, 5 for Vi enna and 2 for Fenton .13 Fi rst 

l3Before Vienna contracted with the sheriff, they had a budget of about 
$100,000 for the services of 5 personnel in the department, the same 
number which is purchased from the sheriff. One reason Vienna was 
able to do it cheaper that the sheriff was the use of part-time 
personnel to cover vacation and other off-time. Another reason is 
the lower salary level of the officers. 
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step base pay was used for fringes and estimating salary cost. Approxi­

mately 1/12th of this amount is then billed to each township.14 But 

the sheriff rotates his patrolmen which means that a patrolman at a 

higher step could work in the contract community. To estimate resources 

used requires that an average base over all patrolmen be used.'5 The 

difference in bases bet\lJeen a beginning deputy and the average base over 

all deputies is approximately $2,300.1~ Fringes further widen the gap. 

In the sheriff's estimate of the number of patrolmen needed to staff each 

contract operation, allo\tJance was not made for time off. It is esti-

mated that the average patrolman is paid for 2080 hours but works only 

1800 hours. 17 Total number of annual man hours to staff the Genesee 

contract is 21,680 or 12 men, 14,600 man hours or 8 men for Vienna and 

3.25 men for Fenton. 18 

14An adjustment was made when the new union contract went into effect. 

l5The rationale which could be advanced justifying using beginning pay 
bases is that the men employed due to the contracted patrols began at 
the first pay step. But since the sheriff rotates his men, the non­
contracti ng port; on of the county recei ves the servi ces of begi nni ng 
deputies (many of whom, however, are experienced police officers). 

l6The overall base v/age for patrolmen is estimated to be $13,244 and 
the base for step A deputy is estimated to be $10,908. 

17 From the county's perspective, the amount of unproductive time for 
the average patrolman is 120 hours (3 weeks) for vacation, 56 hours 
for personal days and 104 hours (13 days) for holiday compensatory 
time. Total number of hours paid for but not worked is 280 and sub­
tracted from the 2080 hours paid for leaves 1800 hours actually worked 
per man. 

18Tota1 man-hours for each contract is divided by 1800 hours to calcu­
late the number of men needed to staff the operation allowing for 
vacation time, personal days, and holidays. 
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In the Genesee contract the sheriff budgeted an amount of approxi­

mately $7,000 for administrative overhead. However, no billing had been 

done for overhead items. An item will not be billed to the townships 

until the sheriff sends to the county controller a voucher for the 
, 

specified amount. If the sheriff does not issue a voucher for overhead 

expense, then none will be charged to Genesee Township. 

WASHTENAW COUNTY 

The following two tables display the patrol cost estimation. The 

first table (Table A-17) derives the cost per single and double natrol 

hour and the second table (Table A-18) generates the total cost of 

each contract and compares it to the price. No discussion of the 

Washtenaw sheriff's pricing practices was held because the sheriff's 

budget personnel were extremely busy and could not take time to show 

the author how they estimated the prices of the different contract 

patrols. 

K;\LAt1J\ZOO CO UNTY 

To estimate actual costs incurred by Comstock for the higher level 

of patrol service, expenses received by the county and billed to the 

township must be added to the expenses billed directly to Comstock. 

Table A-19 belo"l has this information. The total cost of securing 

6,240 single patrol hours of service (excluding overtime) was $52,591 

or $8.42 per patrol hour. Of the $45,286 expenses incurred by the 

county, as of January 13, 1975, Comstock had transferred a sum of 

$36,590 which means that the county was loaning Comstock approximately 

$9,000 interest free. Comstock also paid to the contracted patrolmen 

in 1974, $9,891 for 1800 hours of off duty IfJOrk enforci ng to\'Jnshi p 

ordinances. 
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Table A-17. Estimation of value of resources used per patrol hour for 
different contracts in 1974 for Washtenaw County sheriff. 

Yps i 1 anti Dexter Superi or Northfield 
Tovmshi r Village Toltmsh i p Tm'lnship 

Average Base Salary $13,0261 $14,771 $12,931 2 $12,976 3 

F.I.C.A. (0.0585 x Base) 762 864 756 759 
Retirement (0.0713 x Base) 928 1 ,053 921 925 
Hospitalization ($36.00/month) 432 432 432 432 
Workmen's Compensation 400 452 397 397 ($3.08 per $100) 
Life Insurance ($5.76 per $1000) 74 80 69 69 -
,; VERAGE GROSS SJ\LARY PER MAN 15,622 17,652 15,506 15,558 

Average hourly wage per patrol 
hour (divide g~oss hourly wage 
by 1836 hours) 8.51 9.61 8.44 8.47 

Uniform Maintenance and 
Replacement per Hour \~orked5 0.26 0.26 0.26 0.26 

Vehicle Cost per Patrol Hour6 1.54 0.98 2.91 2.91 
Cost per Single Patrol Hour 10.31 10.85 11 .61 11.64 
Cost per Double Patrol Hour 19.08 20.72 20.31 20.37 

lThis is the average base for 15 deputies assigned to Ypsilanti Township. 
It does not include the lieutenant or the sergeant's base wages. 

2superior Township had one person working the contract for two months 
and another one working it for 10 months. A weighted average was taken. 

3Northfield Township was handled si~ilarly to Superior. 
4To obtain the number of hours actually worked, it is assumed that each 
deputy gets on the average of 12 days vacation and 12.5 holidays. This 
is 196 hours for which the deputies are compensated but do not work. 
It is estimated that the average patrolman also takes 6 sick days per 
year which are paid and add on an additional 48 hours. (2080 - 244 = 
1836) . 

SIn 1974, $150 was spent for uniform replacement and $325 for maintenance 
per hour per year on the average (425 ; 1836 = $0.26/hour). 

6It was estimated that the average cost per mile was 12¢. It was further 
estimated that the number of annual miles driven for Ypsilanti was 
224,125; for Dexter it was 62,664; for Sueprior and Northfield each it 
was 650,508. (f1i1eage figures ItJere estimated from calculating the 
number of miles driven in October and multiplying by 12.) Finally, the 
total number of patrol hours (single + double) is divided into the total 
vehicle cost (12¢ x mileage) to generate vehicle cost per patrol hour. 



Table A-18. Estimated total variable resources used by each of tlle iJashtenn\'/ s!-.er-;ff's contract 
operation. 

Ypsil anti Dexter Superior Northfi e1d 
TO\'Jnship Vi 11 age Township Tmllnship 

Total cost of $95,178 $82,980 $24,148 $19,368 single patrol (5736 x $10.31) (7648 x $10.85) (2080 x $11.61) (1664 x $11.64) hours 
Total cost of 222,285 25,421 doub 1 e pa tro 1 (11,680 x $19.08) (1248 x $20.37) hours 
Shift Differential l 2,336 573 416 

(2336 x $0. 1 0) ( 57 36 x $0. 10) (4160 x $0.10) 
Overtime Estimate 

!\dministra~ive 
Overhead 38,364 

Total Cost $322,123 $88,716 $24,148 $45,205 
Yearly Amount 

Recei ved from 
Each Contract3 204,000 71 ,000 15,000 16,000 

'The shift differential is 10¢ per man hour for any hours \-lorked during the second and third 
shift. 

2For the Ypsilanti contract, one lieutenant and sergeant are used for supervisors and adminis­
trator. There is also a clerk/typist who is paid out of federal funds but since this is not 
a cost to the county it is not included; however, this could become an expenses once federal 
funds end. 

3The amounts were obtained from each contract. 

N 
00 
-....J 
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Table A-19. Actual police expenses incurred by Comstock Township in 
1974 broken down by expense items. 

Expenses Billed Through Countyl 

Item Amount 

Sal ari es $31 ,091 
F.I.C.A. 1 ,869 
Retirement 1 ,733 
Employee Insurance 2,154 
Radio Maintenance 294 
Vehicle Maintenance 3,222 
Gas and Oi 1 1 ,804 
Uni forms 675 

Subtotal $42,842 
Overtime 2,444 

Tota.l $45,286 

Expenses Billed Directly to Comstock2 

New Car 
Radar and Radics 
tili scell aneous (Uni form and Equi pment, 

Total 

1 Source is the Kalamazoo County Controll er 
2Source is the Comstock Township Clerk 

3,774 
3,815 
2,160 

$9,749 

Initially it may look as if the county is passing all expenses 

on to Comstock; however, there are two costs which do not appear. One 

is an expenses for vacation time. If a Comstock deputy goes on vaca­

tion, the sheriff fills in with another deputy. Hhile the salary of 

the fill-in deputy is billed to Comstock, the vacationing deputy's 
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salary is paid out of the general fund. viith three deputies taking 

a total of 35 days, the yearly cost is $1,677. 19 Sick days, providing 

the sheriff used general patrol personnel to cover when a Comstock 

deputy is ill, needs also to be added. 20 Second, it is not clear if 

holiday pay and health and life insurance is included in the fringe 

benefi ts. 

The Climax and Wakeshma contract operations pay a base rate of 

$6.00 per hour which is above the average base rate of $4.50 but less 

than the time and a half overtime rate. To this is added 14.21% for 

fringes as compared to the 24% which is normal county fringe markup. 

The reason for the difference is that the insurances have already 

been paid and no additional expense is incurred by the county in these 

items as a result of the contracts. The l7t per mile figure is an 

estimate by the county controller. 

EATON COUNTY 

The Eaton Rapids contract calls for five patrol persons and two 

vehicles. But to provide the contracted number of single and double 

patrol hours, requires 6 patrol persons due to the decision to run a 

19(35 days x 8 hours/day x 5.99/hour). Hourly rate is the average for 
the three deputies who work the Comstock contract including fringes. 
The average base is $10,110, F.I.C.A. (.0585 of base) is $591, retire­
ment (8% of base) is $808, workmen's compensation (1% of base) is 
$101, hospitalization (family) is $711 per man, life insurance is 
approximately $80 per man and liability insurance is about $60 per 
man. Dividing by 2080 hours per year gives an hourly rate of $5.99. 

20A total of 35 vacation days will be taken by the three men and if 
they each average 3 days sick leave, this is an additional 9 days 
salary expense. 
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double patrol during the evenings rather than a single patrol. In 

the contract the sheri ff inserted the cost breakdoHn v/hi ch is compared 

to the estimated value of the variable resources (personnel and equip­

ment) used. This is done for 5 as well as 6 patrol persons. 

Table A-20. Eaton County sheriff's cost estimate of Eaton Rapids contract 
compare to value of resources used. 

Sheri ff's Value Estimate of Resources Used 
Cost Fi ve Six 
Estimate Patrol Persons Patrol Persons 

Salaries $68,898 $68,6651 $80,8982 

Vehicle 14,102 11 ,750 11 ,750 
Uniform Cleaning 

and r,1ai ntenance 875 1,625 1 ,950 
Office Supplies 200 
TOTAL 84,075 82,040 94,619 

lThe estimate of gross salary for the five patrol persons \~as gained by 
taking the mean gross salary (including holiday pay) and multiplying by 
five. Vacation and sick leave are accounted for by adding in the gross 
pay of the persons necessary to fill in for those on vacation or sick. 
The average vacation for the five is 8 days and 3 days is average sick 
leave used. (11 days x $47/day x 5 men = $2,580.) 

2The mean gross hourly rate, which included vacation time (average 7 per 
patrol person, sick time (average 3 days per patrol person) and holi­
days (11 per patrol person), was multiplied by the number of patrol 
person hours needed to staff all of the Single and double patrol hours 
produced in 1974. 

The mean base salary used by the sheriff in his cost estimate was 

$10,858 compared to $10,362 used in my estimate. The sheriff's 

estimate does not include an estimate for replacement of patrol persons 

due to vacations and sick leave. If it had, his salary estimate would 

have been greater than the five patrol person salary estimate. Another 

difference exists on vehicle cost. The estimated number of miles 
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traveled by the Eaton Rapids contracted patrol \\las 94,000 miles \'Ihich 

is about 10 miles per hour of patrol. It is likely that this mileage 

estimate is too 1m" which accounts for much of the difference beween 

the sheriff's and the author's estimates. The sheriff's cost 

estimate is for five persons and is approximately $10,000 less than 

the estimate of resources used by the Eaton Rapids contract in 1974 

which used six patrol persons rather than five. 21 

The Delta Township contract calls for 15 persons and four vehicles. 

These persons can be patrol detectives or whatever the sheriff chooses. 

For most of 1974, the sheriff chose to provide 12.5 persons doing patrol 

work, one sergeant who administered the program and did some patrol 

work (although he was not in the regular patrol schedule), one detec­

tive full-time, and 0.5 of a person who did follow-up work. 22 The 

sheri ff had a cost breakdo\</n for the Del ta contract (although it was 

not included in the contract). 

21 The sheriff did do a cost breakdown for six patrol persons in 1974 
and the total \"as $97,147. The average base for this cost estimate 
was $10,721 compared to the one used in the author's estimate of 
$10,142. This ~/ould account for most of the difference between the 
author's cost estimate of $94,619 and the sheriff's estimate of 
$97,147. 

22The sheriff has several other detectives on his force and they 
spend most of their time in Delta Tovmship. They \:ere not included 
in cost estimate because they were not a part of the contract. 
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Table A-2l. Eaton County sheriff's cost estimate of Delta Township con~­
pared to value of resources used. 

Sheri ff IS Estimate of 
Cost Val ue of 
Estimate Resources, Used 

Gross Salaries $199,848 $205,381 
Overtime 28,206 12,0001 

Vehicle 28,206 49,9682 

Uni form Cl eani ng and 2,625 4,8753 
t~a in tenance 

TOTJ\L 230,6794 272,224 

10vertime estimate was given by undersheriff. 
2This figure includes five patrol vehicles plus the cars used by the 
detecti ve and sergeant in 1974. The contract only calls for four 
cars upon which the sheriff's estimate is based. If four vehicles 
are used and no mileage included for the detective and sergeant, the 
figure is $36,090. 

3rt is estimated that the county spends $150 per man per year for 
cleaning and $175 per man per year for uniform and equipment replace­
ment. The sheriff's estimate does not include the cleaning estimate. 

4The sheriff's total cost estimate differs from the contract price of 
$230,683 because cents were not included when adding up the different 
line items. 

Tile cost estimates used in basing a contract price are estimates 

of what costs will be. The estimate of value of resources used is 

closer to what actually happened during the year. The sheriff may not 

have been able to anticipate the need of five patrol vehicles in Delta 

Township just to fulfill the CGntract. This along with rising gas 

prices during 1974 accounts f~r the vehicle difference. Overtime was 

not included in the sheriff's estimate as well as the allowance for 

vacation and sick leave. 

The cost of a single and double patrol hour are found in the table 

below. The main difference between the Eaton Rapids operation and the 
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Delta operation is that the sergeant is considered administration 

and is added into each patrol hour in Delta and Eaton Rapids. The 

other differences are in vehicle (Delta cars drive more miles than 

patrol cars do in Eaton Rapids) and in salaries (the mean base is 

higher for the officers in Delta than they are in Eaton Rapids). 

Table A-22. Comparison of costs between Eaton Rapids and Delta 
Tovmshi p. 

Village of Eaton ~apids Delta Tovmship 

Single Double Single Double 
Patrol Patrol Patl~o 1 Patrol 
Hours Hours Hours Hours 

Salary $6.52 $13.04 $8.95 $13.48 
I\dministration 0.68 0.68 
Vehicle 1.26 1. 26 2.01 2.01 
Uni form 0.21 0.42 0.20 0.40 
TOTAL 7.99 14.72 9.63 16.57 
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APF'E[,DIX B 

COHPLAINT CLASSIFICATION 

Complaint Code Complaint i~ame Complaint Description 

01 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

Unknown Accident 

Property des­
truction accident 

Persona 1 injury 
accident 

Breaking and enter­
i ng in progress 

Breaking and enter­
ing report 

A possible breaking 
and entering in 
progress 

This is an auto accident of unknown seriousness. The caller 
usually has driven past an accident and has limited information. 
Often times the officer treats this as a serious accident and 
proceeds with lights and siren. 

An auto accident with no personal injury. This group also con­
tains hit and run property destruction accident. 

An auto accident where there is personal injury. This group 
also includes personal injury hit and run. Officers usually 
proceed with lights and siren. 

The caller is quite sure that someone is breaking and entering 
a home or business. This type of complaint, because it is 
an in progress complaint, receives a high priority and police 
usually responde with lights and siren. 

This complaint is a breaking and entering which is after the 
fact. Usually very little can be done other than take a re­
port; consequently this complaint will tend to receive a low 
pri ori ty. 

Reasonable doubt exists that this is not a breaking and enter­
ing in progress. The caller may report a car in front of a 
home where the people have gone on vacation. This is usually 
a suspicious sitJation. 



Complaint Code Complaint Name Complaint Description 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

La rceny report 

Missing person and 
run away 

Missing child 

Robbery, armed and 
unanned and at­
tempted 

Prm'-ll er 

Slumper 

Suspicious vehicle 

Suspicious person 

Assults 

This is anything stolen which did not require a breaking and 
entering. These complaints are after the fact. Any larcenies 
in progress found were classified also with breaking and enter­
ing in progress. 

This complaint usually entails taking a report. 

The difference between child and person is the age 12. The 
response is usually quick for this type of complaint if the 
child is very young and if the weather is cold and if it is 
dark. 

This complaint has the theif confronting the victim. This 
complaint usually receives a high prority. 

This is usually someone up close to a house--either the caller's 
or someone else's. 

This is someone who is slumped over the steering wheel of the 
car. It is usually a drunk sleeping, but it could be someone 
Him is ill. 

This is a parked vehicle in some neighborhood and the caller 
is not use to seeing it. 

This is usually a person in a car either parked or driving 
around in the neighborhood. 

This is another complaint \!Ihich is after the fact. The assult 
has taken place, and the victim. or in a case ~f a fight, the 
one who has lost, wants to report it. 
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Compla i nt Code Cgrl!pla i nt Name Comp lai nt Oescri pti on 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Murder, rape, suicide, 
assult in progress, 
shooti ng, etc. 

Shop 1 i fti ng 

Domesti c 

Trouble with ... 

Troub 1 e "Ii th ... 

Vandalism 

A1anns 

Fire 

This is a very hetereogenous group containing those complaints 
which tend to be few in number but the most threatening to a 
person. 

This is really a larceny, but there were so many, that a special 
category was created. 

This category contained any family fight or any fight which 
would be called in. This complaint would usually receive a 
fairly high priority because there is often a high proabi1ity 
of personal injury. 

This is a very heterogenous group containing calls where two 
or more citizens are in conflict but the conflict is not likely 
to lead to violence. A caller might be bothered by a barking 
dog of a neighbor; or, kids are making noise or playing in the 
street. 

Another very heterogenous group containing calls where two or 
more are in conflict but in this group the conflicting parties 
are closer together physically thus enhancing the chance for 
violence. Some examples are a customer wonlt pay, or trouble 
with husband or son, or unwanted guest etc. 

This group might also include attempted breaking and entering 
or attempted larceny. 

This is responding to any alarm, bank, business or resident 
or car. 

When people need an ambulance or there is a fire, they often 
times call the center and often times a po1ic~car is dispatched 
to the scene. 
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