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WHEREAS, in the opinion of the County Auditor, the public 
interests required that the Lake County Council, should be 
called to meet in special session at this time, for the purpose 
of considering Second Reading for the 2026 Budgets. A 
written notice was sent to each member of the Council, and 
proper advertisement made, and all other acts performed in 
accordance with the laws governing such matters. 

And now in obedience to such call, come Christine Cid, President, David Hamm, Pete Lindemulder, Ted 
Bilski and Randy Niemeyer, County Councilpersons, together with Tom O’Donnell and Ray Szarmach, 
County Council Attorneys. Councilmen Ronald Brewer and Charlie Brown were absent. 

Scott Schmal: At this point, the budget is balanced, so any changes we make would need something to 
offset them. 

Bilski made the motion, seconded by Hamm, to amend the salary ordinance to reflect a two percent raise 
for all non-contract and non-mandated employees, offset by a reduction in the operating balance.  

Niemeyer – It might be appropriate to look at the elimination, if this is the will of the council, to look at the 
elimination of vacant positions from January 1, 2025, and back as another way to offset this without 
digging into operational cash, which, as we all know, is going to dwindle drastically over this year and next 
year with the implementation of SEA1. As a discussion item, it needs to be considered right here and now. 

Cid – What’s the cost of the two percent, and what are the savings of eliminating positions as of January of 
2025? 

Schmal – One percent of salary with the benefits is about a million-dollar cost. So, two percent would be 
two million. An estimate of savings would be about a million dollars if you move the date from January 
2024 to January 2025. 

Niemeyer – A million dollars additional to what our original proposal was of elimination of positions? 

Schmal – Correct. 

Niemeyer – So that would take it to a total of what? 

Schmal – Two million. And that’s the levy dollars. 

Cid – So, the elimination of those positions from January 2024 back was done to help offset some of the 
utility and insurance costs that we’re going to incur in 2026. I would support eliminating positions from 
January of 2025 if they were eliminated immediately; then I could support that. 

Lindemulder – Just so I understand, a two percent increase would be an additional two million dollars. 
Eliminating positions that are currently open and have been open all year, eliminating those effective 
immediately if we did it that way. That adds a million dollars back, so then we’d still be a million dollars 
short going into next year if we did those two things? 

Schmal – Yes, because going into this, we already were balanced with the elimination of positions from 
January of 2024. Right now, we’re adding two million dollars of expense, reducing one million expense, 
leaving a net one million. 

Lindemulder – I am personally not in favor of that. I’m all for the two percent raise. I was one of the ones 
trying to get our minimum salary up to forty thousand, but we did that within the budget. We didn’t have to 
dip into cash to do that, and I don’t want to start setting a precedent of dipping into our cash. As Randy 
said, that will start to dwindle, and I don’t think that’s the right way to balance our budget, personally. If we 
have other savings that can be found, by all means I’m all ears. But it sounds right now that the only thing 
we could do is one percent if we did the other. But if somebody else says there are other places we could 
cut expenses, I’m willing to listen. 

Cid – There was no prior discussion of this. I thought we were all on the same page because of our 
financial crisis with Senate Bill 1 and preparing for 2027. We’re not asking any departments to cut their 
budgets; we’re keeping them the same. I don’t know how we would fund the increase. 

Bilski – The only thing that makes me concerned with eliminating those positions is, looking at the 
assessors, I might have a vacant level to reposition, and that person has to wait in order to complete their 
education and their training. Going into this, I don’t think it’s a precedence setting; I think this is the time to 
address the means of the employees. 
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Lindemulder – I would still be in favor of eliminating those positions from January of 2025 because that’s 
the right thing to do. They haven’t been filled all year. And it doesn’t mean to say that if an assessor’s 
office had a position that they needed to fill, they could still come to us and we could create that position 
next year if somebody had a higher level. 

Cid – In your case, Madam Assessor, the coroners have the same situation. They have so many 
investigators—level one, level two, and level three—and as you move up in your education, you are placed 
in a different position, but if there’s no opening, then they just have to wait to get into that position. 

LaTonya Spearman (Lake County Assessor) – My office is already understaffed. We implemented a hiring 
process so that we could have qualified individuals in those positions, and so if we were to eliminate those 
positions without any notice, I wouldn’t even have an opportunity to try and fill those positions. We fill them 
as we get qualified candidates, so it would definitely be an impediment to the assessing community. 

Cid – My thoughts on eliminating positions that have been vacant since January of 2025 are that we’re 
going to be looking for money. We’ve sent a memo out saying you need to cut ten percent next year. 
We’re being lenient with that amount. To me, isn’t it better to eliminate positions where a person is not 
sitting than to perhaps maybe have layoffs? Isn’t that a better alternative? 

Spearman – If the council has done some sort of study to determine whether these are positions that are 
in fact not needed, then of course. I’m well aware of the financial crisis, and I’m in favor of doing what the 
county has to do, but for the assessing community specifically, because we do have this hiring process in 
place, it would be a detriment to us. I understand this is not just for the assessing community; it covers 
everybody in the county, but if we were to come to you in a year with a qualified candidate, would we have 
the funds available to create this new position? 

Cid – You may have to look within your budget. 

Niemeyer – Scott, the council had passed a hiring freeze that was then vetoed, do we have a number of 
what the value of that hiring freeze would have been had been fully implemented? 

Schmal – I don’t have that off the top of my head. 

Niemeyer – That would be interesting to know. As part of this pursuit of a two percent increase to have that 
then vetoed doesn’t help in balancing this process from a cash flow standpoint. 

Cid – It would have been a savings. Ray (Szarmach) knows in the past that we have had savings in having 
a hiring freeze. I’ll say this: I appreciate every single employee here, and this council has been very 
generous in the past few years. I think we’ve used our growth quotient most years to give raises. The 
starting salary is forty thousand dollars, and I know in this economy it's not a lot of money, but we have 
been very generous. We do appreciate our employees; this is just the year that we don’t have the money, 
and we have 2027 coming soon. 

Majority voted no. Hamm and Bilski voted yes. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to  
amend the salary ordinance to reflect a two percent raise for all non-contract and non-mandated 
employees, offset by a reduction in the operating balance failed. 3-no, 2-yes, 2-absent. 

Niemeyer made the motion, seconded by Lindemulder, to eliminate vacate positions as of January 2025. 
Majority voted yes. Bilski and Hamm voted no. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to eliminate vacate 
positions as of January 2025 carried 3-yes, 2-no, 2-absent. 

Niemeyer made the motion, seconded by Lindemulder, that the positions that the council eliminated from 
January of 2024 and back be effective immediately.  

Cid – Being that we don’t have a hiring freeze, part of the objective in having a hiring freeze was so that 
those eliminated positions could not be filled. So, this would just be effective immediately. It was my 
understanding that that wouldn’t have taken effect until the 2026 budget.  

Majority voted yes. Bilski and Hamm voted no. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion that the positions 
that the council eliminated from January of 2024 and back be effective immediately carried 3-yes, 2-no, 2-
absent. 
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In the Matter of Ordinance Authorizing Tax Levies (OR-1) 

Hamm made the motion, seconded by Bilski, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. Brewer 
and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Ordinance for Appropriations, Forms 4A and 4B (OR-2) 

Bilski made the motion, seconded by Hamm, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. Brewer 
and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Salary Ordinance for 2026 (OR-3) 

Lindemulder made the motion, seconded by Hamm, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. 
Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Longevity Ordinance for 2026 (OR-4) 

Niemeyer made the motion, seconded by Lindemulder, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted 
yes. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Uniform Clothing Allowance Ordinance (OR-5) 

Hamm made the motion, seconded by Bilski, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. Brewer 
and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Per Diem Expense Ordinance for 2026 (OR-6) 

Bilski made the motion, seconded by Hamm, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. Brewer 
and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Binding Recommendations/Ordinances – Lake Ridge Fire Ordinance (OR-7) 

Lindemulder made the motion, seconded by Bilski, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. 
Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Binding Recommendations/Ordinances – Lake County Solid Waste Ordinance (OR-8) 

Lindemulder made the motion, seconded by Hamm, to approve on Second Reading. Majority voted yes. 
Niemeyer voted no. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to approve on Second Reading carried 4-yes, 
1-no, 2-absent.
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In the Matter of Resolution for the Distribution of Funds for Mental Health for Lake County for 2026 (R-1) 

Niemeyer made the motion, seconded by Bilski, to approve. Majority voted yes. Brewer and Brown were 
absent. Motion to approve carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 
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In the Matter of Township Capital Improvement Plan – Review Pursuant to I.C. 36-6-9-11 

O’Donnell – This item is new this year. It’s a review, not binding recommendation. Its just an affirmation 
that the council has had an opportunity to review the township capital improvement plans for Cedar Creek, 
West Creek, Ross, Hobart, North, Calumet and St. John Townships. If the chair is comfortable that 
everyone has had a chance to review it, we do not need to take a vote.  

Cedar Creek Township 
West Creek Township 
Ross Township 
Hobart Township 
North Township 
Calumet Township 
St. John Township 

Cid verified that the council has reviewed the Capital Improvement Plans. 

In the Matter of Motion to use the sum of $35,006,432,662.00 as the assessed value for 2026 for Lake 
County 

Hamm made the motion, seconded by Bilski, to use the sum of $35,006,432,662.00 as the assessed value 
for 2026 for Lake County. Majority voted yes. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to use the sum of 
$35,006,432,662.00 as the assessed value for 2026 for Lake County carried 5-yes, 2-absent. 

In the Matter of Motion to approve the 16 Line Statement for Funds, Levies and Rates for 2026 for Lake 
County 

Bilski made the motion, seconded by Hamm, to approve the 16-line statement for Funds, Levies and 
Rates for 2026 for Lake County. Majority voted yes. Brewer and Brown were absent. Motion to approve the 
16-line statement for Funds, Levies and Rates for 2026 for Lake County carried 5-yes, 2-absent.

There being no further business to come before the Council, it was moved and seconded that this Council 
does now adjourn, to meet again as required by law. 

____________________________ 
President, Lake County Council 

ATTEST: 

____________________ 
Peggy Holinga-Katona, 
Lake County Auditor 
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