
PENTLAND TOWNSHIP 
REGULAR MEETING 

AGENDA 
NOVEMBER 10, 2016 

 

Oath of Office (terms begin November 20, 2016, for a four-year term) 

Call to Order and Roll Call 

Changes to the Agenda 

Brief Public Comment 

Approval of Bills 

Treasurer’s Report 

New Business: 

 Resolution 2016-05: To Set Pay Periods for Elected Officials and 
Employees (turn over) 

 Letter from Newberry Area Tourism Association (see next page) 

Old Business: 

 Wastewater agreement with the Village 

 Future Hall Bookings  

 Liquor Inspection Reports 

 Water and Sewer Update 

 Open for Other Reports 

 Communications 

Extended Public Comment 

Next Regular Meeting 

Adjournment 



RESOLUTION 2016-05 

 

RESOLUTION TO SET PAY PERIODS FOR  

ELECTED OFFICIALS AND EMPLOYEES  

OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PENTLAND 

 

WHEREAS, the Township of Pentland has elected officials and employees with differing pay 

periods; and 

 

WHEREAS, commonly accepted accounting practices require that these differing pay periods be 

described in writing; and  

 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Township of Pentland hereby amends the 

Township’s Personnel Manual to add the following language beginning on page five after the 

section “Payroll Procedure”; 

 

Pay Periods (effective November 20, 2016)  
Elected officials are paid at the Township Board meeting that is held during the 
month they hold office.  This schedule includes any non-statutory duties held by 
elected officials. 
 
The Utilities Superintendent is also paid at the Township Board meeting that is held 
during the month he or she is employed by the Township. 
 
All other employees are paid at the Township Board meeting after the month they 
have worked.  This includes (but is not limited to) the Deputy Treasurer, Deputy 
Clerk, Administrative Assistant, Board of Review members, Hall Custodian, and other 
employees. 
 
All salaried officials and employees will be paid a proportional amount of their 
monthly salary for any fraction of a month they hold office or work for the 
Township.  This includes both elected officials and employees who are paid a salary. 

 

THEREFORE BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Township Clerk and Township Treasurer 

shall enact all required accounting and financial procedures required to accomplish this 

resolution. 

 

 

Moved by       Supported by      

 

Upon a roll call vote, the following voted: 

 

Ayes:        Nays:       

 

Absent:        



 
CHECK #PAYEE AMOUNT DESCRIPTION

General Fund checks paid ahead of time: (legally known as "post audit" payments)
2377 Luce County Treasurer 255.69$           10/19 Tax Tribunal refund 255.69$          ‐$                  ‐$               

2378 Fred Gordon, Attorney 5,404.32$      
10/25 Country Club Attorney ‐ Tax Tribunal 

settlement
5,404.32$      ‐$                  ‐$               

2379 AT&T 241.51$           11/03 Phone Bill 56.20$            92.83$              92.48$          
2380 Waste Management 27.50$             11/03 Roll of garbage bags ‐$                 13.75$              13.75$          

Total 5,929.02$       5,716.21$      106.58$           106.23$        

General Fund checks to be paid today:
Payroll:
2381 Deborah Burbach 599.58$           Admin Assistant 119.92$          239.83$            239.83$        
2382 David Carmody 16.00$             Deputy Clerk 16.00$            ‐$                  ‐$               
2383 Jean Foley 585.30$           Treasurer 585.30$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2384 Martin Lehto 302.29$           Trustee & Property 302.29$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2385 Janet Maki 2,020.59$       Supervisor & Assessor 2,020.59$      ‐$                  ‐$               
2386 Gregory Rathje 887.09$           Clerk 727.41$          ‐$                  159.68$        
2387 Michael Richards 2,924.27$       Utilities Supervisor ‐$                 731.07$            2,193.20$    

2388 Larry Sieggreen 185.07$           Labor ‐ Utilities ‐$                 92.53$              92.54$          
2389 Dawn Stephenson 100.42$           Deputy Treasurer 100.42$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2390 Gina Vix 1,205.78$       Admin Assistant 401.92$          401.93$            401.93$        
2391 August Walker 403.59$           Trustee & Hall Maintenance 403.59$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2392 Linda Walker 174.54$           Hall Custodian 174.54$          ‐$                  ‐$               

Total 9,404.52$       4,851.98$      1,465.36$       3,087.18$    

Remittances:
EFT18 US Government 3,041.22$       Electronic Fund Transfer (EFT) Fed.Tax/FICA/SocSec 1,830.31$      393.77$            817.14$        
2393 Michigan Dept. of Treasury 515.71$           State Withholding 315.92$          65.37$              134.42$        

Total 3,556.93$       2,146.23$      459.14$           951.56$        

Accounts Payable:

2394 Anderson‐Tackman 810.00$          
IFT work ($486.00), and Country Club tribunal case 

($324.00)
810.00$          ‐$                  ‐$               

2395 BS&A Software 793.00$          
Annual fees for Assessing ($549) and Utilities 

($244)
549.00$          122.00$            122.00$        

2396 Cloverland Electric 1,667.53$       Electric bill for 'regular' items 643.05$          484.59$            539.89$        
2397 Cloverland Electric 32.05$             Pentland School H20 Tower ‐ used to be annual. ‐$                 ‐$                  32.05$          
2398 Cloverland Electric 121.98$           Twp hall ‐ used to be annual. 121.98$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2399 Caryn DeWyse 157.50$           Election Worker 157.50$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2400 DEQ 799.24$           Community Water Supply fee ‐$                 ‐$                  799.24$        
2401 Governmental Business System 207.66$           New book for minutes and special paper for it. 207.66$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2402 Governmental Business System 27.98$             Election supplies 27.98$            ‐$                  ‐$               
2403 Governmental Business System 28.04$             Election supplies 28.04$            ‐$                  ‐$               
2404 Governmental Business System 28.88$             Election supplies 28.88$            ‐$                  ‐$               
2405 Judy Hett 167.50$           Election Worker (Chairperson) 167.50$          ‐$                  ‐$               

2406 Jean Foley 119.98$          
Certified mail to Treasury ($8.20), and 207 miles to 

training (111.78) at 54 cents/mile
119.98$          ‐$                  ‐$               

2407 Gina Vix 69.12$             Mileage ‐ 128 miles @ 54cents/mile 69.12$            ‐$                  ‐$               

2408 Greg Rathje 173.68$          
Postage for the election  (74.68) and website 

renewal for another year (99.00)
173.68$          ‐$                  ‐$               

2409 Mac's Market 12.84$             Cleaning supplies for township hall 12.84$            ‐$                  ‐$               
2410 Dennis Mahar 100.00$           Hall refund 100.00$         
2411 Linda Maki‐Griffiss 157.50$           Election Worker 157.50$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2412 Newberry News 36.00$             Last ad for truck bids from early September. 36.00$            ‐$                  ‐$               
2413 Mary Nutkins 157.50$           Election Worker 157.50$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2414 National Office Products 184.75$           Chair for the administrative assistant 61.59$            61.58$              61.58$          

2415 Painter Pest Control 150.00$          
Second of two invoices from this summer ‐ this was 

for Utility Office (first was for pump houses)
‐$                 75.00$              75.00$          

2416 Pentland Utilities 3,550.00$       Hydrant Rental 3,550.00$      ‐$                  ‐$               
2417 Kay Pfeiffer 157.50$           Election Worker 157.50$          ‐$                  ‐$               

Turn over to other side!

NOVEMBER 2016 MONTHLY BILLS
Last updated November 10, 2016

General Fund Sewer Fund Water Fund Liquor Fund
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CHECK #PAYEE AMOUNT DESCRIPTION

NOVEMBER 2016 MONTHLY BILLS
Last updated November 10, 2016

General Fund Sewer Fund Water Fund Liquor Fund

2418 Rolfe, Craig (lawyer) 933.25$          
Newberry Country Club tax case, water loan, and 

sewer agreement
628.25$          190.00$            115.00$        

2419 Security Benefit Group 605.00$           457 Plan 605.00$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2420 Semco 57.95$             Heating for utility office ‐ ending 10/2016 ‐$                 28.97$              28.98$          
2421 Semco 30.57$             Heating for utility office ‐ ending 9/2016 15.28$              15.29$          
2422 Christina Sparks 100.00$           Hall refund 100.00$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2423 Verizon Wireless 47.96$             Cell phone ‐$                 23.98$              23.98$          
2424 Village of Newberry 1,899.47$       3rd Quarter Fire Bill 1,899.47$      ‐$                  ‐$               
2425 Village of Newberry 10,563.76$     3rd Quarter Wastewater Treatment ‐$                 10,563.76$     ‐$               
2426 Virgene Swanson 157.50$           Election Worker 157.50$          ‐$                  ‐$               
2427 Visa 160.40$           Fuel 53.46$            53.47$              53.47$          

Total 24,266.09$    10,780.98$   11,618.63$     1,866.48$     ‐$              

Grand Total for Today 

(checks 2381 ‐ 2427)
37,227.54$    17,779.19$   13,543.13$     5,905.22$     ‐$              

Sewer Fund Checks (post audit and today)
5071 Pentland Twp General Fund 105.57$           11/03 Repay General Fund for approved bills ‐$                 105.57$            ‐$               
5072 Pentland Twp General Fund 1,986.44$       11/10 Repay General Fund Advance ‐$                 1,986.44$       ‐$               
5073 Pentland Twp General Fund 13,543.13$     11/10 Repay General Fund for approved bills ‐$                 13,543.13$     ‐$               

Water Fund Checks (post audit and today)
6061 Pentland Twp General Fund 105.49$           11/03 Repay General Fund for approved bills ‐$                 ‐$                  105.49$        
6062 Pentland Twp General Fund 5,905.22$       11/10 Repay General Fund for approved bills ‐$                  ‐$                   5,905.22$    

End of List!

Last printed 1/30/2017 6:05 PM Page 2 of 2



Quarter 2013 2014 2015 2016

1st 5,394.43$        4,032.27$        6,925.47$        197.13$          

2nd 5,742.17$        1,675.68$        8,733.81$        9,312.15$       

3rd 5,394.43$        4,838.41$        2,180.33$        1,899.47$     
4th 13,899.92$      10,566.60$      35,126.85$     

Calendar Year Totals 30,430.95$     21,112.96$     52,966.46$     11,408.75$    

Fiscal Year Totals 29,068.79        24,006.16        46,238.12        11,211.62       

Notes:

First quarter 2016 is not a typo.

Fourth quarter 2015 includes turnout gear.

These bills do NOT include the quarterly payment for the fire tanker!

Quarter 2013 2014 2015 2016

1st 20,073.54        18,698.47        18,687.89        16,154.00       

2nd 11,673.17        11,502.53        14,120.30        14,994.84       

3rd 15,298.45        10,929.64        11,440.03        10,563.76       

4th 16,983.92        14,903.19        21,015.83       

Calendar Year Totals 64,029.08        56,033.83        65,264.05        41,712.60       

Fiscal Year Totals 62,654.01        56,023.25        62,730.16        25,558.60       

Notes:

Sewer Treatment bills by Quarter

Amount Billed

Fiscal Year Totals are a better fit for our township's budget: 

Q2 through Q4, plus Q1 of following year.

Amount billed

Fire Department Bills by quarter

Fiscal Year Totals are a better fit for our township's budget: 

Q2 through Q4, plus Q1 of following year.



Month Total Running Total Notes

8‐2015 125.00$                125.00$               

9‐2015 ‐$                      125.00$               

10‐2015 1,300.00$            1,425.00$           

11‐2015 1,810.00$            3,235.00$           

12‐2015 395.00$                3,630.00$           

1‐2016 ‐$                      3,630.00$           

2‐2016 ‐$                      3,630.00$           

3‐2016 110.00$                3,740.00$           

4‐2016 ‐$                      3,740.00$           

5‐2016 3,870.00$            7,610.00$           

315.00$                7,925.00$           

8,500.00$            16,425.00$          Outside assessor

7‐2016 1,835.00$            18,260.00$         

8‐2016 8,651.15$            26,911.15$         

9‐2016 2,505.97$            29,417.12$         

10‐2016 348.25$                29,765.37$         

GRAND TOTAL 29,765.37$         

Notes:

This does not include the settlement paid to the Country Club.

"Month" is the month the work was done. 

We paid the bill at our following meeting.

6‐2016

Legal Costs for Country Club Case 

in Michigan Tax Tribunal

Last printed 1/30/2017



Date

Sewer Fund 

Check # Amount Balance

Paid back

 so far

% current 

FY budget Note

1 11/12/2013 na ‐$              343,000.00$    ‐$                NA Starting amount

2 2/11/2014 435 1,775.38$    341,224.62$    1,775.38$      
NA

First check ‐ for January 2014. Repyament 

plan assumes $1,430/month for 20 years.

3 3/11/2014 438 1,946.70$    339,277.92$    3,722.08$       NA For February 2014

4 4/8/2014 440 1,974.65$    337,303.27$    5,696.73$       12% For March 2014

5 5/13/2014 443 1,945.68$    335,357.59$    7,642.41$       23% For April 2014

6 6/10/2014 445 1,993.78$    333,363.81$    9,636.19$       34% For May 2014

7 7/8/2014 448 2,039.79$    331,324.02$    11,675.98$     46% For June 2014

8 8/12/2014 451 1,918.55$    329,405.47$    13,594.53$     58% For July 2014

9 9/9/2014 455 1,954.16$    327,451.31$    15,548.69$     69% For August 2014

10 10/14/2014 458 1,855.15$    325,596.16$    17,403.84$     80% For September 2014

11 11/11/2014 5000 2,107.35$    323,488.81$    19,511.19$     92%
For October 2014.

First check from new sewer checks.

12 12/9/2014 5002 1,754.70$    321,734.11$    21,265.89$     102% For November 2014

13 1/12/2015 5005 1,825.02$    319,909.09$    23,090.91$     113% For December 2014

14 2/10/2015 5009 1,937.29$    317,971.80$    25,028.20$     124% For January 2015

15 3/10/2015 5013 2,047.38$    315,924.42$    27,075.58$     136% For February 2015

16 4/14/2015 5017 1,916.62$    314,007.80$    28,992.20$     11% For March 2015

17 5/12/2015 5020 1,913.18$    312,094.62$    30,905.38$     22% For April 2015

18 6/9/2015 5022 1,927.05$    310,167.57$    32,832.43$     34% For May 2015

19 7/14/2015 5025 2,024.11$    308,143.46$    34,856.54$     45% For June 2015

20 8/11/2015 5029 1,921.89$    306,221.57$    36,778.43$     57% For July 2015

21 9/8/2015 5032 1,830.21$    304,391.36$    38,608.64$     67% For August 2015

22 10/13/2015 5035 2,026.47$    302,364.89$    40,635.11$     79% For September 2015

23 11/10/2015 5037 1,820.86$    300,544.03$    42,455.97$     90% For October 2015

24 12/8/2015 5039 1,963.50$    298,580.53$    44,419.47$     101% For November 2015

25 1/12/2016 5042 1,903.39$    296,677.14$    46,322.86$     112% For December 2015

26 2/9/2016 5044 1,881.46$    294,795.68$    48,204.32$     123% For January 2016

27 3/10/2016 5046 1,995.08$    292,800.60$    50,199.40$     135% For February 2016

28 4/12/2016 5051 1,889.64$    290,910.96$    52,089.04$     11% For March 2016

29 5/10/2016 5053 1,882.14$    289,028.82$    53,971.18$     22% For April 2016

30 6/14/2016 5056 1,973.29$    287,055.53$    55,944.47$     33% For May 2016

31 7/12/2016 5060 2,023.86$    285,031.67$    57,968.33$     45% For June 2016

32 8/9/2016 5062 1,854.09$    283,177.58$    59,822.42$     56% For July 2016

33 9/13/2016 5066 1,990.95$    281,186.63$    61,813.37$     68% For August 2016

34 10/11/2016 5068 1,993.07$    279,193.56$    63,806.44$     79% For September 2016

35 11/10/2016 5071 1,986.44$    277,207.12$    65,792.88$     91% For October 2016

General Fund Repayment Status

(to repay monies advanced to the Sewer Fund)

1/30/2017 6:11 PM



Difference

Date Amount Balance Amount Balance Note

1 11/12/2013 ‐$              343,000.00$   ‐$              343,000.00$   Starting amount

2 2/11/2014 1,775.38$   341,224.62$   1,430.00$   341,570.00$   345.38$          
First check ‐ for January 2014. Repyament plan 

assumes $1,430/month for 20 years.

3 3/11/2014 1,946.70$   339,277.92$   1,430.00$   340,140.00$   862.08$           For February 2014

4 4/8/2014 1,974.65$   337,303.27$   1,430.00$   338,710.00$   1,406.73$        For March 2014

5 5/13/2014 1,945.68$   335,357.59$   1,430.00$   337,280.00$   1,922.41$        For April 2014

6 6/10/2014 1,993.78$   333,363.81$   1,430.00$   335,850.00$   2,486.19$        For May 2014

7 7/8/2014 2,039.79$   331,324.02$   1,430.00$   334,420.00$   3,095.98$        For June 2014

8 8/12/2014 1,918.55$   329,405.47$   1,430.00$   332,990.00$   3,584.53$        For July 2014

9 9/9/2014 1,954.16$   327,451.31$   1,430.00$   331,560.00$   4,108.69$        For August 2014

10 10/14/2014 1,855.15$   325,596.16$   1,430.00$   330,130.00$   4,533.84$        For September 2014

11 11/11/2014 2,107.35$   323,488.81$   1,430.00$   328,700.00$   5,211.19$        For October 2014

12 12/9/2014 1,754.70$   321,734.11$   1,430.00$   327,270.00$   5,535.89$        For November 2014

13 1/12/2015 1,825.02$   319,909.09$   1,430.00$   325,840.00$   5,930.91$        For December 2014

14 2/10/2015 1,937.29$   317,971.80$   1,430.00$   324,410.00$   6,438.20$        For January 2015

15 3/10/2015 2,047.38$   315,924.42$   1,430.00$   322,980.00$   7,055.58$        For February 2015

16 4/14/2015 1,916.62$   314,007.80$   1,430.00$   321,550.00$   7,542.20$        For March 2015

17 5/12/2015 1,913.18$   312,094.62$   1,430.00$   320,120.00$   8,025.38$        For April 2015

18 6/9/2015 1,927.05$   310,167.57$   1,430.00$   318,690.00$   8,522.43$        For May 2015

19 7/14/2015 2,024.11$   308,143.46$   1,430.00$   317,260.00$   9,116.54$        For June 2015

20 8/11/2015 1,921.89$   306,221.57$   1,430.00$   315,830.00$   9,608.43$        For July 2015

21 9/8/2015 1,830.21$   304,391.36$   1,430.00$   314,400.00$   10,008.64$     For August 2015

22 10/13/2015 2,026.47$   302,364.89$   1,430.00$   312,970.00$   10,605.11$     For September 2015

23 11/10/2015 1,820.86$   300,544.03$   1,430.00$   311,540.00$   10,995.97$     For October 2015

24 12/8/2015 1,963.50$   298,580.53$   1,430.00$   310,110.00$   11,529.47$     For November 2015

25 1/12/2016 1,903.39$   296,677.14$   1,430.00$   308,680.00$   12,002.86$     For December 2015

26 2/9/2016 1,881.46$   294,795.68$   1,430.00$   307,250.00$   12,454.32$     For January 2016

27 3/10/2016 1,995.08$   292,800.60$   1,430.00$   305,820.00$   13,019.40$     For February 2016

28 4/12/2016 1,889.64$   290,910.96$   1,430.00$   304,390.00$   13,479.04$     For March 2016

29 5/10/2016 1,882.14$   289,028.82$   1,430.00$   302,960.00$   13,931.18$     For April 2016

30 6/14/2016 1,973.29$   287,055.53$   1,430.00$   301,530.00$   14,474.47$     For May 2016

31 7/12/2016 2,023.86$   285,031.67$   1,430.00$   300,100.00$   15,068.33$     For June 2016

32 8/9/2016 1,854.09$   283,177.58$   1,430.00$   298,670.00$   15,492.42$     For July 2016

33 9/13/2016 1,990.95$   281,186.63$   1,430.00$   297,240.00$   16,053.37$     For August 2016

34 10/11/2016 1,993.07$   279,193.56$   1,430.00$   295,810.00$   16,616.44$     For September 2016

35 11/10/2016 1,986.44$   277,207.12$   1,430.00$   294,380.00$   17,172.88$     For October 2016

General Fund Repayment Status ‐ Actual versus Predicted

(to repay monies advanced to the Sewer Fund)

Actual Predicted



PENTLAND TOWNSHIP - SUMMARY OF ACCOUNTS AT MONTH END MONTH END

Ending October 31, 2016 10/31/2016

GENERAL FUND Notes

First National Bank of St. Ignace - Checking 7,822.96$           

First National Bank of St. Ignace - Money Market 98,500.34$         

First National Bank of St. Ignace - Money Market for future purchases 13,619.16$         

First National Bank of St Ignace CD - Fire Truck 2015 37,500.00$         CD# 12552. Matures 04/07/2017

First National Bank of St Ignace CD - General Fund 31,940.27$         CD# 12696 Matures 10/14/2016

SEWER FUND

mBank Checking - Operating 44,579.80$         

First National Bank of St Ignace CD - Sewer Fund Pickup Truck 2015 10,000.00$         CD# 12550 Matures 04/07/2017

This CD was cashed in on June 22, 2016 for truck purchase.

mBank CD - Sewer Reserve 12,067.96$         
CD# 24768 Matures 03/09/2020. 

For future repairs.

WATER FUND

Cash in Bank 29,788.82$         

Water Bond & Interest Redemption -$                     required by USDA loan

Equipment Reserve 91,387.17$         required by USDA loan

Total 121,175.99$       

First National Bank of St Ignace CD - Water Fund Pickup Truck 2015 10,000.00$         CD# 12551 Matures 04/07/2017

This CD was cashed in on June 22, 2016 for truck purchase.

First National bank of St. Ignace CD - Water Reserve 41,813.28$         CD# 12291 Matures 09/30/2018

TAX COLLECTION

mbank Checking 26,018.04$         

mBank Checking

Last printed 1/30/2017 5:48 PM



NEWBERRY AREA TOURISM ASSOCIATION, INC. 
P. 0. BOX 574 
NEWBERRY, Ml 

49868-0574 

November 4, 2016 

Pentland Township Board 
13105 County Road 400 
Newberry, Mi 49868 

Re: Change of Utilities Classification 

Board Members: 

\
·t·~·,1. 

N ----- - . tc att E\VBERRY I ·' ~C;~~-
) 

As you may or may not know the Newberry Area Tourism Association (NATA) (a non-profit 
corporation) is dealing with financial decisions based on lack of ongoing funding. 

While we are exploring other options, in the interim, the Board has decided that to continue promoting 
the Newberry Tourism Market, will no longer be able to keep the Newberry Welcome Center open, 
therefore we have offered it's continued use to the Newberry Chamber of Commerce, who occupies it 
now. NATA will continue to lease the property it is located on, from Pickelman's Pantry and Pub, LLC. 
And we will maintain the structure. We have asked that the Chamber take on the Utilities cost, if they 
continue to occupy the building thru the winter and in the future. 

During negotiations it has been brought to our attention that Pentland Township Utilities considers the 
services rendered to the building to be Commercial in nature. 

Going forward we respectfully ask for some relief regarding these service costs. The building uses 
very little water and sewer services yet the bill is higher than the Cloverland Electric bill and the Semco 
Gas bill combined for the year.As a non-profit corporation, the Chamber may see that as major reason 
not to go forward and may move their daily operation to a smaller office with less visibility to the 
public. 

We respectfully ask that Pentland Township considers reclassifying the services to residential at the 
very least. It would be a welcome gesture, that Pentland Township provides service as a donation, free 
of charge to the Chamber, should they elect to continue to stay in the building. 

We appreciate the time that you take to consider our request. 

Respectfully 

(2{1~ ~gA~ 
Janice Goldthorpe, Treasurer Dennis Mark, President 



EXPLANATION OF ACCOUNT SEWER  WATER

Monthly Residential Rate/4000 gal. $31.79 $18.89

For each additional 1000 gal. $3.25 $2.24

Monthly Hydrant Rate $0.80

Monthly Commercial Rate/4000 gal. $31.79 $31.59

For each additional 1000 gal. $3.25 $2.24

Monthly Non‐Meter Water Rate $7.00

Monthly Municipal Hydrant Rental Rate $50.00

Monthly Residential Vacant Rate $11.34 $4.93

Monthly Commercial Vacant Rate $11.34 $11.50

New Hookup $400.00 $400.00

Village Settlement ‐ 

Repay advance to General Fund/4000 gal.
$5.20

New Account Service Charge $16.00

Special Shut Off $16.00

Special Turn On $16.00

Delinquent Shut Off $29.00

Delinquent Turn On $29.00

INF Check $29.00

Maintenance $42.00/Hr.‐ 1 Man

The above rates were adopted at a Regular Meeting of the Pentland Township 

Board held on August 9, 2016, and will begin on September 2, 2016.

PENTLAND TOWNSHIP UTILITIES

SEWER & WATER

RATES & FEES

Adopted 08/09/2016

SEWER & 

WATER



 

October 2016 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

4151 Okemos Road 
Okemos, Michigan   48864 
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2008 Medical Marihuana Act 
Unlike a few western states (and a few more that will be voting on the question next week), Michigan does not 
recognize or permit the recreational use of marijuana. But since the voter‐initiated Medical Marihuana Act in 
2008, our state has allowed patients with state‐approved cards to use medical marihuana (the same thing as 
“marijuana,” just a different spelling) supplied by registered caregivers. Last year alone, the state issued more 
than 216,000 of these cards (valid for a year), with the vast majority of patients (93%) qualifying to use medical 
marihuana based on “severe and chronic pain.” 
 
The 2008 voter‐initiated  law was poorly drafted, and  left a  lot of things pretty vague. The courts eventually 
interpreted that law to limit each caregiver to only 5 patients and 12 marihuana plants per patient. Commercial 
growing, sale and transportation of more than that limited amount of marihuana was not protected by the law. 
Most of the “dispensaries” that sprung up while the law was still unclear eventually closed down (but some still 
remain open in defiance of the state law). 
 
Although  the 2008  law did not allow  commercial medical marihuana  facilities,  it did grant  certain  rights  to 
patients and caregivers who serve up to 5 patients. Those provisions remain essentially unchanged. Patients can 
still grow their own marihuana (up to 15 plants) and each caregiver can still grow and provide marihuana for up 
to  five  patients.  Thus,  there  may  still  be  a  need  to  maintain  whatever  regulations  your  township  has 
implemented to address these previously‐authorized activities. 
 

New MMFLA  
A number of  legislators and many stakeholders saw a need  to better clarify  the  terms of  the 2008 Medical 
Marihuana Act. The 2008 law lacked suitable provisions for the taxing and regulation of medical marihuana. 
After months of lobbying and re‐writing, the Michigan legislature finally adopted the MMFLA last month, giving 
recognition to the future establishment of commercial medical marihuana businesses, but also allowing local 
determination about whether to allow such businesses, and making the new businesses subject to a new sales 
tax, state licensing and local regulation funded by reasonable annual regulatory fees. This new Michigan law has 
set in motion a process that will cause increasing interest in commercial medical marihuana facilities over the 
next 14 months and beyond.  
 
The  new  law  expressly  authorizes  the  following  kinds  of  commercial medical marihuana  facilities: medical 
marihuana growers (up to 1500 plants), processors, provisioning centers (formerly known as “dispensaries”), 
secure transporters and safety compliance facilities. Each of these will be licensed by the state, and will have to 

Township Law E-Letter
The New Law On Commercial Medical 

Marihuana Facilities 

After years of uncertainty about the voter‐initiated Medical Marihuana Act, last month 
the  legislature took a big step toward clarification  in the Medical Marihuana Facilities 
Licensing Act (“MMFLA”). The MMFLA allows commercial medical marihuana facilities 
for the first time, but licenses and taxes them. The new law permits townships to choose 
whether they want commercial medical marihuana businesses within their borders, and 
gives townships the right to adopt ordinances, levy regulatory fees and receive a share 
of the taxes. The new businesses cannot apply for licenses for more than a year, but you 
can expect to hear much from them in the coming weeks. 
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renew their licenses annually. But none of them can even apply for a state license until December 15, 2017, at 
the earliest. Before that can happen, the state still needs to adopt administrative rules required by the new law. 
 
You can expect to hear and see a lot about commercial medical marihuana facilities in the coming weeks and 
months, but nobody can say anything definitive about what can or should be done until after the state answers 
a  lot of currently unknown questions  in the rules that will be adopted  in  late 2017.   Anyone making definite 
pronouncements now is simply guessing.  
 
But with  the amount of money  to be made by  commercial marihuana growers and vendors, and  the hype 
emanating  from  their  attorneys,  we  predict  you  will  receive  increasingly  frequent  and  possibly  frenzied 
communications from various parties vying for these new commercial business opportunities. There will be lots 
more to come on this. 
 

Your Township’s Role  
The Township will have a chance to say “yes” or “no” to any commercial medical marihuana facilities within 
your borders. You can  limit which  types of  facilities will be allowed  in your Township  (growers, processors, 
provisioning centers, etc.) and you can limit the number of each type you will allow in your Township.  
 
Your choice controls, whether you have your own zoning ordinance or not. The county cannot preempt your 
decision to prohibit these new businesses. If you rely on your county for zoning, the county will control where 
these facilities can be located, but not whether you will have any or how many you will have in your Township.  
 
If you say no, that’s final. They must go somewhere else. But that might be to an adjoining township that wants 
to  allow  them, even  if  it  is  right on  your border! This  is  somewhat  reminiscent of  the  “old days” of  “dry” 
municipalities that chose to prohibit establishments serving liquor, only to have those businesses spring up right 
outside their borders.   
 
The new  law offers a couple of “carrots”  to  townships  that choose  to allow  these new commercial medical 
marihuana  facilities.  These  townships  can  charge  the  new  licensees  a  fee  up  to  $5,000  annually  for  local 
oversight  and  regulation.  These  townships will  also  get  a  share  of  the  new  sales  taxes  generated  by  the 
commercial medical marihuana facilities. 
 

Some Remaining Uncertainties  
There are still many unanswered questions under the MMLFA. Although townships will get some say  in how 
these businesses are run (within the limits of the state law and forthcoming rules), it is not clear what degree of 
control townships will have if they allow these businesses. Some of the open questions are discussed below. 
 

 Do townships just say “yes” or “no,” and limit the number of facilities, allowing the state to decide which 
applicants get to participate?  

 Will townships be allowed to independently review each license applicant? 

 What will happen to the current businesses questionably operating under current law? 

 What costs will townships incur in the administration and enforcement of the new law and in supervising 
the new businesses?  

 What  additional  costs  will  come  with  the  criminal  law  enforcement  associated  with  these  new 
businesses, such as illicit drug sales, theft, armed robbery and violent crime?  



Page 3 
 

 If your Township contracts with the county sheriff for law enforcement, will there be increased contract 
costs when you choose to allow commercial medical marihuana facilities? 

 What will the state rules allow? Much needs to be done at the state level to implement the MMFLA. The 
state rules are not yet in place; they will not be ready for implementation until well into 2017; and no 
applications can be received until December 15, 2017. 

 
In  the meantime,  townships will have  to  carefully  consider whether  they want  to be  “players”  in  this new 
industry. Our law firm is currently working with a group of townships to better understand these uncertainties 
and to plan how to manage the anticipated risks and uncertainties, as well as the opportunities. Please contact 
us if you are interested in participating in this ongoing project. 
 

‐‐ Bill Fahey 
 

Fahey Schultz Burzych Rhodes PLC, Your Township Attorneys,  is a Michigan  law firm specializing  in the representation of Michigan 
townships. Our  lawyers have more than 150 years of experience  in township  law, and have represented more than 150 townships 
across the state of Michigan. This publication is intended for our clients and friends. This communication highlights specific areas of 
law, and is not legal advice. The reader should consult an attorney to determine how the information applies to any specific situation. 
 

 
 
Copyright © 2016 Fahey Schultz Burzych Rhodes PLC 



To: 

From: 

Date: 

RE: 

CRAIG A. ROLFE, PLLC 
A HORNEY AT LAW 

3018 Oakland Drive, Suite C 
KALAMAZOO, MICHIGAN 49008-3998 

TELEPHONE (269) 388-4333 
FAX (269) 388-4341 

***BULLETIN*** 

Pentland Township Board 

Craig A. Rolfe , Township Attorney 

October 26, 2016 

Township reaction to Michigan Medical Marihuana Facilities Licensing Act 
(2016 Public Act 281) 

Why is the Township Attorney sending us th is Bulletin? 

A new Michigan law known as the Medical Marihuana Facilities Licensing Act 
(Public Act 281 of 2016) provides an opportunity for your Township to authorize one or 
more of the five types of marihuana-related land uses/activities regulated by the new 
law to be issued a state license to operate in your Township. Whether to allow, or not 
allow, these regulated marihuana facilities to be located in your Township is a decision 
best made from at lea.st a basic understanding of the new law. This Bulletin is intended 
to give your Towns hip Board a basic overview of the aspects of this new law relevant to 
the Township. 

What is the main purpose of this new law? 

This comprehensive new law (42 pages in length) provides a statutory framework 
for a new state Medical Marihuana Licensing Board to license and regulate various 
types of marihuana-re!ated land uses and activities, including each of the following for 
which the statute defines the terms: 

• "Grower" means a licensee that is a commercial entity located in the state 
that cultivates, dries, trims, or cures and packages marihuana for sale to a 
processor or provisioning center. 

• "Processor" means a licensee that is a commercial entity located in the 
state that purchases marihuana from a grower and that extracts resin from 
the marihuana or creates a marihuana-infused product for sale and 
transfer in packaged form to a provisioning center. 



• "Provisioning center" means a licensee that is a commercial entity located 
in the state that purchases marihuana from a grower or processor that 
sells, supplies or provides marihuana to registered qualifying patients, 
directly or through the patients' registered primary caregivers. Provisioning 
center includes any commercial property where marihuana is sold at retail 
to registered qualifying patients or registered primary caregivers. A 
noncommercial location used by a primary caregiver to assist a qualifying 
patient connected to the caregiver through the department's marihuana 
registration process in accordance with the Michigan medical marihuana 
act is not a provisioning center for purposes of this act. 

• "Secure transporter" means a licensee that is a commercial entity located 
in the state that stores marihuana and transports marihuana between 
marihuana facilities for a fee. 

• "Safety compliance facility" means a licensee that is a commercial entity 
that receives marihuana from a marihuana facility or registered primary 
caregiver, tests it for contaminants and for tetrahydrocannabinol and 
cannabinoids, returns the test results, and may return the marihuana to 
the marihuana facility. 

A location at which a state license is issued to operate a·ny of these five types of land 
uses/activities is referred to in the new law as a "marihuana facility". 

How does this new law affect our Township? 

The first sentence of Section 205 of the new law specifies: 

"A marihuana facility shall not operate in a municipality unless the 
municipality has adopted an ordinance that authorizes that type of facility." 
MCL 333.27205. 

This provision of the law goes on to indicate a municipality may adopt an ordinance to 
authorize one or more of the five types of marihuana facilities regulated by the law, and 
may limit the number of each type of marihuana facility authorized by the ordinance. 
The law also authorizes a municipality to adopt other ordinances relating to marihuana 
facilities, including zoning regulations. 

So, unless and until your Township adopts an ordinance to allow in your 
Township any one or more of the five types of marihuana facilities regulated by the law, 
the state is forbidden from issuing a license for any of the regulated marihuana facilities 
to operate within your Township. 

What should our Township do in reaction to this new law? 

Although the new law will generally become effective December 20, 2016, the 
provisions of the law allowing the state to issue operating licenses for any of the five 
types of marihuana facilities regulated by the law do not become effective until 

2 



December 15, 2017. In my opinion your Township Board should use this intervening 
period to promptly discuss the implications of this new law for your Township, so if the 
Township Board does decide to move forward to consider adopting a licensing 
ordinance (and potentially Zoning Ordinance amendments) responsive to the new law, 
there will be ample time for such an ordinance to be drafted, reviewed, and if adopted 
become effective no later than 12-15-17 when the licensing aspects of the new law 
become operative. 

Why would our Township Board want to consider adopting an ordinance that 
would potentially allow the state to issue a license for one or more of the five 
types of marihuana facilities regulated by the new law to be located in our 
Township, beginning 12-15-17? 

First, your Township Board could be generally supportive of (or indifferent to) 
medical marihuana use, and see this new law as a way to better facilitate the safe 
dispensing of marihuana for medical use (as authorized in Michigan in 2008). 

Second, a marihuana facility in your Township licensed under the new law may 
create additional sources of revenue for your Township, in one or more of the following 
ways: 

• A Township adopting an ordinance allowing one or more of the five types 
of facilities authorized by the new law can impose a nonrefundable annual 
fee of not more than $5,000 on a licensee to help defray administrative 
and enforcement costs associated with the operation of a regulated 
marihuana facility in the Township. 

• The marihuana facilities businesses will pay property taxes. 

• A licensed provisioning center will pay a state excise tax of 3% of gross 
retail receipts, of which 25% is to be appropriated to municipalities in 
which a marihuana facility is located, and allocated in proportion to the 
number of marihuana facilities within the municipality. 

Does the new law require our Township Board to even discuss this new law and 
make any actual decision relating to the new law? 

No. Nothing in the new law requires the Township Board to discuss the new law 
and its potential implications for your Township. 

What does the new law require the Township to do if the Township Board does 
discuss the new law and decides it does not want any of the five types of 
marihuana facilities regulated by the new law to be able to be located in our 
Township (or if the Township Board simply does not discuss the matter at all)? 

In this scenario the new law does not require the Township Board to take any 
action whatsoever. All of the types of facilities regulated by. the new law are already 
prohibited under current law, and will continue to be prohibited under the new law 
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unless and until the Township Board adopts an ordinance making one or more of those 
types of facilities eligible to apply for and be issued a state license to operate in your 
Township. 

To be clear, even when the state licensing aspects of the new law become 
effective 12-15-17, the state will not issue a license for any of the five types of 
marihuana facilities regulated by the new law to operate in your Towns hip if the 
Township has not adopted an ordinance allowing that type of facility in your Township. 
Your Township Board will only need to go through the process of 
drafting/reviewing/adopting an ordinance dealing with any one or more of the five types 
of marihuana facilities regulated by the new law if the Towns hip does want to allow 
those types of facilities to be located in your Township (pursuant to a state license). 

If our Township does not adopt an ordinance under the new law, will be still be 
involved in the state license application process? 

The new law requires a license applicant to include with the application a paper 
copy of or website reference to the municipal ordinance authorizing or restricting 
operation of one or more types of marihuana facilities in that municipality. The Medical 
Marihuana Licensing Board created by the new law should summarily deny any 
application where a local ordinance has not been adopted to authorize that particular 
type of marihuana facility to be located in that municipality. 

However, it seems prudent to assume either an applicant or the licensing board 
could mistakenly understand the municipality to have adopted an ordinance authorizing 
the particular type of marihuana facility requested by the application, when in fact no 
such ordinance was adopted. In such circumstances the new law includes an 
opportunity for the Township to catch and correct such a mistake, as the applicant is 
required to notify the municipality by registered mail of the filing of an application with 
the state, within 10 days after submitting the application. A Township that has not 
adopted an ordinance pertinent to the application should of course promptly notify the 
licensing board of that fact. 

Where a Township Board receives an applicant notification, and has adopted a 
pertinent ordinance, the new law requires the municipality to provide certain information 
to the licensing board within 90 days after receipt of the applicant notification, including 
a copy of the ordinance that authorizes the type of marihuana facility at issue, a copy of 
any applicable zoning regulations, and a description of any violation of the local 
ordinance or zoning regulations committed by the applicant with respect to activities 
licensed under the new law or the 2008 Michigan Medical Marihuana Act. 

What is the recommendation of your Township Attorney in reaction to this new 
law? 

Although nothing in the new law obligates the Township Board to even discuss 
this subject, at all, in my opinion it is preferable for the Township Board to have a 
discussion weighing what the individual members of the Township Board may view as 
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the "pros" and "cons" of the new law, as it relates to your Township. This initial Board 
discussion and any resulting decision should be based on what the Board members 
consider to be in the best overall interests of the Township, as a matter of good policy. 
There is no single "correct" response to this initial discussion, and neighboring 
Townships may reach different decisions. 

If your Township Board decides to not further pursue making it possible for any of 
the five types of marihuana facilities regulated by the new law to potentially be licensed 
by the state to operate in your Township, that is the end of the matter. Period. 

On the other hand, if your Township Board initially decides that it may wish to 
consider creating the opportunity for one or more of the five types of marihuana facilities 
regulated by the new law to potentially be issued a state license to locate in your 
Township, then I would recommend meeting with the Township Attorney to discuss in 
more detail, even if only conceptually, the licensing ordinance and/or Zoning Ordinance 
amendments (where applicable) that your Township Board may deem worthy of further 
consideration. 

Where can I find more information about this new law? 

The Michigan Townships Association has very recently added some guidance on 
the new law to the "members" part of the MTA website. The new law in its entirety is 
also available on the MTA website, and on the Michigan Legislature website 
(www.legislature.mi.gov). Information on the new law is also available from other 
reputable municipal-related resources, including the Planning & Zoning Center in East 
Lansing. Your Township Attorney is of course always at your service to help you obtain 
insightful information about this new law, and understand how it could affect your 
Township. 

The fine print---this is a "generic" Bulletin prepared to generally orient each of my 
Township clients to certain features of the new Medical Marihuana Facilities Licensing 
Act of special relevance to municipalities. This Bulletin is not intended as a 
comprehensive legal treatise on the 42 page new law. It is also not intended to suggest 
the Township Board of any of rny Township client base ought to decide one way or 
another with respect to adopting a local ordinance on marihuana facilities. As noted in 
the Bulletin, that initial decision is a policy decision to be made by the elected Township 
Board; it is not a legal decision to be made by the Township Attorney. As this Bulletin is 
intended to provide the same basic information about the new law to all of my Township 
clients, my time expended to generally understand the new law and to prepare this 
generic Bulletin will be shared and split-billed to each Township client on an equal pro
rata basis. 

CAR/slb 

Mailed 10/26/16 to Supervisor and Clerk 
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Columbus Lakefield McMillan Pentland Totals Totals %

169            940            2,067         1,141         4,317        

112            659            1,135         718            2,624        

66.3% 70.1% 54.9% 62.9% 60.8%

Republican 31 216 355 206 73%

Democratic 8 49 124 61 22%

Libertarian 0 1 14 7 2%

Others 0 5 20 7 2%

22 148 314 197 681 26%

79 469 730 478 1756 68%
10 36 72 38 156 6%

68 439 644 422 1573 61%

36 179 386 236 837 32%
5 29 61 37 132 5%

Kivela 38 183 420 260 901 37%

Pfister 61 415 590 372 1438 59%
Others 4 28 46 33 111 5%

Morrison 0 0 259 0 259 70%
Vincent 0 0 112 0 112 30%

(east side of the Villlage of Newberry)

State Rep

Luce County Election Results for Selected Races
November 8, 2016

General 
Info

Reg Voters

Ballots Cast

Turnout %

President
Clinton

Trump
Others

Straight Ticket

Congress
Bergman

Johnson
Others

County Commissioner 
(District 1)

Buckler 0 18 0 166 184 47%
Henry 0 16 0 192 208 53%

(west of Miller Road in Pentland Township, and most of Columbus Township)

County Commissioner 
(District 4)

Klusmeyer 62 363 633 447 1505 34%

Oswald 56 333 665 454 1508 34%

Zellar 56 339 569 420 1384 31%
Write‐In 0 8 61 21 90 2%

NOTE: this does not include Hulbert, Portage, and Seney Townships.

37 268 586 390 1281

40% 48% 59% 58% 55%

56 296 413 286 1051

60% 52% 41% 42% 45%

52 314 663 450 1479

56% 55% 66% 66% 63%

41 256 346 231 874

44% 45% 34% 34% 37%

Analysis done by Pentland Township Clerk Greg Rathje

Thank you  to the Luce County Clerk's office for the information!

Yes

Yes %

No

No %

TAS School Board 
(top 4)

Prop A 
Child Care Fund

Prop B
Veterans Services

Yes

Yes %

No

No %
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PENTLAND TOWNSHIP SUPERVISOR'S REPORT 
November 2016 

December Board of Review: December Board of Review is held on the Tues, following the 2°d 
Mon in December, which would be December 13th. That date can be changed to an alternate 
date during that week by resolution of the board. I would like to schedule DBOR for Tuesday, 
Dec 13 at noon. 

The Inflation Rate multiplier for 2017 is .9%. That is the amount that taxable 

values will go up across the state of Ml. Last year it was .3% 

Supplemental Special Assessment Report: (L-4016) I have prepared and sent to 

the State Tax Commission this report which is due November 15, we have none in 

Pentland Township. 

Sales Studies By Equalization Department: Studies are not yet finalized by the 

equalization dept. but preliminary figures indicate that the residential class will be 

adjusted up for 2017. The final study should be complete by Dec 1 which is the 

deadline. 

AMAR Review: Attached is a copy of the AMAR Correction Action Plan mailed to 
the State Tax Commission which was due to them by November 14. They will have 
a follow up review with Jim Fenlon of the State Tax Commission next year. 

Tax Tribunal Update: I have changed the values at the equalization department 
and on our software system to reflect the stipulated agreed to values. The values 
we stipulated to are: 
2015 true cash value is 650,000, assessed & taxable value is 325,000. 
2016 true cash value is 675,000, assessed is 337,500 and taxable is 325,975. 
The value set forth by BOR for 2015 was 992,000 true cash value, assessed 
496,000 and taxable 495,792. 
The value set for 2016 BOR was 1,043,400 true cash value, 521,700 assessed and 
497,279 taxable value. 



IFT Update: I have nothing new to report. Mike Grentz, our accountant from 
Anderson Tackman & Company prepared a request for refund for Jean to send to 
Treasury. Mike spoke to Jim Mills from Ml Dept. of Treasury and his advice was to 
send a request to treasury for reimbursement. $10,065 is due to the township 
from the state and $10,500 is due from County to the township. Total we 
overpaid was $20,565. 

2016 Building Permits to date: I was out in the field doing site inspections and 
reviewing building permits on 10-05-16 and again on 10-20-16. I have also been 
working with Mark Revard, building inspector regarding some buildings bu ilt 
without a permit down Pentland Trail by Mike Laudenslager. 
BP16-2, Burton, 6248 Trillion Tr, new home 
BP16-5, Archambeau, 18363 Co Rd 458, addition 
BP16-16, Furton, 12307 Co Rd 408, shed 
BP16-22, Reager, 9709 M-28, shed 
BP16-26, Luce Road Commission, storage building 
CU16-3, Master Corp, cell tower, 2015 M-28 

County Commissioner's Update: Meeting minutes attached for review. 

Communications: 

***I spoke with the daughter of the Payment's regarding her intentions to split 
the property she lives in of her parents to purchase. The completed land division 
needs to be returned to the township in December to split the property for 2017. 
***I spoke with the title company regarding parcel number 004-003-014-0350 
which has an error in the legal description. Last call should be to the E not W. 



Public Hearing 
Luce County Board of Commissioners 
Tuesday, October 18, 2016 @ 4:15 p.m. 
Circuit Courtroom - County Government Building 
407 W. Harrie Street 
Newberry, MI 49868 

The hearing was called to order at 4: 15 p.m. 

PRESENT: 
ABSENT: 
GUESTS: 

Commissioners Waltman, Jago, Schultz, Archambeau and Clark 
None 
Gary Moulton, Phyllis French, Tom Dennis, Nie Greenwood, Cliff Fossitt, 
Don Schummer, Jay Hollnagel, Jeri Sue Rahilly, Arthur Green, Kevin 
Erickson, John Cischke, Rick Minard, Ben Rahilly 

The Chair led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Public Comment on the proposed amendment to the ORV ordinance 

Nie Greenwood stated the following: The reason we are asking to amend the ORV 
ordinance is to increase amenities to the park. We think it would increase the numbers of 
people who would use the campground. There are some downsides to this, but we feel 
that we would be able to address them. We have some sample rules that we would be 
enforcing. 

Jeri Sue Rahilly stated the following: My family and I have been summer long users of 
the park for thirty some years. The managers we currently have are doing a great job 
monitoring traffic. Yes, there are some safety concerns, but I don' t think it will be as 
predominant as y9u might think. We all help keep an eye out for each other's children 
and the traffic going through the park. We are in favor of it and we spend a lot of time out 
there. 

Phyllis French stated the following: I was on the committee that adopted the current ORV 
ordinance. I want to give you a little bit of history on why we did what we did . Up until 
2004 there were just a handful of roads that were open to ORV' s in Luce County. A 
group of people came to the board and asked us to open up the roads in Luce County. It 
took us at least two years of having open meetings talking to people who would be 
impacted and we came to the conclusion we could open all the roads in Luce County 
except for the three roads that are closed. Luce County Park was closed for a number of 
reasons. We wanted to maintain that it is a quiet park, there is no enforcement, it ' s a one 
way road and there is a lot of pedestrian traffic, it's not near any trail system. The 
definition of an ORV would include dirt bikes. State Parks allow ORV' s but they also 
have 24/7 supervision and some authority. I am asking that you maintain the ordinance 
the way it is because of the amount of thought and research that was put into it. 



Arthur Green stated the following: I am the Chairman of the Luce County Parks and 
Recreation Board and I am not in favor of this. I think it' s a safety issue. You have little 
kids playing and I would like to see the ordinance stay the way it is. 

Cliff Fossitt stated the following: I am on the Parks and Recreation Board. I have been 
involved with Parks and Rec. since 1980. I believe there is nothing wrong with change. I 
believe it's time to change this ordinance to get more people staying in our park. I talked 
with a couple local business owners and they were in favor of this because it would 
increase the tourism in the area and increase business for them. As far as the safety issue. 
I worry more about the safety issue of people who have a dozen beers and get in their car 
than someone driving through on an ORV. 

John Cischke stated the following: Representing the Luce County Sheriff Department we 
are opposed to it. Strictly for the aspect of enforcement and safety. We are also concerned 
about County Road 98. It will increase traffic on that road and we are already having 
issues. Our stance is we are against opening the park to ORV' s. 

Ben Rahilly stated the following: We are talking about safety issues. Visibility in a car 
versus a 4 wheeler. You have 360 vision on a 4 wheeler. We're not giving the person on 
the 4 wheeler a chance. You're saying they're going to cause injury. You have just as 
much chance as a car causing injury. We are trying to boost our occupancy rate at the 
park. Why not give our county a chance to bring more people in. 

Phyllis French stated the following: The other thing I wanted to bring up is opening this 
road to ORV traffic. That road is open 12 months a year. What happens if someone goes 
out there in April when the ground is wet and makes a huge mess? We just put 
$70,000.00 into that park and they can do $70,000.00 worth of damage in twenty 
minutes. That is why I'm so very much against it. 

Nie Greenwood stated the following: I can speak a little bit to the numbers. This year was 
the first year we actually tracked each campsite. I can tell you what each campsite was 
used and how many times. You see a majority of your ORV' s in the early spring, late 
summer and fall. Those are our lowest occupancy rates. This is the user group were 
looking at to increase usage. Any amenity we do at the park is going to increase traffic. 
That' s the whole point of adding amenities. Any increase of vehicle or ORV traffic is 
going to increase the risk. We care about safety it's our number one priority. Ifl thought 
it was such an increase risk I would not be in favor of it. As far as making a mess. A big 
truck with big tires could make a bigger mess than an ORV, but that's something we can't 
control. We can control safety and enforcement of the rules. We are dedicated to that. 

Betsy Lewis stated the following: I live on County Road 407 and I have been involved in 
the ORV question since the first ordinance was written. I don' t have a strong opinion 
about this particular opening, but because I live on 407 and near the campgrounds, those 
parks have patk rangers who have many of the same abilities as law enforcement. So they 
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do have enforcement. One thing I would like you to consider is many people stopped 
coming to the state forest campgrounds because of the noise so how many people would 
you possibly lose because of allowing 4 wheelers in the campground. 

Jeffrey Ross stated the following: I do agree with what's been said. You will increase 
profits. Yes, there will be some issues, but I urge the county board to take a look at it. 

Public Comment on the gifting of the boat launch at the Luce County Park to the 
DNR 

Nie Greenwood stated the following: we are asking the state to come in and take over our 
boat launch run as a state run and operated boat launch. We would like them to maintain 
and put in new pit toilets. This is hopefully an added amenity at the campground. We do 
have a boat launch currently but you have to walk your boat out to the drop off. We think 
this a win win all the way around. It would cost the county a significant amount of money 
to continue dredging. We have the support of Lakefield Township and a lot of the 
property owners on the lake. 

CliffFossitt stated the following: I did a lot of leg work and talked to a lot of people on 
the lake. They are 100% behind this. This would give the state access to the lake and 
hopefully they would look at our lake and possibly turn it into a decent fishery. I think it 
will bring more people to the park because they won't be afraid to put their boats in the 
lake. 

Jerri Sue Rahilly stated the following: rarely will you ever hear me advocate giving local 
control to the state. Having said that we have a 16 ft. fishing boat and we have to get 
pretty wet to get it into the lake. The other aspect is you have a lot of older people to go 
fishing or go for a boat ride and there is no access for them with the current boat launch. 
The state may maintain it at a level that would give that availability to more people. 

Phyllis French stated the following: I have one question and it's from my experience of 
being on Parks and Rec. Board. What happened to the DNR grant, in perpetuity? Are 
they forgiving that or what happened to it? 

The Chairperson adjourned the Public Hearing at 5:05pm 

Respectfully submitted, 

John Waltman, Chair Sharon J. Price, Clerk 
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Regular Meeting 
Luce County Board of Commissioners 
Tuesday, October 18, 2016 @5: 15 p.m. 
Circuit Courtroom - County Government Building 
407 W. Harrie Street 
Newberry, MI 49868 

The meeting was called to order at 5:15 p.m. 

PRESENT: 
ABSENT: 
GUESTS: 

Commissioners Waltman, Jago, Schultz, Archambeau and Clark 
None 
Gary Moulton, Larry Vincent, Josh Freed, Daryl Boerigter, Jay Hollnagel, 
John Cischke, Marie McNamara, Darlene Kisro, Rick Minard, 
Phyllis French, Don Schummer, Arthur Green, CliffFossitt, Kim Moote, 
Tom Dennis, Kaylynn Cairns, Kay Pfeiffer, Jeri Sue Rahilly, John Cischke 

The Pledge of Allegiance was recited at the Public Hearing held prior to this meeting. 

Schultz upon support of Archambeau offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the agenda with the following additions. 
1. Add a discussion on moving the November Regular Meeting date. 
2. Add Moving eligible people from the health insurance to Medicare supplemental 

insurance. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Jago upon support of Clark offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the minutes of the Regular Meeting dated September 18, 2016 
as corrected. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Clark upon support of Archambeau offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to accept the treasurer's report as presented. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Public Comment: 

Don Schummer stated the following: At the May 2015 meeting the Chair and Vice Chair 
came to the regular board meeting with a resolution to strip the County Clerk's office of 
many of their duties and give the major responsibilities to the County Administrator. A 
motion had been typed up and dated as being adopted before the meeting ever started. 

1 



r 

The motion was not typed by the County Clerk. Commissioner Jago was on the Board at 
that time and when he found out about it, he was highly disturbed and said it would not 
and did not fly. The other two commissioners knew nothing about the motion. At last 
month's board meeting you had a similar situation. The Chair and Vice Chair came to the 
meeting with the agenda set by the Chair stating that the Personnel Committee was 
requesting full board approve things in an attached appendix which none of the other· 
members knew anything about. About 3 weeks ago I contacted the County Prosecutor 
with the following questions: Can a person who is a Commissioner work another job for 
the County at the same time? It may also have been a violation of the Hatch Act when 
that person ran for election 2 years ago. Can the Personnel Committee hold closed 
meetings when they are discussing county business with the County Administrator? Can 
the Personnel Committee have a county employee on the committee? Besides being a 
conflict of interest, I believe it may also be prohibited by statute. In fact, I believe all 
three items are violations as determined by State statute and various Attorney General 
Opinions. I never heard back from the Prosecutor, but I think some changes were made 
since then. I understand that Commissioner Jago has resigned from the Sheriff 
Department and that the Personnel Committee now leaves the door open for their 
meetings. This does not satisfy the Open Meetings Act as the meetings have to be posted 
and take minutes among other things. If they have been holding closed door meetings 
which are in violation of the Open Meetings Act does this not make the Appendix they 
passed out at the last meeting and the other items discussed invalid? County 
Commissioners have been dealing with MERS for the past 20 years and never had to 
press the panic button. I do not believe the Personnel Committee really understands the 
true condition of the County finances. County revenue is up from last year, mainly due to 
the employees. Perhaps the other commissioners should pay a visit to the Clerk and 
Treasurer offices and find out for themselves. At the Special Board meeting of May 28, 
2014, the County Administrator position was discussed. Commissioner Jago spoke 
against it and asked "why we need a County Administrator with Luce County Being such 
a small county". He further stated: "The employees are already doing the job you want 
the County Administrator to do. I worked with the current County Treasurer when she 
was the General Ledger Clerk. When I became Assistant Manager at Luce County 
Ambulance I was directed by my board to work with the Treasurer to find out where our 
finances stood. They were very surprised by what she did for them. The board needs to 
spend more time with the Treasurer to find out where finances stand. It is the Board's 
responsibility to do that" That is a direct quote from Mr. Jago. This is the same meeting 
in which the board adopted a resolution to hire an administrator. This resolution was not 
valid as the vote was two in support and one opposed. The statute says it must be adopted 
by a majority of the commissioners elected and serving, not by a majority of 
commissioners present. I brought attention to this, but it was not until a couple of months 
later that they corrected it. In reference to MERS: Commissioners should be checking 
with other small counties to see what they are doing. Counties that are similar to Luce in 
population and fund balance such as Keweenaw, Baraga, Alger, etc. checking with much 
larger counties is comparing apples to oranges. Of the U.P. counties with populations less 
than 10,000 and Mackinac with a population of 11 ,000 none has a County Administrator 
with the sole exception of Luce County. As someone in the Clerk or Treasurers office 
stated, "The Board needs to remember that your employees are your biggest asset, not 
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your biggest expenditure' . They should not be treated like dirt. You do not normally take 
benefits away from current employees. You start with new hires and explain to them up 
front what they will be getting. 

The request to amend the Luce County ORV ordinance was tabled until the Lakefield 
Board has its next monthly meeting and gives the County Board its input on changing the 
ordinance. 

Archambeau upon support of Jago offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the request to gift the boat launch at the Luce County Park to 
the DNR subject to the resolution of the following issues with the DNR grant in 
perpetuity, the terms of the agreement between the Parks and Rec. and the DNR 
regarding the transfer of the property and subject to final approval of the County Board. 

Ayes: Commissioners Waltman, Jago, Archambeau and Clark 
Nays: Commissioner Schultz 

The resolution was declared adopted. 

Jago upon support of Schultz offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the request from Kaylynn Cairns from the Diane Peppler 
Resource Center to approve a proclamation declaring October as Domestic Violence 
awareness month and authorize the chairperson to sign document. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Daryl Boerigter addressed the board and stated the following: We are here again to 
discuss the proposed pay and benefit changes being proposed by the personnel 
committee. Last month it was on the agenda for resolution to modify wages and benefits 
for both non- union and elected officials and was met with a lot of confusion and 
therefore resistance from the non-union employees. I as a non-union employee am feeling 
singled out and targeted and I am interpreting that additional sanctions that are being 
discussed were only for the non-union people such as reduction in personal days and sick 
days. Items that were never even discussed with the unions. Why would that be? The 
retro cap on longevity was removed for the unions, why does it remain for us? Would 
saving approximately 6 paid days off to save the county from this financial difficulty? 
No, it would not much less it would have zero impact on the county financially. It does 
not have an impact if the employee is here or not. It's not like we are doing piece~ork in 
a factory. The work is still waiting for us when we come back. So why have these issues, 
even been proposed? The only thing it accomplishes is to isolate and frustrate the non
union worker. Some of the issues are still unresolved that have benefited the unions over 
the years such as paying 10% to 20% contribution for health insurance. The pay raises 
that unions have benefited from vs none for the non-union. The goal should be 
uniformity, equality and fairness . Please start to consider that the non-union employees 
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have as much value as any other. I believe it was Mr. Freed, who questioned last month 
the accuracy of the recurring theme of the "dire straits" the county is in when it seems 
and has been stated through the hard work and efforts of all of us here in the building 
that it is reported that those efforts are paying off. What exactly is the financial status? I 
would advise consulting with the treasurer and other financial related employees, not just 
the administrator. A number of the employees are getting ready to retire in the next 
several years. Please do the right thing and change the rules for new employees at least 
then they will know what they are getting into, which brings up another point. If the new 
workers are brought in at a much lower funded employee contribution type plan where do 
you think the funds will come from to fund the retired employees? The county would 
have to increase their portion of the funding. Isn't that what you're trying to avoid? I find 
it ironic that we are here in this building and in particular this courtroom where the 
primary functions is to either correct and make right a wrong against someone in society 
and we are discussing the personnel committee doing just that. Proposing to act by 
providing misleading information. I have heard many times in this courtroom 'just 
because you can do it does not mean that you should have" I believe that saying applies 
perfectly. The personnel committee is proposing to do wrong against the non-union 

. employees. Next I would like to address an issue that came up after the last meeting in 
September. The Chairperson has chosen to do some self-promotion and not accept the 
responsibility for which he and Commissioner Jago repeatedly apologized for. Originally 
they wanted a representative from the non-union group. l'went to the informal meeting on 
9/6/16. I was given a packet of information. (The only information given so far) and I 
gave it to the employees I knew were non union in the building. In doing so I was 
informed by "someone who has considerable knowledge in these affairs" that it would be 
in mine and the groups best interest that I not be the representative. The non-union group 
is not a collective bargaining unit and everyone has their own interests regarding pay and 
benefits. Much less as I found out they did not even know who the non-union employees 
were themselves so how would I know. Input was requested but no date was selected at 
the 9/6/16 meeting. It was stated that Friday, September 9, 2016 was selected to meet, but 
that is not accurate. I have my office here in the building it was stated that I did not 
respond Monday or Tuesday. You were not available according to your Facebook 
comment. You state you were out of the state. So why lay it on me. Commissioner 
Waltman stated that I had looked into discussions and was told that I should not work 
with them. There is nothing further from the truth. I do remember Commissioner 
Waltman stating when he was in my office that he agreed and would get the non-union 
employees together and have a meeting for input. He asked me who was in the nonunion 
group. We had a short discussion about who was non-union as he did not know and 
apparently neither did I but then again I am not a member of the personnel committee. 
However, I did propose that several part time employees should be considered. That 
meeting did not happen. At the September 6, 2016 informal meeting it was clearly stated 
it was not a negotiation as it would be on the agenda for a resolution. That does not sound 
like a discussion. Here is a copy oflast month's agenda where it clearly states for 
resolution not discussion. I do not think the Clerk determines the classification for the 
agenda. That came from Mr. Waltman. Most of this Facebook stuff is a lot like my 
delinquents trying to justify their position with their own spin on things. What this does is 
expose to the rest of the commissioners the facts and figures that are presented in a public 
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media format are "rounded up" by approximately 23.2% and even then the dollar figure 
is for the exception not the majority. As responsible commissioners it would be prudent 
to question where these figures that are being thrown around by the personnel committee 
and the lack of accuracy by rounding up numbers to gain support for his position as it 
would be considered suspect to the point of unethical. I am appealing to you that there are 
a number of documented examples that shows misleading information being distributed 
and also a misconstrued illusion of the situation that a number of people are finding 
disturbing. I encourage you to do the right thing by the non-union employees and not 
only those but all employees. To do the right thing not just do something because you can 
do it. 

Archambeau upon support of Schultz offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to authorize the Kim Moote from Mazalis Agency to move the eligible and 
willing group members to a Medicare supplemental plan with the Hartford group. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Discussion regarding changes to the wages and benefits of non-union and elected 
officials were discussed in detail. The commissioners came to verbal consensus on what 
will be offered to the non-union and elected officials. A meeting will be held with the 
non-union and elected officials to go over the proposals. 

Discussion was held on the proposed procedure manual. The personnel committee will 
make changes to the manual and distribute for review. 

Schultz upon support of Clark offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the request from Christopher Stabile Director of Department of 
Health and Human Services to reappoint Nancy Barkat to the Luce County Social 
Services Board. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Archambeau upon support of Schultz -offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the request from Luce County Ambulance Service Board to 
appoint Jeff Puckett to the Luce County Ambulance Service Board of Directors for the 
remaining term effective 10/2016-12/31 /16. Due to the resignation of Gary Moulton. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Archambeau upon support of Jago offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the job description for the Luce County Maintenance Director 
position. 
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The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Archambeau upon support of Schultz offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the job description for the Luce County part time maintenance 
position. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

Schultz upon support of Archambeau offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to accept the bid from Mike Aho Snow Plowing & Sales for the 2016-2017 
season at the following rates: 

$58.00 per hour for truck mounted plow 
$70.00 per hour for front end loader 
$70.00 per hour for tractor/snow blower 
$65.00 per hour for dump truck 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. Commissioner Jago abstained. 

Archambeau upon support of Jago offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to approve the request from Helen Newberry Joy Hospital to appoint 
Nathan Neeb and Terrance Nelson to the Helen Newberry Joy Hospital Board of 
Trustees. 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

County Administrator Gary Moulton presented financial reports to the board. 

Old Business: 

None 

New Business: 

Change the meeting date of the Regular November Meeting to Monday, November 21 , 
2016. 

Department Head Reports: 

Ben Rahilly stated the following: I wanted to give you a quick update. If you get a 
chance, stop up at the ski hill. We've done some bulldozing and we made some tube run 
and made the landing safer. We will be putting in a new cable to pull the tubes up the hill 
so that will make it easier for the skiers. 
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John Cischke stated the following: We have good news regarding the fingerprint 
machine. We are one of nine law enforcement agencies in Michigan to receive the grant. 
It has been ordered and will be paid in full by the grant. We will be in compliance now 
and at zero cost to the county. As you know I've been harping about our transportation 
vehicle. I've been in contact with the United States department of agriculture rural 
development. I just missed the window, but they sent me applications for this year. 
Depending on how many applicants they receive they would pay anywhere from 40 to 
55% of the vehicle cost. If they have fewer applicants they could pay up to 100%. I am in 
the process of getting those applications filled out. We are waiting to hear from risk 
management regarding Deputy Rowe. 

Committee Reports: 

Commissioner Clark stated the following: I have already presented building and grounds 
issues. LMAS was par for the course and Mike I will let you cover the MAC meeting. 

Commissioner Jago stated the following: We had a 911 meeting. The 911 board did grant 
a raise to the director. They are working on the mass notification warning system. We 
already made the appointment to the ambulance board. There was a lot of public 
comment at that meeting over an employee discipline issue. They are hiring an attorney 
to handle that situation. At the MDOC meeting we talked mostly about the prison break. 
They have some new officers transferring from Pugsley. We met with MAC director and 
we discussed some of the problems our country has. One is that the state owns so much 
of the land that we don't receive our fair share of taxes. They have not gotten back to us 
yet. 

Commissioner Archambeau stated the following: MSU Extension will have an awards 
night on October 19th from 6-8. The EDC had a meeting on September 9th and an open 
house on October 121h both meetings were held in the Soo. The Regional Economic 
Development Advisory Collaborative met Friday, October 14th bt internet and we voted 
on 11 separate projects. For RPI 2017. CLMA met September 281 in the Soo all is going 
well. They are offering a 1 Yi day video conference on board roles and responsibilities 
under the new organizational standard on October 26th & 27th. DHHS everything is 
looking good. They sent a letter to -the county requesting $3,255.00 for the 2017 budget 
and to reappoint Nancy Barkat to the board. The LMAS Fair Board had the UP 
Construction Council at the fairgrounds on October 5th & 6th. That was very well received 
and they held a mud bog on October 81h. 

Commissioner Waltman stated the following: On the Regional Economic Development 
they've prioritized their spending and the four primary areas are development of mini 
grants, grant writing assistance, funding for training for professional development and 
grant writing. Mark Rivard has provided me with some information regarding blight and 
he is looking into a grant to help with the blight problems we have. 

Public Comment: 
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Don Schumm~r stated the following: On October 9th the Mining Journal reported that the 
city of Marquette won another honor for excellence in transparency. Wouldn' t it be nice 
if Luce County could come close to the top instead of near the bottom. I would venture to 
say that not all Commissioners let alone the public know about the County's trouble with 
the IRS. Are there fines and penalties involved that will cost taxpayers money? What was 
the problem and has it been corrected? The County Administrator touched on the subject 
a couple months ago, but nothing has been heard from the Board Chair. Instead of trying 
to find loopholes in the open meeting act more time could be spent on the issues. As 
Commissioner Schultz said MERS is based on the stock market and when you start 
comparing this county with Grand Traverse County instead of the small counties to see 
what they're doing to fix the problem. This county has many committees. Most counties 
operate with 5 or 6 committees. The committees are supposed to take the load off the 
county commission, but when you get the county commissioners going to all these 
meetings they don't have time. If the committees have problems they can come here. 

Clark upon support of Schultz offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to pay claims as previously approved by the claims and audit committee as 
follows: 

101 General Fund 43,400.76 205 ORV 
207 Marine Safety 127.48 208 Parks & Rec. 

211 Extension 9,197.90 215 FOC 
236 Vet Serv Fund 1,375.78 249 Building Dept 

256 ROD Auto Fund 560.00 261 Shot Range 

265 911 1,819.46 266 Sheriff Millage 

269 Law Lib 171.10 271 Lib Fund 
277 Comm Corr 168.00 292 Child Care 

295 Airport 5,614.82 296 Drug Court 

Grand Total $110,673.31 

The resolution was unanimously adopted. 

The Chair adjourned the meeting at 7:47 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

John Waltman, Chair Sharon J. Price, Clerk 
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Special Meeting 
Luce County Board of Commissioners 
Monday, October 31, 2016@ 12:00 p.m. 
Small Courtroom 
County Government Building 
407 W. Harrie Street 
Newberry, MI 49868 

The meeting was called to order at 12:00 p.m. 

PRESENT: Commissioners Waltman, Jago, Clark, Schultz and Archambeau 
ABSENT: None 
GUESTS: Gary Moulton and Bernard Garrod 

The Chair led the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Public Comment: 
None 

Discussion was held on hiring of the full time Maintenance Director. 

Schultz upon support of Jago offered the following and moved its adoption: 

RESOLVED, to hire Bernard Garrod to fill the vacancy of full time Maintenance 
Director @ the rate of $15 .50 per hour with no step increases and will start out at the 
MERS B-4 level. This position will be subject to any increases in wages or changes to the 
MERS plan pending the outcome of non-union negotiations. 

The Chairperson adjourned the meeting at 12:18 p.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

John Waltman, Chair Sharon J. Price, Clerk 
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