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CHEBOYGAN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
BOARD PLANNING SESSION 

May 27, 2021 
 

The Board Planning meeting of the Cheboygan County Board of Commissioners was called to 
order at 9:30 a.m. by Chairperson John Wallace at the Cheboygan Senior Center located 1531 
Sand Road, Cheboygan, MI.   
 
Roll called and a quorum present.  
 
Present:  Commissioners Mary Ellen Tryban, Richard Sangster, Michael Newman, Ron  

Williams, Roberta Matelski John Wallace, Steve Warfield, Administrator Jeff Lawson, 
Treasurer Buffy Weldon, County Clerk Karen Brewster, Tuscarora Township 
Supervisor Mike Ridley, Tuscarora Township Trustees Robert Kramer and Janet 
Vance, County Road Commission Engineer/Manager Brent Shank, County Road 
Commissioner Ken Paquet and Finance Director Sue Buitenhuis. 

  
Absent:   None 
  
Commissioner Wallace gave the invocation and led the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Sangster, seconded by Commissioner Tryban to approve the agenda 
as presented. A roll call vote was taken.  Motion carried with 7 yes, 0 no and 0 absent. 
 
CITIZENS COMMENTS  
 
Tuscarora Township Supervisor Mike Ridley commented that Tuscarora Township has been 
looking at the COVID Recovery Package for some time and thinking about the portion that their 
Township was getting.  A letter was sent to the Board of Commissioners on behalf of their 
Board. His purpose this morning was to let the Board know of what their intent and requests 
were. Tuscarora Township was willing to put some skin in the game.  This was going to be an 
exciting time to build on how they envision Cheboygan County. He respectfully asked to be kept 
in the loop on what was going on. 
 
Tuscarora Township Trustee Bob Kramer commented that they have been working on a 
package. They started out with about 10 projects and whittled it down to five (5). He wanted the 
Board to know about some of the criteria that Mr. Ridley was talking about.  Cheboygan County 
has 22 municipalities in Townships. Tuscarora Township accounts for about 18% of the taxable 
value in the southern part of the county area, which covers 30% of the County.   Their concern 
was with the tourist recovery because the southern part of the county was almost exclusively 
relying on tourist dollars. Of these five (5) projects, they had to meet three (3) important 
stringent criteria:  1) No administrative or maintenance for the County; 2) Proposing inter-
governmental and private partnerships with Consumer Energy, road repair for 1/3 of a mile on 
Club Road to help feed that tourist area and pass that money back to the Road Commission; 
and 3) All of their projects have to have an effect on more than one township.  The tourist 
economy affects more than one area in the County and helped with employment.   
 
Tuscarora Township Trustee Janet Vance commented that she hoped that the Board of 
Commissioners understood that they were talking about the whole southern part of the County 
within their jurisdiction.  They come to the Board to share the COVID money and weren’t asking 
for anything extra later on such as tail money, or anything like that to provide maintenance for 
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any of these projects. These were projects that have been in the works for their Township for a 
while, but they have not been able to fund them.  This was why they were trying to use the 
COVID money for things that they had planned to do.   They feel that this will help not only 
Tuscarora Township, but other southern parts of the County. For example if they improved 
Cooperation Park, many of the townships and school districts use that area along with softball 
tournaments from all over the state.  These people come, camp, eat at restaurants, and explore 
the County. The main issue was to promote the tourism because it expands throughout the 
entire County. She hoped that the Board considered their projects as part of their COVID 
money. 
 
County Road Commission Engineer/Manager Brent Shank commented that they were looking to 
receive some funding from the County to help replace some of their revenue loss. During 2020 
and continuing into 2021, the Road Commission was looking at a pretty significant revenue loss 
in the amount of $680,000 and the estimates that he has seen puts that number even a little 
higher.   The Road Commission has been working diligently with the road millage received from 
the people with the dollars being put to good use by maintaining all of the road projects. This 
was putting a burden on some of the Road Commission’s other needs such as new equipment.  
Typically, the Road Commission received a lot of monies through the MTF with the first priorities 
that the Board had made was to maintain the roads and keep their road projects in good shape. 
But towards the end of the year, the Road Commission usually ended up with a little extra 
money to replace some of their equipment with.  This was going to be missing for them due to 
what COVID did to their MTF funding. The Road Commission was looking at getting a little bit of 
income replacement through the County funds to help purchase some needed equipment. The 
Road Commission had a project that they have been working on for the past few years 
regarding replacing County road signs, which would help impact a lot of residents.   
 
County Road Commissioner Ken Paquet commented that the Road Commission has always 
worked very closely with the County Board of Commissioners who has always been very 
supportive. The Road Commission has done over 25 miles of primary roads.  If they hadn’t had 
the road millage, it would be way down with maintenance on the roads. There were two (2) 
years left on the road millage with substantial progress still needed on the following roads: 
Levering Road; Riggsville Road; Hill Road, South River Road; South Straits Highway and with 
chipping in the southern part of the County. The Road Commission was putting all of the millage 
into the roads and had a shortfall due to COVID totaling $680,000, which they would have 
purchased equipment, if they would have had the money. The Road Commission gives a vital 
service to the County, and would appreciate some help in getting over this hump and getting 
things back to normal. 
 
Commissioner Newman asked if the Road Commission had applied to MDOT and all of the 
other entities at the State level that would be applicable.  Mr. Shank stated that the Road 
Commission was receiving some funding from MDOT and the State Transportation 
Improvement Program, but this money was focused for road work. No one was able to use that 
money for anything else yet. There had been some applications, but it requires both MDOT and 
Federal Highway approval.  Most road agencies were just going to put it towards road work. The 
Road Commission was looking at a total of $230,000 coming into this County and even for road 
work that was a relatively minimum amount.  If they tried to apply this towards equipment, it was 
going to be a very tall mountain to climb.  They have been told by their association that the 
County had the ability to allocate money to other local governments in the County for revenue 
loss.  
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Finance Director Sue Buitenhuis commented that for her understanding it was a revenue loss as 
a whole entity of the County and she hadn’t been able to calculate it yet because of the audit 
and there was some confusion as to what was included and excluded.  She was not showing a 
revenue loss and if there was not a revenue loss, there was nothing that she could do.  
 
Commissioner Warfield asked Mr. Shank to address the Orchard Beach Bridge, bridge 
conditions in the County and what he might expect from the State for funding.  Mr. Shank gave 
an update on the Orchard Beach Bridge a/k/a the Mograin Bridge, which was listed in serious 
condition as far as the bridge rating. The weight limit was less than half of its capacity and it was 
deteriorating very quickly. Their big concern would be the closure of that structure, which would 
cut off a big portion of the County with a large detour.  The bridge needs to be replaced and the 
current estimates were between $4.5 million to $5 million, which wasn’t something that their 
Road Commission could absorb.  Last year, the Road Commission spent a little over $1 million 
of their funds to replace the Gaynor Bridge on Black River Road, which they received $500,000 
through the State funds for bridge replacement and repair.  Unless they were able to receive 
some of the large bridge money that was allocated through the State, the replacement of the 
Orchard Beach Bridge was kind of out of reach. The Road Commission was working through 
Representative Sue Allor’s office to try and get this bridge into the bridge bundling and so far 
they have not been successful.  In Cheboygan County, there were 33 structures with 17 load 
rated at less capacity then they should be at, which restricts a lot of commercial traffic into the 
County.   
 
SCHEDULED VISITORS/DEPARMENT REPORTS – None  
 
ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT - None 
 
OLD BUSINESS - None  
 
NEW BUSINESS - None  
 
BOARD MATTERS FOR DISCUSSION – BOARD PLANNING SESSION 
 
Administrator Jeff Lawson addressed the Strategic Planning – Budgeting was a unified process 
of identifying the goals of an organization and allocating the resources to work toward the 
outcomes that support the identified goals. 
 
Review of Board Mission, Vision and Goals – Administrator Jeff Lawson reviewed the 
Mission and Vision Statement and the current goals for Cheboygan County.  Commissioner 
Sangster asked the Administrator to address the goals that the County did achieve from the 
previous year with COVID.  He felt that the County was lacking with Economic Development. 
Administrator Lawson commented that this was something the County continues to look at try to 
evolve over time and he gave a snap shot of where the County was at with their partnership with 
the Northern Lakes Economic Association, the Economic Development Corporation and 
Northeast Michigan Council of Governments. Moving forward they would continue to look at 
opportunities and ideas to launch.  This was the place where they could start those 
conversations on how to be more effective.  
 
Commissioner Warfield commented that obviously COVID slowed them down and it was 
encouraging to hear about the Broadband initiative, but the County’s goals and objectives was 
to reinvigorate the Economic Development Corporation.  He would like to see that group 
reconvene and he would also like to evaluate the participation with the NLEA. Commissioner 
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Sangster commented that Commissioner Warfield and himself had a conversation nine (9) 
months ago with the NLEA, expressed their position and it was very clear from some of the 
NLEA members that it was going to be addressed and to this day, they have not heard anything 
addressed to either of those issues.  He was hoping to get more response, but it might be time 
to just look out for their county.  Administrator Lawson identified what their goals and objections 
were and what they could deliver. If the Board had a specific set of objectives and they were not 
part of the formula, then that allows the Board to reallocate the funds to concentrate and to 
move forward, which would have to be identified. One issue in the County that they always had 
was getting people on board with what direction they need to go because different parts of the 
county look different in that respect.  There were no additions or deletions by the Board to the 
Mission and Vision Statement or the current goals.   
 
Motion by Commissioner Warfield, seconded by Commissioner Sangster to meet with the 
current Economic Development Corporation Board of Directors and with the entire Board of 
Commissioners to plot a course to set some goals and objections. A roll call vote was taken.  
Motion was carried with 7 yes and 0 no and 0 absent. 
 
Commissioner Sangster and Commissioner Warfield thanked Administrator Lawson for keeping 
the costs down on the Marina Project and the County Building repairs. Administrator Lawson 
appreciated that and stated that he would relay that to the staff. 
 
Commissioner Warfield asked Administrator Lawson to address what was done with bringing 
the Operation Emergency Management back into the County and how the Cheboygan County 
pulled out of the Tri-County Emergency Management Agreement. Administrator Lawson gave 
an explanation and stated by doing this, the County was eligible for more grant funding, saving 
money and getting a better product in house.  Road Commissioner Ken Paquet commented that 
it was well run and he thanked the Board.  
 
Review of American Rescue Plan Funding Guidelines – Administrator Jeff Lawson 
presented the American Rescue Plan Funding Guidelines. He referenced a Summary of the 
American Rescue Plan Funding Act for State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds, which included: 
State Fiscal Recovery Fund; Local Fiscal Recovery Fund; Coronavirus Capital Projects; Local 
Assistance (public Lands Counties) and Tribal Consistency Fund; Direct Financial Assistance; 
Assistance to individuals & families; Education & Childcare; Health; Transportation; and Other 
Programs.  An Overview for America’s Counties: U.S. Treasury Interim Final Rule & Guidance 
for State and Local Fiscal Recovery Funds from the National Association of Counties. Key 
Dates: the Board of Commissioners approved the U.S. Department of Treasury Coronavirus 
Local Fiscal Recovery Funds at their Committee of the Whole Meeting on May 25, 2021; July 9, 
2021 was the deadline to submit comments on U.S. Treasury’s; and August 31, 2021 was the 
deadline to submit first Recovery Plan Performance Report to U.S. Treasury. 
 
Quick Guide for County Officials: 1) The fiscal recovery fund was established to help turn the 
tide on the pandemic 2) Funds may cover costs from March 3, 2021; 3) Broad flexibility to help 
those disproportionately impact by the COVID-19 pandemic;  4) Understand the important 
difference between CARES Act Coronavirus Relief Fund (CRF) and ARP fiscal recovery fund, 
especially for county employee payroll supports; 5) Use of Recouped “Lost Revenue”; 6) 
Recovery funds may not be used as non-federal match, unless specifically authorized; 7) 
Counties may use recovery funds for routine pension costs of employees; 8) Rehiring Local 
Government Staff to Pre-pandemic Levels; and 9) Counties may use Recovery Funds to invest 
in certain critical infrastructure projects.  
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Eligible Expenses: 1) Support Public Health Response – Prevent and mitigate COVID-19; 
COVID-19 Treatment and Medical Services, Enhance behavioral and mental health services, 
support local health and safety workforce; improving the design and execution of healthy and 
public health programs, address disparities in public health outcome. 2) Address Negative 
Economic Impacts – assistance to households, small business and non-profit support, Aid to 
impacted industries, rehiring state and local government staff, including county employees, 
assistance to unemployed workers, Expenses to improve efficiently of economic relief 
programs, services for qualified census tract and other disproportionately impacted 
communities, Addressing Educational Disparities, Promoting Healthy Childhood Environments 
3) Premium Pay for Essential Workers – Defining the concept premium pay and essential 
workers; Premium pay may be provided retroactively for work performed at any time since the 
state of the COVID-19, etc.. 4) Payroll Expenses for Public Healthy & Public Safety Employees 
– Payroll and covered benefits expenses, Employee’s time that is dedicated to responding to 
the COVID-19 Public Health Emergency, For Administrative Convenience, Extent an Employee, 
Division or operating Unit is engaged in activities that respond to COVID-19; 5) Replace Public 
Sector Revenue Loss – Definition of General Revenue, Definition of Government Services, 
Requirement when Calculating Revenue Loss, Steps for Calculating Lost Revenue 6) Water & 
Sewer Infrastructure – Clean Water (SRF) Projects, Drinking Water (SRF) Projects, Other 
Eligible Uses of Recovery Funds, 6) Broadband Infrastructure –Unserved and underserved 
households, Eligible projects are expected to meet or exceed symmetrical upload and download 
speeds of 100 Mbps, U.S. Treasury used the Federal Communication Commission’s (FCC) 
Broadband Speed Guide, 7) Ineligible Expenses – Pension Funds, Net Reduction in Tax 
Revenue (Limited to States and Territories), Other Restrictions, 8) Reporting Requirements – 
interim reports, quarterly project and expenditure reports and recovery plan performance 
reports; and 9) Key Definitions. 
 
Tuscarora Township Trustee Janet Vance commented that all of their Tuscarora Township 
projects fall under Tourism, Travel and Hospitality Guidelines. Of the $288,000, they have 
dedicated $255,000 to these projects to maximize the funds as much as possible to achieve 
their goals. In addition to the Relief Fund Guidelines, their projects also fall within the stated 
goals of this Board. For example: 1) Public safety – to extend the non-motorist pathway from 
South Straits Highway from the school, to both the Indian River Shrine and Cooperation Park; 2) 
Economic development – Cooperative Park as she has explained earlier had a wide use for this 
facility, but also Marina Park.  Marina Park falls right in the middle of their village area, which if 
they could enhance this, it could be more utilized by not only the people of the village area, but 
also the restaurants, the bars, and other things that were going on. Looking at the marina itself 
where the boat launch was located would also enhance the availability. When addressing the 
multiple facility needs goal, they were looking at that as the Marina Park. They were told that as 
a general rule road improvements were not falling into this category, however, the small amount 
of Club Road could fall into that area of road improvement because it enhances the access to 
Marina Park; 6) Collaboration funding - with no additional funding from the County, these 
improvements within a Township would also enhance the whole southern section of the County.  
Tuscarora Township just needs help in getting these projects going and to get them finished.   
 
Tuscarora Township Trustee Bob Kramer wanted to thank the Board of Commissioners for 
listening to them. He also wanted to publically thank Commissioner Warfield who was on the 
Health Department Board for his work on the $18.6 million Tuscarora Township Residential 
Sewer system, which was the biggest public health project in history for Tuscarora Township.  
This was a positive environment impact for the entire Inland Lakes Waterways. 
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Infrastructure Project Review – .Administrator Jeff Lawson gave an update on the 
Infrastructure Projects.  The following projects were discussed:  
 
1)  County Building(s) Air Conditioning – Air Handlers – Purification Upgrades. Replace all 
air condition/air handlers that were older than 25 years with new air conditioning – air 
handlers – purification units to increase and treat air quality to combat against airborne 
contaminants/COVID-19 and other viruses.  Year(s) of Project: 2022-2024.  Estimated Cost: 
$500,000; 2)   County Building Generator. Place new County Building Generator to provide 
power to offices, air handlers, boilers and IT to ensure operations capacity to public during 
emergencies including health related emergencies such as COVID-19.  Year(s) of Project: 
2022-2024. Estimated Cost: $350,000; 3) County Building IT Improvements. Provide 
Broadband capability to County Building, provide hardware and software to increase 
capability to provide remote and on-line services to public to reduce potential exposure to 
viruses including, but not limited to COVID-19. Year (s) of Project: 2022-2024.  Estimated 
Cost: $500,000; 4) County Building Parking Lot Seal Coating.  The current paved parking 
area needs to be seal coated and striped.  Year(s) of Project: 2022.  Estimated Cost: 
$50,000; 5) County Building Trim Panel/Window Replacement. Replacement of panels and 
windows of County Building to control air circulation treatment within the building. Year(s) of 
Project:  Contingent on funding. Estimated Cost: $1,000,000; 6) County Building Elevator 
Replacement. Year(s) of Project 2026 contingent on funding. Estimated Cost: $300,000; 7) 
County Building Drive. Reconstruct County Building drive. Year(s) of Project: 2024. 
Estimated Cost:  $300,000; 8) Sand Road Senior Center Parking lot repair.   The area in 
front of the small garage will be reconstructed, paved and improve drainage in primary 
parking area.  Year(s) of Project: 2022. Estimated Cost: $200,000. 
 
Administrator Lawson stated that there were other places that the County was responsible 
for such as the Community Mental Health Department located in lower level of the Doris E. 
Reed Building who would like some updates such as painting, new carpet and window 
coverings.  On the outside of the building there is some siding that needs to be replaced 
along with updating the sign, but these were not big ticket items. The DHHS Building will 
eventually need a new roof. The State Employees have been working remotely and they 
may not need the square footage. An analysis was being done of which employees to keep 
remote with plans to implement that across the state. 
   
Pension Actuarial Review - Administrator Jeff Lawson gave some history on the 
Municipal Employee’s Retirement System (MERS). This County has been in this program since 
the early or middle 70’s. Then in the 80’s the County moved to a B-4 Plan, which was a defined 
benefit plan. A defined benefit plan was where the County paid into a fund for every employee 
and when they retire based on the number of years they worked for the municipality and for the 
last three (3) to five (5) years of wages that they earned and then the multiplier factor, which 
was 2.5% for a B-4 Plan. This would determine what that employee would be paid after they 
retired. If the employee chose to have their spouse also get some of their retirement, then the 
employee would get less.  Fast forward thru to the recession when the focus was shifted 
especially here in Michigan when Governor Snyder came on board. He required municipalities, 
and this was still done today, where they were required to file a pension report and then rules 
changed on how municipalities had to account for that.  When they looked back at 2000, the 
defined benefit was at 2.5% and the County didn’t really owe anything and had no long term 
liability. Between 2000 and 2021 the liability was now $10 million. He explained that there were 
a lot of factors such as the number of people that was in the system and valuations of what the 
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returns were. As of 2016, the County has moved to a Hybrid Plan.  The old system was not 
technically closed, but was combined or connected to the Hybrid Plan. The reason why that was 
important was because if they completely closed those divisions, then MERS could say that 
they had to pre-fund their system to close. There was a fixed amount that the County paid into 
the system each year and they had to meet that, so that they did not have an accelerated 
amount. Employees hired in 2016 would be on the Hybrid Plan, the employee had to be age 60 
to retire and under the B-4 Plan age 55 with 20 years of service.   This year the County would 
be paying in $1.4 million. 
 
This report presented the results of the Annual Actuarial Valuation, prepared for Cheboygan 
County (1603) as of December 31, 2019.  The reports included the determination of liabilities 
and contribution rates resulting from the participation in the Municipal Employees’ Retirement 
System of Michigan (“MERS”).  The report contained the minimum actuarially determined 
contribution requirement, in alignment with the MERS Plan Document, Actuarial Policy, and the 
Michigan Constitution and governing statutes.  Cheboygan County was responsible for the 
employer contributions needed to provide MERS benefits for the employees and former 
employees. Executive Summary – Funded Ratio (Reflects assets from Surplus divisions, if 
any.): 12/31/2018 - 72% and 12/31/2019 - 68%. Required Employer Contributions - Employee 
contribution rates; Comments on Investment Rate of Return Assumption – The MERS 
Investment Return Assumption was 7.35% per year; Assumption Change in 2019; Assumption 
Change in 2020; Comments on Asset Smoothing – actuarial rate of return for 2019 was 4.77%, 
while the actual market of return was 13.41%; Alternate Scenarios to Estimate the Potential 
Volatility of Results – In addition to economic assumption changes effective with Fiscal Year 
2021 contribution, the Retirement Board has also adopted a change to certain demographic and 
other assumptions effective for the December 31, 2020 valuation which will impact the Fiscal 
Year 2022 contributions; Projection Scenarios – funded percentage and a computed annual 
employer contribution graph; a Table 1: Employer Contribution Details for the Fiscal Year 
Beginning January 1, 2021; Table 2: Benefit Provisions; Table 3: Participant Summary: Table 4: 
Reported Assets (Market Value); Table 5: Flow of Valuation Assets; Table 6: Actuarial Accrued 
Liabilities and Valuation Assets as of December 31, 2019; Table 7: Actuarial Accrued Liabilities 
– Comparative Schedule; Tables 8 and 9: Division-Bases Comparative Schedules; Table 10: 
Division-Based Layered Amortization Schedule; GASB 68 Information; Benefit Provision 
History; Plan Provisions, Actuarial Assumptions, and Actuarial Funding Method; Risk 
Commentary and State Reporting. He reported that the good news was the County was stable.  
 
Commissioner Williams commented that the biggest asset for the County was the people. 
 
Millage Funding – Administrator Jeff Lawson presented and addressed the upcoming millage 
funding to be placed on the ballot in 2022 for Cheboygan County as follows:  Senior, Road and 
the CCE 911.  
 
CITIZENS COMMENTS - None 
 
BOARD MEMBER COMMENTS  
 
Commissioner Wallace commented that the Administrator’s Evaluation Packet was handed 
out and due back by June 8th.  Last year, one of the things that the Board asked the 
Administrator to work on was the hiring of a Human Resource Director and she begins on 
June 15th.  The next meetings that should be scheduled were with the Elected Officials and 
with the new Human Resource Director. 
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Commissioner Sangster commented on the possibility of having a millage proposal for 
Straits Area Ride. Administrator Lawson commented that right now they have been 
operating without a millage for SRR about 21 years.  SRR didn’t have a facility and the 
vehicles came from the state.  When other units were looked at, they were structured 
much differently. Once this study was completed it would look at two phases such as 
how they operate today and the second part basically tells you if you wanted to 
increase the transit tourism in the county, what would that look like and what would it 
cost. If SRR wanted to extend the routes, there would be a price tag and a cost for that.  
Then a decision would have to be made.  If they wanted to keep it long term, SRR does 
not technically have a home/building right now. There was a price tag to rent or lease a 
building.  The pressures today was if their contracts were going to get affected more, to 
develop a system, to be cost effective and cost efficient of what they could afford. 
Another Federal Funding was received this year, which helped tremendously. SRR was 
in the position right now where they had some actual fund balance reserved, but there 
would come a time and it was basic math that if they didn’t have a contract on the other 
side, with only 58% funding from the state or federal government, and it didn’t fill that 
gap then it comes from the General Fund. Staff was trying to keep the system self-
sufficient as much as possible. When the road map comes available, they could target 
that and do the best that they can. We may very well lose their base contract and have 
to recreate ourselves that way.   
 
Commissioner Williams questioned if the County had ever been offered the Armory as an 
annex for the use of SRR and the Sheriff’s Department. Administrator Lawson 
commented that the County wasn’t offered it for free. The purchase price was $250,000 
to $270,000. It was a costly facility and it wasn’t configured properly. The State had put 
it back on for auction, but no one bid on it. He asked them if it was possible to lease the 
building and they never said a whole lot, but didn’t say no.   
 
Commissioner Warfield commented that if they asked for a SRR millage, this would 
answer the question if the citizens wanted this transit.  
 
Motion by Commissioner Sangster, seconded by Commissioner Newman, to adjourn to the call 
of the Chair.  Motion carried.  Meeting adjourned at 1:45 P.M. 
 
 
_________________________________                        _______________________________ 
Karen L. Brewster                        John B. Wallace 
County Clerk/Register                                  Chairperson Board of Commissioner 


