
AGENDA - CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Monday, October 16, 2017 

Mason City Hall, 201 West Ash Street, Council Chambers, 7:00 p.m. 

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AND INVOCATION

4. PUBLIC COMMENT

5. PRESENTATION
A. Presentation in Support of the Mason Public School’s Bond Proposal, Presented by Matt Hall and

Patrick Meyers on Behalf of the Yes Mason! School Bond Committee
B. Presentation in Opposition to the Mason Public School’s Bond Proposal, Presented by Mike Kelly on

Behalf of MasonBond.info

6. CONSENT CALENDAR
A. Motion – Approve Minutes: Regular Council Meeting October 2, 2017
B. Motion – Approve Alley Closure Request from Bad Brewing for the Winter Beer Fest on Saturday,

January 27, 2018, from 9 am to 11 pm
C. Finance/Budget:

1. Approve Bills in the Amount of $163,375.25
2. Resolution 2017-35 – Designate Authorizing Signatories Effective October 23, 2017

D. Correspondence:
1. Revenue and Expenditure Report for September 30, 2017
2. Quarterly Investment Report Ending September 30, 2017
3. Receipt of City Attorney’s Report – October 12, 2017

7. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
A. Ordinance 212 – Second Reading and Adoption of an Ordinance to Amend Section 42-93 Possession

or Consumption of Alcohol by Underage Person – And to Repeal Section 42-96 – Deferral of
Proceedings and Probation in Cases of No Previous Conviction Under Section 42-93 of Article III –
Offenses Involving Public Peace and Order – of Chapter 42 – Offenses – of the Code of the City of
Mason, to Make the Minor in Possession of Alcohol Laws to Correspond to State Law Changes Within
the City of Mason

8. NEW BUSINESS

9. COUNCILMEMBER REPORT

10. ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT

11. ADJOURN
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CITY OF MASON 
STAFF AGENDA REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL 

 
 

Meeting Date: October 16, 2017                Agenda Item: 5A&B 
 

 
AGENDA ITEM 
Presentations in Support of and Opposition to Mason Public School’s Bond Proposal 
 
 
EXHIBITS 
Materials Provided by Presenters  
 
 
STAFF REVIEW 
Administration  
 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT 
 
Please note there is no action required of City Council related to the presentations related to the school 
bond proposal. In accordance with the Michigan Election and Campaign Finance Law, only individual 
City Councilmembers can note their opinion related to this millage request.   
 

• Matt Hall and Patrick Meyers will present on behalf of the support of the school bond proposal. 
• Mike Kelly will present on behalf of the opposition to the school bond proposal. 

 
The Mayor plans to provide each presenter ten minutes without interruption by City 
Councilmembers.  Following each presentation, five minutes will be allowed for questions by Council 
members only.  We will be reasonable in applying the time limits to allow for such things as providing 
time for the presenter to finish a point or finish an answer to a question. 
 
 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL 
None.  
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MasonBond.info (October 16, 2017)

School District Frequently Asked Questions

1. What is the difference between a "Bond Issue" and a "Sinking Fund"? 

The Frequently Asked Questions at MasonBond.info were assembled help community members compare and expand on 

information provided by the Mason school district. Information is presented using the same FAQs as the district, with 

additional or corrected information and relevant facts. The district's FAQs can be found on their bond web page 

(http://masonk12.net/2017bond).

Voters should also carefully consider the district's recently producted Financial Fact Sheet (http://masonk12.net/news/2017-

10-12/bond-financial-facts). Much of the information generated by the school district and bond supporters misrepresents the 

plan, the process used to develop it, and the questions and concerns that have emerged regarding the plan. The information 

provided in Financial Fact Sheet is an example of why so much distrust has been generated in the community.

The district description of sinking funds is misleading, incomplete, and 

incorrect. There is no difference between a "Sinking Fund" and a 

"Building & Site Sinking Fund". Recent changes to the Michigan 

School Code took effect on March 29, 2017 (MCL, Section 380.1212). 

These changes expanded the use of sinking funds to include school 

security improvements and the same technology purchases and 

upgrades as bonding. This information was not provided as part of 

the planning process for the School Study Committee or the School 

Board to consider.

NOTE: On or about October 13, 2017, the district updated it's 

description of sinking funds acknowledging that the law was changed. 

However, the Frequently Asked Question is still incorrect, and does 

not change the fact that opportunities associated with the new sinking 

fund law have not been considered.

Bond Issue: A bond issue includes a tax increase that allows a public 

school district to borrow money for capital expenditures by selling 

bonds, which are repayed over a period of not more than 30 years. 

Proceeds can be spent on land purchases, site work, new 

construction, additions, remodeling, building improvements, athletic 

facilities, playgrounds, buses, furnishings, property, equipment, and 

technology. There are two types of voter approved bonds - qualified 

(state-sponsored) and non-qualified bonds. All bonds are unlimited tax 

obligations, which means the School Board must set the necessary tax 

rate to maintain annual principal and interest payments. For the 

taxpayer, this means the millage rate will change if property values do 

not grow as anticipated. Information regarding different types of bonds 

appears to have been removed from the district website. 

MasonBond.info FAQs include facts about both types of bonds, and 

why it was important to include financial options in the planning 

process.

Sinking Fund: A sinking fund is created through an annual millage 

rate increase of no more than 3 mils and up to 10 years, allowing 

public school districts to provide funding on a pay as you go basis. 

Districts can levy a higher or lower millage rate as needed from year to 

year, as long as it does not exceed the amount, length, and purpose 

approved by voters. Like a savings account, funds can be spent or 

accumulated for purposes similar to those for bonds, including land 

purchases, site work, new construction, technology, and school 

security. However, sinking funds can also be used for major repair 

work. Sinking funds do not incur interest charges, are not subject to 

prevailing wage requirements, and enhance opportunities for local 

businesses. They also save money by providing resources for the 

district to repair infrastructure when feasible, rather than replace

infrastructure, as required by bonding.

Purchases made with bond or sinking funds must be paid within the 

useful life of the purchase. Neither of these funds can be used for 

maintenance of existing facilities or for salaries of any school district 

employees. The limit for all school debt remains at 15% of total taxable 

valuable. The current bonding plan will reach 12% of total taxable 

value in the district.

Because our existing sinking fund was renewed in May 2016, it cannot 

be used to take advantage of the latest changes to the sinking fund 

law. A new sinking fund approved by voters could. The School Board 

has not considered a sinking fund for the November 7 ballot or any 

future ballot.
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2. Why are additions/renovations needed at the elementary schools? 

3. Why are we looking at Safety & Security if we already have cameras and a buzz-in system? 

4. Is technology really that important? 

5. Is it true that the administrative salaries and business costs are too high? 

All of the additions and renovations mentioned by the 

district would benefit our children. Wise use of newly 

vacated classrooms would provide similar benefits, 

without expensive classroom expansion and without 

compromising our ability to make changes later. In either 

case, makeshift spaces and portable classrooms would 

be eliminated, as previous kindergarten classrooms 

become available. The district has stated the number of 

teachers in the district will not increase. Coordinated 

strategies to improve the the student-to-teacher ratio to 

take advantage of vacated classrooms have not been 

explored as part of this plan.

Despite numerous requests in School Study Committee 

meetings and public forums, the district has failed to 

explain how the ongoing policy to increase the number of 

non-resident students in our schools affects 

student/teacher ratios and overcrowding - including the 

addition of portable classrooms. Increasing non-resident 

and schools of choice enrollment to keep up with resident 

families sending their children to other public school 

districts is a stated priority of the district - more than 

relieving overcrowding, and more than increasing physical 

classroom size.

Increasing the physical size of our elementary classrooms was not a priority in the 

previous May 2016 proposal. In 2017, it is a priority in addition to moving 10 

sections and 250 kindergartners from our elementary schools into 32,000 square 

feet of new space added to the Harvey Education Center. Three existing 

classrooms will be remodeled and used at HEC as well. To accommodate the 

remaining students at Steele Street Elmentary, 60,000 square feet of new learning 

space will replace older, smaller classrooms. Overcrowding at our elementary 

schools is not mentioned on the district's bond web page. It was previously 

presented as a critical problem and primary basis for a new two-grade elementary 

school in the May 2016 plan.

All elementary schools will have multi-purpose room additions to allow for 

improvements in programming by providing both cafeteria and multi-purpose room 

space for student use. In addition, the multi-purpose rooms will provide learning 

space outside of the classroom for physical education, indoor recess, large-group 

instruction, multi-class use and community use.

All elementary schools will receive secure entryways, improved parent drop 

off/pick-up and bus loops, and additional daily and event parking spaces. Due to 

changes signed into state law in November 2016, a new voter-approved sinking 

fund could have been used to pay for site security improvements, among numerous 

other expenses. The district was unaware of this option or dismissed it as a funding 

supplement, choosing instead to bond everything in the plan - resulting in $45 

million of interest and other expenses. These costs represent 40% of all expenses, 

and increase the anticipated millage rate accordingly.

The requested school security improvements would 

benefit children in any era. Today, we have new 

resources available that make these improvements more 

afforadable and accessable for our communities, 

including changes to the sinking fund law (as noted in a 

previous FAQ).

Costs for school security improvements, excluding new construction, are less than 

$2 million, including interest, professional fees, and contingencies. This represents 

less than 2% of the proposed plan spending. These expenses will be spread out 

over the first six years of the plan. A new sinking fund could pay for all of these 

costs in a single year. New sinking funds can be used specifically for "School 

Security Improvements". The use of a new sinking fund for school security 

improvements was never properly considered by the School Board or as this plan 

was developed. 

Direct technology costs, including network infrastructure and security 

devices, are less than 5% of the proposed plan spending - about $5.5 

million including interest. Technology can be an important part of 

improving educational opportunities for our children. Understanding 

how best to utilize this technology is also important. And like school 

security improvements, we have new resources available to make 

these purchases more accessable and affordable, including changes 

to the sinking fund law (as noted in a previous FAQ).

Technology expenses will be spread out over the first 6 years of the 

plan. In 6 years, a sinking fund could accumulate more than $13 

million. All technology costs in the bond plan, as well as technology 

purchases paid for with generous grants provided by the Dart 

Foundation and Mason Public Schools Foundation, also could be 

paid for with a sinking fund. New sinking funds can be used for the 

same technology purchases as bonding. The use of a new sinking 

fund for technology purposes was never properly considered by the 

School Board or as this plan was developed.

Administrative costs does not change the plan in any way. Great detail and reference is provided by the district for administrative costs. It would be 

helpful for voters in the community to make better decisions if the same level of detail and analysis was provided for many aspects of the 

proposed plan, including the true costs of the plan, comparisons to surrounding school districts, local and regional growth trends, schools of 

choice policies, ways to improve student-to-teacher ratios, future needs, funding strategies, and numerous other issues and alternatives.
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6. Why does the district need to purchase new buses? 

7. What will happen to the Pre-Kindergarten Program in Mason with the proposed move of kindergarten to the Harvey Education 
Center? 

8. How will busing of students in the district be affected by moving kindergarten to the Harvey Education Center? 

The purchase of new buses represents about 2% of the proposed plan. It will shift some money to the general fund.

The new plan will not save any money - it adds $114 of new spending and debt to the district. Overall, only a very small amount of money will be 

shifted to the general fund. It is not clear how the resources added to the general fund will be utilized, but the district has stated that they will not 

be used to hire additional elementary school teachers. The coordination of additional general fund dollars and how they could be used was not 

part of the planning process.

Presently, Mason's Child Development Services (CDS) program is housed at the 

Harvey Education Center, providing pre-school and early learning services for 

children as young as 3 years old. In addition to school year services, CDS provides 

before and after school care, as well as summer programming. The district states 

that 50% of kindergartners participate in CDS programming. When asked at a 

public forum, district representatives did not say if these numbers include before 

school, after school, and summer program participation. The community generally 

supports CDS programming, but no efforts were made to determine if that support 

extends to using some CDS space for kindergarten.

The classrooms utilized by CDS are among the newest classrooms in the 

district. Much of the current CDS square footage was built from the ground up in 

1997. Current program revenue is about $190,000. It is not clear if that revenue 

calculation includes the operation and maintenance of the facilities used by CDS. 

By sharing CDS facilities with kindergarten and/or administration, an additional 

$15-17 million (including interest) will be necessary to repurpose the HEC. The 

current plan uses just 3 existing classrooms, and administration may not be moved. 

Depending on the number of CDS classrooms used for kindergarten, it will take 

many years - perhaps decades - for CDS revenue to recover the additional 

construction costs.

During the planning process, no costs were identified 

or estimated to move administration from the HEC or 

for the possible reduction of CDS program 

participation. However, plans for the use of 

administrative space at HEC have recently been revealed, 

many weeks after the final ballot language and the 

bonding plan was approved. It is not known how the 

revised plan will impact current or future CDS 

programming. It is disingenuous for the district to 

announce these changes to the plan before the 

November 7 election, while denying the opportunity to 

explore this option and financial alternatives during the 

planning process. 

The district does not anticipate additional busing costs associated with moving kindergartners to the HEC. However, there are logistical and 

operational challenges related to adding an additional K-5 learning facility. Among other concerns, providing special education such as art, music, 

and additional reading assistance becomes more difficult at current staffing levels. These concerns were outlined in comments submitted by 

Mason school staff to the School Study Committee. These comments do not appear to be available on the district's website. 
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9. What are the enrollment projections for the next 5 years? Are we growing? 

10. It is recommended that kindergarten and first grade classrooms have 1,250 square feet of learning space as well as a self-
contained toilet room. Why is that important? 

No. Resident student enrollment growth has been declining, and will 

continue to decline in the foreseeable future. Annual growth 

projections are based on increases to schools of choice and non-

resident student enrollment.

The official enrollment report produced by Stanfred Consultants 

in December 2015 was not provided to the previous bond 

committee. The primary narrative promoting the previous plan was 

based on unprecedented growth and overcrowding in our schools. The 

official enrollment report and actual enrollment data did not support 

this narrative. It was posted to the district's website a few days before 

May 3, 2016 election, and only after FOIA requests were made for the 

report and the district's Preliminary Qualification (PQ) Application for 

the SBQL Program.

The most recent School Study Committee reviewed district enrollment 

and enrollment projections created by the school district on August 

24, 2016. There is no indication the official 2015 Enrollment Report 

was used for these discussions. In addition, the Committee was not 

aware that a new enrollment report could be available in the coming 

months. The lastest enrollment report subsequently become available 

in April, 2017, a month before the Committee concluded its work. That 

report was not available to the Committee and was not part of the 

decision-making process. The link to the previous (2015) enrollment 

report was updated to the most recent report (2017) on the district's 

website in September 2017.

The district states that data presented to the School Study Committee 

came from the official 2015 Stanfred Consultants Enrollment Report. 

However, the data does not correlate to any projections in the report. It 

likely was generated using a formula recommended by the authors for 

"Facility Planning Purposes". This formula is unrelated to real growth 

or decline - it is designed to generate the highest acceptable numbers 

for SBQL Program approval and to maximize construction parameters.

According to the official enrollment projections provided by Stanfred 

Consultants, growth in the district is declining. In the tri-county area, 

districts outside of Lansing have lost 4,000 resident students over the 

last 15 years. Mason is not immune to these changes. None of the 

data used in the planning process revealed what is actually happening 

- the district is already on a "low projected" path, as calculated by the 

2015 report. It has never been revealed that all official enrollment 

projections include non-resident students, which means the number of 

resident students enrolled in Mason is not increasing.

Non-resident student enrollment is important for any district, but it has 

never been explained how the resident/non-resident ratio impacts 

overcrowding. The district continues to state decisions regarding the 

number of non-resident students in the district is based only on the 

number of resident students leaving the district and the need to 

"round-out" a few classrooms. No other criteria or explanations have 

been provided. It is not clear how two full portable classrooms "round 

out" classrooms at North Aurelius Elementary.

The planning process never defined or understood the overcrowding 

problem. Current overcrowding in Mason's existing three elementary 

school buildings is almost entirely the result of increased (voluntary) 

non-resident enrollment and the removal of 328 K-5 students from 

Cedar Street Elementary in 2008 and 2009. For the past eight years 

since Cedar Street Elementary was closed, Mason has been able to 

maintain kindergarten enrollment levels only by adding an average of 

23 schools of choice/non-resident students each year. Today, 10% of 

our student population consists of non-resident students.

Enrollment projections are just that, projections. No one has a crystal 

ball, but real enrollment data confirms that without non-resident 

recruitment - particularly for incoming kindergartners - there would be 

no enrollment growth.

There is no doubt these changes could have a positive 

effect for our children. However, recommendations for 

lower elementary school classroom size are based on 

square feet per student. Lowering the number of students 

in each classroom would have a similar benefit. Reducing 

first grade class size by just 4 students (from 25 to 21 

students) reduces the "recommended" square footage 

expansion by HALF (200 sqft). Moving kindergarten from 

our current elementary schools will vacate 10 classrooms, 

which can be used immediately and without expansion to 

replace inadequate special education spaces and smaller 

first grade classes. Is it still necessary - at this time - to 

vacate space AND knock down and rebuild walls?

For example, It takes foundation grant revenue from just 8-10 students to support 

one teaching position. If we can convince just a few families to send or keep their 

children in Mason schools at any grade level, or utilize general fund increases 

made available by shifting expenses to new bond or sinking fund revenue, we 

could hire new lower elementary teachers to reduce the number of students in our 

kindergarten and first grade classrooms.

The $114 million bond plan is still one of the largest school tax increases ever 

proposed in mid-Michigan, and is only slightly smaller than the previous $138 

million plan. The previous larger plan did not include extensive classroom 

expansion at Alaiedon or North Aurelius Elementary schools. If classroom size has 

become a problem, perhaps we should explore opportunities to increase 

elementary school staff to previous levels. Current elementary staffing levels have 

been lower, but they remain below where they were in recent years. The district 

has stated that if this plan passes, student-to-teacher ratios will remain the same, 

and no new teachers will be hired - despite increases to the general fund.
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11. I see that the district has engaged an "owner's representative" for the project. What is an owner representative and why is 
that necessary? 

12. Why should I get informed about the proposal if I have no children or grandchildren in Mason Public Schools? 

13. I am a business owner in the community. How will this proposal benefit me? 

14. Why are there no specific site or building details for the bond proposal? 

15. Why is the bond in three series? What does that mean? 

Construction management is the process of organizing 

and directing the work force, materials and equipment to 

accomplish the purpose of the designer. An "owner's 

representative" is a third party hired by the owner in the 

absence of any or little experience and/or knowledge of 

the building construction process by the owner.

Owner representatives have experience and/or knowledge in planning, design, 

construction, construction management, project management, real estate and the 

overall development process with the ability to anticipate and solve problems in a 

timely manner.

The district has exhibited loose financial decisions in the development of this plan. 

We will rely heavily on the experience and involvment of the owner's representative 

to ensure that any plan is implemented in a responsible and efficient manner.

Residents of Mason have made a wise choice to live and work in this 

community. Identifying and prioritizing necessary school improvements 

is important. This includes those needs that were left out or not 

considered for the proposed plan. Addressing these issues in a timely 

and efficient manner will save taxpayer dollars and ensure our 

resources are being applied to improve the quality of life for all our 

residents.

For families who have chosen to reside in our community, current tax 

rates, schools, and retail, service, and recreational opportunities are 

already desirable. Increased property values also mean increased 

taxes. Based on a study by the National Bureau of Economic 

Research, the school district suggests property values will increase at 

a rate of 20 to 1 in relation to new educational investment. In order for 

this to happen, property values in Mason would have to grow at a rate 

nearly three times greater than predicted.

Strong schools are a factor in attracting families and 

businesses to Mason and protecting our quality of life. 

Strengthening our schools improves our future workforce 

and retains and attracts talent to Mason. This makes 

identifying and priortizing needs even more important.

Business owners are keenly aware of the costs associated with deferring essential 

investment. However, they also understand that unnecessary or excessive 

spending can have far greater financial consequences. Businesses (most of them) 

don't have taxpayers to back them up. Rushing to address needs simply because 

the costs may go up in the future does not excuse a process that doesn't properly 

identify or prioritize current and future needs.

It is typical for school districts to present information in general terms 

prior to a bond proposal. Detailed plans and drawings require 

extensive engineering and cost analysis and would necessitate the 

payment to professionals for the service. It is not wise to spend 

significant money on this prior to a vote on the proposal.

Mason is not a typical community. It is our community.

Our district is spending significant money - perhaps tens of thousands 

of dollars - on a marketing campaign and messaging that promotes the 

Mason community and school funding in general terms. The campaign 

targets current residents who have already decided they like Mason, 

and who already have their children in our schools. We need accurate 

and honest information about this plan and how it was 

developed, not platitudes about our own community and 

boilerplate information about the importance of school bonding.

It means bonds will be issued at different times - in 2018, 2021, and 2023 - when the district is ready to begin each phase of the project.

Once a decision is made to use bonds to finance capital improvements, issuing them in a series may be a sensible strategy. In this case, the 

proposed plan is so large it may not be possible to issue less than three series of bonds because it would put us too close or beyond the legal 

taxable value debt limit, which is 15% of all property value in district. Interest savings achieved by issuing bonds in a series are minimal compared 

the tens of millions of dollars in interest that could have been eliminated by exploring alternative funding mechanisms, such as non-qualified 

bonding and sinking funds. By not considering these options in the planning process, the community was robbed of opportunities to develop a 

more efficient, financially sound, and comprehensive plan.
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16. Why doesn't the district share the "total cost to the taxpayer" that includes interest? 

17. Have there been bids for the various portions of work in the plans? How do we know we are getting the best price? 

18. What options can be considered regarding the financing of the project? 

Bond supporters and the district have stated in public 

forums that "honest and detailed cost data" is available on 

the district website. However, taxpayers are told that they 

need to find the information on their own. The district also 

states in the same public forums and on their website that 

accurate costs cannot be determined because interest 

rates and millage rates may change. If accurate costs 

cannot be determined, how could any costs be 

reliably estimated, selected, and placed before voters 

with any level of confidence, particularly a plan so 

large?

MasonBond.info provides cost estimates based on the 

district's own data.

The district is obligated to estimate principal and interest cost for any project that 

involves public bonding, including qualified and non-qualified bonds. The same 

interest rate estimate in the district's PQ Application can be used to estimate 

household costs. The interest rates used on the bonds range from 2.75% to 4.75%. 

Actual interest rates will not be determined until the bonds are sold, which is 

anticipated in the spring of 2018. Any increase in the estimated bond interest rate 

would push the school debt closer to the legal maximum 15% of total taxable value 

in the district.

There is no responsible reason for the district NOT to provide dollar cost estimates, 

particularly when the district is already offering a millage rate schedule that by 

design must change over time. Dollar cost estimates in addition to millage rates 

are the best way for taxpayers to determine the true cost of the plan, and how 

it impacts their households.

The district is required by law and School Board policy to pursue cost-

saving purchasing and bid processes for all district spending, including 

bond revenue. Those responsibilities extend to the planning and 

development of extensive capital spending projects. In this case, it is 

one of the largest school tax increases in the history of mid-Michigan 

outside of Lansing, and the largest single bond plan ever proposed in 

this area for capital improvements that do not include at least one new 

school building.

Regardless of the efficiency of the bidding process, the district is likely 

to spend all of the proposed bond revenue on specified or other 

expenditures within the scope of the original ballot language. Funding 

alternatives to minimize bond interest and minimize taxpayer risk 

are at least as important as getting the best price for concrete, 

construction, or carpeting. Financing considerations are best 

applied as needs are prioritized during the planning process.

If the proposal passes, the district will review qualified and non-qualified bonding to 

reduce interest costs to taxpayers. This will include the staging of construction to 

maximize value. Interest rates will not be determined until the district decides and 

acts on a funding plan.

In addition to interest rates, considerations to reduce interest expenses must 

include focused efforts to reduce the amount of bond revenue spent in the first 

place. This means using efficient bidding processes as well as non-qualified 

bonding. Non-qualified bonding reduces costs by eliminating prevailing wage 

restrictions and enhancing contracting opportunities for local businesses. 

Unfortunately, Mason will not benefit from one of the most important cost saving 

aspects of non-qualified bonding - it forces spending restraint and priorities during 

the planning process because it doesn't have the "insurance" of the School Loan 

Revolving Fund (SLRF).

After choosing qualified bonding, many neighboring school districts have been 

forced into using SLRF funds to help meet bond obligations - obligations that 

originally started with plans much smaller than those proposed for Mason. Use of 

the SLRF results in higher millage rates and additional, unanticipated costs to 

taxpayers.

The most significant way for Mason to reduce the 

costs of this plan can no longer be applied because it 

was improperly dismissed as a funding source. A 

sinking fund must be approved on a seperate vote, but it 

provides interest-free revenue that can be used for most 

of the same purposes as bonding. Sinking funds also can 

be used for major repair work. Bond revenue cannot be 

used for repair work. This means nothing in the current 

plan can be repaired - every dollar spent must be used to 

replace or remodel current infrastructure (with interest) - 

whether it is necessary to do so or not.

In addition, recent changes to the Michigan School Code 

took effect in March 2017 expanding the use of sinking 

funds to include school security improvements and the 

same technology purchases and upgrades as bonding. 

For some reason, this information was not provided as 

part of the planning process for the School Study 

Committee or the School Board. A sinking fund could 

save as much as $15 million and the millage could be 

ended in 10 or fewer years.
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19. How many schools of choice (SOC) students and non-resident students attend school in Mason? How many Mason 
students attend elsewhere? 

20. Will air conditioning be added to all buildings if the bond is approved? 

Real Costs: Dollars Matter (Not Millage Rates)

"Schools of Choice" (SOC) students are non-resident students who 

apply for enrollment within the official SOC window, usually a few 

weeks after the school year ends. Many students are also accepted 

outside of this window. Together, these students comprise the "non-

resident" student enrollment in the district.

Non-resident enrollment is driven primarily by location and capacity. 

Communities like East Lansing, Holt, Waverly, Haslett, and Okemos 

have very high percentages of non-resident students, primarily from 

the Lansing School District. The percentages in other districts, such as 

Leslie and Dansville, have increased as their overall enrollments 

decline. The ratio of non-resident and resident students leaving 

districts varies greatly among neighboring communities. Policy 

decisions regarding how many non-resident students to accept each 

year is based on far more than the number of students leaving the 

district. In any case, the district is under no obligation to "keep 

up" with students leaving the district.

District data regarding K-12 non-resident and resident enrollment 

is misleading. Mason does not have any private schools, and it does 

not typically provide services for non-resident pre-K (ECSE) students. 

The district uses full-time ISD students, non-public, home school, 

pre-K, and other non-primary student classifications in its data. Using 

these numbers as a basis for non-resident enrollment decisions would 

be illogical, and presenting these numbers to the School Study 

Committee and the public is dishonest.

Using a fair and appropriate assessment, Mason Public Schools 

enrolls more non-resident K-12 school students than resident 

students attending school elsewhere. The Non-Resident Student 

Data chart at MasonBond.info shows data for the previous 8 years. 

MPS has one of the lowest percentages of non-resident students in 

attendance in the county, and one of the highest percentages of 

resident students leaving the district to attend a different public school. 

And all of its school buildings are overcrowded. The district has 

increased non-resident student enrollment nearly every year since 

2002. However, no efforts have been made to understand why an 

increasing number of Mason families choose to send their children to 

other school districts.

SOURCE: mischooldata.org

(https://www.mischooldata.org/DistrictSchoolProfiles/StudentInformation/NonResidentStatus.aspx)

The enrollment of non-resident students can be a positive benefit 

for our schools. It increases our general fund and allows us to 

maintain staffing levels. Our schools are overcrowded, yet the district 

continues to add non-resident students every year, and has no plans 

to hire more elementary school teachers. Last year, 80 K-5 slots were 

made available, in addition to those in the middle school and high 

school. The districts priority, stated repeatedly on its website and in 

public forums, is to keep up with the number of resident students 

leaving the district. This explains why addressing overcrowding - and 

the addition of portable classrooms - has not been a priority for the 

district. Why is the district proposing to move an entire grade from 

each school AND in the same plan spending millions more to remodel 

vacant classrooms, particularly if overcrowding and the student-to-

teacher ratio is less important than the number of resident students 

leaving the district? Are larger classrooms an attempt to attract and 

retain students?

The district has not indicated where or how much existing square footage already 

includes air conditioning (for cooling). Existing air conditioning and other HVAC, 

mechanical, electrical, and plumbing systems could be repaired using sinking 

funds. Bonding requires existing systems to be removed and replaced. No 

analysis was undertaken during the planning process to determine if any 

existing systems or infrastructure can or should be repaired.

In the bond plan, all mechanical, electrical, plumbing and other remodeling 

(excluding expansion) at the elementary schools, and all remodeling work at the 

middle school and high school is just 20% of the plan cost. It will take at least 6 

years to complete the work at a cost of about $23 million, including bond interest, 

professional fees, and contingencies. In 6 years, a sinking fund could accumulate 

more than $13 million, or more than $20 million in 10 years.

If the bond proposal is approved, all schools will receive 

infrastructure upgrades. Existing mechanical, electrical 

and plumbing systems will be replaced with new systems 

that enhance energy efficiency and improve air quality. Air 

conditioning will be expanded throughout the building at 

North Aurelius, Alaiedon, and Steele Elementary schools. 

Air conditioning and heating systems will be replaced or 

added at the middle school, high school, and Harvey 

Education Center as well.

Bond costs will increase each year for the first 10 years as previous debt 

is retired and the millage rate associated with the bonds increases. The 

bond costs will not decrease for at least 17 years. If property values do 

not grow as estimated, the school district must raise the millage rate to 

ensure they have enough money to make scheduled bond payments. 

The millage rate can be raised as high as 7 mils without voter approval. 

At 7 mils, and in association with any qualified bonds, the district 

becomes eligible for the School Loan Revolving Fund (SLRF). Many 

neighboring communities have chosen to use the SLRF to help meet 

bond payment obligations as property values have not grown as 

predicted or other unforeseen developments have emerged.

Millage rates and home values may change, but the amount of money 

owed by each household does not. According to the district's projections, 

the cost of the plan for a household worth $100,000 in 2018 will be 

$8,000 over the life of the bonds - no matter what happens to the millage 

rate or property values. Total dollar estimates become MORE accurate 

as projections are extended, while millage rate and property values 

become LESS reliable. Charts showing the first year tax increase or 

"Historical Debt Service Millage Rates" provide little help for homeowners 

who wish to understand the full financial impact of this plan. More 

information about the costs of this plan can be found at MasonBond.info.
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Property Tax Rates

The Total Homestead Property Tax chart provides a more complete view of how Mason compares to communities in mid-Michigan and the rest of the 

state. For example, the average homestead property tax rate for residents of the Mason school district is already higher then 70% of all other districts in 

the state. Based on the district's projections, the proposed average rate increase would raise Mason into the 80th percentile. At it's peak, the new rate 

would rise and remain near the 85th percentile for 10 or more years.

Moving Forward

Mason is at a crossroads. Decisions made now will establish clear priorities and direction for the future. Addressing fundamental infrastructure 

inadequacies that have been neglected for years does not position Mason Public Schools as a leader or an innovator. Mason faces the same problems 

all communities face, but we can elevate the discussion by making decisions based on strong connections between capital spending and innovative, 

forward-looking academic programming. There may be narrow guidelines and thin budgets affecting what we teach, but there are no prescriptions 

regarding how a school or teacher accomplishes these goals. For example, we should be exploring ways to support and integrate new science labs, 

engineering, manufacturing, and information technology, and useful space into our K-12 academic and arts programs. Our efforts and decision-making 

should not be driven by shallow and limited financial comparisons, projections, and data analysis that reinforce pre-conceived notions, or discussions 

that quickly digress to marketing plans or reasons to increase Mason's debt. We are not obligated to do what other communities have done or 

implement simple "solutions" that allow us to wring our hands and neglect more significant problems and opportunities. Our school district should not 

be measured by the amount of debt we carry or our millage rate.

There is a clear need and support within the community to address the significant structural and safety problems in the district. Although future growth is 

uncertain, recent decisions to remove K-5 students from Cedar Street Elementary (HEC) and the increase in K-5 non-resident enrollment have 

stretched the capacity of the district's three operating elementary schools. Current self-imposed capacity issues demand some action, but enrollment 

projections and Facility Audits clearly do not prescribe extensive and costly new construction. And noone wants a short-term fix to these problems. Yet 

Mason is uniquely positioned to explore options to support academic programming, relieve overcrowding, upgrade and repair all our school buildings, 

implement safety and security improvements, increase SOC enrollment, and protect and expand early childhood education. With patience and vision, 

we can accomplish all of these goals without compromising our ability to meet future challenges.

There are numerous alternatives that can address current problems and remain a reliable foundation for future plans, whether or not enrollment grows 

or declines, or it becomes necessary to build or close schools in the future. A revised plan that respects the concerns and contributions already 

provided by the community could be turned around quickly for a May 2018 ballot. Such a plan could generate wide support throughout the community.

2016 Total Homestead Property Tax Rate, Statewide Percentile
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CITY OF MASON 
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER OCTOBER 2, 2017 
 
Mayor Pro Tem Brown called the meeting to order at 7:01 p.m. in the Council Chambers at 201 W. Ash 
Street, Mason, Michigan.  Ferris led the Pledge of Allegiance and offered the invocation. 
 
Present: Councilmembers: Brown, Droscha, Ferris, Madden, Vogel, Waltz, and Whipple 

(delayed*)  
Absent: None  
Also present: Deborah S. Stuart, City Administrator 
 
Councilmember Droscha asked, under NEW BUSINESS, to include a discussion on rescheduling of the 
November 6, 2017 City Council. There was unanimous consent among Council members to add the item. 
  
PUBLIC COMMENT 
None. 
 
PRESENTATION 

A. Mason Public School’s Bond Proposal by Ron Drzewicki, Superintendent of Mason Public 
Schools 
Drzewicki distributed materials and explained the bond proposal. Vogel asked additional 
questions regarding the presentation.   
* Mayor Whipple took over control of the meeting at 7:19 pm and apologized for being delayed.   

 
B. City of Mason’s 2016-2017 Audit by Stevens, Kirinovic & Tucker (formerly Abraham & Gaffney) 

Representatives from SK&T gave an overview of the audit and answered questions from Council 
members. 
 
MOTION by Brown, second by Ferris, 
to accept the City of Mason 2016-2017 audit and place on file. 
 
MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY  
 

CONSENT CALENDAR 
MOTION by Brown, second by Droscha, 
to approve the Consent Calendar as printed: 

A. Approve Minutes: Regular Council Meeting September 18, 2017 
B. Financial Items: 

1. Approve Bills in the Amount of $96,101.30 
2. Resolution 2017-34 – Adopt 80%/20% Cost Sharing Model as Set Forth in Section 4 of 

Public Act 152 
C. Special Events Road Closures: 

1. Motion – Approve Street Closure Request from VFW Post #7309 and the Mason 
American Legion post #148 for the Saturday, November 11, 2017 Veterans’ Day Parade 
from 3:00 pm – 4:00 pm and to Waive Associated Fees 

2. Motion – Approve Street Closure Request from the Mason Area Chamber of Commerce 
(MACC) for the November 24, 2017 Holiday Lighted Parade from 6:00 pm – 7:30 pm  
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3. Motion – Approve Street Closure Request from Mason High School for the October13, 

2017 Homecoming Parade from 5:00 pm – 7:00 pm 
D. Correspondence – Receipt of City Attorney’s Report – September 28, 2017  

 
  MOTION APPROVED UNANIMOUSLY 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Public Hearing for Amended Michigan Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application for the 
Mason Square Properties Located at 160 E Ash Street 
 
Stuart gave an overview of the Mason Square Properties project located at 160 E Ash Street. 
 
The Public Hearing opened at 8:02 pm. John Kelsey spoke on the project and noted his appreciation for 
the support of the project.  The Public Hearing closed at 8:04 pm with no action required.   
 
UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
None. 
 
NEW BUSINESS 

A. Removed 
B. Discussion – Overnight Parking (Droscha) 

  
Droscha began the discussion by requesting that the policy of no parking on City streets between 
the hours of 2 am – 6 am beginning every November 1st and ending on May 1st be discontinued. 
Vogel felt research by staff was needed before a decision could be made. There was additional 
discussion regarding the topic and the need for all departments to weigh in. Council agreed to 
consider the item once staff had time to do an analysis of the issue.   
 
C. Discussion of conflicting Council meeting dates. 
 
Concern was raised about the conflict between the scheduled November 6, 2017 Council Meeting 
and the November 7, 2017 election. Vogel moved to reschedule the meeting to Wednesday, 
November 8, 2017. Droscha seconded. There was discussion about the best date for staff and 
Council.   
  
MOTION FAILED UNANIMOUSLY  
 
Droscha made a motion to reschedule the meeting to Monday, November 13, 2017, seconded by 
Waltz. 
 
MOTION PASSED UNANIMOUSLY 
 

COUNCILMEMBER REPORT 
• Vogel – Historic District Commission approved Mason Street Mall improvements.  
• Droscha – Planning Commission issued a Special Use Permit for Klavon’s. 
• Ferris – Gave update on Columbia sidewalks and Mason Service Club Cooperation  
• Whipple – Requested information regarding the canceling of meetings and the cost of a charter 

amendment.  
 
ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT  

• Updated the Council on plans to change landscaping at City Hall that is easier to maintain and 
that a design has been drafted that will be bid out in the future.  
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• Updated on the Council on a presentation to the Library and that the Library continues their desire 
to work with the City on renovations of the facility.   

• Noted that she will be meeting with the Friends of the Lansing Regional Trails to sign MOU and 
discuss how Mason can work with FLRT. 

• Provided updates on all construction projects.   
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting adjourned at 8:45 p.m. 
 
 
___________________________________  _________________________________ 
Deborah Stuart, Interim City Clerk                  Russell W. Whipple, Mayor 
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CITY OF MASON 
STAFF AGENDA REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL 

 
 

Meeting Date: October 16, 2017                           Agenda Item: 6B 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 
Motion – Approve Alley Closure Request from Bad Brewing for the Winter Beer Fest on Saturday, January 
27, 2018, from 9 am to 11 pm 
 
 
EXHIBITS 
Map 

 
 

STAFF REVIEW 
Kerry Minshall, Fire Chief 
Don Hanson, Police Sergeant 
Tom Silsby, Superintendent of Public Works 

 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT 
Brian Rasdale of BAD Brewing Company is requesting to close the alley between Jefferson and Park 
streets from the entrance door of Bad Brewing to the front corner of Kean’s building to the back corner of 
Kean’s building on the alley to hold a beer festival from 12 noon until 9 pm on Saturday, January 27, 2018. 
 
The Licensing and Regulatory Affairs (LARA) requires the applicant to provide written permission from the 
local governmental unit indicating that permission has been granted for use of the municipal-owned 
property before issuing approval.   
 
Staff reviewed the application and has no objection to the requested alley closures. There are no costs 
from the Fire nor Police departments. The Department of Public Works estimates costs at $85.00 for 
delivery and collection of alley barricades. However, the applicant may pick up and return the barricades 
to avoid charges for this service. 
 
  
 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL    
Move to approve the alley closure request from Bad Brewing for the Winter Beer Fest on Saturday, 
January 27, 2018, from 9 am to 11 pm. 
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CITY OF MASON 
STAFF AGENDA REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL 

 
 

Meeting Date: October 16, 2017                 Agenda Item:  6C2  
 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 
Resolution 2017-35 – Designate Authorizing Signatories Effective October 23, 2017     

 
   

EXHIBITS 
None 
 
 
STAFF REVIEW 
Finance Department 
 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT 
This resolution is supported by the City Charter Sections 4.8, 8.6, Michigan Act 40 of 1932 MCL 129.11 
and 129.12 and general Banking Regulations.  City Charter Section 4.8 designates persons authorized to 
sign checks for the City as the Treasurer and the City Clerk. City Charter Section 8.6 designates the 
depositories for City funds which has traditionally been the Treasurer and the City Clerk.     
 
Interim authorized signatories had been approved by City Council until the positions of Finance 
Director/Treasurer and City Clerk had been filled. Both positions are now occupied and the signatories 
should be changed to reflect the individuals in those positions.    
 
The resolution authorizes Dart Bank and Commercial Bank to recognize the facsimile signatures of Paul 
Borle and Sarah J. Jarvis and to pay checks with those signatures. 
 
 
 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL 
Motion to approve Resolution 2017-35 to designate authorizing signatories effective October 23, 2017.   
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Introduced:  
Second:    
 
 

 
 

CITY OF MASON 
CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION 2017-35 

 
DESIGNATE AUTHORIZING SIGNATORIES EFFECTIVE OCTOBER 23, 2017 

 
 
 
 

BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, that Commercial Bank and Dart National Bank, as designated 
depositories of the City of Mason, be, and it is hereby requested, authorized, and directed to honor 
checks, drafts, or other orders for the payment of money drawn in the City's name, including those 
payable to the individual order of any persons whose names appear thereon as signers thereof, 
when bearing or purporting to bear the facsimile signatures of the two following names: (Paul 
Borle) and (Sarah J. Jarvis). and the above banks shall be entitled to honor and charge the City 
of Mason for such checks, drafts, or other orders, regardless of by whom or by what means the 
actual or purported facsimile signatures thereon may have been affixed thereto, if such signature 
resembles the facsimile specimens duly certified to or filed with the above banks by the Clerk of 
the City of Mason effective October 23, 2017. 
 
 
Yes (   ) 
 
No (   )  
 
 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATION: I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and accurate copy of a 
resolution adopted by the City Council at its regular meeting held Monday, October, 16, 2017, the 
original of which is part of the Council's minutes. 
 
 

                                                            
Sarah J. Jarvis, City Clerk 
City of Mason 
Ingham County, Michigan 
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 1/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 101 - GENERAL FUND
Revenues

0.00 550,065.00 0.00 0.00 550,065.00 000.00
41.96 304.70 15.06 220.30 525.00 CLERK215.00
55.92 2,513,621.25 4,837.05 3,188,523.75 5,702,145.00 TREASURER/FINANCE254.00
0.00 29,770.00 0.00 0.00 29,770.00 FORESTRY271.00

28.86 21,342.00 5,623.00 8,658.00 30,000.00 CEMETERY276.00
40.89 45,952.73 14,174.03 31,782.27 77,735.00 POLICE DEPARTMENT301.00
26.00 134,683.13 4,632.37 47,316.87 182,000.00 FIRE DEPARTMENT336.00
97.38 9,800.06 146.19 364,384.94 374,185.00 REFUSE COLLECTION528.00
0.00 500.00 0.00 0.00 500.00 COMMUNITY GARDEN747.00
7.38 243,124.57 50.00 19,375.43 262,500.00 RECREATION751.00

24.17 59,805.00 0.00 19,060.00 78,865.00 WORKERS COMPENSATION850.00

50.48 3,608,968.44 29,477.70 3,679,321.56 7,288,290.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
31.55 27,566.40 739.00 12,708.60 40,275.00 COUNCIL101.00
32.05 300,669.81 49,928.97 141,845.19 442,515.00 ADMINISTRATOR172.00
23.74 40,581.75 4,264.78 12,633.25 53,215.00 ASSESSING209.00
21.94 124,386.73 2,616.79 34,963.27 159,350.00 CLERK215.00
0.00 650.00 0.00 0.00 650.00 BOARD OF REVIEW247.00

18.97 446,610.46 27,022.36 104,524.54 551,135.00 TREASURER/FINANCE254.00
24.64 58,776.48 1,825.39 19,218.52 77,995.00 TECHNOLOGY260.00
16.64 186,487.22 8,263.78 37,222.78 223,710.00 BUILDING OFFICIAL/CITY HALL265.00
33.61 66,390.98 14,294.33 33,609.02 100,000.00 LEGAL/ATTORNEY266.00
43.46 241,388.91 64,687.50 185,526.09 426,915.00 PROPERTY269.00
5.93 86,903.42 2,047.93 5,476.58 92,380.00 FORESTRY271.00

100.00 (2,728.93)0.00 2,728.93 0.00 ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES272.00
10.14 244,502.35 12,437.35 27,577.65 272,080.00 CEMETERY276.00
24.21 310,385.86 21,014.34 99,134.14 409,520.00 POLICE ADMINISTRATION305.00
5.98 27,890.42 1,399.45 1,774.58 29,665.00 CROSSING GUARDS315.00

17.40 897,435.82 65,147.65 188,989.18 1,086,425.00 POLICE PATROLLING316.00
52.39 370,032.75 17,110.05 407,242.25 777,275.00 FIRE DEPARTMENT336.00
7.37 125,832.68 8,515.51 10,012.32 135,845.00 PLANNING/ZONING OFFICIAL380.00
0.00 1,855.00 0.00 0.00 1,855.00 CIVIL DEFENSE426.00
0.00 100.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 DISASTER ACCOUNT428.00

18.81 6,300.67 938.48 1,459.33 7,760.00 PUBLIC SERVICES441.00
191.80 (280.00)0.00 585.00 305.00 ENGINEERING447.00
20.28 75,750.94 7,289.51 19,269.06 95,020.00 STREET LIGHTING448.00
0.00 2,110.00 0.00 0.00 2,110.00 SIDEWALK CONSTRUCTION-REPAIR458.00

31.60 254,829.50 29,624.40 117,715.50 372,545.00 REFUSE COLLECTION528.00
30.13 293.45 0.00 126.55 420.00 COMMUNITY GARDEN747.00
10.10 460,769.51 14,099.03 51,770.49 512,540.00 PARKS AND BALL DIAMONDS756.00
33.00 5,430.00 2,125.00 2,675.00 8,105.00 SENIOR CITIZENS775.00
2.06 45,094.25 446.88 950.75 46,045.00 LIBRARY790.00
0.00 5,920.00 0.00 0.00 5,920.00 CHRISTMAS DECORATIONS806.00
0.00 3,925.00 0.00 0.00 3,925.00 CABLE COMMISSION807.00
0.00 16,675.00 0.00 0.00 16,675.00 PLANNING COMMISSION808.00

48.34 40,745.00 0.00 38,120.00 78,865.00 WORKERS COMPENSATION850.00
31.00 90,919.61 10,104.97 40,840.39 131,760.00 RETIREE BENEFITS855.00
33.10 50,530.00 25,000.00 25,000.00 75,530.00 CONTINGENCIES890.00
30.29 736,411.17 17,443.58 319,998.83 1,056,410.00 SURPLUS999.00

26.64 5,351,142.21 408,387.03 1,943,697.79 7,294,840.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 2/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 101 - GENERAL FUND

26,498.07 (1,742,173.77)(378,909.33)1,735,623.77 (6,550.00)NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

26.64 5,351,142.21 408,387.03 1,943,697.79 7,294,840.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
50.48 3,608,968.44 29,477.70 3,679,321.56 7,288,290.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 101 - GENERAL FUND:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 3/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 202 - MAJOR STREETS FUND
Revenues

8.71 1,165,956.59 51,844.99 111,188.41 1,277,145.00 000.00

8.71 1,165,956.59 51,844.99 111,188.41 1,277,145.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.00 206,165.00 0.00 0.00 206,165.00 000.00
2.83 749,324.30 12,115.34 21,785.70 771,110.00 STREET/ROAD CONSTRUCTION451.00

14.87 138,902.18 10,697.86 24,257.82 163,160.00 STREET MAINTENANCE463.00
20.05 24,643.33 2,808.41 6,181.67 30,825.00 TRAFFIC SERVICES474.00
0.00 37,980.00 0.00 0.00 37,980.00 WINTER MAINTENANCE478.00
0.00 67,905.00 0.00 0.00 67,905.00 STREET ADMIN/GEN EXP482.00

4.09 1,224,919.81 25,621.61 52,225.19 1,277,145.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (58,963.22)26,223.38 58,963.22 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

4.09 1,224,919.81 25,621.61 52,225.19 1,277,145.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
8.71 1,165,956.59 51,844.99 111,188.41 1,277,145.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 202 - MAJOR STREETS FUND:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 4/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 203 - LOCAL STREETS FUND
Revenues

8.78 579,283.87 27,052.68 55,731.13 635,015.00 000.00

8.78 579,283.87 27,052.68 55,731.13 635,015.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
4.68 344,661.82 0.00 16,903.18 361,565.00 STREET/ROAD CONSTRUCTION451.00

17.53 133,253.77 12,184.07 28,326.23 161,580.00 STREET MAINTENANCE463.00
21.88 9,924.67 2,058.90 2,780.33 12,705.00 TRAFFIC SERVICES474.00
0.44 32,641.77 0.00 143.23 32,785.00 WINTER MAINTENANCE478.00
0.00 66,380.00 0.00 0.00 66,380.00 STREET ADMIN/GEN EXP482.00

7.58 586,862.03 14,242.97 48,152.97 635,015.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (7,578.16)12,809.71 7,578.16 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

7.58 586,862.03 14,242.97 48,152.97 635,015.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
8.78 579,283.87 27,052.68 55,731.13 635,015.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 203 - LOCAL STREETS FUND:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 5/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 248 - DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY
Revenues

42.43 86,026.72 18.37 63,398.28 149,425.00 000.00

42.43 86,026.72 18.37 63,398.28 149,425.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
5.54 141,139.50 0.00 8,285.50 149,425.00 000.00

5.54 141,139.50 0.00 8,285.50 149,425.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (55,112.78)18.37 55,112.78 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

5.54 141,139.50 0.00 8,285.50 149,425.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
42.43 86,026.72 18.37 63,398.28 149,425.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 248 - DOWNTOWN DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 6/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 250 - LOCAL DEV. FINANCE AUTHORITY
Revenues

341.31 (970,370.23)0.00 1,372,495.23 402,125.00 000.00

341.31 (970,370.23)0.00 1,372,495.23 402,125.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.45 400,325.00 0.00 1,800.00 402,125.00 L.D.F.A.691.00

0.45 400,325.00 0.00 1,800.00 402,125.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (1,370,695.23)0.00 1,370,695.23 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

0.45 400,325.00 0.00 1,800.00 402,125.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
341.31 (970,370.23)0.00 1,372,495.23 402,125.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 250 - LOCAL DEV. FINANCE AUTHORITY:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 7/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 297 - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMM.
Revenues

0.14 13,421.72 0.00 18.28 13,440.00 000.00

0.14 13,421.72 0.00 18.28 13,440.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.00 13,440.00 0.00 0.00 13,440.00 000.00

0.00 13,440.00 0.00 0.00 13,440.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (18.28)0.00 18.28 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

0.00 13,440.00 0.00 0.00 13,440.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
0.14 13,421.72 0.00 18.28 13,440.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 297 - ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMM.:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 8/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 401 - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND
Revenues

0.73 996,979.49 0.00 7,345.51 1,004,325.00 000.00

0.73 996,979.49 0.00 7,345.51 1,004,325.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.73 996,979.49 0.00 7,345.51 1,004,325.00 000.00

0.73 996,979.49 0.00 7,345.51 1,004,325.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

0.73 996,979.49 0.00 7,345.51 1,004,325.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
0.73 996,979.49 0.00 7,345.51 1,004,325.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 401 - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT FUND:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 9/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 592 - WATER/SEWER FUND
Revenues

18.34 3,507,798.46 282,515.79 787,911.54 4,295,710.00 000.00

18.34 3,507,798.46 282,515.79 787,911.54 4,295,710.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
19.11 161,003.68 13,349.22 38,041.32 199,045.00 WATER & SEWER ADMINISTRATION545.00
0.00 37,715.00 0.00 0.00 37,715.00 SEWER IMPROVEMENT546.00

12.07 153,969.25 8,260.86 21,130.75 175,100.00 SEWER MAINTENANCE548.00
11.06 1,203,399.45 34,796.82 149,625.55 1,353,025.00 WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT555.00
17.93 444,668.08 35,896.53 97,141.92 541,810.00 WATER MAINTENANCE556.00
0.00 23,000.00 0.00 0.00 23,000.00 STORM SEWER PROGRAM557.00

22.55 334,783.02 5,090.07 97,456.98 432,240.00 WATER IMPROVEMENT558.00
16.35 718,362.52 75,981.91 140,412.48 858,775.00 WATER TREATMENT PLANT559.00
0.00 675,000.00 0.00 0.00 675,000.00 ALLOWANCE FOR DEPRECIATION566.00

12.66 3,751,901.00 173,375.41 543,809.00 4,295,710.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (244,102.54)109,140.38 244,102.54 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

12.66 3,751,901.00 173,375.41 543,809.00 4,295,710.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
18.34 3,507,798.46 282,515.79 787,911.54 4,295,710.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 592 - WATER/SEWER FUND:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 10/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 612 - MASON BUILDING AUTHORITY
Revenues

0.00 37,959.63 0.33 0.37 37,960.00 000.00

0.00 37,959.63 0.33 0.37 37,960.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
97.27 1,037.50 36,922.50 36,922.50 37,960.00 000.00

97.27 1,037.50 36,922.50 36,922.50 37,960.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 36,922.13 (36,922.17)(36,922.13)0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

97.27 1,037.50 36,922.50 36,922.50 37,960.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
0.00 37,959.63 0.33 0.37 37,960.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 612 - MASON BUILDING AUTHORITY:
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REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE REPORT FOR CITY OF MASON 11/14Page:10/04/2017 09:50 AM
User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 661 - MOTOR VEHICLE POOL
Revenues

33.43 624,023.40 26,919.05 313,316.60 937,340.00 000.00

33.43 624,023.40 26,919.05 313,316.60 937,340.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.92 47,462.71 263.33 442.29 47,905.00 SHOP & BLDG. MAINTENANCE567.00

19.04 167,692.87 13,403.41 39,442.13 207,135.00 EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE568.00
61.12 265,287.24 79,046.19 417,012.76 682,300.00 EQUIPMENT-CAPITAL OUTLAY901.00

48.74 480,442.82 92,712.93 456,897.18 937,340.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 143,580.58 (65,793.88)(143,580.58)0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

48.74 480,442.82 92,712.93 456,897.18 937,340.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
33.43 624,023.40 26,919.05 313,316.60 937,340.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 661 - MOTOR VEHICLE POOL:
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User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 702 - RAYNER BOND FUND
Revenues

1.62 301,544.15 2,134.46 4,980.85 306,525.00 000.00

1.62 301,544.15 2,134.46 4,980.85 306,525.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.00 306,525.00 0.00 0.00 306,525.00 000.00

0.00 306,525.00 0.00 0.00 306,525.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (4,980.85)2,134.46 4,980.85 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

0.00 306,525.00 0.00 0.00 306,525.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
1.62 301,544.15 2,134.46 4,980.85 306,525.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 702 - RAYNER BOND FUND:
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User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 711 - CEMETERY TRUST FUND
Revenues

35.50 3,031.37 808.29 1,668.63 4,700.00 000.00

35.50 3,031.37 808.29 1,668.63 4,700.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.00 4,700.00 0.00 0.00 4,700.00 000.00

0.00 4,700.00 0.00 0.00 4,700.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (1,668.63)808.29 1,668.63 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

0.00 4,700.00 0.00 0.00 4,700.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
35.50 3,031.37 808.29 1,668.63 4,700.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 711 - CEMETERY TRUST FUND:
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User: MW
DB: Mason City PERIOD ENDING 09/30/2017

% BDGT
USED

AVAILABLE
BALANCE

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)

ACTIVITY FOR
MONTH 09/30/2017

INCREASE (DECREASE)

YTD BALANCE
09/30/2017

NORMAL (ABNORMAL)
2017-18

AMENDED BUDGETDESCRIPTIONGL NUMBER

Fund 812 - SPECIAL ASSESSMENT FUND
Revenues

15.33 127,751.48 108.21 23,128.52 150,880.00 000.00

15.33 127,751.48 108.21 23,128.52 150,880.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Expenditures
0.00 150,880.00 0.00 0.00 150,880.00 000.00

0.00 150,880.00 0.00 0.00 150,880.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES

100.00 (23,128.52)108.21 23,128.52 0.00 NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

0.00 150,880.00 0.00 0.00 150,880.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES
15.33 127,751.48 108.21 23,128.52 150,880.00 TOTAL REVENUES

Fund 812 - SPECIAL ASSESSMENT FUND:

50,707.93 (3,327,919.27)(330,382.58)3,321,369.27 (6,550.00)NET OF REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

18.77 13,410,294.36 751,262.45 3,099,135.64 16,509,430.00 TOTAL EXPENDITURES - ALL FUNDS
38.91 10,082,375.09 420,879.87 6,420,504.91 16,502,880.00 TOTAL REVENUES - ALL FUNDS
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QUARTERLY INVESTMENT REPORT FOR PERIOD ENDING 9/30/17

ACCOUNTS CASH DART MICHIGAN TOTAL QUARTERLY

MONEY CLASS PRINCIPAL INTEREST

MARKET INVESTED EARNED

COMMERCIAL BANK

Cemetery Trust 251,770.35 102,063.59 353,833.94 603.63

Current Tax 47,577.25 47,577.25

D.D.A. 144,721.40 19,099.96 163,821.36 171.15

E.D.C. 13,960.37 13,960.37 18.28

General Fund 3,565,033.73 228,762.06 566,781.53 4,360,577.32 3,473.51

General Fund - Checking 206,045.78 206,045.78

L.D.F.A. 1,375,764.86 1,375,764.86 603.68

Rayner Bond 462,992.05 322,312.65 785,304.70 1,492.80

Water & Sewer 1,117,807.50 1,117,807.50 999.30

DART BANK

Capital Improvement 166,287.69 166,287.69

Local Streets 91,729.99 45,914.52 10,443.37 148,087.88 41.72

Major Streets 262,890.71 742,253.45 66,219.69 1,071,363.85 751.97

M.V.P 100,569.19 218,193.31 56,909.21 375,671.71 329.06

Mason Building Authority 548.46 548.46 0.37

Special Assessments 153,671.52 357,435.30 19,659.10 530,765.92 326.85

Water & Sewer 626,105.01 603,372.77 154,384.42 1,383,862.20 902.17

TOTALS INVESTED 8,587,475.86 2,195,931.41 1,317,873.52 12,101,280.79 9,714.49

AVERAGE INT RATE .50%-AVG .27%-AVG 1.15%-AVG

TERM LIQUID LIQUID LIQUID

MATURITY DATE N/A N/A N/A

% INVESTED 70.96% 18.15% 10.89% 100.00%

% IN DART 29.73%
% IN COMM BANK 59.38%
% IN MICHIGAN CLASS 10.89%

100.00%
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CITY OF MASON 
STAFF AGENDA REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL 

 
 

Meeting Date:  October 16, 2017                                Agenda Item: 7A 

 
 
AGENDA ITEM 
Ordinance – Second Reading and Adoption of an Ordinance to Amend Section 42-93 Possession or 
Consumption of Alcohol by Underage Person – And to Repeal Section 42-96 – Deferral of Proceedings 
and Probation in Cases of No Previous Conviction Under Section 42-93 of Article III – Offenses 
Involving Public Peace and Order – of Chapter 42 – Offenses – of the Code of the City of Mason, to 
Make the Minor in Possession of Alcohol Laws to Correspond to State Law Changes Within the City of 
Mason 
 
 
EXHIBITS 
Proposed Ordinance 212  
 
 
STAFF REVIEW 
City Attorney  
 
 
SUMMARY STATEMENT  
On September 5, 2017, the City Council considered this ordinance read for the first time.  
 
As a reminder, the attached is a proposed ordinance to bring into conformance the minors in 
possession of alcoholic beverage with the new state law.   In December 2016, the legislature adopted 
PA 357 of 2016 so that first offenses for minors in possession would be state civil infractions instead of 
misdemeanors.   The essence of the initial change and the amendment is to make the first offense for a 
minor in possession a civil infraction. This is frequently the plea-bargain in any event for first time 
offenders so as to preclude a criminal record. In any event, unless we change the ordinance to conform 
with the state law, we cannot enforce our minors in possession ordinance.   
 
The legislation was amended and the effective date was changed January 1, 2018.  This is the only 
change from the first reading of the ordinance.   
 
The City Attorney has drafted and approved the proposed ordinance for Council’s consideration and 
adoption.  
  
 
CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL    
Move to read for the second time and adopt proposed Ordinance 212. 
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Introduced: September 18, 2017 
First Reading: September 18, 2017 
Second Reading: ________ 
Adopted:  ________ 
Effective:  ________ 
      

CITY OF MASON 
ORDINANCE NO. 212 

 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 42-93 POSSESSION OR CONSUMPTION OF ALCOHOL BY 
UNDERAGE PERSON - AND TO REPEAL SECTION 42-96 - DEFERRAL OF PROCEEDINGS AND 

PROBATION IN CASES OF NO PREVIOUS CONVICTION UNDER SECTION 42-93 OF ARTICLE III - 
OFFENSES INVOLVING PUBLIC PEACE AND ORDER - OF CHAPTER 42 - OFFENSES - OF THE CODE 

OF THE CITY OF MASON, TO MAKE THE MINOR IN POSSESSION OF ALCOHOL LAWS TO 
CORRESPOND TO STATE LAW CHANGES WITHIN THE CITY OF MASON 

 
THE CITY OF MASON ORDAINS: 
 
 Sections 42-93 Article III of Chapter 42 of the Code of the City of Mason is hereby amended to 
read as follows: 
    
Sec. 42-93.  Possession or consumption of alcoholic liquor by underage person. 
    
(a)  Prohibited; enforcement. 
 

(1) A minor shall not purchase or attempt to purchase alcoholic liquor, consume or attempt to 
consume alcoholic liquor, possess or attempt to possess alcoholic liquor, or have any bodily 
alcohol content, except as provided in this section. A minor who violates this section is 
responsible for a civil infraction or guilty of a misdemeanor as set forth in Sec. 42-93(h) of this 
code. 

 
(2) A peace officer who has reasonable cause to believe a minor has consumed alcoholic liquor or 

has any bodily alcohol content may request the person to submit to a preliminary chemical 
breath analysis. If the minor does not consent to a preliminary chemical breath analysis, the 
analysis shall not be administered without a court order, but a peace officer may seek to obtain 
a court order. The results of a preliminary chemical breath analysis or other acceptable blood 
alcohol test are admissible in a civil infraction proceeding or criminal prosecution to determine 
whether the minor has consumed or possessed alcoholic liquor or had any bodily alcohol 
content. 

 
 (3) A law enforcement agency, on determining that an individual who is less than 18 years of age 

and not emancipated under 1968 PA 293, MCL 722.1 to 722.6, allegedly consumed, 
possessed, or purchased alcoholic liquor, attempted to consume, possess, or purchase 
alcoholic liquor, or had any bodily alcohol content in violation of subsection (1) shall comply with 
MCL 436.1703(8).  

 
(b)  Exceptions. The provisions of subsection (a) of this section shall not apply to the following: 
 

(1) A minor who possesses alcoholic liquor during regular working hours and in the course of his or 
her employment, if employed by a person licensed under the Michigan Liquor Control Code, by 
the liquor control commission, or by an agent of the commission, if the alcoholic liquor is not 
possessed for his or her personal consumption. 

 
(2) The consumption of alcoholic liquor by a minor who is enrolled in a course offered by an 

accredited post-secondary educational institution in an academic building of the institution under 
the supervision of a faculty member, if the purpose of the consumption is solely educational and 
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is a requirement of the course. 
 

(3) The consumption by a minor of sacramental wine in connection with religious services at a 
church, synagogue, or temple. 

 
(4) An undercover operation as set forth at MCL 436.1703(15). 

 
(5) A minor who has consumed alcoholic liquor and who voluntarily presents himself of or herself to 

a health facility or agency for treatment or for observation including, but not limited to, medical 
examination and treatment for any condition arising from a violation of MCL 750.520b to MCL 
750.520g of the Michigan penal code, 1931 PA 328, MCL 750.520b to MCL 750.520g, 
committed against a minor. 

 
(6) A minor who accompanies an individual who meets both of the following criteria: 

  
  (i) Has consumed alcoholic liquor. 
 
  (ii) Voluntarily presents himself or herself to a health facility of agency for treatment or for 

observation including, but not limited to, medical examination and treatment for any 
condition arising from a violation of MCL 750.520b to MCL 750.520g, committed against 
a minor. 

  
 (7) A minor who initiates contact with a peace officer or emergency medical service personnel for 

the purpose of obtaining medical assistance for a legitimate health care concern. 
 
(c)   Affirmative defense. In a prosecution for a violation of this section, it is an affirmative defense that the 
minor consumed alcoholic liquor in a venue or location where that consumption is legal. 
 
(d)  Definition of “any bodily alcohol content”.  As used in this section “any bodily alcohol content” means either 
of the following: 
 
 (1) An alcohol content of 0.02 grams or more per 100 milliliters of blood, per 210 liters of breath, or 

per 67 milliliters of urine. 
 
 (2) Any presence of alcohol within a person’s body resulting from the consumption of alcoholic 

liquor, other than consumption of alcoholic liquor as a part of a generally recognized religious 
service or ceremony. 

 
(e)  Definition of “Emergency medical services personnel.” As used in this section “emergency medical 
services personnel” means that term as defined in section 20904 of the public health code, 1978 PA 368, MCL 
333.20904. 
 
(f)   Definition of “Health facility or agency.” As used in this section “health facility or agency” means that term 
as defined in section 20106 of the public health code, 1978 PA 368, MCL 333.20106. 
 
(g)   Definition of “minor”. As used in this section a “minor” means a person less than 21 years of age. 
 
(h)  A person who violates section 42-93(a) is responsible for a civil infraction or guilty of a misdemeanor as 
follows and subject to the following fines, penalties and sanctions: 

 
(1) For the first violation, the minor is responsible for a civil infraction and shall be fined not more 

than $100.00. A Court may order a minor under this subdivision to participate in substance use 
disorder services as defined in section 230 of the public health code, 1978 PA 368, MCL 
333.230, and designated by the administrator of substance abuse services, and may order the 
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minor to perform community service and to undergo substance abuse screening and 
assessment at his or her own expense as described in MCL 436.1703(5). A minor may be found 
responsible or admit responsibility only once under this subdivision or a corresponding 
subdivision of state law or another municipal ordinance. 

 
(2) If a violation of sec. 42-93(a) occurs after 1 prior judgement, the minor is guilty of a 

misdemeanor. A misdemeanor under this subsection is punishable by imprisonment for not 
more than 30 days if the court finds the minor violated an order of probation, failed to 
successfully complete any treatment, screening or community service ordered by the court, or 
failed to pay any fine for that conviction, a fine of not more than $200.00 or both. A court may 
order a minor under this subsection to participate in substance use disorder services as defined 
in section 230 of the public health code, 1978 PA 368, MCL 333.6230, and designated by the 
administrator of substance abuse services, to perform community service, and to undergo 
substance abuse screening and assessment at his or her own expense as described in MCL 
436.1703(5). A person is also subject to sanctions against his or her operator's or chauffeur's 
license imposed under state law. 

 
(3) If a violation of sec. 42-93(a) occurs after 2 or more prior judgments, the minor is guilty of a 

misdemeanor. A misdemeanor under this section is punishable by imprisonment for not more 
than 60 days if the court finds the minor has violated an order of probation, failed to successfully 
complete any treatment, screening or community service ordered by the court, or failed to pay 
any fine for that conviction, by a fine of not more than $500.00, or both, as applicable. A court 
may order a minor under this subsection to participate in substance use disorder services as 
defined in section 230 of the public health code, 1978 PA 368, MCL 333.230, and designated by 
the administrator of substance abuse services, to perform community service, and to undergo 
substance abuse screening and assessment at his or her own expense as described in MCL 
436.1703(5). A person is also subject to sanctions against his or her operator's or chauffeur's 
license imposed under state law. 

   
(4) If an individual who pleads guilty to a misdemeanor violation of sec. 42-93(a), the court, without 

entering a judgment of guilt, with the consent of the accused, may defer further proceedings and 
place the individual on probation. The terms and conditions of that probation include, but are not 
limited to, the sanctions set forth in section 42-93(h)(3), payment of the costs including any 
minimum state costs, and the costs of probation. If a court finds that an individual violated a 
term or condition of probation or that the individual is utilizing a corresponding provision in 
another court, the court may enter an adjudication of guilt and proceed as otherwise provided by 
law. If an individual fulfills the terms and conditions of probation, the court shall discharge the 
individual and dismiss the proceedings. Discharge and dismissal under this section shall be 
without adjudication of guilt and is not a conviction for purposes of this section or for purposes of 
disqualifications or disabilities imposed by law upon conviction of a crime. An individual may 
obtain only 1 discharge or dismissal under this section as to an individual or any corresponding 
provision of the state law or local ordinance. In accordance with the corresponding provisions of 
state law, the court shall maintain a nonpublic record of the matter while proceedings are 
deferred and the individual is on probation under this section. The court shall provide the 
secretary of state with a record of the plea and discharge under this section to allow the 
secretary of state to retain and disseminate a nonpublic record of a plea and of the discharge 
and dismissal under the procedures established for the corresponding state law provision. 

 
(5) A misdemeanor violation of sec. 42-93(a) successfully deferred, discharged and dismissed 

under sec. 42-93(h)(4) is considered a prior judgment for the purposes of sec. 42-93(h)(3). 
 
(6) As used in this section, prior judgment means a conviction, juvenile adjudication, finding of 

responsibility, or admission of responsibility for any of the following, whether under a law of this 
state, a local ordinance substantially corresponding to a law of this state, a law of the United 
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States substantially corresponding to a law of this state, or a law of another state substantially 
corresponding to a law of this state: 

 
  (i) MCL 436.701, MCL 436.703 or MCL 436.707.  
 
  (ii) MCL 257.624a, MCL 257.624b or MCL 257.625. 
 
  (iii) MCL 324.80176, MCL 324.81134 or MCL 324.82127. 
 
  (iv) MCL 750.167a and MCL 750.237. 
  
 Section 42-96 of Article III of Chapter 42 of the Code of the City of Mason is hereby repealed in its 
entirety from the Code of the City of Mason and is void and no longer in full force and effect. 
 
Effective Date: This ordinance shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation in the City within 15 
days after its adoption and mailed in accordance with the requirements of MCL 125.34.01. This ordinance shall 
take effect on January 1, 2018. 
 
 
The foregoing Ordinance was moved for adoption by Council Member __________ and supported by Council 
Member __________, with a vote thereon being:  YES (___)  NO (___), at a regular meeting of the City 
Council held pursuant to public notice in compliance with the Michigan Open Meetings Act, on the ___ day of 
__________, ____.  Ordinance No. 212 declared adopted this ___ day of __________, ____. 
 
       
 

             
              ________________________________________ 

      Russell W. Whipple, Mayor 
  
 
 
      ________________________________________ 
      Deborah Stuart, Acting City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Thomas M. Hitch (P25558) 
Mason City Attorney 
601 Abbot Road, PO Box 2502 
East Lansing, MI 48826-2502 
 
 
 

43


	10.16.17 Agenda FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.5.1 SAR School bond presentations FINAL
	AGENDA ITEM
	EXHIBITS
	STAFF REVIEW
	Administration
	SUMMARY STATEMENT
	CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL

	10.16.17 CC.5A MPS yes info FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.5B MPS no info FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.6A Minutes FINAL
	REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
	MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER OCTOBER 2, 2017

	10.16.17 CC.6B 1SAR Beer Fest FINAL
	AGENDA ITEM
	Motion – Approve Alley Closure Request from Bad Brewing for the Winter Beer Fest on Saturday, January 27, 2018, from 9 am to 11 pm
	EXHIBITS
	Map
	STAFF REVIEW
	SUMMARY STATEMENT
	Brian Rasdale of BAD Brewing Company is requesting to close the alley between Jefferson and Park streets from the entrance door of Bad Brewing to the front corner of Kean’s building to the back corner of Kean’s building on the alley to hold a beer fes...
	The Licensing and Regulatory Affairs (LARA) requires the applicant to provide written permission from the local governmental unit indicating that permission has been granted for use of the municipal-owned property before issuing approval.

	CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL
	Move to approve the alley closure request from Bad Brewing for the Winter Beer Fest on Saturday, January 27, 2018, from 9 am to 11 pm.

	10.16.17 CC.6B 2MAP Beer Fest FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.6C1 Bills FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.6C2 1SAR Signatories FINAL
	AGENDA ITEM
	EXHIBITS
	STAFF REVIEW
	Finance Department
	SUMMARY STATEMENT
	CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL

	10.16.17 CC.6C2 2RES 2017-35 Signatories FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.6D1 Rev Exp rpt FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.6D2 Quarterly Investment rpt FINAL
	Sheet1

	10.16.17 CC.6D3 Atty Rpt FINAL
	10.16.17 CC.7A 1SAR MIP Civil Infraction FINAL
	AGENDA ITEM
	EXHIBITS
	STAFF REVIEW
	SUMMARY STATEMENT
	UCITY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDED ACTION BY CITY COUNCIL

	10.16.17 CC.7A 2ORD MIP Civil Infraction FINAL
	Blank Page



