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Introductory Comment #1 
For as long as the Sanitary Sewer System project has been 

discussed in Brighton Township there have been parties that have 

supported and opposed the project. 

The October 25, 1999 Township Board minutes included public 

comments from one particular citizen that reflect the emotion 

and impact that this project was having on his neighborhood: 

“The whole sewer petition incident has pitted friend against friend and 

neighbor against neighbor and it is time that we put this whole grievous 

situation behind us.” 

-D. Darling, SAD Hearing for Osborn Lake & Lakeshore Village 
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Introductory Comment #2 

A special meeting was held on August 4, 2003 to discuss the 
sewer fund status.  The findings presented included: 

1. “Original capital charge was less than necessary in order to 
get support for the original project.” 

2. “Projected REU’s were based on anticipated growth which 
was never realized due to economy.” 

3. “Deer Creek and Ore Creek were included in original REU 
numbers but were later not included in any districts.” 

4. “40-50% of  future projected customers were assumed to pay 
access charges when in reality only 10% of  current 
customers paid the access charge.” 
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Introductory Comment #3 

Objectives 

1. Provide a historical 

perspective. 

2. Tie the presentation and 

responses to actual 

documents. 

3. To answer the questions 

as best as possible. 

 

Categories 

1. Timeline 

2. System Design 

3. The SAD Process 

4. Users of  the System 

5. Financial Related 

6. Miscellaneous 

7. Drain Commissioner FAQ 
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Timeline 
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Timeline 

6 

Citizen interest 

in sanitary 

sewer district 

results in the 

formation of  

SAD’s and a 

Sewer 

Committee 

MPS presents 

Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 of the 

Preliminary 

Design 

Analysis to the 

BTBT 

Sewer design 

concept approved, 

petitions 

submitted, public 

hearings held, and 

Resolutions of 

Intent approved 

Sewer District Board 

meetings begin, the 

Township adopts the 

Assessment Role, 

and construction 

begins 

Sale of Bonds 

Construction of 

the Sanitary Sewer 

System 

Bond 

Refinancing 

BTBT reviews 

financial 

reports 

resulting in the 

development of 

the Action 

Plan and 

Utility Master 

Plan 



1997 

August: BTBT discussions regarding WWTP for 

sewer around Woodland Lake. 

August: BTBT creates Sewer Review Committee. 

August: BTBT takes steps toward SAD to sewer 

study cost. 

September: Numerous districts proceed through 

SAD approval process to fund Sewer Study 

(September through December). 
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1997 Continued 

September: Brighton Township issued DEQ 

discharge permit into Woodruff  Creek. 

November: Sewer Review Committee members 

appointed. 

December: BTBT enters into engineering services 

contract with MPS for sewer analysis. 
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1998 
January: First meeting between MPS and the Sewer 

Review Committee. 

April: BTBT resolution to use General Fund resources 

toward engineering cost, and have General Fund 

reimbursed via bonds. 

July: Preliminary Design Phase 1 completed. 

August: Preliminary Design Phase 1 presented to the 

BTBT. 

November: BTBT begins meeting to discuss property 

acquisition for a WWTP facility. 

December: Preliminary Design Phase 2 completed. 
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1999 
February: Preliminary Design Phase 2 presented and 

accepted by BTBT. 

February: BTBT accepts Sewer Committee’s 

recommendations for district. 

February: Township distributes FAQ brochure and 

announces informational meetings. 

February: BTBT approves appraisal to be performed 

on WWTP site. 

March: Informational Meetings (two presentations 

at Hilton School on same day). 

May: Citizen petition deadline. 
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1999 Continued 
June: Public hearing scheduled. 

June: Alternative scenarios considered between 2100 

and 2500 REU facility. 

July: BTBT seeks extension of  the DEQ surface water 

permit to August 2003. 

August: Sewer Committee recommends Option #4. 

August: BTBT resolutions of  intent to proceed with 

Drain Project and set public hearing date. 

September: Separate public hearings for each proposed 

sewer district. 
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1999 Continued 

October: BTBT Resolutions of  intent to proceed with Drain 

Project and set public hearing date. 

October: Public hearings on the proposed sewer project for 

additional districts. 

October: MPS submits proposals for Final Design services. 

November: BTBT Resolutions of  intent to proceed with Drain 

Project and set public hearing date. 

November/December: Public hearings on the proposed sewer 

project for additional districts. 

December: BTBT resolution to proceed with project and file 

petition with Drain Commissioner. 
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2000 

March: BTBT approves purchase of  WWTP 

property. 

March: First meeting of  the Sewer District Board. 

April: Drain Commissioner at BTBT meeting details 

how his office will proceed with project. 

April: BTBT directs Sewer Committee to continue 

working on sewer policies. 

May: BTBT adopts sewer policies. 

May: Sewer District Board Public Hearing – 

Apportionment of  Costs – 100% to Brighton Twp. 
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2000 Continued 

May: Construction of  the project out for bid. 

June: Construction bids due at Drain 

Commissioner’s office. 

July: Livingston County resolution granting Full 

Faith and Credit for the project. 

July: BTBT sets date of  public hearing on Special 

Assessment Roll with mailings/publishing. 

July: Notice to vacant property owners about 

combining lots to avoid additional REU’s. 

August: BTBT adoption of  SAD Roll. 

18 



2000 Continued 

September: BTBT into closed session regarding 

WWTP property acquisition. 

September: Sewer District Board adopts Bond 

Authorizing Resolution. 

September: BTBT approves contract with Drain 

Board. 

September: DEQ approves permit for .65 MGD. 

October: Sale of  Bonds. 

October : Awarding Resolution of  Bonds. 
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2000 Continued 
October: BTBT approves additional Sewer policies which 

Committee had worked on. 

October: Pre-Construction meeting. 

November: Lease for WWTP between BT and Drain Board. 

November: Construction agreements signed. 

November: Notice to Proceed issued (420-630 days of  

construction). 

November: Project lease agreement with Drain 

Commissioner adopted. 

November: Sewer Request Policy, Sewer Connection Policy, 

and Deferral Policy adopted. 
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2001 
January: BTBT closed session regarding property acquisition for 

sewer project. 

January: BTBT resolutions regarding the taking of  easements in 

real property. 

February: Sewer Committee Report to BTBT on deferrals and 

lot combinations. 

March: BTBT requests financial status of  sewer project each 

month. 

May: Assigned MPS contract to Drainage District. 

May: Sewer Use Ordinance being worked on. 

June: BTBT closed session regarding property acquisition and 

sewer easements. 
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2002 

March: First reading of  Sewer Ordinance. 

March: BTBT closed session regarding property 

acquisition and sewer easements. 

April: Sewer Ordinance second reading-approved.  

April/May: Anticipated system startup. 

May: First reading of  Sewer Ordinance 

(Amended). 

May: Quarterly Sewer Rates approved. 
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2002 Continued 

June: Sewer Ordinance (Amended) second reading. 

August: Resolution regarding Spencer Road sewer 

SAD. 

August: Amendment to assessment deferrals resolution 

– BT adopts the US poverty thresholds. 

August: Public hearing Spencer Road sewer SAD – 

adopted resolution. 

October: BTBT Resolution to file petition for Spencer 

Road SAD with Drain Commissioner. 
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2003 

April: Financial Status of  sewer system (reevaluation of  

projected future hookups and fees). 

May: Sewer tap fees (Tabled). 

June: Discussion of  financial status of  Sewer Fund. 

June: Policies amended and increasing of  sewer fee 

amounts. 

June: Public hearing scheduled regarding sewer fees for 

July. 

June: Sewer Committee meets to discuss sewer rate 

increases. 

 24 



2003 Continued 

July: Public hearing regarding sewer quarterly fees 
(Tabled) until after public info meeting. 

July: Scheduled special sewer info meeting for August. 

August: BTBT financial status discussion – bad future 
growth projections. 

August: Action Plan developed and adopted. 

August: Utility Master Plan – authorization to solicit 
Letters of  Interest. 

August: PHP submits proposal to provide quarterly 
financial analysis. 
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2003 Continued 

September: Sewer rate study by PHP. 

September: BTBT tables action on study. 

October: Sewer Rate Study (revised) presented by 

PHP. 

October: BTBT adopts quarterly user fee 

resolution. 

November: BTBT sets goal to gain new REU. 
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2003 Continued 

November: Sewer Fund status – BTBT accepts 

action plan report. 

November: Loan from General Fund to sewer funds 

with interest rate set. 

December: Sewer Fund status – accepted report. 

December: Quarterly Financial Report from PHP. 

December: Award contract to Ayers Lewis for 

Utilities Master Plan. 
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2004 

January: Sewer Fund Action Plan Report. 

January: Quarterly Financial Report PHP. 

February: WWTP operation report IAI. 

February: Sewer Fund Action Plan. 

February: Spencer Sewer SAD – approving project 

and directing SAD Roll. 

March: Sewer Fund Action Plan. 

March: GF loan to Sewer OM of  $100,000 at 2%. 
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2004 Continued 

March: Spencer Sewer public hearing – 
confirming Assessment Roll. 

April: Sewer Fund Action Plan status report. 

April: Tax roll correction Spencer sewer SAD. 

May: Sewer Fund Action Plan status report. 

May: Accept sewer infrastructure – various 
locations. 

June: Sewer Fund Action Plan status report. 
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2004 Continued 

July: Quarterly sewer financial report PHP. 

July: BTBT approved Stone Valley Development 

– requires future connection. 

August: Sewer Fund Action Plan report. 

August: Quarterly Financial Report PHP. 

September: Sewer Utility Master Plan open 

house – Sewer Master Plan presented. 
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2004 Continued 

October: Sewer Fund Action Plan report. 

October: Sewer policy update. 

October: Spencer SAD tax roll change. 

October: Summary of  Actions taken to improve 

the financial health of  the sewer system. 

November: Sewer Fund Action Plan report. 
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2005 

February: Bond refinancing – notify Drain 

Commissioner of  potential to refinance. 
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System Design 
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MPS – Phase 1 Evaluation Report 

 

Executive Summary 

“Phase I consisted of  
evaluating the possible 
alternatives for providing 
sanitary sewer to the residences 
and businesses located within 
the Special Assessment District 
(SAD) for each of  the 
areas…Also included is an 
engineering opinion of  
probable project costs which 
summarizes the projected costs 
for each alternative.” 

-Page iv of Phase 1 Study 
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MPS - Phase 1 Projections 
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Sanitary Sewer 

District 

Existing 

REUs 

Sewage 

Flow (GPD) 

Gravity System 

Estimate 

Pressure System 

Estimate 

Clark Lake 105 27,300 $1,277,000 $916,000 

Woodland Lake 503 130,780 $6,869,000 $6,281,000 

West Grand River 230 59,800 $2,958,000 $2,543,000 

East Grand River 202 52,520 $6,218,000 N/A 

Fonda Lake 80 20,800 $667,000 $714,000 

Lake of  the Pines 255 66,300 $2,087,000 $2,359,000 

Totals 1,375 357,500 

“[T]he areas and the projected sanitary sewer flows [are] 

based on the Ten States Standards factors of  100 gallons per 

day per capita and an assumption of  2.6 persons per REU.”      

 -Page 5 of Phase 1 Study 



MPS – Phase 2 Preliminary Design 

Study 
“The Preliminary Design would 

identify the type and size of  the 

proposed sanitary sewers, the 

routing of  the sanitary sewers, and 

the location and size of  the 

proposed wastewater treatment 

plant.” 

-Page 1 of Phase 2 Study 
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MPS – Phase 2 Contents 

Introduction 

Proposed Sanitary Sewer System and Water Systems 

Preliminary Assessment Rolls 

Costs 

Schedule 

Project Funding 

Financial Assistance 

Final Design Issues 
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Phase 2 Analysis 
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Sanitary Sewer 

District 

Numbers of 

Customers 

Number of 

REUs 

Average Sewage 

Flow (GPD) 

Clark Lake 109 109 28,340 

East Grand River 80 315 81,900 

Fonda Lake 78 109 28,340 

Lake of  the Pines 258 258 67,080 

West Grand River 102 218 56,680 

Woodland Lake 562 637 165,620 

Totals 1,189 1,646 427,960 

“The average design sewage flow is determined 

using an average design flow of  260 gallons per 

day (GPD) per REU.”    -Page 7 of Phase 2 Study 



Phase 2 Billing Projections 

“The anticipated quarterly sanitary sewer user charges are as 

follows, and are based on a sanitary sewer system serving 1,189 

customers with 1,646 REUs and a billable sewage flow of  210 

gallons per day (GPD) per REU.  The following user charges do not 

include capital charges or the recovery of  any capital expenses… 

 Billing Charge = $5.25 per bill per quarter 

 Commodity Charge = $2.86 per 1,000 gallons 

Using the anticipated charges, the typical quarterly sewer bill for 

sanitary sewer customer with one (1) REU is $60.00 and for a 

sanitary sewer customer with five (5) is $280.00.”    -Page 20-21 

of Phase 2 Study 
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Phase 2 – Project Funding 
“Brighton Township plans to sell bonds through the Livingston 

County Drain Commissioner’s office for the funds necessary to 

cover the project costs of  the proposed sanitary sewer 

system…The bonds will be paid with the revenues generated 

from the following sources: 

1. Special Assessment Fees on Properties included in the 

Special Assessment District. 

2. Tap Fee or Connection Charge Revenues from Future 

Customers. 

3. Revenues from Capital Charges that are included in the 

quarterly sewer…charges.” 

-Page 24 of Phase 2 Study 
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Phase 2 Appendices 

A. Location and 

Boundaries of  SADs 

B. Brighton Township 

WWTP NPDES 

Permit 

C. Preliminary Basis of  

Designs 

D. Typical Grinder Pump 

Installation 

E. Typical Grinder Pump 

Easement Document 

F. Preliminary Special 

Assessment Rolls 

G. REU Determination for 

Properties with Multiple 

REUs. 

H. Vacant Properties with 

Potentially More than 

One REU/Unbuildable 

Vacant Properties 
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Phase 2 Appendices Continued 

I. Engineers Opinion 
of  Probable Costs 

J. Anticipated User 
Charges 

K. Project Schedule 

L. USDA 504 Loan 
and Grant 
Program Backup 

 

M. LCHD Environmental 
Awareness Handbook 
– Brighton Township 

N. Sample Sewer Use 
Ordinance 

O. Responses to 
Homeowner’s 
Questions 

P. Properties that can 
connect to Genoa 
Township Sanitary 
Sewer 
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Committee Recommendations 

1. Proceed with the proposed sanitary sewer 

improvements for Option 4 which consists of  East and 

West Grand River, Fonda Lake, Woodland Lake and 

Woodland Lake Estates No. 4 Area. 

2. Separate public hearings should be held for each of  the 

five districts. 

3. Provide a 2,100 REU wastewater treatment facility as 

part of  the initial project.  This will provide 

approximately 883 future REUs for additional sewer 

users. 
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Committee Recommendations 

4. The cost of  the five sewer 

districts presented in (1) 

and (3) is $12,400 per 

REU. 

5. Petitions from additional 

districts must be turned 

into the Township by 

Sept. 24, 1999 to be 

included in the project.  

The WWTP would be 

increased by 825 REUs if  

additional districts are 

added to the project. 
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The SAD Process 
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SAD Process – Layman’s Synopsis 

1. Petitions received from 

districts. 

2. Public hearing for individual 

districts at BTBT level. 

3. BTBT petitions Drain 

Commissioner to establish a 

Sanitary Drain. 

4. County holds public hearing 

regarding the project, petitions, 

assessing costs. 

5. County holds public hearing 

apportioning costs to 

Township. 

6. Township approves project and 

creates assessment roll. 

7. Township public hearing on 

the assessment roll. 

8. Publications and notifications 

as required by law. 

9. Township adopts assessment 

roll. 
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Who is on the System? 
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Christine and Margo Example 

“Five (5) residential properties located along south Christine and 

Margo (in the Woodland Lake district) will not be provided sanitary 

sewer service as part of  this project.  These parcels were included in 

the Special Assessment District for the preliminary design study 

based on the assumption that they would be located within 200 feet 

of  the proposed sanitary sewer.  During the preliminary design, the 

proposed sanitary sewer route was adjusted so the new sanitary 

sewer is not located on South Christine. Therefore, these five (5) 

residential properties are not going to be within 200 feet of  the new 

sanitary sewer, and they will not be provided sanitary sewer service.  

The Township should evaluate how the previous assessment for the 

preliminary design study should be handled for these properties.”     

-Page 27 of Phase 1 Study 
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Petition Results 7/30/99 
District Property Area of 

Signatures (Acres) 

Area of Signatures 

(Acres) 

Percentage of 

Signatures 

East Grand River N/A 

 

111.747 N/A 

West Grand 

River 

N/A 

 

233.000 N/A 

Fonda Lake 17.297 31.240 55.4% 

Lake of  the Pines 12.474 119.005 10.5% 

Woodland Lake 220.096 331.242 66.4% 

Clark Lake 8.641 27.326 36.0%* 

Woodland Lake 

Estates #4 

5.930 37.740 15.7%* 

67 

* Petitions were still being circulated at that time. 
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Transmission Lines 

“The transmission sewer along Old US-23 north of  

Hilton Road to the Ore Creek Estates will be sized 

only to handle the sewer customers within the Ore 

Creek Estates Planned Development and within the 

School Lake sewer district area.  The proposed 

transmission sewer along Old US-23 north of  Hilton 

Road will not have sufficient capacity to handle any 

additional sewer users other than sewer users within 

the Ore Creek Estates Planned Development and 

within the School Lake sewer district area.”                 

-Page 4 Sanitary Sewer System Policies 
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Transmission Lines Cont. 

“The forcemain sections of  the transmission sewer 

(associated with pumping stations 1 and 3) would 

not be available for direct connection.  The 

forcemain section associated with pumping 

station 2 is available for direct connection.” 

-Page 20 Sanitary Sewer System Policies 
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Are Any Township Officials on 

the Sewer System? 

2016 

No current Board 

Members are on the 

sewer system. 

There are three (3) 

members of  the Utilities 

Committee currently on 

the sewer system. 

2000-2001 

One (1) Board member 

was on the sewer system  

during this period. 

There were three (3) 

members of  the Utilities 

Committee on the sewer 

system during this period. 
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Required Connections 

State Law 

Act 368 of  1978, Section 
12573 (1) states: “Structures 
in which sanitary sewage 
originates lying within the 
limits of  a city, village, or 
township shall be connected 
to an available public 
sanitary sewer in the city, 
village, or township if  
required by the city, village, 
or township.” 

Township Ordinance  

Sec. 22-07 - Connection is 

required of  a failed septic 

system when: 

1. Contiguous Property 

2. Available Capacity 

3. Meets Pressure 

Demands 
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Financial Related 
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What is the Current Bond 

Debt on the Sewer System? 
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Total Liabilities 

Total Liabilities – 

Loans/Bonds/AP:   

$9,931,000 

Total does not 

include interest. 

77 



Why are the Sewer System Costs 

Not Shared by the Entire Township? 

The Township originally created the Sewer Fund to 
be an enterprise fund. 

Enterprise Fund – A fund established to finance 
and account for the acquisition, operation and 
maintenance of  governmental facilities and services 
which are entirely or predominantly self-supporting 
by user charges.  Examples of  enterprise funds are 
those for water, gas and electric utilities, sports 
facilities, airports, parking garages and transit 
systems. 

 

78 



What is the Difference Between 

the Debt and User Charges? 
Debt Service Charge: The charges levied to a User and/or 

potential User who has purchased an REU, to pay principal, 

interest and administrative costs of  retiring the debt incurred for 

construction of  the System.  

Current Debt Service Charge rate is $80.50 per REU per 

quarter. 

User Charge: A charge levied on Users of  the System for the 

cost of  operation and maintenance of  the System (sometimes 

referred to as “O&M Charge”), and includes the cost of  repair 

and replacement of  the equipment.  

Current User Charge rate is $95.50 per REU per quarter. 
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Under What Authority has the 

Township Imposed the Debt Charge? 

The source of  the Township’s authority is from Section 

490(4) of  Chapter 20 of  the Drain Code: “In place of  or 

in addition to levying special assessments, the public 

corporation, under the same conditions and for the same 

purpose, may exact connection, readiness to serve, 

availability, or service charges to be paid by owners of  land 

directly or indirectly connected with the drain project, or a 

combination of  projects, subject to section 489a.” 
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How Much has a Property Owner 

Paid Toward SAD/Debt Service? 
For a sample property located on Woodland Shore Drive: 

Principal (including future billings)  $12,400 

Debt Service Charge*    $  4,317  

           Sub Total    $16,717 
 

Interest (including future billing interest)  $  7,361 

       Total $24,078 

*Debt Service payment at current rate through 10/1/2020  
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Do New Users Pay the Same 

Hook-Up Fees as Original Users? 

Original Users 

In general, original users 

paid $12,400 or $12,664 

for the Sewer Tap Fee for 

the first REU.  The original 

SAD charge of  $12,400 

consisted of  three 

components: a capacity 

charge for treatment, a 

transmission charge and a 

local collector sewer 

charge.  The extra $264 

was a design study charge. 

New Users 

New users pay $10,260 for 

the Sewer Tap Fee for the 

first REU.  Additionally, new 

users pay on average $9,343 

for the Sewer Connection 

Fee plus the cost of  the local 

collector system if  

applicable. 
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Current Sewer Fees 
Sewer Tap Fee: The cost to purchase the right to tap into the 

System and is measured in whole REUs. The Sewer Tap Fee 

and the administrative policies adopted by the Township for 

new Users connecting to the existing System, and existing 

Users expanding the number of  REUs for their Property, 

shall be determined by action of  the Township Board. 

Current Tap Fee is $10,260 per REU.  A single family home 

is 1 REU. 

Sewer Connection Fee: The charge levied to a User who has 

purchased one or more REUs, to physically connect the 

Property to the System.  

Current Connection Fee averages $9,343 plus the cost of  a 

local collector system if  applicable. 
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Post Construction Finances 
Minutes from 4/25/03 

84 



Post Construction Finances 
Minutes from 6/3/03 
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Post Construction Finances 
Minutes from 8/4/03 (1:00 PM) 
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Post Construction Finances 
Minutes from 8/4/03 (7:00 PM) 
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Why do Gravity Users Pay the 

Same as Grinder Users? 

“All properties, whether they are served by a 

gravity sewer or a low pressure/grinder pump 

sewer, shall be considered equivalent when 

distributing costs with exception of  the properties 

served by the transmission sewer along Old US-23 

north of  the School Lake service area.” 

- Page 15 of Sanitary Sewer System Policies 
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Sewer Cost Comparisons Summary 

89 

Municipality Start-Up Costs Quarterly 

Brighton Township $10,260 $176 

Hamburg Township $5,100 $155.50 

Lyon Township $12,864 $119.25 

Green Oak Township $4,500 $90 

Hartland Township $8,467.89 $207.65 

Howell Township $4,600 $188.31 

Brighton City $7,198 $155.22/$174.72 

Milford Village $3,500 $171.5 

Fowlerville $5,300 $121.74 

Howell City $3,000 $128/$148.25 

Genoa Township $7,000 $110.49-$201.76 

Oceola Township $7,000 $110.49 

Date: 12/21/2015 



Assessment Roll and Audit 

Question: Does the Township prepare an annual assessment roll? 

Answer: Yes.  The Assessor prepares a summary of  all 

SAD’s in the Township and submits that information to the 

County.  The backup/detailed report is maintained in the 

Assessor’s office. 

Question: Does the Township have an outside consultant perform 

an audit of  the sewer system? 

Answer: Yes.  The Township auditor performs this task on 

an annual basis.  This report is posted on the Township 

website. 
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What are the Environmental 

Health Benefits of  a Sewer System? 

Excerpt from page 7 of  the WWTP permit 

response from MDEQ: 
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LC Health Department 
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“The LCHD has recommended 

sanitary sewers be installed in 

the Woodland Lake Estates No. 

4 subdivision in a LHDC 

document dated March 1, 

1999.” 

-MPS Letter 8/3/1999 



MPS Responses to   

Homeowners’ Questions 
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MPS Responses to   

Homeowners’ Questions Cont. 

94 



Water Testing 

Question: Does the Township have any information or analysis on 

the water quality for Woodland Lake and other areas? 

Answer: The Township had water quality studies done from 

1994-2004 on multiple lakes that were completed for the 

Lakes Committee.  Woodland Lake received a grade of  “B’ 

on average, but did receive numerous grades of  “D” and “E” 

(below average and failing respectively).  Other water quality 

information can be viewed by visiting the U.S. Geological 

Survey website and the Michigan Clear Water Corps website. 
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Key Communications 

February 1999 FAQ March 1999 Meeting 
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Key Communications 
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Sewer Action Plan – 2004 

Provide Actions to ensure 

System is operated at the 

lowest possible cost. 

Proactively identify 

additional customers and 

new users.  

Township to provide 

periodic system status 

reports to sewer system 

customers.  
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Proactive Steps 

Aside from the adoption and implementation of  the Action 

Plan, the Township has continued to take steps to ensure 

that the financial health of  the sewer system continues to 

improve, such as: 

Refinancing bonds twice to take advantage of  lower 

interest rates. 

Partnering in Development Agreements (e.g. Lake Trust). 

Adoption of  the Financial Analysis and Capital 

Improvement Plan (CIP). 

Adoption of  the Sanitary Sewer Asset Management Plan. 
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Brighton Township Sewer Debt - Unfunded Liability 

(Original District) -  12/31/03 to 9/30/2015 

 

 



Other Questions 

Question: How do I get off  the Sanitary Sewer System? 

Answer: There is no process in place for residents to un-hook 

from the sewer system.  The Livingston County Health 

Department will not approve any resident on the sewer 

system returning to the use of  a septic system.  

Question: Will I be getting a refund? 

Answer: There is no provision in the budget for a refund. 
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Drain Commissioner 

Brian Jonckheere Input 
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Why was the County Involved 

in Constructing the System? 

The cost of  the project was greater than what 

the township could bond on its own. Initially, 

the Township planned on financing the project 

itself  but later changed its path when the costs 

became known.  
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What is Chapter 20 of  the   

Drain Code? 

Chapter 20 is one of  the 25 chapters of  the drain code, 

and was the statute used to construct the Brighton 

Sanitary Sewer. It is somewhat unique in that it only 

allows one or more units of  government to petition for a 

project, and places total authority for debt repayment 

with the petitioning unit(s) of  government. This is often 

used when the petitioning unit(s) of  government wish to 

have complete control over how they repay the debt; 

special assessment, general fund monies, fees, etc… 
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Why was the Project Constructed 

Under the Drain Code? 

Our only two options were the drain code and 

our DPW statute (Act 185). We felt, at the time, 

that the drain code afforded more protection of  

the district and greater oversight capability than 

under Act 185. 
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What is the Difference in the 

Two Statutes? 

Procedurally, there is not a tremendous 

difference. Both statutes anticipate a petition 

from another local unit of  government and 

require hearings of  practicability and on the 

special assessment roll. The drain code does 

require an additional hearing by the Township 

for the residents. 
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Was the Sewer System Ever 

Relinquished Back to the Township? 

No. The provisions of  the drain code require that 

all indebtedness held by the drainage district be 

paid off  before the system can be relinquished. The 

intent is clearly for the system to be handed back to 

the Township once the bonds are retired. This is 

stipulated in the inter-governmental contract as well 

as other documents such as the easement transfer 

agreement.  
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Didn’t the County Issue the 

Bonds? 

No, the Drainage District issued the bonds with 

the Full Faith and Credit of  the County backing 

the bonds. As a rule of  thumb, the savings 

resulting from the County’s interest rate was 

probably around 50 basis points, which in this 

case would have resulted in savings of  

approximately $2-$3 million. 
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Who Owns the Sewer System? 

The Drainage District, as issuer of  the bonds, is 

technically the owner until relinquishment. 
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Why Didn’t the People Petition 

the County Directly? 
Chapter 20 of  the drain code allows solely for one or 

more public corporations to petition for the 

establishment of  a drain. It also mandates that the 

assessment be levied solely to benefitting public 

corporations (the township). The benefitting public 

corporations have the discretion of  assessing some, 

none, or all of  the project cost to benefitted lands. 

Chapter 20 is a tool to allow local units the ability to 

handle all of  the debt repayment through their own 

means (Ad Valorem taxes, revenues, charges, etc..). 
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Why Isn’t the County or Drainage 

Board Operating the System? 

The Drainage Board has an obligation to operate 

the system in accordance with the law. It can do so 

in any number of  ways, including contractually 

with a private or public entity. In this case, the 

Township desired to have operational oversight of  

the system. Consequently, the drainage district 

contracted with the Township, allowing it to handle 

operations. 
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Moving Forward 
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