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FRASER CITY COUNCIL – SPECIAL MEETING 
TUESDAY – MARCH 25, 2014 – 7:00 P.M. 

CITY HALL 
AGENDA  

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE   
 

3. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

4.  CITIZEN PARTICIPATION ON AGENDA ITEMS 
 

5. PRESENTATIONS:  None  
 

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS – There are no public hearings scheduled    
                                                                

7. CONSENT AGENDA:  None 
 

8. REQUESTS FOR COUNCIL ACTION   
         

a. Request Council award bid for carpet work at Senior Apartments to Ultra Floors. 
 

b. Request Council award bid for painting work at Senior Apartments to Ken Shepard Painting. 
 

c. Request Council award bid for heating & air conditioning maintenance and replacement to 
Johnson Thermol Temp. 
 

d. Request Council set a Public Hearing for April 10, 2014 on the request from Monarch 
Industrial Group for an Industrial Facilities Tax Exemption.       . 

 
e. Presentation and discussion on desired changes to current water and sewer                       

rate system by the Administration. 
 

f. Presentation of a recommended 5-Year Capital Improvement Plan by the Administration. 
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9. REPORT OF THE CITY ADMINISTRATION/PENDING ITEMS 
 

10. REPORT OF MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL/NEW BUSINESS 
 

11. CITIZEN PARTICIPATION. 
 

12. ADJOURNMENT 
 

 
      (Posted Wednesday, March 19, 2014 4:30p.m.) 
 
 

THE CITY OF FRASER WILL PROVIDE NECESSARY REASONABLE AUXILIARY AIDS AND SERVICES TO INDIVIDUALS                     
WITH DISABILITIES AT THE MEETING UPON FOUR DAYS NOTICE TO:   

RANDY WARUNEK, BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
(586) 293-3100 EXT 154 

 
IT IS THE POLICY OF THE CITY OF FRASER THAT NO PERSON, ON THE BASIS OF RACE, CREED, COLOR, RELIGION, 

NATIONAL ORIGIN, OR ANCESTRY, AGE, SEX, MARITAL STATUS, OR DISABILITY SHALL BE DISCRIMINATED AGAINST, 
EXCLUDED FROM PARTICIPATION, DENIED THE BENEFITS OF, OR OTHERWISE SUBJECTED TO DISCRIMINATION IN                    

ANY PROGRAM OR ACTIVITY FOR WHICH IT IS RESPONSIBLE.  



MARCH 25, 2014 SPECIAL MEETING BACKUP FILE 
 

Bid Items:  Periodically there have been questions regarding the bidding of certain 
services.  Three services seem to be questioned more than others, namely, carpets and 
painting services at the Senior Apartments and our HVAC Maintenance Services.  Over 
the past two years we have particularly rebid a couple of items in which the “winning” 
bidder was Johnson Thermol Temp.  The concern was that other providers would not 
bid as it was thought that Johnson had the “inside track.”  To counter this I worked with 
AEW on one bid and made it quite clear that it be handled outside the organization.  
This year we carried this same step forward for our overall service bids for services and 
paid AEW to advertise and supervise the bid process.  All bids were well advertised in 
the Macomb Daily, CAM, Construction Journal, FW Dodge, and Reed.  For the HVAC 
walk through we had 4 service providers though ony one chose ot bid on the item.  I do 
not know what more the Administration can do to widen the number of bidders, but at 
the cost of more than $5,000 to do this last bid, I believe we have gone the extra mile to 
ensure that the final bids were based on an open bid fairly advertised and fairly 
assessed.  We are recommending the awards as recommended in the backup 
documents and on the agenda. 
 
IFT Public Hearing Date:  We have provided the application for an IFT in the backup file 
though there is no request for approval on this agenda.  The request is only to set the 
public hearing for the April Regular Meeting where this will be discussed with the 
applicant as in the past. 
 
Presentations:  I have provided the narrative for the water and sewer options 
presentation.  The presentation will track this narrative.  Also included is the backup files 
for the 5-Year Capital Improvement Plan. 

 

 

 



























PRESENTATION 
Options and Scenarios Under Current Rate System 

 
I have reviewed the meeting replay and talked to Tim for clarification on what is wanted 
by the Council with respect to water information.   On February 28th we provided a 
report reviewing a variety of options available and the amount of savings or new 
revenues that would be generated with these actions.  I had hoped to go deeper into 
these items at the last Council meeting with the expectation of getting direction from the 
Council on which items were of interest, which were not and which the Council would 
like to see adjusted and recalculated.  Unfortunately due to serious illness I was unable 
to see that accomplished.  Needless to say I have had a few days to review that report 
and the comments from the meeting and I have concluded that perhaps it best that I go 
over each item and show the impact on the current RTS change under the current rate 
system to show the impact of each option.  This will allow each of you to determine 
which items are worth further consideration, discussion and even adoption with the new 
water and sewer rate in June.  I will cover each by general topic. 
 

DEBT SERVICE OPTIONS 
 
Refinance the Debt:  I provided a lot of information which demonstrates that this solution 
is impractical and even if enacted would provide minimal savings after a great deal of 
effort.  It is simply a matter of numbers: 

1) Of the $4.4 million of fixed charges debt service is only 24% of that total number. 
2) Even if you could refinance the debt with zero interest this would reduce the 

entire debt service principal and interest of $19.7 million to $14.8 million or 25%. 
3) Since debt service is 24% of the total RTS reducing this by 25% means a total 

RTS reduction of 6%.  (25%X24%=6%) 
4) At $5.35/unit this is a reduction of $.32/unit. 
5) For the largest user group at 6 units of water/month the total savings on RTS is 

$1.92/month. 
 
In other words, refinancing the debt only addresses part of the debt service total.  Since 
the total debt service is less than 24% of the total fixed charges of $4.4 million the only 
way to reduce the RTS significantly is to move all of the debt to another charge which 
will reduce the RTS the full 24%. 
 
There are many other options that will have a more significant impact on the RTS so 
this option is best discarded from further consideration. 
 
Pay Debt Service through Tax Millage:  As noted in two past water rate presentations 
over the past several years this option moves the entire debt service to taxes saving the 
full 24% of RTS.  However, from numerous discussion s this issue appears DOA and 
will no longer be considered. 
 



A Separate Debt Service Charge:  This new charge would remove all of the debt service 
from the RTS reducing it from $5.35 to $4.07/unit of water or $7.68/month for our 6 unit 
user group.   
As noted in the March 7 Update, this could be applied by address so multi-unit 
residential facilities would be paying this charge per dwelling unit. 
 
In order for this option to be considered there would have to be some savings to the 
residential users and at the $10/month rate in the March 7 update this is not possible.   
 
Reducing the debt service charge to $5/month for each residential unit will provide this 
savings.  However, commercial/industrial customers will find their monthly debt service 
bill to be $54.75/month. 
 
I believe this is a strong option and should be considered and applied as recommended. 
 
Fire Suppression Charge: 
 
These are directly connected to our system without a meter.  So a RTS charge is not 
paid for this service.  A new charge of $170/month of the 138 fire suppressed facilities 
will generate additional revenue of $281,520 per year.  This will reduce the RTS 
$.54.water units used.  For our largest user group of 6 units per month this would 
reduce their RTS $3.24/month. 
 
I believe this is a strong option and should be considered and applied as recommended. 
 
 
Add RTS and Meter Charges to Irrigation Meters:  
 
We need to charge irrigation meters a fixed charge based solely on a proportionate 
amount of the $1.7 million fixed costs related to the water system in addition to the 
current commodity charge.  The calculations result in a $1.00/unit charge RTS to the 
bills for these irrigation meters.  Based on current consumption through these meters of 
120,926 units meaning the additional revenue for water RTS would be $120,926. 
 
The same protocol should be used for these meters as we use for our regular meters, 
namely a separate meter charge.  For residential meters this would be up to 
$5.00/month; for 1” meters this would be up to $8.00/month.  Business/Commercial 
meters from 2-6” would be charged as with the regular meters as well.  If the full amount 
were to be charged this would add additional monthly revenue of $22,600 or 
$271,200/year. (See spreadsheet).  Of particular concern here is that we actually have 
larger meters used as irrigation meters.  Such large meters are not needed for irrigation 
purposes so the addition of this meter charge may result in smaller replacement meters 
in the future.   
 
This option, if enacted, would reduce the RTS $.52/unit of water used or $3.12/month 
on a 6 unit/month customer. 



 
I believe this is a strong option and should be considered and applied as recommended. 
 
Increasing the Meter Charges: 
 
In order to maintain the current system, it is clear to me that we need to compromise our 
rate system and begin to blend in a fixed meter charge so as to reduce the RTS charge 
to a reduced level.   
 
I am proposing to increase the residential meter charges for the 5/8” meters to 
$5.00/month and 1” meters to $8.00/month.  Commercial and Industrial meter charges 
will go up a significantly greater amount.  A spreadsheet is included illustrating the 
amounts.  The total revenue increase from such a change is in excess of $404.000.  
This is not a charge for meter services; it is purely a means of diversifying the fixed 
component of our revenues.  This would be considered a hybrid of our current rates 
system keeping the basic elements of distributing fixed costs through use as well as 
increasing certain other fixed charges in their monthly bill.   
 
This option, if enacted, would reduce the RTS $.77/unit of water used or $4.62/month 
for our 6 unit/month customer. 
 
I believe this is a strong option and should be considered and applied as recommended. 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

The cumulative impact of all of the changes above would reduce the RTS from the 
current $5.35/unit of water used to $2.24/unit of water used or a reduction of $3.11/unit 
of water used or $18.66/month on our 6 unit/month water customers.   
 
The only caveat is that the savings are not uniform in impact.  Because of some of the 
fixed cost components lower end users could end up paying more so if this is an issue 
we need to look at reducing the minimum charge, currently at $20/month, to offset these 
increases.  This will have a small impact on revenues softening the total impact of these 
changes.  This is what makes it difficult to predict any scenario better than provided as 
our current rate system has several other charges that affect the outcome if adjusted.   
 
Therefore, it is our recommendation that the Council consider all of these changes as 
noted above, enact as presented or adjust as you see fit so the Administration has clear 
guidelines to allow for us to build a rate system and provide the feedback desired in the 
form of rate scenarios. 
 

OPTIONS UNDER A NEW RATE SYSTEM 
 

The most common rate system used throughout the country is an equivalent meter 
system, or know here as a meter system.  The arguments for such a system are well 



known and will be repeated here for members of Council not fully familiar with the rate 
system.   
 
 
Background: 
 
The equivalent meter system distributes fixed costs based on a fixed value, namely the 
size of the meter providing service.  Using a series of calculus formulas each meter is 
assigned a numerical value that is a multiple of the residential meter and the 
calculations provide the conversion accounting for peak water capacity and other values 
important to large water customers.  The City of Fraser is charged by DWSD and our 
drain commissions for two values, one average day and peak hour for water and sewer 
demands.  The water and sewer systems are sized according to these demands so the 
equivalent meter system charges the customers for their part of the demand on a 
calculated basis.   
 
Arguments against this system have focused on an unfair shift to businesses the cost of 
our water and sewer utility.   This, I do not believe, accurately states the issue.  
Essentially, the City has two very specific charges.   
 
First, we have a commodity charge which bills each customer on the basis of the 
amount of water and sewer used.  This is the usage charge.   
 
The second charge is our fixed charge, or RTS.  This charge is based on the fixed costs 
of the system that have nothing to do with the amount of water used.  It is a cost that 
must be paid regardless of usage.  Since it is the large users whose demand has much 
to do with the design and size of the system the equivalent meter rate system uses the 
meter size to distribute these fixed costs to those whose demands drive the fixed cost 
component of the rate.  In Fraser the largest 50 water users, depending on the month of 
the year, use 20-25% of all of our water sold.  This means that 1% of our customers use 
nearly ¼ of the water sold in Fraser showing that it is the large users that have a 
significant impact on our fixed costs.   
 
Our current rate system, by distributing these costs based on usage confuses the true 
fixed cost components and it can be argued unfairly burdens smaller users and 
residential users for costs that would not exist were it not for the large high demand 
users.  For example, a residential subdivision can be easily served for residential and 
fire suppression with 6” distribution lines with 8” mains serving the community.   In my 
past community these were the typical lines used within the city to provide service.  In 
contract, Fraser has lines that are 12” in our industrial park and other places to meet the 
peak demands.  With these larger lines come higher maintenance and replacement 
costs which are a significant part of the fixed costs.   
 
Under the equivalent meter system the unsubsidized rate for RTS is $40.33/month.  
Adjustments can be made on the low end at the discretion of the Council which will 
affect the rates do a minor degree.  More importantly, if this system is used the 



revenues are predictable and the Administration will be able to remove some of the 
loading on the commodity charge which will further offset the overall bill of our 
residential customers.   
 





2014 Road Program Budget Est.
Asphalt Street Reconstruction

Hanover McNamee to Grove $105,000.00
Leota 13 Mile to Hanover $210,000.00

Asphalt Street Rehabilitation
Cyril 13 Mile to Masonic $390,500.00

Composite Street Rehabilitation
Cambridge Hayes to Exeter $225,000.00
Cambridge Exeter to Kingston $112,500.00

Concrete Street Reconstruction
Grettel Ct Grettel to End $59,200.00
Regal Grettel to Moors $207,200.00

Concrete Street Rehabilitation
Northwood Breezeway to Snow $216,000.00
Snow Northwood to Kelly $54,000.00

2014 Subtotal $1,579,400.00

2015 Road Program Budget Est.
Asphalt Street Reconstruction

Callahan Hayes to Grove $218,400.00
College Caroline to Utica $101,640.00

Aspalt Street Rehabilitation
Elodie Cyril to Cyril $242,110.00
Newman Admiral to Kingston $90,880.00

Composite Street Rehabilitation
Norwich Ct $65,700.00
Oxford Ct $65,700.00
Hampton Ct $65,700.00
Sheffield Ct. $65,700.00
Bristol Ct. $65,700.00

Concrete Street Reconstruction
Exeter Ct Cambridge to End $88,800.00
Summer Lane Breezeway to Breezeway $362,600.00

Concrete Street Maintenance
Fraser Ave 14 Mile to Sewel $29,000.00
Sewel West End to Janet $37,500.00

2015 Subtotal $1,499,430.00

FY 14-18 Street Repair List



FY 14-18 Street Repair List
2016 Road Program Budget Est.

Asphalt Street Reconstruction
Park Lane Utica to Gladys $210,000.00

Asphalt Street Rehabilitation
Luxembourg Conc to Fruehauf $269,090.00
Vernetta Cyril to Schoolcraft $53,960.00

Asphalt Street Maintenance
Gladys Anita to Park $34,220.00
General Garfield to Heisner $213,440.00

Concrete Street Rehabilitation
Forrest Masonic to Marcie $93,600.00
Karolyn Craig to Marcie $60,300.00
Craig Cindy to Karolyn $48,600.00
Marcie Karolyn to Forrest $99,000.00
Cindy Craig to Lauren $86,400.00
Lauren Grove to Dead end $69,300.00
Jennifer Ct Forrest to end $46,800.00

Concrete Street Maintenance
Sherwood Ln Hayes to Masonic $90,750.00
Lincolnshire Ln Sherwood to Sherwood $62,500.00
Eveningside 13 Mile to Masonic $129,250.00
Slumber Breezeway to Masonic $74,000.00

2016 Subtotal $1,641,210.00

2017 Road Program Budget Est.
Asphalt Street Reconstruction

Toulouse Conc to Fruehauf $341,880.00
Asphalt Street Maintenance

Duncan End to Klein $187,340.00
Otto End to Klein $189,080.00
S. Otto Klein to End $68,440.00

Concrete Street Reconstruction
Spring Ct East Wind to East Wind $469,160.00

Concrete Street Maintenance
French Creek Dr. Hayes to Utica $147,500.00
Kingston West End to Fruehauf $83,000.00

2017 Subtotal $1,486,400.00



FY 14-18 Street Repair List
2018 Road Program Budget Est.

Asphalt Street Reconstruction
Linden Kendall to Utica $166,320.00
Kendall Fraser to Masonic $181,440.00

Asphalt Street Rehabilitation
N. Gardenia W. Gardenia to Sycamore $111,470.00
W. Gardenia N. Gardenia to Mulvey $159,750.00
Sycamore W. Gardenia to Blossom $133,480.00
Blossom W. Gardenia to Sycamore $58,220.00
Camellia W. Gardenia to end $22,720.00

Concrete Street Reconstruction
Airport Eveningside to Slumber $532,800.00

Concrete Street Maintenance
Christini Ct $28,250.00
Hidden Pine Dr 15 Mile to French Creek $74,750.00
Deepwood Ct. W $15,000.00
Deepwood Ct. E $13,000.00

2018 Subtotal $1,497,200.00



2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Ln Mi Budget Ln Mi Budget Ln Mi Budget Ln Mi Budget Ln Mi Budget

Asph Recon 0.75 $315,000.00 0.76 $320,040.00 0.50 $210,000.00 0.81 $341,880.00 0.83 $347,760.00
Asph Rehab 1.10 $390,500.00 0.94 $332,990.00 0.91 $323,050.00 1.37 $485,640.00
Asph PM 0.85 $247,660.00 1.53 $444,860.00
Comp Recon
Comp Rehab 0.75 $337,500.00 0.73 $328,500.00
Comp PM
Conc Recon 0.36 $266,400.00 0.61 $451,400.00 0.63 $469,160.00 0.72 $532,800.00
Conc Rehab 0.60 $270,000.00 1.12 $504,000.00
Conc PM 0.53 $66,500.00 2.85 $356,500.00 1.84 $230,500.00 1.05 $131,000.00

$1,579,400.00 $1,499,430.00 $1,641,210.00 $1,486,400.00 $1,497,200.00

FY 14-18 Street Repair Breakdown



R P Year Street Limits Length (Ft) Prop. Size (in) Budget Est.
1 2014 Utica 13 Mile to 14 Mile 5820 12 1,222,200.00$                  

* 2 2014 Grettel Ct Grettel to End 180 8 32,400.00$                       
* 2 2014 Regal Grettel to Moors 750 8 135,000.00$                     
* 3 2014 Northwood Breezeway to Snow 1285 8 231,300.00$                     
* 3 2014 Snow Northwood to Kelly 320 8 57,600.00$                       

2014 Subtotal 1,678,500.00$                 

1 2015 14 Mile Garfield to Fraser 2125 12 446,250.00$                     
1 2015 14 Mile Edgegrove to Garfield 2025 12 425,250.00$                     

* 2 2015 College Caroline to Utica 620 8 111,600.00$                     
* 2 2015 Summer Lane Breezeway to Breezeway 1190 8 214,200.00$                     
* 3 2015 Elodie Cyril to Cyril 1710 8 307,800.00$                     

2015 Subtotal 1,505,100.00$                 

1 2016 Kingston Fruehauf to Utica 1985 8 357,300.00$                     
* 2 2016 Park Lane Utica to Gladys 1640 8 295,200.00$                     
* 3 2016 Luxembourg Conc to Fruehauf 2060 8 370,800.00$                     
* 3 2016 Vernetta Cyril to Schoolcraft 400 8 72,000.00$                       
* 3 2016 Gladys Park to Anita 350 8 63,000.00$                       

2016 Subtotal 1,158,300.00$                 

1 2017 13 Mile Fall to Kelly 1200 12 252,000.00$                     
1 2017 Kelly 13 Mile to Breezeway 900 12 189,000.00$                     

* 2 2017 Toulouse Conc to Fruehauf 2400 8 432,000.00$                     
* 2 2017 Spring Ct East Wind to East Wind 1675 8 301,500.00$                     
* 3 2017 Otto Klein to Hilda 265 8 47,700.00$                       
* 3 2017 Duncan Klein to Hilda 700 8 126,000.00$                     

2017 Subtotal 1,348,200.00$                 

1 2018 13 Mile York to Groesbeck 3300 12 693,000.00$                     
* 2 2018 Linden Kendall to Utica 1030 8 185,400.00$                     
* 2 2018 Airport Eveningside to Slumber 1910 8 343,800.00$                     

2018 Subtotal 1,222,200.00$                 

* Road Work Associated
1 Flow / Breaks - Other High Priority Locations
2 Road Reconstruction Related - Undersized and/or Breaks
3 Road Rehabilitation Related - Undersized and/or Breaks

FY 14-18 Water Main Replacement List



Priority 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
2014 $1,678,500.00 1 $1,222,200.00 $871,500.00 $357,300.00 $441,000.00 $693,000.00
2015 $1,505,100.00 2 $167,400.00 $325,800.00 $295,200.00 $733,500.00 $529,200.00
2016 $1,158,300.00 3 $288,900.00 $307,800.00 $505,800.00 $173,700.00 $0.00
2017 $1,348,200.00 $1,678,500.00 $1,505,100.00 $1,158,300.00 $1,348,200.00 $1,222,200.00
2018 $1,222,200.00

1 Flow / Breaks - Other High Priority Locations
2 Road Reconstruction Related - Undersized and/or Breaks

2014 $456,300.00 3 Road Rehabilitation Related - Undersized and/or Breaks
2015 $633,600.00
2016 $801,000.00
2017 $907,200.00
2018 $529,200.00

Road Related

WM Totals
Year

















November 20,2013
G2 Project No. 133023
Page 1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

We understand the project consists of reconstructing the Portland cement concrete pavement along James J
Pompo Drive in Fraser, Michigan. The age of the existing pavements were not available upon completion of
this report. Final grades were not available upon completion of this investigation, however, we anticipate final
grades will match existing grades.

The Portland cement concrete pavement ranges in thickness from 8 to 10-1/2 inches. A crushed concrete sand
and gravel aggregate base course is present below the Portland cement concrete of boring B-1 and measures 6
inches in thickness. Fill soils, consisting ofloose silty sand and stiff silty clay, are present below the
pavement section of the remaining borings and extend to depths ranging from 16 inches to the explored depth
of4 feet. Buried silty sand topsoil underlies the silty clay fill within boring B-2 and extends to an
approximate depth of 3-1/2 feet below grade. Native granular soils, consisting ofloose to medium compact
sand and silty sand, are present below the silty clay fill and buried silty sand topsoil within borings B-2 and
B-3 and extend to the explored depth of4 feet. Groundwater was not encountered within the borings during
or upon completion of drilling operations.

The existing pavement is generally in poor condition with approximately half of the pavements exhibiting
moderate to high joint and fatigue cracking. The age of the existing pavements was not available upon
completion of this report, however, it appears the pavement is approximately at the end of its serviceable life.
Therefore, we recommend completely removing the existing pavements and aggregate base course, where
present, proof roll the existing subgrade soils, then construct a new Portland cement concrete pavement
section.

According to AEW, the City of Fraser standard pavement section along industrial area roads consists of either
9 or 10 inches ofMDOT PI non-reinforced Portland cement concrete supported by 6 inches ofMDOT 2lAA
dense graded material. Based on the results of our findings, we estimate 5 million equivalent l8-kip single­
axle loads (ESALs) for the 10 inch Portland cement concrete section and 2.7 million equivalent l8-kip single­
axle loads (ESALs) for the 9-inch Portland cement concrete section over a 30 year design life. Once actual
truck traffic data becomes available, G2 should be notified so that we can re-evaluate the recommendations
provided herein.

Proper pavement drainage is essential given the presence predominately cohesive soils. We recommend edge
drains be provided continuously along curbs since they can become a source of water infiltration into the
pavement subgrade. Such drains should extend to minimum depths of 4 inches below the bottom of the
proposed aggregate base course. These drains could be connected to nearby catch basins. The pavement and
subgrade should be properly sloped to promote effective surface and subsurface drainage and prevent water
from ponding. We also recommend pavement subbase materials consist of non-frost-susceptible aggregates
where possible.

This summary should not be considered separate from the entire text of this report, with all the conclusions and
qualifications mentioned herein. Details of our analyses and recommendations are discussed in the following
sections and in the Appendix of this report.
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