Clinton County Ken Mitchell Monthly Report
December 2023

Federal Mogal Solar Information. Sent email to township’s with FYl 11/16/23.

Internet Grant Update with State of Ml and Frontier. Sent email update FYI
11/16/23.

Granger has asked to increase the amount of solid waste they can accept. |
contacted each township about any concerns. 11/16/23

S40K approved from Capital Improvement fund to replace the flooring at the
Health Department.

Allow for purchase of a UTV to be used by the Emergency Management
department in emergency’s. $32K.

Central Dispatch has asked to enter into a agreement with Eaton County 911 to
use the same vendor to connect each other to a fiber optic network for exchange
of data. This will increase efficacies to operations between the counties and
actually lower cost for this service.

Michigan Association of Counties Policy Summit

a. | attended the policy summit with over 100 other county commissioners.
Topics covered.
i. County Services on behalf of municipalities.

ii. Michigan Justice Reform for Kids and Communities and what can
counties & courts expect.
1. There are several positive reforms that are going to take
place and the most important is enhanced funding for
Juvenal services including diversion programs and housing
expenses.

iii. Local & Federal Solutions to the Medicaid Inmate Exclusion Policy.

1. Currently people who are using Medicaid are having their
insurance canceled while in some cases they are in pre-
trial services. If they are being held in a county jail awaiting
trial their services are usually stopped and cost for their
services are then covered by the county tax payers. When
a person is released from a county jail they have a period
of time when they will have no coverage until the state



starts it back up. Several originations / congress are trying
to get a change to the system so that prior to release,
Medicaid services will be re-instated 30-90 days prior to
release. This is complicated by the never ending red tape
in the federal government. It has been identified as a huge
financial burden on local governments.

iv. Michigan’s Aging and Failing Septic Systems.
1. 3 presenters covered concerns, cost etc with this issue.
There are several issues and | have added screen shots
their presentations.
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Funding Estimates
Registered Inspectors

Estimated 1,400,000 onsite systems to be evaluated every five years.
Estimates 280,000 per year/52 weeks = 5385 systems/week to be evaluated.

If each inspector three (3) per week would need 1799 Registered Inspectors

The State would require an application fee of $180.00 for registered inspectors.
Estimated number of registered inspectors 1799 X $180 application fee = $323,820.00.

This revenue goes to state and not authorized local h i
and register these individuals. BRiLeatert hat would raln
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Funding Estimates
System Replacements

Estimated 1,400,000 onsite systems to be evaluated every five years.
Estimated 280,000 evaluations per year. Point of sale estimates a 25% failure rate or 70,000 failing systems

% that 80% of replacement

per year.
%%em $10,000.00. It is estimat 70,000) X $10,000 =

timated cost of conventional s
cos?ggmméjr}':ﬂ?apﬁor co“ﬁventianal systems. Therefore, 56,000 systems (80%
ated that

8436,000,000.00
Conservative estimated cost of alﬂ?smativelnonrosldentiallengIneerad system is $50,000.00. It is estim
20% of repl ht system permits are for alternative/nonresidential/engineered systems. Therefore, 14,000
Zyetoms (30% of 70,000) X S0,000 = $700,000,000.00 o 2

Total replacement system cost per year 1.25 billion dollars ($1,250,000,000.00)

Total cost for first five years 6.25 billion dollars. ($6,250,000,000.00)
tic System Loan Program. Program has a tentative completion

State appropriation for $35 million for Failing Se|
date of p eptember 30, 2026. This would beg welFunderfunded.




aluations per year

uideline.

MA LEHA ' MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATORS MA LP H I MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL PUBLIC HEALTH




MA L EHA l MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH ADMINISTRATORS MA LPH I MICHIGAN ASSOCIATION FOR LOCAL PUBLIC HEALTH

i.  Zoning for Renewable Energy Facilities: Options for Local Units
of Government. These are not intended for legal advice and are
comprised for general information.



°

MAC Issue Bnef s

AFICOATICN OF CORTES

Zoning for Renewable Energy Facilities: Options for Local Units of Government

Following the passage of Public Act 233 of 2023, communities have a choice from four paths regarding zoning for renewable energy facilities.

No Ordinance: No action. A local unit may decide not to adopt a renewable energy ordinance if it is willing to leave the siting of large-scale energy
facilities to the Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC).

2. CREO: Adopt Compatible Renewable Energy Ordinance (CREQ). This means enforcing state standards exactly as they are written.
3.

CREO + Ra(rkﬂou Third, a local unit could choose to adopt a CREQ, but with additional restrictions. While a CREO must match the setback
di i panel height, and decibel levels outlined in state law, legal experts say there is some flexibility in other areas.

e )

When evaluating an application, the MPSC may consider the following factors: local land use, vegetative ground cover, pollinator
standards, community improvements, public benefits, impacts on the environment and natural resources, farmland capacity and
public health. It does not explicitly say a local unit may consider these factors. However, if the local unit required the information
listed above, a developer failed to provide it and the local denied the application, it would be difficult for the MPSC to defend it
approving an application in the future.

. Non-compatible Ordinance: Lastly, a local unit may have an existing renewable energy ordinance that is not compatible with state law or may want to

udoplone.'misordimmemuldnmbeoulsidufdaCREO.b\nulanncmdhiommnmubleormereminomlimoﬂ'md.ilisposiblea
developer may choose to work with the local unit rather than the MPSC.

Developers may prefer a local unit because:

They have had prior success working with a local unit of government.

A local may be able to offer a shorter approval timeline than the MPSC.

Labor savings — there are certain prevailing wage and bargaining stipulations set out in the new law if a developer applies through the MPSC. It could be
less expensive and less restrictive going through the local unit.

1f a developer goes through the MPSC, they must pay each affected local unif up to $75,000, but no more than $150,000, for an intervention fund. They
would essentially be giving locals money to take them to court.

If a developer goes through the MPSC, they must pay each affected local wnit $2,000 per megawatt (MW) for community benefits. This means $4,000 per
MW for projects in townships, and potentially $6,000 per MW for projects in villages.

The developer may maintain a positive public image by forging a partnership with the community,

Legal disclaimer: This document is not intended to give legal advice. It is comprised of general information.




r some tailoring to
needs of the

>

The local unit could still have
a seat at the table for large
scale renewable energy
projects.

Locals wouldn't have to
adhere to state standards
‘exactly and could determine
reasonable regulations for
setback distance, fencing,
panel height and decibel
level that are designed
around the needs of their
community.

Some locals have already put
the effort into adopting an’
ordinance and could
_preserve their work.

~ This path is a total gamble —

‘a developer could easily
bypass the lacal unit entirely
‘and go straight to the MPSC.

~ Local units could be

‘vulnerable to lawsuits by
developers.




