Report to Berrien County Board of Commissioners

Operational Detail of County Options:
Berrien County Road Commission
July 27, 2017

William A. Wolf
County Administrator/Controller
On July 20, 2017, I presented the Feasibility Study for County Operation of Berrien County
Road Commission (Updated). On page 2 I stated, in answer to the question whether it was
feasible,
“The short answer remains “yes”, provided the County is willing to make the
necessary investment of personnel resources and is prepared to deal with the day to
day responsibilities and potential liabilities of the Road Commission.”
Given that it is “feasible”, but before we get into the details of the options for moving
forward, I must ask again the question I posed to you in 2013:
“The questions you should be asking yourself as we consider the pros and cons of
taking over the Road Commission are not “can it be done and how much will it
cost?”, but rather, “will the result be better service to the residents of Berrien
County and does doing so pose a risk to the delivery of other essential
County services?”
I believe that this is the standard by which all the options and details that follow should be
measured against.
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A. Review of County Board of Commissioner Options


Option 1: Maintain current five-member, appointed road commission.

The BOC increased the number of appointed road commissioners from three to five on April
30th, 2008. Since that time the BCRC has had 15 road commissioners. Two passed away;
and 9 have either resigned or been replaced. The first option is, of course, to do nothing
and retain the current Board structure. This is what the Board of Commissioners did in late
2013, finally voting on December 18, 2014, to not invoke the takeover provision of the
County Boards of Commissioners Act, PA 156 of 1851.
Administrator’s Assessment of Option 1: The lack of stability on the Road Commission Board
has created a situation where the immediate challenges of improving the road system and the
selection of a new managing director, are not met with an experienced governing board, or one with
a history of noninterference. Taking the position, again, that with time the road commissioners will
change and history will not repeat itself, may prove to be unjustifiably optimistic.


Option 2: Restructure the road commission as an appointed board of 3 or 4
members.

For purposes here, I’ll discuss the three-member option.
The BCRC functioned for many years with three members. The BOC may, of course, return
it to three if it believes that this will in some way address the issues. It should be noted
that while the BOC may at any time go through the process of altering the number of road
commissioners, except for resignations, an appointed road commissioner can only be
removed prior to completion of his/her term by the BOC essentially for neglect of duty
and/or malfeasance.
In other words, the BOC may alter the ultimate size of the road commission, but, in the
absence of legal authority to the contrary, should assume that it must wait until the
expiration of the term of office of a commissioner (unless a vacancy occurs) before effecting
the change. Replacement of a Road Commissioner prior to end of their term without their
agreement is problematic.
Administrator’s Assessment of Option 2: Changing the size of the board is no reason to think
that the desired change in governance will occur. In any case, short of unexpected resignations,
implementing the change will take many months. In practical terms the 3 member option would
remove Commissioner Margol in 2017, and Commissioner Hodge in 2018, and leaving
Commissioners Zielke, Minks, and Smith to make up the new board.



Option 3: Restructure the road commission as an elected board of 3 to 5
members.

The power to initially choose the election or appointment of county road commissioners is
conferred upon the county board of commissioners. Notwithstanding the initial method of
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selection chosen, a county board of commissioners in counties containing 12 or more
surveyed townships may change the method of selecting county road commissioners from
time to time as the county board deems advisable. The process of changing from the
currently appointed board, to one of 3-5 elected commissioners is straightforward: the BOC
would generally establish whether the election would be a regular or special election, the
number of seats to be filled, and would specify the properly staggered terms. Except note
that Attorney General Opinion No. 6322 dated November 15, 1985, states:
“(T)he action by the county board of commissioners to change the method of
selecting county road commissioners from appointment to election does not operate
to create vacancies in such offices requiring that all county road commissioner offices
be filled at the next election. It is my further opinion that each county road
commissioner in a county where the mode of selection for the office is changed from
appointment to election may serve the balance of their unexpired term.”
Administrator’s Assessment of Option 3: There is always a temptation when a
difficult decision is required to simply say “let the voters decide”. I have three concerns
about this approach, however. First, it would take five years to fully implement. Second,
the County Board would voluntarily give up any control or responsibility for the road
commission. It would become fully autonomous from the County. (Admittedly, some
may find that a positive outcome.) And finally, the election of road commissioners would
facilitate the candidacy and potential elections of individuals from large urban centers
(i.e. cities) that may not have any real “investment” in the performance of the road
commission since their local roads are taken care of by their municipality.



Option 4: Establish by formal agreement an enhanced collaboration between
the County and the Road Commission.

While this is not an option addressed in statute, the threat of a County “takeover” would
likely bring the otherwise independent road commission to the table for a serious discussion
of increased cooperation. Note, however, that the staffs have been working together very
well for over two years and the problems persist.

Administrator’s Assessment of Option 4: While the advantage of this approach
would be to maintain the Road Commission as a separate entity under any of the above
alternatives, and to provide the appearance of addressing the issues, the obvious
disadvantage is that it does not alter management responsibilities and the autonomy of
the Road Commission. If the primary issues were in specific staff functional areas (and
the Road Commission was willing), perhaps additional collaborative efforts (we have
helped them in I/S, Building & Grounds, HR, and maintenance) would be worthwhile. In
my mind, that is not the case and improvements resulting from this alternative would at
best be of marginal value. Unfortunately, there is no statute such as the one that give
the County Board authority to set “terms of appropriation” for senior centers, and the
annual $125,000 transfer for bridges and culverts is probably not enough to leverage
change.
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Option 5: Transfer of the powers, duties, and functions that are otherwise
provided by law for the appointed board of county road commissioners of that
county to the county board of commissioners.
(7) Except as otherwise provided under subsection (5) and subject to the requirement
provided in subsection (9), before January 1, 2020, the powers, duties, and functions
that are otherwise provided by law for an appointed board of county road commissioners
may be transferred to the county board of commissioners by a resolution as allowed
under section 11 of 1851 PA 156, MCL 46.11. The appointed board of county road
commissioners of that county is dissolved on the date specified in the resolution adopted
under this subsection, and the county board of commissioners is authorized to receive
and expend funds as allowed under 1951 PA 51, MCL 247.651 to 247.675

This alternative is clearly the most vigorous in its concept, resource intensive in its full
implementation, and poses the greatest exposure to the County in terms of its unintended
consequences.
If this alternative is approved by the BOC, Corporate Counsel will orchestrate the legal
actions necessary. It will require at least two public hearings on whether to transfer the
powers, duties, and functions of the Berrien County Board of County Road Commissioners to
the BOC. The final resolution will provide a specific date on which the BCRC is dissolved and
requires only a majority vote of the BOC. If we had an elected road commission, the
dissolution would require a question to be brought to the voters at the next general
election.
Current understanding of the law suggests that the decision is reversible so the Board could
take over the road commission and then sometime in the future revert it back to an
independent entity. Again, Corporate Counsel would need to render an opinion.
Administrator’s Assessment of Option 5: The remainder of this paper will be to
discuss options for County organizational structure subsequent to the transfer of the
powers, duties, and functions the appointed Board of County Road Commissioners to the
Berrien County Board of Commissioners.
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B. “TAKE OVER” VERSUS “DEPARTMENTALIZATION” OF THE ROAD COMMISSION.
There are essentially two ways to look at the new organization that would transfer the
powers, duties, and functions of the appointed Road Commission to the County Board.
1) “Take Over”
The “take over” option simply replaces the appointed road commissioners with the
County Board. The Road Commission remains a separate, standalone organization with
its own staff, segregated finances, etc.

A variation of this would have the Managing Director report through the County
Administrator to the Board of Commissioners.
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And, in a third variation, the Board could create a “Road Advisory Board” to which
the Managing Director would make regular reports such as the Health Board, Parks &
Recreation Commission, and 9-1-1 Advisory Board. I should note, however, that
unlike this scenario, in these three examples the advisory boards are statutorily
required.

In a conceptual sense, any of these three are pretty easy--simply replace the appointed
road commissioners with the County Board.
Everything within the road commission
organization remains the same. This will be the inevitable situation immediately upon the
effective date if the Board transfers authority in accordance with MCL 224.6(7).
By isolating the road responsibilities from other County operations, it might be argued that
this poses less risk of “dragging down” other County functions and would protect the County
financially, but I’d compare this to building an additional bedroom onto a house but not
connecting it to the electrical, heat, central air, and plumbing systems. The roof would be
the same and the exterior appearance consistent, but the economies and efficiencies
otherwise possible would be sacrificed. In other words, while a change in governance could
improve the situation, it is accompanied by the assumption of the problems and liabilities of
road operations without the synergies of the robust County department structure.
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2) “Departmentalization”.
“Departmentalization” picks up at the “taking over” and positions, or “nestles”, the Road
Commission into the County department structure under the County Administrator. In other
words, the Road Commission becomes the Road Department, operating under existing
(although in some cases, modified) County policies and procedures1

This approach has the potential to significantly impact the road system in a positive way
that is not available if the Road Commission remains a standalone entity under County
Commission control.
The balance of this study will look at a “departmentalized” road operation.

1

If the decision was made by the Board effective on October 1, 2017, it is believed that the complete integration
would be accomplished by December 31, 2018.
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C. The Road Department.
1) Functional Design
FUNCTION
Board

CURRENT
FUNCTIONS
County
BCRC
*
*

Finance/Acct (4)
Payables
Receivables
Audit
Payroll
Budget Process
Acc’t Support

*
*
*
*
*
*

HR (0)
Labor Negotiations
Hiring/Termination
Pension
Insurance
Safety

*
*
*
*
*
*

Technology (1)
Phone
Computer H/W
Security
File Backup
Network
E-mail
Software
Engineering (6)
Design
Select Contractor
Const. Site Mgnt
Road Planning
Bridges/Culverts
Technical Support
GIS
Operations (7)
Winter Operations
Construction
Road Maintenance
ROW Maintenance
Signage
Equip. Maintenance
Facilities

POST TRANSFER
FUNCTIONS
County
BCRC
*

COMMENTS

See Discussion (a)
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*

See Discussion (b)

*
See Discussion (c)

See Discussion (d)
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
See Discussion (e)

Weighmaster
Permits
Compliance

*
*

Legal
General Road
Employment
Liability

*
*
*

*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*

See Discussion (f)
*
*
See Discussion (g)
*
*

*
*
*
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2) Discussion of Functional Issues.
(a)

Accounting:
 Like other major departments of the County, the Road Department will have a
finance person (typically non-union Grade 13) whose responsibilities are
expanded to not only include department level finance and accounting duties, but
also payroll, contract management, and (limited) HR responsibilities. Essentially
the position becomes a “business manager” under the appointed Road Managing
Director, but one that works closely with the County’s functional departments like
Corporate Counsel, HR, and Financial Services.
 In any scenario that transfers the authority of the Road Commission to the
County Board, the question of different fiscal years comes up. It is suggested
that the Road Commission should adopt the County’s fiscal year ending
December 31st since that is a better fit for the annual “road cycle”. This would be
reviewed thoroughly with our Financial Services and the auditors prior to making
a recommendation to the Board of Commissioners.
 If a transfer is executed, we anticipate amending the Road Commission’s 20172018 budget accordingly.
 The Road Department would implement County policies for audit, budget, and
purchasing. Where necessary these County policies will be modified to
accommodate the unique character of certain road activities.
 While the County Treasurer now receives the state funds and then distributes
them to the Road Commission, as a department these funds would be internally
posted by the Treasurer to a road activity fund and expended in accordance with
the approved budget like any other County department.
 The $2.0 million surplus (i.e. the “road rainy day fund”) will be used to support
road/bridge/culvert repairs, and make capital improvements. While these funds
will appear in the County’s general fund, we would expect to use them for road
related expenses.

(b)

Human Resources:
 Except for some limited HR duties, the Human Resources function would transfer
to the County. This would include processing payroll, maintenance of personnel
records, collective bargaining, and job posting.
 The county currently manages the Road Commission’s employee’s retirement
system so this will not change.
 Employees would be switched over to the county payroll and benefits system.
Non-union employees will be incorporated into the County’s non-union group
(Group “C”).
It is expected that changes will have to occur regarding the
benefits for the non-union employees, but we do not intend to be rash or
insensitive.
Of course, the County assumes responsibility for the existing
collective bargaining agreement for union members.

(c)

Technology:
 The Road Commission would join the county computer system network. I/S
would support them. It would have an integrated county e-mail application.
Road Commission would also have access to the county help desk and
maintenance/backup would be County functions.
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The Road Commission would adhere to county technology policies and equipment
upgrade schedules. Certain application specific programs would remain at the
Road Commission due to their uniqueness and size. An example of this would be
the road design software.
The servers located at the Road Commission would be serviced by the county.
Phones have already been integrated with the county. Cell phones would revert
to the county policy. A fiber optic cable would need to be run into the Benton
Harbor BCRC facility.

(d)

Engineering:
 The Road Commission’s Engineering Department would remain intact. It is
anticipated that the Drain Commissioner and other County departments would
utilize this valuable resource as necessary.
 As a department of the county the Road Commission would have access to the
GIS information inclusive of LIDAR without the need of software translators. GIS
would continue to support road projects.
 Drain Commission: Because of the similarity of work done (one has responsibility
on county drains the other for drainage in the county ROW) by the Road
Commission and the Drain Commission, some integration is possible. For
example: The permitting done by the Drain Commission and the BCRC is very
similar and could be integrated at a single location. In addition, the two entities
now share county equipment and vehicle maintenance. There are software
programs currently being used by the BCRC that can be shared and the BCRC
could act as a contractor for County drainage work done in the road ROW.

(e)

Grounds and Maintenance:
 The County’s Building & Grounds crew would be responsible for the facilities and
ground maintenance at the various Road Commission properties. This would
include the six sites that have facilities. Since maintenance on these properties
has not been a funding priority they will require significant work and commitment
of time and resources.

(f)

Weighmaster:
 Although it makes sense to put the Weighmaster in the Sheriff’s Department, it is
not proposed at this time because the current Weighmaster is a Sheriff’s
Department retiree. Should the Weighmaster position become vacant, this move
should be considered.

(g)

Legal:



The Road Commission has a contracted general counsel and labor attorney. Like
the County, civil litigation is handled by the insurance carrier. As a department,
the Road Department would be represented by Corporate Counsel.
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D. Governance Options for the Road Department
1) Board of Road Commissioners 2017 Meeting Schedule

2) Meeting Activity from Jan 1--July 12, 2017.
(a) Average length of meeting: 72 minutes
(b) Average number of public comments per meeting: 2
(c) Average number of items of correspondence per meeting: 1
(d) Average number of action items (does not include minutes and vouchers) per
meeting: 92
(e) Average number of discussion items per meeting: 4
2

April 5th had the greatest number (20) Action Items: 1 ea. Approval of report; 1 ea. Approval of Consent
Judgement on a road easement; 10 ea. approval of low bids for construction; and 8 approval of material purchase
bids.
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3) Assumptions for Road Department Governance
(a) After the elimination of meeting “overhead” (roll call, minutes, vouchers, etc.)
total Road Department business should take less than 2 hours per month.
(b) Public comments, discussion, and correspondence should require minimal time.
(c) The majority of “Action Items” is repetitive, and if staff is provided parameters
and the Committee provides process oversight, these may be handled by a form
of a Committee “consent calendar”.
(d) After an initial period of trial and error and with a well thought out Parent
Committee structure, Road Department business will fall into a routine much like
any other department.
4) Parent Committee Structure Options.
(a) Maintain current Organization under the Administration Committee

Pro: It “normalizes” the Road Department into the department structure immediately
Con: Activities could monopolize the Admin Committee’s time away from its other
important responsibilities.
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(b) Create additional Committee: Four committees of three Commissioners.

Pro: It “balances” the workload of the Parent Committees.
Con: The Board Chair is “tied down” and unable to fill in for absent Commissioners.
(c) Four Committees of Three Commissioner with one “ex officio” member
in lieu of Board Chair.

DETAIL
OF COUNTY
BERRIEN COUNTY ROAD COMMISSION |
Pro: ItOPERATIONAL
“balances” the
workload
of theOPTIONS:
Parent Committees.
Con: Having an unelected, “ex officio” member making decisions is a problem
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(d) Four committees with a Roads Committee of two Commissioners.

Con: A committee of two is problematic for quorums and or “split vote”.

(e) Three Parent Committees with Roads Advisory Committee of 3 “ex
officio” members. Chaired by Board Vice Chair.

OPERATIONAL
DETAIL
OF COUNTY
OPTIONS: it
BERRIEN
COUNTY
ROAD
| 15 Parent
Con: As
an “advisory”
committee,
everything
does has
to still
go COMMISSION
through another
Committee or directly to the full Board which defeats the purpose.

(f) Three Parent Committees & Expanded Responsibilities for Committee on
Committees w/regularly scheduled meetings.

Pro: It places County roads in a highly visible position reflecting their priority. It also
facilitates involvement of all three Parent Committees. Also provides consistency in
policy/bylaw discussions.
Con: By this accommodation for roads, other departments might feel slighted and attempt to
use the Committee on Committee structure for their own priorities.
(g) Administration Committee meets twice a month to deal exclusively with
Road Issues.

Pro: It is flexible and can be used when necessary to provide additional time to focus on road
issues
Con: Requires more time commitment from Admin Committee members.
OPERATIONAL DETAIL OF COUNTY OPTIONS: BERRIEN COUNTY ROAD COMMISSION |

16

(h) Road Committee: Meets separately (scheduled or on call) from Parent
Committees. Consists of three Commissioners and Board Chair.

Pro: It is flexible in that it can either be scheduled or only used when necessary.
Con: Requires more time commitment from Admin Committee members.
(i) Restructure Committees to address function rather than departments.

Pro: This proposal aligns the responsibilities of the Parent Committee with committee name.
E. RESOURCES REQUIRED TO FULLY IMPLEMENT
Con: This is a significant change and would inevitably cause confusion at the outset. Also,
depending
on the nature
and
of their resolutions,
departments
would have
OPERATIONAL
DETAIL
OF contents
COUNTY OPTIONS:
BERRIEN COUNTY
ROAD COMMISSION
| to
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or three committees for an individual action.

E. Primary Costs and Savings.
The BCRC budget does not resemble Berrien County budgets. The entire budget will fit on
two pages: one for revenues and one for expenditures. The expenditures are identified
within general categories such as “Primary Road”, “Local Road”, “Equipment Expense”, and
others (e.g. Administrative Expense, Capital Outlay, etc.). Based on the documents
received, only in the general ledger (or to a lesser extent the Annual Report which conforms
with Act 51 reporting criteria) are total expenditures provided in detail (salary, insurance,
maintenance, etc.)—but these are not clearly tied back to the budget categories. For that
reason, a concise budgetary description of what costs would be incurred (and savings) by
assuming road commission responsibilities is difficult.
My intent here is to identify what I believe the primary costs and savings will be over a
three year process of integrating the Road Commission fully into the County organization.
1)

These are based on the following assumptions:
(a)

Road Commission revenues will continue to trend up.

(b)

The size and number of road projects will increase accordingly based
on additional revenue.

(c)

Extreme (catastrophic) weather events will not occur.

(d)

The County Board eliminates the need for a rainy day fund restriction
to the road fund.

(e)

The
day
will
and

(f)

Act 51 funds may be used to reimburse indirect costs. The “outside”
overhead services of the County would be “returned” to the general
fund as an indirect charge initially established at 2% of the road MTF
budget pending the formal study (currently referred to as the
“Maximus County-Wide Cost Allocation Plan”).

(g)

No salary adjustments to current County staff for the assumption of
additional responsibility.

(h)

Watervliet and Three Oaks sites would continue for staging/storage.

(i)

No major environmental liabilities would be discovered.

BCRC budget is calls for the spend down of the $2 million rainy
fund over the next 2-3 years. Outside of rainy day fund the budget
remain balanced with additional road work, services, personnel
equipment paid for from higher revenue and cost savings.
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2) Expenses and savings as a result of Departmentalization:
Expense(By Department)

Year one
Potential
Savings/Added
Cost
$55,600
$5100

Year Two
Potential
Savings/Added
Cost
$55,600
$5100

Year Three
Potential
Savings/Added
Cost
$55,600
$5100

Offsite meetings(3 Comm)

Finance/Accounting
Payables
Receivables
Audit
Payroll
Budget Process
Accounting Support

0
0
$37,000
$87,000
0
$87,000

0
0
$5,000
$87,000
0
$87,000

0
0
$5,000
$87,000
0
$87,000

No significant Cost Change
No Significant Cost Change
BCRC switch to end of year
Position combined
No significant Cost Change
Position Combined

Human Resources
Labor Negotiations
Hiring/Terminations
Pensions
Insurance
Safety

$10,000
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
$7,000
$50,000*
0
0

0
0
0
0
$50,000*
0
0

0
0
0
0
$50,000*
0
0

No Change
No significant Cost Change
No Change
Fiber Optic line
Additional .5 FTE
No significant Cost Change

Engineering
Design
Select Contractor
Const. Site Management
Planning
Bridges/ Culvert
Technical Support
G.I.S.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
$255,000**
0
0

0
0
0
0
$333,000**
0
0

No significant Change
No significant Change
No significant Change
No Significant Change
$125,000 cty cont. stays
No significant Change
No significant Cost Change

Operations
Winter Operations
Construction
Road Maintenance
Signage
Equipment Maintenance
Facilities

0
0
0
0
$10,000
$210,000

$26,000
0
$200,000
0
$10,000
$210,000

$26,000
0
$200,000
0
$10,000
$210,000

$20,000
0

$20,000
0

$20,000
0

Legal
General Road
Employment
Liability

$2,000
0
0

$2,000
0
0

$2,000
0
0

Other
Indirect Cost

$200,000

$200,000

$200,000

Bd. of Road Commissioners
County Commissioners

Technology
Phone
PC
Security
File Backup
Network
E-mail
Software

Weighmaster
Permits
Compliance

Description

Outside labor Counsel
No significant Cost Change
No significant Cost Change
May change empl contr. rate
No Change

One half of FTE
Garage consolidation
No significant Change
Cty does light veh.
2 FTE plus trucks

Consolidate with Drain Com.
No significant change

Better Oversight
No Significant Cost Change
Assigned by Ins. Carrier

Percentage of MTF

NET TOTAL
$257,500
$247,500
$326,000
*Cost partially offset at BCRC by elimination of outside service.
**Additional spending on Culverts and Bridges coming from the spend down of the rainy day fund.
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F) IMPACT ON DIRECT CULVERT/BRIDGE AND ROAD SPENDING:

CULVERTS AND BRIDGES
12
10
8
6
4
2
0
2014

2015

2016

2017

2018 proj.

2019 Proj

Culverts as Rd Comm.

Culverts as Dept of County

Bridges as Rd Comm

Bridges as Dept of County

2020 Proj.

Assumes continued county funding of $125,000 per year on Bridges/Culverts and spend
down of rainy day fund over three years.

ROADS
90
80

70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
2013

2014

2015

2016

Rds as Rd. Comm

2017

2018 fcst.

2019 fcst.

2020 fcst.

Rds as Dept of County

Assumes 2017 as base year with and new MTF funding assumptions with 50/50 split
between HMA and P&DS construction. Assumes BCRC will shift 1.0 million into ROW
improvement. County would spend down rainy day fund over three years.
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G) SUMMARY OF FINDINGS: THE ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST
DEPARTMENTALIZATION.
FOR
Increased elected representative
accountability
Smaller government
Centralized decision-making
“Resetting the bar” of employee
management relations
More efficient, operations-focused, road
department
Savings in overhead/Economies of
scale/greater “depth” of county government
Facilitates Capital Improvements
Improved public information
Better collaboration with other units of
government (County Mission)
Cultural change—employees should be able
to refocus on “mission” without unnecessary
distractions.
Uniformity in bargaining, salaries, benefits
Improved budgeting for road operations
Improved purchasing processes
Improved project budgeting
Improved management of fund balance
investment
Improved chances of voter approval of
county road millage

AGAINST
Road complaints will be filed directly with the
County/ no “buffer”/ potential for adversarial
situations as commissioner districts
“compete” for resources
Increased responsibility on County staff
Challenging “learning curve”
Difficult to undo the damage done by several
years of turmoil
Increased work for sister departments within
county.
Savings are relatively minimal with respect
to upfront costs
Expected to be mostly offset by current
BCRC cost.
High public expectations for change
Need for change not understood by all
parties.
Cultural change—employees may initially
find it difficult to adapt to new processes and
policies.
Current bargaining agreement in effect until
fall of 2018
Difficulty in preparing line item budget when
one has not existed prior
Integrating into county purchasing system
will take time and resources
Different fiscal years until change are
accomplished. Cannot be considered until
2018
Increased workload on Treasurer
County Board, if it chooses, will have to
approve taking a road millage question to
the voters

H) COUNTY ADMINSTRATOR’S SUMMARY
Berrien County has the organizational capacity to assume the responsibilities of the Road
Commission. There are no “show stoppers”, and I believe the financial liabilities are
manageable. It is a feasible option.
If the County Board agrees with my assessment of the problem, that it is a dysfunctional
management, then the decision comes down to how to fix it, and how quickly do you need
to do it?
It is possible that the current appointed members will over time become more
knowledgeable and begins to delegate the appropriate level of authority to the Managing
Director—and choose a qualified, experienced Manager over the next few weeks. While
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history demonstrates that any effective Managing Director will have to contend with
employee turmoil, if he or she has the full support of the Road Commissioners (and the
County Board of Commissioners), I’m confident that over time the “discontent” will either
disappear or the “discontented” will be gone.
If the current appointed members fail to improve the management culture at the Road
Commission, then over a period of several years, the Board of County Commissioners may
affect a change through new appointments. In the meantime, I doubt if conditions will
improve and I would expect to see continued employee turmoil.
Establishing the Road Commission as an elected body is no quick fix. Appointed terms must
be completed and the result, with an even greater degree of separation from the County,
might have unintended consequences.
If the problems lie at the management and governance level, then a formal agreement to
deal with ancillary issues has, in my mind, a low probability of success.
Unless one of these first four options sounds promising to you, you are left with the option
of taking over the responsibilities of the Road Commission. Speaking for myself and your
county staff, no one who would serve on the implementation team has expressed any
degree of enthusiasm for a consolidation.
No department has the time, budget, or
personnel to enter this additional responsibility without reservations, and yet no one doubts
the need for action. Furthermore, no staff member has proposed a viable alternative. If it
is the decision of the BOC to assume the responsibilities of the Road Commission, you can
depend on your staff to step up and make it happen to the very best of our ability.

“It’s like déjà vu all over again (again).”--Yogi Berra
This Summary was written in 2013!
situation today is nearly identical.

There was no need to re-write it as the

I hope this study and the Updated Feasibility Study have shown you that
transferring road commission responsibilities to the County Board of Commissioners
is feasible; the costs to the County are acceptable; and, that the liabilities/risks to
other County operations are manageable.
I also hope this discussion will have strongly suggested to you that, if you fail to act
in a significant way to remedy the situation, the result is predictable.
So the question must be asked, “What will the Board of Commissioners do to
improve governance at the road commission, resolve the reoccurrence of employee
turmoil, improve the County road system, and avoid this issue returning again in
2021?”
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