e court continued: “It is clear that application of the proceeding, the facts presented in this case fall far short of
exclusionary rule ‘involves weighing the costs and bene ts insuch behavior. Under these facts, it is unreasonable to believe
each particular case.’ that excluding the photographs and video would deter future

“We begin with the costs. e Maxons’ property is thickly misconduct by law enforcement or any other actor in any
wooded and ‘could not be well-viewed from the street’ givenway. Further, ‘[t]he deterrent function is strongest where the
that ‘very little, if any, of [the Maxons’] property is visible unlawful conduct would result in a criminal penalty.” And
from the ground because the view is blocked by buildings this case is neither criminal nor quasi-criminal; it is a civil
and trees.” e Maxons admitted that ‘the areas behind infraction. e Township is seeking only injunctive relief,
the home and beside the garages the Township wanted to which is not a criminal penalty. e Maxons maintain that the
view with its drone are not visible from a public vantage-  case is quasi-criminal because the Township could have sought
point.” Accordingly, without the drone’s photographs and  ‘a ne of up to $500 per day.’ But that argument fails because

video, the Township would have di culty ensuring that the Township did not pursue a ne. Indeed, the Township’s
the Maxons bring their property into conformity with its decision to pursue only prospective injunctive relief con rms
local zoning and nuisance ordinances. And even if the that this suit is civil. And the Township’s request for an ‘award

Township could use other means of surveillance to prove [of] such other costs, fees and relief that the Court deems just

that the Maxons violated the 2008 settlement agreement,  does not transform the case into a quasi-criminal proceeding.

suppressing the evidence obtained by the drone and requirir®uch discretionary awards are routine parts of civil, not

the Township to initiate a new means of surveillance criminal, cases.”

would cause a delay in the Township’s ability to bring e court held “that the costs of applying the exclusionary

the Maxons into conformity with local zoning and nuisance rule in this case would outweigh the bene ts. Applying

ordinances. Increasing the di culty of or causing delays in  the exclusionary rule would prevent the Township from

the Township’s ability to prove nuisance would damage the e ectuating its nuisance and zoning ordinances—a serious

interests of the Long Lake Township community as re ected cost. It would do so for little bene t given that exclusion

in its local ordinances.” of the photographs and video here would not deter future
misconduct by law enforcement o cers or their adjuncts,

“In this case, the zoning-enforeementne e s ve coroiores

action is meant to prevent the JEeeRCaIRISE applcetion o fe o n s case
from continuing to thwart the TGW® ole funetion-

zoning laws. Suppressing this
would require this Court to ign
evidence of this ongoing violat
close our eyes to ongoing illeg

We decline to do so here.” 6 3
—NMichigan Suprebmm & bake Township

Michigan communities have a

“In this case, the zoning-enforcement action is 22-person planning department.
meant to prevent the Maxons from continuing to thwart
the Township’s zoning laws. Suppressing this evidence
would require this Court to ignore important evidence of
this ongoing violation and to close our eyes to ongoing illegd
activity. We decline to do so here.”

e court then turned to the bene ts. “Excluding the
photographs and video captured from the drone may

“They're always available to provide
advice on most planning or zoning
issues and their advice is based on
35 years of experience in numerous
communities throughout Michigan.”

indeed deter the Township and other municipal and state R. Brent Savidant, planning director, City of Troy

o cials from using drones in an intrusive and potentially .

unconstitutional manner. But the deterrence would be ‘L\)

minimal. For one, the exclusionary rule is intended to deter

future law enforcement misconduct. While we do not totally Carlisle |Wort man

foreclose the possibility that some other government action ASSOCIATES, INC.

may be of such an aggressive nature that a court may conclu —
that it is appropriate to apply the exclusionary rule to a related CWAPLAN.COM 734.662.2200 lebhes

S
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In Second Amendment challenge, court must
determine if regulation infringes on right to bear arms
in case of confrontation
Oakland Tactical Supply, LLC v. Howell Township, U.S. Sixth
Circuit, 103 F.4th 1186 (Decided May 31, 2024—Subject
to petition for certiorari to U.S. Supreme Court, August
2024)—In this case, the U.S. Sixth Circuit affirmed the
decision of the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of
Michigan concluding that the township’s zoning provisions
did not violate the Second Amendment in light of the
U.S. Supreme Court’s new framework for deciding Second
Amendment challenges in New York State Rifle & Pistol Ass'n,
Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111, (2022).

Per the Sixth Circuit Court opinion: “Oakland
Thactical Supply, LLC leased a parcel of land in Howell
Township [Livingston Co.], Michigan with the intention
of constructing and operating a commercial shooting range
offering long-distance target practice. It has been unable to
do so, however, because the Township’s zoning provisions
limit the parcel to agricultural and residential uses. Oakland
Tactical and five Michigan residents who wish to train at
its proposed range sued the Township, alleging that its
zoning restrictions violate the Second Amendment. The
district court granted the Township’s motion for judgment
on the pleadings, concluding the zoning restrictions did not
violate the Second Amendment. While Plaintiffs’ appeal was
pending, the Supreme Court announced Bruen. The Sixth
Circuit remanded to the District Court for reconsideration.

“We instructed the District Court to decide, in the
first instance, whether Oakland Tactical’s proposed course
of conduct is covered by the plain text of the Second
Amendment. If the district court concludes that Oakland
Thactical’s proposed course of conduct is covered by the
plain text of the Second Amendment, it should then
determine whether historical evidence—to be produced by
the Township in the first instance—demonstrates that the
Ordinance’s shooting-range regulations are consistent with
the nation’s historical tradition of firearm regulation.”
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After considering the parties’ supplemental briefing
addressing Bruen, the district court again granted the
township’s motion. On appeal, the Sixth Circuit issued this
opinion.

The court observed, “The Second Amendment provides:
‘A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of
a free State, the right of the people to keep and bear Arms,
shall not be infringed.” In District of Columbia v. Heller,

128 S. Ct. 2783 (2008), the Supreme Court held that this
right is defined by the Amendment’s operative clause—'the
right of the people to keep and bear Arms.” Based on the
meaning of ‘keep,” ‘bear’ and ‘arms’ as understood by ‘ordinary
citizens in the founding generation,” the Court defined

the right as one to ‘have weapons’ (keep arms) and ‘wear,
bear, or carry ... upon the person or in the clothing or in

a pocket, for the purpose ... of being armed and ready for
offensive or defensive action in a case of conflict with another
person’ (bear arms). In more succinct terms, it secures an
individual right to ‘possess and carry weapons in case of
confrontation.’

“After Heller, courts of appeals developed a two-step
‘means-ends’ test to determine whether firearms regulations
violate the Second Amendment. In New York State Rifle &
Pistol Ass'n, Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111 (2022), however,
the Supreme Court held that two steps ‘is one step too
many.’ 597 U.S. at 19, 142 S. Ct. 2111. Instead:

“[w]hen the Second Amendment’s plain text covers an

individual’s conduct, the Constitution presumptively

protects that conduct. The government must then

justify its regulation by demonstrating that it is

consistent with the Nation’s historical tradition of

firearm regulation. Only then may a court conclude

that the individual’s conduct falls outside the Second

Amendment’s ‘unqualified command.””

The court looked first at Oakland Tactical’s “facial
challenge” to the township’s zoning ordinance. “The amended
ordinance, on its face, permits shooting ranges in the
[Regional Service Commercial; RSC] District, the [Highway
Service Commercial; HSC] District, the Industrial District,
and the Industrial Flex Zone. And Plaintiffs have not argued
that other zoning restrictions make it functionally impossible
to operate any shooting range under the ordinance, only that
currently no parcels large enough for an outdoor range of the
size it hopes to build are commercially available in the HSC
District. Accordingly, we affirm the district court’s dismissal
of Plaintiffs’ facial challenge.”

The court then looked at Oakland Tactical’s “as-applied
challenge” in light of Bruen.

“Bruen requires that we first define Plaintiffs’ proposed
course of conduct. Plaintiffs argue that their proposed conduct
is ‘training with firearms that are in common use.” They
contend that because they would participate in all activities
offered at the proposed range, which would include target



shooting at 50 and 100 yards in addition to long-distance
shooting at up to 1,000 yards, the proposed conduct should
be framed broadly to encompass everything the range would
offer. The Township argues the proposed conduct should be
defined—as it was by the district court—more narrowly as the
‘use of an outdoor, open-air, 1,000-yard shooting range.’

“Plaintiffs argue that because the Second Amendment
protects the right to train and their proposed conduct
necessarily involves training, Bruen’s first step is satisfied
and the only remaining question is whether the zoning
regulations are consistent with the ‘Nation’s historical
tradition of firearm regulation.” This argument seems to
draw the line based simply on whether the proposed conduct
involves firearms, so that any law that regulates conduct
connected to firearms must be tested against the historical
tradition of regulation. Consider a law regulating the
storage of firearms. Consistent with Plaintifts” approach,
one might argue that owning firearms in common use—a
right within the Second Amendment's plain text—requires
that they be stored in some fashion, so Bruen requires that
any law regulating how firearms are stored, for example a
law requiring that firearms be stored out of reach of young
children, must be consistent with the historical regulation
of firearms. But Bruen does not say that any regulation
that affects firearms must satisfy the historical-regulation
test. Rather, it first asks whether the proposed conduct
affected by the challenged law is protected by ‘the Second
Amendment’s plain text.” The Second Amendment is not
‘a second-class right’ and confers strong protections for
covered conduct, but it is a right with a specific definition.
As carefully detailed in Heller, the right covered by the
Second Amendment's plain text is the right to possess and
carry arms in case of confrontation. [Emphasis added]

“The Bruen Court’s approach to defining the proposed
course of conduct bears this out. In Bruen, the challenged
law required gun-license applicants who sought to carry
firearms in public to show ‘proper cause’ for the issuance
of an unrestricted license to carry a concealed handgun.

'The Bruen plaintiffs wished to carry their handguns in public
tor self-defense and applied for unrestricted licenses, which
were denied for failure to show proper cause. Rather than
defining the proposed conduct at the high level of generality
urged by Plaintiffs—i.e., ‘carrying handguns'—the Court's
definition incorporated the purpose and location of the
plaintifts’ desired action. The Court defined the ‘proposed
course of conduct’ as ‘carrying handguns publicly for self-
defense,” which it found to be covered by the plain text of the
Second Amendment. It then analyzed the historical validity
of the proper-cause requirement under the second step.

“Plaintiffs contend that because Heller and Bruen
‘demonstrate the capacious nature of the Second
Amendment’s plain text,’ they require broadly defining
the proposed course of conduct. Plaintifts base this
argument on Heller's definition of ‘the people’ to include
‘all Americans,” and Bruen’s holding that the Second
Amendment imposes no ‘home/public distinction’ on the
right to keep and bear arms. Heller’s conclusion that ‘the

people’ includes ‘all Americans’ resulted from an examination
of how other constitutional provisions use that term. And
Bruen concluded that ‘the definition of ‘bear’ naturally
encompasses public carry’ because it has been defined

to mean carrying ‘weapons in case of confrontation’ and
confrontations necessarily occur outside the home. But these
conclusions were the result of textual analysis, not—as
Plaintiffs seem to suggest—the adoption of a default rule
that a plaintiff's proposed conduct must be defined with
maximal breadth. Instead, Bruen’s approach indicates that
in defining a plaintiff’s proposed conduct, courts should
look to the intersection of what the law at issue proscribes
and what the plaintiff seeks to do.

“Given the Court’s emphasis on grounding Second
Amendment analysis in the Constitution’s plain text,
when applying Bruen we must ask not simply whether the
regulation affects firearms in some way, but whether the
regulation infringes the right to own and bear arms in
case of confrontation. [Emphasis added] 'This is especially
true in the context of implied corollary rights, where our
analysis begins one step removed from the plain text. If
the hypothetical storage regulation above does not restrict
conduct necessary to effectuate that right, the proposed
conduct—storage within reach of young children—is not
protected by the plain text of the Second Amendment and
the regulation need not satisfy Bruen’s second step, even
though it regulates conduct connected to firearms.”

“Here, Plaintifts’ allegations and arguments make clear
both that they wish to engage in conduct more specific
than ‘firearms training’ and that the Zoning Ordinance
does not infringe their right to possess and carry arms in
case of confrontation. First, as Plaintiffs stress, the Zoning
Ordinance does not in fact ban all training—it permits
‘shooting on private property as an accessory use throughout
the Township.” One of Plaintifls’ repeated objections is that
the Zoning Ordinance places restrictions on commercial
shooting ranges, while allowing ‘unorganized’ non-
commercial shooting on private property. It is uncontested
that Oakland Tactical could invite the individual Plaintiffs to
train on its property as guests. Thus, at a minimum, Plaintiffs’
proposed conduct necessarily involves commercial training.

“And, examining Plaintiffs’ allegations and argument,
their proposed conduct is narrower than commercial training
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alone. The core of Plaintiffs’ challenge is that Oakland
Tactical seeks to construct a commercial range within Howell
Township offering target shooting at up to 1,000 yards. The
individual Plaintiffs wish to engage in target shooting at a
commercial range in Howell Township and some, but not
all, specifically wish to engage in long-distance shooting.
Plaintiffs allege that the Zoning Ordinance prevents them
from engaging in their desired training in two ways: first,

it prohibits any commercial facility on Oakland Tactical's
leased parcel of land; and second, the zoning districts
permitting commercial recreational facilities do not contain
sufficient ‘undeveloped land available ... for a safe, long-
distance rifle range.’

“Plaintiffs have therefore offered two proposed courses of
conduct: (1) engaging in commercial firearms training in a
particular part of the Township; and (2) engaging in long-
distance firearms training within the Township.

“Having defined Plaintifts’ proposed course of conduct,
we must next determine whether it is covered by ‘the Second
Amendment's plain text.” Although Plaintiffs are correct
that the Second Amendment protects the right to engage in
commercial firearms training as necessary to protect the right
to effectively bear arms in case of confrontation, they make
no convincing argument that the right extends to training
in a particular location or at the extremely long distances
Oakland Tactical seeks to provide.

“Nor have they established that the Zoning Ordinance
infringes the rights the Second Amendment protects. The
Township’s Zoning Ordinance does not interfere with the
Second Amendment right to keep and bear arms in case of
confrontation. And unlike in Bruen, where the plaintifts
proposed conduct was the public carrying of firearms for self-
defense—conduct squarely covered by the plain text of the
Second Amendment—the challenged regulation here does not
limit the ability to own, possess, or carry firearms. Nor does
it affect the ability to train with firearms on private property.
Further, the ordinance permits shooting ranges—commercial
training—within the Township. Plaintiffs seek to vindicate a
right not only to train at a commercial facility, but to train at
a commercial facility anywhere in the Township. They argue
that this right must be protected by the Second Amendment
because, although indoor and outdoor ranges are permitted
by the Zoning Ordinance, Oakland Tactical has not found
a suitable parcel outside the [Agricultural-Residential; AR]
District, and the individual Plaintiffs find the existing, nearby
options too inconvenient, expensive, or crowded.”

The court found that “These facts do not demonstrate
that the Township’s ordinance infringes a right necessarily
implied by the Second Amendment—to train with firearms
for proficiency in case of confrontation. This is not a case
where the Township seeks to achieve through its zoning
ordinances what it cannot do directly—ban all shooting
ranges. The amended ordinance makes clear that indoor
and outdoor ranges are permitted uses in several districts.
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And Plaintiffs have not alleged that the Township, despite
the original ordinance’s ambiguity, would have prohibited
Oakland Tactical from building a range in the districts
allowing recreational facilities—according to the Amended
Complaint, the planning commission officials who ultimately
denied Oakland Tactical’s request to allow shooting ranges
in the AR District believed ranges to be ‘permitted in

other districts.” Although no ranges currently operate in

the Township, Plaintiffs have not demonstrated that this

is due to the Zoning Ordinance, which does not prohibit
them. Because the Zoning Ordinance permits commercial
training at indoor and outdoor ranges, it does not infringe
Plaintiffs’ right to train to achieve proficiency in case of
confrontation, and they have not shown that the ability

to train commercially anywhere within the Township is
necessary to effectuate their Second Amendment rights.
Plaintifts’ proposed course of conduct—commercial training
in a particular location—is therefore not protected by the
plain text of the Second Amendment.

“Turning next to long-distance commercial training,
Plaintiffs have not established that this formulation of their
proposed conduct is protected by the Second Amendment
either. Accepting Plaintiffs’ contention that the Zoning
Ordinance effectively bans the commercial operation of
a 1,000-yard range, we ask whether the ability to train at
such distances is necessary to effectuate Plaintifts’ Second
Amendment right to keep and bear arms ‘in case of
confrontation.” Plaintiffs have not offered any persuasive
argument that it is.

“It is difficult to imagine a situation where accurately
firing from 1,000 yards would be necessary to defend
oneself; nor have Plaintiffs identified one. To the extent
that historical evidence is probative of the scope of a
right derived by necessary implication, like the right to
train, the historical evidence Plaintiffs present—a handful
of examples of rifleman making shots from 600 to 900
yards during the Revolutionary War—is not convincing.
Assuming these examples show that the Founding-era
public understood military proficiency to include accuracy at
these long distances, they do not establish that the Second
Amendment right—which is unconnected to ‘participation in
a structured military organization'—was similarly understood.
And beyond this historical evidence, Plaintiffs make no real
argument that long-distance training is necessary for the
effective exercise of the right to keep and bear arms for self-
defense, other than briefly noting that the federally chartered
Civilian Marksmanship Program offers 1,000-yard training.
We cannot conclude, based on these arguments, that the
plain text of the Second Amendment covers the second
formulation of Plaintiffs’ proposed course of conduct—the
right to commercially available sites to train to achieve
proficiency in long-range shooting at distances up to 1,000
yards. Accordingly, the district court did not err in granting
the Township’s motion.”



LDF: Rafaeli given retroactive effect for claims to
recover surplus proceeds from foreclosure sales

Schafer v Kent County, __Mich.__, Decided July 29, 2024,
Docket Nos. 164975 and 165219—1In this MTA Legal
Defense Fund case, the Michigan Supreme Court held that
“While respecting established procedural principles including
forfeiture and finality, Rafaeli, LLC v Oakland County, 505
Mich. 429 (2020) must be applied retroactively to timely filed
cases not yet final at the time of the decision.”

'The court noted that, “In Rafaeli, the Michigan Supreme
Court unanimously held that the then-applicable provisions
of Michigan’s General Property Tax Act violated the Takings
Clause of the Michigan Constitution to the extent they
permitted units of government to retain surplus proceeds
obtained in tax-foreclosure proceedings. In December 2020,
less than five months after we issued our opinion in Rafaeli,
the Michigan Legislature enacted Public Act 256 of 2020
to amend the General Property Tax Act. The amendments
established a process for the administration of claims against
foreclosing governmental units (FGUs) and established a
statutory limitations period requiring that such claims must
be brought within 2 years after the judgment of foreclosure
... 'They also provided that claims for surplus proceeds from
foreclosure sales that occurred before Rafaeli could not be
maintained unless this Court held Rafaeli to be retroactive.
Before the Court are two cases (Schafer and Hathon) in which
plaintiffs seek recovery of surplus proceeds that plaintifts
allege were wrongfully retained by the FGUs under Rafaeli.

“Kent County argues in Schafer that this Court’s decision
in Rafaeli does not apply retroactively. The state argues
in Hathon that the relevant claims are governed through
retroactive application of 2020 PA 256, which was enacted
with immediate effect on December 22, 2020, to administer
certain takings claims filed under Rafaeli. ...

“In Michigan, the general rule is that judicial decisions
are given full retroactive effect. Prospective application is
disfavored, and it is reserved primarily for when clearly
established caselaw is overturned. The context in this case
is a far cry from that. If anything, Kent County and other
FGUs, although not malicious or nefarious actors, are
asking the Court to decline application of clear and settled
law that reaches back centuries. Furthermore, prospective

application has often been reserved for significant reversals
in the interpretation of statutory provisions or other non-
constitutional holdings, and very rarely if ever has it been
used to deny relief for individuals whose constitutional
rights have been violated. Given that the Court in Rafaeli
applied law that is understood and recognized in centuries
of legal practice and principle, retroactive application of that
decision is fully supported by this Court’s precedents. That
on its own justifies this Court’s conclusion. But moreover,
Rafaeli was not issued simply to reverse incorrect and
problematic caselaw or to provide helpful, nonconstitutional
guidance for affected parties, like prior cases of prospective
application. Instead, this case involves governmental violation
of the constitutional rights of numerous individuals. Such
profound interests weigh strongly against contrary interests
advanced by Kent County and other FGUs in protecting
government budgets as a result of their constitutional
overreach. Even considering the already heavy presumption
against prospective application, this is not a case where the
court is vitiating rights of claimants entitled to compensation
for their injuries, nor an instance in which the decision
will substantially disrupt the functioning of previous legal
adjudications. There is no injury for which the FGUs
seek compensation, nor did Rafaeli affect the process and
system of tax collection. Constitutional takings require just
compensation. And retroactive application of Rafaeli merely
requires returning money to landowners that was taken by
counties although there was a longstanding constitutional bar
on doing so. The decision serves merely to place all parties
back at the status quo ante, in a similar manner as restitution.
“We hold that Rafaeli applies retroactively to claims
not yet final at the time of the decision. In addition, we
conclude that MCL 211.78t, enacted under 2020 PA 256,
applies retroactively to claims arising prior to its enactment.
However, MCL 211.78l, establishing a new limitations
period for claims for surplus proceeds under 2020 PA 256,
applies only prospectively to claims arising from tax-
foreclosure sales that occurred after the date of 2020 PA 256’s
enactment. Further, MCL 211.78t in conjunction with
applicable statutes of limitations cannot constitutionally
apply retroactively to cut off claims for relief. Therefore, if
filed within a ‘reasonable time’ of today’s decision, claims
that arose prior to the date of 2020 PA 256’s enactment
but expired between the date of enactment and the date
of today’s decision must proceed, while still respecting the
applicable statutes of limitation. Specifically, claims may
be filed under the applicable statutes of limitations if done
within the balance of time remaining to file the claims on
December 22, 2020, running from the date of this opinion.”

Catherine Mullhaupt, MTA Staff Attorney

Look for additional court cases impacting
Michigan townships in the Legal Review
column in next month’s Township Focus.
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Latest GASB statement impacts MD&A letter

establishes accounting and financial reporting statements

for state and local governments—including townships—
that follow generally accepted accounting principles. It does
so by regularly releasing “pronouncements” with updates and
guidance, often impacting township government. Its newest
pronouncement—GASB Statement No. 103, Financial
Reporting Model Improvements—impacts the Management’s
Discussion and Analysis (MD&A) Letter.

As discussed in the June issue of “Financial Forum,” the
MD&A—part of the township’s audit—is an opportunity for
the township to share with its residents and other interested
parties, in an easily readable summary, what is happening in
the township, how it is doing financially, current township
happenings—as well as future initiatives and budget
considerations.

While township “management™—i.e., the board or
supervisor as chief executive officer—has authority to write the
MD&A letter, in practice, this does not occur often, and, in
most instances, the township auditor drafts the letter. GASB
No. 103 seeks to improve the quality and enhance relevance
of information included in the letter, and provide clarity
on what should be presented in the MD&A—ultimately
benefiting both the township and its residents in sharing key
information about the township’s financial situation. Among

the key areas discussed in GASB No. 103 are:
Focus—The MD&A letter should not only discuss the

balances of the current financials, but also compare them
to the prior year’s financials to understand positive—or
negative—impacts relating to the balances.

To determine what should be discussed in the letter, a
degree of professional judgement should be used, specifically
for any “component units.” Component units are defined in
GASB Statement No. 14 as “legally separate organizations
for which the [township] is financially accountable or for
which the nature and significance of the relationship with the
[township] are such that exclusion would cause the reporting
entity’s financial statements to be misleading or incomplete.”
If it is determined that information about the component
units should be discussed, the MD&A should refer readers to
the component unit’s separately issued financial statements.

The Governmental Accounting Standards Board (GASB)

Requirements—According to the pronouncement, “This
statement requires that the information presented in the

MD&A be limited to the related topics discussed in five

sections:

1) Overview of the Financial Statements
2) Financial Summary

3) Detailed Analyses
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4) Significant Capital Asset and Long-Term Financing
Activity

5) Currently Known Facts, Decisions, or Conditions”
GASB Statement No. 103 outlines in greater detail the

information each section should cover, and recommends

against using “boilerplate” discussion.

Duplication—The new GASB statement makes clear that it
is important that unnecessary duplication be avoided in the
MD&A letter, though there may be circumstances where
certain explanations may need to be used in multiple sections.
An example noted in GASB No. 103 includes, “a tax rate
increase enacted during the year may affect the results in
both the government-wide financial statements and the
governmental fund financial statements. After the increase
is discussed in the analysis of the government-wide financial
statements, that discussion could be referenced in the
analysis of major funds rather than duplicated, unless there
is a significant change resulting from the use of different
measurement focus.”

With the MD&A letter, the township can easily explain to
the greater community why some balances and results might
have changed, rather than simply showing the numerical values
and the changes that occurred. Don’t just let the number do
the talking. With each audit, townships can use this document
to show an “insider’s view” perspective of the municipality—
and showcase the work you are doing for the community.

'The requirements in Statement No. 103 are effective for
fiscal years beginning after June 15, 2025, and all reporting
periods thereafter. GASB Statement No. 103, and others,
can be found on the Governmental Accounting Standards
Board’s website, https://gasb.org, under “Pronouncements.”

Information provided in Financial Forum should not be considered legal advice,'
and readers are encouraged to contact their township auditor and/or attorney

for advice specific to their situation.
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upcoming MTA workshop

REGISTRATION INFORMATION
Treasurers’ Guide to Tax Collection

Whether you are a seasoned treasurer, newly elected or anything in
between, MTA’s full-day Treasurers’ Guide to Tax Collection workshop
is a must! Collecting property taxes is a highly visible function of the
township treasurer’s office. It comes with significant responsibility not
only for the large amount of money collected but also for compliance
with the General Property Tax Act.

Led by MTA Consultant Cindy Dodge, the day includes discussion on:
* Getting started

* Preparation of the tax bill DATES & LOCATIONS

* S t

. Wuiizfrtaxafses Nov. 19: Northern Center at NMU, Marquette
« Accounting for and disbursement of collections Nov. 20: Treetops Resort Conference Center, Gaylord
« Settlement Nov. 21: Four Points by Sheraton, Kalamazoo

* Delinquent personal property tax Nov. 25: Bavarian Inn Lodge, Frankenmuth

We'll discuss applicable laws, “best practices” and so much more! This workshop is also appropriate for deputy treasurers and any
member of your township team who has some responsibility in the property tax collection process. All participants will receive the
Treasurer’s Record Retention Schedule #29, the Accounting Procedures Manual for Local Units of Government in Michigan, and examples
of what the tax bill can include to reduce taxpayer misunderstandings, cut through the confusion and reduce your call volume.

Continue the learning: The registration fee* includes continental breakfast, lunch and all handout materials.
Attendees may also purchase the 2024 edition of MTA’s Treasurers Guide to Township Government. This essential
resource for township treasurers is available to workshop registrants for the discounted rate of $34.50. Books will be
distributed at check-in. Additional copies will be available for sale on site (while supplies last).

Cancellations and substitutions: Written cancellation requests received at the MTA office by Nov. 12 will receive
a full refund. Those who cancel after Nov. 12 will be given online access to the recorded version. No refunds will be issued
R ggﬁﬂl}&zms.. thereafter without extenuating circumstances. You may substitute another individual from your township without
= incurring a charge; please notify MTA of the change.

Tax Collection Registration Form— — — — — — — -

Which location will you attend?

Township & County O Nov. 19: Northern Center at NMU, Marquette
O Nov. 20: Treetops Resort Conference Center, Gaylord
O Nov. 21: Four Points by Sheraton, Kalamazoo

Name & Title Purchase Treasurer’s Guide? (3 Yes [ No 03 Nov. 25: Bavarian Inn Lodge, Frankenmuth
» Early-bird Rate™: $130/person Expires Nov. 12
Name & Title Purchase Treasurer’s Guide? 3 Yes O No » Regular Rate™: $160/person After Nov. 12
Payment Options: (#registered) x $ (rate*) = $
U Check enclosed (payable to MTA) OR W Invoice my township (members only) (# of books) x ($34.50/book*) = §
a Charge to: (circle one) MasterCard VISA
AMOUNT ENCLOSED = $
Card # Expircs *Rate applies to MTA members. Non-members, call for rates.
Confirmations will be sent via email to individual registrants.
Print Card Holder’s Name CSV (3-digit code) Signature To add or up date an email, contact MTA at (51 7) 321-6467,

ext. 231 or email database@michigantownships.org

TOWNSHIPS fax to (517) 321-8908 or email rebecca@michigantownships.org. Need event registration assistance?
ASSOCIATION Call (517) 321-6467, ext. 226. For other event-related questions, call (517) 321-6467, ext. 234.

@ MICHIGAN Send completed registration form to MTA, P.O. Box 80078, Lansing, Ml 48908-0078,
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INSpIrng tomorrow's
local leaders

MTA awards annual Robinson Scholarship

graduate student active in Macomb County local government and

pursuing his master’s degree in Public Administration to help further

his goal of serving as a municipal manager is the recipient of this vear’s
g g p g p y

MTA Robert R. Robinson Memorial Scholarship.

The scholarship is presented annually to a junior, senior or
graduate student enrolled in a Michigan college or university
seeking a career in local government. This year’s scholarship
winner has demonstrated a deep commitment to serving in
local communities—and has aspirations to continue to give
back to Michigan residents through a career in public service.

‘A responsible steward’

Mason Brudzinski already has a wide
variety of experiences working with various
types of local governments. Brudzinski—
who will receive his master’s degree

from Wayne State University (WSU)

with a graduate certificate in economic
development this December—serves as
the election coordinator for Chesterfield
Charter Township (Macomb Co.) and

Brudzinski
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is a pending member of the City of Roseville Downtown
Development Authority (DDA). In his role on the DDA, he
will assist in implementing the city’s comprehensive plan and
attracting businesses to the community—which was the first
in southeast Michigan to be certified as a “Redevelopment
Ready Community” by the Michigan Economic Development
Authority.

“This recognition is achieved by fostering and building
a strong foundation of planning, zoning and economic
development best practices,” said Brudzinski, who is also
running in the Nov. 5 election for a seat on the school board
for Roseville Community Schools.

Noting that his career goals are to advance within local
government to a manager position, the 2020 University of
Michigan (U of M) graduate believes that his master’s-level
education will help him “become a responsible steward of a
local unit’s coffers while fostering growth and development



that advances the quality of life for residents and other
stakeholders.”

Brudzinski said that receiving the MTA scholarship will
help him “be better positioned to begin the next step in my
educational journey, starting the part-time law program
at Wayne State next fall with the aspiration of studying
economic development and planning law.”

In a resolution of support for his scholarship application,
the Chesterfield Charter Township Board noted that
Brudzinski is also a past recipient of the WSU Graduate
Professional Scholarship Award, stemming from academic
achievement coupled with previous public section work
experience with the City of Ann Arbor and the State of
Michigan while at U of M. The 3.89-grade-point-average
student is also a member of the student chapter of the
International City/County Management Association and a
member of the Pi Alpha Alpha National Honor Society for
Public Affairs and Administration.

Brudzinski’s scholarship application essay touched on an
issue affecting all Michigan local governments: municipal
finance and fiscal setbacks, with a deeper look at the state’s
statutory revenue sharing program and the impact that
program cuts over the past 20 years have had on municipalities
and their residents. “The current quandary begs the question
of what actions ought to be taken,” he wrote. “It should be
considered replacing the full restoration of state revenue
sharing or easing the restrictions on local units to level local
taxes ... . Additionally, more dynamic funding formulas could

Mika
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Attorneys

Municipal law comes with
a unique set of challenges.
We've been solving them
for well over 50 years.

Condemnation

General Legal Counsel

Labor and Employment
Library Law

Marihuana Regulation
Municipal Litigation
Ordinance Enforcement and Prosecution
Property Tax

Public Finance

Public Utility Systems

Riparian Rights

Zoning and Land Use Planning

be employed to make disbursement of shared revenues more
equitable between communities.

“Nevertheless, it is imperative that revenue-generating
is sustainable for local units and that sources of funding are
steadfast in their resolve, and are consented by the Legislature
to provide a static funding formula for local units to meet
infrastructure needs, public safety and encourage sustainable
growth and redevelopment.”

'The financial hardships facing many local governments
are a key factor in inspiring Brudzinski to seek a career in
municipal management. “When considering these shortfalls,
I seek to position myself in local government management,
specifically focusing on economic development,” he said.
“T'o succeed in such a role, I strive to make a difference
by addressing budgetary shortfalls and co-opting a
comprehensive plan that encourages sustainable and germane
development—thus fostering and promoting a viable tax
base to support governmental operations and better serve the
residents by ensuring the quality of life and addressing their
needs, such as that of critical infrastructure including water
and sanitary sewer.”

Support Michigan’s future leaders

Township officials and MTA county chapters can help ensure that MTA is
able to continue supporting the educational pursuits of tomorrow’s township
leaders by making a donation to support the Robert R. Robinson Scholarship
fund. Contributions are tax deductible. Checks payable to the Robert R.
Robinson Memorial Scholarship Fund can be sent to MTA, PO Box 80078,
Lansing, MI 48908-0078. Learn more on https://michigantownships.org
(under the “About” tab) or call (517) 321-6467 with questions.

mikameyers.com
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MTA can help your township transition into the new term without a hitch,
continuing to serve your residents and community as efficiently and positively
as possible. Once new officials join your township this November, let them
know they, too, can turn to MTA for guidance, training and information. You can
even give them a head start by registering them for training and ensuring they
are aware of MTA resources.

Our Now You Know one-hour webinars feature a new topic every month.
Can't make the date? We record them for on-dermand access.

= October 16: In the Transition—What you need to know between now and the launch of
the new township term for both incoming and outgoing officials.

+ November 13: Onboarding New Officials—Helps incoming officials hit the ground
running! Includes tips for accessing critical MTA resources.

MTA book packages—Ferfect for those new to township government -
The “Tewnship Basics™ package includes township-specific books that provide a :
precise overview, with 2024 editions of the Authorities & Responsibilities of Michigan
Townships and Official’s CGuide to Township Covernment [specific to your office), as

well our handy Introduction Township Board Meetings Take it one step further with
our “Township Essentials” package, which adds even more to your township libran/d (

Visit to learn more about
the courses, registration, or to make any purchases.
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MTA’s 2025 Annual Educational
Conference & Expo at DeVos Place
in Grand Rapids March 31-April 3
will honor the Unique & United spirit

of Michigan’s 1,240 townships. Embracing
uniqueness allows townships to celebrate
and leverage their distinct characteristics,
community culture and strengths—leading
them toward a strong sense of local identity.
Unity promotes collaboration and shared
resources, and provides an empowered
approach to tackling common challenges.
Blending unique attributes with a unified
approach helps townships drive sustainable
progress, enhance regional resilience, and
build vibrant, cohesive communities.
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Registration begins Jan. 2;
housing opens Jan. 23. Watch
www.michigantownships.org for
further details, and look for the

registration brochure in your
January Township Focus.



24/7 Remote

Water Monitoring

Free for All
Par Plan
Members

e Detect Presence of Water g
« Monitor Indoor Temperatures .
e Prevent Frozen Pipes ,é.~

Provided by the Michigan Township
Participating Plan

theparplan.com
-‘*;Eﬂfﬂf_y

Members: Scan the QR code for
program details and to order your Kkit.




