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Announcement: Save the Date 
GLS Winter Conference

After slight delay on account of the COVID-19 Pandemic, the GLS is excited to announce a 
return of its Winter Conference. A hybrid event, with both in-person and online attendance, the GLS 
is pleased to announce its Winter Conference has returned! 

When:        February 11, 2022 
Time: 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
Where:       Summit On The Park (46000 Summit Parkway, Canton, MI 48188) & via streaming.
See you then!

Case Review: F.P. Development, LLC v 
Charter Township of Canton

“Concrete jungle” is a phrase often used by municipal officials and worried 
citizens as they watch green spaces in their communities give way to more and 
more development. With the natural beauty that Michigan is known for, many 
communities work to fight against this specter through various measures, including 
tree preservation ordinances. These ordinances help preserve the nature and essence 
of the community by requiring property owners to mitigate the impact when they 
have certain regulated trees removed from their property. However, in light of the 
recent ruling in F.P. Development, LLC v Charter Township of Canton, 2021 WL 
4771734 (6th Cir. 2021), municipalities will need to review these ordinances and 
take caution when enforcing them. In F.P. Development, The United States Court 

of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit held that application of a tree preservation ordinance may result in 
an unconstitutional taking in violation of a property owner’s Fifth Amendment right against a gov-
ernmental taking of their property without just compensation where no individualized assessment is 
made as to the impact of the tree removal from a particular parcel of property. 

By Joshua E. Thall

Joshua E. Thall



The Township of Canton (the “Township”) is one 
of several communities that has adopted a tree preserva-
tion ordinance (the “ordinance”) that requires property 
owners who wish to remove certain regulated trees from 
their property to receive a permit. A property owner, as a 
condition of obtaining the permit, is required to mitigate 
the effects of removal of “regulated” trees by doing one of 
three things: (1) planting trees on the owner’s property to 
replace the removed trees; (2) planting trees on someone 
else’s property to replace removed trees; or (3) paying a 
designated amount into the Township’s “tree fund”, so 
that the Township can plant trees elsewhere in the com-
munity. The ordinance provided that for each “landmark” 
tree removed either three trees had to be replanted, or the 
owner had to pay $450 into the tree fund. For regulated 
trees that were not designated as “landmark” trees, the 
owner would only have to replant one tree or pay $300 
into the tree fund. 

F.P. Development, LLC (“F.P.”) owned a 44-acre 
parcel of vacant property in the Township. In 2017, F.P. 
applied for and received Township approval to split the 
property into two separate parcels; 28 acres for F.P. to 
retain, and 16 acres for F.P. to sell. It was noted at the 
time of approval that any development involving tree re-
moval would require a tree removal permit. The newly 
split 44-acre parcel contained a drain under the juris-
diction of Wayne County clogged with fallen trees and 
miscellaneous debris, and F.P. claims to have requested 
that Wayne County clear the drain. Wayne County failed 
to clear the drainage ditch and soon thereafter F.P. con-
tracted for the removal of trees from their property. F.P. 
did not obtain a permit from the Township for this tree 

removal, and when the Township became aware of the 
removal, the Township issued a stop work order and a 
notice of ordinance violation to F.P. 

Aware of the Township’s Ordinance, that would have 
required F.P. replant or pay into the tree fund, F.P. sued the 
Township under 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claiming that the tree 
ordinance constituted (1) a facial and as-applied uncon-
stitutional taking, in violation of the Fifth Amendment 
as applied to the states by the Fourteenth Amendment; 
(2) an unreasonable seizure, in violation of the Fourth 
and Fourteenth Amendments; and (3) an excessive 
fine, in violation of the Eighth and Fourteenth Amend-
ments. Primarily, F.P. argued that the ordinance placed 
an unconstitutional condition on F.P.’s Fifth Amendment 
right to be justly compensated for the Township taking 
its trees in exchange for a permit. After being sued the 
Township determined, based on a tree survey it conduct-
ed after learning of the violation, that in order to comply 
with the ordinance, F.P. would either have to replant 187 
trees on its or another person’s property, or pay $47,898 
into the Township’s tree fund. (F.P. removed 159 trees 
– 145 non-landmark trees, and 14 landmark trees.) The 
Township filed a counterclaim seeking compliance with 
its ordinance, including an optional payment into the 
tree fund of $47,898. The United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Michigan granted summary 
judgement in favor of F.P., finding that the Township’s 
tree preservation ordinance was an unconstitutional reg-
ulatory taking under the unconstitutional conditions 
doctrine. The district court did, however, grant summary 
judgment in favor of the Township on F.P.’s Fourth and 
Eighth Amendment claims. The district court did not 
rule on F.P.’s facial challenge of the ordinance, however. 

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit dis-
cussed F.P.’s Fifth and Fourteenth Amendment claim in 
the context of three seminal cases dealing with permit-
ting conditions: Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 
483 U.S. 825, 107 S.Ct. 3141, 97 L.Ed.2d 677 (1987), 
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374, 114 S.Ct. 2309, 
129 L.Ed.2d 304 (1994), and Koontz v. St. Johns Riv-
er Water Management District, 570 U.S. 595, 604, 133 
S.Ct. 2586, 186 L.Ed.2d 697 (2013). (Slip Op at 5.) 
Those cases provide that where the government seeks 
mitigation as a requisite to a permit being issued, such 
mitigation must have an essential nexus and be rough-
ly proportional to the expected impact of the applicant’s 



Briefly December 2021

activities. The court expressed initial reservations about 
whether the Township’s application of its ordinance to 
F.P. should be categorized the same as the government 
actions taken in Nollan, Dollan, and Koontz, but con-
tinued its analysis under the essential nexus and rough 
proportionality test set forth by those cases because the 
parties did not raise the issue. (Slip Op at 5.)

The parties stipulated that an essential nexus existed 
between the Township’s “‘legitimate’ interest in forest and 
natural resource preservation and the permit conditions.” 
Id. As such, the court looked at the rough proportional-
ity aspect of the analysis to determine if the Township 
made an adequate “individualized assessment” that the 
required mitigation request to F.P. was related in nature 
and extent to the proposed impact of F.P.’s tree cutting. 
Id. The court noted that the Township’s ordinance does 
require an individualized assessment, as to the number 
and type of trees a property owner cuts to determine how 
much mitigation is necessary, and that the available mit-
igation options arguably could offset the impact of F.P.’s 
tree removal. However, the court determined this was 
not enough of individualized assessment to ensure that 
the sought mitigation was roughly proportional to the 
impact of F.P.’s tree removal, and that binding case law, 
specifically, Dollan, required a more specific evaluation. 

The court rejected the Township’s argument that there 
is an individualized assessment made when reviewing a 
permit application that would be subject to mitigation. 
The court pointed out that this individualized assess-
ment pertained to the initial review of a permit applica-
tion, and is not concerned with the impact of the tree 
removal. Id. at 6. The court pointed out that even if 
F.P. had offset the effects of its tree removal in a dif-

ferent manner, the Township would have still required 
mitigation in a manner enumerated by the ordinance. 
Id. This is because as the court pointed out, the Town-
ship’s representatives stated that removal of regulated 
trees triggered the mitigation requirement, regardless of 
impact. Id. In examining Dollan, the court noted that 
the Township in this case, like the government in Dol-
lan, “seems to assume” that its mitigation options were 
proper to offset the impact of F.P.’s tree removal, with-
out presenting any evidence of the negative effect the tree 
removal had, or is expected to have, on the communi-
ty, or why the level of mitigation required is necessary. 
Id. The court ultimately held that to satisfy the rough 
proportionality requirement, the Township needed to 
provide evidence of the specific impact of F.P.’s tree re-
moval to demonstrate why the requested mitigation was 
required. Id.

Based on the above, the Sixth Circuit held that the 
Township failed to carry its burden of proving a rough 
proportionality between the mitigation required under 
its ordinance and F.P.’s tree removal activities, and the 
court ultimately affirmed the district court’s ruling. 

Joshua E. Thall is an Associate at attorney at Bauck-
ham, Sparks, Thall, Seeber & Kaufman, P.C. Joshua has a 
broad range within the municipal practice and does every-
thing from assisting with brief writing, to conducting re-
search projects, and drafting ordinances. Joshua also helps 
with prosecuting ordinance enforcement cases. In addition 
to his law degree from Michigan State University College of 
Law, Joshua also attended Michigan State University for his 
undergraduate studies where he received his Bachelor of Arts 
in Journalism. 
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In this feature, Briefly shines a spotlight on some of 
the attorneys shaping government law in Michigan. Meet 
Kristin Kolb, Corporation Counsel for Canton Charter 
Township, who also serves as a council member for the Gov-
ernment Law Section. Throughout 2021, Kolb helped the 
Township she serves navigate challenges to its tree preserva-
tion ordinance. With the most recent step in the tree pres-
ervation ordinance litigation being an appeal heard by the 
Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals in FP Dev, LLC v Charter 
Twp of Canton, Michigan, 16 F4th 198 (CA 6, 2021), 
Ms. Kolb sat down with an interviewer from Briefly to dis-
cuss this case and more!

When did you decide to become an Attorney?

Some individuals in the profession had a strong de-
sire to become an attorney from an early age—and I was 
no different. According to my mother, I first expressed 
interest at becoming an attorney at nine years old. In 
middle school, I got to learn a little bit more about the 
profession when we had a career day speaker that was an 
attorney who spoke to students. From the speaker’s pre-
sentation, I thought it was fantastic.
Where did you go to law school? What was your favorite 

aspects of law school?

I went to the University of Detroit Mercy. My favorite 
part of law school was moot court, and I was very involved 
with that program throughout law school. In my first year 
of law school, I won the University of Detroit Mercy’s G. 
Mennen Williams Moot Court Competition. From there 
I had the opportunity to be a part of my law school’s moot 
court team where I participated in several different com-
petition, including an insurance law competition in Hart-
ford, Connecticut. Looking back on my time in Moot 
Court, my favorite part was collaborating as part of a team 
and the opportunity to travel and compete.

What were some of the formative experiences early in 
your legal career? Why municipal law?

For me, my early legal experiences in law school set 
me on a path towards municipal law. My first clerking 
job in law school was working with the City of Dear-
born. One of the coolest things about working for the 

City of Dearborn, was that they allowed law clerks to 
prosecute certain cases. Having this experience helped 
me in my first job. After my position with the City of 
Dearborn, I started clerking with a law firm that advised 
multiple municipalities. After my bar passage, I started 
my career as an attorney with that municipal law firm. 

What are your specialties in municipal law? Are there any 
topics you find particularly interesting?

As Corporation Counsel for Canton Charter Town-
ship, I like that my job requires that I am a generalist. 
In my position, I touch a lot of areas of municipal law, 
such as contracts, ordinances, and labor law. My favorite 
part of the different areas of law I practice is that the 
projects involve creative thinking and problem solving. 
In addition, I enjoy my opportunity to work with Town-
ship staff on the different projects that arise throughout 
the organization. In my position, I have found the ability 
to prioritize projects is a vital skill. With a lot of projects 
coming in at any one point in time, prioritizing projects 
to make sure the public is well served is a vital skill for 
municipal attorneys. 

As Corporation Counsel for the Charter Township of 
Canton, your community was recently involved in a 

case many in Michigan municipal law were following 
closely. Tell us more about F.P. Development, LLC 
v Charter Township of Canton and Canton’s tree 

preservation ordinance?

Helping advise Canton Charter Township in de-
fending its tree preservation was an interesting experi-
ence. Like many municipalities throughout the United 
States, Canton Charter Township had adopted a tree 
preservation ordinance to help protect our community’s 
threatened green spaces. At a basic level, Canton Charter 
Township’s Ordinance was designed to mitigate remov-
al of “regulated trees.” Under the Ordinance, regulated 
trees are only those of a certain species that have reached 
a diameter of six inches or greater at breast height (ap-
proximately four feet off the ground). In certain cases, an 
individual may be required to secure a tree removal per-
mit prior to removal and take measures such as replant-
ing other trees or paying into the Township tree fund. 

Briefly Practitioner Profile



Briefly December 2021

The property in dispute in F.P. Development, LLC v 
Charter Township of Canton had an interesting history. 
The property had been recently subdivided into two par-
cels, now owned by separate businesses. One business 
clear cut the trees on their parcel, whereas F.P. Develop-
ment, LLC engaged in targeted removal of trees. One 
fact that is little known is that the Township was not the 
party to initiate proceedings in the case, but rather the 
matter started when F.P. Development, LLC preemptive-
ly challenged the Township’s tree preservation ordinance 
to avoid paying into the Township tree fund. 

One fact I found interesting was how the Sixth Cir-
cuit interpreted the facts of the case. While there is cer-
tainly a drainage ditch on F.P. Development, LLC’s par-
cel, their tree removal was not limited to trees around the 
drainage ditch. In fact, many of the trees removed from 
F.P. Development, LLC’s parcel were not near the drain-
age ditch, but rather valuable trees located throughout 
the property that would have commercial value. 

What was at stake in the case? 

While some may suspect this case is only about the 
removal of a few trees from the property and the modest 
amount F.P. Development, LLC was required to pay into 
the Township’s tree removal fund, it in fact concerns a 
higher issue of to what extent municipal governments can 
seek mitigation as a request for a permit being issued. At 
the District Court level, F.P. Development, LLC was able 
to convince the Court that the Township’s tree preserva-
tion ordinance was an unconstitutional regulatory taking 
because the Township’s tree preservation ordinance did 
not require an individualized assessment to determine 
how much mitigation was required and instead featured 
a fixed mitigation calculation. Upheld by the Sixth Cir-
cuit, this ruling will have a far-ranging impact for other 
land regulations that require permitting. 

Moving forward, if the case is allowed to stand, the 
impact of the case may be to slow down and make the 
municipal permitting process more expensive. Obligating 
municipalities to conduct an individualized assessment 
if they want to impose mitigation costs on permittees, 
municipalities may very well have to employ specialists 
to determine mitigation costs. In many cases, the pre-
cise value of loss is difficult to assess—how does one do 
an individualized assessment of the value of a tree or a 

wetland? In some cases, we cannot put a financial val-
ue on something that will be lost; in fact, the Michigan 
Association of Planners has stated that the only way to 
mitigate the loss of a tree is by planting another tree. 

What are your favorite aspects of working in municipal law?

My favorite aspect of working in municipal law is the 
variety of legal work I get to do. From constitutional law, 
contract law, to labor law, being the Corporation Coun-
sel for Canton Charter Township means I get to work on 
a variety of matters facing the community—I know in 
my job the day is never going to be boring.

Another part of my job that I like is the workplace 
culture in Canton Charter Township. Other department 
heads are very team oriented and committed to working 
collaboratively to find creative, pragmatic solutions to 
ensure the public is well served. 

What is your advice for young attorneys about what it 
takes to be a good municipal attorney?

First and foremost, have thick skin. As a municipal 
attorney you can certainly become a target for the public. 
When the legal answer is not what someone wants to 
hear, they will push back. Know that as a municipal attor-
ney you will be called upon to present options available 
under the law, and potential paths for the community to 
take. From there, decisions will be made by the elected 
officials, who might not always take the best course of ac-
tion you advise. No matter the setback, it is important to 
keep a positive attitude and not let past setbacks impact 
work moving forward. 

You are a council member for the Government Law 
Section, how have you benefited in active participation in 

the Government Law Section?

I have benefited from active participation in the Gov-
ernment Law Section by having the opportunity to have 
regular conversations with other individuals practicing 
municipal law in Michigan. As a corporation counsel, I 
am the sole attorney employed by Canton Charter Town-
ship. Being in the government law section has helped fa-
cilitate me meeting other municipal attorneys and pro-
vided me the opportunity to bounce ideas off peers and 
learn from their experiences.



Briefly December 2021

Legislative Update
By Kester K. So, Eric McGlothlin, Laura M. Bassett, and Jessica L. Wood, Dickinson Wright PLLC

A number of bills of public sector interest current-
ly are under consideration in the Michigan Legislature.  
The following are summaries of a number of the most 
pertinent bills.

Enacted Legislation
Aeronautics.  HB 4281 (2021 PA 113) amends 

1951 PA 33, which provides for police and fire protec-
tion services by townships, villages, and qualified cities, 
to modify the definition of “qualified city”. The popula-
tion threshold for a “qualified city” has been raised from 
15,000 to 15,500, and the definition of “qualified city” 
has been amended to include a city that is located in a 
county with a population of 1.5 million and that con-
tains a qualified airport as defined by the Aeronautics 
Code (i.e., an airport, other than a military airport, that 
has 10 million or more enplanements in any 12-month 
period). Amends sec. 10 of 1951 PA 33 (MCL 41.810).

Civil Rights. SB 0010 (2021 PA 31) amends the 
Open Meetings Act to allow a county veteran services 
committee to meet in a closed session to interview a vet-
eran or a veteran’s spouse or dependent regarding that 
individual’s application for benefits or financial assistance 
and to discuss that individual’s application for benefits 
or financial assistance, if the applicant requests a closed 
hearing. Amends sec. 8 of 1976 PA 267 (MCL 15.268).

Civil Rights. HB 4603 (2021 PA 54) amends the 
Open Meetings Act to allow, on and after March 31, 2021, 
an agriculture commodity group to hold a public meeting 
electronically or telephonically under any circumstances. 
Amends sec. 3a of 1976 PA 267 (MCL 15.263a).

Civil Rights. HB 4778 (2021 PA 114) amends the 
Management and Budget Act to require the Department 
of Technology, Management, and Budget to issue direc-
tives that all State departments and all State agencies may 
not use any app, software, or other technology that pre-
vents it from maintaining or preserving a public record 
as required by law on an electronic device that is used 

to create a public record. Amends 1984 PA 431 (MCL 
18.1101 - 18.1594) by adding sec. 270. 

Senior citizens. HB 4325 (PA 28 of 2021) requires 
a criminal history check for employees, volunteers, or in-
dependent contractors of a local area agency on aging. 
Amends 1981 PA 180 (MCL 400.581 - 400.594) by 
adding sec. 6l.

Townships.  HB 4637 (2021 PA 97) a m e n d s 
Chapter 16 of the Revised Statutes of 1846 to require 
the approval of township name change by township 
electors. Amends 1846 RS 16 (MCL 41.1a - 41.110c) 
by adding sec. 2a.

Pending Legislation
Campaign Finance. HB 4305 was presented to the 

Governor on November 17, 2021, and amends the 
Michigan Campaign Finance Act to remove a require-
ment that a campaign statement include the approximate 
number of individuals who participated or attended a 
fund-raising event. Amends sec. 26 of 1976 PA 388.

Civil Procedure.  SB 0258 and 0259, tie-barred, 
amends 1963 PA 247 (Publication of Notices in News-
papers) and the Revised Judicature Act to redefine “news-
paper”, with respect to the publication of a notice, with 
the required area being the county in which the court 
was located, unless a different required area was desig-
nated. Amends sec. 1 of 1963 PA 247 (MCL 691.1051); 
amends sec. 1461 of 1961 PA 236 (MCL 600.1461) and 
repeals sec. 1950 of 1961 PA 236 (MCL 600.1950).

Counties. SB 0242 and 0245, tie-barred, would 
amend 1966 PA 261 and 1966 PA 293 to provide for four-
year terms for county commissioners elected at or after the 
November 2024 general election, instead of terms concur-
rent with that of State representatives. Amends secs. 10 & 
12 of 1966 PA 261 (MCL 46.410 & 46.412); amends sec. 
14 of 1966 PA 293 (MCL 45.514). Drains. SB 593 allows 
a local unit of government to create a stormwater man-
agement utility, adopt stormwater utility ordinance and 
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allocate the costs to real property served by the stormwater 
system and procedures to administer the system.

Highways. SB 39 and 43 makes the liability, proce-
dure, and remedy as to roads under the jurisdiction of a 
county road commission uniform with other local units 
of government. Amends sec. w of 2012 PA 50 (MCL 
691.1402).

Income Tax. SB 360 and 361, tie-barred, amends 
the Income Tax Act to allow a taxpayer, or a taxpayer 
that was an employer, that made an eligible contribution 
to a certified impact housing trust fund or that offered 
its employees the option to participate in a qualified em-
ployer-assisted housing project that met certain require-
ments, to claim an income tax credit. Amends 1967 PA 
281 (MCL 206.1 - 206.713) by adding secs. 279 & 678.

Economic Development. HB 4985 allows a local 
unit of government to require a special land use process 
for short-term rentals if the short-term rental exceeds 14 
days in a calendar year. Amends 2006 PA 110 (adding 
MCL 125.3206b).

Economic Development.  SB 364 expands the defi-
nition of local units of government eligible to designate 
a neighborhood enterprise zone. Amends sec. 2 and 3 of 
1992 PA 147 (MCL 207.772 and MCL 207.773).

Counties.  SB 358 repeals MCL 445.591 to MCL 
445.593 which currently pre-empts local ordinances reg-
ulating the use, disposition, or sale of, prohibiting or re-
stricting, or imposing any fee, charge, or tax on certain 
plastic bags and containers.

Environmental Protection.  HB 5330 establishes a 
fund to provide grants and loans for political subdivi-
sions to anticipate, prepare for, and respond to hazardous 
events, trends, and disturbances related to severe weath-
er events and the effects of changing climate conditions. 
Amends 1994 PA 451 (MCL 324.101 to 324.90106) by 
adding part 192.

Housing. HB 5465 creates new “short-term rental 
regulation act.

Labor. SB 332 amends the Elliott-Larsen civil rights 
act by adding the requirement that private businesses 
that contract with the state obtain pay equity compliance 
certification. Amends sec. 209 of 1976 PA 453 (MCL 
37.2209) and adds sec. 209a.

Land Use. HB5466 amends the Michigan zoning 
enabling act to include short-term rentals. Amends 
2006 PA 110 (MCL 125.3101 - 125.3702) by adding 
sec. 206b.

Property. SB 716 allows local governments to estab-
lish rent control policies. Repeals 1988 PA 226 (MCL 
123.411).

Property. SB 717 creates a new act requiring a local 
municipal housing ordinance to use certain factors in 
designating the area median income for making deter-
minations regarding affordable housing and provides for 
the powers and duties of certain local governmental of-
ficers and entities.

Property. HB 4416 and 4417 create a new act to 
prohibit discrimination in certain restrictive deeds and 
other instruments and makes an amendment to allow 
for an amendment to deeds to remove prohibited restric-
tions. Amends sec. 90 of 1978 PA 59 (MCL 559.190).

Property Tax. HB 4193 prohibits a local govern-
ment from combining millages into a single ballot pro-
posal under certain circumstances. Amends sec. 24f of 
1893 PA 206 (MCL 211.24f ).

Property Tax. HB 4378 and 4379, tie-barred, 
amends the General Property Tax Act to exclude the in-
stallation, replacement, or repair of residential whole-
home generator for certain purposes from being consid-
ered when determining the true cash value of residential 
property. The bills define the installation, replacement, 
or repair of a whole-home generator as a normal main-
tenance and repair activity rather than as new construc-
tion or an addition to the property. Amends secs. 27 & 
34d of 1893 PA 206 (MCL 211.27 & 211.34d).

Property Tax. SB 0718 and 719, tie barred, autho-
rize local units of government to limit rent for individ-
uals with a disability and individuals over a certain age; 
to exempt certain rental property from ad valorem prop-
erty taxes, and to impose a specific tax on that property. 
Amends sec. 1 of 1988 PA 226 (MCL 123.411).

Property Tax. HB 4625 amends the General Prop-
erty Tax Act to transfer the tax loss from local taxing 
units to the state in regard to a property tax exemption 
for disabled veterans. Amends sec. 7b of 1893 PA 206 
(MCL 211.7b).
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Public Utilities. HB 4313 creates a new act in order 
to prohibit local governments from shutting off water 
utilities under certain circumstances.

Public Utilities. SB 348 requires municipalities to 
adopt a written dispute resolution process for disputed 
water or sewerage service bills, and require municipalities 
to monitor for customer water leaks. Amends title and 
sec. 6 of 1939 PA 178 (MCL 123.166) and adds secs. 1a, 
1b, 1c, 1d and 1e.

Retirement. HB 5121 eliminates income limit for 
police officers on disability retirement. Amends 2017 PA 
202 (MCL 382801 - 382812) by adding sec. 4a and re-
peals sec. 2 of 2017 PA 202 (MCL 38.2802).

Retirement. HB 5427 allows municipal public em-
ployee retirement boards to conduct meetings remotely. 
Amends sec. 3a of 1976 PA 267 (MCL 15.263a).

Taxation. HB 5506 modifies eligibility for certain 
industrial facilities exemption certificates. Amends sec. 6 
of 1974 PA 198 (MCL 207.556).

 Torts.  HB 5022, HB 5023, and HB 5024, tie-
barred, amend the Governmental Immunity Act to re-
move immunity of governmental agencies for unreason-
able use of force. Amends 1964 PA 170 (MCL 691.1401 
- 691.1419) by adding sec. 7e.

Townships. SB 0514 allows townships to create 
special assessment districts for communications infra-
structure including broadband and high-speed internet. 
Amends secs. 2 and 3 of 1954 PA 188 (MCL 41.722 and 
41.723). See also HB 5037.

Villages. HB 4788 amends the General Law Village 
Act to provide for term limits for elected village officers if 
approved by a majority of village electors. Amends 1895 
PA 3 (MCL 61.1 - 74.25) by adding sec. 5b to ch. II.
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