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Addison Twp., Oakland Co. 

As you know our local MTA Lapeer County Chapter and the Lapeer County Supervisor's Association are 

very active and have not had time to respond to this.  However, the Lapeer County Assessors did have a 

meeting and discussed the Assessing Reform Proposal.  There are many concerns that were raised.  I will 

try to summarize them at this point. 

- Taking away local control.  The reform is dictating 5,000 parcels that together generate $12,000,000 in 

property taxes; which will take assessing away from most Townships in the State.  Another concern is 

that this will create monopolies with big assessing companies and many assessors will just leave the 

profession.    

- The requirement that someone cannot be an elected official in the unit where they assess.  There are 

three elected officials in Lapeer County who do the assessing for the unit they are elected in (two 

Supervisors and one Clerk).   

- All of our records are currently available to the public. 

- Some units still work from their homes and do not have an office.  How can you keep office hours, and 

why would you need 8 hours in each unit every week?  Every Township is different.  For example, one of 

the Assessors in our association has a unit with 800 parcels and there is no office.  You would also have 

to hire more people to do field work if you are in the office.  Therefore, costing Townships more 

money.  In our county, most Assessors work one day a week, and most Townships are not open 8 hours 

a day. 

- If the County took over they would have to hire a Deputy County Assessor, Region Directors, Real 

Property Director, Personal Property Director, Appeals Director, additional Assessors, and additional 

staff.  The cost of the additional staff is huge.  Lapeer County has a part-time Director, one full-time staff 

and a few others that work for both the treasurer and equalization office. 

- The AMAR is supposed to help with deficiencies within the unit.  However, it was brought up at our 

meeting that the STC just passed something this past week that if the you were required to fix 

something at your last audit, that if it is brought up again in a different audit you will be brought before 

the disciplinary committee (not the unit but the Assessor).  The audits are subjective and done by TMA, 

and when the corrective plan is enacted the problems are fixed and approved.  This goes to the fact that 

most assessors do not feel comfortable calling the State with questions.  That being said our association 

believes that assessing has been getting better. 

- The waivers were also questioned, and whether there would be an appeal option. 

This is just the beginning.  I hope this helps.  There are people with more experience than I have that 

could explain this a lot better, but I wanted to try and give you a summary  

*********** 

Aetna Twp., Missaukee Co. 

I'm a trustee for Aetna Township .I think this a bad idea. Thank You. 

*** 
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Aetna Twp., Missaukee Co. 

Assessing for local twos. This is a bad proposal. Local gov’t need to have their own assessor because they 

live here and know what is going on in there townships. I would be for an appointed assessor by the 

state and take this away from the local townships. I would be for an appointed assessor. 

It has been working well all these years so leave it like it is. 

*** 

Aetna Twp., Missaukee Co. 

Michigan  

The proposal on the Assessing Reform, after careful consideration would net beneficial to our Township 

or County. 

Please do not pass the proposal. 

*** 

Aetna Twp., Missaukee Co. 

Dear Sirs, I serve as supervisor on the Aetna Township Board, in Missaukee County. I am writing this in 

response to the letter I received in regards to State Treasure Khouri.  We as a board feel that this is a 

very bad idea, again trying to take away the local assessor , and our local control of our assessing and 

control from our local board. This not only would drive up the cost of assessing, (which we are currently 

already doing a great job,)  and this also would inconvenience each and ever person in our township if 

they had to discuss something at our board of review! We feel treasure Khouri is overstepping , trying to 

set standards that are uncalled for and trying to push this in a short period of time, not giving us at the 

local level much time to respond ! Please put a stop to this proposal, it will hurt our local townships!! 

Thank-you for what your doing on the MTA level!! 

 

*** 

Algansee, Butler, California, Quincy Twps. 

To whom it may concern: 

I am the Township Assessor for 4 townships in Branch County and was asked by the Township 

Supervisors to forward these comments to you. I have also forwarded them to our local representative, 

Don Rogers. 

Thank you for your review of these concerns. 

To Whom It May Concern: 
In regard to the Assessing Reform Proposal I have the following concerns/questions/comments: 

1. I agree with a need to have a uniform assessing system that has a standard set ofquality 
standards to meet. As such I am in full agreement with the AMAR review in verifyiing our 
compliance with these assessing standards. 

2.  My biggest concern is with the 5000 parcels and $l2rnillion in tax revenue minimum 
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requirements: 
a. In 2016, during the Branch County AMAR review, the push was for one assessor per unit 

being assessed because there was a concenl the quality standards were not being met by 
assessors doing multiple units. I have 4 units and scored 94o/o and higher. 

b. Based or-r this new minimum none of my 4 units meet this requirement individually and 
all 4 would have to go together to create a district. In which case they meet the 5000 
parcels but because they are rural, minimal commercial and industrial properties (2 
townships have no industrial) they only have $9 million in actual tax revenue (which is 
slowly dropping with the change in personal property evaluations). 
i. Is this going to be allowed under the new proposal? Need more flexibility in the 
actual tax revenue generated amounts 
ii. Rural Townships don't have the ability to generate tax revenues that others do. 

c. Taking on additional units to meet the minimums as proposed are not possible for one 
assessor and additional staff would have to be hired. Which again the rural townships 
can't afford. 

d.  I am currently a full time assessor with regular business hours. Two units are contractual 
with my business and two units I'm considered an employee but work out of my office. 

3.  I am currently a level 3 assessor so this change isn't going to impact me directly but where are 
all the Level 3 and 4 assessors going to come from to fill these positions? 
a. There is currently an assessor shortage with job announcements occurring weekly. 
b. Retirements are on the rise for the current Level 3 and 4 assessors and these positions are 

currently going unfilled so how is this change going to help this situation? 
c. Yes, this is proposing a 5 year transition but where is the time coming from for assessors to 

meet all the current standards in their office plus attend additional classes to meet the new 
requirements? 

d. It says funding is going to be provided for this to happen, but where is that funding coming 
from? Is it being passed back to the local unit? 

4.  With this change from local units to “Districts” or the County handling units – is the State Tax 
Commission going to continue to rate Townships individually on a Level 1 to 4 based on their 
current SEV or are they going to rate “District” or “County” as a whole? Are they going to use 
the same criteria or a different one? 

5. Board of Review (BOR) proposed changes: 
a. Mentions providing  a pre-BOR meeting to resolve valuation disputes – 

i. Is there a plan to change the BOR dates to allow time for this to occur between notices 
going out and the current BOR dates? 

ii.  Is there a plan to change the whole assessing calendar? 
iii. How much time is going to be required/allowed for this process? 

b. 3 different types of BOR depending on how you are set up with multiple options under each 
– where is the customer service in this? The general customer coming to BOR just has a 
concern with value or a question and they don’t understand which category it falls under. 
i. County required to have 3 specialized BOR – one for classification & valuation of 

commercial/industrial real and personal property; one for Exemptions from tax 
collection; one for transfers of ownership plus one for everything else not covered 
above, and one for 34(3)(k). 

 
ii.  This is very cornplicated for me to follow how is the taxpayer to follow 

all of this? 
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2. Is this going to require specialized Notices of Assessment for each circumstance as 
well? 
3. Are there going to be specified days, additional days or hours for BOR to meet? 
Appointments or only walk in? 
ii. Or the Township can provide its own Residential BOR if tied in with the County 

l. Does this mean if it's a residential transfer or exemption or valuation 
question it goes to the Residential BOR or only if it's a resider,tial 
valuation question? 
2. All otlier appeals would have to be forwarded to the County or Regional 
level - this is going to create confusion and additional frustration as 
taxpayers figure out where they belong. 
3. Are there going to be specified days, more or less days or hours for BOR 
to meet? Appointments only or walk in? 

iii. Or if the township retains its own assessor then they can have the full powers 
and duties of the BOR. 

1. Does this mean everything from all the categories above, just like it is 
currently, will be under one BOR? 
2. Are there going to be specified days, more or less days or hours for BOR 
to meet? Appointments only or walk in? 

c.  Education and Certification of BOR members - Townships are lucky to find individuals 
that will sit on this board; where are we going to find ones that are going to take the time 
to become "experts" and certified by the State? I understand flre concept and the need 
for this but in practicality I'm not sure how it's going to work. 
i. How many hours of training are going to be required? Where is training going to 
be held? Who is going to determine if they are "experts"? 

6.  County Equalization taking over Assessing: 
a. County is currently under staffed and operating without an Equalization Director 
(Interim) 

i, Where is staff and funding coming from to take over units that opt in to county? 
ii. How is the Equalization Director to oversee potentially 18 assessment rolls to 
certify that the work has been done per the list of requirements to sign off on the 
assessment rolls? 

7. In closing: 
a, The Township officials are asking me if this is a way to phase out the Townships so that 
the County and State can assume their duties, They have no interest in the County 
providing assessing services. They want to keep local control and customer service for 
their residents. 
b. Also since sending this to the Township Officials for review, I have heard repeatedly that 
if there is a concern with training and the job performance of assessors then address this. 
Whether it is thru additional assessor training or increased requirements thru the existing 
or improved AMAR process to determine where the issues exist rather than a complete 
overhaul of the assessing structure. 

Thank you for your time in reviewing my concerns on this Proposal for Assessing Reform. 
*** 
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Allis Twp., Presque Isle Co. 

Thanks Larry for the heads up, I oppose this whole notion of removing assessing responsibility from the 

township's local control and will be contacting our representatives on this issue.  

*** 

Almira Twp., Benzie Co. 
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*** 

Arbela Twp., Tuscola Co. 
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*** 

Arthur Twp., Clare Co. 

The way I see this is assessor will be hiring a lot of people to do the work that are not assessor and then 

sign the papers. 

*** 

Athens, Girard, Sherwood, Tekonsha Twps. 

Dear Representative Maturen,                                                  

As I approach the end of my career in assessing administration (30 years) I am compelled to express my 

concerns about the recent proposed assessing reform.  I have had the privilege of working on Michigan 

Assessors Association’s legislative committee for several years along with serving on the board and a 

prior president of Mid-Michigan Association of Assessing Officers.  Both associations strive for equitable 

and fair assessments along with quality of standards for assessing administration.   

 I do not understand why the Department of Treasury feels that the system is in “dire need of 

substantial reform”.  I do agree with a few of the proposed changes.  However, I see the biggest concern 

is that the “County” is proposed to become the Assessor of Record!  I currently manage to handle 4 

smaller units in Calhoun (2) and Branch (2) Counties with 5,415 total parcels.  The differences between 

each County Equalization Department is very apparent to me.  The Equalization Departments are 

trending to outsource their studies/work over the past few years since they find it difficult to financially 

staff the department adequately in order to complete their required state functions timely.  I personally 

worked for Kalamazoo County Equalization Department for two years (after retirement from Emmett 

Charter Township) completing their commercial and industrial inspections for their appraisal studies.  

How does the State expect the Counties to assume the assessing administration duties for some 

townships and timely complete their own required duties?  Also, doesn’t this cause a “conflict of 

interest” with them doing the “studies” for those Townships that they are also doing the assessing for?  I 

know as a State Licensed Appraiser and a Michigan Advanced Assessing Officer I consider it a “conflict of 

interest” for me to do ANY appraisal work in ANY of my Townships that I work in.      

The smaller Townships are more in tune with their taxpayers than in a larger unit and I’m not sure how 

Treasury thinks “County” assessing and Regional Boards of Review will be more beneficial for the 

taxpayers.  More required training and possible certification of the Board of Review members could be 

helpful.  However, taxpayers would not be the ones benefiting from this proposal, local knowledge of 

what is happening in the units would be diminished and only the State of Michigan would benefit by 

having less units of government to deal with, plain and simple!   

Thank you for your time and attention given to reviewing this Assessing Reform Proposal.         

*** 
Austin Twp, Mecosta Co. 
 
 I have a little experience in this area as I have been a certified assessor since 1998 and have been the 

Supervisor/Assessor of Record for Austin Township of Mecosta County Michigan since May 1999, and a 
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Township Trustee 4 years before that. I am currently a MCAO, which before the State changed the 

Status I was a Level II and have been since 1999.  

You have requested comments on the Assessing Reform Proposal Summary. In reading thru the 

proposal it makes me think of the Walmart syndrome, “Bigger is Better”,  I do not think that when the 

General Property Tax Act was enacted that they would have ever envisioned that they would be faced 

with this type of reform. Me as a Township Supervisor/Assessor take a lot of pride and dedication to 

serve the Taxpayers of this Township, that is the fundamental back bone of my office, local control 

where when someone wants a tax issue explained to them to understand it better or question why 

something is what it is you have someone local that you can call, visit, text, email or just get ahold of for 

the answers to their questions. If you have regional or district assessing when do they get their answers 

if they are a working couple or have to take time off to make an appointment. I understand that there is 

getting to be a lack of “quality” assessors in the State of Michigan, that is part is due to the State of 

Michigan not being proactive in working with assessors over the years when they don’t meet quality 

standards set by the State, instead of letting them know where they are deficient so they can look into 

and educate themselves better they  do not let assessors know where they may have failed a standard 

and as such they have no way of knowing what needs improvement. Also I have seen many personality 

conflicts from well-seasoned assessors and upper state management where those seasoned assessors 

are leaving the business because of these differences. 

One of the things that caught my eye was the proposal outlined in a MTA email that an elected 

Supervisor will not be allowed to be the assessor for their own jurisdiction. This was the fundamental of 

the assessing statue. In my Township that is where people come to ask questions and get answers, I also 

get many people from other Townships come to me to ask why and how something is taxed or assessed 

as it is, there is a mutual respect that you build up with people in your community and they come to you 

because they have confidence in you as an elected official/leader. The proposal outlines a “pre-BOR 

meeting to informally resolve valuation disputes”, that is exactly why people come to us as local 

assessors and ask questions about their assessments and taxes before the BOR or anytime they have 

concerns. 

This proposal eliminates the check and balance that was put into place with the General Property Tax 

Act of Equalization, Local, County and State. Where would the revenue come from if the Counties do the 

assessing? would there be another tax on the property owner to administer this? If there is not enough 

level 3 or 4 in a district the district would have to look outside and hire someone even though they may 

have someone qualified, but as a level 2, that has many years of experience but did not need to advance 

to a level 3 because of overall values.  

I have been thru many reviews over the last 19 years, 26 point review, 13 point review and now the 

AMAR review, the one thing that I have noticed in the assessing industry over the last few years is that 

there seems to be a monopoly being created as many equalization directors and others have created a 

business plan to do just what is being proposed here and making Townships bear the revenue for these 

companies. Not saying that these companies can’t and won’t do good things for the units they assess 

but there seems to be pressure on some Townships to use some of these companies when the State 

finds them to be inadequate.  There seems to be the same ole story that because  some areas of the 

State have assessing troubles, i.e. bad assessors, poor management and decisions, that the rest of the 

state has to pay the price and ultimately the Tax Payer. 
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It appears to me that if this proposal were to go forward we are heading down a path of the “Walmart” 

syndrome, where will it stop, if they don’t want and need local input and control in the assessing world, 

that will be the beginning of the end of local Townships and the most efficient means of government. 

In summary I do not believe that there is anything wrong with holding assessors accountable and having 

reviews to see that they do meet mandated criteria, but as stated previous this will probably not stop 

with assessing, it appears to be an overreach and a continuing avenue for regional assessing. If they 

want to reform the assessing world they should look at how the State goes about helping assessors to 

become the best they can be by being more transparent and uniform.  

*** 

Arvon Twp., Baraga Co. 
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Bark River Twp., Delta Co. 

Just another way to take away local control by the state.  we are doing just fine with our assessing, we 

have a level 3 assessor although it a present would not be required 

as Township has no property that requires a level 3 and if we ever had one we can contract one for that 

property. 

Your thoughts would only make costs so great that the burden could not be met. 

You are only trying to take away our control. 

Keep your hands off! 

*** 

Bates Twp., Iron Co. 

To whom it may concern, 

The Bates Township Board in Iron County, is opposed to all changes being proposed to the tax assessing 

system currently in place in Michigan. The lack of local control is the most disturbing part of this plan. 

Local control equals local care for the taxpayer. One size does not fit all. What is the purpose of a 5000 

minimum parcel taxing unit? Level 3 and 4 assessors are almost impossible to find now, how will these 

positions be filled when every Assessor will need to be level 3 or 4? Since the beginning of township 

government in Michigan the Township Supervisor has been the assessor if qualified and many still are. 

Why should that be taken away from those that choose to educate themselves and desire to do the job 

for their own township? How is a regional BOR going to better serve our tax payers? The next thing we 

can see happening if this type of elitist power grab goes forward, is the elimination and take over of 

local township government.  

 

*** 

Bath Twp., Clinton Co. 

There are several issues with this email that do not lend themselves to a concise understanding of their 

intended purpose.  By way of example.... 

Assessing entities must have at least 5,000 parcels that together generate at least $12 million in 

property taxes per year, unless a waiver is granted by the STC.  

Or ?????  
 
*** 
Beaugrand Twp., Cheboygan Co. 
 
 Maybe assessing reform is required, but not to the extent which the State wants to take it away from 
Townships.  
 
If the State Treasurer’s opinion is that the assessing structure is severely segmented, maybe he should 
look closer to home for an answer to those problems.  
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Townships have been expressing their frustration with the status quo, but it should be pointed out that 
it’s because of last minute legislation that gets passed and we have to implement it when there is no 
clearly defined process of how the STC wants us to handle it.  
 
The scarcity of qualified assessors is questionable. We believe the MCAO certification makes our 
township supervisor qualified to handle what we have in our township of just over 1,000 parcels. The 
STC believes their mandatory and stringent education requirements are good for everyone, but we 
would disagree. The cost in time and money to become a MAAO or MMAO can be prohibitive to some 
townships, where it isn’t really needed.  
 
The concern about the burden of defending valuations in complex tax appeals, can be readily identified 
as a problem between the STC, Tax Tribunal, and the Court of Appeals, when they are not all on the 
same page. An assessor is required to follow certain procedures when creating their assessment roll, but 
when a valuation is appealed, all of the rules our assessor must follow in creating our assessment roll 
are thrown out the door, as well as what our Board of Reviews are instructed to do.  
 
Assessors are hesitant about calling the STC in some instances, because you may regret the final 
outcome. Besides the fact that often the STC doesn’t have the answer either.  
Taxpayers do not believe this is the fault of the assessing process at the local level, but more about the 
constant changes and requirements that are put in place from the state level.  
If you want to talk about quality of work and transparency maybe the State should look at themselves. 
This draft document for the proposed Assessing Reform is very poorly written and the fact that this is 
the fourth draft and Equalization Directors, assessors, Township Officials and many others are just 
hearing about it, causes a person to ask, where was the transparency in creating this document, which 
affects all so drastically? The comprehensive quality standards are being addressed with the STC’s 
AMAR. We’re curious what the outcome of the AMAR results were? As assessors and township officials 
we have never been informed of any drastic deficiencies in the assessing process done by the assessors. 
We would like to know the numbers, because we believe that the STC’s AMAR didn’t provide them with 
the statistics that they were looking for, to accuse assessors of not doing their job properly. And if there 
are indications of very poorly done work, how many, and maybe someone should work with them to 
bring them up to the quality of work they are looking for, instead of taking such drastic measures of 
taking the assessing function away from local control.  
 
To address the issues one by one:  
 

1. Assessor will have to be a MAAO or a MMAO. Why? Small townships have been doing the 
assessing for years using an MCAO, well at least since the STC changed all of the requirements 
and levels of assessing, there used to be 4 levels. Assessing was being taken care of by the local 
government at an economical cost to the taxpayers. What you are proposing is going to be 
costly. And why can’t an elected official be the assessor of record for their own unit? The local 
board of elected officials usually know their unit very well. And their insight into their own unit 
can be very beneficial to the assessing process. If the STC keeps going with their requirements 
for special education and knowledge, where will it stop? The next thing assessors will have to 
have some kind of legal background. But they need to remember assessing like appraising, and 
like the legal community, has a component in it, that requires an opinion. And like everything 
else many will have a different opinion.  
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2. Why the 5,000 parcels? The assessors doing small townships with fewer parcels, can do the job 
as MCAOs with a lessor cost to the unit of government. Also, they are usually available to the 
taxpayer much more than any higher level of government. Our assessor is available to the 
taxpayers seven days a week by phone and e-mail. If they need to see her in person, that is easy 
enough to set up and she does not sit in an office for eights hours a day, waiting for taxpayers to 
come in, when maybe they are not able to. Our unit already has a policy for public inspection of 
records. It was a requirement of the AMAR, but we had it in place before that.  

3. The computer-assisted mass appraisal system is something our unit already has. And we have it 
linked to the computer-assisted tax program. The only problem we see, is when the State wants 
to make some drastic changes to something, they should take into consideration that the 
companies that offer this program, should have the time to change their program to 
accommodate what is needed. 

4. On-line access for information. Have you been in touch with the outside world and all of the 
problems with privacy issues and security problems? The taxpayers in our township do not want 
to see all of the information about their home on line. The county currently offers a limited 
amount of information, such as the owner of the parcel, the assessed value and taxable value 
and whether it has a Principal Residence Exemption on it. If the additional information would be 
for the benefit of Real Estate Agents, maybe they should drive out to the property, talk to the 
owner, or do whatever else is necessary for them to get the information they need, instead of 
using someone else’s work.  

5. Boards of Review- We do not get a tremendous number of taxpayers attending our board of 
review. Many come in not to file an appeal, but to have their questions answered. Usually that 
question is about the difference between assessed value and taxable value and how and when 
does the taxable value go up. Also, it is very hard to get people to be willing to sit on a Board of 
Review. Even though they get paid, it’s using their time, including the education they continually 
go to. If you set up further requirements for Board of Review members and make them 
specialized in certain areas, you will end up adding a tremendous expense to the Board of 
Review process and may even find it much more difficult to find anyone willing to sit on those 
Boards.  
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6. Assessment notices and land value maps and economic condition factors, etc. are all supplied to 
our taxpayers on a timely basis. Assessment notices are sent out to every property owner 
showing all changes to their assessment. Maps are created for board of review time showing 
land values, sales, and economic condition factors. Not surprisingly, very few if any property 
owners look at those maps. Which seems a waste of time and much ado from the STC about 
them for nothing.  

7. Staffing levels – Our township works each year on our budget and makes sure our staffing levels 
are more than adequate for what we need each year. Another township duty you wish to take 
away.  

8. Dedicating revenues from Tax Administration Fees to assessing and tax collection is impossible. 
The amount in Tax Administration Fees is barely enough to cover the tax collection process. The 
assessing function is covered by the general fund of the township. If you require the unit to 
handle more parcels, you will increase the cost of assessing and tax collection, but the Tax 
Administration Fee still will not cover those two costs.  

9. This draft proposal seems to give a lot of unspecified power to one department, we wonder 
why? And we do not feel confident that there is enough oversight for the STC. Does everyone 
working there have to be a MAAO or MMAO? Are they required to put in time doing field work, 
so they have the experience? How well do they get along with the Tax Tribunal?  
 

We have heard of cases where the STC had an opinion on an issue, the Tax Tribunal had a different 
opinion and then the Court of Appeals adds one more opinion and they all think they are correct.  
No wonder assessors and taxpayers are confused. Maybe if clearer instructions were given as to what 
the State wants from the assessing process, there wouldn’t be the problems that you claim are out 
there.  
Finally, this proposal looks like a backdoor entry to take away more local control and once you get your 
foot in the door what is next? It looks like you are trying to eliminate townships one step at a time. If it’s 
the State Treasury goal to eliminate a layer of government, why go after the grassroots layer, closest to 
the taxpayer? Start at the State level instead, because personally we think you are out of touch with 
taxpayers, their wants and their needs.  
Our joint concerns by The Board of Trustees of Beaugrand Township.  
 
*** 
Benzonia Twp., Benzie Co. 
 
Wouldn’t the forced imposition of the proposed assessing legislation changes violate the constitution by 

increasing costs to local units of government without prior voter approval?  The state can’t guarantee 

that the costs of the proposed changes would not be in excess of the 1% administration fee, which 

townships do not strictly use just for assessing, but also use for tax collection costs;  and have failed to 

provide any actual estimated cost of implementation for the execution of this legislation. 

The premise of the proposed legislation aimed to drastically change assessing practices was created 

behind closed doors with apparent limited or zero input from assessors and is grossly mis-guided, with a 

huge assumption that the assessing standards will be fixed instantly by merely having county 

equalization directors become the assessor of record for all the units that do not opt out; it is 

mistargeted by failing to properly analyze the root of the assessment standardization issues; is lacking 

comprehensive details on execution plans, including financial impacts on county and local unit 

governments, potentially creating financial hardships imposed onto local governments by the state 
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without the consent of local governments and voters; and is not at all focusing on the changes that 

truthfully need to be made. Before pushing through irresponsible and deceitfully formed legislation, law 

makers are urged to take a step back and ensure due diligence in their fact finding before enacting such 

chaos. 

Where is the misinformed and misguided information coming from.  One fact to point out is that 

Assessors are subject to audits every 5 years, which are called Audit of Minimum Assessing 

Requirements (AMAR), which were presented as a means of standardizing assessing practices and 

ensuring compliance.  These audits have cost taxpayers a substantial amount of money, which has either 

been hard earned tax payer dollars wasted or an apparent deceitful fraudulent cover by the state as to 

the audit purpose.  The assessing audits are verifiable and factual evidence offering indisputable proof 

that the majority of assessors are properly complying with what has been communicated to them in 

regards to standardization expectations and required duties.  For the sake of equality, uniformity and 

comprehensive standards, it begs to be answered where the data from regular County Equalization 

audits is, that can provide data supporting the assumption that county equalization directors are more 

adept to perform assessing responsibilities and capable of taking on multiple units for assessment 

purposes.  Prior to spending hard earned tax dollars on writing dangerous legislation certainly there had 

to have been diligent research conducted, and substantial data collected, that necessitated the 

proposed legislation changes, which should be readily provided for inspection and consideration, unless 

there are ulterior motives and disturbing motives behind the proposed measures.  "Equalization 

Directors" are no more adept to carry out imposed comprehensive assessment standards than the 

"Assessors" and the proposed legislation is misleading and errs in the assumption that Equalization 

Directors and Assessors perform the same jobs.  Equalization and Assessing are two separate functions 

with extremely different responsibilities.  It is questionable how an Equalization Director who is 

inexperienced in assessing responsibilities would be able to improve the overall assessment 

process.  The state’s assessing certification levels are deceiving and not a true indication of current 

experience, knowledge and/or abilities and need to be revamped and rethought out as there are 

individuals with level 3 & 4 certifications who have no boots on the ground assessing experience, or 

have failed to stay up to date with current laws and there are also certified level 3 & 4’s that only have 

assessing experience and have zero equalization experience.  With the realization that the provided 

legislation is misleading and misguided the next question is what really needs to happen for assessment 

reform. 

Audits prove assessors are in compliance with the state directives.  From a third-party perspective, it 

could be determined that if assessors are in compliance with state directives, that perhaps the state 

directives are being poorly communicated, such as their release of this legislation, and 2018 AMAR audit 

requirements that includes information the current educational curriculum does not delve into, for 

example.  Assessors get their education, certification, and directives from the state. It all starts at the 

top. Perhaps the real focus needs to be an honest comprehensive internal audit at the state level, where 

the major changes need to start.  For instance, provide educationally useful and effective training 

materials relevant to current laws and expectations, and tests created by employees who have actual 

current real boots on the ground assessing experience.   The state has a bad habit of only hiring people 

with college degrees, regardless of their assessing knowledge or experience, which is an issue that needs 

to be addressed as it tends to lead to educational materials that may be properly punctuation with 

perfect grammar but substantially lack useful, practical and current educational purpose, and useless 
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knowledgeable assessing resources for a department that should be designed as an experienced, 

knowledgeable powerhouse that can answer assessor questions in a timely manner and deliver quality 

educational materials that are useful and applicable to every day assessing responsibilities.   

Forcing counties to take on assessing imposes an unknown financial cost which may be grossly 

underestimated and result in financial hardships for local governments. As the proposed legislation 

stands, many factors will increase local government costs substantially, such as the required additional 

staff, employee costs such as workers comp, health insurance and other benefits, additional office space 

for additional staff and necessary assessment records, furniture (desks, chairs, filing cabinets, office 

equipment (computers, software, phones, internet, copy machines, scanners), field equipment (vehicles, 

insurance, mileage, measuring devices, cameras, clip boards, etc.), educational training (cost of classes, 

hotels, meals, mileage), etc.  Most counties are already limited with space and lack funding for 

equipment, staff and related supplies, and are not interested in taking on the additional work that has 

been mandated of assessors over the years.   

Changes also need to be focused on the Michigan Tax Tribunal as their rulings are inconsistent and 

contradictory.  Assessors are expected to deliver legal filings that are licensed attorney quality, yet the 

leniency towards tax payers is biased to the point the MTT is directing tax payers on what they "meant" 

to file and automatically granting unsolicited filing deadline extensions. 

*** 

Big Creek Twp., Oscoda Co. 

1. The shortage of MAAO and MMAO certified assessors. For every district to have a MAAO or 

higher certified assessor of record will be very difficult. 

2. The costs associated with this program will place an undue burden on rural townships, cities 

and counties. Striving to adopt IAAO standards is a lofty goal and may or may not improve 

the overall assessing standards in the State of Michigan. Information about IAAO Standards 

is not readily available. What I can infer from their survey is that full time assessors average 

approximately 2600 parcels per employee. In Northeast Michigan rural unit assessors are 

responsible for 3 to 4 times the number of parcels. From the IAAO survey the average cost 

of assessment administration is $20.00 to $25.00 per parcel annually. Most of the townships 

have part time assessors with contracts that are approximately $10.00 per parcel with 

approximately $3.00 per parcel in costs. 

3. Historically I believe most rural assessors have started their careers as township supervisors 

and learned the trade. If supervisors have obtained certification they should be allowed to 

be assessors in the units they represent. 

4. There should not have conditional certifications for many years.  

5. As part of this reform I would recommend MCAO assessors should be required to work 

under an MAAO or MMAO assessor for a period of 2 to 5 years before they could be an 

assessor of record for a unit. And they should be working as an assessor not just in an 

equalization office during their apprenticeship. 

6.  The parcel counts and values listed are too high for rural areas. Oscoda County does not 

qualify as a district because the entire taxes for the county do not exceed 12,000,000 

annually.  
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7. The requirement that counties that do assessing for local units have a MMAO assessor as 

director and establish an assessing department with a MAAO or MMAO assessor as county 

assessing officer, also employ a MAAO or MMAO officer as deputy assessor, appoint a 

MAAO or MMAO director of residential appraisals, employ a MAAO or MMAO to do 

commercial and industrial real property appraisals, Employ a MAAO or MMAO personal 

property director and employ a MAAO or MMAO certified director of appeals. Rural 

counties struggle to attract and employ one MAAO or MMAO certified assessor as the 

Equalization Director. With this proposal they would need at a minimum one MMAO 

certified director with six MAAO certified assessors for the assessment appraisals. The 

proposed statute does not indicate whether one individual can hold multiple positions but it 

would seem you need at least four separate positions because of the separation of the 

duties as outlined. Most rural northern Michigan counties have 3 to 4 total personnel. 

Would assessing districts have to have the same number of MAAO or MMAO certified 

assessors? 

8. I would recommend that smaller rural counties be able to have a MAAO level director with a 

MAAO certified deputy director in charge of assessing and MCAO certified positions on staff 

for the residential and personal property appraisals. 

9. I would recommend the taxes generated requirement be much less for a district. A district 

could be 5000 parcels but only $5,000,000 in tax revenue. If the district were over 

$12,000,000 or $15,000,000 they would have to have a MMAO assessor of record for the 

district. 

10. Having a county Board of Review for the commercial and industrial appeals with members 

certified may be a good thing, but a county Board of Review for exemptions would take local 

control away from townships to set their own poverty standards. 

11.  The state has dramatically changed the process for getting certified as an assessor and the 

AMAR review process has been a wakeup call to many units of government and has 

enlightened them as to their responsibilities as a board and has required local units that 

were not properly maintaining their assessment functions to develop and implement an 

improvement plan. They have just begun to start the second round of AMAR inspections. I 

think all of these changes are as a result of findings from the initial AMAR review. I think any 

proposed changes should be delayed until the second round of statewide AMAR reviews 

have been held and determine if the assessment standards have not already been improved 

because of the changes required during the last 5 or 6 years. 

 

I apologize for the rambling collection of thoughts I have submitted. There truly was not enough time to 

fully review all of the information about the proposed changes and coherently submit a proper 

response. 

 

*** 

Blue Lake Twp., Muskegon Co. 

I read this proposed reform with great concern.  As a rural township made up of residents and camps 

(inc. Boy Scout Camps, Blue Lake Fine Arts Camp, Camp Pendeleuon, as well as private campgrounds) 

the need for the County or a MAAO(3) to perform the duties of assessing appear to be overkill. 
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Our Township has one small family style convenience store (without fuel).  We have no industrial or 

commercial other than camps.  The structures take up a small footprint regarding the overall size of the 

property.  The Owasippe Scout Reservation alone had apx. 4800 acres. 

I am concerned that there is constant pressure to try to direct local services to the County or State  and 

eliminate local Townships altogether. Banding together with other municipalities on everything still 

appears to be a push to eliminate local government.  

Our Assessor is MCAO and has the knowledge and ability to perform the needed duties regarding 

assessing for our Township. 

*** 
Bohemia Twp., Ontonagon Co. 
My biggest concern is cost. How are the small units in the Upper Peninsula going to pay for this ? 

With all of the property tax exemptions with no reimbursement to the units of government we are all 

trying to do more with less money. 

For our assessors to get another level assessing license it is going to cost them and us more money and I 

can imagine they would expect more pay as a result. 

Assessors that are supervisors are very cautious in their assessing practices and the results of their 

AMARs prove it. 

I work in Equalization in Houghton County in the Upper Peninsula and the assessors that assess for 

fewer units have better results in their AMARS and less complaints from the property owners and less 

mistakes on their assessment rolls . 

We have regional assessors who cannot do the work properly with poor results in their AMARs and have 

also have their assessment rolls seized by the State Tax Commission. The work load is too much for 

them. 

The State Tax Commission made the rules for assessors offering very or no guidance and then began the 

AMARs and did offer suggestions and guidance for better assessment practice and the passing AMARs is 

a result. 

Another level of license in assessing and assessing  more properties is not the problem offering more 

training and guidance is more suitable. 

*** 
Boon Twp., Wexford Co. 
 
I have been a Level II for 17 years and am 57.  My son is 34. He started out in the 4 month program and 
got his Level II.  Left to go work out of State, came back and the program had changed to 2 years about 3 
years ago.  He went through it all, working full time and taking his vacation days to go to Lansing once a 
month for class, a 4 hour round trip drive. A few months after he passed, they changed it again - now to 
only 6 months.  After going through all that, now I find out even if he takes the Level III classes, it doesn't 
mean he will get to keep the townships he has or even be able to get a job.  Let's see, two kids, he has 
two jobs and now has to take 13 classes at a cost of around $5,000 and still might not have a job after all 
these changes and work. 
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It's a shame that a few bad apples have to spoil it for the rest of us.  I can't understand why the STC 

didn't give us a chance to increase our education prior to making these changes.  Do you know what the 

State employees would get if the Federal employees took over? Severance and unemployment.  Do you 

know what an Assessor gets when they are out  of a job? NOTHING!!!!!  

*** 
Buchanan Twp., Berrien Co. 
Assessor level certification costs - will the State offer funding (scholarships/tax credits) to MCATs and 

level 2 assessors to obtain Level 3 and 4 certifications? 

Will there be a cost for an STC wavier (application or processing fees) for assessing entities under 

5,000/$12 million, and how long will the waiver be valid?  Who will fund and oversee this process? 

Full time assessing services - This will add a huge expense to the all ready tight budgets of the smaller 

municipalities.   Hiring, contracting or forming a full time entity will require more money from local 

budgets.  We all ready give up funding from State exemptions.  Will the State offer funding assistance?  

Loss of local control - Townships will be forced to fund decisions that may ultimately take away their 

ability to control the assessing function that sustains them. 

*** 
Burtchville Twp., St. Clair Co. 
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Caledonia Twp., Alcona Co. 
 
As a recently appointed Township Supervisor, I could not in good conscience support a proposal to have 

Township Assessing done by County government. As a previous County Commissioner, I am very aware 

of the limited resources at the County level. I do not believe that turning this important function over to 

County government would benefit a Township in any way. In fact,, I see quite the opposite happening. 

This appears to be a method to chip away at Township government and Township responsibility by 

turning this function over to County government which would not have a Township’s best interests at 

heart. Would simply be another avenue for a lackluster and inefficient County government to take an 

important resource and function to bolster their financial shortfalls and fiscal irresponsibility.  

 

*** 

 

Casco Twp., St. Clair Co. 
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*** 

Cedar Creek Twp., Muskegon Co. 

To Whom it May Concern, 

While I have not had the abilities to read everything to get a full spectrum of what will be involved, I 

have major concerns about having to utilize our County for assessing. I am scheduled to take the 

assessing test in July and was looking forward to being able to be the supervisor and our assessor as our 

current assessor is looking to retire. Our Township does not have the abilities to afford the cost the 

County charges for assessing. This reply is currently all I have and I will be reading everything in its 

entirety and will be replying with a more educated response by the 9th. 

*** 

Center Twp., Emmet Co. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

5-8-18 

 

This is a response to the email regarding the Assessing Reform Proposal that is up for vote.  

The members of the Township of Center have read the summary and are concerned that this is not 

something that would be favorable for the township as written. We are in agreement with MTA that 
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there are too many points that need to be worked out. Such concerns include the loss of local control, 

and cost to the township. There are other matters we do not agree with also. Having to contract with 

the county takes away our local voice. There are too many matters to list. We recommend that this 

proposal be put on hold until all matters can be addressed and solved to the betterment of the 

townships. 

Thank you for your time. 

 

*** 

Chapin Twp., Saginaw Co. 

I see NO advantage to removing taxing decisions further from the people being taxed than they already 

are. The assessors already have no clue what land is used for or should be worth.  If this job is arbitrarily 

assigned to a random person that the state considers 'qualified' and the local, elected government has 

no voice in this appointment it will definitely NOT be more fair to those of us burdened already with out-

of-control property tax. 

*** 

Chesaning Twp., Saginaw Co. 
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*** 
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Chocolay Twp., Marquette Co. 

In regard to your memo about proposed changes to local government role in assessing, I would like to 

forward to you this memo from our local (Chocolay Township)  assessor reflecting his thoughts on the 

changes.   

 

Subject:               Assessing reform proposal 

After reviewing the proposal from State Treasurer Khouri, I’ve come up with what I feel are the positives 

and negatives of the plan. I feel that, if adopted, it would improve the quality of assessments throughout 

the state.  

1. In my opinion the number one problem with assessing has always been elected officials taking over 

the assessing function with little or no training. These municipalities may go several years before the 

State steps in and seizes the roll. The proposal eliminates that scenario. 

2. The second biggest impact of the plan is that a level 4 (MMAO) or a level 3 (MAAO) be required to 

sign the roll. Chocolay Township currently is a level 2 (MCAO) required unit. This has the potential to 

drive up costs of assessing as the number of level 3 and 4 assessors continues to dwindle.  

3. It seems that this plan also encourages County Assessing which, I’ve always been against. Counties 

equalizing their own assessments is a conflict of interest. It undermines the reason that Equalization was 

created in the first place.  

4. The requirement that the STC certify all Board of Review members will make it much more difficult to 

recruit new board members. It will also make it more costly as we will have to send them to more 

classes and pay for required testing.  

5. I don’t see the assessing requirements changing that much in this plan. All the core expectations are 

still there and I already anticipate them to tweak it every time a new audit is done.  

So in conclusion I can see why some townships aren’t going to like it. They could hire an MCAO before 

and will have to hire a MAAO. Township supervisors that are currently serving as assessor will have to 

hurry and get the level 3 certification. I personally would like it if they had more of a distinction between 

assessing and equalization. They also need to just completely drop the Board of Review changes. 

I believe this is a concise  summary of our position as a township.  Thank you for your consideration. 

*** 

City of Warren 

Interesting proposal 

I would include a two year paid internship under the Assessor of Record or County Equalization 

Director  with the trainer signing off on competency of intern as part of the quality standards.  

The proposal should also consider minimun standarded tool in the assessor’s office that wold be update 

by the STC:  GIS mapping tool, Commerical and Residential MLS subscriptions.  



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 

*** 

Clay Twp., St. Clair Co. 
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*** 

Clayton Twp., Genesee Co. 

Dear sir or madam 

As Supervisor of a small Township I was extremely concerned with the newly proposed Local 

Assessing  Guideline Proposals. I view this as an thinly vailed attempt to further mitigate  control from all 

local officials. We Public Servants who know our local residents best are now being regulated to 

bystanders. Assessment of our community has always been an intricate process best served by 

compassion and understanding which only we who live and work alongside of our resident population 

can address properly. I urge you to please consider the repercussions of these types of actions and how 

they will affect our local Government’s control. 
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*** 
Clinton Twp., Lenawee Co. 
Tell the state to keep out of local control. People that work for the state and are from some other part 

of  the state know nothing or very little about local conditions. This is just another step to do away with 

local control and put SMART people in charge. What a bunch of crap.  

*** 

Columbus Twp., St. Clair Co. 

Columbus Township has many of the same concerns as the MTA. Please keep me informed. 

*** 
Comstock Chtr. Twp., Kalamazoo Co. 
 
I am writing to you about concerns for the proposes Assessing Reform that is being proposed. 

After reading the proposal there are a few things that should be addresses on a local level. First off 

having a regional Board of review does not give the local community a fair and balanced assessment of 

the property being reviewed. Board whom do not live around the community would not know the 

particular of the area of  the property . Second, requiring the board of review to be certified would limit 

even more people wanting to serve. The pay is minimum and the time commitment is long.  

This whole policy would take away the governance of the local community. 

I strongly oppose this Reform 

*** 

Concord Twp., Jackson Co. 

Mr. Merrill,  

I am going to preface my limited remarks with a quote:  “I am not about to let the people who so 

mismanaged the state budget now try to manage local government.” Jim Doyle 

 

As a new Supervisor with just 18 months under my belt, I find it difficult to stay abreast of the many 

changes that constantly bombard my office.  So I know that as some point in the reasonable past, the 

changes proposed to the Assessing process by Khouri’s office had to have been published.  Yet I 

remained blissfully unaware of them until I was brought up short on this by our Assessor this 

morning.  Something as important as this should have caught my attention yet it didn’t; I’m left to 

wonder why… 

 

After reading the summaries and advisories I have many questions and more concerns.  Such as: 

 

Why is it public comment was not invited into these discussions many months ago? 
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What are the precipitating factors that prompted Mr. Khouri to undertake this project?   

Were there massive disparities in assessing prompting a tsunami of complaints?   

If so, is this evidentially supported by an exponential increase in protests at the local and state level? 

If so, is this a systemic or localized problem? 

 

If enacted, how do these changes benefit the individual taxpayer? 

How does forcing aggregation of tax parcels into 5,000 +/ $12MM books (encyclopedias, really) of 

business make things more effective? 

By extension – how is it even remotely possible that the State or County can do anything of this type 

anywhere near as effectively as a local government can? 

 

There is a mathematical formula in government that goes: the larger a government body involved - the 

more manpower required, the longer it takes, the greater the costs, the more permanent the legacy 

costs and the less effective the result.  I oppose these changes on so many levels it would be difficult to 

articulate them all, but suffice it to say this will be no improvement to anything save for the State’s 

ability to extract more money from the taxpayers while simultaneously exercising greater control over 

their lives and yet denying those funds to local governments. 

 

Please vigorously oppose this effort. 

 
*** 
Cooper Chtr. Twp., Kalamazoo Co. 
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*** 
Cottrellville Twp., St. Clair Co. 

COTTRELLVILLE TOWNSHIP 
7008 MARSH RD 

COTTRELLVILLE, MI  48039 
PHONE: 810-765-4730 

FAX: 810-765-2203 
 

Response - Assessing Reform Proposal 

 This response is being submitted in opposition of the proposed assessing reform and the many 
potential negative impacts it will have on local and county government. These extreme changes 
could be the demise of, not only local assessors but entire township/city offices if they are forced 
to adhere to regulations that mandate increased financial, staffing and administrative burdens.  
 

 There is concern also over the urgency in which this process is being implemented. As we have 
witnessed in the past Improper or incomplete language will lead to varying interpretations which 
then leads to amendments and much confusion.  Indeed there may be a shortage of certified 
MAAO & MMAA currently but there will a much larger shortage of assessors of every level if this 
goes forward. Accelerating new assessor’s through the education process is not the solution it will 
only create the same past problems of many certified assessors with little knowledge or 
experience.   
 

 The largest concern is the effect this will have on the property owners and taxpayers. It has been 
reiterated time and time again by the STC that the assessor “knows their area”, and they do, 
especially when it involves PRE’s, lot splits, zoning etc. This is a crucial part of the assessing process 
that will be lost and will leave the property owners in jeopardy of a scenario similar to “taxation 
without representation.”  This will affect the entire state and will hit everyone where it counts- in 
their pocket books and in their property values!  
 

 The proposal seems to intertwine Assessing and Tax Collection which makes us wonder does the 
State Treasurer really understand the assessing process vs tax collection.  Apparently the 
Treasurer has discussed the assessor/assessing issues with everyone except the Assessors!  
(MTA,MML, Etc.)  Why the extreme back door approach and lack of transparency, what is the real 
hidden agenda? 
. 

 Understanding the effort to create uniform, standard and equitable assessments throughout the 
state then they should start at the top.  Finish what the STC started with the AMAR reviews and 
setting standards at the state level, followed by counties working with local units to implement 
standards reflective of the States.   If all levels are in compliance with specific requirements the 
outcome of the assessment process will be uniform assessments.   

 

 The State Treasurer feels the MTT is overloaded and the property owners need to talk to the 
Assessor first, then that should be a requirement for all classes of properties including commercial 
and industrial which currently don’t have to go to the BOR prior to MTT.  A regional BOR, once 
again, would eliminate the valuable knowledge of the property that only the local assessor or BOR 
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may have.   The constitution states that the BOR is to be made up of the property owners peers 
and not politically appointed by boards of commissioners.  Possibly mandatory additional 
education requirement would assist in keeping these boards local and better equipped to handle 
appeals, circumventing some of the MTT cases.  

  

 The determining figures of 5,000 parcels or $12 million tax dollars will eliminate many local units 
and consolidating the units that do not meet these parameters involves a vast majority of the 
state, perhaps which is the name of the game!  These actions will be affecting the entire state and 
potentially eliminating many good assessors. There was mention of waivers but….wonder who 
will preside over those and how many would really be issued.  

 

 ONE good statement is no elected official to be assessor.  This puts a lot of political pressure on 
the person, plus education wise, why get certified for a 4 year term. 

 

 The STATE said they are willing to fund startup and educate the staff of these assessing districts 
and county assessing that are going to TAKE OVER local government.  Why not educate the 
existing local governments and have a LOCAL government that everyone can feel a part of, 
understand and participate in.  

 

 Payment to the County for the new County-Assessing is to be paid for by the Counties portion of 
the administration fee.  Is that just County operating OR all the county mill rates, i.e. park/rec, 
roads, vet, etc. Several counties have more than just operating rate.   

 

 Everything on page 22 of the legislature is already done at the County level for Agricultural, 
commercial and industrial classes as appraisal.  

 

Need to rethink this at the local and county level considering what each department currently maintains 

prior to changing anything.  Not against change, just do it right. 

Thank you for your time and consideration 

*** 
Courtland Twp., Kent Co. 
 
May 10, 2018 

Re:  Assessing Reform Proposal 

MAA and MTA Board: 

I am the Assessor for Courtland Township in Kent County and Ensley Township in Newaygo County and 

was recently made aware of a proposed bill heading for committee hearings regarding assessing reform.  

I would like to submit a few comments regarding draft 4.   

Below are a few of my thoughts on the bill: 
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 This bill appears to be skirting the State Constitution by taking a City or Township’s responsibility 
of Assessing away from them and eliminating local control.  Local municipalities are required by 
the Michigan Constitution to provide property assessment, tax collection and elections.  

 The Equalization Director being the Assessor of Record with oversight for every assessing district 
in the County creates a conflict of interest. 

 The State Tax Commission currently has a review process for assessing units.  Each unit undergoes 
an AMAR review every five years.  The STC should develop a program to assist assessing units 
found to be not substantially compliant to achieve compliance in an efficient, timely manner.   
Units in compliance should not be penalized for those that are not.         

 Regional and specialized boards of review for commercial and industrial properties could open up 
opportunities for the business community to manipulate valuations.   

 Requiring a full-time assessor is unreasonable as is requiring an assessor district of at least 5,000 
parcels that generates at least $12 million in property taxes.  There are many superb assessors 
that provide assessing services for smaller units that are not full-time and wouldn’t meet either 
of these requirements.  The quality of an assessor’s work should not be measured by the number 
of hours in an office.  In fact, adding parcels to an assessor to reach this quota may make it so they 
are stretched thin and do not do as excellent of a job.   

 There are a number of counties across the state with weak Equalization Departments.  Adding 
assessing responsibility to those counties would certainly not improve assessing practices. 

 Many of the perceived “issues” result from statements which are open to interpretation and 

speculation as to what is “adequate” or “reasonable” or “properly developed” as well as how the 

STC will determine sufficiency of staffing, or acceptability of districts, performance and work 

products. 

 Our customers--the taxpayers--will be inconvenienced by services and personnel currently sited 
in the township or city hall being moved to the county facility, another municipality, or even 
another county under the proposed changes.  This includes the Board of Review meetings in 
March.   

 What is an assessor district?  Can I combine my Townships in two different Counties?  What 
happens when an assessor has two units combined, but then resigns from one part-way through 
the assessment year?  How will they share costs and decide who pays what?  Will I be stripped of 
my Townships even though I am an excellent assessor?  This is of great concern to me. 

 

Thank you for reviewing this bill, compiling our thoughts, and speaking for the membership. 

  
*** 
Eagle Harbor Twp., Keweenaw Co. 
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*** 
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Eden Twp., Mason Co. 
This looks like another fiasco. What is the percentage of the BOR complaints? They say there is a 
problem with local administration but they propose a more costly bureaucratic solution. This is a 
disaster that is only going to be more costly and inefficient. MTA should reject this. 
 
*** 
Edenville Twp., Midland Co. 

 Edenville Twp is firmly against a minimum requirement of 5,000 parcels and $12 million in 
property taxes.  We are a small township (about 2200 parcels) and would be forced to join with 
other entities for assessing. 

 Edenville is opposed to a minimum level 3 assessor.  A level 1 or 2 assessor would be sufficient 
to handle our township. 

 Our Assessor does an excellent job.  We passed our last AMAR audit.  

 It is not easy to get knowledgeable individuals to serve on the BOR.  Adding additional training 
and certification requirements would make it even more difficult. 

 Assessing costs would increase and these costs would have to be passed on to the residents as 
additional fees or higher taxes.  We currently have a 1% admin fee which goes to our general 
fund so this would not be additional revenue to Edenville Twp to help offset the higher assessor 
costs. 

 The proposed rules mention the possibilities of waivers but do not define any criteria used for 
granting these waivers.  Specificity in this area is extremely important.  Its easy to say waivers 
would be allowed but if the criteria is so strict the number of waivers granted would be 
extremely low or non-existent.  

 Local control at the township level is significantly more efficient and far less bureaucratic than 
control at the state level.  This proposal is a significant overreach by State government. 

 Our elected state Reps and State Senators will pay a heavy price at the polls if they back and 
help pass the proposed assessing rule changes. 

 

*** 
Elba Twp., Gratiot Co. 
I would like to respond for Elba Township, Gratiot County. We are a small rural township that this 
proposal would make a bad impact on. There are still many small townships in Michigan ,but our voices 
are not being heard. All we have been seeing are the regulations for the bigger townships that have 
resources for fulltime staff in all areas, assessing, budgeting and tax collecting. The small rural townships 
are still the heart beat of Michigan. They are located throughout the state. Everyone likes to visit our 
small communities, but the legislation is always made for the larger communities that they live in. Full 
time staff and higher level of assessors will cost the units and the biggest question is how will they cover 
it? The small units are already in a financial crisis. This will not improve the problem, we will be quickly 
assessed and just cost the small units or residents more revenue. The assessing system needs to be 
improved not removing the assessors from the small units. 
 
 
*** 
Elk Rapids Twp., Antrim Co. 
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*** 
Emmet Chtr. Twp., Calhoun Co. 
 
Dear Mr. Maturen, 

I am writing in response to the information received from the MTA proposed Assessing Department 
changes. I strongly oppose any of the changes. The state spent a lot of time and money on the new 
AMAR and I believe that it covers any quality issues with Assessment Administration. Board of review 
members at the local level within a Township are critical as they know the area and the people. 
Townships are already hurting for funds and one more state mandate without the states help is just 
going to make things worse. I believe if something is not broke what fix it especially if it is going to cost 
more money more confusion and I am estimating no positive results. I agree with the statement I have 
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heard that the money used for this bill should instead go to the local units who are already 
understaffed and overworked. 

I appreciate your attention to this matter and I hope you will take our concerns into account as you 
evaluate any proposed legislation affecting local municipalities throughout the State of Michigan. 

*** 

Emmet County 

To Whom it may Concern: 

The State Treasurer Khouri proposing these radical changes will cause the opposite of the intended 

corrections. These changes will raise the cost of Assessing by using only level 3 and 4 Assessors and take 

the lively hood away from all the other Assessors that work for townships and counties. The upper levels 

will not be able to conduct the field work and the assessing will become more generalized. This will 

make the stated concerns in the letter dated May 2, 2018 to Township Supervisors go in the opposite 

direction of the outlined areas of corrections. 

One of the main issues is of education, the State should never be in control of educating Assessors, this 

function should be conducted by an educational institution and by teaching professionals. The head of 

the Property Tax Administration which is the Michigan Tax Commission is where radical changes need to 

be made. It is ridiculous to have Assessors trying to conduct classes who have no teaching experience 

and administering tests written and class information by unqualified state workers who have no 

background in education. You can’t teach assessing classes without incorporating BS&A computer 

program which is used by 99% of the state. The state has made these classes so difficult that assessors 

are quitting at an unprecedented rate and trying to achieve a level 3 or 4 has become darn near 

unobtainable.  

To require 5,000 parcels and 12 million in property taxes per a year as a minimum Assessing Entity 

would require a substantial staff to assist a level 3 or 4, how is that going to make things cheaper. To 

require office hours and online record availability and access will require pooling of resources that these 

smaller townships don’t have. The township I work for doesn’t have a computer or internet. 

If changes need to be made they should start at the top of the food chain which is the Michigan Tax 

Commission and filter down from there.  

The MTT decisions being made do not backup the requirements that Assessors must follow as required 

by the State. This is one of the reasons that so many hearings are taking place. The MTT should follow 

the same statutes that the assessors must follow to assign value to properties and the number of 

hearings would be reduced significantly.  

Please make every effort to stop this Bill in its tracks prior to gaining any ground, before making the 

Assessing Business worse than it is now, which isn’t so bad! 

*** 

Evart Twp., Osceola Co. 

I am sending this email in response to the proposed changes to assessing in the state of Michigan.  Being 

the Supervisor of a small township here in Northern Michigan I feel that if would not be a good idea to 

make such wide spread changes.  We are currently working through a situation where the former 
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assessor had multiple townships and it was not very efficient.  If anything, maybe we need more 

education to make sure that all are on the same page with changes and other issues.  I think the 

residence like to know that when they go to the board of review they are dealing with a local person and 

they will listen to their concerns. 

*** 
Evergreen Twp., Montcalm Co. 
To Whom It May Concern:  
 
I am writing in opposition of the proposed changes to the Local Assessing offices currently in control of 
individual townships. Evergreen Township takes pride in providing excellent assessing services for our 
residents. Firstly, it has always been our goal to keep things local. Township residents who serve as 
Board of Review members know the township and what goes on in it better than anyone else. They 
know the properties and most likely the people who own them. They have an interest because it is their 
home and their neighbors. Secondly, residents will not be happy if they have to try and get to the county 
or local assessing district office during business hours as they may be further away. Lastly, this seems to 
be doing away with the little guy. Combining services isn’t always the answer. Bigger isn’t always better.  
 
In conclusion, consolidation of assessors and requiring them to obtain a level 3 or 4 Assessor will make it 
difficult for some jurisdictions to comply. It will take the personalization out of the office of Assessor. 
Residents like being able to speak with someone and feel as if they matter. 
Please reconsider the proposed changes. 
 
 
*** 
Faithorn Twp., Menominee Co. 
Michigan Township Association: 

In reading about this issue, I feel the AMAR's should be a good indication of you having a good or poor 

assessor.  If you have done well on the AMAR then why would you want a new assessor or make your 

assessor go for more education, which would only raise their fees to the Township.  If you are doing 

poorly on the AMAR, then it should be addressed to both the Township, County and State to either have 

that assessor replaced or to make sure they know what they are doing. 

Our Equalization Department does a great job on drive-bys within our County.  They then send a copy of 

any findings to both the Township and to the Assessor.  The Assessor then follows up on these issues 

and determines if they should have the taxes or assessment altered per the issue. 

Also, per the requirements of the AMAR each Township is to have 20% of their properties inspected 

each year, which gives you 100% at the end of 5 years.  If the assessor and the AMAR inspector are 

doing their job, why would you need an Assessor with a higher certification. 

Thank you for your time and asking for input on the Assessors. 

*** 

Fort Gratiot Twp., St. Clair Co. 

RE: Draft 4, Assessing Reform Proposal 

To whom it may concern, 
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In review of the proposed legislation there are many concerns.   

1.  Preserving the Township structure and the ability to meet the needs of our residents is 

imperative. Removing the ability of our communities to service their residents is not 

appropriate. The District structure proposed will not increase efficiency, and would remove local 

control and representation. 

a. In creating district with 5,000 parcels and a revenue generation of 12 million dollars, you 

may in some cases be combining 4 or more township municipalities, thus increasing the 

workload of an assessing officer. It is not conceivable that a district of this size could be 

overseen on a part time basis.  

b. By combining the municipalities into Districts the political stress will multiply on assessing 

officers. There will be several entities, having different needs, visions, and goals attempting 

to dominate in the hiring process. The politics of dealing with one set of officials can often 

be daunting. 

c. Lack of direction in developing districts will lead to districts being formed on political 

alliances and is not the best way for the assessing function to be performed. 

2. Board of Review training/certification is addressed. This change is necessary. Boards of Review 

have not had training that is thorough enough to give them the skills necessary to function 

consistently. The concern with this is the ability to find residents that are able to dedicate the 

necessary time away from their employment to be trained and do their duties as Board of 

Review Members.  

3. With many of the functions being transferred to the county, and those employees being hired 

within the county the costs to perform those functions will increase.  

4. Within the scope of implementation there will be funding made available for startup, but where 

does the financial burden shift to after the startup capital is no longer available?  This will lead 

to funding deficits within the districts and the county. 

5. Assessor wages…in a field that has been tumultuous in areas of education and employment the 

influx of MAAO, MMAO could potentially decrease the wages of the assessors. Many MAAO 

have invested 5+ years in attaining certification, it is necessary to preserve their ability to be 

gainfully employed within the field.  

*** 

Fremont Twp., Sanilac Co. 

Hello, 

I am the Treasurer of Fremont Township in Sanilac County and have received information that there is 

discussion on changing the way assessing is done statewide. 

My concerns: 

  1)  it sounds like the State wants to take over assessing because there is a lack of assessors /// 

standards /// comparatively across governing bodies.  If this is correct how do you propose to have 

enough assessing professional in this new system?   

  2)  So what would this mean for each township and the cost of assessing services by the state?   
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  3)  How would these 'state' assessors provide services to local townships like you currently do on a 

personal basis?  Would our current assessor who meets all the requirements become an employee of 

the state?  And as in #2 what would that cost be to the township.  

Our current situation: 

We currently have an assessor who meets the requirements in your proposal, provides assessing to 

multiple municipalities, however, does not meet the $12M in property taxes generated with the 

5,000.  We live in rural Michigan, and would find it hard to meet that requirement.  I understand there 

could be a waiver submitted to release our assessor from that particular requirement. 

As a rural township, we take pride in the customer service our assessor can provide being at the local 

level.  This personal service is important to our long time residents and helps that our assessor is very 

involved in knowing our township.  We have no interest in jeopardizing that level of service by having 

assessing done at the state level.  

I hope you will not look at this situation as a one solution fits all.  Being in the rural section of the state 

makes us 'different' then say Grand Rapids, or Port Huron, or Flint.    We want to keep our assessor local; 

our tax dollars stay locally employing a resident of our county.  That is important to taxpayers, versus 

sending out tax dollars to the state.  

If you have cities, towns, or townships not meeting the standards, push hard at getting them to the level 

they need to conform to. 

Please keep in mind the broader picture when solving the problem.   Not all localities are the same and 

each has different needs is some cases. 

*** 
Fremont Twp., Tuscola Co. 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 

If the system is not broke than leave the system alone.. 

By Michigan Constitution the assessing system is working an working well in Michigan. Each year sales 

are analyzed to ensure that every municipal governing body and township are assessed at 50% of true 

cash value. Actual sales are used for this analysis. This is working well in our township an has been for 

years. 

Let's stop making it more difficult by continually adding more requirements to comply with. 

IF NOT BROKE DON'T FIX IT. 

*** 
Friendship Twp., Emmet Co. 
Greetings, 

I have read the reform proposal and bill and am struck by the attack on the local government grass roots 

control and process.  I have been a township clerk for 32 years and recall another attempt to take away 

local control that failed miserably.  This reform proposal will come with a big price tag for local  and 
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county governments and for what?  To be controlled by an ever expanding bureaucracy with more 

computerized data and less local accountability or local access.   Our constituents are not filling the 

township hall complaining.  Quite the contrary.  There is very little complaint. The proposed change 

inoculates the assessing process from the local constituency by making it by its very nature big and 

bureaucratic. We have less than 1,300 parcels.  So we would be banded together with other townships 

to make an assessing district.  Why?  So there could be a full time assessor?  I have found that what we 

do at the local level for pennies always costs more at the county level and more at the state level. 

I have also served as the assessor for the last 30 years.  Under the new proposal this would not be 

allowed.  Why?  Are there complaints?  Why should this be not be allowed?  Under the new proposal my 

MCAO certification level would not allow me to be hired at all. 

I also find the timeline under which this has been presented unacceptable and profitable only to 

Treasurer Khouri.   We don't even have time to take it to our board meetings.  Perhaps that was part of 

the plan. 

I do hope that MTA continues to take a strong stance against this mining away of local control and 

placing undue burdens on the assessing process under the guise of "quality control". As I said before, we 

have no complaints.  I didn't have even one protest at Board of Review this year. 

There have been improvements in the past few years and I think with appropriate resources that could 

continue. Let's not throw the baby out with the bathwater. 

Thank you for your work on our behalf, 

Fruitport Twp., Muskegon Co. 
 
*We may need more efficiency, but let’s do it without losing local control. 

*The State Tax Commission may be bringing some problems on itself. Why is there an assessor 

shortage? Why aren’t assessors willing to work for higher certifications? Is the State Tax Commission 

making it more difficult to get these certifications?  

 
*** 
Fulton Twp., Gratiot Co. 
 
To whom this may concern, 
 
 I am responding to a letter that I received from MTA regarding a proposed change in who does the 
assessing and how assessing is done in the state of Michigan.  I applaud the efforts in reviewing how the 
assessing of properties in Michigan can be assessed more  uniformly, but I am not sure that I agree with 
all of the proposed suggestions.   
 
How did a number of 5,000 parcels get chosen as a minimum amount for assessor's to assess as a 
proposed change?  This would eliminate all individual assessors and require extra support staff for the 
assessors in order for them to complete their work which would in turn require them to charge more 
money to townships and municipalities for assessing.  
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 Also,  there are many good assessors that may be at a level 2, which would no longer be able to assess 
properties.   Are the requirements for education and experience for being able to assess properties in 
the state of Michigan uniform for the different Advanced Assessing Officer Levels?  Do MCAO's or MAAO 
(2) assessors have required hours to work under a MAAO Level 4 assessing officer or a MAAO 4 
instructor?  We require teachers in our state to do student teaching, maybe that could be something 
that as we transition we could involve this teaching aspect in to our assessing changes.  There may be 
MAAO 4 assessors in this state that don't have the necessary experience needed to perform the level of 
work you are proposing, and there may be MAAO 2 assessors that could complete the 5,000 parcels 
assessing requirement because they have had ample experience working with other MAAO 4 
assessors.    
 
My last question is:  Will those that are currently MCAO's have opportunity to apply for and work into 
higher level MAAO Levels if they so desire, and will they be supported in their cost for education and 
experience?  With Michigan having such a shortage of assessing officers, it would be my suggestion for 
any of those willing to continue in assessing that they be encourage to improve themselves, while also 
being given opportunity to gain experience using the proposed standards that the state is requesting 
they use, if they don't already use them.   
 
I understand that there is need for more uniformity across the state with assessing, and this is a large 
undertaking to attempt to overhaul something of this magnitude.  I am glad you are reaching out to 
Supervisors for feedback, but you may also want to ask Board of Review Members and property owners 
for their input also.  This is a decision that can't be taken lightly, and needs much time to review, not just 
one week, as I was given, to respond to this letter.    
 
*** 
Garfield Twp., Mackinac Co. 
 

Re: Proposed Reform to Local Government Assessing 

The Garfield Township Board is responding to the changes that are being proposed to property 

assessing in Michigan. We are listing our concerns on the following items in the proposal. 

1. Requirement to have a Level 3 or Level 4 assessor. 

Many townships are currently having a difficult time finding a Level 2 

assessor to hire for their township. This change would greatly increase this 
problem for townships. 

2. Township supervisors  would  not  be allowed to assess their own  township. 

This is a cost issue for many townships and would require in most cases that 

someone from outside the township be hired. Townships would then also be 

effected by having someone assessing their property who is unfamiliar with 

their township properties. 

3. Assessors would be available full-time unless a waiver is granted. 

Many assessors work for multiple townships. This would not allow them to 

continue to do so. Due to the lack of assessors available to hire, this would only 
compound the current problem of lack of available assessors. 

4. Changes to Boards of Review. 
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Where is the funding going to come from to create, over-see and monitor the 

newly created regional and specialized boards of review for commer cial, 

industrial, exemptions and ownership  transfers? 

The township board is concerned that it would create a negative effect on our township to 

have "outside" personnel make decisions on our properties that they would have no 
knowledge about. 

 

The township board currently struggles to fill our board of review positions. The increase in the 

requirements to be a board of review member would only increase the problem of filling the 

positions. 

 

*** 

Geneva Twp., Van Buren Co. 

MTA 
In response to this letter I am submitting the following: 
  
I am opposed to the assessing reform that is being proposed by the state.  It is another move to take 
over local government and cause hardships on our residents.  Local government serves their 
communities and knows what is best for all of us that live in local municipalities. 
  
I do not see where this saves the local jurisdiction any money for our local units of government; 
Full time government is not what people expect or want in small communities.  Rural communities are 
rural for this reason.   
Changing local boards of review to some conglomerate that has no idea about the properties in our 
individual townships is detrimental to the property owners.  Local board of review take time to review 
appeals and address each one individually. 
Oversight by local boards of review do just that review ownership, exemptions, ownership transfers and 
poverty exemptions.  
Having a local person is to the benefit of local governments.   Inserting someone into the mix that 
peopole don’t know and/or trust is not the way to go. 
  
Do not make it harder for our rural communities and residents to get fair treatment.   
  
*** 
Genoa Chtr. Twp., Livingston Co. 

 Just a couple of thoughts relative to your email: 

 There is a severe shortage of qualified people in the field.  I question the quality of the people 
performing the work especially in smaller jurisdictions and recruiting is next to impossible. 

 I always found it troubling that we are the ones incurring the expense of fighting cases in tax 
tribunal when, at .8009 mills, we have very little to lose. 

 The customer service aspect of the assessing function was much more important 20 years 
ago.  We used to have realtors and appraisers lined up to look for comps.  Now it is all on-line 
and the walk up traffic except for homestead affidavits is almost zero. 
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 While we are lucky to have a quality assessing department with people I like,  at 3 FTE, software, 
etc. it is very expensive.  The job is basically an algorithm that should be standardized and could 
be administered in a more efficient manner. 

 

Sorry.  Kind of random.  Let me know if you have any questions. 

  
*** 
 
Gerrish Twp., Roscommon Co. 
 
 
Re:Assessing Reform Proposal 
 
This letter is written in response to the Michigan Department of Treasury "Assessing Reform Proposal 
Summary". I would like to begin by stating I am NOT in favor of countywide assessing; countywide 
assessing would take away an important cog of the municipalities operation and local control. 
Countywide assessing would hurt the Townships financially and most important, functionally. The 
Assessor is heavily relied upon by the Township Supervisor, Clerk, Zoning Administrator and directly 
linked to the Township Treasurer. 
 
Countywide assessing would be a burden to the taxpayer by taking away personalization, transparency, 
response time, tax dollars and much more. I, the Township Supervisor, am NOT in favor of countywide 
assessing and stress the need and importance of maintaining a local Assessor of Record that is an MAAO 
(3) or higher, successfully passes Audit of Minimum Assessing Requirements (AMAR), and has a direct 
one on one relationship with our taxpayers. 
 
*** 
Gogebic County 
That legislation would devastate us rural counties.  Where would we get the qualified staff plus the 

money to hire the proper amount of assessors that are qualified.  

I can understand wanting to fix something, however this is not the way to do so. 

*** 
Grand Rapids Chtr. Twp., Kent Co. 
We are the Assessor and Deputy Assessor for Grand Rapids Charter Township in Kent County and were 

recently made aware of a proposed bill heading for committee hearings.  We would like to submit a few 

comments.   

Below are a few of our thoughts on the bill: 

 This bill appears to be skirting the State Constitution by taking a City or Township’s responsibility 
of Assessing away from them eliminating local control.  Local municipalities are required by the 
Constitution to provide property assessment, tax collection and elections.  

 The Equalization Director being the Assessor of Record with oversight for every assessing district 
in the County creates a conflict of interest. 
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 The State Tax Commission currently has a review process for assessing units.  Each unit 
undergoes an AMAR review every five years.  The STC should develop a program to assist 
assessing units found to be not substantially compliant to achieve compliance in an efficient 
timely manner.            

 Regional and specialized boards of review for commercial and industrial properties could open 
up opportunities for the business community to manipulate valuations.   

 Requiring a full-time assessor is unreasonable as is requiring an assessor district of at least 5,000 
parcels that generates at least $12 million in property taxes.  There are many superb assessors 
that provide assessing services for smaller units that are not full-time and wouldn’t meet either 
these requirements.  The quality of an assessors work should not be measured by the number of 
hours in an office. 

 There are a number of counties across the state with weak Equalization Departments. 
Adding assessing responsibility to those counties would certainly not improve assessing 

practices. 

Thank you reviewing this bill, compiling our thoughts and speaking for the membership. 

*** 
Grant Twp., Clare Co. 
Upon the review of the summary and then actual proposed changes in the law, the largest issues we see 
are: 
A. Complexity is increased substantially. 
B. Eventually sets the stage to eliminate Townships. 
C. Loss of local control by Townships to administer Assessing. 
D. Imposed severe additional requirements on smaller local units which force a method of consolidation. 
E. Lacks language that enforces continued funding as required by Michigan Const. Art. 9, sec. 29. 
F. With regard to item E. lacks requirement to set benchmark of current costs against new required 
services.    
G. Language in the last paragraph clearly allows the Legislature to sidestep funding the new 
requirements. (uses word "intent") 
H. Lacks sufficient change to reverse past problems w/violations of Michigan Const. Art. 9. sec. 29 
provisions. 
I. Will substantially shift extra costs to Local Taxpayers and/or reduce other services Townships provide. 
J. Allows broadened powers of the State Tax Commission to expand "promulgated rulemaking" in 
further violation, ref. item E.   
 
In summary, reasons that the General Property Tax act has grown and inadequately serves everyone, 
including Local Units is complexity.  Any tax law should be simplified.  If the parties involved in rewriting 
focused on pure simplification, it would be a better solution.  Revamping the General Property Tax Act 
also must consider compliance with and reimbursements required by Michigan Const. Art. 9 
provisions.  The Michigan Legislature and Executive Branch must carefully weigh allowance of 
"promulgated rulemaking" authority.  Failure to check this authority has also led to numerous problems 
with the General Property Tax Act.      
 
Grant Township / Clare County is opposed to the changes as detailed in the draft document, ref. MCL 
211.28 &34 
*** 
Grant Twp., Oceana Co. 
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I am the Supervisor-Assessor for Grant Township in Oceana County. I'm sure you already see my first 

concern..I do hold a MAAO certification but I really don't want to have to chose between the jobs. 

 For me, there are more questions than answers in the proposal. At the present time, our county does 

not provide assessing to any of the units. I would hate to see assessing districts formed that operate like 

fire districts because that would be a major issue based on what has happened in the past. Townships 

are fiercely independent and don't like giving up control of services. Providing full-time staffing for an 

assessing office even with several townships banding together would in my best estimate double or 

triple our units' cost. That is even before the PROFESSIONAL Board of Reviews being suggested. Who is 

going to train to get certified by the State of Michigan and work 5 or 6 days per year serving on a 

Regional Board of Review or a certified local Board of Review.? Who will defend the specialized Board of 

Review decisions at the Tribunal? If it is the Township, we would be paying for decisions made by 

someone we have no control over.Their pay would have to be much higher than the local people who 

serve now. What dates will need to be changed to accommodate an informal Pre-Board of Review 

meeting before the Roll is turned over to the Board of Review?  

Then there is the promise to provide funding to help with the training of higher level assessors which 

may be well intended but never covers all associated cost. It just seems like a tremendous amount of 

change and additional cost with minimal results. 

*** 
Green Chtr. Twp., Mecosta Co. 
As a supervisor I contacted a respected assessor in our area for their comments.  " As an assessor with 

50+ years in the assessing field this is absolutely ridiculous! It is very evident the State Treasurer knows 

very little about the assessing process. The State Tax Commission keeps very close control of the 

assessing process.  

 

I have to concur.  The unwritten result of this would be that the consolidation of small townships would 

be a removal of the townships from the process so that it can be turned over to the County Equalization 

Dept ["joint assessing entity"].  We have a system and it works.  They have not identified specific 

problems that would justify these drastic actions other than ones they have created.  If there is an 

individual problem there is a system in place to correct it. 

This is clearly a power grab.  They are willing to grant exemptions to large rich townships in order to not 

alienate large voting blocks.  Those small ones without a voice can be damned. 

They have muddied the waters with complex regulations and overly complex appeals process.  Then 

when the townships complain their answer is that the system is to complex for us to handle so they 

need to take it away from us.  This seems a little self serving doesn't it? 

*** 
Hancock Twp., Houghton Co. 
Looks like at first glance an attempt by the state to erode local control. 
 

*** 
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Hartland Twp., Livingston Co. 

Here are some quick thoughts from my assessor and I.  We are of the size that this probably does not 

make major changes for us. 

 First major concern is anything that increases regulation and/or cost (unfunded mandate) 
without improved revenues  

o (Or, anything that diverts what little we get to county, regional, etc.) 
o “Pre-BOR meeting to informally resolve valuation disputes” looks like more cost 

 Specialized BORs  
o These should be elective for communities with their own assessing 
o What kind of costs for specialized BOR?  Who pays? 
o What are the selection & training standards?  

 Local control of this is better 
 Dubious of county equalization and even more so of STC, if MTT is our example 

 Veteran exemptions need to go back to the state 
  
 
*** 
Hayes Twp., Otsego Co. 

HAYES TOWNSHIP, OTSEGO COUNTY 
MARY SANDERS, SUPERVISOR/ASSESSOR 

7200 HAYES TOWER ROAD 
GAYLORD, MI 49735 

989 732 4206 
msanders@freeway.net 

 
MEMO REGARDING PROPOSAL CHANGES TO ASSESSING IN MICHIGAN 
 
As seen by the letterhead, I am one of the few townships that act in the dual role of supervisor and 
assessor.  I have been the only assessor for my township where I reside since the 1970’s and I became 
Supervisor in 1997 upon the death of my husband, Louis, who had been the Supervisor for 25 years. 
His father, Charles, had previously served Hayes Township as Treasurer and then Supervisor for another 
25 years.  Other family members served in their townships through the years.  This is a family that gave 
back to their local government for generations and truly cared for their township and adjusted to the 
changes with the passage of time. 
 
I have always felt very blessed to have been able to follow in that tradition and to represent the 
township with the affection, caring, and knowledge to make good decisions through the years I am 
serving. 
 
Truly, I believe that my dual role as Supervisor and Assessor have enhanced the knowledge and the 
concerns of the citizens/taxpayers.  I have never felt that there has been any conflict of interest in the 
two areas.  I feel the connection of the full time residents and also have related well to our seasonal 
taxpayers.  I am accessible and people do avail themselves by the various meets of communication 
including stopping at my home to address their concerns.   
 

mailto:msanders@freeway.net
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I am confused as to why I would have to choose to continue being the Supervisor where my years of 
experience and the networking and the knowledge has been valuable to my township or choose to 
continue to do the assessing work where I have served and survived all of the changes through the 
years.  My work as assessor has certainly enhanced the relationships with the citizens and taxpayers. 
 
I am responsive to the needs and concerns and always ascertain the correct manner to handle all the 
inquires I have received.  The contacts are my personal contacts and are advertising in several venues so 
many choices are given to reach me with the concerns.  All in all having served in both capacities has 
helped me become more aware, more in tune, and more understanding of the issues.  My goal has 
always been to be accessible and to offer the best I can offer.  The township has a website connected 
with the county and we are using accessmygov.com for assessing and tax questions for instant 
information.   
 
I have been a level 3 assessor since 1989 and have fulfilled the responsibilities and duties and did 
achieve AMAR passing—with some minor tweaking.   I would say that while I had done all that was 
required, the state review has made me more concerned about having maps ready for the public.  I 
know my township and certainly have always done the work for land values, ECF, etc but now do it with 
more attention as to how the process is for the review.  I have always been very dedicated to this job! 
 
I would like to learn of the statistics and the reasoning as to the no elected official can serve as an 
assessor………………I am a success story and want the ability to continue doing what I love for some more 
years where I have made a positive impact and served with pride for local government. 
 
There are many issues that I have with the proposal as presented but for me to really give an educated 
opinion, I need the background, the statistics reviewed, and the analysis for the consolidation of 
assessing districts and the removal of the local township function of assessing and boards of reviews. 
Change is constant but many of the ideas presented are not applicable to the rural areas.  The second 
round of the AMAR has begun and those results would help to move forward.  Rather than punish all 
units in Michigan, use the resources to deal with those assessing in townships and county equalization 
that are deficient to become better but allow the majority to move forward as we should in the system 
that has been in place.  Grassroots government and local control is important to the citizens!!! 
 
*** 
Hendricks Twp., Mackinac Co. 
 
To Those Concerned: 
 
Re: Mailing received dated May 2, 2018 
 
Hendricks Township is a small township located in Mackinac County in the eastern end of the upper 
peninsula.  
 
We on the township board are very concerned about the possible changes in local assessing and would 
therefore like to voice our objection to these changes. We are certain you have received numerous 
questions and concerns regarding this so we will not go in to detail just let it be known that after reading 
the mailing received our board members are against this change. 
 
It's very obvious the townships will not benefit from this and it only seems people who are current 
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assessors or sit on a local Board of Review, etc. stand to lose. In a rural area such as here in the upper 
peninsula every bit counts and it's very difficult to make ends meet let alone lose income. 
 
 
 
 
Re: Mailing received dated May 2, 2018 
 
Hendricks Township is a small township located in Mackinac County in the eastern end of the upper 
peninsula.  
 
We on the township board are very concerned about the possible changes in local assessing and would 
therefore like to voice our objection to these changes. We are certain you have received numerous 
questions and concerns regarding this so we will not go in to detail just let it be known that after reading 
the mailing received our board members are against this change. 
 
It's very obvious the townships will not benefit from this and it only seems people who are current 
assessors or sit on a local Board of Review, etc. stand to lose. In a rural area such as here in the upper 
peninsula every bit counts and it's very difficult to make ends meet let alone lose income. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Hendricks Township Board 
*** 
Hudson Twp., Mackinac Co. 
I have perused this assessing reform proposal summary and find so many things that are just to 

vague.  Please find: 

 A leve three may  be allowed to asses subject to STC rating of the district.  WHAT IS THIS 
RATING? 

 Assess (in total  across all assessing districts) at least 5000 parcels and generate a min of $12M 
in property taxes/yr.  unless STC grants a waiver??? 

 DO NOT LIKE ALL THIS CONTROL BY STC 
 Used computer-aided mass appraisal (CAMA) approved by STC.  Does this mean more software 

costs?  Who’s paying 
 Provide taxpayers online access to-parcel info, land value maps, land adjustments & ECF.  Will 

this Equaliztion or township 
 DEFINE ASSESSING DISTRICT PLEASE 
 Dedicate all revenue collected from property tax admin to assessment and tax collection 
 Pre BOR meetings. Why we had three people last year. 
 Create regional BORs for comm and industrial property.  Why?  Is this preferential treatment for 

these classes?   

County issues: 

 Need a level 4, or contract for one.  Why? 
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  So many questions left unanswered and our trust level is just not that high.  Concerned with losing 

more tax revenues from industrial and commercial as we have two pipelines and have lost $2M in TV in 

the past 10 years.  This represents 14.29% of our entire TV.   

Have a great day and thank you MTA for looking out for us. 

*** 
Hudson Twp., Mackinac Co. 
I am angered by this take over of small communities with absurd rules.  We have 565 parcels and by 

2019 our assessor can not even sign the role????  Who is going to pay for all this added mandates.  Are 

we going to lose using our citizens to sit on the board of review, what does training mean, will there be 

testing for BOR members?  This is an outrage and seems to be a takeover of county and local 

government.   I am so so frustrated.   

Please note: We have issues with the BOR.  Our members, assessor and I as the secretary attend 

yearlyBOR training sessions to insure we are up to date on the changes and help our taxpayers.  I find it 

insulting that some how our BOR members were not certified (who creates the certifications?) our 

citizens could show up at a board of review meeting and not recognize those making the decisions who 

do not even live in our community.  What happen to a jury of our peers? 

A brief snapshot of Hudson Township; 

Population 165 

Taxable Value $14,615,831 

Land mass 69 sq. Miles of which the state owns 84 percent  

Who is going to pay for this level 3 assessor. 

Last year Hudson Township passed your AMAR standards, therefore our assessor is doing a wonderful 

job, lives in our township and worries about keeping up with all the reports, mandates etc. While we are 

very small our assessor is still required to meet the reporting requirements of a large township or city 

who have a vast staff.  Who will pay.   

Is the state trying to wrist control from township and county, who have done a great job with our 

communities funds.  And yet in the proposal there is not talk of any funds to help insure we can 

maintain our rights and provide our citizens with representatives who live with them.    

PLEASE, PLEASE, PLEASE let us keep providing good service, a friend and neighbor as board members. 

*** 
Ida Twp., Monroe Co. 
 

I’m writing in response to the email dated May 2, 2018 regarding the proposed reform to local 

government assessing.   

As Clerk at Ida Township, Monroe County, I am against this proposal as I am very confident that our 

Assessing Department is NOT broken.  We adequately fund and support our Assessing Department and 

provide exceptional customer service to our taxpayers.  Our Township passed the 2016 AMAR with a 
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perfect score and has passed prior state audits as well.  Our Board of Review also does an exceptional 

job.   

 

Because other areas in the State have multiple deficiencies, I believe it is not good policy to force the 

units that are compliant and exceptional to make unnecessary changes possibly costing more money 

and creating worse customer service to our taxpayers.  In addition, our Township is not interested in 

forcing our current MCAO assessor, which is all that is required under the current law for our size 

township, to advance to a higher level when the work our department is performing is completely 

sufficient and satisfies the laws of the General Property Tax Act and AMAR. 

Forcing the compliant Townships to conform to new requirements because of the deficiencies of others 

is not good policy.  I do not believe this proposal as written will solve the issues in the assessment 

administration in the districts needing attention. 

In my opinion, if the State believes there are deficiencies, the State needs to fund the audit program 

and hold the units that are failing accountable and make the units that are failing reimburse the 

state.  In other words, enforce the laws that are already on the books.   

Ida Township’s Assessing Department is fully functional and fully compliant with AMAR and the General 

Property Tax Act and we see no need for change. 

*** 
Isabella Twp., Isabella Co. 
 
This is a loss of control by the local units. There is nothing wrong with more education. The State of 
Michigan is looking for excuses to completly control the property tax. I am a Supervisor of a rural 
township and I am totally against this proposal. 
 
*** 
Kalamazoo Chtr. Twp., Kalamazoo Co. 
 
Good morning. 
 
I’m contacting you with my concerns about the proposed Assessing Reform. 
Kalamazoo Township just completed its 2nd AMAR in the last 5 years. 
 
I believe this determines if we are meeting the quality standards that each district must reach. 
As you all know, filling the positions on the Board of Review can be difficult. 
This is a stressful job with limited pay. 
 
Asking Board of Review members to be certified is a good idea, but asking people with full time jobs to 
take certification courses might be a tough sell. 
 
Also, I’m not sure a regionalized Board of Review would have sufficient knowledge of each parcel it is 
reviewing. 
 
The cost obligations about the Board of Review reform is one that also needs answers. 
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This seems like a huge project that needs more time and research before being put into place. 
Assessors have just completed the March Board of Review, AMAR Reviews in April and are in the 
process of switching our databases from the 2003 cost manual to the 2014 manual. 
This is a major project which will require substantial maintenance time. 
 
*** 
Kawkawlin Twp., Bay Co. 

Response to Assessing Reform Proposal by a concerned Michigan Property Owner: 

Recently we were forwarded an Assessing Reform Proposal to review and provide response to. 

Although this reform proposal has been in the development stages this is the first local units and 

residents and been allowed access. We are advised that it will be on the November ballot and will likely 

be approved.   It was further stated that the MTA, Treasurer Nick Khouri, Michigan Municipal League, 

and Michigan Association of Counties participated in this discussion. Treasurer Nick Khouri is noted as 

“characterizing property assessing as a system in dire need of substantial reform”, and in his opinion 

the local assessing structure is “severely segmented”. It is stated that in his opinion this is preventing 

accurate, uniform, and equitable assessment to taxpayers as required by Michigan Constitution. 

 

Let’s stop here. By Michigan Constitution the assessing system is working and working well in Michigan. 

Each year sales are analyzed to ensure that every municipal governing body and township within a 6 

mile radius is assessed at 50% of true cash value. Actual sales are used for this analysis. This is working 

and working well. 

You do not hear of any reports otherwise. So what reports are being reviewed? Yes there are isolated 

reports of districts in “Over Ride”.   What does that mean?   Once again the key terms here are 

“isolated” and “over ride.” Although the reports have not been published, it is estimated that far less 

than 1% of all districts are in this “over-ride” status. Over- ride is a term used to identify and manual 

over-ride of the BS&A system with a value. This is generally done while converting hard card to 

computer record keeping. Although this is not acceptable it does not mean a complete breakdown of 

the assessment process. Further investigation is required to determine if in fact the valuations are 

incorrect. In many of the “isolated instances the method is not in compliance but the valuations may 

reflect actual current true cash values. Parcel sales are evaluated yearly by class and even in these 

“isolated” instances” the assessment are brought in to 50% of true cash value. I have not heard anyone 

disagree that these “isolated” instances need to be addressed. Yes this is a breakdown in the system in 

these cases but not an entire system failure as the checks and balances ensure 50% assessments based 

on sales. 

What other reports may be indicating an “out of control” system that is in direct need of “substantial 

reform”? The most prevalent one to date is the STC AMAR. This is supposed to be an audit of the 

minimum assessing requirements. As mentioned above the minimum assessing requirements are met 

yearly as defined by the constitution. Checks and balances are already in place. The AMAR is a political 

tool to leverage power from the local units to the state. The AMAR does not audit the minimum 
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requirement rather it audits the agenda of the STC.   AMAR audits are so unreliable that they do not 

have value to those being audited. What passes one audit fails the next. The list of examples is longer 

and more tiresome that anyone would care to listen to so we will start off with a few examples: 

 Requiring written policies on office hours 

 Policy regarding inspection of public records 

 Coefficient of DispersionPrice Related Differential 

 Treasurer collection of 1.25% per month for PRE denials and completing  Form 4125 

 Written procedures, including audit for real property exemptions 

 Land value maps - STC format required 
 Personal Property canvasing even though the township is prohibited from requiring a 

Personal property statement from those filing an exemption form 5076 

 Policy for waiving collection of the late fee for Property Transfer Affidavits 

 

Please review this list closely and ask how the above listed items were included on an audit of 

Minimum Assessing Requirements.   Where do any of these affect an accurate, uniform, and equitable 

assessments process? What percentage of the system is affected the above list, 1/4 %? How does the 

format of a land value map affect the accuracy of the system? The COD and the PRD are useful tools to 

improve accuracy yet both require adequate amounts of data to reflect reality. That is not available in 

many districts so they are measures to monitor but not to conclude system failure.  Some of the 

items have nothing to do with assessing yet they are reported as “fail” on the audits. Some are not 

within the law but are now being added as a requirement through the STC AMAR. Where the system is 

failing is within the STC itself. We are not trying to meet the intent of the law rather the political 

agenda of the STC. Rather than teaching and promoting improved practices it is establishing such strict 

“guidelines” that it is forcing the scenario we face today and the purpose for this letter. It is pushing 

costs onto each district to implement procedures and practices to bring in the state more money.

 Yes our system is 

segmented but that in itself also allows for each unit’s unique identity. All units are not the same. They 

do not all have the same resources or needs or wants afforded them by law. 

The laws can be referenced for the above and yes law can also be referenced giving the STC authority 

to oversee the assessment practices.  That does not include overriding the Michigan State 

constitution. 

They are required to pay for all mandated changes. The STC is not calling their changes to the 

requirements mandates, as they would be in direct violation of the state constitution, they are 

however calling them “failure” to meet the minimum requirements. This play on words is costing 

municipalities and townships enormous amounts in efforts to meet these changes required to pass the 

AMAR. The state should be required, as per our state constitution, to pay for increased training and 

work involved in efforts to meet their ever changing requirements.  The state should be required to pay 

for all of the added cost associated with implementation of policies and procedures. Our system is 

governed by laws not policies and procedures. We will need a procedure to follow each law and then 
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and audit process to audit each procedure. Each year the STC adds new required policies or procedures 

in their AMAR. They are focusing on minutia in a mass appraisal process. 

Michigan’s assessment process does work. We do need more education on the process. Let’s stop 

making it more difficult by continually adding more requirements to comply with. The AMAR does not 

reflect “effective assessment practices” as one missed signature or one incorrect date warrants a 

“fail”. Once again what does that have to do with an accurate, uniform, and equitable assessment 

process? 

Treasurer Nick Khouri should see that the STC is building in failure not success, but then again this 
ispolitically motivated. Please focus on the failure the of the STC building rather than the system that is 
working. 

 

*** 

Kearney Twp., Antrim Co. 

Re: · Assessing  Reform Proposal 

This letter is written in response to the Michigan Department of Treasury "Assessing Reform Proposal 
Summary". I would like to begin by stating I am NOT in favor of countywide assessing; countywide 
assessing would take away an important cog of the municipalities operation and local control. 
Countywide assessing would hurt the Townships financially and most important, functionally. The 
Assessor is heavily relied upon by the Township Supervisor, Clerk, Zoning Administrator and directly 
linked to the Township Treasurer. 

Countywide assessing would be a burden to the taxpayer by taking away personalization, transparency, 
response time, tax dollars and much more. I, the Township Supervisor, am NOT in favor of countywide 
assessing and stress the need and importance of maintaining a local Assessor of record this is an MAAO 
(3) or higher, successfully passes Audit of Minimum Assessing Requirements (AMAR), and has a direct 
one on one relationship with our tax payers. 

 

*** 

 

Keeler Twp., Van Buren Co. 

I have read the proposal and have real concerns with the removal of the assessing function from 
Townships. This seems to be another move to reduce the responsibility that Townships have and in the 
end will they not be needed. Township residents expect their local elected officials be accountable to 
them for their actions. Removing the assessing function along with a reginal Board of Review, residents 
will not have that accountability.  

A Township Supervisor, who is qualified and certified should be allowed to be the assessor of record.  The 
Township Supervisor has extensive knowledge of  township property.  

The assessment function in its current form has to have all of the standards that this reform proposal 
requires. 

There is a problem with the number of certified assessors at all levels.  



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 

How are the additional cost to rural Townships going to be covered?   

I think that local control over assessing gives the Township property owners very good service and is cost 
effective. 

What we really need is more support from the State in the form of education and review to make sure 
that the current standards and requirements are being implemented.  

 

*** 

 

 

Lake Twp., Menominee Co. 

my response to this proposed changes to the local assessing will be bad for the local twp. units as it will 
a greater cost on the twp. then they already have,  will cause the loss of local control of the assessing , 
putting it in the hands of the county or state which is further away from the affected property 
owners.My hope is that the MTA will fight this tooth and nail as they say to not make any changes to a 
system that has and is working well.   

 

*** 

Lake Twp., Menominee Co. 

I'M  in awe that the MTA  would allow  the majority of the states trained assessors (level two 's) to be 

thrown under the bus, these assessors have passed their AMAR's with excellent scores. I see this as 

a  mean's by which the state can take over the control of the assessing from the local level. As the saying 

goes if its not broke don't fix it, this is again to much over reach by the state .  PLEASE FIGHT THIS 

PROPOSAL TOOTH AND NAIL.    

*** 

Laketown Twp., Allegan Co. 

The proposed changes would not have a great financial affect on Laketown Township. We have 

employed a full time assessor since 1991 and plan on continuing. Our assessor is an MAAO. We collect 

over $12 million in taxes. We already comply with most of the laundry list of requirements. We fall short 

in the 5,000 parcel count, but it look like we can get a waiver because we are financially able to provide 

assessing services. 

But the residents of those units that are forced to consolidate or go with the county will lose a level of 

accessibility, accountability and transparency they now enjoy. What is that worth? Every time you go up 

a level of government it becomes much more difficult to get an answer. 

*** 

Lapeer County Supervisors’ Association 
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Lincoln Chtr. Twp., Berrien Co. 
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I have attached a copy of the proposed bill that was sent out by the Michigan Assessor’s 

Association.  Generally the bill does not affect Lincoln Township as we are large enough to be 

considered our own Assessing District and can opt out of the County Assessing mandate in 2021. The 

impact of this legislation will affect smaller townships that have contract assessors of have assessor that 

do not have the MAAO or MMAO certification as they will be forced to go under county assessing unless 

they cooperate with other local townships to create an assessing district and share a MAAO or MMAO 

assessor. This legislation also adjusts the Board of Review and the credentials needed for Board of 

Review members, however, not specifically. Generally I believe this movement is an attempt to head off 

the shortage of assessors across the state and also to improve the overall education and qualifications of 

those assessor’s working in small jurisdictions. There are positives and negatives to the bill. The 

Michigan Assessors Association was asked to review the legislation and to comment and suggest 

improvements in the legislation before it is submitted in the upcoming month. I will keep you posted 

with any information I receive from this avenue. Let me know if you have any other questions or would 

like me to expound on the changes that this legislation would create to the board or Stacy, Terrie and 

you. 

 

*** 
Little Traverse Twp., Emmet Co. 

 You asked at one of our meetings a year or so ago, “what keeps us awake at night as Township 

Officials?”.  Well, this is probably one of the top of the list examples, “Proposed Reform to Local 

Government Assessing”.   

 I don’t think Treasury will ever give up.  Remember back in 2015 or so, the big attempt to cripple 

Township assessing, tax collecting and voting?   This recent proposal is being attempted to be rammed 

through again at record speed as it was then, so we don’t have time to counter it.  The same thing 

happened in 2015.   The handwriting is on the wall when it comes to Michigan Department of Treasury 

doing whatever they have to do, or take whatever time it takes, to consolidate assessing, and other 

sacred Township functions.   

 First, they made it so difficult to train assessors that few in their right mind would want to attempt to 

be qualified.  Then they try to put a bad reputation on Townships by implementing the 14 pt. review, 

now AMAR.  Now, that isn’t good enough.  They want to eliminate and consolidate smaller units into 

larger units, or make it impossible for small units to afford, or engage qualified assessors.  Their end goal 

is to consolidate.   

 It appears the time has come again for MTA to rally the troops like was done back in 2015, (or so), to kill 

this new reform attempt.  I would think MML will be joining forces to stop this ridiculous proposal from 

ever getting a second wind.  I was so impressed with the letter writing campaign that MTA raged at that 

time, and the immediate results from that effort.  The results were astounding. 

 I will be contacting our Representative and Senator, but I’m only one.  Please keep us informed as to 

what else we can do to help kill this devastating proposal. 

*** 

Lovells Twp., Crawford Co. 
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Thank you for soliciting my opinion on the subject proposed reform. 

Some background on our township.  Lovells employs a part-time MAAO(3) assessor that, per the STC, 

achieved the first perfect AMAR score in the state on our most recent AMAR review.  Total real and 

personal taxable value in the township is $61 million and we have nearly 2,000 parcels.  The last census 

counted 626 souls.  

In a nutshell, the subject proposal is a solution to a problem that Lovells Township does not have.  And it 

is very logical to assume that there are many other townships in the same position.  Yet, if enacted, my 

township tax payers will pay more despite the fact that STC quality standards are currently being met.   

The subject proposal is an extreme overreach of state control/involvement with the assessing function, 

and it comes with absolutely no guarantee that it would accomplished the desired results. 

In my opinion, the primary reason for the existing shortfall in assessing quality is the fact that the STC 

does not have a process that allows them to remove under performing assessors in a timely 

manner.  Yes, I know that there is a complaint process, an Assessor Discipline Advisory Committee, STC 

involvement, and a Michigan Administrative Hearings System.  But this process simply takes too 

long.  For example, the single complaint case I was involved with commenced late in 2011.  The assessor 

who was the subject of my complaint retained his certification in assessment administration until late in 

2015. 

Thanks again for this opportunity.   

*** 

Mackinaw Twp., Cheboygan Co. 
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*** 

Marion Twp., Livingston Co. 

Hi MTA – I didn’t see any specifics about how the Board Of Review members will be appointed, what 

their term will be, provision for alternates, removal for cause, compensation for training, or residency 

requirements. 

It looks like our township Marion, Livingston County, will be able to maintain our current assessing. 

I have reservations about removing assessing from smaller units that would require residents to work 

with the counties for things like land divisions or transfers. 

 

I think residents that have a need for a poverty appeal would be more uncomfortable with a regional 

board. 

*** 

Martin Twp., Allegan Co. 

This proposal seems like an overreach to transfer local control over to the County or to at least remove 

local control over the way individual townships are run. 

The State just 5 years ago implemented a review process that was intended to identify deficiencies 

within local township assessing. Wouldn’t it make sense to let that process work and hold accountable 

the townships and their assessors instead of punishing all local townships and their MCAO certified 

assessors. 

 

*** 

Problems with the Assessing Reform Proposal 

1. State law provides for the local elected supervisor to be the chief assessing officer.  If not 

certified, the township must hire someone who is.  The county is not responsible, the township 

is.   

2. Lapeer, Tuscola, Sanilac counties do not have staff to take over assessing.  On what authority 

would the county “take over” assessing?  Lapeer county has one full time employee in the 

Equalization Department.  They have not had a director for years.   

3. An assessing district must be at least 5,000 parcels, but what is the cap?  The describe a 

minimum, but no maximum?  This is a rural area, I cover six townships in two counties.  Who 

gets to decide how many I can handle?   

4. Will there be a hard cap?  Who gets to decide?   

5. Can  a “assessing district” cross county lines?  

6. Language in the proposal says counties “must take over” by Tax Day 2021 or 2023?  On what 

authority?  

7. Most counties in my area do not have a “county assessing office” No staff to run one.  

8. What is “full time service”?  Townships with two or three thousand parcels do not need an 

assessor working 40 hours a week.  Again, how will these “assessing districts” be structured?   
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The biggest problem is this whole thing looks like a rushed end run around township government.  If it is 

truly about quality, the AMAR on a regular schedule is addressing that.  Has the state treasurer ever 

signed an assessment roll?  Has he ever measured a house or a commercial building?  Hundreds of us 

are doing good work out here in the real world in Michigan, and it is wrong to destroy our businesses 

and business plan because of a small amount of bad actors.   

*** 

McMillan Twp., Luce Co. 

After reviewing the Assessing Reform Proposal Summary I am very disturbed at this entire proposal 

idea.  This just appears to be another attempt to take the assessing function from the local units and 

move it to the county level with the state eventually taking over the whole assessing function.  I think 

the State Treasurer is way off the mark on this issue.  This proposal would substantially increase the cost 

of assessing and a lot of the ideas contained in this proposal are not realistic.  The idea of every county 

having to have a level 4 assessor and every assessor of record having to be a level 3 is absurd.  The 

provision that an elected township supervisor that is also certified as an assessor is not eligible to be the 

assessor of that local unit is also absurd.  I am a level 3 assessor and township supervisor of my township 

and for the legislature to pass a law saying that I would not be eligible to be the assessor of record is 

absolutely ridiculous.  I have been the assessor for my township for 14 years and I have been the 

supervisor for 11 years.  I have acquired a lot of valuable experience in that time and for the legislature 

to just toss me aside because of this misguided proposal is just not right.  Assessing jurisdictions are 

already being heavily scrutinized by the STC AMAR program and to take these additional measures is 

simply overkill.  And with all due respect to the state treasurer I believe he is way out of line with this 

proposal and is more than likely being encouraged by special interest groups who would like to take the 

assessment function from the local units but still require the local units to bear the cost of assessing.  In 

my own personal situation I would have to look for other employment as I will not give up my supervisor 

role just so I can be the assessor of my unit.  This is a bad proposal that needs to go away.   

*** 

Mecosta Twp., Mecosta Co. 

This would be a great burden on smaller Townships and villages. Plus they would lose control over the 

assessing administration in their township. I am an MCAO (level 2) and did very well on the AMAR. There 

is no reason to dispose of MCAO’s. I went through the State Tax Commissions 18-month course for my 

MCAO status, and have been told by level 3’s that I learned more than they were ever taught. Counties 

already oversee everything the assessors do. I do not believe this would solve any of the problems. 

Require level 2’s to do 30 or 40 hours of instruction and it would weed out the assessors that have not 

gone through the state classes. What Treasure Khouri is proposing is absurd!  

I would hope MTA would push for a more reasonable solution!  

*** 
Meridian Twp., Ingham Co. 
 

Meridian Township appreciates the opportunity to share our thoughts regarding the current proposed 

legislative changes to our longstanding assessing means and methods.  
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 Generally speaking, we think assessing is best done locally.  Local assessors are closer to property 

owners, making them more knowledgeable about the properties they assess and more responsive to 

serving citizens. 

 Meridian Township is concerned about dedicating the funds from the administration fee specifically to 

assessing and tax collection.  In the case of the Township, that would move about $300,000 from the 

general fund and dedicate it to the Township’s Assessing and Treasury departments which operate well 

without those funds.  Why should we be required to spend additional money on something that already 

works? 

We also have concerns about a “super” Board of Review on the County level which would handle 

commercial and industrial appeals within the County.  We recognize that politics can enter into decisions 

of a local Board of Review currently, but moving appeals away from the local level increases concerns 

for a political outcome of an appeal.  It is unsettling to us that the owner of a $40,000,000 apartment 

complex could appeal to a “super” Board of Review at the County level and a political decision could be 

reached after a ten-minute proceeding.  Commercial and industrial property owners can appeal directly 

to the MTT as things currently stand and that is probably a better forum for such appeals since they can 

be considered in greater detail. 

 Beyond the issues mentioned above, we do not see the proposed changes as having much effect on 

Meridian Township.  The Township’s assessing practices already meet or exceed the standards that are 

being proposed.  For example, for a number of years the Township has held an informal Assessor’s 

Review.  It appears that the proposal adds this sort of informal review as a requirement which we think 

is a good idea.  The Township already shares the services of an assessor with the City of East Lansing.  So 

this is essentially an assessing district like what is being proposed.  Our assessor thinks it would be 

helpful for there to be a formal definition of “assessing district” and for that district to be considered 

one assessing unit by the State.  Right now our assessor has to create an assessment roll for Meridian 

Township, an assessment roll for the City of East Lansing within Ingham County, and a third assessment 

roll for East Lansing within Clinton County.  Three assessment rolls and three sets of assessing studies 

and State reports for one geographical area.  If the State truly wants to have local units consolidate their 

assessing function, maybe they could remove barriers to consolidation by making it possible for an 

assessor to prepare one assessment roll, etc. for an “assessing district”. 

 Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. 

 *** 

 
Milton Twp., Antrim Co. 
In response to the Michigan Department of Treasury “Assessing Reform Proposal Summary”, I  am NOT 
in favor of countywide assessing.  Countywide assessing would hurt the Townships financially and most 
important, functionally.  The Assessor is heavily relied upon by the Township Supervisor, Clerk, Zoning 
Administrator and directly linked to the Township Treasurer.  Countywide assessing would be a burden 
to the taxpayer by taking away personalized service, transparency, response time, tax dollars and much 
more.  I, the Township Treasurer, based on the Draft Assessing Reform Proposal as written would 
recommend to the Board of Trustees to opt-out of Countywide Assessing and maintain this service 
locally by an Assessor of record, that is currently a MAAO (3), successfully passed Audit of Minimum 
Assessing Requirements (AMAR), and has a direct one on one relationship with our taxpayers. 
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*** 

Milton Twp., Antrim Co. 

This letter is written in response to the Michigan Department of Treasury “Assessing Reform Proposal 
Summary”.   I would like to begin by stating I am NOT in favor of countywide assessing; countywide 
assessing would take away an important cog of the municipalities operation.  Countywide assessing 
would hurt the Townships financially and most important, functionally.  The Assessor is heavily relied 
upon by the Township Supervisor, Clerk, Zoning Administrator and directly linked to the Township 
Treasurer.  

Countywide assessing would be a burden to the taxpayer by taking away personalization, transparency, 
response time, tax dollars and much more.  I, the Township Clerk, based on the Draft Assessing Reform 
Proposal as written would recommend to the Board of Trustees to opt-out of Countywide Assessing and 
maintain locally, an Assessor of record, that is currently is an MAAO (3), successfully passes Audit of 
Minimum Assessing Requirements (AMAR), and has a direct one on one relationship with our taxpayers. 

*** 
Milton Twp., Cass Co. 

To Whom It May Concern, 

The State of Michigan has a recommended proposal to change the assessing program that is in use 

currently. After reading the current terminology in what they call “Draft four", it appears that the only 

entity that isn't adversely monetary affected by these changes is the State itself. If the proposal was 

taken to its "perfect conclusion", there would no longer be any such thing as a "local" assessor, instead 

this responsibility would be shifted to the county. I see a few problems with this proposal, they are as 

follows: 

➢ 1st will be the assessors and those employed by the assessing offices that would lose their 
job with this new proposal. While it is true that the county would employ some assessors to 
help with the new assessing responsibilities that they would be tasked with, it is not 
unreasonable to think that at least 3/4 of the current workforce of local Assessors, 
Equalization Directors, and their satellite employees would be out of a job. 

➢ The 2nd would be the Counties, as their burdens would increase dramatically being tasked 
with the increased load of being the local assessor of multiple units. With the current 
budgets shrinking as much as they have in recent years, it would not be beyond 
comprehension that the County Equalization directors are having a difficult enough time 
trying to complete the tasks the State requires of them with the budget they currently have. 
Now add to this the increased burden of being the assessor of record for multiple units 
across the County, having to hire assessors and support staff to help with the process, would 
far exceed any budget proposals they currently have. This would result in 1of 2 things 
happening, either the county would have to ask for a tax increase to cover the costs, or they 
would have to do more on the reduced budgets they're currently working with. 
Unfortunately, both these situations could have disastrous outcomes. And if the State does 
come up with the “funding” that they describe in the last paragraph of “Draft four”, where 
would they themselves get it seeing they have their own budgetary issues. 

➢ The 3rd issue would be the taxpayers. The whole idea of having a local assessor was 
having someone who was accessible and knowledgeable about that township. That may 
not be the case with a county assessor who may not be as knowledgeable about the 
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area where that taxpayer is from. The taxpayer will lose the convenience of being able 
to meet and have a conversation concerning a specific item or area that a local assessor 
would be knowledgeable about. 

➢ And lastly concerns the board of review reorganization.   As per the State's own Board of 

Review information booklet, the whole idea of the Board of Review is so you have someone 

from the township who lives within the township serving as members. The new suggested 

requirements for members, such as possessing “substantial levels of education and 

experience in property tax expertise” would limit the number of applicants for the Board as it 

is, then you have the problem of them not being from the area and not being knowledgeable 

about the parcels being discussed at the BOR meetings. This would be a great disservice to 

the taxpayer, because, once it got around (and it would get around) that the BOR was not 

intimately knowledgeable about the parcels being discussed, there would be hesitation to 

come to any future BOR meetings. 
In conclusion, after all the work, time, and effort the State has put into making sure the Assessing 

offices are properly trained, including going through the reorganization of the assessing program as a 

whole, and doing all the extracurricular classes that have been done along with the time and effort 

given to the 1st AMAR review and the upcoming 2nd AMAR review, it seems counter intuitive to 

eliminate all those positive changes for a new program with unproven results. Along with this, the idea 

of the State for so many years making it clear that they would prefer assessors not to have excessive 

multiple jurisdictions, now they seem to be not only supporting the idea, but actually are 

recommending something that they themselves taught us could be detrimental to the entire assessing 

program if left unchecked.  I'm sure others have differing opinions on this matter, but I am of the 

opinion that this new proposal could undermine all the extensive work that both the State and the 

local assessors have put into the current Assessing program so that it is as functional and transparent 

as it is today, when compared to where it was before their current reforms. 

*** 

Monterey Twp., Allegan Co. 

Hello 

I'm sorry for sending this late but I am beyond upset that these changes are even being proposed.  I can 

imagine how moving from our current system to one where we have to contract with a faceless 

corporation will benefit our residents.  It will cost a lot more for no benifit.  There is no reason why 

someone to answer phone will be nessicary.  I brought this up at my Township meeting and all residents 

and board members were aggressively opposed (even the resident who has been trying to get our 

assessor fired from day 1) 

I will send something more coherent later but I wanted to send this before I was very late. 

*** 

Morton Twp., Cherry Valley Twp., Lake Co. 

Concerned with the cost factor, loss of local control, the potential for an overreach of state influence on 

property taxation policy , the current shortage of assessors with higher level certifications and county 
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assessing/equalization conflicts, and suggested alternative measures to improve assessing have been 

recommended. Safe guards have been added through audits to maintain consistency . I am against this 

new regulation. I participated in voting President Trump in office to make America great again, by 

restricting and eliminating regulations. 

*** 
Negaunee Twp., Marquette Co. 
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Negaunee Twp., Marquette Co. 

It has been very distressing to know that there is a fast track to legislation that will impact all of the 

townships in the UP and we have not addressed the matter in our local area.  The changes will 

negatively impact every one of the small units of government financially and take away all of the local 

control.  We know little of the waiver process.   Changes to the board of review from local to regional 

will deprive our residents of the opportunity to bring their concerns to their respective taxing units. 

*** 

Newton, Bedford, Leroy Twps. 

I felt obligated to address the proposed assessing reform.  I have been a certified assessor in the State of 
Michigan since the 1980’s.  I have seen many changes that have affected how I have performed my duties.  
I also have been privileged to know assessors across the State.  This group overall is hard working and 
dedicated to a quality job. 
 
Over the past few years the group has been tested through repeated quality checks, now three different 
evaluations (14 Point Review, AMAR and the recently revised AMAR).  I do not understand now why the 
Department of Treasury, through proposed legislation is attempting to create a system of assessment 
administration that is more cumbersome and confusing to the local units, assessor and taxpayer. 
 
My frustration is centered around the fact that changes are being proposed by individuals who have never 
been involved with the assessing function and rely on others who also are not actively involved or have 
knowledge how the assessor interacts with the taxpayer.   
 
It is clear that the Department of Treasury’s mission is to eliminate the small rural township’s authority.  I 
have worked at the county, city and township levels and from experience know that the small rural 
township is the most responsive to taxpayer needs.  Most assessors have a rapport with their taxpayers 
and are fair and equitable.  I can imagine that receiving information from 1,240 townships, 276 cities and 
257 villages is somewhat overwhelming for the Department, but these same units are the most 
accountable to their taxpayers.  
 
Throughout the state, there are assessors who manage multiple units and in essence have a district 
already with uniformity within.  These assessors are told that they must have direct supervision of the 
assessment rolls.  Where is the check and balance for equalization and taxpayer advocacy if a certified 
Equalization Director acting as assessor, manages multiple units that obviously they can’t have direct 
supervision over?    
 
In conclusion; enactment of the changes proposed for “Assessing Reform” should not be considered.  It 
will harm the small rural townships, the taxpayers of Michigan and create a costlier, cumbersome property 
tax administration program. 
 
*** 

Noble Twp., Branch Co. 

Ok you can't be serious.  

How would the proposed changes benefit anyone, other than State Government? 
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We already can't find certified "qualified" staff, we already have money issues, and the State already has 

too much control, not to mention the County!  

Not allowing certified assessors to be Supervisors (and vice-versa) would also potentially cause more 

problems, as we can't find people willing to do these jobs as well...I know, because I really don't want 

the hassle of the position, yet, here I am!  

More restrictions and more requirements is NOT the answer. Making larger assessment areas is NOT the 

answer. It didn't/doesn't work for our Public School System, (when they went from local schools 

authority to huge conglomerate government messes)and it's not going to work here! We need more 

control/input from the People. Don't you remember, it's supposed to be that way, but it's become so 

burdensome, nay, STUPID, that most people just don't want to bother, it's easier to bury their heads in 

the sand. So Sad. 

*** 
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Norman Daniels  



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 



Township Responses to Proposed Assessing Changes 
 

*** 
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Norwich Twp., Missaukee Co. 

 I am writing this letter to oppose the proposed Assessing Reform bill. Currently, our assessor makes 

more money than any of our board members. So obviously, having to hire another assessor would 

financially burden our small township even more. It would force our township to have to hire an 

assessor with a higher level certification as our assessor does not meet those standards. We just 

interviewed for a new assessor a little over a year ago. At that time, we looked into assessors and their 

certifications. None that we interviewed even had the higher level certification that would be required 

with this new bill. If our assessor did get this new certification then we would still have to pay more for 

those services. It is doubtful that there are even enough assessors who possess this higher certification 

to be able to make this proposed change a reality. And it might actually have an unintended 

consequence of reducing the number of assessors rather than increasing them. Furthermore, it seems as 

if this change is to ensure transparency and uniformity. However, assessing does and should differ from 

township to township because there is a difference in land and building value and there is a reason why 

it costs less or more to own property in one township or another. One thing is certain, this change is no 

small change and it will mean more money spent in the form of the salary for this assessing change as 

well as higher taxes to create an artificial cookie-cutter equivalency in property across township lines. 

Our township already does not have enough sales on a regular basis to formulate the assessing sales 

study and has to bring in information from outlying townships. Thank you for trying to improve assessing 

for our state. However, please realize that this bill will not bring the positive change that is desired. 

 *** 

Oshtemo Chtr. Twp., Kalamazoo Co. 

Dear Senator O' Brien: 

I am writing in response to the information which we received from the Michigan 

Townships Association regarding the State Treasurer's proposed changes to assessing in 

Michigan.  While we certainly do not object to the standards that the State believes are 

necessary for assessors and assessing departments throughout the State, we strongly 

object to the takeover of local assessing by the County, and we object to the 

establishment of regional boards of review. Many of the factors involved in assessing 

involve key local determinations made in conjunction with the local assessor, and 

transferring that authority to a regional board seems to us to be nothing more than 

another attempt to usurp local control. 

Our Township has 8,569 tax parcels and a taxable value of $796,048,710. We work 

diligently to maintain a high standard and have fully complied with the State's new AMAR 

requirements. We do not see why that system is not allowed to continue and improve 

performance statewide without creating a new system or stripping local units of their 

constitutional powers. Our Township has a MAI appraiser review all property tax appeals 

involving commercial and industrial properties. We attempt to resolve a dispute with 

taxpayers before litigating a matter before the Michigan Tax Tribunal. If we must litigate, 

we have both the Assessor's analysis and a MAI appraisal to support our position. 
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Instead of revamping the system and likely imposing additional costs on local units 

without any attempt to fund those costs, perhaps the State of Michigan should look at 

providing additional resources to local units to enhance and improve their assessing 

procedures statewide. 

I appreciate your attention to this matter, and I hope you will take our concerns into 

account as you evaluate any proposed legislation affecting local municipalities throughout 

the State of Michigan. 

 

*** 

Otsego Co. response – notes 

Otsego County responses: 
Additional side notes for assessing proposal; 
  
A person in the level 3 class has 73% overrides in his unit—which is in the SE corner of the State. Is the 

class going to correct this deficiency—and why has it not been done when all of the State has 

experienced the first round of AMAR. 

Why is the IOAA standards listed in the proposed law?  Their standards could change and we must live 

with the updates, right or wrong?  IOAA is a national organization and their standards could be altered 

tomorrow with no notice or input.  The State should be in control of our state. 

The regional boards of review may be wonderful for the heavily  populations centers but will add much 

burden and expense to the rural areas.   Perhaps an analysis of the numbers who appear at the boards 

with real up to date information could see where change is needed.  My township had 3 letters and had 

one poverty exemption application and 4 persons who appeared at board of review for consideration.  

There were 11 Veterans exemptions the board had to approve.  This is typical and no one comes after 6 

pm. 

Why is the push for consolidation and then told it is not consolidation.  We are not that stupid!  To tell 

us that this proposal is for quality control, consistency, and transparency are just buzz words to sound 

good.  This is not the manner to promote a working relationship to make the system better. 

This is another veiled proposal to downgrade township government or try to eliminate—why because 

we are successful……. 

Writing specific dollar amounts into a law is a bad idea.  Dollar amounts are relative to time and 

inflation.  The STC policies should address this issue as they do for certification policies. 

Why isn’t time spent on educational classes for the required conversion to the Marshall Swift valuation 

system?  AND when we finally have it installed the year of data is 2014 which means it is already going 

to be 5 years out of date………….How successful is this project……… 

The AMAR needs to be done on an objective basis with persons who are well versed in assessing  years. 
The field work portion was dismal with failure as the Tax Management personnel could not find the 
correct properties and did not perform the work at all accurately but many assessors were down-graded 
unfairly by it and the STC did not want to listen to our complaints at the reviews or look at the data of 
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error that we presented.  Example of land maps;   An assessor does 4 units and presented the land value 
maps for each unit.  Two units were accepted and the other two units were denied—same maps and 
same review person.  Again, no explanations….Work presented for ECF for all neighborhoods but not a 
cover page that stated upon review and analysis this is the result of the work performed—work was 
accurate but marked as deficiency as a cover page was not included.  We know that we can always 
improve and the way has been determined for that improvement.  Assessors have been given the 
requirements and have tried to accomplish the changes necessary to better tools. 
*** 
Otsego County response – several townships 
 
A meeting was held Monday, May 7, 2018 with assessors/ supervisors from the 9 townships and 2 

equalization personnel present.  The City of Gaylord called/emailed their concerns earlier in the day.  

Bagley, Charlton, Chester, Corwith, Dover, Elmira, Hayes, Livingston, Otsego Lake Townships had a voice 

in the discussions during the meeting.   Thirteen persons attended the meeting. 

Additional material was presented and discussed in a robust manner and tabulated.  Many points of 

views were expressed with the proposed assessing  reform to have quality control, consistently, and 

transparency. 

Currently all assessing units have passed the first round of the AMAR review.  We believe that the 

results from the second round would show the success of the review and highlight that improvements 

have occurred that would show better quality and transparency.  The true purpose of the AMAR should 

be objective in grading and educational for future improvement.  The STC already has instilled a manner 

of meeting the rules or there are consequences thus there is system for additional mentoring and 

consistent results. 

In our county, we have 2 long time level 3 assessors and have assessors currently in class to become  

level 3.  Otsego Lake has a new assessor who is a level 2 and they are working on contracts for an 

assistant assessor who is  also a new level 2 assessor.  The City has a new assessing contractor and has 

an employee that is currently working toward the level 3 status.    Five units have long time level 3 

assessors.  Having assessing years of experience and knowledge is the key rather than having a new level 

2 or 3 with no experience.   

We voiced the opinion that there is a vast difference between the urban and rural areas of the state and 

the financial impact the consolidation could have on the township budgets and the future impact for the 

PTA fee.  The requirement of the $12 million dollars of taxes collected is unrealistic in rural Michigan and 

the formation of the assessing districts could cross county boundaries.   

The new change with the proposal of having land value maps and ECF information on line can be 

implemented with study and review.  The changes for the boards of review remove local authority but 

the pre board of review is done in an informal manner with the taxpayer inquiries.  Another pre meeting 

can be added to the process.  It is verified that Otsego County has a few number of taxpayers who come 

to board of review and the number of letters to be addressed are minimal. 

Six units do have office hours that are open to the public.  The other units have all contact information 

available and have pride in the return progress to address any issue.  Working from our homes means 

that more than the required hours of work have been accomplished and ensures availability after office 
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hours.  Several townships are using the program called   Accessmygov.com to provide tax and assessing 

information to the public. 

Our group also questioned the constitutionality of taking away our given authority and this is another 

unfunded mandate from the State.  It is placing additional burdens on the local units and also  on the 

county equalization departments where the townships did not form districts. 

Township government is a grassroots government that is the most responsive to the public and the 

function of assessing has been part of the responsibilities for over 50 years.  We are responsive to our 

citizens and taxpayers.   Local assessing administration is working in our county and we do not agree 

that the changes will make the system better.  As the proposal is now, it is a bad idea and needs further 

study and review.  We are willing to be part of the work for a better bill to be introduced. Currently, the 

proposal is a bad idea and needs much more input and it is too soon to rush it through the summer 

legislature. 

Compiled by Mary Sanders 
Hayes Twp. Supervisor/Assessor 
*** 
Otsego Statistics 

OTSEGO COUNTY STATISTICS IN REGARDS TO ASSESSING PROPOSAL, MAY 2018 

 

TOWNSHIP  TAXES COLLECTED  PARCELS  PTA COLLECTED  

BAGLEY   $6,525,380   5393     -0- 

CHARLTON     $3,767,184   3138   35,332 

CHESTER  $2,953,140   1972   27,874 

CORWITH  $2,157,843   1980   19.469 

DOVER   1,096,942   726   10,081 

ELMIRA   5,402,851   1545   52,454 

HAYES   4,161,609   1385   41,078 

LIVINGSTON  3,992,531   2009   38,713 

OTSEGO LAKE  5,466,041   4657   48,222 

GAYLORD CITY  9,895,535   2641   95,076 
 
*** 
Ovid Twp., Branch Co. 
I believe this is nothing more than county, and state government sticking their nose where it doesn't 

belong. In our smaller townships in southern Michigan, which are made up of either primarily seasonal 

lake properties, or agricultural (smaller) farmland, trying to run the townships like the larger entities 

around the larger cities makes no sense. Our townships are financially sound, and the county 

governments are in big trouble. The only reason they want to get involved is to take more money form 
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the townships, to fix their own messes. I agree that no Supervisor should assess their own township, but 

have issues with most of the other proposed changes. 

*** 

Pine Twp., Montcalm Co. 

Assessing Bill : Under this legislation, someone who has taken on line courses can get a maao 

designation having never been an assessor, and could sign the same amount as Pine Twp.assessor Chuck 

Zemla  who has much experience and credentials as Assessor.  My thoughts are to  "leave it the way it 

is"    

*** 

Pioneer Twp., Missaukee Co. 

To whom it may concern: 

I am writing this letter to oppose the “Assessing Reform” and to express my concerns. I entered in the 2 

year MCAO Assessing Program when it was just being implemented. I worked a full time job while 

completing this lengthy 2 year course understanding that there was a lot to learn, only to be graduating 

with students that took the newly implemented 1 year course. The program changed from a 2 year 

program to 1 year program just like that. Now it is down to a 6 month program. I am not opposed to 

furthering my education but I am opposed to furthering my education and paying the money and time 

to end up coming out without a job. You are expecting all MCAO’s to become MAAO’s in order to remain 

or become an Assessor of a jurisdiction. While putting many MCAO’s out of a job because not everybody 

will be able to further their education, many current MAAO’s and new MAAO’s will also not be 

guaranteed a job. So in short many Assessors will lose their jobs regardless if they decide to further their 

education, that is a lot of time and money to not be guaranteed a job. That sure doesn’t seem very fair. 

Currently Assessors do work under the supervision of a MAAO, the County Equalization Director. 

Why don’t we give the “new and improved” AMAR a chance? The AMAR guidelines are continuing to 

change and are developed to improve assessing practices. While many Assessors are conducting 

reappraisals because of the AMAR, now we implemented a new cost manual and a conversion in the 

BS&A software. With all of this on our plates, we now have to wonder if we will even have jobs. I 

strongly oppose this “Assessing Reform” and the many jobs it will take away. 

*** 
Plainfield Twp., Iosco Co. 
ASSESSING REFORM PROPOSAL COMMENTS, CONCERNS AND QUESTIONS 

I am the township supervisor for Plainfield Township in Iosco County and I am not the assessor.  We 

contract with a MCAO certified assessor and have done so for over 20 years.  We have a $200+ million 

SEV on over 6,000 parcels.   We have had AMAR reviews over the past couple of years and have scored 

very well.  We have limited Tax Tribunal hearings and our BOR members attend training every year and 

are knowledgeable and attentive to our residents needs.  If other assessing entities are encountering 

problems then they should be dealt with individually.  But if the intent is for the STC to usurp the 

assessing functions of the townships then come out and say so instead of passing reforms in the form of 

new “standards” that will require all assessing functions to be consolidated at the county level and 
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remove all local control and authority over our property values, use and communities future.   Where 

are all the assessor’s going to come from?  How many are going to be required?  One section of the 

proposed reform states that STC will determine the necessary staffing levels or if the levels are 

adequate….based on what?  Their opinion?  Many of these STC employees have never worked in an 

assessing office let alone know how to staff one.  Where is all the money going to come from to add 

staff to the STC so that they can develop all these new guidelines and oversee all the new county level 

assessing programs not to mention the added costs to the townships and counties now needing a MAAO 

or a MMAO neither of which are necessary for most of our communities?  This appears to be about 

increasing the power and footprint of the STC. 

In the 5 page “Assessing Reform Proposal Summary” I counted 14 references to “STC to certify”, ”STC to 

develop…..”, “ STC determines the department has the capacity…..”, “STC grants….”, “…approved by the 

STC.”, “follows a policy approved by the STC”, “… as determined by the STC”, and “…the STC must 

determine that the assessing district is in substantial compliance……”  And this is just a summary of the 

proposed reforms.  

It seems to me that the assessing function is one given to the townships by law.  I don’t know if this is by 

the state constitution or just an MCL.  Either way it seems that it would take a law to change it, not 

some STC/treasury reforms.  If it does require a law then where is it.  If this 5 page document is a 

summary then the actual bill must be extensive.  When can we actually see this and have a chance to 

actually discuss potential changes rather than someone’s desires or whims. 

I have so many questions as to why these particular changes.  What is the need for a MAAO versus a 

MMAO as the AR?  The STC guidelines for certified assessor’s has the criteria for which level can be the 

AR based on the SEV and commercial SEV of a community.  These make sense and allow our 

communities to be able to afford assessor services as a smaller entity.  A MAAO or MMAO provides no 

additional services to our residents for the much added costs for the higher level professional.   

If you look at the criteria of 5000 parcels generating $12M in property taxes/year at an average millage 

rate of 25 mils, this results in an average property value of $200,000.  Current average property values 

according to Zillow in Michigan are only $138,750.  So by this criteria, only the large jurisdictions would 

qualify to operate their own assessing department without an STC granted waiver. 

You need to call this what it is, an attempt by the STC/Treasury to force the consolidation of assessing 

functions in the state.  This isn’t about transparency because moving things to the county will only 

create a larger bureaucracy, less transparency and more frustration on the part of the residents. 

I don’t even know where to begin on the “regional and specialized boards of review”.  Do you think that 

BOR members are banging on our doors to get on these boards.  We have to seek them out and 

convince them that this is a necessary and worthwhile undertaking.  Once we have them we tend not to 

let them go.  They are dedicated to their job and are trained every year on the changes and their 

requirements.  How would a person outside my community understand property values in my 

community?  No education teaches community value.  You have to experience it and know it to value it.  

How would someone in Lansing on the STC be able to certify a local BOR member?  Why stop there, if 

they are that all knowing maybe they should appoint all local board members rather than the local 

voters electing them, who needs democracy when you have an STC. 
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This whole idea is fraught with failure.  Enforcing AMAR; working with communities to comply with 

these standards; helping them to implement changes to bring their systems within compliance; enticing 

our assessors to continue their education and training with free training and classes. These are just a 

few of the alternatives that could be used to achieve the same results, a more accurate, uniform and 

equitable assessing system.  The costs would be minimal, the upheaval would be nonexistent and the 

bye in by local administrators, officials and assessors would be high, thereby increasing the potential for 

success rather than failure of a forced, poorly planned restructuring. 

*** 
Pulaski Twp., Jackson Co. 
Re:  Proposed legislation on Michigan assessing reform 
 
Pulaski Township would like to offer its thoughts regarding the assessing reform legislation. 
We are a small township of 2075 residents and approximately 1200 parcels.  Our current assessor is a 
sub-contractor to the township and holds a level II certification.  The proposed changes would force our 
township, as we understand the proposal, to join another township or townships in order to reach the 
5000 parcel minimum requirement.  The level III or IV requirement would, in all likelihood, result in a 
substantial increase in assessing wages.  Our AMARS results have always been positive and the township 
assessment records are in good order. 
 
We are very concerned about the potential added costs to the township and, most importantly, the loss 
of control over what have always been township responsibilities.  We are afraid that if this legislation is 
passed as it is written, loss of control over our township’s assessing department will soon lead to loss of 
control over tax collection with these jobs being taken over by the county.  No one knows a township 
better than the local officials.  We fear that in small townships, such as ours, our residents will lose the 
familiar atmosphere they want as a benefit of living in a small community. 
 
Pulaski Township is not in favor of the proposed assessing reform and we hope that MTA will work to 
modify it to better suit the needs of Michigan’s townships. 
 
*** 
Quincy Twp., Branch Co. 
 
It is my opinion that making the drastic changes that are prosposed is wrong for many reasons: 

1. If there is a problem with a some assessors, those people should be dealt with individually.  You don't 

throw away a whole bushel because of a few bad apples.   Those who are doing their job well should 

continue doing the job they are doing. 

2. The numbers presented are very unrealistic.  I would doubt if there are any townships in Michigan 

that has anything near 5000 parcels or $12 million in property taxes.  Our assessor works full time doing 

the assessing for 4 different townships.  With all 4 combined I believe the 5000 parcels might be reached 

but would not make the $12 million. 

3. I believe this is a step in doing away with the townships in the state of Michigan which will give the 

county and state full control.  

*** 
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Republic Twp., Marquette Co. 

It is evident that the State is trying to take away local control of the assessing process under the guise of 

more quality control of the process. Centralization of the assessing process is not the answer to higher 

quality. Corporations have tried to centralize their business interests to try and show progress. After 

going through the centralization process, they found out it does not work and they decentralize.  

This bill is an attempt to show progress in the assessing arena by putting more requirements on the local 

units who do not need the extra qualifications. The requirements stated in the proposed bill may be a 

necessity for large highly populated and commercial/industrial units but not for units in rural areas. One 

size does not fit ALL. The requirement for a higher level of certification is gross overkill for the amount of 

certification needed for small local rural townships which have very little to no commercial/industrial 

establishments in their jurisdiction. There needs to be some population limits put on the higher 

certification requirements without lumping units together to allow the smaller local units to continue to 

function as they have in the past.  

There are population limits on other state mandated requirements in other areas. Why not come up 

with some reasonable population limits for the different assessing certification levels? 

Quality depends on how much the assessor is attentive to detail. That point boils down to how much 

time does an assessor spend looking at a parcel and its buildings. 

Concerning BOR, if the process is taken to a regional level, the state is removing the knowledge base of 

local residents who sit on a BOR and know their area and its residents intimately vs. a general 

knowledge of the larger area. A good example in Marquette county is the higher population areas of 

Marquette, Negaunee and Ishpeming vs. the lower population areas which make up most of Marquette 

County. There are other areas in the state like this. Again, if they want to do a regional BOR, the 

members need to be selected depending on whether it is a rural lower population area or an urban 

higher population area. 

A good example of values is evident when talking with a real estate agent who tells you that if your 

house were in an urban area such as Ishpeming or Negaunee instead of a rural area like Republic, it 

would be worth $10,000 more. Frequently new residents of Republic are asked why they moved here 

and they say because of the lower cost of housing. There are advantages and disadvantages when living 

in a more rural area. 

The State Tax Commission needs to get its own house in order before they try to put more requirements 

on the local units. A good example is the self-study materials they make available for the MCAO test. 

Attention to detail is not evident as much information in that packet was incorrect or outdated in 

January of 2017. 

 
*** 
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Resort Twp., Emmet Co. 

Dear Sirs, 

In response to the Treasury’s desire to reform the assessing system, number one is why is the treasury 

department  stepping out of there bounds of collecting a caring for funds and into the State Tax 

Commissions territory. They talk about issues being, significant barriers to providing taxpayers with 

accurate, uniform and equitable assessments as required by the Michigan Constitution and state 

statutes. I must live under a rock , because in my tenure as a local unit elected official (supervisor/ 

assessor) I find that folks are satisfied that they are being fairly and uniformly assessed. Resort Township 

at one time had a contract assessor that did at least four units and was not accessible to residents, had a 

difficult time keeping up with new construction, normal everyday assessing duties and did not timely 

serve the residents as they have been served in the past 10 years. One comment on only having level 3 

and 4 assessors, I am a level 2 and work my own unit. No one else knows the territory, history nor the 

residents as I do, and they definitely have control over me being an elected position. 

Resort Township is adamantly against the treasury’s reform proposal. We support MTA and the 

following issues. MTA has already expressed concerns regarding cost, the loss of local control, the 

potential for an overreach of state influence on property taxation policy, the current shortage of 

assessors with higher level certifications, and county assessing/equalization conflicts, and have 

suggested alternative measures to improve assessing.  

Transparency is listed as a concern and the Treasury Department is certainly suspect in their 

introduction of this. For instance only having less than one week to review and comment on something 

this important. It is obvious that they just want it to become law without anyone noticing. I believe the 

they are out of touch with this issue and it would be a power grab that ends in a catastrophic manner for 

Michigan residents. We support efforts to overturn this effort by The Treasury Department. 

*** 
Richfield Twp., Roscommon Co. 
 
After reviewing Treasurer Khouri’s proposal, I have two main concerns: local control and cost. 
 
It is quite clear that the State of Michigan is still doing its best to remove township government from the 
people of this state completely. As a Michigan Advanced Assessing Officer with twenty-six years of 
experience, I am deeply concerned. Township government is the most efficient, taxpayer accessible, 
transparent form of government that exists and I challenge Treasurer Khouri to provide any form of 
documentation that proves otherwise.  
 
While not perfect, I believe the current local assessing structure works well when followed with integrity 
and diligence and it provides the Michigan property tax payers with uniform and equitable assessments. 
 
The “new” quality standards in the proposal are not the least bit new. For the most part, they are 
currently included in the State Tax Commission’s five-year Audit of Minimum Assessing Requirements 
cycles.  
 
The “Assessing entities” 5,000 parcel and $12 million tax revenue minimum is arbitrary. Forcing a small 
rural township with 500 or less parcels to provide for full time assessing services, whether part of a 
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“district” or not is just not feasible.  
 
Requiring counties to provide assessing services AND equalize assessment rolls is a conflict of interest. It 
completely disregards the check and balance system that now exists between counties and townships 
with regard to assessment and property tax administration. 
 
“Regional and specialized boards of review” is again removing control from the local units. Currently, 
commercial and industrial property owners have the option of appealing directly to the Michigan Tax 
Tribunal. The cost of training, certifying and employing the members of the “specialized” boards of 
review will place an unnecessary burden on townships.  
 
The General Property Tax Act provides for the administration of both property tax exemptions and 
transfers of ownership quite clearly and creating yet another level of bureaucracy is unnecessary and 
again, places unnecessary financial burden on townships. 
 
While I agree that there are some areas in the local assessing structure that could use some changes and 
additional oversight, I believe that local assessing works, is efficient and cost effective. I believe 
maintaining local control is of the utmost importance. Once townships lose control of assessment 
administration, property tax administration will be next and the state will have the perfect opportunity 
to make a very strong case against the necessity of township government.  
 
I urge the Michigan Townships Association to strongly and vehemently oppose this proposal. 
 
*** 
Richfield Twp., Roscommon Co. 

Let’s call a spade a spade here. This is just another stab at eroding local control!!! By eliminating local 

control the state can then say there is no need for local government thus eliminating the revenue 

sharing payments .    

*** 
Richland Twp., Kalamazoo Co. 
 
Is this another try at getting rid of Townships? 

It sounds like punishing the municipalities that are doing there assessing right for those that aren’t. 

 
*** 
Rollin Twp., Lenawee Co. 
 
I am writing to thank you for taking an active part in reviewing the proposal to change government 
assessing.   
 
I fully believe that there are changes needed, and also that it is not generally the fault of individual 
entities, but of the system. 
 
I support the concept of explicit, comprehensive quality standards. 
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In the past our locality had been audited and was provided a number of things to correct. however, that 
audit did not provide a clear description of how the data was samples and what actions would need to 
occur to clear it up.  In the end, after several issues, the bottom line finally became clear - we needed to 
go off override and have larger pools of properties.  It would have been so much better for them to state 
these in clear, unequivocal language early on.  If that had been clear, we would have accomplished 
those goals several years earlier.  Further, these very clear guidelines not only would have been clear to 
the assessor doing the work, but the supervisor who doesn't know the work would have found it much 
easier to understand what work was or wasn't happening. 
(for example, some of the words said: 7.9% of parcels have flat value with no reason - there was a 
reason, but the state really meant they did not want anyone to use the flat value criteria.  So we initially 
focused on making the reason crisp when we should have focused on eliminating them; further, they 
said that 90% of appraisal cards did not meet a 90% of greater accuracy. -we had 85%.  So when asked 
what was audited so we could guarantee full accuracy, it wasn't clear how they audited the cards to 
come up with that percentage.) 
 
I do not support moving assessing duties to the counties just because a township has fewer than 5000 
parcels 
This provides a loss of control at the local level, and does not guarantee accuracy. 
Some of our local problems are due to difficulty with our county, 
Even though I am sure our county does their best, we have had several problems where I know they do 
not have our best interests at heart. Several years ago they forced they bulk of the local townships into a 
single database which the county controls.  We discovered several things: 

1. They have, at time, made changes to our database, unbeknownst to us 
2. Our local assessor is responsible for two townships. The county database is set up such that she 

cannot easily get summary reports with just those two townships.  Sometimes she is forced to 
get a whole county report (over 50 pages) and manually pull her data from it.(4 pages) 

3. Until recently, they limited the BS&A security access of our local assessor. She was not able to 
load pictures or line drawings (which the state requires!) for example, until the fall of 2017.  She 
did not have access to running sales analysis reports until the audit (and my intervention with 
the county following that) in fall of 2016. 

4. Given the county's lock hold on the database and security access, I would have hoped that they 
might have been proactive in at least telling the supervisors of several local townships that their 
data might not be up to par. But that did not happen. 

5. The county recently did a sales analysis of sections of the county and insisted that our local 
county commercial land values should go up 6%.  My complaint is that they lumped parcel 
sections of the county together - they lumped us (a small, mostly rural community with very few 
businesses) with another township north of here which has businesses on a major state road 
near MIS. We had a few business parcels sell in the last few years and all of them sold at  20% 
lower than the assessed value, because businesses are not interested in locating here, as the 
population declines significantly in the winter.  We also have had vacant business buildings for 
several years.  When we pushed back at the calculation we were told we had no say.  In net, this 
may provide higher tax values for the county, but it does not reflect local conditions, and makes 
it even harder for the few businesses we have retained to cover their costs 

So while I understand that smaller assessing units may not have the access to higher quality talent. the 
opposite is also true, just because the unit it bigger does not guarantee quality. Further, smaller units 
might have more time and information on their area to provide more accurate analysis. 
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I do not believe requiring assessing services to be full time will guarantee accuracy.  Someone who 
does this part-time, but has had a career of 25 years would do a better job than someone who has just 
received their certifications and is brand new and full time. 
 
Removing responsibility from local boards of review, especially for exemptions and ownership 
transfers, again takes control out of the local areas. In addition, I believe the Boards of Review in the 
larger areas would have less knowledge, either creating more bureaucracy or approving exemptions 
without knowing all the facts. 
 
Cost is an issue - creating this larger infrastructure will add cost to the system.  Who will pay for it?  If 
the local township is required to pay a larger organization, the cost will go up with no ability to increase 
revenue to offset it on a local basis.   
 
The larger the organization, the farther away from the residents. Any resident with questions will have 
to drive further to handle questions/problems face to face. Further, if the Board of review wants to visit 
a site, it will have longer to drive to resolve the appeal. 
 
In summary, while I believe the system would benefit by changes, these changes proposed are far too 
aggressive. I believe that being clear in expectations and measures, having training that supports it, 
providing audits to review, and helping local supervisors understand the expectations is a major 
goal.  Further, perhaps holding counties available for some kind of oversight/training of local entities 
isn't a bad idea, similar to how the state holds county clerks responsible for elections might be worth a 
look. 
 
 
*** 
Roscommon Twp., Roscommon Co. 
 
My concerns and comments are as follows: 

As Supervisor, I accepted the additional duties of assessor for Roscommon Township in 2006.  The 

previous contracted assessor was only available for four hours a week and quite frankly, had very poor 

people skills with the residents.  I became an assessor to better serve the public and to ensure fair and 

equitable assessment for our jurisdiction.   

During my tenure as assessor, I achieved the highest score in the County of Roscommon on my 14 point 

review and five years later, 100% on my AMAR.  I attained my MAAO in 2015, which I myself, funded.  I 

efficiently and effectively assist the taxpayers, zoning administrators, real estate and appraisers within 

my township daily.  I feel that I know my community and best serve the public interest in my capacity as 

Supervisor/Assessor.  I have mentored and encouraged young professionals within the assessing field. 

With that said, I also respectfully appreciate that the State Treasurer and the State Tax Commission wish 

to ensure and expand comprehensive quality standards within the assessing profession.  The Assessing 

Reform Proposal seems to encompass availability and information to the local jurisdictions and 

taxpayers.  It is vital that the Assessing Regions have open and continual communication with the local 
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jurisdictions and taxpayers!  Bigger government is not always better. I would like to hear and know more 

about how the Assessing Regions and Counties will be held accountable to the quality standards that 

this reform boasts.   

*** 
Rose Lake Twp., Osceola Co. 
 
Most assessors I have talked with believe it's just another way to eliminate local assessors. Thirty years 

of assessing I have not ever had a ratio below 48%. 

My latest AMAR review passed for the township where I am Supervisor/Assessor,but they claimed I 

should do more analysis. 

Townships with very few parcels find it difficult to retain an assessor. 

The only help Townships have on any issue is the Michigan Township Association.   

I am thankful I am on the way out.  

*** 
Saginaw Chtr. Twp., Saginaw Co. 
 
Thank you for requesting Saginaw Charter Township’s opinion on the Assessing Reform Proposal.  Given 

my background in assessing (MAAO 3) for almost 30 years, I am in a unique position as a Township 

Manager to comment on the reform proposal.   I currently am responsible for assessing two smaller 

townships in Saginaw County.  Each have approximately 1,700 parcels.   

 

While I believe change is necessary to improve assessing practices throughout Michigan, I have 

reservations about transferring assessing services to the County.   It has been my experience that such a 

transfer of responsibility will create animosity amongst local units toward the County.  Given the 

financial issues Counties are having, they undoubtedly will view this new responsibility as an opportunity 

to increase revenue.  These increases will take place annually to keep pace with Counties increased 

labor costs, unfunded liabilities, and OPEB costs.  Having residents from various communities within a 

County travel to a County Administration Building for the purpose of asking questions, filing and 

obtaining documents, etc. will be very frustrating for them.   

In my opinion, implementing standards includes education and training of assessors.  While the State 

Tax Commission and Assessing Board has improved the type of education required and offered, it is still 

a long way from where it needs to be. Take for example the Building Inspector Registration and 

Educational requirements that were implemented by the State in the early 1990’s.  This was very much 

needed at the time.  Because these rigorous standards and requirements were implemented, many of 

the inspectors that lacked the proper knowledge and ability left that profession within a few years.  

 

Below, is a letter from Saginaw Charter Township’s Assessor Dave Kern, MMAO 4 further outlining our 

position on the reform proposal. 

Thank you for soliciting the Township’s opinion and feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 
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*** 

Salem Twp., Allegan Co. 

Regardless of what State Treasurer Nick Khouri feels is right for Tax Assessment within the State of 

Michigan. 

 

Revised Statutes of 1846 (EXCERPT) 

Supervisor. 

 

 

41.61 Supervisor as chief assessor; additional assessors; certification; depositing rolls with supervisor; 

supervisor as secretary of board of review; deputy township supervisor. 

Sec. 61. 

(1) The supervisor of each township is the chief assessor of the township. The township board may 

provide for the appointment of additional assessors. If the supervisor is not certified at the proper level, 

the township board shall provide for the appointment of properly certified assessors. The assessors so 

appointed shall receive compensation allowed by the township board. If assessors are appointed 

pursuant to this section, the supervisor shall be the chief assessing officer and the assessors shall be 

subordinate to the supervisor. Upon completion of the assessment and the making of the rolls, the rolls 

shall be deposited with the supervisor. The supervisor shall be secretary of the board of review. 

(2) The township supervisor may appoint a deputy township supervisor, who shall serve at the pleasure 

of the supervisor. The deputy shall take an oath of office and file the oath with the township clerk. In 

case of the absence, sickness, death, or other disability of the supervisor, the deputy shall possess the 

powers and perform the duties of the supervisor, except the deputy shall not have a vote on the 

township board. The deputy shall be paid by salary or otherwise as the township board determines 

appropriate. With the approval of the supervisor, the deputy may assist the supervisor in the 

performance of the supervisor's duties at any additional times agreed upon between the township 

board and the supervisor, except the deputy shall not have a vote on the township board.  

I fully understand this as when I was elected Supervisor of Salem Township, Allegan County in 2004, with 

everything else that I faced, I also had to appear before the STC to have our Tax Roles taken from us 

when our Assessor over-assessed in a neighboring Community. As the STC stated at time, was that by 

State Statute, the Township Supervisor was responsible for the Salem Township Tax Roles in being the 

Chief Assessing Officer. I got no relief from the STCV then and to my knowledge, nothing has changed to 

date. While I can understand Mr. Khouri’s thought of a Township Supervisor who does NOT possess the 

proper training for Assessing, the law still applies. I do NOT agree with his thought of taking this activity 

from qualified Assessors, nor do I agree with his thoughts of taking Assessing to the Regional level as we 

have many folks who come in weekly in asking our Township Assessor questions in understanding the 

current taxes on their home or business, and this is just another State interference into Local 
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Government Control. As far as I am concerned, many of the Local Governments have a much better 

handle on these types of activities then that of a County or State Government. 

 
*** 
Summerfield Twp., Monroe Co. 
 
 Thanks for the information on "comprehensive quality standards in local government assessing. It is 

always such an honor to be the last to know.  MTA was involved at some level a year ago, why is it we 

are now just finding out about this?  Is this some sort of a "plot", scheme or simply an attempt to 

undermine a quality run assessing unit for the sake of job preservation at the state level? Or are they 

suggesting that we do not operate up to the required standards set forth by the state of Michigan?  In 

my most humble opinion we here in Summerfield Township provide "stellar customer service" to our 

residents. I have a GREAT Assessor who works tirelessly to assure proper compliance with the state and 

to provide each taxpayer with service that EXCEEDS their expectations. There are many questions as to 

what this new structure will look like and what comes to mind is simply this..."if its not broke, don't try 

to fix it!". 

 Feeling like a "number" is not constant with township governance but we will deal with each situation 

that is presented to us. Sounds messed up to me! 

*** 

Thomas Twp., Saginaw Co. 
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*** 
Wales Twp., St. Clair Co.  
 
In regards to the Assessing  Reform Proposal, I feel  it is  my duty to express how irrational and  
inefficient 
restructuring would be to the People of the State of Michigan. 
 
Wales Township is a rural community consisting of 1,835 parcels. Our elected leaders have secured solid 
assessing that works very efficiently and carefully in accordance of Michigan Tax Laws, STC, and AJl1AR_. 
We ensure that our assessing office is trained and well researched in order to ensure precise 
assessments for both residents, as well as the State of Michigan. Our township, and many other rural 
towns hips falls very short of the guidelines set of 5,000 parcels or $12M assessed, in order to retain this 
obligation. 
 
My strong objection lies within three areas of the  proposal.  We are to uphold  and  retain close 
representation of  our citizens through lo c al government. Our exact foundation upon our Constitution 
with levels of local, county, and state is secured and entrusted through accurately collected taxes 
provided by the Citizens of the State of Michigan.    By removing the townships assessing, we will have  
little to no account of the accuracy of  the 
assessment they are being charged upon . We uphold the rights of Citizens very honorably. T hey' re 
rights to fair and accurate taxation  is a  massive operation and effort by our Township Offices, and one 
of the corner stones of   our ' drive'  to serve our residents in  return  for this. This  is a crystal clear  a 
case of State Overreach. 
 
The other objection is the fact that our township has always been compliant to fulfill obligations of State 
guideline requirements of accurate, qualified assessing. The new requirement of retaining Assessors of 
the 3rd level, is achievable. It is agreed upon with respect to ensuring accurate assessments. For 
communities such as ours, that has documented and proven accuracy and compliance, our citizens will 
undoubtably be serviced by a less efficient, undermanned, more expensive larger entity such as the 
County or State. Local government servicing is ideal for rural Michiganders, an important quality of 
Michigan government, that makes our state desirable to live in. 
 
 
Lastly, this proposal sets full time hour requirements to assessing offices.  Our townships, can and has 
managed this accurately utilizing less man hours, a n astronomical savings to our residents. This has 
worked almost flawlessly for years.  We are always available to our citizens on week days, and in many  
cases will oblige 
appointments needed during evenings or weekends.   The Township of Wales and our Assessor manages  
this 
efficiently without employing extra help, nor requiring elaborate benefits and insurances associated 
with full time employment.   We can provide this service within a few miles of their residence. 
 
Ultimately , Wales Township provides account ab le, efficient, and Constitutionally secured assessing 
services in which it' s citizens and the State of Michigan  both  benefit and prosper. 
 
*** 
Torch Lake Twp., Antrim Co. 
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Dear Nick Khouri- and the State Treasury Departments along with State Legislatures, 

The Legislative update on Treasury Proposal changes to reform local assessing is extremely concerning 

and is too drastic of a proposal that needs to be reviewed for the Northern region of Michigan 

!!!!  Please look at my comments and response to this issue. 

“I’m writing in response to the Michigan Department of Treasury ‘Assessing Reform Proposal Summary’. 

I would like to begin by stating I am NOT in flavor of countywide assessing; countywide assessing would 

take away an important cog of the municipalities operation. Countywide assessing would hurt the 

Townships financially and most important, functionally. The Assessor is heavily relied upon by the 

Township Supervisor, Clerk, Zoning Administrator and directly linked to the Township Treasurer. 

Countywide assessing would be a burden to the taxpayer by taking away personalization, transparency, 

response time, tax dollars and much more. I, the Township Treasurer, based on the Draft Assessing 

Reform Proposal as written would recommend to my Board of Trustees to opt-out of Countywide 

Assessing and maintain locally, as Assessor of record, that is currently is an MAAO (3), successfully 

passes Audit of Minimum Requirements (AMAR), and has a direct one on one relationship with our 

taxpayers.” 

Please don’t Consider these changes without looking at the entire picture. We here, at Torch Lake 

Township, Antrim County function great and smoothly!!!! Don’t implement changes that would harm 

us!!!! Please take my concerns with the very best of intentions.  

 
*** 
 
Tuscarora Twp., Cheboygan Co. 
 
I have no problem with a small portion of this bill (elected officials assessing in their twps., aspiring to be 

better educated in assessing practices, more conformity and consistency in assessing) but I do see this as 

the first step in eliminating local (township ) government. If assessing could be viewed as the microcosm 

of township governance, how does a citizen address his issues without leaving a message, shooting an 

email or taking a number in a waiting room until he or she is called. There is a nuance to small town 

America which people do find comfortable and reassuring. Who will initiate community programs or 

inquire about grants? Who will move a community forward if it does not start on the local level? Do we 

all move at a pace determined by a larger, less integrated county government? Not to sound like an anti-

county guy, as well, because they, for the most part, have served our community well. But does our 

future as a community hinge on our one or two commissioners from this sparsely populated portion of 

the county? 

 *** 

Tyrone Twp., Livingston Co. 
 
Lansing is at it again. Proposed changes to assessing. Unfortunately when Lansing mandates something 

it has a cost associated with it. We call these unfunded mandates. You should be forced to fund your 

initiatives. 
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There is no doubt that Assessing of Property needs to be uniform and fair. But we have a major problem 

lack of Assessors. I urge you to utilize common sense when enacting legislation and not increase cost to 

townships. 

 
*** 
Vevay Twp., Ingham Co. 
 
Hello, 

Thank you for the opportunity to  comment on the matter of reform for local government assessing. 

Once again, we townships are fighting to keep local control.  Once again a few bad apples have upset 

the apple cart for those of us who follow and work diligently at a fair review system.   

The periodic AMAR reviews conducted by the State have been successful in  monitoring our work and 

with little to none adjustments. Our Township is in compliance. 

Question:  If passed… will this mandate be funded? 

 
*** 
Wakefield Twp., Gogebic Co. 
 
I read the proposed changes.  I have a huge problem with this. 

1.  One size does not fit all-- our township of 179 square miles and 280 or so people is a huge area to 

assess.   The level 3 county assessor or anyone else would never be able to find the hidden cabins and 

properties that we currently do.   Over the years, with our energetic level 2 assessor we have found 

buildings that have never been assessed.  She has significantly increased the taxes we collect.    Many 

might say, check the building permits--the owners never got one.  If we had cookie cutter subdivisions 

with similar houses, it would be a piece of cake to assess.   

2. The Board of Review members know our township well, and understand the circumstances of an 

assessment appeal.  They update their education with MTA classes annually. 

3.  I lived in the Oakland Macomb county area for 25 years retiring in 1999. Currently I live in the 

U.P.   Before Proposal A was adopted, property owners like myself, had  annual property tax increases of 

$200, $300, $400 and so forth annually.  Many of us were sick of it and there was a growing  movement 

to quit paying taxes, period.  The legislature and governor wisely acted, as  much of the tax revenue 

generated came from those counties. So if these new ideas are put in place to generate more revenue, 

they won't work.  The majority of people are satisfied with the system in place currently. If there are 

genuine needs for the people, they will support millage levies. 

4. For assessing complex properties, there is technical support among our colleagues,the tax 

commission, and private assessors.   

5. If there is any weakness in the system, it is the failure of the township to have the goal of a fair, 

honest and equitable taxing system in place.  Doing favors for your friends and trying to get elected are 
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the fault of the voters who vote in these types of people.  The Supervisor and Township Board need to 

provide oversight of the assessing process. 

6. Assessors are very difficult to find and keep.   If you think that an assessor can do 5000 parcels in the 

U.P. forget it, we under snow 7 months of the year. Again one size does not fit all.  The quality of our 

assessments would decline and the complaints from the public would increase. 

7.  Finally township officials know the people who live in their township, a lot better than county or state 

bureaucrats. They are the ones who can help them decide if the tax on a new garage is going to be too 

much for them to handle etc. 

 
*** 
Wales Township, Emmet Twp., St. Clair Co. 
 
To whom it may concern, 

It has been brought to light that our Local Government Assessing Officers are at risk of having to abstain 
from their position, if certain and irrational qualifications are not met. I believe that the majority of 
Assessor’s in this State have the Townships and Residents best interest at heart, seeing as though that is 
who we as Assessor’s work for, as well as the State Tax Commission. I personally feel as though this 
“reform” is going to affect a lot of hard working people in a very negative way. 

I am not here to speak for everyone’s circumstances but I am to speak upon my own. I currently work at 
two rural townships. Emmett Township, I am an assistant to the current Assessor that is looking to retire 
in the near future. Emmett Township currently has 1,549 parcels. Wales Township, I am the Assessor, 
which has 1,835 parcels. The two townships combined total 3,384 parcels. Clearly, I will be under the 
5,000 parcel requirement by over 1,600 parcels. It is very discouraging knowing that all the hard work 
and the dedication put into the Townships will go unnoticed and handed over to the County or 
“Assessing District” strictly based upon a number of parcels being currently assessed. I find it extremely 
judgmental that this decision is being made based upon those requirements and not upon how well a 
Township is maintained. It is very disheartening that I am being considered unworthy of holding my 
position due to a number and not quality of work being performed. 

I do not dispute the proposal aspect that the Assessor of record for a Township should be a Level 3 
Assessor. I find that quite practical. I believe that the more knowledgeable we get, we will be providing a 
more proficient service. I would not disagree with an increase in renewal hours. I feel as though, with all 
the changes that accumulate throughout the years, classes and seminars are very important to ensure 
changes are being interpreted correctly. 

It is very concerning to me that the State feels as though my Townships and residents best interest is to 
be passed onto an “assessing district” or the County that has little to no knowledge on the Township. I 
find it essential that a Resident should be able to walk into their Local Municipality and be able to 
address their problems or concerns to someone that knows the Township personally. I feel as though 
this “reform” is taking the jobs and devotion of many insightful Assessor’s and being replaced with an 
unfamiliar indistinguishable categorization. 

Our local government officials depend on their local Assessor more than many may realize. I feel that 
this reform is depriving the Residents and our Townships of the quality of service they deserve. 

 
Wales Township, Emmet Twp., St. Clair Co. 
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Comments on Reform Proposal  
1. An Assessor currently holding a level 3 Certification and being Assessor of Record for over 5,000 
parcels does NOT ensure a proper assessing system. That’s judging a book by its cover.  
2. If one Assessor now has to have over 5,000 parcels in order to hold their position so that their hard 
work is not handed over, to the already short staffed County, it is spreading their abilities to properly do 
their job too thin. These Assessors will need to hire help and with limited funds available in most 
Townships, there will be lack of funds obtainable to hire adequate help needed. You get what you pay 
for.  
3. It’s appalling that the State feels as an Assessor, for example from the City of Detroit, can assess my 
rural township with a better understanding and commitment that I can just because they have over 
5,000 parcels. No two Townships or Cities are the same and I feel as though placing a number on the 
parcels you assess does NOT justify any assessor’s quality of work. Jack of all trades and master of 
nothing.  
4. If there is a certain “geographic area” that is lacking compliance or is not working well for the 
Taxpayers, those areas should be reprimanded. I can proudly attest that not one of my residents could 
ever have the opportunity to complain that their needs or questions have gone unanswered and not 
been tended to properly. Punishing those who are not doing wrong because of a few that are, is not a 
fair practice.  
5. This change will effect not just assessing but treasurers, building inspectors, zoning administrators, 
clerks, supervisors, as well as our residents. I cannot speak for all townships but my township relies on in 
house guidance and we work as a team. Local units of government having to tell their taxpayers that 
their questions or concerns cannot be answered and that they need to question the County is absurd. Is 
the County going to also print and send their tax bills because that seems as though the direction this 
proposal is going. Is the county going to handle splits and combines in compliance with all the different 
local unit Ordinances? If a building inspector has questions or concerns, will he or she need to run to the 
county to check records? But this proposal is going to make it easier for a taxpayer to obtain and or 
resolve an issue they may have, no, absolutely not.  
6. Specialized boards of review for commercial and industrial. As of now, Commercial and Industrial can 
file directly to the MTT without attending board of review. Seems as though we are putting the cart 
before the horse. Will commercial and industrial now have to attend a board of review prior to filing 
with the MTT? 
7. I believe this reform is unreasonable and not thought out. This state is going to lose a lot of 
knowledgeable assessors that are going to move on to a different career path and when this reform falls 
apart and Township records have been deprived of attention and neglected, those that were committed 
to ensuring Township is well maintain, will be long gone. 

 

*** 
 
                Our local government officials depend on their local Assessor more than many may realize. I 
feel that this reform is depriving the Residents and our Townships of the quality of service they deserve.  
 
I am very worried not only that I will no longer have a job because of a lack of 1600 parcels but my 
quality of worked is completely overlooked strictly based on that and ultimately assumed by someone 
that doesn't have the Townships interest at heart. That really upsets me. I love my job and all that 
comes with it. Everything is so unknown now.  
 
Any input would be greatly appreciated. 
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*** 
Wales Twp., St. Clair Co. 
Comments/ Concerns 

1. An Assessor currently holding a level 3 Certification and being Assessor of Record for over 5,000 
parcels does NOT ensure a proper assessing system.  That’s judging a book by its cover.  

2. If one Assessor now has to have over 5,000 parcels in order to hold their position so that their 
hard work is not handed over, to the already short staffed County, it is spreading their abilities 
to properly do their job too thin.  These Assessors will need to hire help and with limited funds 
available in most Townships, there will be lack of funds obtainable to hire adequate help 
needed. You get what you pay for.  

3. It’s appalling that the State feels as an Assessor, for example from the City of Detroit, can assess 
my rural township with a better understanding and commitment that I can just because they 
have over 5,000 parcels.  No two Townships or Cities are the same and I feel as though placing a 
number on the parcels you assess does NOT justify any assessor’s quality of work. Jack of all 
trades and master of nothing.  

4. If there is a certain “geographic area” that is lacking compliance or is not working well for the 
Taxpayers, those areas should be reprimanded.  I can proudly attest that not one of my 
residents could ever have the opportunity to complain that their needs or questions have gone 
unanswered and not been tended to properly.  Punishing those who are not doing wrong 
because of a few that are, is not a fair practice.  

5. This change will effect not just assessing but treasurers, building inspectors, zoning 
administrators, clerks, supervisors, as well as our residents.  I cannot speak for all townships but 
my township relies on in house guidance and we work as a team. Local units of government 
having to tell their taxpayers that their questions or concerns cannot be answered and that they 
need to question the County is absurd.  Is the County going to also print and send their tax bills 
because that seems as though the direction this proposal is going.  Is the county going to handle 
splits and combines in compliance with all the different local unit Ordinances? If a building 
inspector has questions or concerns, will he or she need to run to the county to check records? 
But this proposal is going to make it easier for a taxpayer to obtain and or resolve an issue they 
may have, no, absolutely not.  

6. Specialized boards of review for commercial and industrial. As of now, Commercial and 
Industrial can file directly to the MTT without attending board of review. Seems as though we 
are putting the cart before the horse. Will commercial and industrial now have to attend a 
board of review prior to filing with the MTT? 

7. I believe this reform is unreasonable and not thought out.  This state is going to lose a lot of 
knowledgeable assessors that are going to move on to a different career path and when this 
reform falls apart and Township records have been deprived of attention and neglected, those 
that were committed to ensuring Township is well maintain, will be long gone.  

 
 
 
*** 
Washtenaw County 
 
Just a thought here, 
The assessing profession was already  “updated”  with the introduction of the MCAT, MCAO, MAAO, and 
MMAO designations from the previous Levels I, II, III, VI since what, 2010?  Why is Treasury, not the 
State Tax Commission, involved with this?  Has the introduction (along with much, much more stringent 
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requirements to obtain the “new” designations) of the MCAT etc. failed in producing any change?  If 
that is the case, what would make the latest push any better?  The property assessing system has 
ALREADY been in place for many, many years. 
It is not assessment administration that “needs (yet again) fixing”, but it is the tax system that needs an 
overhaul.  Treasurer Khouri misses the point entirely; if tax bills were around $1,000.00, no one would 
be appealing their assessment!  No one can fight all the separate millage rates applied to each individual 
tax bill. That is what the problem is; we need a Tax Board, not a (March) Board of Review to appeal 
taxes, not assessments.  Until this is done, we will always have (perceived) problems with the 
assessment process.  Currently, the only way taxpayers can hope to reduce their taxes is through the 
assessment process, which produces virtually no change since Prop A (another attempt to reduce taxes 
incorrectly through the assessment process, which has produced, yet again, a system missing the point-
lower taxes). 
Thank you for your time.  Please assist in educating Treasurer Khouri; all of these attempts have not 
“fixed the problem”, because the real problem keeps getting ignored. 
 
*** 
Waterford Twp., Oakland Co. 
 
I met with Supervisor Gary Wall today to go over the Assessing Reform that is proposed.   Below are the 
concerns and issues that we discussed about the reform. 
 
When there are joint entities created for the assessing jurisdictions there should be limits as to how 
many units they can take on and oversee.  If you have too many then it limits the ability to assess 
uniformly.  You are not able to look at all aspects of the community. 
 
Assessing Education should be a separate division of the STC that has a Michigan Master Assessing 
Officer that oversees the programs that ensures that the candidates are getting the necessary training to 
be able to assess properties correctly and run a department. 
 
The appeal process for Commercial and Industrial properties either need to be moved back to the March 
Board of Review or a regional review board so that the concerns of the commercial properties can be 
heard before going to the Tax Tribunal.   
The Tax Tribunal only cost the Municipalities  additional time and money to defend the assessments.  If 
this can be resolved without the additional expense that would be a great solution.  Also, currently the 
costs to defend the assessment comes out of the municipalities budget.   
But the taxes that are collected are for the State and the County as well.  There needs to be cost 
sharing.  The municipalities should not have to burden the expense when the tax dollars they are 
receiving is less than what the County and the State are receiving. 
 
I don’t agree with the regional board for exemption and ownership transfer appeals.  I believe these can 
be handled locally.  Unless this Regional Board would eliminate the State or Tax Tribunal. 
 
These were issues that we discussed hopefully this input will help. 
 
*** 
Watervliet Chtr. Twp., Berrien Co. 
 
Assessing reform proposal concerns 
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Increase the pool of MMAO and MAAO.  I believe only 11 of the 35 students in my recent MAAO class 

passed in the first round of exams.  I’m sure several completed their certification through re-examination, 

but how do you increase the pool of Master and Advanced officers without lowering the standards?  How 

are candidates expected to want to become assessors if they are projected to be eliminated through 

consolidation?  This proposed legislation would likely have an adverse effect on the number of qualified 

assessors. 

Certified BOR members.  My community has difficulty assembling BOR membership without requiring 

them to acquire special education and certification.  Generally, these members serve for 4-5 days a year 

at little compensation.  Regional BORs will meet no more frequently, and will suffer the same lack of 

incentive to participate.  They will also lack the local knowledge and connection to the community.  

MMAO or MAAO only.  The vast majority of communities are well served by a MCAO.  Having just gone 

through the MAAO program, I can say that very little of the material pertains to my service of my 

community.  The focus is on Commercial and Industrial properties, tax abatements and exemptions, and 

county equalization.  In my opinion, the focus provided in the “modern” MCAO program was more than 

adequate to address the needs of an average community like the one that I service. 

5,000 parcels and 12 million in tax revenue.  This is obviously intended to force the requirement to have 

full-time assessors, forcing consolidation or centralization at the county level.  If districts are consolidated, 

at what location would the assessor be required to be physically present for the required 8 hours?  Of 

what relevance is the amount of property taxes generated?  Taxes are the result of millage rates and have 

no bearing on the assessing responsibilities of a community.  In rural portions of the state, communities 

will have no alternative to county level centralization. 

Dedication of all tax administration fees to assessment administration and tax collection.  These fees 

are already earmarked under the law.  I can only assume that the presumption is that local governments 

that chose to defer their assessment administration to the county (not opt-out), could be leveraged into 

forwarding a portion of the fees to the county to cover the cost.  It is likely that the local governments will 

determine that their fees are consumed by their own tax collection, and nothing will be left over.  Some 

communities, like mine, do not collect an admin. fee.  In either case, centralization at the county level 

will likely evolve into an unfunded mandate for the county to provide assessing services without 

compensation.    

I believe that my board members would confirm that my greatest value to my community is my local 

connection, knowledge base, and responsiveness to its property owners.  Consolidation in any form would 

provide a broader base for more accurate and consistent ECF and land value development, but this goal 

can be accomplished through data sharing and cooperation among assessors as they exist today. 

*** 

Waucedah Twp., Dickenson Co. 

 

Waucedah Township Dickinson County has a level 3 Assessor that we hired along with several other 
entities. In the 10 years plus that I have been Supervisor we have had three Tribunal's and have won all 
of them.  We have averaged less than 6 Tax Payers at each of our Board of Reviews. We have complied 
with and passed all State Requirements and reviews. The Township opposes any proposal to take away 
Local control and give it to a Central Government. 
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*** 

Wells Twp., Marquette Co. 

 

Once again the state is attempting to assert more control over local government and dumping the cost 
on local government. 
Small townships are not in a financial position to deal with the proposed additional expenses mandated 
by our state legislators. I do not believe that “Lansing” has the knowledge to understand or oversee the 
accessing challenges of U.P. properties.  I do not see how adding additional regulations and state control 
as well as costs over local government units is beneficial to our community. 
Most of the land mass in Michigan is rural. If there are issues in the urban communities deal with that 
directly. 
I am against this legislation. I have not seen any justification to support the legislation. 
 
*** 
West Branch Twp., Missaukee Co. 
 
Hello, 
I am the Supervisor of West Branch Township, Missaukee County. I was the assessor for our Township 
for about 10 years. We now have a contracted Assessor, that is also contracted to 4 other units. I have 
been  reading and studying the proposed reform presented by the State Treasurer. Of the many 
changes, we can adapt,  with the Exception of the “Assessing entities must have a least 5,000 parcels 
that together generate at least 12 million in property taxes per year”. We are in a rural  farming area. 
While our assessor could come close to the 5,000 parcels (adding all the units up), the “at least 12 
million in property taxes per year” in our rural area is not feasible.  With the different “uncapping” 
protections that are available, (affidavit of qualified ag, transfers between family) the taxable values that 
create the property taxes won’t increase and that won’t help the $12 million aspect. I realize the 
statement includes “unless a waiver is granted by the STC”, however, I don’t feel we should assume that 
would happen. I believe that perhaps this portion of the proposal could easily be obtained in the more 
congested areas of the State, but not in the rural areas. I agree there is a need for improvement of the 
assessment profession on all levels, both local and State,  however, I am very concerned that if the 
Assessing can only be completed through large businesses,  the representation of taxpayers will be 
lost.  I do not believe the State Assessing guidelines are handled any different whether it is a big 
assessing business or a smaller one. Consistency in the State Assessing guidelines in all areas creates 
consistency in the Assessing entities.  I thank you very much for allowing me the opportunity to express 
my concern 
 
 
                                       


