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The motion for immediate consideration is GRANTED.

Pursuant to MCR 7.206(D), the Court orders that the complaint for declaratory and
monetary relief under Const 1963, art 9, § § 29 and 32 is DENIED. The POUM provision of Const
1963, art 9, § 29 becomes operational only when a requirement imposed under state law mandates that
local government units perform an activity that the state previously did not require the local government
units to perform or at an increased level from that previously required of local government units.
Judicial Attorneys Ass’n v Michigan, 460 Mich 590, 606; 597 NW2d 113 (1999); Durant v Michigan,
456 Mich 175, 190-196; 566 NW2d 272 (1997); Wayne Co Bd of Comm ‘rs v Wayne Co Airport Auth,
253 Mich App 144, 168; 658 NW2d 804 (2002); Durant v Dep ‘t of Education (Third Remand), 203
Mich App 507, 515-518; 513 NW2d 195 (1994). The Headlee Amendment is not implicated in this case
because the increased service levels alleged by plaintiff arise not from any state law requirement, but
instead arise from the state’s compliance with a federal court consent decree that enforces various
federal constitutional, statutory and contractual rights. MCL 21.232(3); MCL 21.233(2); MCL
21.234(5); Frew v Hawkins, 540 US 431, 437; 124 S Ct 899; 157 L Ed 2d 855 (2004); Brown v
Tennessee Dep ‘t ofFinance and Administration, 561 F3d 542, 546 (CA 6, 2009).
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