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Executive Summary
Amidst the current discussions regarding Michigacal government reforms, three important points
need to be more widely recognized:

Implementing proposed state policies to force ocentivize local government service sharing or
consolidation of local governments would consumematime, attention and resources than the
small benefits such programs would produce; the$®es could be béter directed at more
meaningful reform.
Michigan local governments, particularly townshipseady perform very efficiently compared to
local governments in other states. Most structuraforms will not result in lowering local
government expenditures, and instead, are more hkeill drive local government expenditures
up.
Reform efforts directed at Midigan local governments should be focused on regi@@nomic
development strategies that leverage regional assaind utilize placemaking tactics to:

o attract knowledge based industries

o develop regional infrastructure necessary to atttdNew Economy jobs

0 promote entrepreneurship and diversity

o develop value added agriculture using®2dentury technologies

Government reform is seen as a magic bullet thall ailow government to provide the services people
want without requiring taxpayers to dig deeper tomaince their expectations. Why have government
reforms so far proven elusive?

The focus on local government reforms began in emtrin 2007, with declarations from key lawmakers
and a few interest groups that Michigan has too nydocal governments; however, the initial ham
fisted attempts to begin eliminating townships bsansferring their statutory duties to counties ran
afoul of constitutional, political and logisticahlriers. A Michigan State University study also
demonstrated that moving assessing to cti@és would actuallyncreasecosts by 10 percent.

The more realistic public policy discussion nowristhe feasibility of creating incentives for local
governments to voluntarily merge or share servicabhough some interest groups continue to call for
reducing the number of local governments withoutderstanding or recognizing the massive barriers
this seeningly simple reform would encounter.

Consolidating local governments wilbt save money. Making smaller governments into bigger
governments will most certainly drive the cost af\gernment up, not down. Service sharing can reduce
costs, particularly for water and sewer systemst these services are mostly financed through user
fees, and cost savings will not impact on local gammentes reliace on state financial support. Simply
combining local government services does not regultost savings unless the service consolidation
allows for reducing staffing levels or eliminatinggjor capital purchases, and these opportunities



cannot be assumed. Increased costs resulting froqpasmded administrative oversight can also quickly
eat up any savings resulting from eliminating rediamcies.

Townships, in particular, have embraced local goweent service sharing arrangements long before
pundits began beating the reform drum. More thargaarter of Michigan townships share fire
suppression programs, and many others buy andfielprotection for a part of their geognahic areas.
Of the townships that provide local law enforcement, & quarters do so with contracts with other
governmental entities.

Michigan local governments already do a remarkgble providing services at costs lower than the
national average, and especially at lemcosts compared to other highly populated stat&tates with
township governments generally produce services@sts below the national average of comparably
populated states. The assumption that Michigan nasre local governments than other states is
erroneous; Michigan ranks 83n the number of local governments per capita, ap@" in the average
population per jurisdiction. The state ranks"2 state and local revenue per capita, and®3f state

and local taxes per capita. Michigan local govermtse expenditures for many services, on a per capit
basis, are generally well below the national avezagand in some cases are even near the bottomal.oc
government administrative costs for elections, zegj planning, finances and buildings aré%4@mong

all states.

Reforms that eliminate barriers that prevent loggvernments from further cooperating in providing
services, or consolidating governmental entitiesemht makes sense, would be helpful to local
governments desiring to improve service coordinati@s well as reduce costs, but it is a misplacefrf
to make service sharing and local governrmeansolidation the main thrust of state policies teform
local government.

Instead, a much more important local governmentaoeh, one that would be widely supported by local
governments and the business community as well, armlild produce far more important dividends to
Michiganes prosperity,is to empower local governmésito work togetrer to atract 21% century
economy employers.

This will require the state of Michigan to invesgisources and participate in regional economic
development planning based on placemaking stratsglaedividual local government entities cannot
effectively market themselves in a global econoragd Michigan is too economically diverse to have a
single economic development strategy. Michigan minave multiple economic development plans
specific to the umjue assets of the various metropolitan areas anffatent strategies to attract new
resource based industries that will locate in ruaieas. This will require an unprecedented degrde o
collaboration among local governments that can onbcur if Michigan state government is willing to
align its economic developemt strategies with regional plans and is also wiljito provide essential
financial resources to facilitate and reward econigrdevelopment planning collaboration.



Quick Facts,Michigan Local Government

Ranking Compared to Other States:

Local Governments Per Capita

Population

General Purpose Units of Governments
Local Taxes Per Capita

Local Government Expenditures Per Capita
Average Population Per Local Jurisdiction
Local Government Tax Burden Per Capita
Total Number of Local Governments

Michigan Population: 9,969,727

Percent of Michigan Residents Living in Township4.5 percent
Percent of Statutory Revenue Sharing Distributed T@wnships: 2.3 percent

%

Michiganes largest township in land area: McMillahownship, Luce County (592 square miles)

Michiganes largest city in land area: Detroit (138juare miles)

Michiganes smallest township in lad area: Novi Bwnship, Oakland County (.1 square mile)
Michiganes smallest city in land area: Pleasant Bé&d(.6 square mile)

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2001 2002
Michigan Department of Treasury, 2009
Land Information Access Association, 2009

f
Michigan Land Area: 58,382 square miles
Percent Governed by Cities: 3.8% (1,973 squareanil
Percent Governed by Villages Less than 1% (328requiles)
Percent Governed by Townships: 96% (56,081 squalesin
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Introduction

Michigan government cannot continue business asalsmassive revenue declines will force service
cuts at all levels along with revenue increases.stlpeople want to see neither, and hold out hopeath
reforming the way government operates will allowizens to continue to enjoy the services to which
they have become ecustomed wihout having to contribute more to offset revenudnertfalls.

Revenue limitations and citizen expectations will force local leaders,with or without statedaling,,
to alter traditional ways of delivering servicesdal officials who fail to find new efficiencieslitikely
get a ticket out of office in the next election. i difficult to magine any state incentives for reform
being any more effective.

However, some interest groups and policymakers reamanconvinced that local governments will
adjust to the *new normal,Z and instead, want thiate to impose changes on local governments.
Indeed, some reforms supported by local officialdl wot happen without state action.

Are Michiganes Local Governments *Ripee for Reform?

Times of crises present opportunities to examinstitutions such as local governments to determiifie i
they are meeting contemporary needs. Pundits andipgmakers are quick to conclude that Michiganes
local governments need to be reformed, consisterittwa general assumption that everything in
Michigan must be second best. It is part of the bia game thapreoccupies our state as we struggle
with a changing global economy.

While the Michigan economy currently scores verylim comparison with per capita income,
unemployment, business starts and attractivenessiew employers, many local government reforms
that are surfacing are predicated on the assumptitiat Michiganes local govements are inefficient
and too costly. How do Michiganes local governmesteck up against their counterparts in other
states?

Michigan Government National National Change
Per Capita Performance Indicators Ranking Ranking

200102 2006 07
Revenue from Own Sources 20 28 8
All Taxes 24 31 7
Parks and Recreation Revenues 36 37 1
Utility Revenues 40 38 +2
General Operating Expenditures 20 32 12
Capital Outlays 33 49 16
Salaries and Wages 24 44 20
Police Protection Expenditures 23 27 4
Fire Protection Expenditures 34 37 3
Protective Inspections and Regulations 25 36 11
Financial Administration 45 41 +4
Public Buildings 29 30 1
Long term Debt 9 26 17




Data available from the U.S. Bureau of the Cenadgates that Michigan government is pretty
economical compared to those in other states. Thaalalso suggests that, in response to unrelenting
financial strains of the past decade, state anddbgovernments have become even more so. The chart
on page 4 dpicts revenues and expenditures of both state and locavgmments in Michigan, but

which are heavily influenced or exclusively drivignlocal government performance.

Where local government administrative spending danclearly delineated from state spending (such as
is the case for fire protection expenditures), tlBireau of the Census data demstrates that Michigan
local governments operate at lower administrativests in comparison with the national average:

Financial Administration (assessing and tax colliect included) per capita expenditures of

$54; national average $59 (ranked 23

General Public Building per capita expenditures $27; national average $35 (ranked 3y

Other Governmental (elections, zoning and land use planning) per capita expenditures of $51;
national average $75 (ranked 49

Ironically, elections, zoning and planning are oftbe primary targets of reformers to move to count
government. Clearly, cost savings cannot be thd reative.

To avoid accusations of cherry picking the datagrh are some revenue and expenditure categories in
which Michiganes local governments underperform tiegtional average. Property taxes per capita
rose,from 19 ™ in 2001 02 to 1 in 2006 07. Property taxes have been increasedt®yvoters and by
governing bodies that had been operating below thiawful limits to offset revenue sharing cuts.
Property taxes per capita will likely decline irethext several years as taxable values drop duthto

soft real estate market. Mihigan local govements also rank 9in per capita sewerage fees, up from
13" in 2001 02. Relatively high sewerage fees aregiitesof this service having a very high incidende o
being provided on a regional basis. Approximatedyflof all Michigan residents who are on a munidipa
sewerage system are connected to the City of Ddtosewerage system, which indicates that there are
other factors in play that degrmine the cost of services in addition to economiafsscale.

However, overall Michiganes local government casispare very favorably with those in the rest ofeh
country. For reformers who want to model Michigadesal government structure to more closely
resemble that of another stte, a closer look at anparative local government revenues and
expenditures is warranted. States that outperformdfligan tend to be very different in populations,
density, urbanization and service quality.



Potential Local Government Reforms
are Far More Difficult Than They Appear

Reduce the Number of Michigan Local Governments

The number of local governments in Michigan, 1,240wnships, 533 cities and villages, 83 counties,
551 school districts,is often presented aprima facieevidence that Michigan has too many local
governments. When one considers that Michiganesylapion approaches 10 million people and our
state land area is over 58,000 square miles, thenter of local governmets needed for quality
programs and services takes on a clearer perspectiv

Ron Dzwonkowski, associate editor of thetroit Free Pressecently opined,

Where do you suppose Michigan is heading in our awful situation with limited supplies?
Nowhere good, | fear, based on a recent survey shgw majority of elected and
appointed officials in local government flat out de trust the state. If we were a

lifeboat, led say blood in the water is more likéhan everyor rowing in the same
direction.

The survey of local officials in 1,204 of Michigahs858 units of local government
(Doesnet that seem, by the way, like an awful Ibgovernment?) was conducted by the
Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy at théversity of Micliganes Geald R. Ford
School of Public Policy. Of those who responde® @fL.county officials, 53% of city
officials, 54% of village officials (Why do welstdve villages and village officials?) and
46% of township leaders said they had no faithtate government to do the right thing

,~Leader s, work together so all survive with les®gtroit Free Press
November 15, 2009

While Dzwonkowskies recent op ed piece was on pairdddressing the lack of trust local government
officials express toward state government and theea for leaders to put aside their differences, his
comment about the number of govements in Michigan is often repeated by others asaea of
potential government reform.

It is easy to declare Michigan has too many loaalgrnments as there are no objective standards or
consensus about the eright numberZ of local goveemts a state should have. Such declarations reflect
a value judgrent, based to a great extent on what one expectsdbgovernments to contribute to the
public good, onees personal local government expeces, where one lives, and which interest groups
one favors.

Purported to support the assertion that Michigan $ietoo many local governmentsZ is an often
repeated falsehood that Michigan has more local ggunents than any other state. If true, Michiganes
local government system could be out of sync wiltetsensibilities of the rest of the country. Howaye
objective data indicates that the number of Michige general purpose local governments is consistent
with other states with similar populatios, density, d¢inate and character. When all local governments,
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including special districts, are counted, Michigaatually has fafewer local governments in relation to
its population than the national average (see chart page 3). Whates more, the number of local
governments has no relationship with an areaes presty.

Implied in the assertion that Michigan has too maggvernmers is that some communities should lose
their right to be self governed. Few people who sidmat Michigan has too many local governments are
willing to identify which communities no longer dewe to govern themselves.

Nonfinancial Policy Objectives for Consolidating Lo cal Governments

Long before Michigan encountered its current fingdroubles, various punts have wantedo reduce
the number of local governments,not just in Michigabut also in other states. They argue that
«fragmented governmentZ is inefficient and impedssonomic development.

Chicago has a very fragmented government system lmihonetheless prospering.
Minneapolis, another sfragmentedZ metropolitan area, is also often hailed as aaebfor
successful transitioning to a knowledge based economy

*Fragmented governmentZ has been blamed by the Rigs Institution for creating conditions
leading to the exodus of college educated workeram the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania.
However, researchers from Penn State Universitynidthe Brookings study to be flawed

Consolidating governments in metropolitan areas wascutting edge reform,,
50 years ago.

More recently, several Canadian provincial govermisemerged their largest cities with their
surrounding suburbs. In 1996, the province of N@&@otia merged Halifax with three
surrounding cities to form a esupercity.Z The raswere less than spectacular:

0 Merger transition costs, estimated at $11 million (Canadidollars; U.S.
equivalent, $7.2 million) swelled to C$24 million.

0 Annual savings expected from the merger have badri@zero from an initial
estimate of C$10 million, and there have been twiikes by municipal workers.

o Polls show 66 peent of the merged Halifaxes 370,000 citizens remain opposed
to what they call sannexation.Z

o If it was done for dollar reasons, then amalganaiididnst work,Z Halifax
Mayor Peter Kelly says.

o Higher than expected merger costs, coupled with lower than expected savings
and cuts to federal provincial transfer paymentsuve left many municipalities
struggling, even though the provinces have takeemother expense$

! «Youth Out Migration from Pennsylvania: The Radé&overnment Fragmentation vs. the Beaten Patte&fl
Georg Grassmueck, Stephan Goetz, and Martin Shiejgd®ming College, Pennsylvania State University, an
Colorado State University,USA; published in tBeurnal of Regional Analysis & Poli2§08
ioAs Cities Gobble Up Their Suburbs, Costs Spit)FStreet JournaMay 23, 2001, p. b14.

Ibid, p. b14



Economic, Political and Logistical Challenges to
Consolidating Local Governments

Consolidating local governments is not for the faif heart or for
those who want immediate results. Consolidatingdircially
distressed communities simply creates a larger ficially
distressed local government. Consolidating a stitiurgg
government with a financially strong government Mikely cause
politically volatile subsidies from the strong coramity to the
weak.

A few villages have held votes on the question efrig dissolved,
which would result in a merger with the surroundingwnship.
However, the high threshold required for a villagebe dissolved
(a two thirds vote rather than a simple majority) akes tre
elimination of villagesynder current law, highly unlikely.

Consolidations face strong local opposition becauskminating
government is essentially rationing local democradgliminating
elected officials at any level may feel catharticthose alienated
from government or when proposing eliminating sonteoelsess
local government, but the opportunity to have a c®
relationship with elected officials and local gowarg boards and
commissions is important to the large majority ofidhhiganians.

Assuming that there are communities with leaders drtitizenry
who are open to consolidation, the process of working out all of
the details could take five or more yeardased on the
experience of consolidation of three small municipalitigsiron
County,Iron Mountain, Mineral Hills and Stambaughvén with

The consolidation
process is
extraordinarily
complicated,
requiring:

melding different tax rates
connecting separate
infrastructure systems
resolving different levels of
debt

rectifying two or more
incompatible
administrative systems
unifying compensation
systems and personnel
policies

standardizing ordinances

Even with an experienced
facilitator, consolidating any
governments will likely take five
or more years.

expert facilitation by MSUes Cooperative Extenssamvice, the process of negotiating merger logsstic
took years to accomplish,far more time than advocas of quick results will find acceptable elsewhere.

Consolidation will not resilt in lowering costs where local governments are appropriately staffelfiall
current employees are fully utilized processingdiitial transactions, maintaining records, resporylio
fires, patrolling streets and highways, etc., theonsolidating the government entities will not relsin
lowering local government workforces, which is tbely way to reduce labor costs,the biggest
operating expense of local government. On the otland, if the combined staffing levels of the
merged entities exceed the needs of the new govermt) then cost savingsay be realized by local

government consolidation.



Consolidating Local Governments Lacks
Public Support

Only four in 10 respondents thought there were too
many local governments.

Only 29 percent of informed respondents thought
there were too many local governments in
Michigan. Fifty three perent thought there is about
the right number.




Voluntary Consolidation




Another Reform More Difficult Than It Appears:
Transferring Local Government Services to Counties

Constitutional Barriers to Transferring Responsilties






Fostering Service Sharing

¢ >

Incentivizing service sharing i
far more likely to achieve
results than other options

involving the state overriding

local control.
. S

State Incentives to Expand Voluntary Service Shagin



Service Sharing Will Occur Without State Intervern

Cooperative fire protection is provided by nearly&percent of the tdal townships in the
survey; rural areas, 57 percent; 30 percent in stitast Michigan.

Cooperative law enforcement involves approximately 31 percent of townships that contract
with county sheriffs or other local governments foadditional coverage; 55 percent receive all
of their law enforcement services from county sheriffs through contracts.

62 percert of townships that provide water service do so cooperatively; 22 percebélong to

a water authority.

79 percent of the townships in southeast Michigarrpvide sewer services cooperatively, as do
57 percent of the outstate townships. Only 12 perogof townships provide sewer services on
their own.

Half of the townships shag building inspectors with another entity; 33 perad of the
townships have the county perform construction codaspections.

86 percent of the townships in southeast Michigaiand 52 percent of the townships located
elsewhere, engage in some level of joint land usé&pning.

43 percent of townships shre assessors with other entities; 30 percent in gtheast Michigan,
and 54 percent in other counties.



State

84 percent of townships in southeast Michigan, artD percent in outstate townships conduct
elections for school district.

44 percent of townships contract with their countyo print tax bills; 47 percent contract with
the county to collect delinquent personal propertyaxes.

58 percent of townships in southeast Michigan, arg? percent of townships in the outstate
counties participate in joint purchasing arrangemésn

Of the 69 percent of townships that have a park @ecreation program, one third run their
program with another entity.

More than 90 percent of townships contribute funds to the county road camission; half of
all townships contribute more than $100,000 annugll

Approximately 53 percent of townships are engaged dother cooperative efforts, including
mutual aid, annexations by agreement, clean up dayalection training, youth programs,
cemeteries and open space preservation.

Incentives to Encourage More Service Sharing

Many services cuently delivered by central cities can be delivevdth higher quality
and at lower expense to central city residents at the county orawegli level. These
include water and sewer, major roads, public transportation, public health, zods an
museums, major parks and tax collection. We recegrthe political difficulty in
transferring functions away from local governments. Busiinconceivable to us that
state and local leaders can deliver on a commitmentjuality basic services without

taking this step’ p

*Many services currently
delivered by central cities ca
be delivered with higher
guality and at lower expens
to central city residents at the

county or regional level.Z
.Michigan Future, Inc.

. /




A one size fits all approach to incentives for injevernmental cooperation, that
artificially matches governments with partners watht regard to nature of the service
and the opportunities to minimize excess capadgyikely to create as many failed

arrangenents as successgs

Without any restoration of funding, diversion ofrfding in any fashion will mean drastic
cuts in the funds that are currently used for statutory state revenue sharing payments.
The local governments that continue to receive gtaty revenue sharing payments are
not likely to give up those funds without a fighwithout some remedies to the Statees
chronic structural budget problems, diverting furtdsnduce more cooperative ventures

wouldbe a zero sum proposition that would

be threatening to many larger local
governments.

The best hope for funding would be to set
aside a portion of the growth in funds
available for state revenue sharing as the
budget returns to health and the pot of
money availéle for distritution begins to
grow. It is possible that local governments
still would feel threatened by a policy to
artificially suppress the amount of funds
available for distribution, but such a policy
would be less threatening than that of
cutting funding that is already in placg.

Statutory Revenue Sharing in
FY «10:

Total Distributed to Cities, Villages and
Townships:

All Cities: $301.7 million (96%)
City of Detroit: $179.6 million (57.1%)
Villages: $5.1 million (1.6%)

Townships: $7.4 million (2.3%),
distributed to roughly 70 townships
(about 5 percent of the total number
of townships)







Reforms That Would Restore Michiganes Prosperity

(

\.

The amenities of

\

local communities matter

far more to Michiganes
competitiveness than

Increasing joint services

or making local
government bigger.

J



What is different over th past deade or so is that suburban growth in high prosperi
metropolitan areas is now accompanied by growttihieir central cities. The evidence is
that the most successful regions across the couatg/those where both the suburbs and
central cities are prospering.

Our best guess is thainless we substantially increase the proportion obllege
educated adults in Michigan,particularly in our biggest metropolitan areas,we will
continue to trend downwards in the per capita incoarankings towards the mid 30s.
Our basic belief: over the long term, Michiganesldiis regionse per capita income will be
consistent with the rankings in the proportion afl@ts with a four year degree or
more!?

The data clearly show that high prosperity metrojpah areas are characterized by high
concentrations in high pay, knowledge based indiedras well as a high proportion of
adults with four year degrees. All of the top tenesabove,many substantially above,
the national average in both metrics. Simply putey are further along in the transitio
to a postindustrial economy than Michiganes largest regions.



Greater Lansing has a long history of cooperatietw®een local governments and economic
development groups. This regional cooperation is growing even stronger. Growth benefits the
entire greater Lansing area. Construction mightégdace in Delta Township or the city of
Lansing, but new workers will perhaps live in DéWiteridian Township or Delhi Towship. The
thousands of existing insurance industry employlaasin every community, and virtually every
neighborhood, in Greater Lansing. They particigatechools, churches and local charities, and
are just one example of how interwoven our 'new' local economy is with the quality of life we
enjoy.

Sure, tlere will be competion among local communities for future facilitigebs and
infrastructure development. Yet when those decisiare made, we all benefit, regardless of
whether our community was chosen or not, becauserisult is that Greater Lansing was
selected. Cities such as Indianapolis, Des Moines and Omaha are implementiagsiggrians
to attract new insurance industry jobs to thoseieg. They actively court Lansing based
companies to relocate to their town. We can surrenthese jobs, or we can step up and
compete for them.



The Lansing Regional Chamber of Commerce has ladrechampaign to promote Lansing as
Michigan's insurance capital. Local and state goweent are key to seeing this plan come to
fruition, just like what has occurred in IndianajIDes Moines and Omaha. We, along with our
colleagues Bath Township Supervisor Tom Schnéitigidian Township Supervisor Susan
McGillicuddy and DeWitt Township Manager Rod Tayaoe pledged to continued cooperation
to grow our job base in the insurance industry, and in other industries.

Greater Lansing can compete with cities throughout the Midwessfdture investment
and job expansion¥

Most college educated households, like the resfaoferica, live in the suburbs. But a
larger proportion of college educated households, iy those without children,are
choosing to live in central city neighborhoods. This is particularly truth@®most mobile
segment of the population,young college graduatesitivout children. What is different
over the past decader so is suburban growth in high prosperity metrdifan areas is
now accompanied by growth in their central citi@e evidence is that the most
successful regions across the country are those wehboth the suburbs and central
cities are prospering®
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Successful strategies to shift
Michigan from a
manufacturing dependent
economy requires a much

different relationship between

.

Michigan state and local
governments.
J




Conclusion

There are stories in truth and fiction of groups of people who find themselves in some
awful situation with limited supplies and eih band together to survive or start killing
each other. Either way, the lives of those who make it are forever changed.

So with supplies shrinking, do we work out a selesiationing plan, or get into us vs.
them camps and fight over portions? Five years or a dedaom now will all of todayes
supposed leaders be exchanging hugs and explateiisghool kids how they all pulled
together to survive the blizzard, or will they be &id to look one another in the eye
because of what they did during the long, cold riigh

The survivors can share unbreakable bonds or urddgarguilt.

Throwing down the gauntlet

The challenge for those who lead, and for those wgkek to lead in next yeares
watershed elections, is simple yet formidable. ©Heavay to get everybody in Michigan
working together on a common agenda. Lay out aoisof what will be our mnument
to this recession, what will be changed for the tegtby these hard times, and the path
we must follow to get there.

And donet say strust me.Z Instead, prove you can be tru&ted.






Appendix: The Complexities of Michigan Local Government

State # of Local Population Units of Local

Governments in Governments /
thousands 1,000

population
North Dakota 2,736 642 4.26
South Dakota 1,867 754 2.48
Nebraska 2,792 1,711 1.63
Kansas 3,888 2,530 1.54
Wyoming 723 493 1.47
Montana 1,128 858 1.31
Vermont 734 608 1.21
Idaho 1,159 1,293 0.90
Alaska 176 244 0.72
Minnesota 3,483 4,919 0.71
lowa 1,976 2,926 0.68
Missouri 3,423 5,247 0.65
Maine 827 1,274 0.65
Arkansas 1,589 2,673 0.59
Indiana 3,086 5,220 0.59
Wisconsin 3,049 5,363 0.57
lllinois 6,904 12,419 0.56
Oklahoma 1,799 3,450 0.52
Colorado 1,929 3,746 0.51
New Mexico 859 1,819 0.47
Pennsylvania 5,032 10,763 0.47

New Hampshire 560 1,235 0.45




State

Massachusetts
Delaware
Oregon
Kentucky
West Virginia
Mississippi
Ohio
Washington
Michigan
Utah

Alabama
Texas
Georgia
Tennessee
South Carolina
Connecticut
New Jersey
Louisiana
California
Arizona

North Carolina
Virginia
Nevada
Florida

Hawalii
Maryland

average

(Michiganes ranking: 3%in total number of local governments per capita)

# of Local
Governments

842
340
1,440
1,440
687
1,001
3,637
1,788

2,805
606
1,172
4,785
1,449
931
702
581
1,413
474
4,410
639
961
522
211
1,192
20
266

Population
in
thousands

1,895
783
3,421
3,781
1,808
2,844
11,353
5,894
9,938
2,233
4,444
20,851
7,698
5,106
4,012
3,405
8,414
3,276
33,094
5,130
8,049
4,720
1,945
15,203
335
4,645

Units of Local
Governments /

1,000
population

0.44

0.43

0.42

0.38

0.38

0.35

0.32

0.30
0.28*

0.27

0.26

0.23

0.19

0.18

0.17

0.17

0.17

0.14

0.13

0.12

0.12

0.11

0.11

0.08

0.06

0.06

0.59



Detroit Detroit Mid West Tri North Upper Statewide
SMSA  Mich. Mich. Cities/ Lower Peninsula Totals
Thumb Peninsula

Too 37% 40% 48% 34% 46% 43% 44% 40%
Many

Too 21% 5% 6% 7% 7% 2% 6% 7%
Few

About 29% 44% 39% 39% 37% 46% 33% 42%
Right

Donet 13% 11% 6% 14% 10% 10% 17% 11%
Know

Resources of Michigan Local Governments



Revenue Category Amount Per Capita

Ranking Compaoe@ther States

Local Government Revenues  $3,898

17" (includes state education tax)

Per Capita

Property Taxes Per Capita $1,335 "{ihcludes state education tax)
Local Taxes Per Capita $1,481 26"

Other Taxes $49 A5

Township Fund Balances

Unrestricted

minimum



Fundamental Differences Between School Districtsdan
General Purpose Units of Government

Expenditures of Local Governments



The Geography and Population Variations of Michigdrocal Governments

While local government reformers often target,in general way without being
specific,units of government with smaller populations as appropriate for
consolidation, the vast distances between populateenters and limited service needs
in sparsely populated townships actually makes har@as poor candidates for
consolidating services or mergers. Many rural tohips have already entered into
multi unit agreements for fire protetion due to insufficient tax bases to support single
entity departments. Of the townships that providesfservices, 57% have a joint fire
operation with another government unit. Of the towhips that operate ambulance
services, 80% have services through joint operatimnby contract. As the 2009
COBALT CitizentB#action survey demonstrates, shared services do reaessarily
result in a satisfied citizenry if they are less effective than self prodseedces?



E o
It has always been understoo
that in providing, as it does,
for the organization and
incorporation of townships,
the constitution dealt with
them as recognized and
ancient municipal bodies, the
substantial character of which
was intended to be

perpetuated.
,Michigan Supreme Court Justice

James V. Campbell, writing i
\ Baxter v. Robertsor1889v
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A process that recognized
townships and cities as
stakeholders of equal standing
in matters involving boundary
adjustments would go far to
improve intergovernmental
relations that are the
cornerstone of successful loca
government collaboration.

\C ~




Local Government Functions



f

The township form of
government eliminates th
need for many special
districts that other states
must create to provide
services outside of cities.

. J

Because special authorities tend to have dedicdtenling sources, an expansion of the
number of authorities could lead to increased cdsistaxpayes. The budgeting process
in a general purpose local government,counties, i@s, villages and townships,requires
a balancing of needs, wants and available funds.efVkingle purpose governmental
units exist with dedicated funding sources, theg aemoved from this balancing dynamic
and program levels tend to be driven by availahlading. States that g heavily on
special authorities to provide local governmentwdees,including lllinois, California,
Washington and Colorado to name a few,have createdmmissions or task forces in
recent years in efforts to reduce the numiFér.



Why Michigan Has Townships

f

\

Local officials recognize tha

\.

constituents want their
government to deliver the
best possible programs at

the least possible cost.

U

/

t



These two types of governments are distinguishdcharily by the historical
circumstances surrounding their incorporation. lamyg States, most notably in the
Northeast, municipal and township governments hauailar powers and perform
similar functions. The scope of governmental s&wigrovided by these two types of
governments varies widely from one State to arathand even within the same State.
As defined for census statistics on governments,tdrm semunicipal governmentsee
refers to political subdivisions within which a nicipal corporation has been established
to provide general local government for a spegifapulation concentration in a defined
area, and includes all active governmenttsrofficially designated as cities, boroughs
(except Alaska), towns (except in the six New Bmdjl&@tates, and in Minnesota, New
York, and Wisconsin), and viIIag?és.



Township Expenditures



Differing Culture and Values Among Local Government



There is More to Government Than Providing Servicas Cheaply as Possible
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The village or township is
the only association whic
is so perfectly natural that,
wherever a number of mer

are collected, it seems to

constitute itself.
»Alexis de Tocqueville
Democracy in Americd 830

\o .)

The townships argenerally subordinate to the state only in those interests which | shall term
social, as they are common to all the others. Theyindependent in all that concerns
themselves alone; and among the inhabitants of Nemgland | believe that not a man is to be
found who would acknowledge that the s&ahas any right to interfere in their town affairs

The township, taken as a whole, and in relatiorthe central government, is only an individual,
like any other to whom the theory | have just debed is applicable. Municipal independence in
the United States is therefore a natural consequentthis very principle of the sovereignty of
the people.



The New Englander is attached to his township not so much because he was fpbutn
because it is a free and strong community, of whighis a member, and which deserves the care
spent in managing it f the township, at the centef the ordinary relations of life, serves as a
field for the desire of public esteem, the wantexciting interest, and the taste for authority and
popularity; and the passions that commonly embroil society change their character when they
find a vent so near the domestic hearth and the figntircle

The native of New England is attached to his towipgbecause it is independent and free: his co
operation in its affairs ensures his attachmentite interests, the well being it affords him
secures his affection; and its welfare is the aifinis ambition and of his future exertions. He
takes a part in every occurrence in the place; hegtices the art of government in the small
sphere within his reach; he accustoms himself tosa forms without which liberty can only
advance by revolutions; he imbibes their spirit;dtguires a taste for order, comprehends the
balance of powers, ahcollects clear practical notions on the nature of his duties armdetktent

of his rights.

And finally, if local democracy is to be rationed, by what criteria will it be delgd? Whom among
Michiganes citizens will get to enjoy the exercisé local control, and which citizens will not?

Mission Statement:



