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Michigan ranks 7th in the number  
of general purpose local    
governments (1,856): 

!  83 counties 
!  256 villages 
!  277 cities 
!  1,240 townships. 



•  Census survey – all counties, cities, villages, and 
townships 

•  Timing –  Spring and Fall each year 

•  Respondents – chief elected and appointed officials 

•  Administered – online and via hardcopy 

•  Response Rate – 70%+ 

•  Topics – wide range, such as fiscal health, budget 
priorities, public safety, economic development, 
intergovernmental cooperation, employee policies, 
labor unions, state relations, roads, environmental 
sustainability, citizen engagement, state-local 
relations, and much more. 
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•  Most Michigan local leaders in communities with shared water systems report 
that their drinking water infrastructure is excellent or good, that they’ve raised 
water rates recently, and that they should have funding to maintain (if not 
improve) infrastructure going forward.  

•  However, 17% with shared water systems believe there are threats to the water 
quality or safety in their communities; so say 14% of where all drinking water is 
provided through individual private wells.  

•  Officials from jurisdictions that report higher fiscal stress are significantly more 
likely to say the condition of their jurisdiction’s drinking water infrastructure is 
either fair or poor— 37%. 

•  In jurisdictions where the condition of water infrastructure is rated as poor today, 
72% of local leaders say their current levels of funding are not adequate to 
maintain that infrastructure into the future—  28% statewide. 

•  While 72% of local officials say they would support raising water fees further in 
order to maintain or improve drinking water infrastructure, only 36% think the 
majority of their citizens would support this. 
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