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Community poverty and the Key Findings

struggle to make ends meet
in Michigan, according to
local government leaders

By Natalie Fitzpatrick, Debra Horner, and Thomas Ivacko

This report presents the views of Michigan’s

local government officials regarding poverty

and economic hardship among residents in their
jurisdiction, as well as assessments of unmet needs
for particular services and resources. In addition,
the report looks at policies that local governments
are adopting or working on in partnership with
other local organizations, and whether local
leaders think their jurisdiction is doing enough to
address poverty in the community. These findings
are based on statewide surveys of local government
leaders in the Spring 2018 wave of the Michigan
Public Policy Survey (MPPS).

>>The Michigan Public Policy Survey (MPPS) is a census
survey of all 1,856 general purpose local governments in
Michigan conducted by the Center for Local, State, and
Urban Policy (CLOSUP) at the University of Michigan in
partnership with the Michigan Municipal League, Michigan
Townships Association, and Michigan Association of
Counties. The MPPS investigates local officials’ opinions and
perspectives on a variety of important public policy issues.
Respondents for the Spring 2018 wave of the MPPS include
county administrators, board chairs, and clerks; city mayors,
managers, and clerks; village presidents, managers, and
clerks; and township supervisors, managers, and clerks from
1,372 jurisdictions across the state.

For more information, please contact: closup-mpps@umich.edu/
(734) 647-4091. You can also follow us on Twitter @closup
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Poverty and economic hardship are found in all types of Michigan communities,
large to small, urban to rural, north to south, and east to west. Overall, 44% of
local officials say more than one in five of their residents struggle to make ends
meet, including 7% who say a majority of residents struggle. By comparison, 9%
of local officials say very few residents (5% or less) in their jurisdiction struggle.

» By region, jurisdictions in the Upper Peninsula and Northern Lower Pen-
insula are the most likely to say residents struggle with economic hardship,
while those in Southeast Michigan are the least likely to say so.

» By community size, economic hardship is reported to be more prevalent in
both the smallest and largest jurisdictions, compared with mid-size commu-
nities.

» By urban-rural status, fully-rural jurisdictions are more likely to report a
higher prevalence of economic hardship among residents, compared with
fully-urban communities.

» Itis important to note that unusually large percentages of local leaders say
they “don’t know” answers to a broad range of questions about poverty and
economic hardship in their community, compared with many other topics
covered in prior MPPS waves.

The survey asked about eight types of services or resources (such as public
transportation, subsidized child care, etc.) that might help struggling residents
to make ends meet, including whether there is a need for each in the community;,
and if so, to what extent the needs are currently being met.

» The most common unmet needs reported in Michigan communities are
for drug treatment programs (reported by 48% of jurisdictions), affordable
housing (46%), public transportation (41%), and workforce development/job
training (41%).

» These unmet needs are associated with various community characteristics
(such as size, region, etc.), but in general, hotspots for unmet needs tend to
be found in communities that are rural or only partly-urban, and by region,
among those in the Upper Peninsula and Northern Lower Peninsula.

» Statewide, 74% of jurisdictions report at least some unmet needs in at least
one of the eight types of services included on the survey.

Overall, 73% of local officials report their government addresses economic hard-
ship in some fashion, including 11% that report discussing at least one of the
eight types of services on the survey (while taking no further action), 12% that
have a policy or program of their own to address hardships, and 50% that report
partnering at least a little with other community organizations to provide servic-
es. Meanwhile, 27% of jurisdictions report no involvement in any of these ways.

Statewide, 60% of Michigan’s local leaders believe their jurisdiction is doing
about the right amount of work to address poverty and economic hardship
among its residents, while 1% think they are doing too much, 17% think too

little, and 22% say they don’t know.
www.closup.umich.edu
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Background

Ten years after the end of the Great Recession, Michigan’s economy has made significant strides. While the unemployment rate was
15.4% in July 2009,' by December 2018 it was only 4.0%”. Nonetheless, many Michigan residents still struggle to make ends meet.

For a family of four, the Census Bureau defines poverty as income below $25,100 in 2018 On this measure, Michigan ranks worse
than most states, at 35" in the nation, with 14% of the population below the federal poverty level in 2018, compared to 12.3%
nationally*. However, the official poverty rate doesn’t necessarily capture a full picture of economic hardship. Many residents who
are above the poverty line still struggle in various ways to make ends meet. In fact, a 2018 report from the Urban Institute found
that 40% of families in the U.S. had problems meeting at least one type of basic need, such as housing, healthcare, or food>.

One measure of these wider challenges is the ALICE (Asset Limited, Income Constrained, Employed) score from the United Way.
This score represents the percentage of households where individuals are working, but are unable to afford basic necessities (i.e.,
housing, food, child care, health care, and transportation)®. In 2018, 26.6% of Michigan households fell into this category, despite
the state’s low unemployment rate.

When it comes to the study of poverty and economic hardship in Michigan communities, one important resource is the University
of Michigan’s Poverty Solutions Initiative. A wide range of information on poverty-related issues in Michigan and beyond is
available on the Poverty Solutions website, including a unique set of interactive Michigan maps (https://poverty.umich.edu/data-
tools). Over the past year, CLOSUP has partnered closely with researchers at Poverty Solutions to develop survey questions for the
MPPS that would provide insight about the economic hardship faced by residents in Michigan communities.

As part of the Spring 2018 wave, the MPPS put those questions to local government leaders, asking about a range of issues such as
what percentage of local residents they believe struggle to make ends meet, what kinds of services or resources they think would
help these residents, whether those needs are being met, and if the local government plays a role in those efforts, including whether
or not it should do more.

2 www.closup.umich.edu
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Where Michigan residents struggle to Figure 1

Officials’ assessments of the percent of their jurisdiction’s residents
who struggle to make ends meet

make ends meet

The Spring 2018 MPPS asked local leaders to estimate the

I 0-5% of residents struggle

percentage of their jurisdiction’s residents who struggle to

W 6-20%
make ends meet (which may be a larger proportion of residents 21:90%
than is captured simply via the nationally-designated poverty W 3e0%
rate). As seen in Figure 1, 44% of all local officials report that B sroot
more than one in five people in their community struggle e
to make ends meet. In fact, 7% of Michigan officials say a
majority of their residents struggle. By comparison, 9% of local
leaders say very few (5% or less) of their residents struggle to
make ends meet.
However, it is important to note that unusually large
percentages of local leaders report that they do not know
answers to a broad range of questions about poverty and Figure 2a
economic hardship in their community, such as the 19% of Officials’ assessments of the percent of their jurisdiction’s residents
local officials who say they are uncertain about the percentage who struggle to make ends meet, by population size

of their jurisdiction’s residents that struggle to make ends
meet.* These high percentages of “don’t know” responses may

I 0-5% of residents struggle

reflect a number of factors, including that many of Michigan’s B 5%

local governments are in small, rural townships which don’t 1% 2130%
provide many services, and in many cases are not authorized . = W 31-50%
by state law to take action addressing poverty. In addition, - ) W st-00%

19% Don't know

federal poverty statistics are not reported annually for small

Overall <1,500 ‘ 1,500-5,000 ‘ 5,001-10,000 ‘ \0,001-30,000‘ >30,000 ‘

jurisdictions. As a result, local leaders in these places would
be understandably less familiar with specific metrics on local
needs or related issues, compared with their counterparts

in large jurisdictions which provide a wide range of public
services, including services to address economic hardship.

The MPPS finds economic hardship is reported in all types of
Michigan communities, large to small, urban to rural, north
to south, and east to west. However, there is variation. High
levels of economic hardship are most frequently reported

in both Michigan’s smallest jurisdictions (those with fewer
than 1,500 residents), as well as in its largest jurisdictions
(those with more than 30,000 residents). In those largest
jurisdictions, 46% of local officials say more than one in five of
their residents struggle to make ends meet (see Figure 2a). By
contrast, in jurisdictions with 5,001-10,000 residents, a smaller
percent (33%) of local leaders say that more than one in five

of their residents struggle to make ends meet. Officials from
the smallest jurisdictions were the most likely to say they are
unsure about the prevalence of economic hardship in their
community, with 23% selecting “don’t know.”

a Toinvestigate the high levels of “dont know" responses further, the MPPS staff compared survey respondents’ estimates of poverty levels in their communities against
federal poverty statistics and found that local leaders estimates were relatively accurate. This step itself is complicated, however, due to the survey’s response options
which were grouped into categories, and also due to gaps in reporting frequency of federal poverty statistics for different kinds of jurisdictions. Contact the authors for more
information.
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Looking at regional variation, jurisdictions in Michigan’s Upper
Peninsula and in the Northern Lower Peninsula are more likely
than others to say higher percentages of their residents are
struggling, while jurisdictions in Southeast Michigan are more
likely to report a low percentage of residents struggling (see
Figure 2b). In both the Upper Peninsula and Northern Lower
Peninsula, 53% of local leaders say more than one in five of their

residents struggle. In fact, 12% of officials in the Upper Peninsula

and 9% in the Northern Lower Peninsula say a majority of
residents in their jurisdiction struggle. By contrast, 14% of
jurisdictions in Southeast Michigan say very few (0-5%) of their
residents struggle to make ends meet, and only 32% say more
than one in five residents struggle.

There are also differences reported between rural and urban
jurisdictions. The MPPS asks local officials to characterize
their own jurisdiction on a spectrum: rural, mostly rural,
mostly urban, or urban. As shown in Figure 2c, jurisdictions
that identify as fully-rural are somewhat more likely to report
higher prevalence of economic hardship, compared with other
types of communities.® Among these fully-rural jurisdictions,
46% of officials say more than one in five of their residents
struggle to make ends meet, compared to 43% in mostly rural
jurisdictions, 32% in mostly urban jurisdictions, and 41% in
urban jurisdictions. Notably, among fully-urban jurisdictions,
16% of officials say very few (0-5%) of their residents struggle to
make ends meet, compared with 9% in fully-rural places.

Although not shown here, there are also differences among
jurisdictions by other characteristics. Racial and/or ethnic
makeup of the jurisdiction is one example. In communities
where more than 30% of residents are not white, two-thirds of
local leaders (66%) say many of their residents struggle to make
ends meet, including 15% who say an outright majority of their
residents struggle. By comparison, in jurisdictions where 10% or
less of the residents are not white, fewer than half (41%) of those
officials say many of their residents struggle to make ends meet,
and just 6% say a majority of their residents struggle.

Figure 2b

Officials’ assessments of the percent of their jurisdiction’s residents
who struggle to make ends meet, by region

1 0-5% of residents
struggle
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Figure 2¢

Officials” assessments of the percent of their jurisdiction’s residents
who struggle to make ends meet, by urban-rural self-assessment
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b Because not all officials characterized their jurisdiction on the urban-rural spectrum, the “overall” bar numbers in figures looking at the urban-rural spectrum may differ

slightly from the overall numbers in other figures.
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Factors that impact poverty and
economic hardship in Michigan
communities

To learn more about factors that may impact poverty

and economic hardship in Michigan communities, the
MPPS also asked local officials about the need for, and
availability of, eight different types of resources and
services—such as drug treatment programs, emergency
housing, etc.—which residents of their community might
need to help make ends meet. The survey asked if there is a
need for each of the eight types of resources or services in
the community, and if so, to what extent those needs are
currently being met.

As seen in Figure 3, there are some significant differences
in how commonly these issues impact communities across
the state, according to local leaders. For example, higher
unmet needs are reported for drug treatment programs
(48% of jurisdictions) and affordable housing (46%), while
relatively lower unmet needs are reported for emergency
food services (27%). In addition, there are again significant
levels of “don’t know” responses offered by local leaders for
some of the issues.

The differences in unmet needs on each of these resources
and services are associated with a range of community
characteristics, such as size, composition of the resident
population, and so on. However, two community
characteristics that consistently show differences are 1)
location (or region) of the community and 2) where the
community falls in a spectrum from fully-urban to fully-
rural. These are explored below.

Figure 3
Officials’ assessments of the needs for and availability of resources and
services in the community

B Noneeds
[ Needs all or mostly met
I Some unmet needs

| significant unmet needs

Don't know
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Drug | Jobtraining/| Affordable | Public | Emergency | Subsidized | Subsidized
treatment | workforce housing transport housing | healthcare | childcare and
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For each of the eight types of services on the survey, Table 1 shows differences across Michigan’s regions using a measure of “Net
Unmet Need.” This is calculated by subtracting the percentage of officials who say there are unmet needs from the percentage

that say there are no needs at all or that the needs are largely being met. For example, the negative percentages in every region of
Michigan for unmet drug treatment program needs show that more jurisdictions say they have unmet needs than say these needs
are being met or don’t exist in the first place. The Upper Peninsula (-43%) and the Northern Lower Peninsula (-41%) stand out
with particularly high net unmet needs for drug treatment programs, while the East Central region (-10%) reports the lowest such
net unmet need. This reflects the broader trend that the Upper Peninsula and Northern Lower Peninsula appear to be hotspots for
unmet needs. Each of those regions have net negative unmet needs in five of the eight types of services, while the Southwest region
has net negative unmet needs in four types. By comparison, Southeast Michigan has just one type of service—drug treatment
programs—where unmet needs exceed met needs. Yet, when it comes to emergency food services, in each region more jurisdictions
say there are few or no needs than say there are some or significant unmet needs.

Looking statewide at all local jurisdictions combined, three types of services are reported to have unmet needs that exceed met
needs: drug treatment programs, job training/workforce development, and affordable housing.

Meanwhile, 74% of jurisdictions overall report that their residents have at least some unmet need for at least one of these eight
types of services.

Table 1
“Net Unmet Need” for resources and services in the community, by region

East
Northern West Central Southwest | Southeast
Overall Pel:IIi]I'I):L:Ia Lower Lower (i‘.t::\‘nt/:aarl Lower Lower
Peninsula Peninsula Peninsula Peninsula Peninsula

Drug treatment programs -18%
1%

-5%

-10%
-2%
9%

Job training/workforce development

Affordable housing

Public transportation

Emergency housing

Subsidized healthcare

Subsidized childcare and pre-K programs

Emergency food
B 20% or more net negative unmet needs 10-19% net negative unmet needs 1-9% net negative unmet needs
0-9% net positive needs met B 10-19% net positive needs met B 20% or more net positive needs met
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And Table 2 shows differences by whether the jurisdiction is urban or rural, or somewhere in between. Across each of the eight
types of services, jurisdictions described as fully-urban are the least likely to report net unmet needs, with just one type of service
(drug treatment programs) in net negative percentages. Fully-rural jurisdictions report net unmet needs in four types of services,
compared to three for mostly rural jurisdictions and two for mostly urban places.

Table 2
“Net Unmet Need” for resources and services in the community, by urban-rural self-assessment

Overall Mostly rural Mostly urban
Drug treatment programs -18%

Job training/workforce development
Affordable housing
Public transportation

Emergency housing

Subsidized healthcare

Subsidized childcare and pre-K Programs

Emergency food

B 20% or more net negative unmet needs 10-19% net negative unmet needs 1-9% net negative unmet needs

0-9% net positive needs met B 10-19% net positive needs met B 20% or more net positive needs met

The following sections of this report look at further breakdowns of the eight types of services, including regional and urban-rural
breakdowns, in more detail.
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Almost half of Michigan jurisdictions
report unmet drug treatment needs

Opverall, the most commonly cited unmet need across all Michigan
communities relates to drug treatment programs (see Figure 4a).
Almost half (48%) of Michigan’s local governments report that
their residents have some (27%) or significant (21%) unmet drug
treatment needs. At the same time, 17% say such resident needs
are all or mostly being met through various programs and services
provided in their community, and 6% say there are no needs at all
for such assistance. Meanwhile, as with other aspects of economic
hardship, there is considerable uncertainty about the need for local
drug treatment programs and services, with 29% of local officials
saying they are unsure about the level of need in their community.

As noted above, there are differences in officials’ perceptions of
unmet drug treatment needs when looking across Michigan’s
regions. Unmet drug treatment needs are most commonly
reported in Michigan’s Upper Peninsula, where 59% report some
or significant unmet needs, and in the Northern Lower Peninsula
where 58% report such unmet needs. By contrast, fewer officials
report unmet needs in the East Central region (40%).

There are also differences in assessments of drug treatment needs
between rural and urban jurisdictions, in particular with fully-
urban jurisdictions standing out from the rest. In rural (48%) and
mostly rural (50%) jurisdictions, about half of local officials say
there are some or significant unmet drug treatment needs in their
community, while less than 20% say those needs are all or mostly
met (see Figure 4b). By contrast, 39% of officials from fully-urban
jurisdictions say there are unmet drug treatment needs in their
community, while 26% say these needs are being all or mostly met.

Unmet needs for drug treatment programs are also associated with
other jurisdiction characteristics. For example, some or significant
unmet needs for drug treatment programs are more frequently
reported in jurisdictions with at least 30% non-white populations,
compared to jurisdictions with smaller non-white populations.

For additional breakdowns of service needs by jurisdiction
characteristics, see the appendices.

Figure 4a

Officials” assessments of local drug treatment program needs, by

region
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28%
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Officials" assessments of local drug treatment program needs, by
urban-rural self-assessment
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Unmet affordable housing needs
reported in many jurisdictions,
especially in the Northern Lower
Peninsula

Closely trailing unmet drug treatment needs (again, reported by
48% of jurisdictions overall) are unmet needs for more affordable
housing to help struggling Michigan residents. Overall, 46% of
local officials say residents in their jurisdiction have some (32%) or
significant (14%) unmet needs for affordable housing (see Figure
5a). At the same time, over one-third (37%) say their residents’
affordable housing needs are all or mostly met, while just 8% say
affordable housing is not needed at all in their jurisdiction. Unlike
most of the other seven topics surveyed, there are relatively few
“don’t know” responses (10% overall) regarding affordable housing.
By region, nearly two-thirds (61%) of jurisdictions in the Northern
Lower Peninsula report some (35%) or significant (26%) unmet
needs for affordable housing. Unmet needs are also reported in
almost half of jurisdictions in Southwest Michigan (48%), West
Central Michigan (46%), and the Upper Peninsula (46%). By
contrast, a majority (57%) of officials from Southeast Michigan say
their community either has no needs for affordable housing (11%)
or that those needs are all or mostly being met (46%), while just
36% report remaining unmet needs.

In addition to regional differences, there are significant differences
along the urban-rural spectrum. As shown in Figure 5b, fully-
urban jurisdictions are much more likely to report either no needs
or that needs are all or mostly met (60%). By comparison, fully
rural jurisdictions are the least likely type to say there are no
affordable housing needs or that they are all or mostly met (41%).

The need for and availability of affordable housing also varies by
jurisdiction size and other characteristics. A majority of local officials
from larger jurisdictions (those with populations over 10,000) say
their residents have some or significant unmet needs for affordable
housing, while smaller jurisdictions are more likely to report that
there are no needs for affordable housing in their community or that
such needs are all or mostly met (see Appendix A).

For additional breakdowns by other community characteristics, see
Appendices B-E.

The remaining six types of services or resources with lower rates of
reported unmet needs are presented below, broken down either by
region or urban-rural status. Again, more breakdowns are available
in the appendices.

Figure 5a

Officials” assessments of local affordable housing needs, by region
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Public transportation

Overall, 41% of Michigan jurisdictions report their residents

have unmet public transportation needs (e.g. bus or ride services,
etc.), while 49% say there are no needs, or the needs are being

met (see Figure 6). The most significant unmet needs for public
transportation are reported in the Upper Peninsula (26%), while
jurisdictions in the East Central region are the least likely to report
significant unmet needs (10%). Meanwhile, jurisdictions in the
Northern Lower Peninsula (51%) and East Central Lower Peninsula
(58%) are the most likely to say these needs don’t exist or are all or
mostly met.

Subsidized childcare

Statewide, 31% of jurisdictions say their residents have some
(22%) or significant (9%) unmet needs for subsidized childcare
and pre-K programs. However, as shown in Figure 7, unmet need
is significantly more common in Upper Peninsula and Northern
Lower Peninsula jurisdictions compared to the rest of the state. In
fact, as seen in Table I earlier, the Upper Peninsula and Northern
Lower Peninsula regions have negative net unmet needs for
subsidized childcare and pre-K, as more jurisdictions in those
regions report some or significant unmet needs (42%) than say
there are no such needs or these needs are all or mostly met (36% in
the Upper Peninsula and 35% in the Northern Lower Peninsula).

Emergency housing

As with affordable housing, unmet emergency housing needs (e.g.,
homeless shelters, domestic violence shelters, warming centers) are
most commonly reported in the Northern Lower Peninsula, where
46% of jurisdictions report some or significant unmet needs (see
Figure 8). Unmet emergency housing needs are also a common
concern in the Southwest Lower Peninsula, where 44% of local
officials say there are some or significant unmet needs. In both
regions, more jurisdictions report unmet emergency housing needs
than report that such needs are met or do not exist. Meanwhile, a
majority of officials (59%) from Southeast jurisdictions report their
residents either have no emergency housing needs (26%) or that
these needs are all or mostly met (33%).

More data on regional needs to help residents make ends meet is
available in Appendix B.

10

Officials’ assessments of local public transportation needs, by region
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Job training and workforce development  Figre®

Officials” assessments of local workforce development and job training

. . needs, by urban-rural self-assessment
Now looking at differences along the urban-rural spectrum,

Michigan’s urban jurisdictions are more likely than rural ones to
say job training and workforce development needs don’t exist or
are currently all or mostly met. In fully-urban jurisdictions, 50% of B toneets
officials report that there are no such needs for their residents (13%)

or that their residents’ job training and workforce development

[ Needs all or mostly met
I Some unmet needs

I significant unmet needs

needs are all or mostly met (37%), and just 6% say that there are
significant unmet needs (see Figure 9). In mostly urban, mostly
rural, and rural jurisdictions, significant unmet needs for job

Don't know

Overall Rural Mostly rural | Mostly urban Urban ‘

training and workforce development are more commonly reported.

Subsidized healthcare

A majority of fully-urban jurisdictions (60%) also report that their
residents don’t have needs for subsidized healthcare (e.g. federally ]

qualified health centers, CHIP, Medicaid, etc.) or that needs are Ellg‘?;i‘;ll?assessments of local subsidized healthcare needs, by urban-
all or mostly met. In other types of jurisdictions, officials are more rural self-assessment

likely to say their residents have some or significant unmet need for
subsidized healthcare (see Figure 10).
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Emergency food
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Finally, as shown in Figure 11, fewer jurisdictions statewide (27%)
report some or significant unmet needs for emergency food (e.g.,
food pantries, soup kitchens, etc.) compared to the seven other

service areas, and a majority of local governments (51%) say their
residents’ needs are all or mostly met, while 12% report no needs

Don't know

Overall Rural Mostly rural | Mostly urban Urban ‘

in the first place. Unmet needs are reportedly lowest in fully-
urban jurisdictions (17%) and highest in fully-rural places (28%),
including significant unmet needs for emergency food services in
9% of rural communities.

Figure 11
More data on urban/rural needs to help residents make ends meet Officials’ assessments of local emergency food needs, by urban-rural
is available in Appendix C. self-assessment
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What Michigan jurisdictions are doing to
address poverty and economic hardship

Addressing poverty and economic hardship is not necessarily an
area of responsibility for all local governments. In fact, many of
Michigan’s local governments are small rural townships, some of
which have no full-time employees and provide very few services
beyond mandated activities that include property assessing, tax
collection, and election administration. To better understand
whether and how local governments across the state may be
working to address poverty and economic hardship, the MPPS
asked local governments whether they: 1) are discussing the eight
different types of services reviewed above; 2) have any policies or
programs to address economic hardship, and 3) partner with any
other organizations to address these issues.

Table 3 shows the percentage of local governments that have
discussed each of the eight different types of services included

on the survey within the last 12 months. Public transportation is
the most commonly discussed topic among the eight, with over

a quarter (26%) of officials statewide saying it has been a topic of
discussion in the past year. The top four topics of discussion (public
transportation, affordable housing, drug treatment programs,

and job training) match the top four types of services reported as
having any unmet needs across the state, though not necessarily
in the same order. About half (48%) of jurisdictions did not report
that they are actively discussing any of the eight issues.

Meanwhile, beyond Michigan’s standard property tax exemptions
for residents below the poverty level,” only 13% of jurisdictions
statewide report having formal programs or policies of their own
to address poverty. As shown in Figure 12a, Michigan’s largest
jurisdictions are significantly more likely to have their own
programs or policies (37%), compared with smaller jurisdictions.

By jurisdiction type, as shown in Figure 12b counties (22%) and
cities (20%) are more likely to have their own policies or programs
that address economic hardship, compared with townships (12%)
and villages (7%).

Among the 13% of jurisdictions overall that report having their
own policies or programs, the MPPS asked local officials to
describe those that are particularly effective (or ineffective) for
addressing poverty or economic hardship in their jurisdiction.
Local officials primarily mention property tax exemptions
(including some beyond the standard state-imposed exemption),
community development block grants, and help from outside
non-profits/charities. However, even in jurisdictions that have their
own policies, some local officials report that their government has
limited resources, and relies on the county or local organizations to
provide services to residents experiencing economic hardship.

12

Table 3

Percent of officials who report various types of services have been a
topic of discussion within their local government in last 12 months

Types of Services Total

Public transportation 26%
Affordable housing 24%

Drug treatment programs 20%

Job training/workforce development 17%
Emergency housing 10%
Emergency food 10%
Subsidized healthcare 5%
Subsidized childcare and pre-K 4%
No items selected 48%

Figure 12a

Percent of jurisdictions with own policies or programs to address
poverty and economic hardship, by population size

1% %% % % 10%

Overall <1500 | 15005000 | 500110000 [ 10001-30000[ >30000 |

Figure 12b

B Yes
B No

Don't know

Percent of jurisdictions with own policies or programs to address
poverty and economic hardship, by jurisdiction type
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Voices Across Michigan

Quotes from local leaders discussing policies or programs in their jurisdiction to address
poverty or economic hardship

“Our guidelines for tax exemption are 25% higher than the poverty guidelines.”

“We work closely with County initiated programs such as meals on wheels home deliveries and also programs such as
(CDBG) Community Development Block Grants which assist people in low income designated areas.”

“We administer several CDBG programs and fund non-profits that oftfer programming for low to moderate income families.
Many of these have been successful; particularly, I believe that the home loan/home needs programs have been helpful for

families who need assistance with basic home repairs—windows, furnace, etc.”

“We do not provide direct human services, rather we allocate around 1% of the General Fund to support local non-profits/
agencies that provide those services.”

“We have a program to grant extensions for payment of utility bills based on hardship. This program has been used
repeatedly to allow persons with overdue payments to gain time to obtain assistance with their utility bills.”

“We are a small rural township and depend on the county government to assist persons in need.”

“Sadly, I would say no current policies are working particularly well because we lack the financial resources to become
effective in these types of efforts.”




The Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy

Partnering with local groups

While few jurisdictions overall report having their own policies
or programs to address poverty and economic hardship, more
than one-third (36%) of jurisdictions say they partner with local
organizations to provide resources or services for low-income
residents somewhat (27%) or a great deal (9%), as shown in Figure
13a. An additional 27% say they also partner with local groups,
although just “very little,” while 30% say they do not partner with
others at all.

These partnerships take place to a greater extent in counties and
cities than in villages and townships. Among counties, 53% of
officials say their jurisdiction partners somewhat (28%) or a great
deal (25%) with local organizations. Among cities, 56% of officials
say their government partners somewhat (37%) or a great deal
(19%) with other groups to address economic hardship. Only 7%
of county officials and 11% of city officials say their government
does not partner with outside organizations at all, compared with
25% of villages and 37% of townships. Meanwhile, 46% of village
officials say they partner somewhat (36%) or a great deal (10%),
compared to just 27% of townships that report partnering with
others somewhat (22%) or a great deal (5%). As noted earlier, some
of these townships may provide very few, if any, services beyond the
three mandated services of property assessing, tax collection, and
election administration.

Not surprisingly, by population size, partnerships are also much
more common among the largest jurisdictions than among smaller
jurisdictions, since larger jurisdictions are the types of places with
larger staffs that provide a wide range of services (see Figure 13b).

14

Figure 13a

Extent of jurisdiction’s partnerships with local organizations to
address poverty and economic hardships, by jurisdiction type
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From discussing the issues to
providing or partnering on services,
most Michigan local governments
have at least some involvement in
addressing poverty and economic
hardship

The MPPS constructed an index to gauge jurisdictions’ overall
involvement in addressing poverty and economic hardship

by combining their survey responses regarding whether they
are discussing any of the eight issues, partnering with other
organizations, and/or have policies or programs of their own.
This index shows that poverty and economic hardship are in
fact being discussed and/or acted on to some extent in most
(73%) jurisdictions across the state, while about a quarter (27%)
of jurisdictions report no involvement with these issues at

all (see Figure 14a). Overall, 11% of jurisdictions say they are
talking about at least one issue related to economic hardship
while taking no further action (partnerships or programs

of their own). An additional 50% partner with outside
organizations but do not have policies of their own. And finally,
12% have policies or programs of their own to address poverty
and economic hardship (see note below)-.

By region, jurisdictions in Southeast Michigan are the most
likely to have some level of involvement in these issues, with
just 20% reporting no involvement at all. This corresponds to
findings reported above that show the Southeast region being
more likely to report that their residents’ needs are being
currently met across the eight types of services examined.

And again reflecting that rural jurisdictions tend to provide
fewer services of any kind compared with their urban
counterparts, fully- and mostly rural jurisdictions are
significantly more likely than urban ones to report having no
involvement in these issues. Still, as shown in Figure 14b, a
strong majority (70%) of fully-rural jurisdictions report at least
some level of involvement, whether just discussing the issues
(12%), by partnering with others (47%), or even having policies
or programs of their own (11%).

Figure 14a
Jurisdiction’s overall involvementin issues related to poverty and
economic hardship, by region

I Has own policies /
programs

I Partners with outside organizations,
but no policies of its own

I Discussion, but no policies
or partnerships

I No discussion, policies, or
parterships

Overall Upper Southeast
Peninsula Lower Low Lower
Peninsula  Peninsula  Peninsula  Peninsula  Peninsula

Figure 14b
Jurisdiction’s overall involvement in issues related to poverty and
economic hardship, by urban-rural self-assessment

I Has own policies /
programs

I Partners with outside organizations,
but no policies of its own

I Discussion, but no policies
or partnerships

B No discussion, policies, or
partnerships

o
Overall Rural | Mostly rural | Mostly urban| ~ Urban |

¢ Due to non-responses to individual questions, percentages from the index, which includes data from more officials overall, may not match the responses to the original

question exactly
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Do local leaders think they are doing
enough?

While, as noted above, 74% of local officials report their residents
have at least one type of unmet need that would help make ends
meet, most (60%) personally believe their jurisdiction does about
the right amount currently to address local poverty and economic
hardship (see Figure 15a). Meanwhile, 17% say their jurisdiction
does too little, 1% say they do too much, and 22% say they don’t
know.

There are not particularly large or systemic differences in

these views when broken down by community population size,
geographic region, or level of urbanization. Instead, and perhaps
not surprisingly, local officials’ assessments of whether their
jurisdiction is doing enough to address poverty and economic
hardship are most strongly correlated with overall reported
economic hardship in their community, and with the extent of
unmet service and resource needs among their residents.

Among jurisdictions that report significant unmet needs in six

or more of the eight service areas, 59% say their jurisdiction
doesn’t do enough to address economic hardship, compared to
20% in jurisdictions with significant unmet needs in just one to
two service areas, and 10% in jurisdictions that do not report any
significant unmet needs (see Figure 15b).
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Figure 15a
Officials” assessments of whether the jurisdiction is doing the right
amount to address local poverty and economic hardship

I Thinks jurisdiction does too much
I Thinks jurisdiction does the right amount
I Thinks the jurisdiction does too little

Don't know

Figure 15b

Officials’ assessments of whether the jurisdiction is doing the right
amount to address local poverty and economic hardship, by number of
significant unmet needs
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Conclusion

Despite Michigan’s improvement on a wide array of economic metrics in the decade since the end of the Great Recession, a
significant percentage of Michigan residents and households continue to experience economic hardship. When it comes to official
poverty statistics, Michigan ranks 35th in the nation, with a poverty rate of 14% compared to the U.S. national average of 12.3%.
And on the Spring 2018 MPPS, officials from nearly half (44%) of all Michigan local jurisdictions estimate that at least one in five
residents in their community struggle to make ends meet, including 7% of officials who say a majority of residents struggle.

The MPPS finds that poverty and economic hardship are present in all kinds of Michigan communities, in every corner of the state.
At the same time, the survey finds variation in levels of reported hardship, based on a number of key community characteristics.
The state’s largest and smallest communities tend to report higher levels of hardship compared with mid-size jurisdictions. By
region, jurisdictions in the Upper Peninsula and Northern Lower Peninsula tend to report more hardship compared to other

areas of the state. And fully-rural jurisdictions are more likely than fully-urban ones to report high percentages of hardship, with
residents struggling to make ends meet.

Governments at all levels—national, state, and local—provide or partner in delivering a variety of programs aimed at helping
people who suffer economic hardship, but not all communities get the services they need, and not all governments are involved in
these ways. Across eight type of services examined on the MPPS that could help residents make ends meet, local leaders report that
the highest unmet needs in their community are for drug treatment programs, affordable housing, public transportation, and job
training. The level of need and approaches to providing these and other related services vary significantly across the state.

Although providing services to help struggling residents is not necessarily a responsibility for all local governments in Michigan,
the MPPS finds that 73% of jurisdictions statewide report they are involved in some fashion, whether it is simply discussing ways to
help residents, running programs or providing services themselves, or partnering with outside organizations to address residents’
needs. Meanwhile, most local leaders (60%) think their own jurisdiction is doing about the right amount in these kinds of efforts,
while 17% believe they are not doing enough.
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Survey Background and Methodology

The MPPS is an ongoing survey program, interviewing the leaders of Michigan’s 1,856 units of general purpose local government. Surveys are conducted
each spring (and prior to 2018, were also conducted each fall). The program has covered a wide range of policy topics, and includes longitudinal tracking data
on “core” fiscal, budgetary and operational policy questions and designed to build-up a multi-year time-series.

Inthe Spring 2018 iteration, surveys were sent by the Center for Local, State, and Urban Policy (CLOSUP) via the internet and hardcopy to top elected and
appointed officials (including county administrators and board chairs; city mayors and managers; village presidents, clerks, and managers; and township
supervisors, clerks, and managers) from all 83 counties, 280 cities, 253 villages, and 1,240 townships in the state of Michigan.

The Spring 2018 wave was conducted from April 9—June 8, 2018. A total of 1,372 jurisdictions in the Spring 2018 wave returned valid surveys (65 counties, 237
cities, 177 villages, and 893 townships), resulting in a 74% response rate by unit. The margin of error for the survey for the survey as a whole is +/- 1.35%. The
key relationships discussed in the above report are statistically significant at the p<.05 level or below, unless otherwise specified. Missing responses are not
included in the tabulations, unless otherwise specified. Some report figures may not add to 100% due to rounding within response categories. Quantitative
data are weighted to account for non-response. “Voices Across Michigan” verbatim responses, when included, may have been edited for clarity and brevity.
Contact CLOSUP staff for more information.

Detailed tables of the data analyzed in this report broken down three ways—bhy jurisdiction type (county, city, township, or village); by population size of the
respondent’s community, and by the region of the respondent’s jurisdiction—are available online atthe MPPS homepage: http://closup.umich.edu/mpps.php.

The survey responses presented here are those of local Michigan officials, while further analysis represents the views of the authors. Neither necessarily
reflects the views of the University of Michigan, or of other partners in the MPPS.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Need for services, by community population size

Not needed in our community at all 8% 10% 7% 8% 4% 3%
There are needs, but most or all are being met 37% 35% 38% 43% 34% 37%
Affordable housing Some unmet needs 32% 29% 32% 29% 43% 33%
Significant unmet needs 14% 14% 12% 13% 16% 24%
Don't know 10% 12% 1% 7% 4% 3%
Not needed in our community at all 20% 24% 16% 28% 14% 7%
There are needs, but most or all are being met 26% 18% 28% 29% 39% 40%
Emergency housing Some unmet needs 24% 20% 25% 22% 30% 33%
Significant unmet needs 14% 17% 13% 7% 9% 13%
Don't know 16% 20% 17% 14% 7% 7%
Not needed in our community at all 12% 15% 10% 17% 8% 2%
There are needs, but most or all are being met 51% 45% 53% 55% 61% 59%
Emergency food Some unmet needs 20% 18% 20% 19% 22% 29%
Significant unmet needs 7% 9% 6% 3% 4% 4%
Don't know 10% 12% 10% 6% 6% 6%
Not needed in our community at all 10% 13% 1% 10% 3% 3%
_ There are needs, but most or all are being met 39% 35% 39% 41% 46% 46%
trang;'gr"t‘;ﬁon Some unmet needs 25% 22% 23% 33% 35% 21%
Significant unmet needs 16% 15% 17% 13% 14% 22%
Don't know 10% 14% 1% 4% 1% 2%
Not needed in our community at all 8% 10% 6% 12% 7% 1%
. There are needs, but most or all are being met 32% 28% 32% 35% 33% 47%
Subsidized Some unmet needs 23% 23% 22% 21% 21% 23%
Significant unmet needs 8% 7% 8% 5% 9% 6%
Don't know 30% 31% 31% 27% 24% 23%
Not needed in our community at all 8% 12% 5% 12% 6% 1%
Subsidized There are needs, but most or all are being met 33% 28% 35% 36% 36% 41%
childcare and pre-K Some unmet needs 22% 22% 22% 18% 25% 24%
programs Significant unmet needs 9% 9% 9% 5% 1% 10%
Don't know 28% 29% 30% 28% 22% 24%
Not needed in our community at all 8% 12% 6% 1% 5% 1%
Job training There are needs, but most or all are being met 25% 20% 24% 32% 38% 45%
/ workforce Some unmet needs 26% 25% 26% 24% 30% 27%
development Significant unmet needs 15% 16% 16% 12% 12% 14%
Don't know 25% 28% 28% 22% 14% 13%
Not needed in our community at all 6% 9% 5% 8% 3% 1%
There are needs, but most or all are being met 17% 14% 18% 19% 20% 25%
Drugr;ger:ment Some unmet needs 27% 26% 25% 31% 33% 32%
Significant unmet needs 21% 18% 23% 16% 20% 29%
Don't know 29% 33% 29% 26% 23% 12%
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Appendix B

Need for services, by region

Not needed in our community at all 8% 7% 4% 7% 8% 8% 1%
There are needs, erJ;erQost or all are being 37% 41% 25% 349% 40% 36% 46%
Affordable housing Some unmet needs 32% 34% 35% 29% 28% 38% 29%
Significant unmet needs 14% 12% 26% 17% 1% 10% 7%
Don’t know 10% 6% 10% 13% 13% 8% 7%
Not needed in our community at all 20% 19% 15% 18% 18% 20% 26%
There are needs, bl:rEeWt]OSt or all are being 26% 25% 23% 22% 31% 22% 33%
Emergency housing Some unmet needs 24% 23% 28% 23% 19% 31% 20%
Significant unmet needs 14% 18% 18% 16% 13% 13% 9%
Don't know 16% 15% 16% 21% 19% 14% 12%
Not needed in our community at all 12% 14% 8% 8% 13% 14% 16%
There are needs, erJ;erQost or all are being 51% 43% 50% 56% 48% 49% 57%
Emergency food Some unmet needs 20% 25% 24% 17% 18% 22% 17%
Significant unmet needs 7% 12% 8% 6% 8% 5% 4%
Don't know 10% 7% 9% 13% 14% 1% 6%
Not needed in our community at all 10% 12% 6% 8% 14% 13% 10%
. There are needs, bl:rEeTOSt or all are being 39% 31% 45% 36% 44% 34% 39%
tranﬁ;ﬁ!{;ﬁon Some unmet needs 5% | 21% 26% 24% 22% 28% 27%
Significant unmet needs 16% 26% 15% 17% 10% 16% 16%
Don't know 10% 10% 8% 15% 1% 9% 8%
Not needed in our community at all 8% 2% 8% 8% 7% 9% 10%
N There are needs, erJT:errt]ost or all are being 329 349% 33% 29% 33% 28% 36%
punsidized Some unmet needs 23% | 29% 25% 2% 17% 20% 21%
Significant unmet needs 8% 10% 1% 7% 7% 7% 5%
Don't know 30% 24% 24% 32% 36% 32% 28%
Not needed in our community at all 8% 10% 8% 5% 8% 8% 9%
Subsidined There are needs, blrj;eTOSt or all are being 339 26% 27% 35% 35% 319% 40%
childcare and pre-K Some unmet needs 22% 28% 28% 19% 19% 25% 16%
programs Significant unmet needs 9% 14% 14% 8% 6% 7% 5%
Don't know 28% 23% 23% 32% 31% 29% 29%
Not needed in our community at all 8% 8% 5% 6% 9% 1% 1%
Job training There are needs, blrJTEengOSt or all are being 259% 18% 19% 25% 259% 24% 37%
/ workforce Some unmet needs 26% 25% 32% 27% 25% 27% 21%

development —
Significant unmet needs 15% 28% 21% 15% 11% 14% 8%
Don't know 25% 20% 23% 27% 31% 25% 23%
Not needed in our community at all 6% 4% 5% 6% 9% 8% 6%
There are needs, b%er?ost or all are being 17% 12% 12% 17% 21% 17% 23%

Drug treatment

programs Some unmet needs 27% 30% 30% 22% 26% 28% 28%
Significant unmet needs 21% 29% 28% 19% 14% 19% 18%
Don't know 29% 24% 25% 37% 30% 28% 25%
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Appendix C

Need for services, by urban-rural status

Not needed in our community at all 8% 9% 5% 7% 14% 5%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 37% 32% 41% 42% 46% 34%

Affordable housing Some unmet needs 32% 32% 35% 27% 31% 0%
Significant unmet needs 14% 14% 12% 19% 8% 26%

Don't know 10% 13% 7% 6% 2% 34%

Not needed in our community at all 20% 23% 14% 24% 19% 30%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 26% 19% 32% 33% 46% 20%

Emergency housing Some unmet needs 24% 23% 27% 26% 18% 0%
Significant unmet needs 14% 17% 13% 9% 8% 7%

Don't know 16% 19% 15% 9% 9% 43%

Not needed in our community at all 12% 13% 9% 13% 17% 20%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 51% 47% 56% 53% 60% 37%

Emergency food Some unmet needs 20% 19% 21% 22% 16% 7%
Significant unmet needs 7% 9% 5% 3% 1% 7%

Don't know 10% 12% 8% 9% 5% 30%

Not needed in our community at all 10% 13% 8% 1% 14% 5%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 39% 35% 39% 45% 52% 47%

Public transportation Some unmet needs 25% 22% 29% 31% 22% 23%
Significant unmet needs 16% 17% 16% 17% 8% 7%

Don't know 10% 13% 7% 6% 5% 19%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 9% 6% 6% 1% 16%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 32% 29% 32% 37% 49% 31%

Subsidized healthcare Some unmet needs 23% 23% 26% 22% 12% 0%
Significant unmet needs 8% 9% 6% 5% 4% 7%

Don't know 30% 30% 29% 30% 24% 45%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 9% 6% 7% 1% 28%

. _ There are needs, but most or all are being met 33% 31% 36% 33% 35% 26%
2‘#}5%‘:‘;‘;";’;‘5;;@ Some unmet needs 2% | 22% 23% 20% 21% 13%
Significant unmet needs 9% 10% 8% 9% 4% 0%

Don't know 28% 28% 28% 30% 29% 33%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 10% 6% 7% 13% 28%

Job training There are needs, but most or all are being met 25% 20% 28% 36% 37% 15%

/ workforce Some unmet needs 26% 26% 28% 26% 25% 6%
development Significant unmet needs 15% 17% 14% 14% 6% 7%
Don't know 25% 27% 24% 17% 20% 44%

Not needed in our community at all 6% 8% 5% 2% 9% 16%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 17% 15% 18% 25% 26% 15%

Dr“gr ;gﬁgme“t Some unmet needs 27% 26% 29% 29% 22% 6%
Significant unmet needs 21% 22% 21% 16% 17% 7%

Don't know 29% 29% 27% 28% 26% 55%
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Appendix D

Need for services, by percent of community that is non-white

Not needed in our community at all 8% 8% 6% 4%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 37% 37% 36% 37%

Affordable housing Some unmet needs 32% 31% 33% 34%
Significant unmet needs 14% 13% 17% 20%

Don't know 10% 10% 8% 4%

Not needed in our community at all 20% 21% 13% 4%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 26% 26% 26% 34%

Emergency housing Some unmet needs 24% 23% 32% 23%
Significant unmet needs 14% 14% 15% 18%

Don't know 16% 17% 13% 21%

Not needed in our community at all 12% 13% 7% 4%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 51% 51% 52% 52%

Emergency food Some unmet needs 20% 19% 26% 25%
Significant unmet needs 7% 7% 6% 1%

Don't know 10% 10% 8% 9%

Not needed in our community at all 10% 11% 6% 2%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 39% 39% 34% 44%

Public transportation Some unmet needs 25% 24% 33% 18%
Significant unmet needs 16% 15% 18% 30%

Don't know 10% 1% 8% 5%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 9% 5% 0%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 32% 31% 34% 37%

Subsidized healthcare Some unmet needs 23% 22% 28% 28%
Significant unmet needs 8% 8% 6% 13%

Don't know 30% 30% 28% 22%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 9% 7% 0%

o _ There are needs, but most or all are being met 33% 33% 33% 30%
2?}33[')?5_??&2'5263:2 Some unmet needs 22% 21% 25% 30%
Significant unmet needs 9% 8% 9% 20%

Don't know 28% 29% 27% 20%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 9% 6% 0%

Job training There are needs, but most or all are being met 25% 25% 29% 33%

/ workforce Some unmet needs 26% 26% 29% 27%
development Significant unmet needs 15% 15% 15% 30%
Don't know 25% 26% 21% 1%

Not needed in our community at all 6% 7% 4% 0%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 17% 17% 20% 10%

Dru&;;gment Some unmet needs 27% 27% 28% 30%
Significant unmet needs 21% 20% 23% 38%

Don't know 29% 29% 26% 22%
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Appendix E

Need for services, by jurisdiction type

Not needed in our community at all 8% 0% 6% 9% 8%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 37% 21% 35% 35% 39%

Affordable housing Some unmet needs 32% 39% 35% 36% 30%
Significant unmet needs 14% 36% 21% 15% 11%

Don't know 10% 4% 4% 5% 13%

Not needed in our community at all 20% 1% 18% 24% 20%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 26% 29% 32% 17% 26%

Emergency housing Some unmet needs 24% 40% 28% 25% 22%
Significant unmet needs 14% 20% 10% 20% 13%

Don't know 16% 9% 13% 15% 18%

Not needed in our community at all 12% 3% 10% 13% 13%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 51% 52% 60% 45% 50%

Emergency food Some unmet needs 20% 32% 22% 22% 18%
Significant unmet needs 7% 7% 3% 10% 7%

Don't know 10% 5% 6% 9% 12%

Not needed in our community at all 10% 3% 4% 1% 12%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 39% 43% 48% 30% 38%

Public transportation Some unmet needs 25% 28% 28% 29% 23%
Significant unmet needs 16% 26% 15% 21% 15%

Don't know 10% 0% 5% 10% 12%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 2% 5% 9% 9%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 32% 42% 35% 28% 31%

Subsidized healthcare Some unmet needs 23% 29% 27% 27% 21%
Significant unmet needs 8% 13% 8% 8% 7%

Don't know 30% 13% 25% 28% 32%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 1% 5% 7% 9%

. _ There are needs, but most or all are being met 33% 33% 32% 32% 33%
2‘#}535?5_?(%%'5263:2 Some unmet needs 22% 35% 26% 28% 19%
Significant unmet needs 9% 13% 1% 7% 8%

Don't know 28% 17% 26% 25% 30%

Not needed in our community at all 8% 1% 5% 10% 9%

Job training There are needs, but most or all are being met 25% 37% 29% 17% 25%

/ workforce Some unmet needs 26% 31% 31% 32% 24%
development Significant unmet needs 15% 21% 19% 16% 14%
Don't know 25% 9% 16% 25% 28%

Not needed in our community at all 6% 2% 4% 10% 7%

There are needs, but most or all are being met 17% 18% 17% 14% 18%

Dru&;;gment Some unmet needs 27% 38% 32% 26% 25%
Significant unmet needs 21% 36% 23% 20% 19%

Don't know 29% 7% 23% 31% 31%
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Michigan local government leaders’ views on medical and recreational marijuana (September 2018)

Rising confidence in Michigan’s direction among local leaders, but partisan differences remain (July 2018)
Michigan local government officials weigh in on housing shortages and related issues (June 2018)
Approaches to land use planning and zoning among Michigan’s local governments (May 2018)

Workforce issues and challenges for Michigan's local governments (January 2018)

Local leaders’ views on elections in Michigan: accuracy, problems, and reform options (November 2017)

Michigan local government officials report complex mix of improvement and decline in fiscal health, but with overall trend moving slowly upward
(October 2017)

Michigan local leaders want their citizens to play a larger role in policymaking, but report declining engagement (August 2017)

Michigan local leaders’ views on state preemption and how to share policy authority (June 2017)

Improving communication, building trust are seen as keys to fixing relationships between local jurisdictions and the State government (May 2017)
Local leaders more likely to support than oppose Michigan’s Emergency Manager law, but strongly favor reforms (February 2017)

Local government leaders’ views on drinking water and water supply infrastructure in Michigan communities (November 2016)

Michigan local leaders say property tax appeals are common, disagree with ‘dark stores’ assessing (October 2016)

Local officials say Michigan's system of funding local government is broken, and seek State action to fix it (September 2016)

Michigan local governments report first declines in fiscal health trend since 2010 (August 2016)

Michigan local leaders’ doubts continue regarding the state’s direction (July 2016)

Hospital access primary emergency medical concern among many Michigan local officials (July 2016)

Firefighting services in Michigan: challenges and approaches among local governments (June 2016)

Most local officials are satisfied with law enforcement services, but almost half from largest jurisdictions say their funding is insufficient (April 2016)

Local leaders say police-community relations are good throughout Michigan, but those in large cities are concerned about potential civil unrest
over police use-of-force (February 2016)

Report: Responding to budget surplus vs. deficit: the preferences of Michigan’s local leaders and citizens (December 2015)

Michigan’s local leaders concerned about retiree health care costs and their governments” ability to meet future obligations (October 2015)
Fiscal health rated relatively good for most jurisdictions, but improvement slows and decline continues for many (September 2015)
Confidence in Michigan's direction declines among state’s local leaders (August 2015)

Michigan local government leaders’ views on private roads (July 2015)

Few Michigan jurisdictions have adopted Complete Streets policies, though many see potential benefits (June 2015)

Michigan local leaders have positive views on relationships with county road agencies, despite some concerns (May 2015)

Michigan local government leaders say transit services are important, but lack of funding discourages their development (April 2015)
Michigan local leaders see need for state and local ethics reform (March 2015)

Local leaders say Michigan road funding needs major increase, but lack consensus on options that would raise the most revenue (February 2015)
Michigan local government leaders’ views on employee pay and benefits (January 2015)

Despite increasingly formal financial management, relatively few Michigan local governments have adopted recommended policies (December
2014)

Most Michigan local officials are satisfied with their privatized services, but few seek to expand further (November 2014)

Michigan local governments finally pass fiscal health tipping point overall, but one in four still report decline (October 2014)

24 www.closup.umich.edu



Michigan Public Policy Survey ‘

Beyond the coast, a tenuous relationship between Michigan local governments and the Great Lakes (September 2014)
Confidence in Michigan’s direction holds steady among state’s local leaders (August 2014)

Wind power as a community issue in Michigan (July 2014)

Fracking as a community issue in Michigan (June 2014)

The impact of tax-exempt properties on Michigan local governments (March 2014)

Michigan’s local leaders generally support Detroit bankruptcy filing despite some concerns (February 2014)

Michigan local governments increasingly pursue placemaking for economic development (January 2014)

Views on right-to-work legislation among Michigan’s local government leaders (December 2013)

Michigan local governments continue seeking, and receiving, union concessions (October 2013)

Michigan local government fiscal health continues gradual improvement, but smallest jurisdictions lagging (September 2013)
Local leaders evaluate state policymaker performance and whether Michigan is on the right track (August 2013)

Trust in government among Michigan's local leaders and citizens (July 2013)

Citizen engagement in the view of Michigan's local government leaders (May 2013)

Beyond trust in government: government trust in citizens? (March 2013)

Local leaders support reforming Michigan's system of funding local government (January 2013)

Local leaders support eliminating Michigan’s Personal Property Tax if funds are replaced, but distrust state follow-through (November 2012)
Michigan's local leaders satisfied with union negotiations (October 2012)

Michigan’s local leaders are divided over the state’s emergency manager law (September 2012)

Fiscal stress continues for hundreds of Michigan jurisdictions, but conditions trend in positive direction overall (September 2012)
Michigan’s local leaders more positive about Governor Snyder’s performance, more optimistic about the state’s direction (July 2012)
Data-driven decision-making in Michigan local government (June 2012)

State funding incentives increase local collaboration, but also raise concerns (March 2012)

Local officials react to state policy innovation tying revenue sharing to dashboards and incentive funding (January 2012)

MPPS finds fiscal health continues to decline across the state, though some negative trends eased in 2011 (October 2011)

Public sector unions in Michigan: their presence and impact according to local government leaders (August 2011)

Despite increased approval of state government performance, Michigan's local leaders are concerned about the state’s direction (August 2011)
Local government and environmental leadership: views of Michigan's local leaders (July 2011)

Local leaders are mostly positive about intergovernmental cooperation and look to expand efforts (March 2011)

Local government leaders say most employees are not overpaid, though some benefits may be too generous (February 2011)
Local government leaders say economic gardening can help grow their economies (November 2010)

Local governments struggle to cope with fiscal, service, and staffing pressures (August 2010)

Michigan local governments actively promote U.S. Census participation (August 2010)

Fiscal stimulus package mostly ineffective for local economies (May 2010)

Fall 2009 key findings report: educational, economic, and workforce development issues at the local level (April 2010)

Local government officials give low marks to the performance of state officials and report low trust in Lansing (March 2010)

Local government fiscal and economic development issues (October 2009)

All MPPS reports are available online at: http://closup.umich.edu/mpps.php
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