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Most Compelling Comparison and Contrasts


The section that follows attempts to answer six central questions about each consolidation, allowing the reader to compare and contrast the experiences. The six questions were created to highlight some of the more important differences among these communities and their "consolidation" experiences.
Nashville-Davidson County, Tennessee2 

Why Consolidation? 

Nashville consolidated in 1962. It faced financial problems prior to consolidation. Infrastructure deficiencies highlighted by the influx of commuters into the city, a declining tax base, large numbers of tax-exempt businesses, and a small per capita share of state and county taxes contributed to financial problems for the city. These problems led the city to annex large areas of residential and industrial lands. The land grabs scared the yet-to-be-annexed sub​urban residents who had witnessed prior annexations occurring without a corresponding increase in services. The sec​ond referendum on consolidation passed in both the city and the county due to the suburban preference for consoli​dation over forced annexation. (Cleveland cannot annex, so this is not a driving force here.) 
Government Structure 


Nashville's consolidation resulted in a new countywide government with an elected mayor and 40-member coun​cil that is elected every four years. Two separate taxing districts were created: a general services district (GSD) and an urban services district (USD). All residents of Davidson County received the services in the GSD while the USD encompassed the Nashville city boundary of 1962. Future expansion of the USD to outlying areas can occur by pas sage of an ordinance by the council. Although the consolidation was inclusive, residents in six, pre-existing incor​porated communities voted not to consolidate their governments with Nashville's Metropolitan Government. Thus, municipal and metropolitan governments co-exist. It is close to a true consolidation of local governments in terms of proportion of the county population served (96%). 
Service Inclusion 

All services were consolidated, including the public school systems, police, fire, water and sewer services, plan​ning and zoning, and public works. The services provided to the GSD included but were not limited to police and fire protection, library, airport, schools, streets and road maintenance, housing codes, zoning, planning, courts, and parks and recreation. The USD receives the same services as the GSD but also receives more extensive police and fire protection, water and sewers, garbage removal, and street lighting. 
Minority Voting Strength After Consolidation 

The minority vote was diluted at a time when it was gaining strength in Nashville. When Davidson County was added to Nashville, the white population doubled while the minority population increased slightly. According to the 1960 U.S. Census, minorities constituted 37.9% of Nashville's population and 19% of Davidson County. By 2000, however, the minority population of all of Davidson County, including Nashville, had increased to 35% of the total. 
Tax Effects 

A study of the results of consolidation was completed after 10 years, and the results showed the situation in Nashville had improved.3 It was better off financially due to the diversified revenues received from such sources as a larger tax base, a local sales tax, and an automobile regulatory fee. In the early years after consolidation, property tax rates went up, then down, then up again (in current dollars). In terms of inflation-adjusted dollars, tax rates in 2001 were well below what they had been in 1962. This can partially be attributed to the growth of the property tax base, but it also must be attributed to a large gain in revenue from the state and a big jump in sales tax revenue. It is very difficult to determine the degree to which new efficiencies from consolidation played any role. 
Citizen Support for Consolidation and Impacts 

In the final referendum election, 57% of voters favored the consolidated government. This support seemed to increase over time: 72% of citizens surveyed in 1970 responded that the consolidated government was as good as or better than the previous government structure. 

Education under the metropolitan form of government was perceived as a success because it equalized teachers' salaries, equalized educational opportunities across the county, and eliminated competition between city and county systems. The merged police department and sheriff's department saw much improvement in economic savings, ser​vice levels, and equipment.4 There were additional improvements in the uniformity of procedures, records, and com​munications. Service levels were increased by the fire department, and water and sewerage services were combined and expanded. Finally, planning, zoning and all related building codes were applied countywide. Whether these were all efficiency gains remains to be seen, but the greater uniformity and higher quality of services were a benefit to the community. 

Jacksonville-Duval County Florida

Why Consolidation? 

In the post-World War II economic and housing boom, Jacksonville's city officials increased spending and bud​gets to pay for new buildings and improvement programs, while problems with education, sanitary sewerage, and traf​fic continued to plague the city. In 1958, annexation of surrounding areas was recommended to Jacksonville as a solu​tion. But the county voters rejected annexation consistently in referendums. During the mid-1960s, corruption and scandals plagued Jacksonville, angering the voters who then organized a recall movement. A grand jury was convened to investigate the scandals. Many city officials were indicted, and other officials resigned. At that same time, yet anoth​er study recommended the consolidation of Jacksonville and Duval County as a solution to the issues troubling the area. Proponents of consolidation emphasized grand goals: lower taxes and wiser public spending; unification of the community; increased economic development; and administrative effectiveness through a central authority.
Government Structure 

Jacksonville-Duval has a Mayor-Council form of government. The mayor is the chief executive and administra​tive officer with veto power over resolutions and ordinances made by the council. The mayor can also hire and fire the heads of the various governmental departments. The council has nineteen members, fourteen of whom are elect​ed from districts, and five who are elected at-large 

Four communities voted not to consolidate with Jacksonville-Duval and remain separate municipalities. These communities contain but 6% of the total area population. Several authorities and boards, such as the Electric Authority, Port Authority, Hospital Authority, Beaches Public Hospital Board, School Board, Area Planning Board and Civil Service Board remain independent. Again, this is an example of less than full merger of governments and powers. A review (1972) of local expenditures revealed that two-thirds of the spending in the former City of Jacksonville was controlled by independent agencies (the School Board, the Electric Authority, the Port Authority, and so forth) rather than the consolidated government. 
Service Inclusion 

All public services were consolidated under the single government of Jacksonville-Duval, including police and fire protection, health and welfare, recreation, public works, and housing and urban development. Schools are coun​tywide but remain governed by an independent school board. All parts of the consolidated area receive the same ser​vices. The four separate municipalities supply their own services, although they do have the right to contract with Jacksonville for certain services. 

Minority Voting Strength After Consolidation 

The black vote was diluted after consolidation. Before consolidation, the black vote in the city of Jacksonville was becoming more influential, given that black voters constituted 41 % of the central-city population. Minorities constituted 23% of the Duval County population in 1960. Since the consolidation, the white vote has dominated the politics of the consolidated area. In 2000, the combined area minorities constituted 34% of the population. 

Tax Implications 

A study comparing tax expenditures and revenues of consolidated Jacksonville-Duval to unconsolidated Tampa reported that property tax revenues, total expenditures, and public safety expenditures increased from 1955 to 1981 in Jacksonville.? In addition, the ratio of per capita tax to per capita spending increased in Jacksonville but decreased concurrently in Tampa. The implication is that expenditures rose more rapidly in the consolidated community, imply​ing less efficiency. However, property taxes are hard to compare over time. A few years after the merger, the state disaccredited the schools in Duval County and forced the County to reassess all property. After the reassessment, adjustments were made to the property tax rate. Such adjustments help to obscure just what impact consolidation had on property taxes. All that can be safely said is that large savings are not apparent, especially since the quality of many services - including the schools - has been raised, and the service delivery areas had been expanded. 
Citizen Support for Consolidation 

The final consolidation referendum was accepted by 63.9% of the voters. Ten years after Jacksonville-Duval consolidated, citizens were polled for their opinions of the consolidated government. Citizens who had lived in the city more than 10 years approved of the consolidation (68%) while those who had moved recently to the city approved by 83%. Seventy-seven percent of respondents saw improvement in city services, with 22% of those feel​ing strongly that services had improved.8 On the political side, voter turnout declined compared to other counties in Florida, and there was an increase in turnover in city leadership following the vote to consolidate - a positive sign, given the history of corruption. 

Indianapolis-Marion County, Indiana

Why Consolidation? 


Numerous reasons are given for the effort to consolidate Indianapolis-Marion County, but the main impetus was a political power grab by the Republican Party to control the politics of both the city and county. 10 In addition to the political power grab, government officials and the community in Indianapolis were frustrated at the confusing jum​ble of overlapping and duplicated units of government, which resulted in an individual taxpayer possibly being taxed by 10 to 16 taxing units.ll There was also a move to make government more efficient and to align authority with responsibility. These goals were in addition to the desire to improve the city's image and redevelop the downtown area.


One benefit predicted for UniGov was the redistribution of tax money from the larger county tax base. But this has not occurred. Inner-city tax rates are higher than any other area of the county, since the old city residents pay for both countywide services and all UniGov services. In addition, the tax base that covers UniGov's public safety, edu​cation, and public assistance comes only from the inner city and not the suburban tax base. There has not been a sim​plification of the tax code. Since consolidation, there has been a proliferation of taxing units and increases in taxes. (The taxes are still far below Cleveland's, although the difference is decreased when the costs of all of the various service districts are added together for citizens of Indianapolis-Marion.)
Government Structure 

The "consolidated" government, UniGov, is not a true consolidation of city and county and is relatively com​plicated compared to some other consolidations. Its structure can be viewed more as multiple tiers or layers. The con​solidated government is a mayor-council structure with a mayor as executive and a 29-member City-County Council, 25 of whom are elected from single districts and four at-large, to serve four-year terms. 


Marion County government still exists, however, with elected officers: sheriff, assessor, auditor, clerk, coroner, prosecutor, recorder, surveyor, and treasurer. Within Marion County are thirteen separate municipalities, numerous special governments and 63 defined taxing units.12 In addition, there are six "special-purpose municipal corpora​tions" that exist outside of UniGov: Capital Improvements Board, City-County Building Authority, Health and Hospital Corporation of Marion County, Indianapolis Airport Authority, Indianapolis Transportation Corporation, and the Indianapolis-Marion County Public Library. The county court system also exists outside of UniGov. The nine townships inside Marion County still exist with their own elected officials, and each provides poor relief. Excluding Center Township, which is the center of Indianapolis, all remaining townships have their own fire departments (vol​unteer) and their own school districts.
The four municipalities (cities) that chose not to consolidate into UniGov retain their own governments to pro​vide services to their residents. However, these residents also pay a county tax, so they receive county services and vote for the UniGov mayor and the four at-large council members. The other municipalities that chose to consolidate with UniGov have the option to provide services and retain their own governments, but most do not. 
Service Inclusion 

Contrary to expectations of a consolidated government, UniGov does not exclusively provide services to all its residents. Countywide services delivered before the consolidation are still delivered on a countywide basis, but ser​vices such as police and fire protection, local public assistance, and schools are handled by the many governments within Marion County. UniGov provides the local parks and recreation, street maintenance, public transportation, public housing, solid-waste collection and disposal, planning, zoning, and sanitary sewers. The special-purpose municipal corporations provide for services such as public airport service, public health and hospital services, and emergency communications. 

Minority Voting Strength After Consolidation 

As in Jacksonville-Duval and Nashville-Davidson, the growing minority vote was diluted after the consolida​tion. While not as numerically influential in Indianapolis, the minority population was 20.7% of the city population in 1960 and 14.4% of Marion County's population. The minority population in Indianapolis-Marion today (2000) is 24% of the total. 

Results of Consolidation 

Indianapolis received increased federal funds after consolidation. Also economic development activity and employment growth increased. The increase in federal funds came from the increase in population and the new Republican mayors' efforts at attracting and seeking more federal monies. (The mayors were the darlings of the Nixon/Ford administrations, as there were few other big-city Republican mayors at that time.) With the expanded tax base after consolidation, UniGov was able to secure more debt for redevelopment, which is viewed as a key benefit from the consolidation. UniGov and its downtown development efforts were responsible for building the Market Square Arena in downtown Indianapolis. From the mid 1970s to the late 1990s, more than 50 major development projects were initiated in the downtown. These included a new Government Center, velodrome, tennis stadium, and the Hoosier Dome. 
Tax Implications 


One benefit predicted for UniGov was the redistribution of tax money from the larger county tax base. But this has not occurred. Inner-city tax rates are higher than any other area of the county, since the old city residents pay for both countywide services and all UniGov services. In addition, the tax base that covers UniGov's public safety, edu​cation, and public assistance comes only from the inner city and not the suburban tax base. There has not been a sim​plification of the tax code. Since consolidation, there has been a proliferation of taxing units and increases in taxes. (The taxes are still far below Cleveland's, although the difference is decreased when the costs of all of the various service districts are added together for citizens of Indianapolis-Marion.)

Citizen Support for Consolidation 

Initially, there was limited support for UniGov, and the supporters steered clear of a voter referendum. Unlike every other consolidation in this country, the UniGov consolidation proposal was approved only by the Indiana leg​islature. In 1993, a survey of Marion County residents rated the services provided by their governments. The results revealed that residents were more satisfied with their services in the excluded cities than were the UniGov residents. (Bigger government may not always be better.) 

Lexington-Fayette County, Kentucky13 

Why Consolidation? 

Consolidation in Lexington was brought about due to specific issues: annexation, city classification, and bound​ary lines. Suburban residents feared annexation that would bring an increase in taxes without corresponding services. In addition, the status quo could not be maintained in Lexington. The population of Lexington had reached 100,000, which forced it to be categorized as a first-class city, meaning it must change governance regardless of the consoli​dation question. And the physical boundary between city and county was a hodgepodge of jurisdictional lines, mak​ing police and fire protection hard to supply. Consolidation was thought by the majority of voters to be the answer to all three issues. 
Service Inclusion 

The consolidation of the City of Lexington and Fayette County resulted in a true consolidation of all govern​ments and their

 services. All services for taxpayers are provided across the county. These services include police and fire, schools, street maintenance, parks and recreation, and centralized administration.
Government Structure 

The Lexington-Fayette Urban County Government (LFUCG) is composed of a fifteen-member County Council, consisting of twelve district members and three countywide members. LFUCG is headed by a mayor; however, an appointed chief administrative officer (CAO) reports to the mayor. The CAO is appointed by the council and can be fired only by the council. District council members are elected every two years, and the countywide members are elected every four years. All are elected on a nonpartisan ballot. After consolidation, a number of changes occurred in Lexington-Fayette. The government was able to reduce the number of government employees from one employ​ee for every 85 citizens to one employee per 100 citizens in 1997.14 
Minority Voting Strength After Consolidation 

The disparity in minority population in Lexington and Fayette County was and remains relatively small, so the worry about dilution of minority voting strength was not as large an issue as it had been in some other consolida​tions. Just prior to consolidation, the minority population in 1970 was 17% in Lexington and 13% in Fayette. Today (2000) minorities are 21 % of Lexington-Fayette's population. 

Tax Effects 

A review of property tax rates for the LFUCG for every year since the merger shows a decrease in property tax rates since 1974. This does not explain the entire effects of consolidation, however. While the property tax rates decreased, there was an expansion to the entire county after the merger of the citywide payroll tax of 2% to fund ser​vices such as police, fire, and parks. The property tax only funds street cleaning, street lights and refuse collection. User fees were also implemented in the years after consolidation. Revenues for sewers were moved from the prop​erty tax to a sewer user fee, and a landfill user fee was implemented in addition to the refuse collection portion of the property tax. Furthermore, in 1995, the countywide payroll tax rate was increased from 2 to 2.5%. Additional user fees and increases in payroll taxes have created the illusion of consolidation being responsible for lowering proper​ty taxes. But it appears that the cost of government has increased over the last three decades.15 
Citizen Support for Consolidation 

Support for consolidation ran high in Lexington and Fayette County. In fact, most attempts at consolidation are defeated numerous times before finally being passed by the voters. Lexington's initiative passed on the first referen​dum election. The vote in 1972 passed more than two to one, with 35,372 for and 15,308 against. Support came from across the county and city, from white and black voters alike.

Louisville-Jefferson County, Kentucky
Why Consolidation? 

Louisville had the same post-World War II economic boom as other large cities, and it also experienced the man​ufacturing decline and economic distress of the 1970s and 1980s. In 1986, the city and county agreed to a compact of tax sharing, combined services, and related public-private partnerships, which helped Louisville start to recover from its manufacturing decline. This form of governing that has contracts between city and county for services is sim​ilar to the functional consolidation in Charlotte and Mecklenburg County, North Carolina, described below. Functional consolidation is the establishment of intergovernmental service agreements on the delivery of specific ser​vices. The agreements are flexible, can include any number of services, and require no new governments to be creat​ed. However, government consolidation in Louisville was continually proposed as an alternative to just functional consolidation. Consolidation finally passed in 2001, spurred in part by the realization that consolidated Lexington had become the largest city in the state. What also helped was a very concerted campaign to get voters to approve a con​solidation agreement that left most details to be decided by the council that would be elected in November 2002.
Government Structure 

The consolidated government, to be in place in January 2003, will be a mayor-council form of government with the 26-member council elected from separate districts. The council is replacing the Louisville Board of Aldermen and the Jefferson County Fiscal Court. The duties of the county court clerk, county attorney, commonwealth's attorney, sheriff, property valuation administrator and coroner, however, will remain the same. Municipalities outside of Louisville will remain incorporated and separate. Twenty-two percent of the county residents reside in 85 small cities, which are located mostly in the eastern suburbs of the county. Ten of these cities are true municipalities, while 75 are similar to neighborhood governments with subdivision-like boundaries. 
Service Inclusion 

Current tax rates and services, such as fire and police, will remain in effect unless revised by the voters' soon ​to-be-elected representatives and the mayor. Louisville and Jefferson County residents will continue to receive ser​vices paid for by their tax dollars. All current city and county employees will work for the Greater Louisville gov​ernment, but a reduction in the number of support staff for council members will result in some savings to taxpay​ers. If the new government decides to merge specific services, then further downsizing is possible. 

The 10 true municipalities outside of Louisville offer a comprehensive mix of services, including police depart​ments. But the other 75 neighborhood governments do not offer much beyond garbage collection. Sometimes the neighborhood governments have small police departments or, more often, they contract with the county police ser​vice. 

For the most part, special districts, not Jefferson County, provide public services to the unincorporated areas of the county. These districts include the Jefferson County public school system, plus another small independent school district, a countywide sewer district, a countywide transit district, and 22 volunteer fire districts. 
Minority Voting Strength After Consolidation 

Given that the majority of blacks live in the city of Louisville, it is clear that their political power will be dimin​ished. According to the 2000 Census, minorities constituted 37% of the city's population and 19% of the county's. One step toward minimizing the political impact of the decline in voting power was to make the new government consist of district representatives. 
Tax Impacts 

These will be determined by the decisions of the soon-to-be elected council. Many citizens hope that consolida​tion will result in the merger of several departments and some economies of scale. But time will tell. Precedents do not show conclusively that savings will emerge. 
Goals and Predictions for Consolidation 


Consolidation was supported for many reasons and promises: better government representation, more effective and efficient services, enhanced economic development, and continuation of Louisville as Kentucky's largest city. One financial review of the proposed changes found that there would be no savings from the combination of services (like emergency medical services, housing and community development, public works, or permits and inspections). There would be approximately $500,000 savings in the financial administration area resulting from decreased duplication of managers. The technology areas of the city and county are already working together, but there may be sav​ings in the negotiation of contracts. It is also not expected that the police and fire departments will consolidate imme​diately. Improvements in governmental effectiveness are expected through simplification of functions and process​es, and there may be an opportunity to restructure areas that were off limits prior to consolidation. 17 

On the other hand, another study of the proposed Louisville-Jefferson County merger found no savings and rec​ommended Louisville and Jefferson not consolidate. 

Metropolitan consolidation does not seem warranted, based on a reform agenda. It is also of questionable value as a New Regionalist strategy in Louisville.... In the case of Louisville, consolidation is a radical solu​tion to a more mild illness - especially considering other consequences of metropolitan consolidation, such as minority dilution and loss of local autonomy. Here, the cure may be more harmful than the disease.... A merger would have little or no impact on the community's current economic development strategy or admin​istration.18 

The merger was approved by the voters, 54% to 46%, after other consolidation proposals had failed in 1956, 1982, and 1983.

But the majority endorsed the view that benefits would flow from the consolidation. 
Citizen Support for Consolidation 

The merger was approved by the voters, 54% to 46%, after other consolidation proposals had failed in 1956, 1982, and 1983. 

Miami-Dade County, Florida
Why Consolidation? 

The City of Miami and Dade County never really consolidated. Although they were pushed by such conditions as poor suburban service delivery and a central city challenged to pay its bills, full consolidation was not in the cards. The communities formed a two-tier system of government that was to help solve several problems. Many services have been transferred to "Metro," which provides the services to the entire county, both the incorporated areas that want them and the unincorporated areas that have no other source. 
Government Structure 

Despite its inclusion on the list, the structure of government in Miami-Dade is not formally considered a con​solidation. Rather, the merger of the City of Miami and Dade County resulted in a federation. While not governed by just one government like Lexington-Fayette, the two large municipalities are closely linked. Miami-Dade has a two​-tier system of government that encompasses unincorporated areas and 30 incorporated areas. All municipalities func​tion independently, with Metro-Dade as an additional tier of government. 

The City of Miami is run under a commission-manager structure. The city mayor and commissioners are elect​ed every four years, with a city manager appointed by the commission to oversee government services. Elected from separate districts, the Metropolitan government is headed by an elected, 13-member Miami-Dade County Board of Commissioners and an elected mayor. Miami-Dade also has an appointed manager to help operate the government. Unlike other consolidated governments, the Miami-Dade County government taxes at the county level, with the local municipalities having their own separate taxes and services. 
Service Inclusion 

Each municipality provides many typical local services, such as police and fire protection, and Metro Dade car​ries out metropolitan-wide operations, such as transportation, airport, sewer and water, courts, and the redistribution of tax revenues among the jurisdictions. The City of Miami over time has transferred many services to Metro. Among them have been traffic engineering, the seaport, crime lab, a park, arterial bridges, harbor patrol, neighborhood reha​bilitation division, and the bus system. Miami provides its own fire department, but 15 of the other municipalities have transferred fire protection to the county.
Minority Voting Strength After Consolidation 

There was no change here, as each municipality has maintained its own government. The County also remains as it was. Miami and Dade County are both minority-majority communities, and their government representatives reflect this fact.
Tax Impacts 

A study completed 20 years after the Miami-Dade merger concluded that taxes increased and that redistribution of expenditures occurred across the county. It was initially thought any increase in public expenditures would be off​set by the savings from the economies of scale realized from the elimination of personnel duplication, but total net expenditures increased. The claim that tax revenues could be redistributed across the county was found to be true. Unlike the Indianapolis-Marion consolidation, the results indicated that the City of Miami was the largest net gain​er; the unincorporated areas were the largest net losers.21 
Citizen Support for Consolidation 

There have been some bitter battles among municipalities over topics like sewer extension policy. But there is not much fighting over the general concept. The disagreements cover some of the many details. Overall, the consol​idation is popular with citizens. 

Charlotte-Mecklenburg County, North Carolina

Charlotte is a city that has grown enormously, geographically and demographically, in recent decades. The pop​ulation grew from about 400,000 in 1980 to almost 700,000 in 2000, while the incorporated area almost tripled. Given the land grab, several citizens thought that consolidation made sense as a means of governing. 

Why Consolidation? 

Consolidation has been proposed again and again, even though it was defeated by referendum in 1971 and twice in the 1990s. Charlotte was not in a crisis like Jacksonville or Nashville, with no apparent need for a change in gov​ernment structure. Although Charlotte and Mecklenburg County have not consolidated to form a single government, they are highly linked in service function. Instead of consolidating city and county governments, the municipalities decided functional consolidation (the merger of services, single function by single function) would be better. The communities accomplished almost a complete merger of services - some twenty-two different services. Nevertheless, some citizens still express a desire for Charlotte to consolidate fully with Mecklenburg County. 

Government Structure 

Charlotte has a Council-Manager form of government. The Mayor and 11 Council Members are elected every two years. Seven council members are elected from districts, and four council members are elected at-large. A city manager oversees the daily operations. Mecklenburg County has a partisan, nine-member, elected Board of County Commissioners. Six members are elected from districts, and three are elected at-large. The countywide school dis​trict, consolidated in the early 1960s, is the only special district in the county. Six other independent municipalities exist within the county. These communities get to pick and choose among the services they would like to purchase from the city or the county, but otherwise the communities remain self-serving. 

Service Delivery 

Functional consolidation was achieved through contracts that outlined whether the city or the county would pro​vide the service, the length of time for which the service would be provided, and how the contract would be main​tained and terminated. Functional consolidation was accomplished for most major public services by the early 1990s. One viewer concludes that Charlotte and Mecklenburg County are "a reasonably successful experiment in other ways to achieve regional cooperation and to accomplish the ends of metropolitan governance.,,23 

Very few services are offered by both the City of Charlotte and Mecklenburg County. The duplicate services include only storm water, computer services and licensing, communications, and the city-county government center. Mecklenburg County is solely responsible for parks and recreation, building inspection, elections, and tax adminis​tration. Charlotte provides the remaining services: planning and zoning, police, solid waste disposal, public transit, water and sewer, animal control, community relations, historic landmarks and districts, cable television regulations, and purchasing. 

Impacts of Functional Consolidation 

There are no formal reviews of the efficiency of the consolidated functions in Charlotte-Mecklenburg, but the proliferation of intergovernmental service agreements suggest that these two communities are convinced that they both benefit from the consolidated functions. In many cases it is perfectly logical to conclude that economies of scale and efficiencies have emerged. Services such as water, sewer, public transit, solid waste disposal, animal control, cable television regulation, purchasing, and the like can be provided more efficiently, as has been shown elsewhere. The community benefits from these joint efforts. It may even be able to find a few other services on which it can agree. 
Citizen Support for Functional Consolidation 

Citizens have supported functional consolidation of services. That is why these agreements continued to expand in number during the 1970s, the 1980s, and the 1990s. 
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