Executive Summary
Baseline Scenario: No change to government structure

Group 1: Jon Shelton, Scott Pugh, Dennis Hartwick, Nicole Keels, Mark Pugacz

Regional Governance
The status quo has worked for decades, but it is now time to alter how Cleveland is governed. The question is how differently should we be governed. One form of government has received a good deal of attention. That form is known as "consolidated govern​ment." In most cases the consolidation in question refers to the merging of the city and county governments of an area. In some cases it also involves the absorption of smaller municipalities as well. The example cited most often is that of Indianapolis and Marion County, Indiana. The community is Midwestern and half in popula​tion than Cleveland City and County. Its economy has grown dramatically in the last twenty years; its downtown has greatly revitalized; it has major-league football and basketball; and it receives very good national press. Often that press coverage points to the consolidation of the two governments in 1969 as the catalyst to the community's economic revitalization. 

Enticing as that story sounds; consolidation may not have been the key. In fact, the governments did not con​solidate many services. The new form of government did solve some problems, but it ignored others. A detailed examination revealed that not only was Indianapolis not an example of full consolidation; several other so-called "consolidations" in other communities have not really occurred either. Furthermore, the evidence was mixed that they had solved many of the problems that they had been credited with solving. 

This report examines the research on the half-dozen "consolidations" of larger cities and counties that have occurred in the post-World War II era to learn whether consolidation is a path that Cleveland should follow to address many of the challenges facing the community today. The evidence from the existing consolidations suggests that a strong case cannot be made for full consolidation as the answer to Cleveland's ills. 

· First, there is no clear model of what consolidation should include in terms of governments and services. 

The examples reviewed cover a range of alternatives. 

· Second, efficiencies have only occasionally been achieved. Taxes have often risen, not gone down in consolidated systems. 

· Third, the quality of service delivery has usually increased, but that is not always the case. 

· Fourth, almost universally, minority voting power has been eroded, an unacceptable end in Cleveland. 

· Fifth, equity in paying for services has not often been achieved. Central city residents in Indianapolis, for example, pay for their own services as well as for services that serve only non-city residents. This is just the opposite of what is meant by equity. 

· Sixth, credibility of government may increase with a merger if it leads to the election of an outstanding leader. But there is little to suggest that consolidation would ensure that outcome. 

· Seventh, a full consolidation would increase the size of the city's population, but since both the City and Cleveland County suburbs have been losing population, the net effect would still be one of population loss. 

· Eighth, there is neither a political leader nor strong citizen organization in Cleveland that is leading the fight for consolidation. Without very strong leadership and support, consolidation will not occur. 

There is no "silver bullet" solution to help Cleveland provide more efficient, more effective, more equitable, and more credible government. Consolidation is not the answer to what ails Cleveland at this juncture. What is required instead is hard work to overcome a variety of barriers to cooperation and to doing things differently. 

Solutions for Cleveland's ills need to be developed from the ground up. The preferred approach is small steps, a building of success that will lead to more expansive efforts in the future. Cleveland City and County, along with Cleveland Public Schools (CPS) and individual municipalities in the area, should do the following: 

· Seriously explore consolidating several services, such as police and sheriff, personnel (Employee Relations and Human Resources), purchasing and procurement, city attorney and corporation counsel, public works, treasurer, clerk, intergovernmental relations, health, economic development, and property management; some, if not many, should then be merged. 

· Increase efforts to develop more internal efficiencies for the delivery of all services. 

· Increase individual citizen responsibility for outcomes, ranging from residents taking garbage carts to the curb and returning them to taking better care of themselves to reduce health care needs and costs. 

· Regionally cooperate on selected functions, starting with economic development. 


Cleveland is at a crossroads. If it is to move forward and realize its potential, it must take some steps that it has resisted. Leaders and citizens must get very serious about change, about governing ourselves differently. Citizens have begun to step up; now the leaders must do so as well. We must develop the political will to rearrange service delivery and responsibilities. We must enlist the actions of many actors, the help of many partners, including citizens. We need to take numerous small, thoughtful, individual actions. And we should forget the notion of full consolidation

Local governments have been looking for ways to deliver services more efficiently on their own. Such efforts must continue and must be made more aggressive. But that is not the only way to gain efficiencies. 

The City, the County, CPS, and municipalities should look for possible service mergers with other governments, as there is evidence from places such as Charlotte and Louisville that substantial gains are possible collectively, if not on individual service functions. Full consolidation is not the answer, but many partial answers are likely to lie in individual service agreements. These must be examined and exploited where rewards are discovered. 

Citizens must be enlisted to reassume responsibilities that over time have been left increasingly to governmen​tal entities. Examples include parental responsibility in helping children learn, individual responsibility for increas​ing the level of one's health, household responsibility for taking and returning the garbage cart, or citizen volunteers to plant and maintain flowers in public spaces. Citizens need to be strongly encouraged to accept greater responsi​bility for actions and conditions. This will not be easy, but it is another critical step if Cleveland is to become a more thriving and more governable community. 

Regional cooperation will occur someday. In fact, it is occurring on several low-visibility issues today. But to get to the point that some of the major issues, such as transportation, housing, and cultural facilities, are addressed will require the methodical building of trust. We need to start with less incendiary topics such as economic develop​ment. This is a topic that demands attention, regional attention, today. For that reason, it is a perfect place to start. 

Consolidation: What Has It Meant?
City-County consolidation has been at the top of the list of options discussed as possible answers for the many challenges facing Cleveland. Many observers have pointed to Indianapolis, noting how well it has been doing eco​nomically and demographically since Indianapolis merged with Marion County (1969). Its form of government, referred to as "UniGov," has been touted as the answer to many ills. After all, Indianapolis has gained population and jobs. Its downtown has become very vital. Its property tax rates are very low. The city has received a large influx of federal dollars. It has major-league football and basketball. The image is one of a winner. Yet the question must be asked: has "UniGov" really delivered all that? The answer is that it likely has not. 

Several other communities have consolidated as well. But when one looks closely, consolidation is the excep​tion, not the rule, despite hundreds of local votes on the subject. Only 32 examples of consolidation exist in the entire United States since the country was founded. Eight governments consolidated between 1805 and 1947. Most of the recent consolidations involve southern cities and counties, and the majority of consolidations involve smaller com​munities. The upcoming merger of Louisville and Jefferson County will involve close to 700,000 persons. That is the first large consolidation since Indianapolis in 1969. 

The dearth of consolidations would suggest that consolidation is not an answer to the many questions facing communities in recent times. Louisville believes that it is. But this recent example is a true exception. And since the merger has yet to occur, we cannot yet determine the degree to which it can help to solve the problems facing the Louisville area. These problems include a significant population and resource decline in the city of Louisville, a dete​riorating economy in Louisville, slow growth in the region, and so forth. Time will tell. The one thing we do know is that the consolidation will make Louisville once again larger than Lexington and raise Louisville's stature on the list of larger American cities. That may bring some benefits. But the community has yet to determine what beyond the name will be consolidated. 

Of greater interest at this juncture is the experience of the other larger consolidations that have occurred. What may be surprising to readers is that none of the communities that have "consolidated" have done so in a single uni​form manner. Each developed its own unique approach. Consolidation, for example, can range from a complete merger of city and county government and an assumption of all local governments to a merger of some functions of city and county government with all municipalities remaining independent. That track record of diverse approaches suggests that there is not a clear model for Cleveland to follow. 

Most Compelling Comparison and Contrasts

Citv/Countv 
Year  
Population (2000) Citv/Countv
Miami-Dade, Florida
1957
362,470/2,253,362

Nashville-Davidson, Tennessee 
1962
545,524/569,891

Jacksonville- Duval, Florida 
1967
735,617/778,879

Indianapolis-Marion, Indiana 
1969
781,870/860,454

Lexington-Fayette, Kentucky 
1972
260,512/260,512

Louisville-Jefferson, Kentucky 
2003
256,231 /693,604 

These six are the largest. One lesson these consolidations hold is that two (Miami-Dade and Indianapolis-Marion County) are not true consolidations; in fact, Miami-Dade is a federation. Four of these communities (Nashville​-Davidson, Jacksonville-Duval, Lexington-Fayette, Louisville-Jefferson) are consolidations, but to varying degrees. We also discuss a seventh community that has highly integrated city-county services (Charlotte-Mecklenburg) even though it is not formally consolidated. These alternatives are differentiated to show that each community has pro​ceeded with the consolidation question in its own unique way. The factors that are compared are population growth; the forces behind the consolidation movement; the public input into the process; government structure; the services offered to taxpayers; tax impact; impact on minority voting power; the results of the consolidation; and citizen assess​ment of the benefits. 

Demographics

Most Compelling

Five of the seven communities chosen for comparison have experienced steady, positive population growth rates in every decade since World War II. The largest exception is Louisville, which experienced a loss of 14% from 1980 to 2000, including a loss of 5% from 1990 to 2000. Indianapolis lost population before its merger and has grown slowly since. All seven cities are in the list of the top 100 cities in population (2000) in the United States. The cities differ in their racial composition. In Miami-Dade County, Florida, the Hispanic population is the majority (57%); white and black populations are 21 % and 19%, respectively. The majority race in the other cities in 2000 was white, ranging from 61% in Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina, to 79% in Lexington-Fayette, Kentucky. The next​ largest race was black, ranging from 13% in Lexington-Fayette to 28% in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. While a quickly growing population, the Hispanic population was third-largest, ranging from 2% in Louisville-Jefferson, Kentucky, to 7% in Charlotte-Mecklenburg. 


Regional Trends



Cleveland as a region may not be as bad off as many believe.  If you compare Cleveland with the other two major regions in Ohio, you will find that Cleveland is slightly behind in income and has a slightly higher poverty rate, but has a higher rate of homeownership and lower vacancy rate.  The difference between the Cleveland region and some other regions is that Cleveland is currently seeing negative effects instead of positive effects when it comes to change over time.  (see file 611-2d)

For example, Cleveland is by far the largest region in Ohio at 2.9 million people. This is still a great deal more people than Cincinnati and it is nearly double that of Columbus. This is despite the fact that Columbus claims to be the largest city in the state.  This is because over half of the population in the Columbus MSA belongs to the city of Columbus due to annexation in return for water.  However, if you look at the population trends over time, the picture is not as pretty.  Cleveland is the only region out of the three to have lost population, and this happened between 1970 and 1980, and 1980 to 1990.  The Cleveland MSA gained population between 1990 and 2000; however, it gained far less than its Ohio counterparts.  The Cincinnati MSA gained an incredible 36% between 1990 and 2000.  The Columbus MSA gained 14% between 1990 and 2000, but greater Cleveland gained only 3%.  (see files 611-2c,2d,2g)

Income is a similar situation.  The household median income in the Cleveland MSA is $42,200.  This is a 3% increase from $40,800 in 1989.  Though an increase in income and population are both contrary to how many people view the region, Cincinnati and Columbus still did much better.  Both experienced an almost 10% increase in their median household incomes over 1990 to 2000.  All figures are in 1999 dollars to adjust for inflation.  (see file 611-2d)


Also, urban sprawl is occurring in the Cleveland region, duplicating what continues to happen across the country.  The central city and some inner ring suburbs are losing population and income while the outermost communities gain population and income.  From a county perspective the same thing is occurring.  Cuyahoga County suffered a loss of 1% which is about 18,000 people between 1990 and 2000.  Medina County, on the other hand, gained a whopping 23% during the same decade.  This type of movement creates a lot of tension on the region’s ability to maintain existing infrastructure in the central parts of the MSA.  (see file 611-2e)
Regional Projections
When putting together the forecast for the region, a number of demographics, from race to education levels to poverty rates were reviewed.  But after careful consideration, the decision was to focus on just two – population and households because these two demographics illustrate the underlying problem affecting our region – urban sprawl.  

Perhaps the most comprehensive yet concise definition of urban sprawl is from one of the foremost scholars on urban issues, Anthony Downs.  Verbatim from his website, “Sprawl has the following traits: (1) unlimited outward expansion of growth, (2) relatively low density residential and commercial development, (3) leap-frog development into far-out sites, (4) heavy reliance on private automotive vehicles for travel, (5) spatial segregation of different land uses, and (6) fragmented policy control over land-use among many localities” (Downs).  Most people would agree that our region is certainly characteristic of this definition.  And by this forecast, these conditions will only continue to get worse.  

As illustrated in File 611-2j, the population of the region will continue to shift from the inner cores – Akron, Cleveland, and Lorain – to third and fourth ring suburbs such as Avon, Olmsted Township, and Streetsboro.  Cleveland and its inner ring suburbs will be affected the most from this shift, with a loss of just over 100,000 residents.  Communities realizing the largest population gains are Twinsburg (17,339), Strongsville (12,025), and Medina (9,057).  At the county level, Cuyahoga County is estimated to lose 35,626 residents, while the other six counties gain population, with the counties of Medina (42,274) and Summit (33,548) increasing the most.     

Looking at the estimated change in households from 2000 to 2020, see File 611-2i, we see the same trend as illustrated above with population – the inner core will continue to lose households while the exurbs will gain households.  Again, Cleveland and its inner ring suburbs will be most affected, losing close to 16,000 households.  Communities realizing the largest gain in households are Twinsburg (10,110), Strongsville (8,700), and Brunswick (6,292).  At the county level all counties gain households with Medina (20,148) and Summit (22,279) gaining the most.  For a complete breakdown of estimated changes in population and housing units please refer to File 611-2h.

Comparison of Cleveland to non-merger cities and communities

Purpose and Rationale

The very nature of the entire Capstone project is to use data that has been collected to draw assumptions.  In order to make these assumptions, one must try to develop a large enough sample size before and generalizations or assumptions can be made.  This is key,  Comparison of Cleveland to non-merger cities and communities, because by weighing Cleveland against like cities, we can first be assured that Cleveland is not an outlier and our assumptions will in turn have more validity.  

Methodology

These comparable CMSAs were selected because they possessed geographic similarities or similarities in economic structure and/or population to Cleveland:

Midwestern: Chicago, Illinois, Columbus, Ohio, Detroit, Michigan.

Size and Economic Structure: Memphis, Tennessee, Oklahoma City, Oklahoma.
Once the comparable analysis is completed, then Cleveland and its competitors can be compared against the baseline of those cities and communities that have merged to determine if there is a significant difference among key factors. These factors were chosen because they are historically indicative of the economic health of a community, and are as follows:

1. Total Personal Income.  The total value of income all residents of a particular area 
which include: Active Income (Earnings), Passive Income, and Government Transfers.
2. Total Wages and Salary.  Which consists of the monetary remuneration of employees
3. Population – obtained from the Census Bureau's midyear population estimates 
(excluding college students and other seasonal populations)

4. Employment-for states and local areas comprises estimates of the number of jobs, full-
time plus part-time

5. Unemployment-A lower-than-expected unemployment rate or declining trend is 
considered inflationary
Competitor cities such as Las Vegas, Nevada (which was one that was analyzed by the previous group because it does demonstrate that a city can experience high population growth without merging), its uniqueness (gambling, tax structure, etc.) caused it to be precluded from this analysis for fear of skewing the data.  

Although the amount, rate, and patterns of personal income, wages and salary, population, employment, and unemployment can significantly affect a community's infrastructure, economy, and social institutions, it should be noted that each indicator measures only one aspect of the economic or social performance of a city. One must be careful not to infer too much on the basis of a few selected indicators. The source of the data were obtained from r:/casestudycompetitorseries Files 611-3a, 3b, 3c. 
Is regional governance desirable?
Regional Government is a noble but weak response to the continued economic hollowing and redistribution of wealth and economic activities on a global plane equalized through technology and rising education levels around the world. Academically cited successes of regionalism often fail to provide a contextual view. These so called successes are often hybrids with many variations and often avoid merging the most sensitive services such as schools, police and government. The historical, cultural, demographic and psychographic context of these “successes” belies the issues endemic to old line entrenched political machines of historically old urban centers of the Northeast and Midwest. The often-cited benefits of comparative advantage and efficiency cost savings do not make paybacks for upwards of twenty years out from the initial consolidation costs - if at all due to upgrading to the highest level of service provided, as no one wants to lower service levels nor service worker wages. The drawback to the entrenched powers is often fear of political power dilution and loss of political hegemony. 

Notable in the often-cited successes is the overall higher level of education and cultural homogeneity, thus the ease with which those regions are more apt to consolidate at various levels and abide to centralized planning and a single “voice”. Likewise in the successful regional mergers the lower percent overall of concentrated multi generational non-educated and poor makes the others in the region more apt to “pull” the others along in the same boat. Government’s attempt at job creation and diversity are misnomers. No politician ever creates jobs of value rather political patronage, which is the antithesis to a private taxpayer’s revenue contributions in the form of taxes. Diversity based on intelligence, awareness and self-confidence will be effective but diversity based on ignorance and incompetence will not be effective. 

Actions to make government provided services more efficient and in turn if done under the guise of regional government making regional government desirable, would be the following: remove career guarantees from non-elected civil jobs, provide for a term limiting mechanism, reduce Cleveland City council size by half, create a county executive at-large position, promote private-public sector crossover for leadership positions with extreme transparency, and reform the political campaign process to lessen the impact of money on the election of candidates and hopefully remove it altogether. In and of it self, regional government is not a solution to better government and regional health in fact regionalizing with inept leadership will only exacerbate the problems.   
The Executive Summary is supported by the following 23 files:
   
Regional Trends: 

· File 611-2a:  Basic Seven County Demographics

· File 611-2b:  Demographics by Municipality

· File 611-2c:  MSA Population Trends

· File 611-2d:  Other MSA Trends

· File 611-2e:  Population Shift by County

· File 611-2f:  Regional Population 1950-2000

· File 611-2g:  Regional Population Change 1950-2000

Regional Projections:

· File 611-2h: Regional Projections
· File 611-2i: Household Change
· File 611-2j: Population Change 
Competitors
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File 611-3b: Case Study Competitor Time Series—Demographic & Economic Trends 

1970-2000—26 cities

· Total Personal Income

· Total Wage and Salary
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· Unemployment Rate (%)

· Graphs

· Figure 1: Wage & Salary Disbursements

· Figure 2: Population

· Figure 3: Total Personal Income Disbursements

· Figure 4: Unemployment

· Figure 5: Total Full and Part-Tie Employment
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Trends 1970-2000—6 merged cities and Cleveland.
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· Figure 4: Unemployment

· Figure 5: Total Full and Part-Tie Employment

File 611-3e: Case Study Competitor Time Series—Demographic & Economic 


Trends 1970-2000—6 merged cities and Cleveland Percentage Change.
· Total Personal Income

· Total Wage and Salary

· Population

· Employment

· Unemployment Rate (%)

· Graphs

· Figure 1: Wage & Salary Disbursements

· Figure 2: Population

· Figure 3: Total Personal Income Disbursements

· Figure 4: Unemployment

· Figure 5: Total Full and Part-Tie Employment
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